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Understanding the conditions for maintaining cooperation in groups of unrelated individuals de-
spite the presence of non-cooperative members is a major research topic in contemporary biological,
sociological, and economic theory. The N -person snowdrift game models the type of social dilemma
where cooperative actions are costly, but there is a reward for performing them. We study this
game in a scenario where players move between play groups following the casual group dynamics,
where groups grow by recruiting isolates and shrink by losing individuals who then become iso-
lates. This describes the size distribution of spontaneous human groups and also the formation of
sleeping groups in monkeys. We consider three scenarios according to the probability of isolates
joining a group. We find that for appropriate choices of the cost-benefit ratio of cooperation and
the aggregation-disaggregation ratio in the formation of casual groups, free-riders can be completely
eliminated from the population. If individuals are more attracted to large groups, we find that
cooperators persist in the population even when the mean group size diverges. We also point out
the remarkable similarity between the replicator equation approach to public goods games and the
trait group formulation of structured demes.

I. INTRODUCTION

The problem of cooperation in social dilemmas is that
individuals face conflicting interests: either they incur
costs to cooperate and further the collective interest, or
free ride on the fruitful efforts of others to pursue their
own interest. The traditional game theoretical frame-
work for analyzing this problem is the prisoner’s dilemma
for pairwise interactions or, more generally, the public
goods N -person prisoner’s dilemma [1]. It describes sit-
uations in which the costly cooperation performed by a
focal individual only increases others’ benefits. In this
case, it is well known that in randomly formed groups of
N ≥ 2 individuals that last less than one generation [2],
cooperation is doomed to extinction [3], and that the evo-
lution and maintenance of cooperators requires some pos-
itive assortment between them, which is best illustrated
by the green-beard effect [4], or repeated interactions [5]
that allow the emergence of reputation and reciprocity
[6]. However, it has been argued that the ubiquity of
cooperation in nature, from populations of microbes to
organisms gifted with complex cognition, is likely not due
to these mechanisms, but rather to nonlinearities in the
benefits or costs accruing to players in a public goods
game [7]. The N -person prisoner’s dilemma, where the
reward to cooperators increases linearly with their num-
ber in the play group, requires all of these mechanisms
(and more [8]) to ensure the maintenance of cooperators
in the population (see, e.g., [9, 10]).

There are many situations where the focal individual
also benefits from its own cooperative strategy [7]. It
is worth recalling that John Maynard Smith, one of the
founders of evolutionary game theory, used the hawk-

dove game to introduce the concept of evolutionarily sta-
ble strategy [11]. This game is equivalent to the chick-
en or 2-person snowdrift game, in which two drivers are
stuck on either side of a snowdrift blocking the road.
Each driver has the option of either to get out of the
car and shovel (cooperate), or to stay in the car and let
the other do the job (defect). A cooperator’s payoff is
R = b − c/2 when she plays against another cooperator
and S = b − c when she plays against a defector, while
a defector’s payoff is T = b when she plays against a
cooperator and P = 0 when she plays against another
defector. Here b is the benefit of clearing the road and c
is the cost of this task, where b > c, so T > R > S > P .
If b < c, the best strategy is to defect no matter what
the other does, and we are back to the prisoner’s dilemma
with T > R > P > S. The central idea of the snowdrift
game is that each player’s best choice depends on what
the other player chooses: it is better to shovel when the
other player defects, and to defect when the other player
shovels. This maintains cooperation in a mixed-stable
state when the payoff of being stuck (mutual defection)
is less than the payoff of clearing the road and going home
[11, 12]. More precisely, this is only true if the game is
symmetric and the players do not choose their strategies
sequentially. If they choose their strategies sequentially,
then the strategies where the first player defects and the
second cooperates, or where the first cooperates and the
second defects, are the evolutionarily stable solution of
the game [13].

Although 2-person games, in which a player’s fitness is
determined by the cumulative reward from a given num-
ber of pairwise interactions with the other players, have
been used to study cooperation, the social dilemmas that
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motivated these studies actually involved the interaction
of large numbers of individuals with no discernible pair-
wise interactions [14, 15], which most likely cannot be re-
duced to pairwise interactions [16]. In contrast to the N -
person prisoner’s dilemma, theN -person snowdrift game,
where the cost of cooperation decreases as the reciprocal
of the number of cooperators (i.e., they share the cost
of completing the task), exhibits coexistence between co-
operators and defectors for finite N without any ad hoc
mechanism favoring cooperation [17]. Interestingly, in
social psychology, the disappearance of cooperators as N
increases is explained by the diffusion of responsibility ef-
fect: people often fail to cooperate because they believe
that others will or should take responsibility for helping
a person in need [18]. We will not address this social
psychological issue here.

A significant advance in the field of public goods games
is the realization that the replicator equation formalism
used to study the biological evolutionary process in con-
tinuous time [19] also describes the cultural evolutionary
process where individuals imitate the behavior of their
more successful peers [20] (see also [21]). Here we ask the
question of how to promote the increase of the number
of cooperators and thus the average fitness of the popu-
lation in the N -person snowdrift game in the context of
free-forming or casual groups [22, 23], in which individ-
uals are in face-to-face interactions and isolated players
are free to join groups at a rate of λ, or leave groups
to become isolates at a rate of µ. Besides describing
the size distribution of spontaneous human groups [22],
casual group dynamics explains the formation of sleep-
ing groups in monkeys, where some sort of public goods
games are likely to be played [24]. The attractiveness of
a group to isolates is proportional to Nα, where N is the
number of players in the play group [25]. Large negative
values of α describe situations where a predominance of
pairs and isolates is expected, while large positive values
of α favor the formation of a single large group coexisting
with isolates.

