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ABSTRACT

Multiplayer games on graphs are at the heart of theoretical descriptions of key evolutionary processes that govern vital social
and natural systems. However, a comprehensive theoretical framework for solving multiplayer games with an arbitrary number
of strategies on graphs is still missing. Here, we solve this by drawing an analogy with the Balls-and-Boxes problem, based on
which we show that the local configuration of multiplayer games on graphs is equivalent to distributing k identical co-players
among n distinct strategies. We use this to derive the replicator equation for any n-strategy multiplayer game under weak
selection, which can be solved in polynomial time. As an example, we revisit the second-order free-riding problem, where
costly punishment cannot truly resolve social dilemmas in a well-mixed population. Yet, in structured populations, we derive
an accurate threshold for the punishment strength, beyond which punishment can either lead to the extinction of defection or
transform the system into a rock-paper-scissors-like cycle. The analytical solution also qualitatively agrees with the phase
diagrams that were previously obtained for non-marginal selection strengths. Our framework thus allows an exploration of any
multi-strategy multiplayer game on regular graphs.

Multi-strategy evolutionary dynamics in nature often lead to diverse and complex phenomena, such as cyclic dominance that
is captured by the well-known rock-paper-scissors game'. Experimental evidence from diverse contexts, ranging from the
three-morph mating system of the side-blotched lizard> and Escherichia coli populations®, to human economic behaviors*,
demonstrates the occurrence of the rock-paper-scissors cycle in various real-world scenarios. Theoretical models of the
rock-paper-scissors cycle have been explored in both two-player’ and multiplayer game frameworks®, contributing to an
understanding of its underlying properties — as a consequence of strategy diversity, the intransitive interaction may emerge
spontaneously. This phenomenon can be illustrated when we extend the basic two-strategy model of the evolution of cooperation
by adding additional strategies that punish defectors’-® or reward cooperators™ ', The additional strategies are necessary when
considering more realistic models, which underlines the importance of a multi-strategy approach.

Previous research in evolutionary dynamics primarily focused on two-strategy systems, where the unconditional cooperator
and defector strategies represent the fundamental conflict of individual and collective interests''. While cooperation can
maximize mutual benefits, defection, despite offering higher personal payoff, reduces overall benefits to others. Consequently,
defection often appears as the dominant strategy. An escape route from this dilemma could be a spatially structured popula-
tion'> 13, where individuals interact with fixed neighbors but still adopt the strategies of those with higher payoffs. This setting
allows cooperation to form clusters, utilizing the advantage of collective payoffs thus resisting the invasion of defection, a
concept known as spatial reciprocity'4. It is recognized that no simple closed-form solution exists for general evolutionary
dynamics in structured populations, unless by chance P=NP, Polynomial time equals to Nondeterministic Polynomial time'> .
However, in the weak selection limit, where the influence of the game on strategy updates is marginal, analytical solutions have
been obtained from infinite'® to finite populations'’, and from regular'®!° to arbitrary graphs?*-3. This line of research has
led to the development of evolutionary graph theory'.

In evolutionary graph theory, a widely used mathematical technique is the pair approximation®*~2%. This method applies
to infinite populations on regular graphs and has revealed the well-known ‘b/c > k’ rule, which states that evolution favors
cooperation when the benefit-to-cost ratio exceeds the number of neighbors®®. Pair approximation is also capable of analyzing
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Figure 1. Generalized payoff matrix for multi-strategy multiplayer games, reducible to two-strategy or two-player
formats. a, Payoff matrix for n-strategy (k + 1)-player games: with n strategies and k co-players, the matrix size is

nx C(k-+n—1,k). b, Payoff matrix for 2-strategy (k + 1)-player games*®: with n = 2 strategies and k co-players, the matrix
size is 2 X C(k+ 1,k). ¢, Payoff matrix for n-strategy 2-player games>>: with n strategies and k = 1 co-players, the matrix size
is n x C(n, 1). d, Payoff matrix for 2-strategy 2-player games®’: with n = 2 strategies and k = 1 co-players, the matrix size is
2xC(2,1).

more complex models, including unequal interaction and dispersal graphs>?, asymmetric networks>!, and stochastic games>?,

predicting simulation outcomes with high accuracy. Notably, pair approximation has been applied to multi-strategy two-player
games>>, leading to the replicator equations for arbitrary n-strategy two-player games on a regular graph, as an important
extension of the traditional replicator equations used in well-mixed populations*

Unlike two-player games, multiplayer games exhibit much greater complexity, primarily due to their potentially nonlinear
payoff functions®. In a structured population, multiplayer games require each individual to organize a game within their
neighbors and themselves, which implies that individuals participate in games organized by both themselves and their neighbors,
thereby interacting with second-order neighbors. Such interactions lead to higher-order interactions®37, which cannot be
simply reduced to a superposition of pairwise interactions. The complexity of multiplayer games can also be illustrated from
the perspective of structure coefficients on graphs: a two-strategy two-player game needs only one structure coefficient®®,
a multi-strategy two-player game requires three3>4?, but a two-strategy (k + 1)-player game needs as many as k structure
coefficients*!»#2. The number of potential equilibrium points in general multiplayer games also indicates their complexity*>*4.
Even so, in the absence of triangle motifs, two-strategy multiplayer games can still be theoretically analyzed using pair
approximation®>4®, whose results are consistent with predictions obtained by other more precise methods*’-43.

With two-strategy two-player?”, multi-strategy two-player>>, and two-strategy multiplayer games*® all thoroughly studied,
the analytical solution for multi-strategy multiplayer games on graphs remains unexplored. The range of potential models for
multiplayer games with more than two strategies is vast, drawing from co-evolutionary strategies such as punishment® -1,
reward” %3, and the loner strategy*>*. Multi-strategy systems in multiplayer games have unique characteristics that multi-
strategy two-player games do not capture: the payoff function can be nonlinear. For example, in pool punishment, the payoff
structure depends solely on whether there is at least one punishing player among the k 4 1 players. This uniqueness reinforces
the significance of studying multi-strategy multiplayer games.

However, previous research on these games on graphs has largely been limited to numerical simulations, which do not
allow for the exploration of the complete parameter space. In the absence of mathematical tools for evolutionary graph theory
in multi-strategy multiplayer games, recent studies have attempted to bypass this challenge by incorporating the third strategy
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Figure 2. The Balls-and-Boxes problem, payoff calculation, and strategy updates. a, To determine a co-player
configuration, we distribute k identical co-players (balls) into n distinct strategies (boxes), corresponding to the classic
Balls-and-Boxes problem. For instance, with k = 4 and n = 3, there are 15 possible co-player configurations. b, An individual
accumulates payoffs from 1 + k multiplayer games, organized by itself and its k neighbors. Each multiplayer game involves
k+ 1 players, including the organizer and its neighbors. ¢, Strategy updates in an individual are governed by the pairwise
comparison rule. A random neighbor is selected, and the focal individual either adopts the neighbor’s strategy or maintains its
original strategy, based on a probability proportional to the fitness (transformed from payoffs) in the pair.

within the existing two strategies. For instance, punishing or rewarding behaviors have been added to the existing cooperation
strategy in the traditional two-strategy system>>-®. This approach allows for the examination of additional mechanisms like
punishment and reward within the two-strategy system’s framework. Yet, these alternative attempts still could not capture
further rich dynamics, such as cyclic dominance, which is only possible in systems with at least three strategies.

In this work, we provide an analytical framework that addresses the gaps in multi-strategy multiplayer games in the realm of
evolutionary graph theory. Inspired by the Balls-and-Boxes problem, we demonstrate that for a given multi-strategy multiplayer
game, counting the co-player configurations of a focal individual is equivalent to distributing k identical co-players into n
distinct strategies (Fig. 1). On this basis, we develop a bottom-up approach for calculating the group-based payoff of individuals
on regular graphs, deriving replicator equations on regular graphs in the weak selection limit and the absence of triangle motifs.
Our results include two commonly used update rules, namely pairwise comparison (PC)*’ and death-birth (DB)?°, applicable to
arbitrary multiplayer games with any multi-strategy space in structured populations, where each individual has the same number
of neighbors. Using the punishment mechanism’-3%% in the context of the tragedy of the commons® as an example, we
explore the well-known second-order free-riding problem analytically, obtaining an accurate threshold of punishment strength
necessary to resolve the social dilemma in structured populations. Additionally, our theoretical solutions can qualitatively
reproduce the phase diagrams observed in previous numerical simulation studies under non-marginal selection strength.
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Results

Model overview

We consider an infinite population on a regular graph, where each individual has k neighbors. An individual can adopt one
of n strategies, labeled by the numbers 1,2,...,n. On a regular graph, the number of co-players in every multiplayer game
is equivalent to the constant number k of neighbors. For a given individual, suppose that there are k; co-players employing
strategy 1, ky co-players employing strategy 2, and so on, up to k, co-players employing strategy ». In this context, the co-player
configuration of an individual can be represented by k = (ki,k», ..., k,), which satisfies the condition Y} ; k; = k. As illustrated
in Fig. 2a, counting the number of possible configurations of k is analogous to the classic Balls-and-Boxes problem, distributing
k identical balls (i.e., co-players) into n distinct boxes (i.e., strategies), allowing for the possibility of empty boxes (e.g., k1 = 0).
Hence, there are C(k+n— 1,k) = (k+n—1)!/[(n— 1)!k!] possible configurations of co-player strategy configurations k.

Interaction occurs between an individual and its k co-players. In a multiplayer game involving the focal individual and
k co-players, the payoff is uniquely determined by the strategy of the focal individual and the strategy configuration of the
co-players. For a focal individual employing strategy i with the co-player configuration k; its payoff is denoted by a;. It can
be observed that the ‘generalized payoff matrix” comprises n x C(k+n — 1,k) elements represented by ;) through all possible
focal strategies i = 1,2, ..., n and co-player strategy configurations k. For two-strategy two-player games (n = 2, k = 1), the
number of elements in the payoff matrix reduces to 2 x C(2,1) = 4; for multi-strategy two-player games (k = 1), it reduces to
n x C(n,1) = n?; for two-strategy multiplayer games (n = 2), it reduces to 2 x C(k+1,k) = 2(k+ 1) (Fig. 1).

The accumulated payoff of a focal individual is collected from the 1 4k games organized by itself and its neighbors, as
depicted in Fig. 2b. Upon obtaining the accumulated payoffs 7, we convert them into fitness, denoted as F = exp (§7)?!-48:61:62,
Strategies that yield higher fitness are more likely to reproduce. Here, § — 0T represents a weak selection limit. The rationale
behind weak selection is that, in reality, many factors other than the investigated game influence the probability of reproduction®.

There are various commonly used strategy update rules. For simplicity, we focus on the pairwise comparison (PC) rule’’ in
the main text (another well-known rule, the death-birth, is discussed in Supplementary Information). During each elementary
step, an individual A and one of its neighbors B are randomly selected from the population. Their payoffs are computed as 74
and 7p and then transformed into fitness values F and Fp. Individual A adopts the strategy of individual B with a probability
proportional to their fitness in the pair,

Fp 1

W= = .
Fy+ Fp 1+€Xp[75(ﬂ37ﬂ/\)]

ey

Or, individual A keeps its own strategy with the remaining probability F4 /(F4 + Fg). Eq. (1) indicates that individual A has a
marginal tendency to either maintain its own strategy or adopt the one of individual B, depending on who has higher fitness.
The evolution of strategies under the PC update process is illustrated in Fig. 2c.

Group-based payoff with any number of strategies

To formally analyze the evolutionary dynamics, we construct the system as described in Supplementary Note 1.1. According to
pair approximation®’, there are two key concepts, the frequency of i-players (i.e., individuals employing strategy 7), denoted as
x;, where Y/ x; = 1, and the probability of an i-player being adjacent to a j-player, denoted by ¢;;, with ¥i_; g;; = 1. By
separating different time scales, we find that g;); = x;(k—2)/(k— 1) + 6;;/(k — 1), where ;; = 1 if i = j and 6;; = 0 otherwise
(Supplementary Note 5.1). In other words, the value of g;|; can be determined by the value of x;.

To express necessary computations, we introduce a variation of k, denoted as ky; = (ky,k2,...,k;+1,...,k,), where
Y/ ki = k— 1. This represents a co-player configuration in which there is at least one /-player. Among the remaining k — 1
co-players, the numbers of players adopting strategies 1,2,...,n are ky,kz, ..., k;,, respectively.

We label the payoff that an individual obtains in a multiplayer game as the single-game payoff. (ax|)y is used to denote
the expected single-game payoff for an X-player over the possible co-player configurations k, where the kK members in k are
neighbors of a Y-player, as defined by Eq. (12) in the Methods. Similarly, the notation <aX\k+1>Y differs in that it is over k — 1
unknown members in the possible co-player configurations k. ;, with one known /-player.

Furthermore, we use the notation (71:1;) to represent the expected accumulated payoff of an X-player obtained in the 1+ k
games organized by the player and its neighbors, across all possible neighbor configurations k of the X-player, defined by
Eq. (10) in the Methods. Similarly, (nﬁ“ ) denotes the expected accumulated payoff over the configurations where the remaining
k — 1 neighbors are unknown besides a known i-player, as defined by Eq. (11) in the Methods.

Through bottom-up calculations from the microscopic level (Methods), we establish the following relationship between the
expected accumulated and single-game payoffs. For i-players, the relation is given by

(mf) = <ai|k>i+kZ‘H\i<ai|k’+,>l- 2)
=1
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Intuitively, the expected accumulated payoff of i-players, (71:,-"}, is composed by the expected single-game payoff from the
game they organize, (a;x)i, and the games organized by their k neighbors, kY. g l~<ai‘k/+ /> ;- Here, the different notation
K = (k},k},...,k},) from k is an independent configuration to clarify the priority in the summation.

A further concept is the expected accumulated payoff of a j-player who has at least one i-player as a neighbor, which is
related to the expected single-game payoff as follows:

<7T;(+i>:<aj\k+,~> +{ajp,, )i+ (k=1) me, aji. ) A3)

Here, (ajx.,))» (a j\k;,-> i»and (k—1)Y7, g;(a JIK, 1) ; are the expected single-game payoff from the game organized by the
Jj-player itself, the game organized by the fixed i-player neighbor, and the games organized by the remaining k — 1 neighbors of
the j-player.

General replicator equations

The evolution of frequencies x,x»,...,x, can be deduced through the microscopic strategy update process. Specifically, in
an infinite population, i.e., N — oo, a single unit of time comprises N elementary steps, ensuring that each individual has an
opportunity to update their strategy. During each elementary step, the frequency of i-players increases by 1/N when a focal
J-player (where j # i) is chosen to update its strategy and is replaced by an i-player. Similarly, the frequency of i-players
decreases by 1/N when a focal i-player is selected to update its strategy and the player who takes the position is not an i-player.
Based on this perception, we derive a simple form of the replicator equations for i = 1,2,...,n in the weak selection limit
(Supplementary Note 2):

5
i = X ( Z qji(m ) 4)

We find that Eq. (4) offers an intuitive understanding, if we introduce the following two conceptS' (l) 7r ©) =(m; k), the

expected accumulated payoff of the i-player (zero steps away on the graph), and (2) 7rl-<1) =Yi1q J|l< *+), the expected
accumulated payoff of the i-player’s neighbors (one step away on the graph). These concepts suggest that x; o xi(nl-(o) — 77:1-“)).
Under pairwise comparison, the reproduction rate of i-players is dependent on how their accumulated payoff exceeds that of
their neighbors. In essence, the evolution of x; is the competition between an individual and its first-order neighbors, which
aligns with the results obtained by a different theoretical framework in two-strategy systems'®2%32 We further extend it to
n-strategy systems in the framework of pair approximation. We also verify that the death-birth rule is essentially the competition
between an individual and its second-order neighbors for n-strategy systems (Supplementary Information).

Applying Egs. (2) and (3) to Eq. (4), we can transform the expected accumulated payoff in the replicator equations into
the expected single-game payoff, as shown in Eq. (13) in the Methods, which keeps the simplest irreducible computational
complexity given the payoff structure a;). In particular, we only need to calculate two types of quantities, <a,~‘k +/> ; and
(a,-|k +J.) jfori,j=1,2,...,n, based on the given payoff structure a;. The diagonal elements of these quantities coincide, as
demonstrated in Egs. (14) and (15) in the Methods. Therefore, for any given payoff structure g;, there are at most (2n—1)n
distinct quantities to calculate manually when determining the replicator equations. The computational complexity is thus
O(n?), square of the number of strategies, which can be solved within polynomial time. We also find that the computational
complexity under the death-birth rule is O(n?), cubic of the number of strategies, which can also be solved within polynomial
time (Supplementary Information).

For specific payoff structures, the computational complexity can be further reduced. A common example is linear systems.
In such systems, the payoff function includes at most linear terms in ky,kp,...,k,. This allows us to express the general
payoff function as ;) = Z'}:1 b;jk;+ c;, where b;; represents the coefficient of the linear term and ¢; is the constant term for
i,j=1,2,...,n. Applying this special payoff structure to Eq. (13) in the Methods, we can obtain a simplified form of the
replicator equation for linear systems,

9 n o n
xi:Z(k—l)) <(k+1 +3ij i l] ]l ;; xlbﬂ) (5)

Here, 7T; and 7 denote the mean payoff of i-players and all players in a well-mixed population, which can be directly calculated
using the traditional replicator dynamics approach (Methods).

As a frequently studied example, the public goods game involves n = 2 strategies within a linear payoff structure. Strategy
1, cooperation (C), pays a cost ¢ which is multiplied by a synergy factor r and distributed among all k+ 1 players, while
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strategy 2, defection (D), pays nothing. The payoff structure can be expressed as b; = by; = rc/(k+ 1), bja = bypp =0,
c1 =rc/(k+1)—c, co =0. Consequently, %; «< x;(7; — ), indicating that evolution favors cooperation when r > k + 1
(Supplementary Note 3.1). Coincidentally, the public goods game exhibits an equivalence between well-mixed and structured
populations under pairwise comparison®?, a phenomenon not necessarily observed under other update rules*. This equivalence
provides a unique opportunity: when introducing additional strategies into the public goods game, the distinct effects of these
new strategies in structured populations can be isolated without interference from the existing two strategies. For a general
condition when pairwise comparison equates well-mixed and structured populations, we refer to the Supplementary Note 3.1.3.

We apply the multi-strategy multiplayer framework to various additional mechanisms in public goods games, including
punishment®>! (n = 3), reward® (n = 3), and multi-stage investment® (n = 4) (Supplementary Note 3). Here, we present the
applications to two punishment types, peer and pool punishment, by which we revisit the well-known second-order free-rider
problem in structured populations.

Peer punishment in public goods games
In public goods games with peer punishment®® ¢’
utilize Eq. (5) directly.

There are n = 3 strategies: 1 = Cooperation (C), 2 = Defection (D), and 3 = Peer punishment (E). Besides the two
strategies in the public goods game, the third strategy, peer punishment, pays a cost & for punishing a co-player who defects.
A defector, when punished, incurs a fine 8. Thus, given k; defective co-players, a punishing player has ok, paid, and given
ks punishment co-players, a defector has Sk3 charged. Furthermore, it is assumed that punishing players also perform the
cooperative behavior, investing ¢ to the common pool. This makes the strategy C the second-order free-rider who exploits the
effort in punishment of strategy E.

The first question is how the behaviors of peer punishment in structured populations, obtained by our framework (Supple-
mentary Note 3.2), differ from the ones in a well-mixed population. We find that peer punishment introduces a bi-stable space
of the system state, as seen in Fig. 3a, b. Even when r < k+ 1, the system can either evolve to a final state where strategies E
and C coexist, or to a state dominated by strategy D, depending on the initial conditions. As the punishing fine  increases, the
basin of attraction for strategy D diminishes. In a well-mixed population, strategy D maintains a basin of attraction regardless
of the punishment strength (Fig. 3¢). This aligns with previous findings that peer punishment does not truly resolve social
dilemmas in well-mixed populations>®. However, in structured populations, we observe that the basin of attraction for strategy
D can be entirely eliminated if the punishing fine 8 exceeds a critical threshold, § > *, where

k+1 '
B*3<k:il+c+ka>a. )

, the payoff structure is linear (Supplementary Note 3.2), which allows us to

Consequently, in such scenarios, the system consistently converges to a coexistence of strategies E and C (Fig. 3d). The
numerical observation from previous research suggests that peer punishment can effectively resolve social dilemmas in
structured populations. Our analysis adds an analytical perspective to this conclusion.

The distinct roles of peer punishment in well-mixed and structured populations can be attributed to the fraction of defectors,

«PE) 'in an unstable edge equilibrium, x(PE) = (0,x\") 1 — xPE) "as presented in Fig. 3e. When x\2*) > 1, this unstable

equilibrium disappears, rendering the D-vertex equilibrium unstable. In a well-mixed population, xg)E) < 1 and ngE) —1

as B — oo, indicating that the described scenario is unattainable. However, in structured populations, x(DDE) > 1 becomes

feasible once B > *. Additionally, peer punishment acts as a double-edged sword. When x<DDE) < 0, the system invariably
converges to the full defection state, signifying ineffective punishment. As the punishing fine  increases, peer punishment
first becomes effective in well-mixed populations when 8 > [38’v M Structured populations, in contrast, require a higher f
value for punishment to be effective. In particular, peer punishment is less advantageous in structured populations than in
well-mixed populations when 8 < B_ (Fig. 3a, b). However, structured populations gain an advantage when 8 > B_, and
can eventually lead to the extinction of defection at sufficient high 8 > B* values. The comparison between well-mixed and
structured populations in relation to the punishing fine is illustrated in Fig. 3f, and the expressions for key  values are listed in
Fig. 4.

We also compare the analytical predictions by our framework to the results from previous work, which was only at a
numerical level. As shown in Fig. 5, we find our analytical results align qualitatively with the a-f phase diagrams presented in
previous research®!. Although there are differences in detail between the results obtained from non-marginal selection through
numerical simulations (Fig. 5a, ¢) and those derived under weak selection via analytical solutions (Fig. 5b, d), both approaches
consistently predict unique behaviors in structured populations that are absent in well-mixed populations. For instance, both the
non-marginal and weak selection strengths indicate the existence of a (C+ E)y phase at low o and high 8, where strategy D
becomes extinct and strategies C and E coexist, equivalent to the Voter model®-%9. Moreover, at moderate levels of o and B, we
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Figure 3. Peer punishment can resolve the social dilemma of public goods game in structured populations. The
traditional replicator dynamics produce results for well-mixed populations, and our framework allows for exploring the
dynamics in structured populations. a and b, The state space is bifurcated by x(P) and xiCE). The final state, either D or
(C+E)y, is determined by the initial conditions. Under mild punishment (8 = 0.7), a structured population hinders
cooperation by reducing the state space leading to the (C + E)y outcome. ¢ and d, Conversely, with strong punishment ( = 5),
structured populations consistently result in the extinction of defection, thereby resolving the social dilemma in public goods
games. In contrast, the state space in well-mixed populations remains divided into two distinct basins. e, As the punishment

DE)

strength 3 increases, xE) increases, expanding the initial space leading to the (C + E)y outcome. In well-mixed populations,
xl()DE) — 1 as B — oo, and the basin leading to defection cannot be completely eliminated. However, in structured populations,
xE)DE) — k(k+1)/[(k—2)(k+3)] > 1 when B > B*, invariably resulting in the extinction of defection. f, The diagram of the
different effects of punishment in well-mixed versus structured populations. Structured populations are advantageous in

promoting cooperation under strong punishment but are less effective when the punishment is mild. Input parameters: r = 3,

c=1,0=07k=4.
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Figure 4. Analytical results of public goods game with peer punishment in both well-mixed and structured populations.
This table summarizes the equilibrium points and their stability by analyzing the peer punishment system. The analytical forms
of all key concepts are presented. See Supplementary Note 3.2 for details of the analysis.

anticipate a D < (C+ E)y phase under weak selection. In this phase, the system evolves towards either D or (C + E)vy based
on the initial state, although strategy C may eventually become extinct due to the continuous introduction of a small number
of defectors’?. A similar phase, named Dy k), is detected under non-marginal selection. The term ‘i’ denotes ‘homoclinic
instability’, implying that strategy E can overcome D through a nucleation mechanism, particularly if a small colony of £
players survives after the extinction of cooperators. This likelihood increases with larger populations.

Pool punishment in public goods games

Another example is pool punishment in public goods games®’'". From the perspective of computational complexity, pool
punishment differs from peer punishment in its nonlinear payoff structure, which requires utilizing Eq. (13).

Similarly, there are n = 3 strategies: 1 = Cooperation (C), 2 = Defection (D), and 3 = Pool punishment (O). Again, based
on the 2-strategy public goods game, the third strategy, pool punishment, contributes a cost & to the public pool for punishment.
A defector is punished with a fine § if the public pool for punishment has funds (i.e., there is at least one punisher among
the co-players); if no punishers are present, the defector incurs no charge. Irrespective of the number of defecting co-players
0 < ky <k, a punishing player pays «. It is also assumed that those employing pool punishment engage in cooperative behavior,
investing ¢ to the common pool, making the strategy C a second-order free-rider.

8,71

Our analysis in structured populations (Supplementary Note 3.3) and the traditional analysis for well-mixed populations
reveal that pool punishment does not change the fact that the system cannot converge to a defection-free state when r < k+ 1,
as demonstrated in Fig. 6a, b. However, along the DO edge (i.e., without the presence of strategy C), the system can evolve
to a final state of either full D or full O, depending on the initial conditions. As the punishing fine 3 increases, the attraction
basin for strategy D shrinks. In well-mixed populations, strategy D retains an attraction basin regardless of the punishment
strength (Fig. 6¢). This is consistent with previous findings that pool punishment does not effectively resolve social dilemmas in
well-mixed populations®®. However, in structured populations, the attraction basin for strategy D can be completely eliminated
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Figure 5. Phase diagrams of the system behavior with respect to punishing cost o and fine 3 are qualitatively similar
under non-marginal and weak selection strength. a and c (the data are in agreement with those published in Figs. 3 and 4
from ref.>!), Numerical simulations under non-marginal selection (§ = 2). Here, the different phases are defined as follows:
D—only D exists; Dh< E)—only D or E exists based on certain probabilities; D +C + E—D, C, and E coexist; (C + E)y—C
and E coexist like in the Voter model. b and d, The phase diagram created by analytical By and §* under weak selection
(6 — 0™), where By divides the D and D < (C+ E)y phases, B* separates the D < (C+E)y and (C+ E)y phases.
Specifically, in b, By =3/174+ (3/17) (red), B* = 1+ (17/3)« (blue); in d, By = 3/34+ (3/17)cx. The definition of the

D & (C+E)y phase—the system finally evolves to either the D phase or the (C + E)y phase, depending on initial conditions.
Other parameters: c =1, k =4.
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Figure 6. Pool punishment can resolve the social dilemma of public goods game in structured populations. a and b, In
the three-strategy system space, the state consistently converges to full D. However, along the DO edge, an unstable
equilibrium point, X(DO), creates a bi-stable space. In the D versus O dynamics, the final state, either D or O, is determined by
the initial conditions. Under mild punishment (8 = 1.2), a structured population tends to favor defection, reducing the basin
leading to the O outcome. ¢ and d, Conversely, with strong punishment (8 = 5), structured populations result in the cyclic
dominance of the three strategies, thereby preventing the full D state in public goods games. In contrast, the state space in
well-mixed populations remains two distinct basins on the DO edge, preventing cyclic dominance. e, As the punishment

strength f increases, xE)DO) increases, expanding the initial space leading to the O outcome. In well-mixed populations,

xg)o) — 1 as B — oo, and the basin leading to defection cannot be completely eliminated. However, in structured populations,

xE)DO) — [(k+1)Y¥(k—1)'=1/% —1]/(k—2) > 1 when B > B*, invariably resulting in the cyclic dominance of the three
strategies. f, The diagram of the different effects of punishment in well-mixed versus structured populations. Structured
populations are advantageous in promoting cooperation under strong punishment but are a bit less effective when the

punishment is mild. Input parameters: r=3,c=1, a = 0.7, k =4.
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Figure 7. Analytical results of public goods game with pool punishment in both well-mixed and structured populations.
This table summarizes the equilibrium points and their stability by analyzing the pool punishment system. The analytical forms
of all key concepts are presented. See Supplementary Note 3.3 for details of the analysis.

if the punishing fine 8 exceeds a critical threshold, § > *, where

_k—|—1 e
2 k+1

B* +c+ a) . @)
Given that O and C are still unstable, the system consequently enters a cyclic dominance pattern among D, O, and C in such
scenarios (Fig. 6d). The cyclic dominance follows the sequence D — O — C — D — ---. Numerical observations from
previous studies suggest that pool punishment can resolve social dilemmas in structured populations by inducing a cycle of
defection®. Our theoretical approach provides accurate insight into this phenomenon.

Similarly, the distinct impacts of pool punishment in well-mixed and structured populations can be identified by the fraction

of defectors, x(DDO), in an unstable edge equilibrium, x(PO) = (O,JC(DDO)7 1 —xE)DO)), as shown in Fig. 6e. When xE)DO) > 1, this

unstable equilibrium vanishes, leading to instability of the D-vertex equilibrium. In well-mixed populations, x(DDO) <1 and

xE)DO) — 1 as B — oo, suggesting that the described scenario is unfeasible. Conversely, in structured populations, xE)DO) > 1

becomes true once 3 > B*. Pool punishment also presents a paradoxical effect: when ngO) < 0, the system consistently
converges to the full defection state, even along the DO edge, indicating ineffective punishment. As the punishing fine 8
increases, pool punishment first becomes effective in well-mixed populations at § > ﬁ(}v M Structured populations, in contrast,
require a bit higher fy threshold for effective punishment. Pool punishment is less advantageous in structured populations than
in well-mixed populations when 8 < B (Fig. 6a, b). Nevertheless, structured populations gain an advantage when 8 > f_,
and can eventually prevent the fixation of defection by inducing cyclic dominance among the three strategies at sufficient high

B > B*. The comparison between well-mixed and structured populations in relation to the punishing fine is shown in Fig. 6f,
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Figure 8. Phase diagrams of the system behavior with pool punishment are qualitatively similar under non-marginal
and weak selection strength. a and c (the data are in agreement with those published in Figs. 5 and 10 from ref.®), Numerical
simulations under non-marginal selection (8§ = 2). The phases are defined as follows: D—only D exists; O—only O exists;
(D+ C+ O)c—cyclic dominance among D, C, and O; Fpp—fixation of either O or D; DO—D and O coexist;

(D+C+ DO)c—cyclic dominance among D, C, and DO. b and d, The phase diagram is divided by analytical By and * under
weak selection (6 — 0™). Here, By divides the D and Do, p phases, while * separates the Dpp and (D +C + O)¢ phases.
Specifically, in b, Bp = 81/134 + (135/134) ¢ (red), B* =3/2+ (5/2)c (blue); ind, By = 81/268 + (135/134)a,

B* =3/4+ (5/2)a. The definition of the Do« p phase—the system finally evolves to full D if cooperation is initially present,
or to the fixation of either O or D in the absence of initial cooperators. Other parameters: c = 1, k = 4.
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with the expressions for key f3 values listed in Fig. 7.

Again, we compare our analytical predictions to the results from previous numerical work. The analytical results are
in qualitative agreement with the a-f phase diagrams from previous research®, as shown in Fig. 8. Again, while there are
detailed differences between outcomes derived from non-marginal selection through numerical simulation (Fig. 8a, ¢) and
those obtained under weak selection with analytical methods (Fig. 8b, d), both approaches indicate distinct behavioral patterns
in structured populations that are not observed in well-mixed populations. For example, both non-marginal and weak selection
indicate the existence of a cyclic dominance phase, (D+C + O)c, at low o and high 8, where strategy D invades C, strategy C
invades O, and strategy O invades D. Moreover, at moderate levels of a and 3, we predict a Do« p phase under weak selection.
In this phase, the system consistently evolves towards full D in the three-strategy space; however, in the absence of strategy
C, the system instead evolves towards either full O or full D based on the initial state. A comparable phase, named Fpp, is
detected under non-marginal selection. The term ‘F’ denotes ‘fixation’, which means that system evolves towards either full O
or full D.

Discussion

Spatial evolutionary dynamics under weak selection can be considered as the incorporation of a marginal game effect (§ — 0™)
on the Voter model®® % (§ = 0). In structured populations, identical strategies naturally become adjacent to each other, forming
clusters through neutral drift, a process independent of the game, as described by the first-order Taylor expansion in edge
dynamics. This inherent tendency for the same strategies to cluster together leads to what is known as spatial reciprocity, a
phenomenon captured by the second-order Taylor expansion. Simply put, under weak selection, clusters of the same strategy,
caused by spatial structures, unilaterally affect the emergence of cooperation. Conversely, the evolution of cooperation does not
influence the spatial pattern of these clusters. This character under weak selection reduces computational complexity, making
the closed solution for various evolutionary dynamics such as multi-strategy systems on graphs possible.

In the family of evolutionary graph theory with weak selection and pair approximation, which covers two-strategy two-
player, multi-strategy two-player, and two-strategy multiplayer games, we fill in the last piece of the puzzle: the multi-strategy
multiplayer games. For a focal individual, we illustrate every possible configuration in which k identical co-players are
distributed among n distinct strategies. On this basis, we calculate the group-based payoff for any number of strategies via a
bottom-up approach. While we identify each co-player by pair approximation, the (k+ 1)-player game is treated as a whole and
the smallest indivisible unit in our statistical analysis. In this way, the payoff computation for the focal individual is not merely
a sum of pairwise interactions, but rather an n-element function of the configuration k = (ky,k»,...,k,), determined by all
co-players simultaneously. The nonlinearity of payoff functions cannot be derived from the superposition pairwise interactions,
which reflects the higher-order properties of multi-strategy multiplayer games that are different from multi-strategy two-player
games™.

Building on the group-based payoff calculation, we develop strategy update dynamics on regular graphs using the standard
pair approximation method>®33 under two common update rules: pairwise comparison and death-birth. Interestingly, our
general findings are in line with those previously obtained through a different theoretical approach for two-strategy systems'®.
In particular, our n-strategy replicator equations imply that pairwise comparison equates to competition among all n strategies
between first-order neighbors, while death-birth is equivalent to competition among second-order neighbors. While this is
consistent with the previous conclusions for two-strategy systems'®, our results further extend them to the generalized n-strategy
space.

It is worth mentioning that by contrasting a profile of our results with the other approach in two-strategy public goods
games*”*8, we can see the limitations of pair approximation: unlike their approach, which can account for triangle motifs, our
pair approximation cannot. According to previous works on pair approximation*>4®, we see that under the death-birth rule (i.e.,
second-order neighbor competition), pair approximation results align with the other approach only in the absence of triangle
motifs. Under the pairwise comparison rule (i.e., first-order neighbor competition), however, triangle motifs appear to have
no effect on multiplayer games*®, where the results of pair approximation always match those of the other approach, which
considers triangle motifs. This is one reason why pairwise comparison is the primary focus of this paper. For rigor, applying
our framework to a specific network structure is best followed by our basic assumption: the absence of triangle motifs. We look
forward to a new theory in the future that will cancel this assumption.

For any multi-strategy multiplayer game in our framework, we need only input the payoff function a; for each strategy i
across all (k+n—1)!/[(n—1)!k!] co-player strategy configurations k. Then, we can apply the general formula provided in
this work to obtain the replicator equations on a regular graph. For general payoff functions, we have decomposed the general
replicator equation into sums of expected single-game payoffs, as shown in Eq. (13) (for PC updates) and Supplementary
Eq. (S184) (for DB updates). From there, it simplifies the problem to calculating the single games under different strategy
configurations and then summing them up. The computation is feasible in polynomial time, which is related to the number of
strategies n. We find the computational complexity is O(nz) for pairwise comparison and O(n3) for death-birth. For certain
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specific payoff functions, the general formula may be further simplified, depending on whether the expected payoff across
different strategy configurations has a simple primitive functional form. As an example, we provide a simple general formula for
linear payoff functions in both pairwise comparison and death-birth updates, as shown in Eq. (5) and Supplementary Eq. (S187).

As an application of our theoretical framework, we revisit the second-order free-riding problem. In a simple three-strategy
system of cooperation, defection, and cooperative punishment, the defection strategy is a free-rider from cooperation, while
the original cooperation is also a free-rider from cooperative punishment. Prior research has shown that costly punishment
in well-mixed populations cannot truly resolve social dilemmas>?, although in structured populations it can®>!. We further
interpret the conclusion within our analytical framework, revealing an accurate threshold for punishment strength 8* in both
linear peer punishment and nonlinear pool punishment systems. When the punishment strength 8 > *, costly punishment
can resolve the social dilemma in structured populations. In peer punishment, a sufficiently strong punishment eliminates the
attraction basin of full defection in the bi-stable state space. In pool punishment, a strong enough punishment leads the system
to a rock-paper-scissors-like cyclic dominance. The results obtained under weak selection also qualitatively reproduce the
phase diagrams found in earlier numerical studies under non-marginal selection® !, identifying unique phases observable only
in structured populations.

In addition, our general n-strategy dynamics framework can reduce to classic two-strategy multiplayer game dynamics at
n = 2. First, although some prior work has explored specific models under pairwise comparison®> "2, to our knowledge, no
work has provided a general replicator equation and discussion for two-strategy multiplayer games under pairwise comparison.
As a complement to this, we discuss the general replicator equation when n = 2 for two-strategy multiplayer games under
pairwise comparison in Supplementary Note 2.5. Second, the general replicator equations for two-strategy multiplayer games
under death-birth have been discussed by Li ef al.*®. We show that our results obtained under death-birth are identical to theirs
at n =2 (Supplementary Note 4.5).

Our theoretical framework is widely applicable, yielding analytical solutions for numerous multi-strategy multiplayer game
models previously proposed. Besides the two punishment mechanisms investigated in the main text, we also explore the reward
mechanism®>23%%% (a mirror mechanism to punishment) and multi-stage public goods game® (a four-strategy system) in
Supplementary Information. Classic three-strategy games remaining unexplored include tax-based reward and punishment
systems'?, the loner strategy*>4, and so on. Moreover, a pair of additional strategies can be introduced together to create
four-strategy systems, such as the competition between peer and pool punishment’!. In fact, provided coevolutionary factors
expressed as payoff functions of co-player configurations, any multi-strategy multiplayer game system can be analyzed within
our framework.

Methods

Bottom-up statistical quantities
Here, we provide the microscopic details behind the expected payoffs. There are several necessary variations of k for expressing
the details. One is k;, which still contains k co-players but describe a configuration with at least one /-player. The variables
satisfy Y'j_, k¢ = k— 1, with the number of /-players (when £ = [) written as k; 4- 1. Similarly, k_; , ; can describe a configuration
where the variables satisfy Y'j_, k; = k, with the number of i-players as k; — 1 and j-players as k; + 1. Also, note that k" and k”
are different variables and have no relation with k. The primes are only to distinguish the sequence of summations: we do the
computation on k”, kK, and finally k.

We start from the level where k is given. Given neighbor configuration k for a focal j-player, its accumulated payoff can be
expressed as

k_ % k (k_l)' . k; 8
woawt b e (L) e ®

I=1 ¥y K=k-1

The j-player accumulates payoft from the games organized by itself and its Y} ; k; = k neighbors. The visualization of Eq. (8)
is shown in Fig. 9a and b. Similarly, the accumulated payoff of an i-player neighboring a j-player, given the j-player’s neighbor
configuration K, can be expressed and calculated by

& = q, + Y (k—1)! ﬁ AN +ik/ y (k-1 fI R . )
il j ikt 121611\1 iK', ; 1 k,ln?:lkzl éZIClw iy, |-

n 7
r et Tl k! =1y k=

The i-player accumulates payoff from the games organized by the j-player (Fig. 9¢), itself (Fig. 9d), and its remaining
T k; = k — 1 neighbors (Fig. 9e). Further explanations of Egs. (8) and (9) can be found in Supplementary Information.
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Figure 9. Visualization of the bottom-up statistical payoff calculation when every individual has k = 4 neighbors. a, To
calculate the group-based payoff of a focal j-player with neighbor configuration k, we first have the game organized by the
J-player itself, with k as the co-player configuration. b, Then, we have Y}, k; = k games organized by the j-player’s neighbors
who adopt strategy / = 1,2, ...,n. For the j-player, the co-player configuration contains k — 1 undetermined co-players
neighboring the /-player, plus the /-player. ¢, To calculate the group-based payoff of an i-player neighboring a focal j-player,
with j-player’s neighbor configuration k, we first have the game organized by the j-player. For the i-player, the co-player
configuration is k_; 1 ;. d, Then, we have the game organized by the i-player itself, with k — 1 undetermined co-players
neighboring the i-player plus the j-player. e, Finally, we have the games organized by the i-player’s remaining Y/ k; =k —1
neighbors. For the i-player, the co-player configuration contains k — 1 undetermined co-players neighboring the /-player, plus
the /-player.
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Based on the microscopic quantities given specific k, we can further express expected values over all possible k. The
expected payoff of a focal X-player over all possible k can be statistically computed as

(mg) =Y - k,(Hq,/x ) (10)

Z, lk,/ =k

The possible neighbor configurations satisfying }.i_, ky = k are found around the X-player as identified by g x. Here, i’ is an
independent count, which has no relation with i.

Similarly, the expected payoff of an i-player neighboring an X-player over all possible neighbor configuration k. ; of the
X-player can be expressed as

. k1)1 [
(m)= % 11(]/ 1k'<Hq’X > Eanal (11

Z:',: . ky=k

Here, k; is because we have a specific i-player in the neighbor configuration of the X-player. The remaining k — 1 neighbors
Yi_1 ki = k— 1 of the X-player are found around the X-player, as identified by g|x-

Egs. (9) and (11) may seem redundant because they do not appear directly in the final results. However, they are crucial in
the process of deductions for both pairwise comparison and death-birth rules.

We also have the similar notation for expected single-game payoff. To specify, the expected payoff of an i-player in a single
game over all co-player configuration k, where k is found neighboring an X-player, is expressed as

k!
@x = L [ (H%/x )a,-|k. (12)

ok

The concepts in Egs. (8)—(12) are sufficient to identify the difference between this work and the previous literature29-33.46,

In particular, they emphasize that the minimal unit to refer is the co-player configuration k, based on which the payoff of the
multiplayer game is computed. We do not try to decompose the multi-body interaction identified by k into multiple pairwise
interactions.

Combined with the pair approximation method*® and detailed calculations in the strategy evolution dynamics, we can
then obtain the master equation (4) in the main text (see Supplementary Note 2.4.3 for the approach of pair approximation
deduction).

The decomposition to single games
The following form of the master equation is important, which holds for any n-strategy multiplayer game and allows us to
obtain the replicator dynamics by summing the expected payoff calculations in a series of single games:

0k—2) & n
Xi = 2((k —1) Xi Z Xj ( al\k+/> (k— 1)<ai\k+_i>/ + <ai\k+,~>i - <aj\k+i> <aj\k+z Z a]|k+z aj\k+/> > - (13)

In application, given the payoff functions a; where i =1,2,...,n, we can compute all (-) terms and then ensemble them to
obtain the replicator equations. The result of each (-) should be a function of x,x3,...,x, (transformed from ¢ jji manually),
degree k, and game parameters.

The advantage of Eq. (13) is that we have attributed everything about (-) into two types, the “(a;x ;)i type’ and the (a;x,;);
type’. They can be expressed by matrices through i and j:

e The <a,»‘k+j>,~ type:

(et (@)t o a1
], = | e e e m
(nyidn (Gnkydn o (Gup,)n
* The (a;x, ;); type:
<a1|k+1>1 <a1\k+2>2 <al\k+n>n
[(ai|k+j>j}l_j= a2“§+1>1 <a2‘k:+2>2 <a2‘kf">n : (15)
o)1 (a2 (i)
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There are n> elements in each matrix. Their diagonals are equal, meaning we can compute n fewer elements. Therefore,
the total amount of computation is n> +n* —n = (2n — 1)n elements. The computational complexity is O(n?), which can be
accomplished in polynomial time (we also see that the death-birth rule’s computational complexity is O(n?), as specified in
Supplementary Information).

Special linear system
Although Eq. (13) allows general calculations of any multiplayer game, we do not have to employ it directly every time. For
some special payoff structures, we can deduce simplified general forms in advance. Here, we present the general results of a
commonly studied subclass, the linear multiplayer games.

The linear multiplayer games in this work are defined as those whose payoff structure can be expressed as linear functions
of co-player configuration k = (ki,k2, ..., k,). Thatis, a;j, = Yi_y bijkj+ci, where

bii by -+ by 1
by byp - by (&)

b= . ) ,e=1| . |. (16)
bnl bn2 bnn Cn

For linear multiplayer games, the payoff structure is completely determined by the matrix b and c.

Once we apply a;x = L bijk; + c; to compute the “(a;x_ ;)i type’ and the *(a;x, ;); type’ as shown in Egs. (14) and
(15) and transform all ¢;; quantities to x; quantities, we can obtain (ai‘kﬂ,h = (k—=2)Y]_, bix; + bii + bij +ci, (ai|k+j>j =
(k—2) Y, bix; +2b;j + c;. Then, substituting the results into Eq. (13) leads to Eq. (5) in the main text.

As we mentioned in the main text, in Eq. (5), &; and & are mean payoffs of i-players and all players in a well-mixed
population. They can be calculated by the traditional replicator dynamics, but to specify, using the matrix b and ¢, they can
also be written as ; = kY] | xiby +ci, T =Y xifti = kY Y7 xixiby + Xi_ | xici. Logically, this is how we replace the
corresponding terms in Eq. (5) by 7; and 7.
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Supplementary Note 1: System construction and payoff calculation

We employ the pair approximation method?*26-2%-33:46 to deduce the system dynamics. First, we express the system and
explain the payoff calculation in detail.

1.1 Expressing the system
On the regular graph of degree k, the number of nodes is N and the number of edges is kN /2, where the population size N — co.
In this infinite population, the proportion of individuals who choose strategy i is denoted by x;. The probability of finding a
J-player neighboring an i player is denoted by g;;;. The proportion of indirected i j-edges connecting a pair of strategy i and j is
denoted by p;;.