The snowdrift game is played continuously as the group
sizes and compositions change following the casual group
dynamics, but it is assumed that the group dynamics is
much faster than the imitation dynamics that determines
the frequencies of the players’ strategies in the infinite
population. Thus, the sizes of the play groups are effec-
tively distributed by the equilibrium group-size distribu-
tion of the casual group dynamics. In particular, these
distributions are the zero-truncated Poisson (α = 0), the
logarithmic series (α = 1), and the isolate-pair Bernoulli
(α → −∞). These equilibrium distributions are param-
eterized only by the ratio of the aggregation and disag-
gregation rates. Using the framework of the replicator
equation with the fitness of the players averaged over
the group sizes, we find that the diversity of group sizes
produced by the group dynamics promotes cooperation,
and for appropriate choices of the cost-benefit ratio of
cooperation, the defectors can be completely eliminated
from the population. Surprisingly, for the logarithmic

series distribution, but not for the zero-truncated Pois-
son distribution, we find that the cooperators persist in
the population even when the mean group size diverges,
a scenario that occurs when µ → 0. In contrast, for
play groups of fixed size N , the fraction of cooperators in
the infinite population vanishes as 1/N when N diverges
[17]. In many respects, our paper extends and comple-
ments previous results on snowdrift games with random
groupings [26], where the group size N is chosen at ran-
dom among the integers {1, 2, . . . , Nm}. Although this
uniform distribution cannot be obtained from the casual
group dynamics, the presence of isolates (i.e., groups of
sizeN = 1) guarantees the existence of an all-cooperators
regime. In this uniform group size scenario, the fraction
of cooperators vanishes as the upper bound Nm diverges.

An interesting point that seems to have been largely
overlooked in the evolutionary game literature is that the
replicator equation approach to infinite population public
goods games (see, e.g., [9, 17]) is virtually identical to the
trait group framework proposed by Wilson in the 1970s
[27–29]. In fact, in Wilson’s trait group formulation, the
fitness of individuals is determined locally within their
trait groups, but the competition for reproduction in-
volves the entire population. In the replicator equation
formulation of the N -person public goods games, indi-
viduals’ rewards are obtained by playing in groups of N
players, but the individual chosen as a model for imi-
tation is chosen from the population at large. In par-
ticular, we discuss how the increase in variability of the
cooperator-defector ratio in the trait-groups, promoted
by the diversity of group sizes, strengthens cooperation
as predicted by Wilson’s trait group formulation.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion II, we present the N -person snowdrift game and de-
scribe its formulation in the framework of the replicator
equation, which is valid for an infinite population of play-
ers. We discuss the equilibrium solutions of the replicator
equation in the case where the play groups are formed
by drawing a fixed number N of players from the infinite
population [17]. In Section III we describe the system of
casual or freely forming groups, in which individuals are
free to maintain or break contact with each other [22–
25]. Groups grow by recruiting isolates and shrink by
losing individuals who then become isolates. In Section
IV we discuss how to obtain the equilibrium cooperator
frequencies when the group dynamics is much faster than
the imitation dynamics, resulting in an annealed average
over the equilibrium group-size distributions. In Section
V we discuss the equilibrium solutions of the replicator
equation for the zero-truncated Poisson, the logarithmic
series and the isolate-pair Bernoulli group-size distribu-
tions. Finally, in Section VI we discuss our results in the
light of Wilson’s trait group framework and compare our
approach and results with previous work on the snowdrift
games with dynamic groupings.
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II. THE N-PERSON SNOWDRIFT GAME

In the context of the evolution of cooperation [5], the
2-person snowdrift game differs from the 2-person pris-
oner’s dilemma in that there is stable coexistence be-
tween cooperators and defectors if the payoff of mutual
defection (P) is less than the payoff of cooperating against
a defector (S) [11]. Now, the question is how to promote
the increase of the number of cooperators, and thus the
average fitness of the population [7], in the public goods
N -person snowdrift game [17], where the play group con-
sists of N individuals with i cooperators and N − i de-
fectors, so that the payoff Pc(i) for a cooperator is

Pc(i) = b− c

i
, (1)

for i = 1, . . . , N , while the payoff for a defector is
Pd(i) = b for i = 1, . . . , N − 1 and Pd(0) = 0. The non-
linear dependence of cooperators’ payoffs on the number
of cooperators i makes it impossible to describe the game
as a combination of pairwise interactions between players
[7]. Some interesting variants of the N -person snowdrift
game assume that the task can only be completed if the
number of cooperators in a group is above a threshold
[30], or that faster completion of the task leads to better
payoffs for all players in the group [31].

For play groups of fixed size formed by randomly draw-
ing N players from an infinite population where the pro-
portion of cooperators is x ∈ [0, 1], the average payoff of
a cooperator is [17]

fc(N, x) =

N−1∑
j=0

(
N − 1

j

)
xj(1− x)N−1−jPc(j + 1)

= b− c

x

1

N

[
1− (1− x)N

]
, (2)

and the average payoff of a defector is

fd(N, x) =

N−1∑
j=0

(
N − 1

j

)
xj(1− x)N−1−jPd(j)

= b
[
1− (1− x)N−1

]
. (3)

We assume that social learning, which is a widespread
strategy in nature [32], determines the strategies of play-
ers, who tend to imitate successful individuals and thus
change their strategies accordingly. Explicitly, a ran-
domly chosen player compares her average payoff with
that of another randomly chosen player in the popula-
tion, and adopts the strategy of the other player with a
probability proportional to the payoff difference if it is
positive. Otherwise, she keeps her own strategy.