To sum up, there are n 4 n* 4+ n? variables to describe the system: n for x;, n* for ¢ ji» and n? for p; ;. They yield the
following constraints.

n
le' = 1,
i=1

n
Zq/\i: 1, fori=1,2,...,n,
j=1

Dij = Xiq jji fori:1,2,...,n,j=1,2,~~-a"a
Pij = Dji, fori=1,2,-~-7n,j:1»2»~--7”ai7£j- (Sl)

According to the third line in Eq. (S1), the system can be described by x; and g;);, eliminating the need to use p;;.

1.2 Payoff calculation of a j-player
As mentioned in the main text, to express a j-player’s accumulated payoff, received from the multiplayer games organized by
itself and neighbors, we need to introduce a variant of neighbor configuration k as follows.

k+j:(k17k27"')kj+17"'7kn)’ (Sz)

where }'j; k; = k— 1. This notation describes a configuration which has two components: (i) one individual chooses strategy
J; (ii) among k — 1 remaining individuals, k1,k»,...,k;,...,k, individuals choose strategy 1,2,...,j,...,n. Here, j could be an
integer satisfying 1 < j <n.

Consider a focal j-player with neighbor configuration k. Then, the accumulated payoff of this j-player, denoted by n:;‘, can
be expressed as

k < k=D!'({F w»
m=ap+ Y koY (Ulqwz aji,- (S3)

n /y
=1 yp  k=k-1 HZ:lkf'

It is straightforward that a | is the payoff received from the game organized by the j-player itself. Furthermore, in the j-player’s
neighbor configuration K, there are k; individuals with strategy /.

In the game organized by an /-player, there must be a j-player, the focal player. We denote the neighbor configuration
of the I-player as k', j» where the upper right prime () is only to distinguish from k. Here, k/, ; contains the focal j-player
and the remaining k — 1 uncertain {-players, determined by going through Y'j_, k; = k— 1. Given that the /-player’s co-player
configuration in its own group is k/, j» the focal j-player’s co-player configuration in the same group is then expressed as k'+ I
removing itself and adding the [-player. As a result, k/Jr ; contains the /-player and the remaining k — 1 uncertain ¢-players.
Therefore, the j-player receives payoff a JK,, from the games organized by each /-player neighbor by determining the remaining

k — 1 uncertain ¢-co-players in k'+l.

1.3 Payoff calculation of an i-player neighboring a j-player
Now we consider a more complex case, the accumulated payoff of an i-player neighboring a focal j-player. To express the
accumulated payoff of the i-player, we need to further introduce a variant of k as follows.

K isj=(kikayooki— 1, ki1, k), (S4)

where Y| k; = k. This notation describes a variant to the configuration k, with one less individual choosing strategy i, and one
more individual choosing strategy j. Here, i and j could be integers, satisfying 1 <i<nand 1 < j < n. Moreover, the order of
iand j (i < jori> j)doesnot matterink_; ;.
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Again, we consider a focal j-player with neighbor configuration k. The payoff of an i-player neighboring this focal j-player
can be expressed as

5 k=1 (1 k=1 (&
T =dik_;; t Y ka' H‘II\:’I ai\klﬂ.+zk1 Y =—7 (I:Ilfmz ai, | - (S5)

n "
):;’Zlk}:kfl =1 Y, kj;’:k—l HZ:I ké :

In Eq. (S5), ajjk_; " is the payoff received from the game organized by the focal j-player. Note that k describes the neighbor
configuration of the j-player. Therefore, i-player joining the game organized by the focal j-player, the remaining participants’
configuration for this i-player becomes k_; . ;.

Letk/, ; denote the i-player’s neighbor configuration. There is one neighbor employing strategy j, the focal j-player. The
remaining k — 1 neighbors are undetermined. Therefore, we go through Y}, k; = k — 1 for all possibilities of k/, ;- In the game
organized by the i-player itself, the payoff can be expressed as aij, ;-

Among the i-player’s remaining k — 1 neighbors, the number of /-players is k;. We denote an [-player’s neighbor con-
figuration by k] ;: the i-player’s strategy i is determined, and the remaining k — 1 players are undetermined. We go through
Y/_1kj = k—1 for all possibilities. While the configuration of other players around the /-player is k/;, the configuration
around the i-player should be rewritten by k' ;: removing the i-player and adding the /-player. Therefore, in the game organized
by an /-player neighboring the i-player, the payoff of the i-player is ik -

Knowing the payoff calculation, we can study the evolutionary dynamics. Here, we investigate two update rules for the
evolution of strategies, pairwise comparison and death-birth, presented in Supplementary Note 2 and Supplementary Note 4,

respectively.

Supplementary Note 2: Pairwise comparison

In a unit time, a random focal individual is selected to update the strategy by comparing the fitness with a random neighbor.
Suppose that the focal individual A compares its fitness with the neighbor B. The individual A adopts the strategy of B with the
following probability:

Fp

W = . (S6)
Fy+Fp

Otherwise, individual A keeps its own strategy with the remaining probability Fy /(Fy + Fg). Here, Fj and Fp are the fitness of
individuals A and B. As mentioned in the main text, the transformation from payoff to fitness is F = exp (87)"**%. In this way,
the adopting probability W has the following well-known form>’:

1
W =
1+exp[—6(mp—m4)]’

(87

where 74 and 7p are the payoff of individuals A and B, and § — 07 is the weak selection limit. According to Eq. (S7), if
individual B has a higher payoff, then its strategy has a slightly higher probability to be adopted by individual A.
Below, we analyze the strategy evolution under pairwise comparison.

2.1 The increase of i-players
The increase of i-players happens when a focal j-player (j # i) is selected to update its strategy and an i-player takes the
position. Given the focal j-player’s neighbor configuration k, the probability that an i-player takes the j-player’s position is

k
N ¢ Fi\j ki ki
S AN S S TR

J il

i — )8+ 0/(8%). (S8)
The randomly selected neighbor from Kk is an i-player with probability k;/k. Then, the focal j-player adopts the i-player’s
strategy with the probability of pairwise comparison. Taylor expansion at § — 0™ has been performed in Eq. (S8).

Then, we apply Eq. (S8) to all possibilities for j # i and the neighbor configuration k, obtaining the probability that the
number of i-players increases by 1 (i.e., the frequency of i-players increases by 1/N) during a unit time step,

n k! n .
L@(MlzN): Z Xj Z I_W(ll_:[lq’/]kl)f@(J(_l)

=i X k=
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S k! . ki ki 2
:12 Xjqij+ Z Xj Z]:,, ] <lﬂlqﬂj ’ ) ;( i~ )5+ﬁ(5 ), (S9)

J Lj#i X ky=

t\J \

where the notation 7’ is independent, only to distinguish from i.

2.2 The decrease of i-players

The decrease of i-players happens when a focal i-player is selected to update its strategy and the player who takes the position
is not an i-player. Given the focal i-player’s neighbor configuration k, the probability that the player who takes the position is
not an i-player is

n n . Fl“l n k
L =¥ ;’7’ — 8 Y - s+ 0(8) (S10)
j=1,j#i ]\1 Jj=1,j#i

Applying it to all possibilities for the neighbor configuration k after selecting a focal i-player with probability x;, we obtain the
probability that the number of i-players decreases by 1 during a unit time step,

1 k! " , o L
f@(Axiz—N) =X nz W(}Il%/ik’> Z P(i )

X kg=k J=Li

Cxil—gy) 1 k! o\ &k )
- #%_ZXIZ” ZI;,kalei/! (H(]m i Z I( gl >6+ﬁ(6 )- (S11)

i'=1 j=1,j#i

2.3 The replicator equation
The instant change in the frequency x; of i-players consists of the increase and decrease of i-players. Applying Egs. (S9) and
(S11), and considering that a full Monte Carlo step contains N elementary steps, we have

_Nx{I;@(m—;)+(-é>9<m——$>}

TR M k,<nq/, ) ot

J 1,j#i iy kg =k

1 - ki

n ky=k J=Lj#i

In Eq. (S12), the 8° term has been eliminated: applying Eq. (S1), we know Xjq;|j = pij = Xiq;; and Z;?:, qjii = 1, such that the

xi(1— ql\l)

89 term in Eq. (S9) can be expressed as %):;f:l?#iquiu %xl):] 1,j2i4jli = , which is equal to the one in Eq. (S9).
The §° term being eliminated, the instant change in x; happens on the order of 51 (which is the reason we must perform the
Taylor expansion to 8! in Supplementary Notes 2.1 and 2.2). Meanwhile, the instant change in qij fori,j=1,2,...,n happens
on the order of 8° since the 8° term is non-zero (see Supplementary Note 5.1). That is, the change in qi|j 1s much faster than x;,
so that x; changes on the basis of g;; achieving equilibrium. According to Supplementary Note 5.1, we have the following

solution when g;; achieves stability.

k—2 ..
ﬁxh J#1,
qgijj = (S13)
k—2x'+ 1 .
1 e T

The primitive replicator equation of x; is Eq. (S12), where &(8%) = 0, 71: and 7¥ is given by Eq. (S3), ”z\j and 7% Jji i given
by Eq. (S5), and gy|; is given by Eq. (S13). The degrees of freedom of the rephcator dynamics system are n — 1, represented by

independent variables x; (i = 1,2,...,n, cancel one of them by Y x; = 1).

22/69



2.4 Simplification and discussion

The replicator equation given by Eq. (S12) can be further simplified and discussed. To do this, we need to introduce a useful
equation, as given by Theorem 1 in Supplementary Note 6. For frequency quantities 0 < z; < 1 and an arbitrary function g(k)
of vector k = (ki,ka, ..., k), we have:

(=1t [

L T k ! <HZ/ > =k L 1p k ! HZJ 8(kyi), (S14)
2y ky=k Hj=1 j Xy k=k—1 1Lj=1 j=

which simplifies the expression by canceling the quantity k; in the summation at the cost of changing f (k) to f(k;).

2.4.1 Decomposition to accumulated payoff

Using Eq. (S14), we can simplify the replicator equation (S12) to expected accumulated payoffs. That is, we can obtain an
equation to avoid specific calculations of k; in front of 71:!."‘]. and n'}‘. The simplified replicator equation is

P 0 ¢ i
i*Z Z Xjdi|j Z H/ 1k' <Hqt] )( \j 717:( )

i Z’_;lk/kl

ENI=Y

Xi I |ql|l § q]\t( )
Z", ]k/ =k— IH/ lkl (" >J 1,j#i J‘l l

%Y 4 ¥ o lk,<lﬂl%’|1 )(Jl_” )

j=1,j#i ):, |kz’ =k—1

ke
74: TS H’l (Hm )(, ~x). (S15)

Jj=1,j#i ", 1kz’ =k—1

K
T,

i ,7r /' summations.

. . . Ky ki
In this way, we only need to consider the calculation of niIJ.*’, ;i *

As mentioned in the main text, let us denote that

<7rl,"‘;>_ kz N 1H yo <qu/x ) (S16)

n
/11

The intuition of ( Tx 7Y is the expected accumulated payoff of an i-player nelghbormg an X-player. In this case, there must be
an i-player in the X-player’s neighbor configuration, which is the intuition of ‘;;” in k4.
We also denote that

Tty = ( p > (S17)
(my ™) lekz/,klnllkl H‘I\X

which intuitively means the expected accumulated payoff of an X-player whose neighbor configuration contains at least one
i-player.
Using the notations of Egs. (S16) and (S17), the replicator equation of Eq. (S15) can be written as

ox zq,\l (= () = () — ) |- (S18)

K. . . .
(z; '), which can be equivalently written as

According to Theorem 2 in Supplementary Note 6, we have <7r¥‘.*"> = (m,

ilj

<7r;l+’ )= <7r;(+’> Therefore, we have (71'; 7y — <7le Y = <71:;(+"> — <7Tl]'|ij+’ ), and Eq. (S18) can be simplified as

erqm( ,'L*’ — (7 k*’>). (S19)
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According to Theorem 3 in Supplementary Note 6, we have Z;?:l q j‘i<7r;“j+"> = (71:}‘) In this way, we can further write
Eq. (S19) as

o= Fon)

which bears an intuitive understanding if we introduce the following concepts:

¢ ”i(o) =

), the expected accumulated payoff of the i-player itself (zero-step away on the graph).

. n:l.(l) = Z;le qjl i(n;(*”), the expected accumulated payoff of the i-player’s first-order neighbors (one-step away on the
graph).

© _ (D

Using these concepts, we know that X; o< x;(7; - /) as mentioned in the main text. Under pairwise comparison, the
reproduction rate of i-players depends on how much their expected accumulated payoff higher than neighbors, and the essence
of replicator dynamics X; is the competition between oneself and its first-order neighbors. This is consistent with the result
obtained by the identity-by-descent idea'®2°, but we further generalize it to n-strategy systems in replicator dynamics.

To sum up, this section simplifies and divides the replicator equation into expected accumulated payoffs, focusing on
elucidating the intuitive insights of the equation.

2.4.2 Decomposition to single-game payoff
Next, we further divide the replicator equation of Eq. (S20) into expected single-game payoffs, stressing the convenience for
actual calculation.

For convenience, we introduce a notation to the payoff in a single game as also mentioned in the main text,

()= )1 H (Hq,, )aik, (S21)

i kg =k

which means the expected payoff of an i-player in a single game with co-player configuration k found near a j-player. Please
note that (a;.); is only for introducing the concept and does not have actual physical sense, because an i-player cannot have
all of its k co-players found near a j-player on a graph if j 7 i. Only expressions such as (), (a,‘kﬂ.),, and (a dik.; )j are
meaningful, which will be applied.

Applying the notation of Eq. (S21) to <7T;(“ ) in Eq. (S17) and also consider Eq. (S3), we have

k l _ L
<7rj+ > - Z H (H g > [ajk+i Z H k/‘ (qu )
Zl{',]k,klz/l i Yo k=k—111=1"¢
L (k=1 [ £ Y
+ ) ki = qert | aj
Z Zk 1HZ:lk2! (/ITI | I

=1 Z": k’,: _

L (k—1)! [ & Y
= qi ajk,,; T =n qei’ | aj.
ol ;k 1Hz/ lk/ (H ;! > k4 ):2’:1§=k—lnz=lk2! gl;[] |i Ik
n
+k-1)Y q; ) H k" <H61u )
=1

=1 Y- lk/ =k—1

= <aj\k+i> +(a \k+z -1 qu\l \k+l (822)

The last step writes k' as k because the configurations are calculated within each (-) separately. Intuitively, the expected
accumulated payoff of an i-player’s neighboring j-player (nf*") consists of the following components: (a ke ) j is from the
game organized by the j-player, (aj,); is from the game organized by the i-player, and (a j\k+z>l is from the game organized
by the remaining k — 1 possible /-players neighboring the j-player.

Similarly, we have

w= T o (qu)

n
71 ki
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n
- i+ Yk -
X %, kH/ lk’ (H qi)i’ > ajk ; l):{ kZ, . Hf 1k/' (Hqu ) aiK,
Tk Hq, ) ik +kzn:q”" Y (kn_ 1)/! Iﬂlqeuk2 k!
H i'= =1 ) AR .

X kp=k Yo k=k—1

= <ai|k>i+kl; i, )i

= ()i +k Y qjilain.,))- (S23)
=1

The expected accumulated payoff of an i-player (7 k} consists of the following components: {(a ,|k> is from the game organized
by the i-player itself, and (a ik ) ; is from the game organized by a neighboring j-player.
Using Eqgs. (S22) and (523) we can simplify the replicator equation of Eq. (S20) into expected single-game payoffs:

6 n
H= g K@zk )itk Z%h ik ;) ) Z‘hlz ( ajiicy,)j @ )i+ (k=1) qu|j<ajk+1>l>] : (824)
=1

To decrease the number of elements, we use the relation <ai|k> i= Z;?Zl qjji (ai|k " )i according to Theorem 4 in Supplementary
Note 6. In this way, Eq. (S24) can be written as

x, Z ajli ( (i i+ ke, )i = (ajuc,) i — (ajp,)i— (k=1) ) QIj<ajk+1>l> : (525)
j=1
Using the relation between x; and g ;; according to Eq. (S13), we can write Eq. (S25) again as

- ixj<<a,-k+.,.>,~+<k—1><ai|k+j>,~+<ai|k+i>,~—<a,-|k+,.>,~—<a,-k+,.> (k-2)

[v]=

= <aﬂk+l>l - <ajk+j>/> - (526)

1

J

For specific applications, we can employ Eq. (S25) or Eq. (§26) according to the actual needs. On the one hand, adopting
Eq. (S25) cannot avoid subsequently transforming g ;; to x; manually. We always need to transform g ;; to x; to obtain the
final replicator equation, but at which stage we compute it depends on the actual type of complexity. Adopting Eq. (S26) may
be a quick solution at the cost of substituting additional (a;y,,); and (a L .); manually. However, we should note that the
calculation inside each (-) contains g;; and we still need to transform them manually.

As mentioned in the main text, the advantage of Egs. (S25) and (S26) is that we have attributed everything about (-) into
two types, the “(a; +J.> i type’ and the “(a; H} j type’. They can be expressed by matrices by going through i and j:

* The (a;x, ;)i type:

<a1\k+1>1 <a1\k+2>1 <a1|k+,,>l
(@i, )2 (@02 - {agk,,)2

[<ai|k+ j>l} 5 : : N : : (S27)
<an\k+|>n <an\k+2>n <an|k+n>n

* The {a;, ), type:

<a1|k+1>1 <f11\k+2>2 <al\k+n>n
a +>1 (a +>2 e a +,,>rz

[<ai|k+j>j} i 2“? | 2‘k: 2 - 2‘k: ' (528)
(@i 01 (Ankn)2 0 (ujgn

Therefore, we attribute the problem to computing each elements in the aforementioned two types before substituting them
to Eq. (S25) or Eq. (S26). The result of each element should be a function of x1,x3,...,x, (transformed from g jli manually) and
game parameters.

There are n> elements in each matrix. Their diagonals are equal, meaning we can compute n fewer elements. Therefore,
the total computation is n> +n? —n = (2n— 1)n elements. The computational complexity is O(n?), which is feasible within
polynomial time.
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2.4.3 Special linear system

We can further simplify the calculation when faced with special payoff structures. Although the payoff function a; in a
multiplayer game can be arbitrary, one of the most common cases is the linear payoff function. For example, the public goods
game is a 2-strategy game with linear payoff function.

Given a co-player configuration kK, the linear payoff function is defined as containing only primary terms for k1, k2, ...,k,
and a constant term. Let us denote the coefficient matrix b and the constant vector ¢,
by by -+ by c1
by by - by 1)
b= . . I A (529)
bnl bn2 T bnn Cn

Then, the payoff for different strategies in a single game with co-player configuration k can be expressed as

ak byt bz - b\ [k c1
Azl T by by - b | | k2 2
=b-k' +c=| . . ) B (S30)
an|k byt by 0 by kn Cn
or
age =Y bk +ci. (S31)
=1

Our goal is to obtain the simplified replicator equation for any linear payoff function depicted by b and ¢. Making a small
transformation to Eq. (S31), we have

=Y biki+bij+ci. (S32)
=1

ik,

Importantly, we recall that a simple special case of Eq. (S14) (Theorem 1 in Supplementary Note 6) is

k! L .
Z T H ij] ki = kz;. (S33)
T kj=k [Tj=1 k! j=1

In this way, we have

n n
<ai\k+j>i =(k-1) Z bilq”,'er,‘j +ci=(k—2) Zbi[X[ +bii+bij+ci, (S34a)
=1

n
(ai, ,)j = Z udqi); +bij+ci = (k—2) Y byx; +2bij +ci, (S34b)

which gives the elements of the (a ik, ; ); type and the (a ik, ; )j type. We can directly utilize the replicator equation divided into
expected single-game payoffs given by Eq. (S26). After calculatmg and organizing, we obtain

. 06(k—2) U

xl—m (k+l +3ij i — ,"— ji — ;; jxlbjl s (835)
where 7; is the mean payoff of i-players in a well-mixed population,

n
Ti=kY xby+ci, (S36)
=1
and 7 is the mean payoff of all individuals in a well-mixed population,
n n n n
T= Zx,'ﬁ',' =k Z inxlbﬂ + inci. (S37)

i=1 i=1

—
Il

1 i=1

We know that the replicator equation in a well-mixed population is %; = x;(; — 7). In this way, Eq. (S35) clearly shows the
additional terms brought by pairwise comparison in a structured population compared to the well-mixed population.
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2.5 Comparison with two-strategy dynamics
Let us discuss on how our replicator equations for n-strategy systems reduce to the 2-strategy system under pairwise comparison.
When n = 2, the configuration k = (k;,k») = (k1,k — k1) can be represented by only k;, where k; =0, 1,..., k. Similarly, we
have ki = (ki +1,k—k; —1),kip = (kj,k—k; + 1), where k; =0,1,...,k— 1.

For n = 2, the accumulated payoff of a j-player with neighbor configuration k can be expressed as

T8 = a+k kil _ k=D kg kRl +(k—k)k§ k=D K kR (S38)
i — 4k lk/ Ok/,(k_k/l _1)'q1|1 9201 IR 1 K k/'(k—kll — 1),ql\2 922 JIk 5o
1= -

whereas the accumulated payoff of an i-player, neighboring a focal j-player with neighbor configuration k, can be expressed as

o — +kzl B a0 LA Ty SV ap +F, kil (k—1)! K kK1,
ilj = dilk_j k/ (k— k/ )ql\l Q2\t ik, & Ok”'(k—kll/—l)!qlll 9201 iK'
k_l (kil)‘ " "
/ ! K kK1
Jr(k*kl*1)]{;0](/{!(](_](/{_1)!%'2 M i, ) (539)
=

Comparing Egs. (S12), (S15), (S18), and (S19), we first write the primitive n-strategy replicator equation of Eq. (S12) as
follows:

8y ;
sy LN X H <,Hq”> (el ). (540)

J=hi#F Xy ky=k

Then, we discuss the corresponding n = 2 case. For n = 2, the system state can be described by only one of x; and x»,
because x1 +x2 = 1, X1 + X2 = 0. Let us choose x; to describe the system. According to Eq. (S40), the replicator equation for
n =2 can be written as

5 k k! '

. _ kl
X = E(l—xl)kzomquzquzuk 1?(n}“2—ﬂ§), (S41)
-

which is complete for application. If we want to analyze Eq. (S41) further, we can do the following calculation.

7'Ck _ ﬂ'k _ + = (k— 1)‘ K k=K, —1 +k k1 (k— 1) K k—K//—1
12 2 = A1k_y 4 Z —ki'(k*kll — 1),611\1 91 A, 1 Z —k// (kfk’l’ 1! q1)1 921 Ak,
k/=0 : : // -0

(k— 1)' " i
+ (k—kj —1) Z —k”' — K )511\2klf]2\2k “ lal\k’jrz —dyk
k//

k kf (k—1)! K k=1, —(k—k)kf (k—1)! K kKl
1 L k’ll(k—k’l—l)!qm 9201 20K/, 1 = k’ll(k—k’l—l)!q”z 922 20K,
v (k—1)! K k=K -1 v (k—1)! Ko k=K -1
=daik 4, T Z k’(k—k’—)'qm g ! a1\k’+2+(k*1 q1)1 Z mqwl T T
(k—1)! / L
+(k=1)ga; Z mqwk‘%\zk “ lal\kﬁrz_az\k
_klkzl (k—l) 4 a8 gy — (k= k1) 2 4 P
k/ (k k/_ ) 11 "92)1 2k, k k/_ ) 112 922 2[K,,>
(S42)
and
k
k! ko kk Kk Kk
i Qo (T — )
klzz'okll(kfkl)! e A G
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(k—1)!

—k— K k=K —1
(01\k+2 az|k+1)+611\22 k= ku1)z‘““ ‘o T A,

=412 Z k1 ) 611\2 6]2|2

k=1 (k—l)’ / Y (k—l) / N
+qii k=g Y, mqulkI%Mk - a1|k’ + @i (k—1)qip Z mf]uzklf]z\zk “ 1611|k’+2
ik !

a4 (k—1 v k=1 K k-1
611\2[ +( )611\2] Z k’l'(k—k’l—l)'q”l q2)1 QK|
K=okt !

v (k=1 kK

— (k= 1)q1292p2 Z m%pkl 6]2\2k _1a2|k/+2

= gip{ (@) - <a2|k+l>z 10200+ 1] (@, )1 = {aape, 1)
+1le=2) (1 =)+ 1] ({agp,)2 — aap.,)2) |- (543)

Applying Eq. (§43) to Eq. (S41), we can obtain Eq. (S44), which allows us to compute the replicator dynamics through
expected single-game payoffs.

& = gglli— f)) 1(1 —X1){<a1\k+2>1 —(agi,, )2+ [(k=2)x1 + 1] ((ar, )1 — (ao, 1)
+1tk=2) (1 =)+ 1] (a2 — aa.,)2) |- (S44)

To be sure, Eq. (S44) can also be obtained by applying n = 2 to Eq. (S26) directly.
Next, we present the case of n = 2 for special linear systems. According to Eq. (S35), when it is sufficient for b and ¢ to
describe the payoff structure, the replicator dynamics for n = 2 can be simplified as

_S(k—2)(k+1)

%-1) xi (7 —7)+

k+lX1(1—X1)(1—2x1)(b11—blz—b21+b22) ; (545)
where x; (7] — ) corresponds to the replicator dynamics in a well-mixed population, which can be obtained by the knowledge
for well-mixed populations. Using b and ¢ to express the payoff, we can also write them as

x(m—7)=x1(1 —xl)[k(bll —by1)x1 + k(b1 —bpn)(1—x1)+cy —Cz]. (S46)

Supplementary Note 3: Applications

We give five examples here to demonstrate how to apply our general replicator equations to specific models. We include the
traditional public goods game (n = 2), public goods games with peer punishment (n = 3, linear) & pool punishment (n = 3,
nonlinear), public goods games with the reward mechanism (n = 3, linear), and the multi-stage public goods game (n = 4,
linear). It is worth noting that all applications are done under the pairwise comparison rule for strategy evolution.

3.1 The traditional public goods game (n = 2)
The traditional public goods game in structured populations has been studied under both pairwise comparison
death-birth*>46. Here, we present the results under pairwise comparison within our framework.

As mentioned in the main text, there are n = 2 strategies in the traditional public goods game:

1 = Cooperation (C);

2 = Defection (D).

Cooperation means investing ¢ in the common pool containing the co-players in k and oneself. Defection means investing
nothing. The investment of all these k + 1 players (k¢ for a focal defector and (k; + 1)c for a focal cooperator) is enlarged by a
synergy factor r (r > 1). The resultant public goods (rk;c for a focal defector and (k| + 1)c for a focal cooperator) are equally
distributed to all k+ 1 players. Therefore, for co-player configuration k = (k1, k), we have the following payoff calculation in
a single game,

48,63 and

r(ki +1)c re rc
= —c= k — S47
MRS T T Tk Tk © (5472)
rkic rc
= e _ Ty, S47b
T T k1 (5470)
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3.1.1 The well-mixed population
The frequencies of strategies 1 and 2 are denoted by x; and x, = 1 —x1. In a well-mixed population, the mean payoffs of the
two strategies are calculated as follows.

k

- k! Ky k—k re re

= _ 1- ! =—k —c S48

S PR R U SS LRSS R (3450
k

- k! x Kk _rc

= Ly () e = (348b)
=

The mean payoff of the total population is
T=x17 + (1 —xl)frg:(r—l)cxl. (549)

According to the traditional replicator dynamics in well-mixed populations, we have

X]Z)Cl(ﬁ'l—ﬁ')le(l—xl) (k:_Cl—C). (S50)

It is clear that the system has two equilibrium points, x; = 0 and x; = 1. When r < k+ 1, the system is stable at x; = 0.
When r > k+ 1, the system is stable at x; = 1.

3.1.2 The structured population
We observe that the payoff structure in Eq. (S47) is a linear function of k. That is, the payoff in a single game can be expressed
as (a),axk) =b-k' +c¢, where

rc

0 e
b= k:zl P (S51)
0
k1 0

Therefore, we can utilize the conclusion of special linear systems given by Eq. (S45). The replicator equation for the traditional
public goods game in a structured population is

The coefficient in front of x; (7} — ) does not affect the equilibrium points and stability. Therefore, we can say that evolutionary
dynamics of the public goods game in structured populations under pairwise comparison has no difference from the well-mixed
population in the weak selection limit. We can attribute this to b1y — b2 — b1 + by = 0.

3.1.3 When does pairwise comparison have no effect on evolution?

It is an existing conclusion in previous literature that the equilibrium points and stability of public goods games under pairwise
comparison in structured populations are equivalent to the well-mixed population*®. This is also the reason why many works
prefer death-birth when studying structured populations*~%62 whose evolutionary dynamics can make difference from the
well-mixed population.

To our knowledge, there is no previous findings of an equivalence between the PC rule in well-mixed and structured
populations for nonlinear payoff functions. The accidental equivalence happens for linear payoff functions, such as the public
goods game. Nonetheless, the linearity does not necessarily lead to the equivalence between structured and well-mixed
populations. For example, all two-player games are linear. While the prisoner’s dilemma game is equivalent in structured and
well-mixed populations under the PC rule, the snowdrift is not>>.

Here, we conclude the general condition for linear multiplayer games, that pairwise comparison in a structured population
has no effect on evolution compared to well-mixed populations. This is to let the terms other than x;(%; — ) equal zero in
Eq. (S35), that is,

n n
xj(bij+bji+bj;)+2Y Y xjxbj =0, (S53)
1 j=1i=1

bii —

™-

J

fori=1,2,...,n. Once Eq. (S53) is satisfied, we have X; o< x;(7; — ) and pairwise comparison in structured populations makes
no difference compared to the well-mixed population. We can see that the condition is only dependent of b but independent of
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c. For 2-strategy linear multiplayer games, the condition reduces to by; — bjp — by1 + by = 0, which is accidentally the case of
the public goods game.

Using the judgement of Eq. (S53), we know that the public goods game is not the only multiplayer game where the PC rule
plays no role. The multi-stage public goods game, which is a 4-strategy system®, is also an example equivalent in structured
and well-mixed populations under weak selection and the PC rule, which we will show in Supplementary Note 3.5.

One may say that using other update rules, such as death-birth, can avoid the accidental equivalence between structured and
well-mixed populations under weak selection and can make new findings. However, we would like to stress an advantage of the
equivalence under pairwise comparison. We have known that the traditional public goods game with the PC rule generates the
same results as in the well-mixed population. That is to say, we can avoid blurring the effect of structured populations on the
traditional 2-strategy model when we introduce a third strategy. When introducing the third strategy to the traditional public
goods game and studying the coevolutionary games of more than two strategies, we can compare the structured and well-mixed
populations to obtain the difference created by the additional strategies only. This cannot be realized by the death-birth rule. In
other words, the PC rule focuses on the independent role of additional strategies in structured populations, while the death-birth
rule would mix the effect of the traditional two strategies in structured populations, reducing the scientific validity of the
conclusions on the additional strategies.

3.2 Public goods games with peer punishment (n = 3)
As mentioned in the main text, there are n = 3 strategies in the public goods game with peer punishment®’:

1 = Cooperation (C);

2 = Defection (D);

3 = Peer punishment (E).

Based on the traditional public goods game, the peer punishment strategy is introduced as an additional strategy. A
punishing player pays a cost o to punish a defective co-player. The punished defective player is charged with a fine 3. As a
result, given k, defective co-players, a punishing player has ak, paid. Similarly, given k3 punishing co-players, a defective
player has Bks charged. Meanwhile, we assume punishing players also perform the cooperative behavior, investing ¢ to the
common pool. This makes the cooperative players second-order free-riders.

Given the co-player configuration k = (k1 ,k»,k3), we have the following payoff calculation in a single game.

r(ki+14k3)c rc rc re
_nariThkle o g k - S54
“lk 1 © i e e (53%2)
r(k1+k3)
- - — S54b
“n="y Pl k+l <k+1 B) (5540)

r(ki+ks+1)c rc
= ATBTC k= Lk — ak
@31k k+1 cTER T 2+k Kt 1

—c. (S54c)

3.2.1 The well-mixed population
The frequencies of strategies 1, 2, 3 are denoted by xi, xp, and x3 (or xc, xp, and xg in the main text for straightforward
understanding), respectively. In a well-mixed population, the mean payoffs of the three strategies are calculated as follows.

"o k1+k§k3:k ki !/i!!kz!xlklxzkzx3k3“2“‘ = <k+1 P ) s (5530

3= o %mhxz@mkmﬂk = k:fl kxy — atkxy + kg_iclkxg + k:fl —c. (S55¢)
The mean payoff of the total population is then calculated by

T=x17 + X270 + X373 = k:_—clkxl + k:_—clkxg + (x1 +x3) (k:—cl - c> —kxpxs(a+B). (S56)

On this basis, we can write the replicator equations of the well-mixed population X; = x;(; — ) as follows.

B = x1 (7 — ) = x1 [(1 X —x3) (kjfl —c) +kxm(a+/3)} (S57a)
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= x(l-T)=xn [<x1 ) <k+1 ) k(e + ) X3ﬁ)] , (S57b)

iy =x3(7 — ) = x3 [(1 X1 —x3) <k’+01 —c) +k(xoxs(o+ B) —xza)] . (S57¢)

We denote the system state X = (x1,x2,x3). Solving X = 0, we obtain equilibrium points, which can be divided into three
categories. The first and second categories are single equilibrium points: a point on the D-vertex, x(?) = (0,1,0), and a point

on the DE-edge, x(PF) = (O,ngE),ngE)), where

oE) _ 1 ik S58
2 T ot p) (k+1 o ﬁ)’ (5382)
(DE) (DE) 1 re
=1- = — ka | . S58b
3 B k(a+B) ( ki1 T ) (558b)
The third category contains infinite equilibrium points on the CE-edge, denoted by x(CE) — (xECE),O,ngE)), where
0< x<1CE> <1,0< ngE) <1, xﬁCE) +ngE> = 1. This category covers other two vertex points (1,0,0) and (0,0,1).

The stability of x(P) and x(PE) can be studied by the regular method. We cancel x, = 1 —x; —x3 and study the dynamics
depicted by x; and x3,

#1 = x1(1 —x1 —x3) <k$1 c+kx3(a+B)> , (S59a)
i3 =x3(1—x1—x3) <k:_C1—C+kX3(O£—|—ﬁ)—kO£). (S59b)
The Jacobian matrix of system (S59) is
on 2
J= 8x1 8X3
axl aX3
(1-2x; —x3) [ —— —c+kxs(a+ B) L k(1 —x)) (a4 B)
B X1 X3 k—l—l C X3 X1 k+1 C X1
B S (LR (a+pB)—ka (1—x1 —2x3) L —ka +(2—2x; — 3x3)kx3(ax + B3)
A 3 1 I\ ki 1 3)kx3
(S60)
Substituting the value of x(®) into Eq. (560), we have
rc
—c 0
k+1
Texp) = re (S61)
—— —c—k
k1 C o

The conditions ensuring J|,_(p) negative-definite are r < k+ 1 and r < (1 +ka/c)(k+1). Considering k+ 1 < (1+kat/c)(k+
1), we know that x(P) is stable if and onlyif r < k+1.
Substituting the value of x(°E) into Eq. (S60), we have

(1—xPE) (kfl —c+kngE>(a+ﬁ)) 0

‘]lx:x(DE) -

fngE) ( i chrkngE)(OhLﬁ) ka) (1 fogDE)) ( re cka) +(273ngE))kngE>(a+l3)
k+1 k+1
(S62)

The first-order sequential principal subformula is

(1—x§DE>)( i —c+kx§DE>(a+/3)>=(1—x§DE))< ~ —c+<—rc+c+ka)>=(1—x§DE))ka>o. (S63)

k+1 k+1 k+1
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Therefore, x(PE) is unstable.
(CE) |, (CE)

Next, we study the stability of x(C£) = (x<1CE>,O,x§CE)), which contains infinite equilibrium points satisfying x; +x3 =
1. This is because when x, = 0, we have x| = X3 and strategies 1 and 3 are indistinguishable. Concerning this, we can treat
X1 +x3 as a whole and study the system depicted by x, and x| + X3. We cancel x; +x3 = 1 —x, and have

= —sall ) ({57 —c) +han (e )~ B (564

The element in the single-order Jacobian matrix is

:112:—(1—2x2)(kjrcl—c>+kx3(2x2(a+ﬁ)—ﬁ). (S65)

Substituting the value of x(C) into dx; /dx,, we have

_ rc (CE)
(k+1 ) kxy ™' B. (S66)

di
dx;

x:x(CE)

CE)

Therefore, x(CE) ig stable if xg £) < xl * (or x3

(C)_ r ° _ '\ (DE)
S0 =1 () = (05 sen

or ng*E) = ( o1t 1) ﬁ That is, while every point on the CE-edge is equilibrium, only the points on the side of xi ) < )c(IC*E>

are stable. Moreover, we note that x(l E) > 1 when r > k+ 1. That is, xi E) < xi - E)

are stable everywhere for r > k+ 1.

> X 3* )where

always holds and the points on the CE-edge

3.2.2 The structured population
We notice that the payoff structure given by Eq. (S54) is linear, which means that we can utilize the simplified method for
special linear systems given by Supplementary Note 2.4.3 for convenience.

Comparing the payoff structure a; in Eq. (S54) with Egs. (S29)—(S31), we extract matrices b and ¢,

rc rc
Kt 1 k+1 .
rc k+1
= 0 =
b=151 k+1 “B e " : (S68)
rc a rc k 1 —
Kt 1 [ +
According to Eq. (S35), let us calculate
3 rc
3) xj(bi1 —bij—bj —bjj) = —6(xi +X3)k+1 (S69a)
j=1
3 rc
3 ij(bzz —byj—bjp—bjj) =—6(x +X3)m +3x3(a+B), (S69b)
j=1
3 rc
3) xj(bys —b3j—bjz—bjj) = —6(xi er3)k+71 +3x2(a+B), (S69c¢)
j=1
3 3
rc
Z Z xjxibj = 6(x1 +x3)m —6xox3(a+ B). (S69d)

Then, we can substitute them into Eq. (S35). Meanwhile, the expression of 7; and 7 is the same as we give in Supplementary
Note 3.2.1 for well-mixed populations. In this way, we obtain the replicator equations in structured populations as follows.

i = mxl {(k+ 1) [(1 — X1 —x3) (kfl —c) +kx2x3(a+ﬁ)] —6xzx3(oc+[3)} : (S70a)
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i = ‘;((’k‘_]z;xz {(k+ ) [@q +x3) (HC] > +k (a3 (c+B) xaﬁ)] 6x2x3<a+ﬁ>+3x3<a+ﬁ>}, (S70b)
X3 = g((::f;xa {(k+1) [(1 — X1 —x3) (k’jl—c) +k(x2x3(a+ﬁ)—xwl)] —6x2x3(a+ﬁ)+3xz(a+ﬁ)}-

(S70¢)

Similarly, solving X = 0, we obtain equilibrium points, which can be divided into three categories. The first and second
categories are single equilibrium points: a point on the D-vertex, x(P) = (0,1,0), and a point on the DE-edge, x(PE) —

(O,ngE) ,ngE)), where
(DE) — : k1) [ —— —c+kB ) —3(a s71
2 (k—2)(k+3)(oc+B) {( +1) k+1 kP (@+B)| (571a)
APE) — 1 xPE) _ ! (k+1) [ ——— +ctka ) —3(a+B)|. (S71b)
3 2 (k—2)(k+3)(a+PB) k+1
The third category contains infinite equilibrium points on the CE-edge, denoted by x(CE) = (xECE),O,ngm), where
0< x<1CE> <1,0< ngE) <1, x<1CE) +ngE> = 1. This category covers other two vertex points (1,0,0) and (0,0,1).
(D) (DE)

Again, the stability of x\*/ and x

dynamics depicted by X and X3,

can be studied by the regular method. We cancel x; = 1 —x; —x3 and study the

i = ‘;((’;:fixl(l X —x3) {(k+ 1) (lﬁl c> +x3(k2)(k+3)(a+[3)}, (S72a)
iy = g((]k{_f;)@(l i —x) {(k+ 1) <k$1 cka> +x3(k2)(k+3)(a+13)+3(a+[3)}. (S72b)

The Jacobian matrix of system (S72) is

2u on
- 8x1 aX3
/= 0x; dx3 ’ (573)
oxi Ox3
where
ox O(k—2 .
a% = 2((k_ 1)) (1—2x1 —x3) {(k+ 1) (]('_t] c> +x3(k2)(k+3)(a+ﬁ)}, (S74a)
0x k—2
8—2 - —g((k_ 1))x1 {(k+ 1) (k:—cl —c) (1 —x —2x3)(k—2)(k+3)(a+ﬁ)}, (S74b)
3—2 = —g((’;:f))m {(k+ 1) (1::1 —c—ka) +x3(k—2)(k+3)(a+B) +3(a+ﬁ)}, (S74c)
% = g((llz_f)) {(1 —x1 —2x3) [(k+ 1) (k:rcl —C—kOt) +3(Ol+ﬁ)] +)C3(2—2)C1 —3X3)(k—2)(k+3)(06+ﬁ)}.
(S§744)
Substituting the value of x(?) into Eq. (S73), we have
re
Iy—xo) = 2= ” (S75)
0 (k+1)<k+1—c—ka>+3(a+[3)

The condition ensuring J|,_ ) negative-definite is r < k+ 1 and r < (1+ka/c)(k+1) —3(o+ B)/c. It is hard to compare
them in size, but we can express the second condition as ngE) > 0, which holds if x(PE) exists. Therefore, if r < k+ 1 and

x(PE) exists, the equilibrium x(P) is stable.
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Substitute the value of xPE) into Eq. (S73), we have dx, /0x3|,_wr) = 0. Therefore, the first- and second-order sequential
principal subformulas’ negativity is equivalent to dx1/dx|,_ e < 0and dx3/dx3|,_ e < 0. We have

i) S(k—2)

2 = 2 PEN [k ko — 3(a+ B)] S76
axl e (DE) Z(kf 1) ( x3 )[( ) ( ﬁ)] ( )
whose sign is hard to judge. Instead, let us calculate

% B o(k—2)
0x3 <—x(DE) o 2(k— 1)

(1—xPP)y {(Hl) (](:_C]Jrc+ka> 3(a+ﬁ)} (S77)

We can see that as long as 0 < ngE) < 1, we have dx3/dx3|,_ k) > 0. Therefore, if x(PE) exists, x(PE) cannot be stable.

Next, we study the stability of x(CE) = (x(ICE> , O,xgcm), which contains infinite equilibrium points satisfying xECE) +x§CE) =
1. Similar to well-mixed populations, this is because when x; = 0, we have X; = x3 and strategies 1 and 3 are indistinguishable.
Concerning this, we can treat x| +x3 as a whole and study the system depicted by x, and x| +x3. We can cancel x| +x3 =1—x,

and have

DE)

. O0(k=2)(k+1) rc 3—(k—=2)(k+3)x2

Xo = 2(/(71) —X2(1 —)C2> 1 —c | +kxoxs k(k+1) ((X—‘rﬁ)—ﬁ . (S78)
The element in the single-order Jacobian matrix is

dxp _5(/(—2)(](—1—1) rc 3—2(k—2)(k+3)x,

- 20—1) —(1=2xp) k+1_c + kx3 Kkt 1) (a+B)—P . (879)
Substituting the value of x(€E) into di /dx;, we have

by 5(k—2)(k+1){ ( re ) <CE>( 3 )}

— = — —c|—k — . S80

v, | e 20—1) 1 ¢) R (kg (@ th) P (580)
Therefore, x(CE) is stable if xg £) < xi * (or ngE) > x(f*E)), where

Fox +<k+1 kB—3(a+p)/(k+1) k(k+l)[3—3(oc+ﬁ) ’ (581)

or ng*E) = ( o1t 1) ’WW That is, while every point on the CE-edge is equilibrium, only the points on the side of

(CE) < xﬁ * E) are stable. Moreover, we note that x(l x E)'> 1 when r > k+ 1. That s, x(l £ < x(l N E) always holds and the points

on the CE-edge are stable everywhere for r > k + 1. The conclusions here are based on a regular size of 8. If the value of 8 is
very small, then the conclusion may be reversed, which is a different phenomenon compared with the well-mixed population.

3.2.3 Discussion

According to stability analysis, we can divide the results into two cases. First, when r > k + 1, the fixation of defection at x(0)
is unstable and the points on the CE-edge are stable everywhere. The dilemma is overcome through the principles known in the
traditional public goods game.

Second, when r < k+ 1, the fixation of defection occurs in the traditional public goods game, but in this 3-strategy system
with peer punishment, the situations can be different. Here, we discuss the effect of peer punishment when r < k+ 1 and show
how the results in Fig. 4 in the main text are obtained.

As mentioned in the main text, when the punishment strength is intermediate (fy < 8 < * for structured populations and
B> ﬁSV M for well-mixed populations, as revealed later), there are a stable vertex equilibrium x(?), an unstable edge equilibrium
x(PE) "and a stable equilibrium line x(°E). The vertex equilibrium x(P) and the equilibrium line x(“£) are bi-stable, depending on

(DE)

the initial state space divided by x(PE) and xiCE> (x i - ),0 xg - )) In well-mixed populations, x, ~ — 1 as B — oo according

to Eq. (S58a), and x(P) is always stable regardless of the value of 8 according to Eq. (S61). This is the analytical illustration
that peer punishment cannot truly resolve social dilemmas in a well-mixed population. However, in structured populations,

(DE) — k(k+1)/[(k—2)(k+3)] > 1 as B — oo according to Eq. (S71a). In particular, ngE) > 1 happens (i.e., x°F) no longer
ex1sts) when

(k-2)(k+13)(a+/3) [(k—kl) (k+1 c+kﬁ> _3(a+ﬁ)] > 1
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@B>ﬁ*k§1(£l+c+ka>a. (582)
Meanwhile, according to Eq. (S75), x(®) becomes unstable at the same time when Eq. (S82) is satisfied. The bi-stable system
state becomes mono-stable on the CE-edge. This is the analytical interpretation that peer punishment can resolve social
dilemmas in structured populations.