For an infinite well-mixed population, the frequency x
of cooperators is given by the replicator equation [20]

ẋ = x
[
fc(N, x)− f̄

]
= x(1− x) [fc(N, x)− fd(N, x)] , (4)

where f̄ = xfc + (1 − x)fd is the average payoff of the
entire population. We refer the reader to Ref. [19] for
a thorough introduction to the replicator equation. The
average payoff can be written explicitly as a function of
N and x, viz.,

f̄(N, x) =
(
b− c

N

) [
1− (1− x)N

]
, (5)

which shows that f̄ increases monotonically from 0 to b−
c/N as x increases from 0 to 1. In this sense, promoting
an increase in the equilibrium frequency of cooperators
amounts to promoting an increase in the average payoff
of the population.
Equation (4) has three fixed-points, viz., x = 0, x = 1

and x = x∗
N , where x∗

N is the solution of the N -th-order
polynomial equation [17]

fc(N, x∗
N ) = fd(N, x∗

N ). (6)

Here the subscript N reminds us that the coexistence
fixed point is for play groups of fixed sizeN . For instance,
x∗
1 = 1 and

x∗
2 =

1− r

1− r/2
, (7)

where r = c/b. We recall that for 2-person games,
r < 1 corresponds to the snowdrift game, and r > 1
to the prisoner’s dilemma. The standard local stabil-
ity analysis [33] shows that the all-defectors fixed point
x = 0 is unstable when r < 1, regardless of the value
of N . Similarly, the all-cooperators fixed point x = 1
is always unstable if the task is costly to complete since
−fc(N, 1)+fd(N, 1) = c/N > 0. Thus, for b > c > 0, the
coexistence fixed point x∗

N is the only stable fixed point
of the replicator equation (4). For N → ∞, equation (6)
implies that x∗

N → 0. More explicitly, for N → ∞ and
x∗
N → 0 such that y = Nx∗

N is finite and nonzero, Eq.
(6) is rewritten as

r =
y

ey − 1
. (8)

Noticing that the function on the right hand side of Eq.
(8) decreases monotonically from 1 to 0 as y increases
from 0 to ∞, we conclude that Eq. (8) has a unique
solution for all r < 1. In particular, for r ≈ 1 we find

y = 2(1− r). (9)

This analysis shows that x∗
N = y/N vanishes with the

inverse of the group size N for large N . We note that
Eq. (8) gives the correct solution for the coexistence
fixed point in the limit of large N for an arbitrary value
of r < 1, while the equation offered in Ref. [17] is only
valid for r ≈ 1 and is equivalent to Eq. (9).
To conclude this overview of the N -person snowdrift

game, we write the solution of Eq. (6) for x∗
N ≈ 0, which

takes place for r ≈ 1, viz.,

x∗
N = 2

1− r

N − 1
(10)

and is valid for all N > 1.
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III. CASUAL GROUP DYNAMICS

We consider a fixed large number of individuals M in a
closed system, which organize themselves into a variable
number K of groups of size N = 1, . . . ,M . These are the
finite size play groups introduced in Section II. If we de-
note by nN the number of groups of size N , then we have

the constraints
∑M

N=1 NnN = M and
∑M

N=1 nN = K.
Both nN and K are variables determined by the casual
group dynamics described next. We will eventually let
M → ∞ to get the infinite population needed for the va-
lidity of the replicator equation framework. Note that M
has no counterpart in the N -person public goods games
discussed before, which assumes an infinite population
from the start. Our focus is on the mean fraction of
groups of size N , i.e., the group-size distribution

pN =
nN

K
(11)

with N = 1, . . . ,M . For certain values of the attractive-
ness parameter α, pN can be expressed in closed analytic
form in the limit M → ∞ [25].

The process of joining and leaving the groups is as
follows [22, 23]. Each individual in a group of size N > 1
has the probability µδt of leaving the group during the
time interval δt. When an individual leaves a group, it
becomes an isolate, i.e., a group of size N = 1. An isolate
has a probability λδt of joining a group (including other
isolates) in the time interval δt. The attractiveness to
isolates of a group of size N is proportional to Nα. The
case α = 0 describes the situation where isolates join
every group in the system at the same rate regardless of
its size [22]. For α > 0 we have a contagious scenario
that favors the formation of large groups [23], while for
α < 0 we have an aversive scenario that discourages the
formation of large groups [25]. What makes this model
amenable to an analytical solution is that the possibility
of a group of size L ≥ 2 joining or leaving a group of size
N ≥ 2 is ignored (see [34] for a more general formulation
of the clustering-splitting process).

Note that the mathematical modeling of casual groups
initiated in the 1960s is based on the admittedly extreme
assumption that all individuals are equivalent: “wipe
blank any prior knowledge of the individuals present”
[23]. Thus, the only perceptible difference between
groups is their size N , and consequently, the attractive-
ness of a group to isolates must be a function of N only.
As already noted, the particular choice of Nα has the
advantage of recovering the two well-studied cases α = 0
and α = 1, as well as allowing the study of the extreme
aversion (α → −∞) and attraction (α → ∞) to large
groups [25]. Casual groups are the short-lived groups
that form within stable social groups and, unlike stable
groups [35], do not appear to have an optimal size [22].