On the other hand, structured populations do not always facilitate the advantage of peer punishment compared to well-mixed
populations. This property can be observed from the critical punishment strength over which peer punishment starts to play a

role. In a structured population, according to Eq. (S71a), ngE) > (0 means
! [(Hl)( m +k[3> 3(a+B)] >0
" . _
(k—2)(k+3)(a+pB) k+1
k+1 rc 3
= - —_— S83
<P >ho k2+k—3< k+1+c)+k2+k—3 (583)

And, according to Eq. (S81), xEC*E) >0& ngE) > 0. When B < fy, the system is mono-stable at the vertex equilibrium x(P), as

it is in the traditional public goods game. Peer punishment starts functioning and creates bi-stability in structured populations
when 8 > fB.

In a well-mixed population, according to Eq. (S58a), ngE) > 0 means
1 rc 1 rc
| —— —c+kB ) >0 B> M= [ ——— , S84
] G R e (), (589
and x(IC*E) >0& xéDE) > 0 according to Eq. (S67). Peer punishment starts working and creates bi-stability in well-mixed

populations when § > BVM.

Comparing Egs. (S83) and (S84), we see that /33” M < By always holds. That is, peer punishment first starts to play a role in
well-mixed populations when increasing the punishment strength.

Actually, there is a considerable interval of § that ngE) in structured populations are smaller than the ones in well-mixed
populations. That is, a structured population enlarges the initial state space leading to full defection, thus less effective to
utilize peer punishment. A structured population becomes more advantageous only when its xéDE) are greater than the ones in
well-mixed populations. According to Egs. (S58a) and (S71a), this means

e (0 (o) e s gy (e )
@[3>Bzi<—kr+cl+c)+a. (S85)

Only when 3 > B_, a structured population has a smaller initial state space leading to full defection, thus more effective to
utilize peer punishment than well-mixed populations. In particular, B > B* completely eliminates the initial state space leading
to full defection as shown in Eq. (S82), while a well-mixed population cannot realize this.

3.3 Public goods games with pool punishment (n = 3)
As mentioned in the main text, there are n = 3 strategies in the public goods game with pool punishment®.

1 = Cooperation (C);

2 = Defection (D);

3 = Pool punishment (0O);

Based on the traditional public goods game, the pool punishment strategy is introduced as an additional strategy. A
punishing player always pays a cost ¢ to establish the institution for pool punishment. A defective player is charged with a fine
B if there is at least one punishing co-player. That is, given k3 punishing co-players, a defective player has 8 f(k3) charged,
where f(k3) = 1 if k3 > 0 and f(k3) = 0 if k3 = 0. Meanwhile, we assume punishing players also perform the cooperative
behavior, investing ¢ to the common pool. Again, this makes the cooperative players second-order free-riders.

Therefore, given the co-player configuration k = (ki,k2,k3), we have the following payoff calculation in a single game.

r(ky +14k3)c re re rc
- - @ = k k —
Kt 1 ey LS

ajk = c, (S86a)
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r(ki +k3)c re rc
=T Bk = — ki 4+ ——k3 — Bf(k S86b
a|k 1 Bf(ks) ) 1+k+13 Bf(ks), ( )
r(ki +ks+1)c e
SRAURE- R k kst —c—a. $86
a3k 1 1—Cc— o= k+1 1+k—|—1 1 c—0o (S86¢)

3.3.1 The well-mixed population
The frequencies of strategies 1, 2, 3 are denoted by x;, x», and x3 (or x¢, xp, and xp in the main text), respectively. In a
well-mixed population, the mean payoffs of the three strategies are calculated as follows.

_ k! ok k rc rc

= X B ay g = kx1 + kx3 + —c, (S87a)
ky ks ke K1tz 13! k+1 k+1 k+ 1

= k! ki ky  k k

7 o MnRgkay = g 4 kx; B [1 —(1—x3) } : (S87b)
ky -+ ks =k ki'ky k3! k+1 k

k!

T3 = ‘7")61](1)62](2)6316613“( = kx1 + k)C3 + —c— Q. (S887¢)

bk i K o k] k k k+1

The mean payoff of the total population is then calculated by

T=X1T1 +X27) + X373 = kx1+

k+ k+

kx3 + (x1 +x3) (k;cl —c) — X300 — X [1 —(1 —x3)k} ) (S88)

On this basis, we can write the replicator equations of the well-mixed population X; = x;(7; — ) as follows.

X1 =x1(T — %) =x {(1 —X] —X3) (k:—cl C> +x3a+xB {1 —(1 fxg)k} }, (S89a)
=0 —7)=x {—(xl +x3) (kfl —c> fxsa—(1-x)B [1 —q —x:;)k} } (S89b)
X3=x3(M—T) =x3 {(1 —X] —X3) (k}—tl —c) —(1—-x3)a+xp [1 -(1 —x3)k} } (S89¢)

We denote the system state x = (x1,x2,x3). Solving X = 0, we obtain four possible equilibrium points: a point on the
C-vertex, x(©) = (1,0,0), a point on the D-vertex, x) = (0, 1,0), a point on the O-vertex, x(°) = (0,0, 1), and a point on the

DO-edge, x(P0) = (O,xéDO ngO) ), where
1
x§D0>:<f/1+ﬁ<kr:1—c—a), (S90a)
x§D0>:1—x£DO):1—\k/1+;3<k:f1—c—a). (S90b)

The stability of these four equilibrium points can be studied by the regular method. We cancel x, = 1 — x| — x3 and study
the dynamics depicted by x| and X3,

Xlle{(l—xl )<k:—cl—c) +X3(X+(1—X1—X3) [1—(1—)@)16}}, (S91a)
X3 =X3 {(] — X1 —)C3) <kr+cl —C) —(1 —X3>OC—|-(1 — X1 —X3) [] —(1 —X3)k} } (891b)
The Jacobian matrix of system (S91) is
on on
ox; dxz
J= S92
oty 0in | .
8x1 8)C3
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where

3—2 = (1—2x; —x3) (klclc> +x30+ (1 —2x1 —x3) {1 —(1 *XS)k} ; (893)
2 e [ v B B k), (894
gﬁ:_x3{k’+cl_c+ﬁ [1_(1_)@)@}, (895)
3—2: (1—x; —2x3) (kr+61_c> —(1-2x)a

+ﬁ{1—x1 23+ (1—x3)" [~ (1—x —X3)+(k+2)(1—Xa)x3—(k+1)xlx3}}- (596)

Substituting the value of x(©) into Eq. (S92), we have

"y " tctra-B
T e ™ g
k+1 k+1 , (897)

0 —a

Jyxic) =

The condition ensuring J|,_ () negative-definite is > k + 1. Therefore, the C-vertex equilibrium x(©) is stable if and only if
r>k+1.
Substituting the value of x(®) into Eq. (S92), we have

rc

—c 0
k+1
o) = re : (S98)
k1 ¢

The condition ensuring J| __(») negative-definite is » < k + 1. Therefore, the D-vertex equilibrium x(P) is stable if and only if
r<k+1.

Substituting the value of x(©) into Eq. (S92), we have 91 /dx1|,_ ) = & > 0. Therefore, the Jacobian matrix at x(©) is
not negative-definite and the O-vertex equilibrium x(?) is not stable.
Substituting the value of x(°°) into Eq. (S92), we note that

P N re V(e _
Xx(no)_\/l+ﬁ<k+l c a){(k+l c a>+ﬁ[ ﬁ(k+1 c a)]}+a_a>0. (S99)

DO)

2
(9)61

Therefore, the Jacobian matrix at x(??) is not negative-definite and the equilibrium x(°?) on the DO-edge is not stable.

3.3.2 The structured population

Next, we study pool punishment in structured populations. We notice that the payoff structure given by Eq. (S86) is nonlinear.
Therefore, to obtain the replicator dynamics in a structured population, we need to utilize Eq. (S26) given by Supplementary
Note 2.4.2. The process is to calculate all elements of the *(a;x ﬂ.)i type’ and the *(a; ﬂ.)j type’ manually, which is tedious.
For this n = 3 system, the (a;, ;)i type is

<al\k+1>1 <a1\k+2>1 <a1\k+3>1
e )] = { ()2 ()2 (ay)z |, (S100)
l Ak, )3 (@3k,)3  (d3)k,4)3

where, by applying Eq. (S86) to Eq. (S21), we have

k=D 4 4 &
(@1, 1 = ) 1kl!kz!k3!ql\llq2qu3Tla1‘k+l

ki +ky+k3=k—
(k*l)‘ ki ky k3 ( rc

T 41192149301
i+ ey —k—1 ki'ko k3! 2014301\ k1

rc rc
ki 1)+ gy
kit D+ ket o C)
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and similarly,
(a1 \kﬂ)

<a1\k+3>l

(@i, )2 =

(@2)k, )2
(A, ;)2 =

(a3k,,)3
(a3k,,)3 =

<‘13\k+3>

:m

k+1

T k+1

:k+1

rc

k—
k+1(

rc

rc

k—
k—l—l(

rc
k—
k—|— (

k—
k—l—l(

1(k7

(k—

(k—

(k—

(k—

)611|1‘*‘k_‘_1

2))(1 + 7(/{7

k+1

2))61 + — (k

k+

2)x1 + 7(/(—

k+1

2)x1 4 (k-

k+1

2))61 + Ll(k—

k

2 —(k—
)x'+k+ (

2)x —i—i
)1 k 1
2 + —(k—
)x1 (

2 —(k—
)x'+k+ (

Next, the (a;, ;); type is

[<ai\kﬂ>/} ij -

<611|k+1 )
<a2|k+1 )
<613|k+1 )

<al|k+2>2
<a2|k+2>2
<a3|k+2>2

(k-1

(k—

3
2)x3+ e

k+1
2rc
2 sl
3 k+1

3rc
2 Il
)x3 + 1

rc
2 e
)x3+k+l

2))63 —ﬁ 1

2
)x3+k+1

3rc
2 Il
)x3+k+l

2rc
2 finihdl
)X3+k+1

3rc
X3+ —

2
x k+1

<a1\k+3>3
<a2‘k+3>3 )
<a3\k+3>3

) +£
BT

—C

¢,

—c,

R

-B

e

-B;
—c—q,
—Cc— 0,

—Cc— .

k—
k—

=)

k=2 k=t
k_1x3 )

(S101)

(S102a)

(S102b)

(S102c)

(S102d)
(S102¢)
(S102f)
(S102g)

(S102h)

(S103)

where the diagonal elements have been calculated previously, and the remaining elements are

(a1 502 =
(a1 503 =
(@, )1 =
(a2yk,5)3

(03\k+1>1

<a3\k+2>

Ve

k+l(k

k—
k+1(

k—
k+1(

rc

k—
k+1<

k—
k+1(

(k—

2)x1 + ki (k

2)X1 + ki (k

2 —(k—
))ClJrkJr (

2)x1 + (k-

k+1

2)x+—— (k

k+

2)x) 4 — (k—
)x'+k+1(

2rc
2 sl
)X3+k+1

3rc

2))63 +

2rc
2))63 +

2rc

k+1

2)x3+
3rc

2 -

)x3+ 1

2 -
)x3+k+1

k+1

- afi-(i-
-B:
—c—a,

—Cc— 0.

k—
k—

(S104a)

(S104b)

(S104c)

(S104d)

(S104e)

(S104f)

According to Egs. (S101), (S102a)—(S102h), and (S104a)—(S104f), there are totaling (2n — 1)n = 15 elements in these two

(aix, )i’ and ‘(. ;);’ types.
We can apply these elements to Eq. (526), which is

(k-

Let us do this step by step. For i = 1, we have

il gl

xjlark, )1

rc

ﬁ(k_l)xl+

rc
k—
k+1(

2rc
Dxs+——

k+1 ©

Xi (k xl le< l|k+/ + (k- 1)<ai|k+j>j+<ai\k+i>i_<a/|k+i> <aJ\k+z

Haji, i —{aj,;) ) (5105)

- L

(S106a)
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Mw

{an. Joxt 4 —— ks + 3 S106b
j=1x,/<al\k+]> k+1 X k+ x3 k+1 —c ( )
ix(a”k Y= (k— 2)x1+7(k 2)x3+lfc (S106¢)
=l k+1 k+1 k+1 7
ix-(a b= T e =S (= s+ 22 ey ) — ax
£ Ik 1= T e 3T 1+x3 3

k—2 \Kk1
—ﬁ(l—xl—X3) [1—(1—k1X3> 1, (SlO6d)
3 k=2 \*!
Z’lxj<aj‘k+‘> k+1kx1+k kx3+k 0 —c(x1+x3) —axz—B(1—x; —x3) ll— (1— k1x3> ] ,
=
(S106¢)
33 k—2 \Kk1
ZiXJZXI aji,, )1 = (re—c)(x1+x3) —axz — B(1 —x1 —x3)(1 —x3) 1_(1_k—1x3) —B(1 —x; —x3)x3,
j= =1
(S106f)
3 k—2 \*!
ij ajik, ; yi=(rc—c)(xi+x3) —oxz—B(1—x1—x3) |1— (l— k_1x3> , (S106g)
=

which can be used to obtain x;.
For i =3, Z;zl xj 213:1 x{ajx,,) and ):;zl xj{aj ﬂ.} ;j have been obtained previously, and we have the remaining terms:

3
> rc rc 2rc
; V3= —(k—1 —(k—1 —— —cCc— S107
FZIM 3k, ;)3 k—i—l( )xl+k+1( )x3+k—|—1 c—a, (S107a)
3
rc rc rc
i Ni= k k —c— S107b
j;%(aﬂkﬂh k+1x1+k+1x3+k+1 c—a, ( )
> 3rc
; k—2 — (k=2 —— —cCc— S107
jzzlx1<a3\k+3> k+1( )x1 +k+1( )x3+k+1 c—a, ( c)
3 rc rc 2rc
Y xilaji.)s = le(k—l)x] +m(k—1)x3+m—c(x1 +x3) — axz — B(1 —x1 —x3), (S107d)
j=1
3
rc rc rc
.Z’lxj<aj|k+3>j = k+1kx1 + P l/<x3—l— e —c(x;+x3) —axz — B(1 —x; —x3), (S107e)
J:

which can be used to obtain x3.
Applying Egs. (S106a)—-(S106g) and (S107a)—(S107e) to Eq. (S105), we obtain the following simple replicator equation:

— rc — -
- Wm {(1 — X1 —Xx3) <k+1 —c) +x30+(1—x1—x3)B [1 - (1 - ]Ii—i—?)%) (1 - Z_T’@) ] }’
(S10842)

- rc _ _ k
X3 = 5(/62(](2)_(];)4-1))63 {(l —X1 —X3) (k-l—] —C> —(1 —X3)OC+(1 — X1 —X3),B [1—24_1 <l — ]Z_?)@) ‘| }
(S108b)

Please note that x, = —x; — X3 has been canceled.

Similarly, solving X = 0, we obtain four possible equilibrium points: a point on the C-vertex, x(©) = (1,0,0), a point on
the D-vertex, x(®) = (0,1,0), a point on the O-vertex, x(?) = (0,0, 1), and a point on the DO-edge, x°?) = (0,x\"? 7)chO)),
where

(DO)_k—l B 1 k41 l e
"2 _k—2< k—1+\/k—1 el 9| ) (S109a)
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ng0>1ng0>’;:;<1 \/Hl[l ;(mca)]>_ (S109b)

The Jacobian matrix of system (S108) is

CATRC|
(o)

dx;  dx3

where
QW{(IM‘“)(& >+x3a

+(1—2x,—x3)B [1— (1—:+?x3 (l—l,i_f;@)k_l] } siin)
j::‘*("z‘(lf)_(’;)*l)xl{—kfl+c+a ﬁ[ = (1_§jx3)“]

+ (1 —x; —x3)B (l—lli_ix3>k2]]§_?(k+2— x3)} (S112)
e e R (=S si13
gw{ B I L R [ H)]

+X3(1—x1—x3)ﬁk(kk+12) (1 i f >k ]}, (S114)

Substituting the value of x(©) into Eq. (S110), we have

rc

CSk-)k+1) [ kr1 € “tete .
Ilx—x(© =Tk re (S115)
0 - ie—a
k1

The condition ensuring J|,_ ) negative-definite is r > k + 1. Therefore, the C-vertex equilibrium x(P) is stable if and only if
r>k+1.
Substituting the value of x®) into Eq. (S110), we have

Sk—2)(k+1) | k+1

20— 1) I . (5116

Jyxd) =

The condition ensuring J|,_ (») negative-definite and the D-vertex equilibrium x(P) stable is r < k+ 1 and B < B*, where

k+1 rc
* a 117
P 2 < k+1 ) (S117)

This indicates that when 3 > *, the D-vertex equilibrium cannot be stable even if r < k+ 1.
Substituting the value of x(?) into Eq. (S110), we have 9.1 /dx1|,_ (o) o o > 0. Therefore, the Jacobian matrix at x(©) is
not negative-definite and the O-vertex equilibrium x(©) is not stable.
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Substituting the value of x(??) into Eq. (S110), we note that da3 /9x1|,_ywo) = 0. Therefore, the first- and second-order
sequential principal subformulas’ negativity is equivalent to dx1/dx1|,_ o) <0 and dx3/dx3|,_ o) < 0. Let us calculate

i3 C8(k—2)(k+1) o), [ e k—1 k=2 o)\
753 X:x(no)_—Z(k—l) (1=2x37) k+1—c—a—|—ﬁ 1—716_'_1 1——k_1x3
k(k—2 k—2 k=1
gD (-1 5)
~ 8(k—2)(k+1) (poy (D0), o k(k—2) k=2 o)\
=T k- xy (1=x3)B 1 1——k_1x3 > 0. (S118)
(DO)

Therefore, the equilibrium x on the DO-edge is not stable.

3.3.3 Discussion

According to stability analysis, we can divide the results into two cases. First, when r > k+ 1, the fixation of defection at x
is unstable and the fixation of cooperation at x(€) is stable. The dilemma is overcome through known principles known in the
traditional public goods game.

Second, when r < k+ 1, the fixation of defection occurs in the traditional public goods game, but in this 3-strategy system
with pool punishment, the situations can be different. Here, we discuss the effect of pool punishment when r» < k+ 1 and show
how the results in Fig. 7 in the main text are obtained.

As mentioned in the main text, when the punishment strength is intermediate (By < B < B* for structured populations
and § > B(}V M for well-mixed populations, as revealed later), there are a stable vertex equilibrium x(P) | an unstable vertex
equilibrium x(9) an unstable vertex equilibrium x(©), and an unstable edge equilibrium x(P9) In the 3-strategy system state
space, x(?) is the only stable equilibrium point. However, on the DO edge where x; = 0, the vertex equilibrium points x(P) and
x(9) are bi-stable, depending on the initial state divided by x(P9) 1n well-mixed populations, xéDO) — 1 as B — oo according to
Eq. (S90a), and x(P) is always stable regardless of the value of 8 according to Eq. (S98). This is the analytical illustration
that pool punishment cannot truly resolve social dilemmas in a well-mixed population. However, in structured populations,

(D)

xéDO) — [(k4+ 1) (k= 1)k —1]/(k—2) > 1 as B — co according to Eq. (S109a). In particular, xéDO) > 1 happens (i.e.,
x(P9) no longer exists) when

k—1 1 Jk+1 1 rc s k+1 rc
(e g (Eeo)]) oo = (i rera). o

Meanwhile, according to Eq. (S116), x(P) becomes unstable at the same time when Eq. (S119) is satisfied, while x(9) and x(©)
remain unstable. In this case, the system enters a rock-paper-scissors cycle, where defection conquers cooperation (d%; /dx; < 0
when x3 = 0), cooperation conquers pool punishment (dx;/dx; > 0 when x, = 0), and pool punishment conquers defection
(dx3/dx3 > 0 when x; = 0). This is the analytical interpretation that pool punishment can resolve social dilemmas in structured
populations.

On the other hand, we also find that structured populations do not always facilitate the advantage of pool punishment
compared to well-mixed populations. This property can be observed from the critical punishment strength over which pool

punishment starts to play a role. In a structured population, according to Eq. (S109a), xéDO)

k—1 1 Jk+1 1 rc
k2 <_k—1+\/k—1 [1+B<k+1 _C_O‘>D >0

(kD (k= 1) rc
Fh>P= e e (k+1 _C_O‘)' (5120)

> (0 means

When 8 < Bo, x(P9) is not a real vector and the system is stable at the vertex equilibrium x(P) even along the DO-edge. Pool
punishment starts working and creates bi-stability along the DO-edge in structured populations when § > fy.

In a well-mixed population, according to Eq. (S90a), ngO) > 0 means

1 rce rce
4= — —c— 0 WM — _ . S121
\/+ﬁ<k+1 c Ot>> B> By k+1+c—|—a ( )

41/69



Pool punishment starts functioning and creates bi-stability along the DO-edge in well-mixed populations when 3 > B(}N M
Comparing Egs. (S120) and (S121), we see that ﬁ(}’v M < By always holds. That is, pool punishment first becomes efficient
in well-mixed populations when increasing the punishment strength.
Actually, there is a considerable interval of § that xéDO) in structured populations are smaller than the ones in well-mixed
populations. That is, a structured population enlarges the initial state interval leading to full defection along the DO-edge, thus
(DO)

less effective to utilize pool punishment. A structured population becomes more advantageous only when its x, ’ are greater
than the ones in well-mixed populations. According to Egs. (S90a) and (S109a), this means

iy +kk+1 1—|—l “ o _c-a >kl—|-l SLLp
k—2 k—1 k—1 B \k+1 B \k+1

1 _1 k
epop = [(k+1)k(k—1)1 kk+2}:| ( re _c_a). (S122)

k
- [(k+ DE— 1) f —gg2] VI
Only when 8 > B_, a structured population has a smaller initial state interval leading to full defection along the DO-edge,
thus more effective to utilize pool punishment than well-mixed populations. In particular, B > B* can even destabilize the full
defection equilibrium as shown in Eq. (S119) and transform the system to a rock-paper-scissors-like cyclic dominance, while a
well-mixed population cannot realize this.

3.4 Public goods games with the reward mechanism (n = 3)
As a different mechanism from punishment, we study public goods games with the rewarding mechanism. In this model, there
are n = 3 strategies®*:

1 = Cooperation (C);

2 = Defection (D);

3 = Reward (R).

On the basis of the public goods game, a rewarding player, as the third strategy, pays a normalized cost & /k to reward a
co-player who cooperates. An individual with cooperative behavior receives a normalized reward y/k. Here, the cost a and
reward ¥ are normalized to keep comparable with the previous work®*. We assume that rewarding players also perform the
cooperative behavior (i.e., investing ¢ in the common pool). Therefore, there are k; 4 k3 co-players who perform the cooperative
behavior, which incurs the cost a(k; + k3) /k to each rewarding player. Given k3 rewarding co-players, each cooperator receives
areward Yks /k. Each rewarding player, as performing the cooperative behavior, also receives a reward k3 /k.