In the limit M → ∞, the equilibrium group-size dis-
tribution is the zero-truncated Poisson distribution for
α = 0 and the logarithmic series distribution for α = 1.
For α → −∞ we have a ballroom scenario where only

isolates and pairs are present (see [36] for an application
of the pairs and isolates scenario to model loneliness).
We will consider only these three cases here. There are
no theoretical (analytical or numerical) results for α > 1,
since the mean-field approximation, which allows the ex-
act calculation of the group size distribution in the infi-
nite population limit, breaks down. The only alternative
in this case is to use Gillespie’s stochastic algorithm to
simulate the casual group dynamics directly [25]. Since
the calculations of the equilibrium group-size distribu-
tions have recently been revised [25], only the final re-
sults are presented below. These distributions depend
only on the ratio between the aggregation and disaggre-
gation rates, κ = λ/µ.

A. Zero-truncated Poisson distribution

If isolates join groups regardless of their size (i.e., α =
0), the equilibrium group-size distribution in the infinite
population limit is [23, 25]

pN =
1

κ

[ln(1 + κ)]
N

N !
, (12)

which we identify as the zero-truncated Poisson distribu-
tion. Interestingly, this distribution fits a wide variety
of small group data, such as pedestrians on a sidewalk,
playgroups on a playground, and shopping groups [22]
(see [37–39] for more recent empirical studies of human
casual groups). The mean group size is

mP =

∞∑
N=1

NpN = (1 + 1/κ) ln(1 + κ), (13)

which is approximately 1 + κ/2 for small κ and diverges
very slowly with increasing κ.

B. Logarithmic series distribution

If the attractiveness of groups to isolates grows linearly
with their size (i.e., α = 1), the equilibrium group-size
distribution in the infinite population limit is [23, 25]

pN =
1

ln(1 + κ)

1

N

(
κ

1 + κ

)N

, (14)

which we identify as the logarithmic distribution used to
model relative species abundance [40]. Thus, the mean
group size is

mL =
κ

ln(1 + κ)
(15)

which is approximately 1 + κ/2 for small κ as for the
zero-truncated Poisson distribution.
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C. Isolate-pair Bernoulli distribution

If isolates are only attracted to other isolates (i.e., α →
−∞), then the resulting system is composed of isolates
and pairs in the equilibrium regime. The fractions of
isolates and pairs are [25]

p1 =
1

1 + κ/2
(16)

p2 =
κ/2

1 + κ/2
(17)

with p1 + p2 = 1. The mean group size is

mB =
1 + κ

1 + κ/2
, (18)

which is approximately 1 + κ/2 in the small κ limit as
for the previous distributions. Thus, in this limit, indi-
viduals are either isolated or form pairs, regardless of the
form of the group attraction, i.e., regardless of the value
of α.

IV. SNOWDRIFT IN CASUAL GROUPS

Here we consider a scenario where the game takes place
among the members of the casual groups. We assume
that the time scale of the aggregation-disaggregation pro-
cess is much faster than the imitation time scale, so that
the players accumulate the payoffs received in infinitely
many games taking place in a variety of group sizes (and
compositions) determined by the casual group dynamics.
The assumption that the casual group dynamics is much
faster than the imitation dynamics is crucial because it
allows us to use the equilibrium group size distribution
pN of casual group dynamics in evaluating the average
fitness. In other words, players move between isolates
and groups of size N > 1 and back so quickly that equi-
librium is reached almost instantaneously. Thus the aver-
age payoffs of a cooperator and of a defector in an infinite
population with a proportion x of cooperators are

Fc(x) =

∞∑
N=1

pNfc(N, x) (19)

and

Fd(x) =

∞∑
N=1

pNfd(N, x), (20)

where fc(x,N) and fd(x,N) are given by Eqs. (2) and
(3), respectively, and pN is the equilibrium group-size
distribution of the casual group dynamics. The weighted
sum over the different group sizes N in these equations
implies that players move from one group to another
while playing the snowdrift game with fixed x. In the
statistical physics of disordered systems, this is known

as the annealed average and involves averaging over fast
random variables (here the group sizes and compositions)
while keeping the cooperator frequency x fixed [41].
Note that in the replicator equation approach to pub-

lic goods games, the imitation timescale is much slower
than any timescale of the system. This assumption is
rarely made explicit, but it is necessary, for example, to
write Eqs. (2) and (3) for fixed N , which imply that
players play infinitely many games for a fixed coopera-
tor frequency x, before engaging in the imitation process
that would change x. It is the slowness of the imitation
dynamics that justifies replacing a player’s payoff by her
average payoff, as done in Eqs. (2) and (3). Thus, the
additional averaging over N described in Eqs. (19) and
(20) is not a big leap from what is done in the case of
fixed N . Although this assumption may not be biologi-
cally or sociologically plausible, it allows the full use of
the replicator equation approach and, somewhat surpris-
ingly, does not seem to affect the equilibrium regime of
the dynamics, as indicated by the good agreement be-
tween the simulations where a player’s payoff is not re-
placed by her average payoff and the analytical results
of the replicator equation [17]. Finding a more robust
mathematical argument to justify this agreement is an
interesting open research problem in evolutionary game
theory.
Here we study the equilibrium solutions of the an-

nealed replicator equation

ẋann = xann(1− xann) [Fc(xann)− Fd(xann)] , (21)

and show that the group dynamics stabilizes the all-
cooperators fixed point xann = 1. The same result has
been obtained using a uniform distribution of group sizes
and considering a scenario in which both the group and
imitation dynamics have the same time scale [26]. This
choice of timescales precludes the use of the replicator
equation formalism, which, as we will see next, greatly
simplifies the mathematical analysis. In addition to the
equilibrium solutions x∗

ann of Eq. (21), we also consider
the equilibrium frequency of cooperators for a group size
fixed at the mean value m =