To sum up, given the co-player configuration k = (k;,k»,k3), we have the following payoff calculation in a single game.

r(ki +14k3)c Yks3 re rc re
— _ I~ k T kg + — — S123
%1k K+ T T T U ) T e e (5123)
r(ky +k3)c rc re
= = k k S123b
T T T (51230)
r(ky +k3+1)c Yks  o(ky +k3) rc o rc y—ao rc
P Sl L I S eV I~ = — =k k —c. S123
ik k+1 Tk k PR L o I A (5123¢)

3.4.1 The well-mixed population
The frequencies of strategies 1, 2, 3 are denoted by x;, x», and x3 (or x¢, xp, and xg for straightforward understanding),
respectively. In a well-mixed population, the mean payoffs of the three strategies are calculated as follows.

_ k! ok k re Y re

m = —x1 ' 02aBa = —ka+ | —+ - | ks +—— —c, (S124a)
kl+k§’k3:kk1 lha ths ! | k+1 k1 k k+1

m= Y k! b ) = Lk + ks (S124b)
K+ Ths—k kilko k3! k—|—1 k+1

_ k! k k k rc (04 '}/_

= Z P! 1xy,"2x3 3a3‘k = — = — | kx1 + +— Jkxz3+——c. (S124¢)
ks = i ki tko k! k+1 k k—|—1 k k+1

The mean payoff of the total population is then calculated by
R = X1 + XM+ 13T = — k) + ks + (31 +x3) (| 3 (61 +33) (Y — @) (S125)
=x X 3= ——kx1+ ——kxs+(x14+x3) | —— —c ) +x3(x1 +x —a).

10 X7 X373 = gy R RS )\ 3(X1 +x3)(Y
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On this basis, we can write the replicator equations of the well-mixed population X; = x;(7; — ) as follows.

=x1(M—-7%)=x [(1—x1 —x3) (k:—cl —c> +x3(1—x1 —x3)Y+x3(x) —|—x3)(x] , (S126a)
X =x(M — ) =x2 | —(x1 +x3) (ki:l —C> —x3(x1 +x3)7+x3(x1 —|—x3)a] ; (S126b)
X3 ZX3(7773—777)=)C3 (1—x1—X3) (k’«tl_c) +X3(1 —x1—x3)y—(1—x3)(x1 +X3)(X:| . (S126¢)

We denote the system state x = (x1,x2,%3). Solving x = 0, we obtain four equilibrium points: a point on the C-vertex,
x(©) = (1,0,0), a point on the D-vertex, x®) = (0, 1,0), a point on the R-vertex, x®) = (0,0, 1), and a point on the DR-edge,

x(PR) — (07x§DR),x§DR)), where

(DR) _ 4 _ L/ re 127
L = (a7 +e). (s127)
(or) _ 1 I S127b
3 yoc( k+1 +c>' ( )

The stability of these four equilibrium points can be studied using the regular method. We cancel x, = 1 —x; —x3 and study
the dynamics depicted by x; and X3,

X1 =X [(1 —X] —X3) (k:fl —C) +X3(1 — X1 —x3)7+X3(x1 +X3)OC] , (S128a)
X3 =x3 [(1 —X] —X3) (k;cl —c) +x3(1—x; —x3)y— (1 —2x3)(x; +x3)oc] ) (S128b)
The Jacobian matrix of system (S128) is
ox;  dx
dx;  Ox3
J= , S129
o5 2 o
3x1 aX3
where
90 1oy — ) (2 —etasy) s (20 1)t (S130a)
o 1—X3 k1 3Y 34X +X3) &,
0x1 rc
— = - 1—x;—2 2 S130b
Tns xl( . +o4 (1 —x1 —2x3) 7+ (x1 + x3)05)’ ( )
0x3 rc
L B S130
T X3( k+1+c xy—( x3)06), (S130c)
0x3 rc
=—={1—x1—2x3) | —— —c | +x3(2—2x; —3x3)y— (%1 + 2x3) ¢ +x3(2x1 + 3x3) . (S130d)
aX3 k+1
Substituting the value of x(©) into Eq. (S129), we have
e - it
Joyo=| kt1 k+1 : (S131)
0 —-a

The conditions ensuring J|,__ ) negative-definite are » > k4 1 and o > 0. The second condition holds clearly. Therefore, we
know that x(©) is stable if and only if r > k+ 1.
Substituting the value of x(®) into Eq. (S129), we have

rc
k+1
0

c 0

I yex) = (S132)

rc

k+1

—C
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The condition ensuring J|,__(») negative-definite is » < k4 1. Therefore, the equilibrium x(P) is stable when r < k+ 1.
Substituting the value of x® into Eq. (S129), we have

o 0
Iymxm) = re : (S133)
- -y ———+4c—y+a
T Tt
Since o > 0, J|,_ ) is not negative-definite. Therefore, the equilibrium x(®) is not stable.

Substituting the value of x(PR) into Eq. (S129), we obtain J|,__(or), in which

o4 = (DR) re . (DR) (DR)
ox; xR (1=x37) 1 ¢ +x3 (Y+x3 (y— a))
2 rc rc 1
B l:a+7/—‘1<_/€—|-1+c):| (_k+1+c>y_a>0‘ (S134)
(DR)

Eq. (S134) holds because y— o > 0 as long as x3~  exists according to Eq. (S127b), and the case that we focus onis r < k+1.
Therefore, the equilibrium point x(PR) s not stable.

3.4.2 The structured population
We notice that the payoff structure given by Eq. (S123) is linear, which means that we can utilize the simplified method for
special linear systems given by Supplementary Note 2.4.3 for convenience.

Comparing the payoff structure a;x in Eq. (S123) with Egs. (S29)—(S31), we extract matrices b and ¢,

rc rc Y

0 L
k+1 1k ¢
rc 0 rc k+1 1
b=1 1 =1 o (5135)
re o re Y—a -
_¢ r-« [
k1 k K1k *

According to Eq. (S35), let us calculate

3 rc —
3Y xj(bi1—bij—bji—bjj) = —6(x1+x3)k——6x3y , (S136a)
j=1 +l k
3 rc Y—o
3) xj(bn—byj—bjp—bjj) = 6(X1+X3)k —3x3 ) (S136b)
j=1 +l k
3 rc —
3 ij(b33 —b3j—bjz—bj;) =—6(x +X3)m +(3x2—6x3)y P (S136¢)
j=1
S re Y—o
6};; Xpbj = 631 +23) 7= + 633 (x1 +x3) T (S136d)

Then, we insert them into Eq. (S35). Meanwhile, the expressions of 7; and 7 are the same as we give in Supplementary
Note 3.4.1 for well-mixed populations. In this way, we obtain the replicator equations in structured populations as follows.

_2 r _
X1 = (23((]]; 1)))61 {(k—|— l) (1 —X1 —X3) (krjl —C> +X3(1 — X1 —X3)’)/+X3(X1 +)C3)06:| —6)@)63’)/ o }, (S137a)
S(k—2 : -
Xy = 2((](— 1§x2 {(k-l— 1) _—(X1 +x3) (k:—cl —C> —x3(x1 +x3)y+x3(x; +X3)O£:| —3x3(1 —2x1 — 2x3) 14 kOt } ,
(S137b)
6(k—2 [ —
X3 = 2((]{— 1§X3 {(kJr 1) _(1 — X1 7)63) (k}—tl C> +X3(1 — X1 7)63)'}/7 (1 7)63)()61 +X3)OC] +3X2(1 72)63)’)/ kOC }
(S137¢)
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Similarly, solving x = 0, we can obtain five possible equilibrium points: a point on the C-vertex, x(€) = (1,0,0), a point on

the D-vertex, xP) = (0,1,0), a point on the R-vertex, x®) = (0,0, 1), a point on the DR-edge, x(PR) — (O,ngR) ’ngR))’ where
%mn:(ﬂ+i%2£;—a)<k$1_6)+i212:2’ (S138a)
x?m@2+i%2£i—a)<kfl+c)k2+1—6’ (S138b)

and finally, an interior point x(€PR) — (xSCDm,ngDR),ngDR)), where
ﬁwmzl_ﬂkﬁﬁ;ggm_%@+gjta'a)(%$1+a’ 1
xéCDR) - k(k +Ii()l;++13)?y— a)’ (S1390)
CoR) _ k(k+lk)(}]jf31()y—a) (_k::l +C>. (S139¢)

We note that in public goods games with the reward mechanism, structured populations create a new equilibrium point x(€PR)

that does not exist in well-mixed populations. This is a new phenomenon that we did not observe in punishment mechanisms.
We cancel x, = 1 —x; —x3 and study the dynamics depicted by X; and X3,

. O0(k—=2)(k+1) re Y-«
x]_—Z(k—l) x14 (I —x1 —x3) 1 ctx3ly 67k(k+1) +x3(x1 +x3)x ¢, (S140a)
. O0(k=2)(k+1) re Y-« y—a |l
X3——2(k_1) X3 )C3(1—X1—X3) 7]{_’_1 ct+x3 |y 6k(k—|—l) +3k(k—|—l) (1 X3)(X1—|—X3)Ot .
(S140b)
The Jacobian matrix of system (S140) is
an ou
dx;  Odxz
J= S141
o5 2 | o
8x1 QX3
where
di _ 8(k—2)(k+1) o re Y-«
8x1_—2(k—1) (1—2x; —x3) 1 ct+x3|y 6k(k—|—l) +x3(2x1 +x3)0 p (S142a)
dxy _ 8(k=2)(k+1) [ rc B Y-«
aix?’— 2(/{—1) 1 k+1+c ZX3 Y 6m +(x1—|—ZX3)OC 5 (Sl42b)
diz _ S(k=2)(k+1) [ rc B v L yma
o 2G—1) X3 k+1+c x3 |y 6k(k+1) 3k(k—|—1) (1-x3)af|, (S142¢)
diz  8(k—2)(k+1) o re Y—a o Y-«
aX3_—2(k—1) (1 x| —2x3) 7k+1 c+3k(k+l) +(2—-2x; 3X3)X3 Y 6k(k—|—l)
—(1—2)63))6106—(2—3)C3)X3(X}. (S1424)
Substituting the value of x(©) into Eq. (S141), we have
S © o te+a
_ - c -

2(k—1) 0 a

The conditions ensuring J|,_ () negative-definite are » > k+ 1 and o > 0. The second condition holds clearly. Therefore, we
know that x(©) s stable if and only if r > k+ 1.
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Substituting the value of x(®) into Eq. (S141), we have

rc

Sk—2)(k+1) [ k+1 € 0
I yex0) = w 0 re _ y—o | (S144)

3
1 e

The conditions ensuring J| __(») negative-definite and the D-vertex equilibrium x(P) stable are r < k+ 1 and y < y*, where

k(k+1) ( re

r=" Tkt

+c> ta (5145)

This indicates that when y > v*, the D-vertex equilibrium cannot be stable even if r < k+ 1.
Substituting the value of x®) into Eq. (S141), we have

o 0
O(k—2)(k+1
Hewn =52 | va e Ktke3 (5146)
- +c—y-3 - +c— (y—o)
k+1 k(k+1) k+1 k(k+1)

Since o > 0, J|,_ () is not negative-definite. Therefore, the R-vertex equilibrium point x(®) is not stable.
Substituting the value of x(P®) into Eq. (S141), we obtain J|___(or), where we note that 91 /dx3|,_ or) = 0. Therefore, the

first- and second-order sequential principal subformulas’ negativity is equivalent to diy/dx1|,_ (s < 0and dx3/dx3|,_ k) <

0. Let us study dx3/dx3|,_ k). Reorganizing Eq. (S142d) but keeping ngR)’ we obtain

i3 S(k—2)(k+1) (DR)\2 (DR)
- =——— ‘(o B 4 S147
8X3 X:X(DR) 2(/{* 1) ( (-x3 ) + -x3 + ) ) ( )
where &7, &, and € are constants,
K +k—6
o =-3———F(y— S148
KD (r—a), (S148a)
rc K +k—9
B=2|- —(y-— S148b
( k1 CF k(k+1) v a)>’ ( )
rc y—a
= —c+3 . S148
1 TRk (S148¢)
Importantly, we notice that
(DR) k(k+ 1) rc
<lesy—a> - >0 S149
5 4 Rik—3\ kr1 €)Y (5149)
which indicates & < 0.

According to Eq. (S147), dx3/dx3|,_, k) is a quadratic function of ngR), with &/ < 0 as we found. The properties
of quadratic functions indicate that dx3/dx3|,_ wr) > 0 in the interval 0 < ngR) < 1laslongas (1) dx3/dx3|,_ wr >0 at
ngR) =0and (2) dx3/dx3|,_ k) >0 at xéDR) = 1. Let us examine these two conditions. First, when xéDR) =0, we have

8x3 rc 7T—Q k(k+ 1) (DR)

X3 — —c+3 = _ =0. S150

ax | w1 TRk T Rrk—6)(r—a) (5150)
Second, when ngR) =1, we have

0%3 re K +k-3 k(k+1) (DR)

7 — _ do— —o)=— 1— =0. S151

| o~ kT T Rk Y T T e r—a ) (S15D)

Therefore, dx3/dx3|,_ wr) > 0and J| _ ok is not negative-definite in the interval 0 < ngR) < 1. The equilibrium point

DR)

x(PR) is not stable when it exists.
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Substituting the value of x(€PR)

B 5(/( — 2) (k+ 1) (CDR) (CDR) rc (CDR) Y—o
e 2k- (U™ SO e ets Y e

n ngDR) (2x(1CDR) n ngDR) Yo } ' (S152)

into Eq. (S141), we obtain J|,__(cor), Where

)
8x1

At x(€PR) e have %; = 0, that is,

Ok —2)(k+1) (CDR) _ (CDR)y | _TC (CDR) y-oa (CDR), (CDR) | (cDR)y | _
au-n \UTm T n ) g ets Py )| e e A ey =0 (S153)

We calculate Eq. (S152) minus Eq. (S153), (i.e., d%3/dx3|,_ycor) —0 = 9dx3/dx3|,_,(cpr)) and further organize the result,
which leads to
0x1
8x1

_5(k—2)(k+1) (cor) (1€ B (CDR)k2+k—6 B
eon  2(k—1) 1 G e
_6(k—2)(k+l)x(CDR)k(k—Fl)(X—F?)(’)/—OC) _ rc Yo
o 2(k—1) b k(k+1)y=3(y—a) \ k+1

_(k=2)(k+1) (comxs

2(k 1 ) X1 xéCDR)

o> 0. (S154)

(CDR)

Therefore, J|,_ (cor) is not negative-definite and the interior equilibrium point x is not stable when it exists.

3.4.3 Discussion

Similar to the case in punishment, according to stability analysis, we can divide the results into two cases. First, when r > k+ 1,
the fixation of defection at x(P) is unstable, and the fixation of cooperation at x() is stable. The dilemma is overcome through
known principles known in the traditional public goods game.

Second, when r < k+ 1, the fixation of defection occurs in the traditional public goods game, but in this 3-strategy system
with the reward mechanism, the situations can be different. Here, we discuss the effect of reward when r < k+ 1.

When the reward strength is intermediate (y < ¥ < y* for structured populations and y > }/(‘)N M for well-mixed populations,
as revealed later), there are a stable vertex equilibrium x(P) an unstable vertex equilibrium x®) an unstable vertex equilibrium
x(©), an unstable edge equilibrium x(P®), and for structured populations, a possible unstable interior equilibrium x(°PK)_ In the
3-strategy system state space, x(°) is the only stable equilibrium point. However, on the DR edge where x; = 0, the vertex
equilibrium points x”) and x(®) are bi-stable, depending on the initial state divided by x°®). In well-mixed populations,
ngR) — 1 as Y — oo according to Eq. (S127a), and x(P) is always stable regardless of the value of y according to Eq. (S132).
In this way, we analytically illustrate that reward cannot truly resolve social dilemmas in a well-mixed population, similar to

punishment. However, in structured populations, xéDR) — (k* +k—3)/(k* +k—6) > 1 as y — oo according to Eq. (S138a). In
particular, xéDR) > 1 happens (i.e., x°®) no longer exists) when
k(k+1) re K +k—3 k(k+1) re
— ——>ley>y= - . S155
1 k—6)(7—a) (k+1 C>+k2+k—6> Y2V = 16T (5155)

Meanwhile, according to Eq. (S144), x(P) becomes unstable at the same time when Eq. (S155) is satisfied, while x(® and
x(©) remain unstable. In this case, the system enters a rock-paper-scissors cycle (Fig. Sle, d), where defection conquers
cooperation (d%; /dx; < 0 when x3 = 0), cooperation conquers reward (dx;/dx; > 0 when x, = 0), and reward conquers
defection (d%3/dx3 > 0 when x; = 0). In this way, we analytically confirm that reward can resolve social dilemmas in structured
populations (Fig. Sle).

On the other hand, we also find that structured populations do not always facilitate the advantage of reward compared to

well-mixed populations. This property can be observed from the critical reward strength over which the reward mechanism
DR)

starts to play a role. In a structured population, according to Eq. (S138a), xg > (0 means
k(k+1) re K+k-3 k(k+1) re
— ———>0&y>p= — a. S156
Crk—6)(y—a) (k+1 C>+k2+k—6 TEM= e s ke ) (5156)
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When y < 7, we have x(ZDR) < 0 and the system is stable at the vertex equilibrium x() even along the DR-edge. The reward
mechanism starts working and creates bi-stability along the DR-edge in structured populations when y > .

In a well-mixed population, according to Eq. (S127a), xéDR) > 0 means

D)

1 rce re
- - 0 WM = __— . S157
7—06< k+1+c)> SY>% k+l+c+a ( )

The reward mechanism starts functioning and creates bi-stability along the DR-edge in well-mixed populations when y > }/(‘)V M,
Comparing Eqs. (S156) and (S157), we see that ya’v M < % always holds. That is, the reward mechanism first becomes
efficient in well-mixed populations when increasing the reward strength.
There is a considerable interval of 7y that ngR) in structured populations are smaller than the ones in well-mixed populations.
That is, a structured population enlarges the initial state interval leading to full defection along the DR-edge, thus less effective
(DR)

in utilizing the reward mechanism (Fig. S1a, b). A structured population becomes more advantageous only when its x,  are
greater than the ones in well-mixed populations. According to Eqs. (S127a) and (S138a), this means

2 _
k(k+1) (rc c)—i—k +k 3>1 1 ( rc —l—c)

(K+k—6)(y—a) \k+1 R+k—6~ y—a\ k+1
1 rc

Only when 7y > y-, a structured population has a smaller initial state interval leading to full defection along the DR-edge, thus
more effective to utilize the reward mechanism than well-mixed populations. In particular, ¥ > ¥* can even destabilize the full
defection equilibrium as shown in Eq. (S155) and transform the system to a rock-paper-scissors-like cyclic dominance, while a
well-mixed population cannot realize this (Fig. S1f).

Similar principles were also found in pool punishment (Supplementary Note 3.3), whose payoff function is nonlinear.
However, through the reward mechanism, we reveal that rock-paper-scissors cycles could emerge even if the payoff function is
linear.

These analytical results are in qualitative agreement with the a-y phase diagrams from previous research®, as shown in
Fig. S2. The phase diagrams under non-marginal selection indicate the existence of a cyclic dominance phase (D +C + R)c
(Fig. S2a, ¢), where strategy D invades C, strategy C invades R, and strategy R invades D. This phase is also predicted under
weak selection in the previous analysis. However, the parameter space we show does not include this phase, with the analytical
expressions of their boundaries listed in the caption of Fig. S2. Due to the role of a non-marginal selection strength, the effect
of reward works in advance and induces the rock-paper-scissors cycling phase as we increase y. In particular, there is even a
C + R phase under non-marginal selection, which does not exist under weak selection. This can be explained by analogizing the
reward mechanism to a donation game—R-players donate & to each C- or R-co-player, who receives y. Under weak selection,
evolution cannot favor donors if we apply the pairwise comparison update rule'®. However, under non-marginal selection,
donors may form spatial clusters (which are more remarkable than the ones under weak selection) and thus survive. Again,
while there are differences between outcomes derived from non-marginal selection through numerical simulation (Fig. S2a,
¢) and those obtained under weak selection with analytical methods (Fig. S2b, d), both approaches indicate some distinct
behavioral patterns in structured populations that are not observed in well-mixed populations.

3.5 The multi-stage public goods game (n = 4)

Last, we involve another example, the multi-stage public goods game®. In the simplest multi-stage public goods game, we
consider two stages. Players can invest (i.e., cooperate) in the first and second stages. Namely, the number of available strategies
isn=4:

1 = Cooperation in both stages (CC);

2 = Cooperation only in the first stage (CD);

3 = Cooperation only in the second stage (DC);

4 = Defection in both stages (DD).

The traditional public goods game is equivalent to a one-stage public goods game, where players invest in the only stage
and receive the produced public goods. In the extended two-stage public goods game, however, the produced public goods
from the first stage (contributed by CC- and CD-players) are not distributed immediately, but reinvested to the second stage.
The second stage uses the inherited public goods from the first stage plus the independent investment (contributed by CC- and
DC-players) to produce the final public goods. The final public goods are then distributed to all players in the game. We assume
that the synergy factor of the first stage is r, and the synergy factor of the second stage is ;.
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Figure S1. The reward mechanism can resolve the social dilemma of public goods game in structured populations. a
and b, In the three-strategy system space, the state consistently converges to full D. However, along the DR edge, an unstable
equilibrium point, X(DR), creates a bi-stable space. In the D versus R dynamics, the final state, either D or R, is determined by
the initial conditions. Under mild reward (Y = 0.7), a structured population tends to favor defection, reducing the basin leading
to the R outcome. ¢ and d, Conversely, with strong reward (y = 3), structured populations result in the cyclic dominance of the
three strategies around the interior equilibrium x(€P®), thereby preventing the full D state in public goods games. In contrast,

the state space in well-mixed populations remains two distinct basins on the DR edge, preventing cyclic dominance. e, As the
(DR)

reward strength y increases, xj,” ~ increases, expanding the initial space leading to the R outcome. In well-mixed populations,
xE)DR) — 1 as ¥ — oo, and the basin leading to defection cannot be completely eliminated. However, in structured populations,

x,()DR) — (kK> +k—3)/(k* +k—6) > 1 when y > y*, invariably resulting in the cyclic dominance of the three strategies. f, The
diagram of the different effects of reward in well-mixed versus structured populations. Structured populations are advantageous
in promoting cooperation under strong reward but are a bit less effective when the reward is mild. Input parameters: r = 3,
c=1,a=0.1,k=4.
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Figure S2. Phase diagrams of the system behavior with the reward mechanism are qualitatively similar under
non-marginal and weak selection strength. a and c (the data are in agreement with those published in Figs. 1(a) and 3(a)
from ref.®*), Numerical simulations under non-marginal selection (8 = 2). The phases are defined as follows: D—only D
exists; R—only R exists; (D + C + R)c—cyclic dominance among D, C, and R; D+ R—D and R coexist; C + R—C and R
coexist. b and d, The phase diagram is divided by analytical 1 and y* (not visible in the presented parameter space) under
weak selection (6 — 0™). Here, ¥ divides the D and Dg.,p phases, while y* separates the Dgp and (D + C + R)c phases.
Specifically, in b, o = 12/17+ o (red), v = 4+ o (invisible); in d, 3 = 6/17 4+ o, y* = 2+ « (invisible). The definition of
the Drp phase—the system finally evolves to full D if cooperation is initially present, or to the fixation of either R or D in the
absence of initial cooperators. Other parameters: c = 1, k = 4.

Therefore, given the co-player configuration k = (k;,k2,k3,ks), we have the following payoff calculation in a single
multi-stage public goods game.

a1 = rari (ki +1 —&-klzc)—ic_—li— (ki +1+ks)c] 9e— Vz(lr(::l—ll)ck1 . ;2:_1:](2 . krj—c1 kst rz(]?:ll)c e, (S159)
= ra[ri (ki + k2 -]L—Jlr)lc—i— (ki + k3)c] e rz(]?:—ll)ckl N ;2;;1;](2 N kricl kst ];;il; e (S159%)
s = ra[r1 (ki Jrkz)]:i ilq +hk3+1)(] e rz(;;l—;rll)c 1 ;Zj_lka N krj_cl kst krj—cl e (S1596)
e — ra[r1 (ky +k]2()_|C_T (ki +k3)e] _ rz(]:1+—+-ll)ck1 N 22:_1;](2 N krj_cl . (S1590)

3.5.1 The structured population
For this multi-stage public goods game model, we find that structured populations are equivalent to well-mixed populations
under pairwise comparison and in the weak selection limit. Let us explain why. Observing the payoff structure given by
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Eq. (S159), we find it linear. We can again utilize the simplified method for special linear systems given by Supplementary
Note 2.4.3 for convenience. Comparing the payoff structure a;); with Egs. (S29)—(S31), we extract matrices b and c,

n(ri+1)c mnric  nc

k+1  k+1 k+1 nntle .
1) k+1
rz(]': +1)c ;zrlc krzc 0 Faric
—C
b= 1 Tkl ket . (S160)
rn(ri+1c rnrc rnc 0 rac
k+1 k+1 k+1 k+1
n(r+1lc rnrc nc 0

k+1 k+1 k+1

The frequencies of strategies 1, 2, 3, 4 are denoted by x, x2, x3, and x4. We then calculate

4
6r(ri+1)c 6r2r1c 6r2c .
3Y xj(bii—bij—bji—bj;)=— X1 — x3, fori=1,2,3,4, (S161a)
j;’ oy el k+1 k12 kel
4 4
6rp(r1+1)c 61)71C 61)¢
6 xXjxihj; = X1+ X+ X3, (S161b)
];”:ZI ! k41 k+1 k41
which leads to
4 4 4
Z (bij+bji+bjj) 222 xjxibj = 0. (S162)
j=1 j=1i=1

This meets the general condition Eq. (S53) proposed by Supplementary Note 3.1.3 that pairwise comparison equates well-mixed
and structured populations under weak selection. The additional effect brought by network structures is zero, and according to
Eq. (S35), the replicator equations reduce to x; < x;(7T; — ), equivalent to the ones in well-mixed populations.

With this in mind, we only put the analysis in the context of structured populations here, using the methods within our
framework.

Given the additional terms Eqgs. (S161a) and (S161b), we still need calculate the mean payoffs for different strategies in
well-mixed populations, which are

_ k! P T T ra(r1+ e raric rac r(r1+ e

= ———— X1 X2 X33 x4 ay = kxy + kxy + kxs + —c,
k1+k2+2k;+k4:k Kt o s ! T k12 kel k+1

(S163a)
k! 1 -

7y = MRty — ra(ri + )ckx] LRNCLL L T L RnE e
k1+k2+k3+k4:kkl’kz'k3‘k4' k+1 k+1 k+1 k+1

_ k! bk ke k ra(ri+1)c rric rc

3= ————x1"2x3B M ag = kxi + kxy kx3 + —c, (S163c)
ity i K1 e e Ty W T k+1 k+1 k+1

_ k! P S r(ri+1)c rric e

Ty = ———— X1 X X33 x4 ay) = kxy + kxy + kx3. (S1634d)
oty T K1 T e Ty | k+1 [ R |

The mean payoff of the total population is then calculated by
1 S
= x17 0l + 03l +oudy = (k+1) ("Zifl ) ;zrlcxz k’fl x3> — (2x1 + 12+ x3)c. (S164)

Inserting Egs. (S161a), (S161b), (S163a)—(S163d), and (S164) into Eq. (S35), we obtain the replicator equations for
multi-stage public goods game in structured populations:

= SN (20D ) (20 ) (25 ). ($165)
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S(k—2)(k+1 1
i = WX3 {xl (’WZC) —x (Zr: c> +(1-x3) <krjrcl cﬂ , (S165¢)

X4 = —X1 — X2 —X3. (S1654d)

We denote the system state x = (x1,x2,x3,x4). Solving X = 0, we obtain four equilibrium points, denoted by x(€O)
(1,0,0,0), x(€D) = (0,1,0,0), x(PC) = (0,0,1,0), and x(PP) — (0,0,0,1). To analyze their stability, we study the Jacobian
matrix of the system composed by Egs. (S165a)—(S165¢) (cancel x4 = —x1 — X — X3),

o % an
8x1 8x2 a)Q.
P EER TS
N 8)61 8)62 8)63
8x1 8)@ 8X3
J x rzrlc_c —x mnc —c
i "\ k+1 VS
O(k—2)(k+1) r(ri+1)c e
=——“" | — 2 J — — S166
2k—1) 2\ Tkt ¢ 2 2\ ) (5166)
r(ri+1)c raric
_ RUITC 5 _ _ e
X3< . C) X3 <k+1 c> J33
where
Jin=(1-2xp) M—Zc A L) IR (S167a)
= ! k41 \k+1 T\ k+1 ’
r(ri+1)c raric rac
Jp = — —_ 2 1-2 —c |- — S167b
22 X1( 1 C)+( xz)(k+1 C) X3(k+1 C>7 ( )
r(ri+1)c raric rac
= (2ATC 50} - - 1-2 —c). S167
J33 x1< 1 c) x2<k+1 c)+( X3)(k+1 c) ( c)
Substituting the value of x(°©) into Eq. (S166), we have
r2(r1 -+ 1)c rric rc
AR RV, PR _ 12
k1 T TR Y Tk
S(k—2)(k+1) rc
J = — . S168
|x—x(co) —1) 0 oite 0 (S168)
rric
0 0 —
k+1

The conditions ensuring J|,_ (cc) negative-definite are 17, > 2(k+-1), r» > k+1, and r;r, > k+ 1. The last one covers the
first one. Therefore, the equilibrium point x(°C) is stable if and only if riry > k41, > k+1.
Substituting the value of x(“?) into Eq. (S166), we have

mnc

e 0 0

k1 ¢

S(k—2)(k+1) r(r+1)c rric e
Tl o I =S A = (169)

ra(ri—1)c

0 0 —
k+1

The conditions ensuring J \xzx(cp) negative-definite are r, < k+ 1, rjr, > k+1, and r; > 1. If the first two conditions hold,
then the last one is naturally valid. Therefore, x(€P) is stable if and onlyifrirmp, >k+1,mn <k+1.
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Substituting the value of x(°C) into Eq. (S166), we have

mric
ki1 € 0 0
O(k—2)(k+1) r(r—1)c
Jyxtoe) = W 0 il —C 0 . (8170)
r(ri+1)c raric rac
_ o) _ _
1 Tkl Y Tka e

The conditions ensuring J|,_ (oc) negative-definite are 17, < k+1, r; <1, and ro > k+ 1. If the first and third conditions

hold, then the second one is naturally valid. Therefore, x(PC) is stable if and onlyifrimy <k+1,rn>k+1.
Substituting the value of x(PP) into Eq. (S166), we have

r(ri+1)c
—_ 2 0 0
[ ¢
O(k—2)(k+1) rric
= — . 171
J|x—x(oD) 3—1) 0 A 0 (S171)
rnc
0 0 —
krl €

The conditions ensuring J|,_ op) negative-definite are rp(r; +1) < 2(k+ 1), rir2 <k+ 1, and r, < k+ 1. If the second and
third conditions hold, then the first one is naturally valid. Therefore, x(°P) is stable if and only if rir < k+1, r2 < k+ 1.

3.5.2 Discussion

To compare our analytical results under weak selection and the numerical ones from previous work under non-marginal
selection®, we refer to their phase diagrams on the |-, plane (Fig. S3). Under a non-marginal selection strength (Fig. S3a),
there are three pure phases as r; and r, increase, from DD, through CD, to CC. Between these pure phases, there are mixed
phases, such as the DD + CD phase (between DD and CC) and the CD + CC phase (between CD and CC). However, in the
weak selection limit, these mixed phases do not exist (Fig. S3b). On the presented phase diagrams, there are only three pure
phases. This is similar to the phenomenon in the traditional public goods game, where only C and D phases exist under weak
selection (Supplementary Note 3.1.2) and the mixed phase C + D only exists under non-marginal selection®. In the extended
multi-stage public goods game, the predicted phase boundaries under weak selection (Fig. S3b) qualitatively match the ones
under non-marginal selection (Fig. S3a), illustrating the utility of our analytical framework.

Our analytical framework also predicts a DC phase, which exists when rjr, < k+1and r, > k+ 1 (see Eq. (S170)). This
region is outside the upper left corner of Fig. S3b and is invisible in the parameter space we present. In this region, r; < 1,
which is not meaningful in the sense of public goods games. Therefore, neither the previous numerical work nor our analytical
framework shows the region where the DC phase exists.

Supplementary Note 4: Death-birth

Here, we supplement the corresponding results under the death-birth rule.
In a unit time, a random focal individual A is selected to die, and A’s neighbors compete for the vacant position proportional
to their fitness. The neighbor B reproduces its strategy to the position of A with the probability as follows:

YiFx’
where Y Fy represents the total fitness of A’s neighbors. If individual B has a higher fitness among A’s neighbors, then B
has a higher probability to reproduce its strategy to the position of A. It should be noted that the focal individual’s fitness is

completely ignored under death-birth.
Below, we analyze the dynamics of the death-birth rule rigorously.

(S172)

4.1 The increase of i-players
The increase of i-players happens when a focal j-player (j # i) is selected to update its strategy and an i-player takes the
position. Given the focal j-player’s neighbor configuration k, the probability that an i-player takes the j-player’s position is

ki Fk

ilj _ ki | ki K 2okr k )
Yk F k& (”w’ - Zl | 8 +O(8). (S173)
i'=

i'=1%157|j

P(j+i)=
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Figure S3. Phase diagrams of the system behavior in multi-stage public goods games are qualitatively similar under
non-marginal and weak selection strength. a (the data are in agreement with those published in Fig. 2 from ref.®),
Numerical simulations under non-marginal selection (6§ = 2). The phases are defined directly by their name. For example, CC
represents a phase where only CC exists, and CD + CC represents a phase where CC and CD coexist. b, The phase diagram is
divided by analytical r;r, = k+ 1 (red) and r» = k+ 1 (blue) under weak selection (6 — 07). Here, rr, = k+ 1 divides the
DD and CD phases, while r, = k+ 1 separates the CD and CC phases. Other parameters: c = 1, k = 4.

Then, we apply it to all possibilities for j # i and neighbor configurations Kk, obtaining the probability that the number of
i-players increases by 1 during a unit time step,

9( ) Y 5 ¥ . k.(H%n) (j 1)

J=hi#F X ky=k

n ki = ky
Y, xjai;+ Z DY I 1kv<Hq”|J )k(”ik/_an}’(Ij>5+ﬁ(62)' 174

J=Lj#i J=Li# Xk i'=1

4.2 The decrease of i-players

The decrease of i-players happens when a focal i-player is selected to update its strategy and the player who takes the position
is not an i-player. Unlike pairwise comparison, where the focal individual has a probability of keeping its own strategy,
Y/i_y P(i« j) # 1, here, under death-birth, the focal individual must adopt the strategy of a neighbor, Y.5_; 2(i < j) = 1.
Therefore, given the focal i-player’s neighbor configuration K, the probability that the player who takes the position is not an
i-player can be written as

Yo ky 1FX k k =

Ui

KB k—k K n g
1= P(ii)=1- = — Al Y k| 8+ 0(3). (S175)

Applying it to all possibilities for the neighbor configuration k after selecting a focal i-player with probability x;, we obtain the
probability that the number of i-players decreases by 1 during a unit time step,

y(milb)x.znz T (nql,) Pi 1)

7 ks=k

=xi(l—gy)—x Y, H (Hqu )( Xn‘,k'n,l,>5+ﬁ(62). (S176)
1=k i'=1 i

n/ lkl i'=1
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4.3 The replicator equation
The instant change in the proportion x; of i-players consists of the increase and decrease of i-players. Applying Eqs. (S174) and
(S176), and considering that a full Monte Carlo step contains N elementary steps, we have

a=n {57 (=3 )+ (-5) 2 (-5

n n k
=Ly L kv(qu )(ﬂ?‘j—_}ll %)6%(62) (8177)

j=1 ;,’/ ki =k

In Eq. (S177), the 8° term has been eliminated: applying Eq. (S1), we know x 4
Eq. (S174) can be expressed as ):’;:1 £iXjdi

j = Pij = Xiqjj;» such that the §° term in
= ):.';:17#,‘)51‘%'\;'; similarly, we know 1 —g;; =Y, ;;q;;; by Egs. (S1), which
rewrites the 8° term in Eq. (S176) as x;(1 — qiji) = Xi 21}:1,#1‘ qji» equal to the one in Eq. (S174).

The §° term being eliminated, the instant change in x; happens on the order of §'. Meanwhile, the instant change in qil; for

i,j=1,2,...,n happens on the order of §° since the §° is non-zero (see Supplementary Note 5.2). That is, the change in g;
much faster than X;, so that x; changes on the basis of g;
have the following solution when g;|; achieves stability.

|j 1

; achieving equilibrium. According to Supplementary Note 5.2, we

lj

k—2 ..
mxi, J#i,
qgi|j = (S178)
k—2 1 ..
o T

Eq. (S178) is independently derived under death-birth but appear the same as the ones under pairwise comparison.

The primitive replicator equation of x; under death-birth is Eq. (S177), where ¢(8%) =0, 7tk and ¥ are given by Eq. (S3),
l‘] and 7¥ i are given by Eq. (S5), and gy is given by Eq. (S178). The degrees of freedom of the replicator dynamics system
are n — 1, represented by independent variables x; (i = 1,2,...,n, cancel one of them by Y x; = 1).

4.4 Simplification and discussion
Next, we utilize the useful Theorem 1 to simplify the replicator equation under death-birth and discuss it.

4.4.1 Decomposition to accumulated payoff
First, we decompose the general replicator equations by keeping expected accumulated payoffs. Using Theorem 1, we can
calculate Eq. (S177) as follows.

5y k! TR - T
N=8Y x; ), W qui/\j o B R Zl all
i'= i'= i'=

= ky=k

:5ijCIi|j Z H k | (H%J ) :“;r:

Jj=1 Xy ky=k-1

L (k—l)‘ n & ki+1 K. L K.
SO e X ol T <_Hq,-/jr>< T I MY
i'= !

j=1 zy,:lk,.,:kfi =17 #i

:6J;qui|j Z H/ lk/ (qu/] > t\j

X ky=k—1 =

—5_lejqiu ) H <H‘b’/ >< ,‘|‘j+Z . lf?)
=

Z", lk/ =k—1

S(k—

- 2= x,):q,\l ) H k.(H%1>m

Jj=1 N ky=k—1

/11

5(k_ D v Kyitit
o Txi Z 4dji Z H k! (H qi|j" ) Z qgi |an’\j : (S179)

=X ky=k—2
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Using the aforementioned notations for <7rll|{;1 ) in Eq. (S16), as well as its extension for <7T,G iy,
k i+ i+
()= X k qu W) m (S180)
|k =k— 2H1’ 1R\ =1

we can write Eq. (S179) as

O(k—1 n o n K .,
=%x,- <<ﬂ,-">—. .Z ai |4 >>. (S181)

In Eq. (S181), we have used the relation Y 1qj|,( i 1) = (n¥) as suggested by Theorem 3.
Again, the replicator equation expressed by expected accumulated payoffs given by Eq. (S181) bears an intuitive under-
standing if we use the following concepts:

1

7rl-k ), the expected accumulated payoff of the i-player itself (zero-step away on the graph).

k
. n{(z) Y Xi_149v49ji <7t,f; G ), the expected accumulated payoff of the i-player’s second-order neighbors (two-step

away on the graph). Intuitively, gy|;g;; is used to find two-step away i’-players away from the i-player. The first step
walks to a j-player, whose neighbor configuration is k; ;. The second step walks to an /'-player.

Using these concepts, we know that x; o xi(ni<0) — 7rl-<2)). Under death-birth, the reproduction rate of i-players depends on
how much their expected accumulated payoff higher than the one of neighbors’ neighbors. The essence of replicator dynamics
X; is the competition between oneself and its second-order neighbors. This is also consistent with the result obtained by the
identity-by-descent idea'®?°, and here we further generalize it to n-strategy multiplayer systems.

4.4.2 Decomposition to single-game payoff
Next, we further divide the replicator equation into expected single-game payoffs, stressing the convenience for actual
calculation.

Similarly, we use the notation of (a ,‘k) defined in Eq. (S21) to represent the payoff in a single game. We know the

expression of (7X) from Eq. (S23), which is derived from the payoff calculation stage, independent of strategy update rules.

k
Furthermore, we expand <7r,‘+ ') by Eq. (S5) and obtain
K, (ki 1)' . /4
<77"i/\; )= Z H qu (T T Z e k! qu"" RS
Z?/ ey =k—2 Llir= 1 i Yy k=k—1 I=1"1" \UI=1 ’
u (k—1)! (£ p
+ Z k; Z AN (H ‘M’[ké> ay", }
=1 er: k’//:kfl (=1"%* \u=1
L (fr) y S0 (e
_ qy |j a/lk ; —+ o q”, allk/
Z/ 1k1’ =k— ZH’, 1 i’ o Z?lk/ k— 1H1 lk‘
U k=1 (& o
k—=1) ) e T o gt ) aiw
D S O (H e

Y kf=k—1

n
= (a0 + @) + (k= 1) Y gy lapi, )i- (S182)
=1

Applying Egs. (523) and (S182) to Eq. (S181), we have

S(k—1)

— i[(( ajjk)i +quJ\l dik,;); > Z Z q9i|9jli ( a/k+j>i’+<ai/k+,«1+,->j+(k_1)2Qli/<ai’k+1>l>1~ (S183)
j=1i=1 =1

%=
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To decrease the number of elements, we transform (@ ); into ¥.}_; q;ji{a;x +J.),~ according to Theorem 4 and rewrite Eq. (S183)
as

i'=1

X = xz Z qji < (@in, )i+ ki, ;) Z qi|j ( ai, )i+ @, )i+ (k=1) ) <ai’k+l>l>> . (S184)
=1

We do not bother giving the general expression of Eq. (S184) with all g;; quantities transformed into x;, since the results would
be complicated and unruly. Please note that the calculation inside each (-) also contains ¢ jli quantities and we always need to
transform them manually in applications.

According to Eq. (S184), we can attribute everything about (-) into three types, the “(a;x, ,): type’, the *(a;, ;) type’, and

the ‘<ai’\k+,~,+,~>j type’. The (ai‘kff),- and (ai|k+j)j types have been listed as matrices {(a,-‘kﬂ.),} y and [(ai‘k#»/} y in Egs. (S27)

and (S28), respectively. The number of elements to calculate manually in the (@ ;)i and (a;x_;); types is (2n —1)n as we
have discussed.

The (ayx,, ﬂ.) j type, however, contains three dimensions. It can be expressed by totaling i matrices, each with dimensions
iand j:

* The (ay,, . ;); type:

<ai’|k+11+1 >1 <ai'\k+1,+z>2 o <ai’\k+11+n>"
_ <ai’|k+z+1 ) <ai/\k+2.+2>2 T <ai’\k+z+n>" S185
(@], = S (S185)
<ai/|k+n4,+1 ) <ai'\k+n,+2>2 o <ai’\k+n+n>”

fori’ =1,2,...,n

There are n* elements in all [(ai/‘kﬂ. ) ]} matrices. Therefore, the total computation involves n* + (2n — 1)n = (> +2n—1)n
: i

elements. The computational complexity is O(n®), which is feasible within polynomial time.

4.4.3 Special linear system
We can also further simplify the calculation when faced with special payoff structures. Given a co-player configuration k, a
linear payoff structure can be determined by the coefficient matrix b and the constant vector ¢, that is, a; = Y/_; birk; +¢i, as
previously shown in Egs. (S29)—-(S31).

The expressions of (a; ﬂ.),- and (a; - ) j as functions of b and ¢ has been obtained in Eqs. (S34a) and (S34b), respectively.
We further calculate the elements of the <a ki) EYPE,

k—2)2 & 2k—3
(k—l) Y boxi+ —— T b,rj—|—b”—|—c/ (S186)
=1

< ‘k+l+/> k 2 Zb’lql‘j+b1’l+bl’j+cl =

We substitute Egs. (S34a), (S34b) and (S186) into Eq. (S184). Through a long but feasible calculation (transforming all g jli
quantities to x; quantities and organizing the result), we obtain

o 8(k=2) J(K¥=2) _ _ 3k —4
X = k(kl)zx'{ (T —7)+ T (kbii + ¢;) —

n n
— (K +2k—4) Z (bji—Zx,bj,> } (S187)
j=1 =1

HM:

kbjj—l-cj)

where T; = kY] x;bj + ¢; is the mean payoff of i-players in a well-mixed population, and 7 = Y\, x;7; is the mean payoff of
all individuals in a well-mixed population.

We know that the replicator equation in a well-mixed population is %; = x;(7; — 7). In this way, Eq. (S187) clearly showed
the additional terms brought by death-birth in a structured population compared to the well-mixed population.
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4.5 Comparison with two-strategy dynamics
Let us discuss on how our replicator equations under death-birth for n-strategy systems reduce to the 2-strategy system.
Similarly, the configuration k = (k;,k;) = (k1,k — k1) can be represented by only k;, where k; =0,1,... .k

The n-strategy system simplified to expected accumulated payoffs shown in Eq. (S181) is for comparison with the identity-
by-decent idea by Allen and Nowak!'®, that the essence of death-birth is the competition from the individuals from two-step
away. However, in this section, we want to compare with the 2-strategy system for general multiplayer games in structured
populations, which was studied by Li e al.*°. In this way, we need to reorganize the results in Eq. (S181) first.