∑∞
N=1 NpN . Using Jensen’s

inequality, we can prove that x∗
ann ≥ x∗

m under quite
general conditions, i.e., fc(N, x) − fd(N, x) is a strictly
convex function of N for all x [42].
Also in the case of variable group size, the population

average payoff

F̄ (xann) =

∞∑
N=1

pN f̄(N, xann), (22)

where f̄(N, xann) is given by Eq. (5), is a monotonically
increasing function of xann. Thus, increasing the equi-
librium frequency of cooperators leads to an increase in
the average payoff of the population, which is a measure
of public goods.
A different annealed average has been used to study

the effect of group size diversity on the level of coopera-
tion for a variety of public goods games, but not for the
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snowdrift game [42, 43]. In particular, pN in Eqs. (19)
and (20) is replaced by qN = NpN/m, where m is the
mean group size. These different averages reflect differ-
ent game scenarios. For example, in our scenario (see
also [26]), a target player is randomly chosen from the
infinite population and a value of group size N is chosen
from the distribution pN . The target player then partici-
pates in a game with otherN−1 players randomly chosen
from the infinite population. In the alternative scenario
[42, 43], the players are already segregated into groups
of variable size, weighted by the distribution pN , so that
when we randomly choose a target player from the in-
finite population, we also choose the size of her playing
group N . Thus, players in large groups are more likely
to be selected as target players, hence the term NpN in
qN . The factor m in the denominator of qN guarantees
the normalization. In subsection VD we show how our
main results are modified in this alternative scenario.

An advantage of studying N -person games in a dy-
namic or static structured population scenario over con-
sidering the payoff accumulation of repeated 2-person
games (see, e.g., [44]) is that there is no ambiguity in
defining the payoff of an isolated player.

V. RESULTS

In this section we consider the annealed equilibrium so-
lutions x∗

ann and the equilibrium solution x∗
m for a group

of fixed size m =
∑∞

N=1 NpN > 1 for the three group-
size distributions introduced in Section III. Of course, for
evaluating x∗

m we must assume that the equations of Sec-
tion II can be analytically continued to real N . We find
x∗
ann ≥ x∗

m regardless of the values of the parameters κ
and r and of the group-size distribution, as expected [42].
Interestingly, for x ≈ 0 we can rewrite Eqs. (2) and (3)
as

fc(N, x) ≈ b− c+
cx

2
(N − 1) (23)

and

fd(N, x) ≈ bx(N − 1), (24)

respectively. Carrying out the average over N we find

Fc(x) ≈ b− c+
cx

2
(m− 1) (25)

and

Fd(x) ≈ bx(m− 1). (26)

Finally, equating these annealed payoffs yields the coex-
istence fixed point

x∗
ann ≈ 2

1− r

m− 1
, (27)

which holds for any group-size distribution, provided that
r ≈ 1. Comparing Eq. (27) with the corresponding equa-
tion for a group of fixed size, i.e., Eq. (10), we conclude
that x∗

ann ≈ x∗
m for r ≈ 1.

At this point, we can see that for games where the
payoffs are linear functions of the number of cooperators,
such as theN -person prisoner’s dilemma, we have x∗

ann =
x∗
m so that the group dynamics has no significant effect

on the outcome of the game.

A. Zero-truncated Poisson distribution

Explicitly performing the sum overN in Eq. (19) using
the zero-truncated Poisson distribution (12) yields

Fc(x) = b− c

κx

∞∑
N=1

aN

N !

1

N

[
1− (1− x)N

]
= b− c

κx
[g (a)− g (a(1− x))] (28)

where a = ln(1 + κ) and

g(z) =

∞∑
i=1

zi

ii!
= Ei(z)− γ − ln z. (29)

Here γ is Euler’s constant and Ei(z) is the exponential
integral to be evaluated numerically [45]. Instead, the
sum over N in Eq. (20) can be done in a closed form
resulting in

Fd(x) = b− b

κ

1

1− x

[
(1 + κ)1−x − 1

]
. (30)

The coexistence fixed point is determined by the condi-
tion Fc(x

∗
ann) = Fd(x

∗
ann). We can find an approximate

analytical solution for x∗
ann ≈ 1., viz.,

1− x∗
ann ≈

[
r − a

g(a)

]
1

a/2 + a/g(a)− 1

g(a)

a
, (31)

which is valid if r is close to the critical parameter

rc =
a

g(a)
. (32)