K
According to Theorem 5, we have (1¥) = Yo Yo av)4i ;\; "'\ Substituting this into Eq. (S181), we have

1t k

%= ZZ anya ({m)) = (w1 (S188)

-

Further replacing all g ;; quantities with x; quantities by Eq. (S178) and organizing the results, we have

% x, fo l( (10— (o) + () — (50 + (k=2) B (<ni'|‘;’*+"’> - <7rl.',‘f]."~+”’>>1 , (S189)

i'=1
which can be reduced to 2-strategy system depicted by x| with the consideration of x = 1 — xy,
5(" 2) K42 Kii42
D1 sofy (- )
+[(k—=2)x; +1] [((ni‘ﬁl.+2> _ <ﬂ;?,+z>) (<”:(‘;1 2y _ <”;|§1,+2>)} } (S190)
Eqg. (S190), which describes general 2-strategy multiplayer games in structured populations under the death-birth rule, has
the same form as the one given by Li ef al.*®. As a supplement to their work, here we stress a detail as indicated in Eq. (S190):

the calculation should be made in the remaining k — 2 individuals given the existence of at least a pair of 1-player and 2-player.
In particular, let us list the quantities in Eq. (S190) and clarify the calculation. Referring to Eq. (S16), we have

X =

(my i) :;:f ,q!(,(ck_kz)),qu T A (S191a)
(myi %) :i ;q!(;(f_;))yqll Tl A (S191b)
<”:(51’+2>:1220;q!(;(<k_k2))yql2 g H 2wy, (S191¢)
<ﬂ;§1‘”>=:i ,q!(l(f_;))qlz g 2y (S191d)

where, according to Eq. (S5), we have

K2 _ v (k—1)! K k=K -1 K v (k—1)! K k=K1
T Ay 4, T Z k’ (k—K —1)! 14111 9201 a1|k’+l+ 1 ; k/l/,(k_kll/_l),‘hu 9201 A,
¥=o k1! !

+(k*k/*1)kf&q K ok 8 T (S192a)
! k,,,okﬁ’!(k—k’]’— iz 42 1K, |

K142 (k—1)! k! k—kj—1 / (k—1)! k—k—1
Ty =k T Z m%\z tgap™ " | @, K k;()m‘hll 1‘12\1 bk,
=

)
=k —1) ZW

kl/
L (k—1)! (k—1)! p

K142 K, k—k)—1 / K k=K —1

T =a + ) o adin g U e, TK Qe LA
12 koot X T i e 1k 1 i — i 42 1k
| ki:Okll(k K —1)! +2 k,l,zokl.(k K/ —1)! +1

— k—1)! " o
o q1|2k1q2|2k K 1a2k12>7 (S192b)
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k—1
/ (k—1)! Ko kK1
e l)kéok/{!(k—k/{*l)lq”z A, (8192¢)

e g i i (k—1)! Kok %=1 g 1 p kil (k—1)! L .
202 2K41 42 k’ (k— k’— )!511\2 922 2[K,, 1k”_0k//!(k_k/1/_1)1111\1 9201 20K,
=
M k=1 y y
/ : N
+<k_kl_I)k;:'ok’(!(k—k’{—l)lqll2 s A, |- (81920)
=

In this way, the calculation of general 2-strategy multiplayer games given by Eq. (S190) is completed.

Similarly, after presenting the 2-strategy case by expected accumulated payoffs, we can further compute the results, which
are divided into expected single-game payoffs. Under death-birth, however, the results would seem unruly and not easier than
Eq. (S190). The 2-strategy case keeping expected single-game payoffs can be obtained by applying n = 2 to Eq. (S184), which
leads to an over-complicated result. In conclusion, we always need to treat the payoff structure of different models case by case,
and using Eq. (S190) is an acceptable choice that we have.

In the case of special linear systems, however, we can refer to a well-organized general equation. Applying n =2 to
Eq. (S187), we have

X] = ks(sck_lz))z { (kz ; Z)le(fri — ﬁ') + 3k2k_ 4X1(1 —x1) [k(bH —bzz) +C1 — Cz]
— (k2 +2k—4)x1(1—x1) [(bll —b12)x1 + (ba1 —bx)(1 —xl)] }, (5193)

where b;; and ¢; are given by Eq. (S29) to express the linear payoff structure a; = Y,)_; birk; + ¢;, and x; () — ) corresponds
to the replicator dynamics in a well-mixed population, which can be obtained by existing knowledge of well-mixed populations.

Supplementary Note 5: Edge dynamics

As we know from Eq. (S1) in Supplementary Note 1.1, the system can be described by x; and g ;. While we study the dynamics
of x; in previous sections, the dynamics of g ; is further supplemented here. In particular, we show how to obtain the relation
between x; and ¢ jli as shown in Egs. (S13) and (S178), for both pairwise comparison and death-birth. The same results have
been declared in previous literature®®, but the details of the calculation process were unclear.

5.1 Pairwise comparison
First, we study edge dynamics under pairwise comparison to explain the origin of Eq. (S13) presented in Supplementary
Note 2.3.

5.1.1 The increase of il-edges

The number of il-edges in the system increases by k; when a j-player is replaced by an i-player (j # i)—the new i-player
connects to the previous j-player’s neighbors /, thus increasing the number of il-edges by k;. Since the total number of edges in
the system is kN /2, the frequency of il-edges, p;, is increased by k;/ (kN /2) = 2k; /(kN). For a possible neighbor configuration
k of the j-player, we go through all j # i, obtaining the probability that the configuration k is found around the j-player and
thus the frequency of il-edges increases by 2k; /(kN):

2k n
gZ(Ap,, k}\j) Y = k'<qu]> (j i) (S194)

J=1j#i i'=1

Then, we go through all possible configurations k. We put this step late here because the change in the frequency of il-edges,
2k;/(kN), varies in different k. As we see, the expected change in the frequency of il-edges is calculated as:

2k; 2k; 2k1 L .
kN@< Pil = ]{1\7> nZ kN Z Ximn 7 k' qulj ]Fl)

k= kg=k Jj=1,j#i i'=1

il =1 i il =1

S x Mg k,<nq,|, ) (5 o0

LT ST |
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Z”: qui\j[(k*1)4i|j+ﬂ+ﬁ(6)’ -1

J=1,j# P kN
n p— (1)
y o KTV | g5, i1,
|t kN
J=1,j#
N Z q;\ Ql\] ]Jf—ﬁ(s)v i=1,
_ M) =LA 1
N n ' (S195)
Z ql|]q1\l+ﬁ(6) l#l
1

J=Lj#

In Eq. (S195), Z(j + i) refers to Eq. (S8). We only take the first-order Taylor expansion, because the first-order term would
be non-zero as we will see in Eq. (S198), thus not necessary to study the second-order term.

5.1.2 The decrease of il-edges

The number of il-edges in the system decreases by k; when an i-player is replaced by a j-player (j # i). The died i-player
disconnects from the previous neighbors /, thus decreasing the number of il-edges by k;. In other words, the frequency of
il-edges p;; is decreased by k;/(kN/2) = 2k; /(kN). For a possible neighbor configuration k of the i-player, we go through all
possible j # i, obtaining the probability that the configuration k is found around the i-player and thus the frequency of il-edges
decreases by 2k; /(kN):

2k a
@(Ap,, k}\j>:xi )3 (Hqu> (i 4= J)- (8196)
1’1 1

j=Li#i

Then, we go through all possible configurations k. The expected change in the frequency of il-edges is calculated as:

2k1) ( 2k1> Zkl ! .
Y (-=)Z2(am=-F)= X xi Y, = [Tard | 2 ))
ZZ’/.kﬂk< kN ) T )T A T H i
2k < Y (K
= Y ( kN>x' Y T 1k/ (H%’u') (2k+ﬁ(5)

Z,"zlki/:k J=1.j#

X ky=k (_Zz) M k! lk ! (Hq’ I ) ( . (5))

4ijil(k—1)gy +1]

xiﬁlll —Xi N 0(8), i=l1,
- qui (k—1D)qu;4i; ;
X — X +0(9), i1
N kN
_ X ) kg — gl (k= 1)gy +1]+ 0(8), f:l’ (S197)
kN | kqyi — (k—1)qyiqi + € (8), i# 1.

In Eq. (S197), Z(i + j) refers to Eq. (S10). Again, we only take the first-order Taylor expansion, because the first-order term
would be non-zero as we will see in Eq. (S198), thus not necessary to study the second-order term.

5.1.3 Separation of different time scales
We combine the increase and decrease of il-edges given by Eqs. (S195) and (S197), and consider that a full MC step contains N
elementary steps. In this way, we have the master equation of the change in the il-edge frequency:

. 2% 2% 2% 2%
=N (A Y (Apy = -2
pil X u Z kN < Pil = kN)+Zn Zkk( kN) < Pil kN>
il =1 =

n =k
Z qjiil(k = V)qi; + 1] — kg + qii[(k— 1) gy + 1]+ 0(8), i=1,
_Xi ) j=1#
ok 4 .
Y (k=145 —kaqyi + (k= 1)qyqi+ 0(8), i#1.
J=1j#
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i]qll k—1) 2‘11\/‘11\1_’“11\1‘*‘@(5) i=l1,
_Yi )= J=1
- quq,\l kqyi+0(8), i1,
=% <9il + (k- 1>ji¢hﬂji —kqli) +0(3), (S198)
where
0 = {é :éj (S199)

Previously, we conclude from Eq. (S1) in Supplementary Note 1.1 that the system can be expressed by x; and g ;;, eliminating
the need to use p;;. Therefore, we consider g;; = pi /x; and write q1|; by pi as follows.

d i )i Xi — X,’ i )i 1 "t
qiji = e <le1) = % = % =% <9il +(k— 1)/;41\,'%‘\1' kq”) +0(95). (5200)
In Eq. (5200), we only take the first-order Taylor expansion, as the first-order term is non-zero and one can ignore the remaining
higher order infinitesimals. It is noted that we have taken x; = 0 in the calculation, because as seen in Eq. (S12), X; is zero in its
89 term and only becomes non-zero since the ' term, which is the ignored higher order infinitesimals when calculating qii-

Here, an important characteristic arises: the time scales of the changes in X; and g;; are different. Comparing Eqs. (S12)
and (S200), we observe that the change in x; happens at the §! scale, while the change in q1|; happens at the 89 scale. In other
words, the change of ¢;; is much faster than in x;.

Therefore, we can study the dynamics of x; on the basis of g;; achieving equilibrium (rapidly). That is, we can solve g;; = 0,
which is

6+ (k Z 9114, — kqy; = 0, (S201)

and represent all g;; quantities by x; quantities. Considering x;q;; = x;q;|;, the solution of Eq. (S201) is

k—2)x;+6;
Qi = % (S202)

which is Eq. (S13) presented in Supplementary Note 2.3, with the consideration of 6; = 1 if i = and 6; = 0 otherwise.

5.2 Death-birth
Similarly, we supplement edge dynamics under death-birth to explain the origin of Eq. (S178) presented in Supplementary
Note 4.3.

5.2.1 The increase of il-edges

The number of il-edges in the system increases by k; when a j-player is replaced by an i-player (j # i). The frequency of
il-edges, py;, is increased by 2k;/(kN). For a possible neighbor configuration k of the j-player, we go through all j # i,
obtaining the probability that the configuration k is found around the j-player and thus the frequency of i/-edges increases by
2k;/(kN):

2k n ,
bz (Ap,, . 1\; ) Y x Hq,‘j P(j i) (S203)
Jj= l,j;éz z/ 1

Then, we go through all possible configurations k. The expected change in the frequency of il-edges is calculated as:

2k 2k 2k & .
Z kl\;ﬂ”(&m k]\i) nZ il Z Xj=r k'<qu|j) (j«1i)

n =k ./zlk,.,=kk j=Lj#i =1

/ll
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S k.(qu )( +03))

nky=k MY =i Hi=
n
. 712 QJ|1 qz|j+1}+ﬁ(6)’ i=l,
=y 2 (S204)
Z?é QI\jq]\l+ﬁ(6) i#1.
J=1j#

In Eq. (S204), £ (j < i) refers to Eq. (S173). We only take the first-order Taylor expansion, because the first-order term would
be non-zero as we will see in Eq. (S207).

5.2.2 The decrease of il-edges

The number of il-edges in the system decreases by k; when an i-player is replaced by a j-player (j # i). The frequency of
il-edges p; is decreased by 2k; /(kN). For a possible neighbor configuration k of the i-player, we go through all possible j # i,
obtaining the probability that the configuration k is found around the i-player and thus the frequency of i/-edges decreases by
2k;/(kN):

2k
e@(Apﬁ k;) X <I1q,, ) P(i ). (S205)

Then, we go through all possible configurations k. The expected change in the frequency of il-edges is calculated as:

2k,> < 2k,> ( 2k,> ( >
& Apil i qii (l < l)]
o Zk _ ( kN kN ZLZl Y\ KN Lk H i

_ Zk k(_i@ n/ = (qu,l )(1_"+ﬁ(5)>

Ill

_ 2% kg —qiil(k—1)gy; +1]+0(8), i=1,
kN | kqyi — (k—1)qyiq: + O0(6), i#1.

In Eq. (S206), [1 — Z2(i < i)] refers to Eq. (S175). Again, we only take the first-order Taylor expansion, because the first-order
term would be non-zero as we will see in Eq. (S207).

(S206)

5.2.3 Separation of different time scales
We combine the increase and decrease of il-edges given by Eqgs. (S204) and (S206), and consider that a full MC step contains N
elementary steps. In this way, we have the master equation of the change in the i/-edge frequency under death-birth:

. 2% 2% 2% 2%

=N y Zlp Y (-2} 2 (apn=

i =N o & kN (”” kN)+Z,1 k( kN Pt = =N
i =15

2x,

k (911 + - 1 Z 4q14)i — kqm) + ﬁ(é) (5207)

where 0; = 1 if i = [ and 6;; = 0 otherwise.
According to Eq. (S1), we consider g;; = pir/xi and write q1|i by pur as follows.

. d (pa 2 <

=g, <l) =% <9il+ (k=1) Y a5 —kay: | +0(8). (5208)
X; =

In Eq. (5208), we only take the first-order Taylor expansion, as the first-order term is non-zero and one can ignore the remaining
higher order infinitesimals. Comparing Eqs. (S177) and (S208), we observe that the change in x; happens at the §! scale, while
the change in g;; happens at the 89 scale. The change of qy); are much faster than x;.

Therefore, we can study the dynamics of x; on the basis of g;; achieving equilibrium (rapidly). That is, we can solve ¢;; =0,
which is 6; + (k— 1) 27:1 41174 jji — kqi; = 0, and represent all g;; quantities by x; quantities. Considering x;q;; = x;q;;, the
solution is

(k — 2))([ + 6,

2
P (5209)

q1)i =
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which is Eq. (S178) presented in Supplementary Note 4.3, with the consideration of 8;; = 1 if i =/ and 6;; = 0 otherwise.

Supplementary Note 6: Theorem on computation and operators
A summation relation central to the theoretical derivation in this work is given by Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. For any real number z;, where j =1,2,...,n, satisfying 0 < z; < 1 and Z’}Zl zj = 1, and any scalar multivariate
Sunction g(K) of k, we have the following relation:

k! no (k=D1! [
g (T2 ks =k % g |\ T2 ) s, (5210
¥ k=k Hj:l AN T kj=k— lHJ 1 Jj=

Proof. Recall the definitions given in the main text or Supplementary Note 1: k = (k;,k,...,k,), where Z_’}:l k; = k; and
ky; = (ki,kp,...,ki+1,...,k,), where Z;;l kj =k — 1. In this way, we have

(k—1)! ( -1 T kj
Z HZ/ k) = kz; Z zi H zj" | g(k)
"k kHJ 1k ! < > " kj=k k0 (ki = DTGy k! J=1j#i

j=1 J=1

=k Y (k=1 (Hz,) (Ky). (S211)

!
Xk * 1 1Tj= lk j

The first step of Eq. (S211) uses k! = k(k — 1)!, zi% = z;z% 1, k;i/(k;!) = 1/[(k; — 1)!] and considers that the entire formula
equals to zero when k; = 0. The second step of Eq. (S211) is a stralghtforward application of the k; concept. O

Theorem 1 gives a general relation which helps us eliminate k; inside summations at the cost of transforming g(k) into
g(k4;). For convenience of our readers, there are several useful applications of Theorem 1.
For example, taking g(k) = 1, we have

k!
) [1z" ) ki = kai. (S212)
n lk =k H =1 k ' (/ )
Another example is g(k) = k;. If I = i, we have

k (k=10 (& 4,
fiki = ke ) (k1) = kail (k= Dz + 1, S213
lzk =11 "'<JHZ’ ) L T (j_lzf ><1+ ) = kail(k =Dz +1] (5213)

" =1 Y kj=k—1

and if [ # i, it becomes

k!

5 dle'<Ek’>kh ey ;k,n M”(rl ) =V (8214)

J= J=

Finally, a potentially misleading example is g(k) = k;, where k; € k’ # k (recall that k' is an independent variable of k). In
this way, elements in k' are essentially constants when studying g(k),

k! N
= (H z ,-"J> kik) = kzik]. (S215)
j=1%J

LRV
In this work, we have created many operators to convey various concepts. The main relations between these operators are

summarized in Theorems 2-5.

Theorem 2. The following equation holds:

(T = (). (S216)

Intuitively speaking, these two concepts are equivalent: (1) The expected accumulated payoff of an i-player neighboring a
Jj-player, where the j-player has at least one i-player neighbor. (2) The expected accumulated payoff of an i-player, where the
i-player has at least one j-player neighbor.
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Proof. Let us expand n:‘(j*" according to Eq. (S5),

ki (k— 1 Y
L =i, ; T Zk 1H1 ]k" (Hq”, ) a,'\k'ﬂ,+2k1 Z H[ ,k;" (le )aku . (S8217)

Y =1 yp  k/=k—1

By substituting Eq. (S217) into Eq. (S16), we calculate

- (k=1
77.71. L) = q a; .
KIRE Y lku' (H e ) e

n
il =1 "1

n (k—l)' 1 14
+ qi T qiit ajk’ .
ol EMH k'<H” )z)k: H;’lk;!(lUl 'l)['lﬂ
n (k_])| n &
+ Y K e T qoi™ | @i
1; ¥, §=k—1 [T k! /131 )
(k=11 [ k=Dt [y ¥
— / ' . i’ ik’
; oy iy kir! qu I %ill; Z =1 k! 1216]1\1 ik

Z/ ik Zn k/
(e (e
+ ] Héﬂ\z Zkz Z 7 k”' qe" | qip - (S218)
Yr o k=k—11U=1"1" \I=1 =1 yr_ k=k—111l=1 =1

Similarly, we expand nik */ according to Eq. (S3),

K. “
7 +./:ai‘k+j+lzikl Y Hf 1 k, (qu ) . (S219)
=1 ¥ K=k-1

By substituting Eq. (S219) into Eq. (S17), we calculate

K. (k=1 [ & A\ kg
(m =Y o[l )=
! kilzk—IHi’zl 7 \i=1

1
o

_ " lkzt/’ N IH,/ & (I_ICII it ) ij,; + £ lerk ]H/ ]k}‘ (H‘N/ )ﬂik/ﬂ.
+ ¥ (k=D fIq, Zk y (k= Hq i (S220)
iRy | 1k' i ! IT/- 1k’ ' ) i,

ok =1 yr  K=k-1

Comparing Eqgs. (S218) and (S220) and realizing the equivalence of auxiliary variables, we have <77::‘(]+’> = (n’lk Y, O

Theorem 3. The following equation holds:
n Ko K
Y ajilmy ) = (m). (S221)
j=1

Intuitive interpretation: (1) the expected accumulated payoff of an i-player over all possible neighboring j-players found near
an i-player, where the j-player has at least one i-player neighbor, is equivalent to (2) the expected accumulated payoff of an
i-player.

Proof. Further developing Eq. (S218) results in

“ (k—1)! [ /
Z%\ Zq/\z Z H k! (Hq/, )aik+j+ Zq.ﬂi Z W (ll;llq/“kl) aipn,;

= e kp=k—1 =1y K=kt
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n n n n
e G- (e
+Y g5 an | Yk | [Taa™ | aiw
Z j‘l anl k/ —k—1 Hl_ k/‘ ( |l ) l:Z] n Z H?:l kg! ZI;I] ‘ ll +

j=1 I =1 k”=k—1
X " k! R
:qu\i Z H k' qi| z\k+,+z Z "7k" qu’ ajk
j=1 o ky=k—111'=1 i'=1 ):7 I=1"1" \I=1
" 4 (k n! (L&
+(k—1) Hn k/, ai ) Y aui l Hcmz aw,
e, k’ —k—2 1 I=1 =1y k“ ~1 £ \1=1

B n N (k n
Eo, T, (,u%f

Jj=1 Z/ 1%

—1)qu Z Hl lk//y <

=1 ik =k—1

K[ o
i, ; + Z ?—1"2! (HQH ’> ajk

Zn k/

a:
qe) ) iK'},

k! n , L k—1)! n "
= ) W(H%"’)%Hki% ) W(H%k‘)amx,- (5222)
i K=k Li=1%" \i=] k—1 11=1%¢" \t=1

=1y K=k

‘Hz ~

On the other hand, we apply the expression of 7 in Eq. (S3) to Eq. (S17) and calculate

ky
<7Tz> o Zk:,_kn,/ lk/ (H%z ) i

= ) Zk,/ kH/ k (qul >aik

i'=1

+ it k -
i ;’ kH k : (HQI )lzi IZ" kz’:k 1H/ 1k” (H‘IH )allkﬂ

/1[

- k—1)! [ £ /
= Z H k ! (H qii " > ajlk +kqu\, Z 1(_[?1]{2' ([IIqZUIQ) ai\k/ﬂ' (S223)
k/ k = : =1

Z’.’, =1 ):2’:1 kgzk_l

i

Comparing Egs. (S222) and (S223) and noting that k', k',

as k and treat K’/ , k', as k), we have Y. ¢ lll(;rl> = (n¥). O

1

k, and k’Jr ; are calculated separately here (i.e., we can treat K,k

Theorem 4. The following equation holds:

(ai)i =Y., gjiilai, )i (S224)
=

Intuitive interpretation: (1) the expected single-game payoff of an i-player is equivalent to (2) the expected single-game payoff
of an i-player conditioning on all possible neighboring j-players, where the i-player has at least one j-player neighbor.

Proof. According to the definition of {(a; ), in Eq. (S21), we have

({@w)i= Y, & 1k’ (H%u )aik

7 ky=k
n
- Z Z H <H qii ) 7al|k
/=1):n, ky=k i
n
= Zq.f‘i Z H <qu/l >ai|k+j
j:] Z/ lk,/ =k—1 i
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n
Z 1idi, )i (S225)

which completes the proof. O
Theorem 5. The following equation holds:
n n k
)y Z qr|;4,1i(%, +' Yy = (xf). (S226)
j=17=1

Intuitive interpretation: (1) the expected accumulated payoff of an i-player over all possible neighboring j-players found near
an i-player and all possible neighboring i'-players found near an j-player, where the j-player has at least one i-player neighbor
and one i'-player neighbor; is equivalent to (2) the expected accumulated payoff of an i-player.

Proof. According to Theorem 3, we have (7¥) = -1 j‘i<7rl.l‘(1.+i>. Furthermore, we calculate
k .
(") = q
ilj yr e IH/ lk’ H llj l|J
(k ﬁ 1 kl/ k+,
= X a1 Z
X kp=k— 1H’ 1k' =1 k—1 "l
(k 2 (ﬁ ) - +1 +i
= X an | L anim
I A | T =
— - o k+i,+i’ S227
=) qr){my; ) ( )
=1
Applying Eq. (S227) to Theorem 3, we obtain (7X) = Y Xio 99T, l\/ it ), which completes the proof. O
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