Note that if r < rc, the all-cooperators fixed point
xann = 1 is stable. For κ → 0 we have a ≈ κ, so that
rc ≈ 1 − κ/4. For κ → ∞ we have a ≈ lnκ, so that
rc ≈ ln2 κ/κ. This last result is easily obtained using the
asymptotic expansion of the exponential integral [45]. So
as κ increases from 0 to ∞, rc decreases from 1 to 0.
Figure 1 shows the dependence of the equilibrium coop-

erator frequencies on the parameters κ and r. The strik-
ing effect of the group dynamics is to produce threshold
phenomena such that for small κ (i.e., small mean group
sizes) or small r (i.e., the cost of cooperation is small
compared to the benefit of completing the task) the pop-
ulation is dominated by cooperators. For κ → ∞ we
can again use the asymptotic expansion of the exponen-
tial integral to show that x∗

ann vanishes as y/ ln(κ) with
y = y(r) given by Eq. (8). Of course, x∗

m shows the same
asymptotic behavior, since Eq. (13) yields mP ≈ ln(κ)
for the mean group size. So we have x∗

ann ≈ x∗
m ∼ 1/ lnκ

for large κ. In addition, x∗
ann ≈ x∗

m close to r = 1 as
shown by Eq. (27).
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FIG. 1. Equilibrium cooperator frequencies for the annealed
x∗
ann and mean group size x∗

m scenarios as function of (left
panel) the aggregation-disaggregation ratio κ for r = 0.8 and
(right panel) the cost-benefit ratio r for κ = 5. The group-size
distribution is the zero-truncated Poisson distribution.
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FIG. 2. Equilibrium cooperator frequencies for the annealed
x∗
ann and mean group size x∗

m scenarios as function of (left
panel) the aggregation-disaggregation ratio κ for r = 0.8 and
(right panel) the cost-benefit ratio r for κ = 5. For κ → ∞
we find x∗

ann ≈ 0.026 (horizontal dashed line) and x∗
m → 0 as

lnκ/κ. The group-size distribution is the logarithmic series
distribution.

B. Logarithmic series distribution

As before, we carry out the sum over N in Eq. (19)
using the logarithmic series distribution (14) to obtain

Fc(x) = b− c

x ln(1 + κ)
[Li2(u)− Li2 (u(1− x))] (33)

where u = κ/(1 + κ) and

Li2(z) =

∞∑
i=1

zi

i2
(34)

is the dilogarithm function [46], which must be evaluated
numerically. The sum over N in Eq. (20) yields

Fd(x) = b+
b

ln(1 + κ)

1

1− x
ln[1− u(1− x)]. (35)

For x∗
ann ≈ 1, the condition Fc(x

∗
ann) = Fd(x

∗
ann) that

determines the coexistence fixed point reduces to

1− x∗
ann ≈

[
r − u

Li2(u)

]
1

u/2 + u/Li2(u)− 1

Li2(u)

u
,

(36)
which is valid when r ≈ rc where

rc =
u

Li2(u)
. (37)

For r < rc the all-cooperators fixed point xann = 1 is
stable. For κ → 0 we have u ≈ κ so that rc ≈ 1 −
κ/4 as for the zero-truncated Poisson distribution. The
evaluation of rc for κ → ∞ is a bit more complicated.
In this case we have u ≈ 1− 1/κ and so we need to find
an approximation for Li2(1− z) for small z. This can be
done using the identity [46]

Li2(z) + Li2(1− z) =
π2

6
− ln(z) ln(1− z), (38)

which for small z becomes

Li2(1− z) ≈ π2

6
− z + z ln(z). (39)

Thus, rc ≈ 6/π2+(36/π4) lnκ/κ. So as κ increases from
0 to ∞, rc decreases from 1 to 6/π2 ≈ 0.608. This means
that xann = 1 is stable for r < 6/π2 regardless of the
value of κ.
Figure 2 shows the dependence of the equilibrium co-

operator frequencies x∗
ann and x∗

m on the parameters κ
and r. Since x∗

m ∼ 1/m for a group of large fixed size
m we have xm ∼ lnκ/κ for large κ. Most interest-
ingly, however, the annealed fixed point x∗

ann tends to
a nonzero value in the limit κ → ∞. In fact, as shown
before x∗

ann = 1 for r < 6/π2 even in this limit. For
r > 6/π2, the equation for the coexistence fixed point,
viz. Fc(x

∗
ann) = Fd(x

∗
ann), becomes

−x∗
ann lnx

∗
ann = r(1− x∗

ann)

[
π2

6
− Li2(1− x∗

ann)

]
,

(40)
where we have set u = 1 (i.e., κ → ∞). Figure 3 shows
the solution of this equation as a function of the cost-
benefit ratio. Note that although the mean group size
diverges for κ → ∞, the frequency of cooperators in the
population is non-zero in stark contrast to the results
for a fixed (large) group size. Use of Eq. (39) yields
x∗
ann ≈ exp[−1/(1− r)] for r ≈ 1.

C. Isolate-pair Bernoulli distribution

In this case, only isolates (N = 1) and pairs (N = 2)
are present in the population in the proportions p1 and
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FIG. 3. Equilibrium cooperator frequency x∗
ann in the limit

κ → ∞ for group sizes distributed by the logarithmic series
distribution. The all-cooperators fixed point x∗

ann = 1 is sta-
ble for r < 6/π2.

p2 given by Eqs. (16) and (17). For the annealed average
we have

Fc(x) = b− c+
p2c

2
x (41)

and

Fd(x) = p2bx. (42)

The condition Fc(x
∗
ann) = Fd(x

∗
ann) yields

x∗
ann =

1

p2

1− r

1− r/2
(43)

for p2 > (1 − r)/(1 − r/2). Otherwise, the fixed point
xann = 1 is stable. Thus, the cooperators dominate the
population for r ≤ rc, where

rc =
1

1 + κ/4
. (44)

As before, x∗
m with m = mB given by Eq. (18) must be

found by solving numerically Eq. (6). For κ = 2 we have
p1 = p2 = 1/2 and so Eqs. (43) and (44) give the solution
for the uniform group size distribution with Nm = 2 [26].
Figure 4 summarizes the main results for the isolate-

pair Bernoulli distribution of group sizes. For κ → ∞ we
have p1 = 0 and p2 = 1. Thus, this limit corresponds to
a group of fixed size N = 2 and so we have x∗

ann = x∗
m =

x∗
2 = (1− r)/(1− r/2).

D. Threshold parameters

As observed before, the unexpected effect of the group
dynamics is the stabilization of the all-cooperators fixed
point for r < rc(κ). This happens only because the equi-
librium group-size distributions resulting from the casual
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FIG. 4. Equilibrium cooperator frequencies for the annealed
x∗
ann and mean group size x∗

m scenarios as function of (left
panel) the aggregation-disaggregation ratio κ for r = 0.8 and
(right panel) the cost-benefit ratio r for κ = 5. The horizontal
dashed line indicates the equilibrium frequency for κ → ∞,
viz., x∗

ann = x∗
m = 1/3. The group-size distribution is the

isolate-pair Bernoulli distribution.

group dynamics allow for isolates, as in the case of the
uniform distribution [26]. In fact, if only groups of size
N > 1 are allowed then the all-cooperators regime can
never arise, since a single defector will have payoff b that
is higher than the payoff of a cooperator, regardless of
the size and composition of the play group [26].

Figure 5 shows the critical value of the cost-benefit ra-
tio against the aggregation-disaggregation ratio κ. We
recall that rc ≈ 1 − κ/4 for small κ for the three group-
size distributions. For large κ, we found rc ∼ 1/κ for
the isolate-pair Bernoulli distribution and rc ∼ lnκ/κ
for the zero-truncated Poisson distribution. Surprisingly,
for the logarithmic series distribution rc does not vanish
in the limit κ → ∞. Instead, rc tends to the finite value
1/Li2(1) = 6/π2, which signals that xann = 1 is stable
for r < 6/π2 regardless of the value of κ. Note that for
the uniform group-size distribution, rc vanishes when the
upper bound Nm diverges [26]. Recent empirical data on
human face-to-face interactions suggest that group-size
distributions are fat-tailed [38, 39]. In this sense, the
logarithmic series distribution is a more realistic model
than the zero-truncated Poisson and the uniform distri-
butions. We expect that a fat-tail group-size distribution
would further promote the all-cooperators regime.

Equations (32) and (37) suggest that there is a sim-
ple general expression for the critical parameter rc in
terms of the group size distribution pN . In fact, since
the all-cooperators fixed point is locally stable for Fc(1)−
Fd(1) > 0, the critical parameter rc is determined by the
condition Fc(1) = Fd(1), which is simply rewritten as

1

rc
=

1

p1

∞∑
N=1

pN
1

N
, (45)
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FIG. 5. Critical value of the cost-benefit ratio rc below
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tributions, as indicated. The horizontal dashed line is the
value r = 6/π2 below which the all-cooperators fixed point is
stable for the logarithmic series distribution.

where we have taken the limit x → 1 in Eqs. (2) and (3).
It is clear from this equation that p1 > 0 is a sufficient
condition for rc > 0 and thus for the existence of an all-
cooperators regime. Equation (45) has been derived in
a much less transparent way for the uniform distribution
and then assumed to hold true for non-uniform distribu-
tions as well [26]. Our elementary derivation of Eq. (45),
which is essentially the condition for the stability of the
all-cooperators fixed point, proves that it is indeed valid
in general.

If we consider an alternative game scenario where play-
ers in large groups are more likely to be selected as target
players [42, 43], i.e., pN is replaced by qN = NpN/m in
Eqs. (19) and (20), then we simply get rc = p1. This
shows that the all-cooperators regime is also stable in
this scenario, provided that r < rc. However, since p1
vanishes as 1/ lnκ for the logarithmic series distribution,
we have rc → 0 in this case.

VI. DISCUSSION

It is instructive to note the strong, but largely over-
looked, similarity between the replicator equation ap-
proach to public goods games and the trait group frame-
work proposed by Wilson in the late 1970s [27–29] to
study traits that affect not only the fitness of the indi-
viduals that exhibit them, but also that of other members
of the population. Examples of such traits are behaviors
that alter the environment (e.g., pollution and resource
depletion) and thus ultimately affect the entire popula-
tion, which is precisely the subject of public goods games.
In addition, a key component of Wilson’s trait group idea
is that while the fitness of individuals is determined lo-

cally, taking into account interactions within their trait
groups, their chances of reproduction are dictated by
competition in the population at large. This is the same
procedure that justifies the use of the replicator equation
in N -person games: a player’s payoff is determined by
the composition of the group of N players to which she
belongs, but the decision to change her strategy or not
is determined by comparison with the payoff of another
player randomly selected from the population, who most
likely does not belong to the focal player’s group [9, 17].
For the N -person snowdrift game, the payoff (or fitness)
for a cooperator in a group with i > 0 cooperators, Eq.
(1), is rewritten in the trait group formulation as

Pc(i) = b− c+ (i− 1)
c

i
, (46)

where b−c is the effect of a cooperator on herself and c/i
is the effect of the other cooperators [28]. When b < c
(i.e., r > 1), so-called strong altruism, the cooperator
confers a fitness benefit on other members of her group,
but suffers a selective disadvantage herself relative to the
baseline fitness of an isolated defector. Regardless of the
group-size distribution, cooperators in this scenario are
doomed to extinction [3, 47], unless there are some strong
positive assortment between them [4]. However, when
b > c (i.e., r < 1), so-called weak altruism, the mainte-
nance of cooperators in the population is possible given
sufficient variability among trait groups. As for the N -
person games, see Eqs. (2) and (3), the binomial dis-
tribution is the usual choice to model the composition
of the trait groups [48]. Although game theory, and in
particular the N -person prisoner’s dilemma, has already
proven useful in integrating elements (e.g., Hamilton’s
rule and the Price equation) of multilevel selection and
inclusive fitness theories for the evolution of altruism [49],
the connection between the replicator equation and Wil-
son’s trait group framework seems to go unnoticed. It
might be claimed that neither our model of game dynam-
ics in casual groups, nor Wilson’s trait group model, are
models of group selection sensu stricto [50], which require
birth and death processes at both the group and individ-
ual levels (see, e.g., [51–54]). However, assuming that
differential extinction and colonization of groups are pre-
requisites of real group selection is not without caveats.
As discussed by Okasha [29] at some length, making ex-
tinction and colonization processes as isomorphic to the
birth and death processes of individual organisms can be
an illusion because ultimately, in most group models, the
focal units are the individuals, not the groups (see also
[55], p. 584).
A fundamental result of Wilson’s approach is that co-

operation is promoted by increasing the variability of
group composition or, if fitness is not a linear function of
the number of cooperators, by increasing the variance of
a cooperator’s fitness. Direct application of the variance
decomposition formula [56] shows that a non-degenerate
distribution of group sizes always increases the variance
of a cooperator’s fitness. Of course, this qualitative un-
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derstanding is no substitute for the detailed analysis ob-
tained by solving the replicator equation and, in partic-
ular, cannot predict the existence of an all-cooperators
regime.

For a fixed finite group size, the original N -person
snowdrift game already guarantees the maintenance of
a certain fraction x∗

N of collaborators in the infinite
population at equilibrium. This proportion vanishes as
x∗
N ∼ 1/N as N increases [17] (see also [57]). This

observation adds value to our finding that for the log-
arithmic series distribution, the fraction of cooperators
x∗
ann does not vanish as the mean group size becomes

arbitrarily large (i.e., in the limit where the aggregation-
disaggregation ratio κ goes to infinity), as shown in Fig.
3. In contrast, x∗

ann ∼ 1/ ln k → 0 for the zero-truncated
Poisson distribution in this limit. A possible reason may
be that the fraction of isolates vanishes much slower for
the logarithmic series distribution (p1 ∼ 1/ ln k) than for
the zero-truncated Poisson distribution (p1 ∼ ln k/k),
and being isolated is advantageous for cooperators since
b > c. The κ → ∞ limit corresponds to the situation
where once an isolate joins a group, it stays in that group
forever, so in that sense the group dynamics is effec-
tively frozen after the isolates disappear. In this case,
our results indicate that there is a transition between
the regime where defectors dominate the population (i.e.,
x∗
ann = 0) and the coexistence regime (i.e., x∗

ann > 0)
as group attractiveness increases from α = 0 to α = 1
(see Section III). Overall, our conclusions dovetail with
Wilson’s general argument above that a structured pop-
ulation is beneficial for individuals carrying a weak altru-
istic trait [27] as well as with several studies on dynamic
grouping (see below).

To conclude, we must mention some noteworthy previ-
ous studies on dynamic grouping in the N -person snow-
drift game. For instance, this problem has been ad-
dressed using a group dynamics originally proposed to
model the herd behavior responsible for the fat-tail dis-
tribution in returns of financial price data [58]. How-
ever, the use of the same time scale for the imitative
dynamics that agents use to update their strategies and
for the group dynamics, as well as the complexity of the
aggregation-disaggregation process, precludes an analyti-
cal study based on the replicator equation. Nevertheless,
the simulations show that with an appropriate choice of
parameters, the population can reach a fully coopera-
tive state [58]. In the same vein, the use of the uni-
form distribution of group sizes, which has no biological
or sociological justification, yields results very similar to
ours, as we have already pointed out [26]: the presence
of isolates guarantees the stability of an all-cooperators
regime. Again, because imitation and group dynamics

have the same time scale, the framework of the replicator
equation does not apply directly, and more complicated
analytical tools are needed to derive simple results such
as Eq. (45) [26]. It is also imperative to mention studies
on the fluctuating group size of a continuous version of
the snowdrift game [59], where the level of cooperative
investment is not restricted to two values only (i.e., 0
or b), but can take on a continuum of values and, more
importantly, can vary across players [60].
Two other interesting approaches to promoting cooper-

ation in N -person public goods games are success-driven
migration, in which individuals consider several alterna-
tive locations within a given migration range and choose
the one that is most favorable to their strategy [61], and
conditional dissociation, in which individuals have the
option of leaving their partners in response to their be-
havior [62]. Similarly, the group sensitivity approach as-
sumes that in addition to the cooperation or defection
strategies, each player has a preferred group size that is
also changed by the imitation dynamics [63] (see [64] for
a genetic version of this approach). Of course, success-
driven migration, conditional dissociation and group sen-
sitivity are particular realizations of positive assortment
between cooperators. Since in our model the aggrega-
tion and disaggregation parameters are the same for all
individuals, we do not consider any kind of assortment
mechanism. In addition, these approaches are based on
agent-based simulations and lead, as expected, to an in-
crease in the frequency of cooperators.
Our approach is unique in the sense that it is based on

a classical sociological model of group formation [22, 23]
and allows a full analytical solution of the equilibrium
state of the population of players within the framework
of the replicator equation. These ingredients allow us
to show that cooperation persists even when the average
group size becomes arbitrarily large, provided that play-
ers, regardless of their strategies, are more attracted to
large groups.
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