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Abstract

Two mechanisms that have been used to study the evolution of cooperative behavior are altru-
istic punishment, in which cooperative individuals pay additional costs to punish defection, and
multilevel selection, in which competition between groups can help to counteract individual-level
incentives to cheat. Boyd, Gintis, Bowles, and Richerson have used simulation models of cultural
evolution to suggest that altruistic punishment and pairwise group-level competition can work in
concert to promote cooperation, even when neither mechanism can do so on its own. In this pa-
per, we formulate a PDE model for multilevel selection motivated by the approach of Boyd and
coauthors, modeling individual-level birth-death competition with a replicator equation based on
individual payoffs and describing group-level competition with pairwise conflicts based on differ-
ences in the average payoffs of the competing groups. Building off of existing PDE models for
multilevel selection with frequency-independent group-level competition, we use analytical and nu-
merical techniques to understand how the forms of individual and average payoffs can impact the
long-time ability to sustain altruistic punishment in group-structured populations. We find several
interesting differences between the behavior of our new PDE model with pairwise group-level com-
petition and existing multilevel PDE models, including the observation that our new model can
feature a non-monotonic dependence of the long-time collective payoff on the strength of altruis-
tic punishment. Going forward, our PDE framework can serve as a way to connect and compare
disparate approaches for understanding multilevel selection across the literature in evolutionary
biology and anthropology.
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1 Introduction

The emergence of cooperative behavior has played an important role in evolutionary biology in settings
ranging from the major transitions in the evolution of complex cellular life to the establishment of coop-
erative animal societies [1]. A common feature in many biological and social systems is a fundamental
tension between the individual costs of cooperative behavior and the social benefits conferred by coop-
eration, presenting a dilemma in which there is conflict between individual and collective evolutionary
interests. Many mechanisms have been proposed to explain how collective benefits can be achieved in
spite of the individual advantages of cheating behaviors, with the emergence and survival of coopera-
tion attributed to features of population structure or social forces including like-with-like assortment
[2–4], rewarding cooperation or punishing defection through direct or indirect reciprocity [5–8], and
multilevel selection featuring group-level competition favoring cooperative groups over groups of defec-
tors [9–11]. Punishment and reciprocity are often described as mechanisms that can help to establish
cooperation among non-relatives and to describe the emergence of cooperative social norms in human
societies.

A particularly interesting form of reciprocity is altruistic punishment, in which cooperative individuals
can pay additional costs to confer punishments upon defectors. While incurring additional costs to
punish defectors may seem to make cooperative behavior even more disadvantageous, experiments
in public goods and common-pool resource games have shown that humans can facilitate increased
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cooperative behavior in the presence of the option to pursue costly punishment [12–16]. Altruistic
punishment can also give rise to so-called “second-order free-rider problems”, in which individuals who
cooperate in an underlying game can choose to cheat in the task of costly punishment of defectors, but
the ability of costly punishment to decrease the individual incentive to defect can allow a population
with sufficiently many altruistic punishers to withstand potential invasion from defectors [17, 18] or to
fix in a finite population when initially rare [19]. Cross-cultural studies have suggested that altruistic
punishment is a common feature in human societies and have shown that costly punishment can be
correlated with cooperative behavior in game-theoretic experiments [20]. Beyond the case of human
cooperation, costly punishment behaviors have also been observed in a variety of non-human animal
species [21].

Another mechanism that is often attributed to the evolution of human cooperation is cultural group
selection, in which group-level competition can help to promote collectively beneficial behaviors [22–
26]. Mathematical models of cultural group selection have been used to study the establishment
and maintenance of social norms of indirect reciprocity [19, 27–30], and the role of cultural group
selection has been explored as a potential mechanism for establishing the sustainable management
of common-pool resources [31–36]. Cultural group selection has shown to be helpful in promoting
beneficial outcomes when within-group mechanisms of reciprocity or social norms feature bistability of
all-defector and all-cooperator equilibria, allowing group-level competition to select the within-group
equilibria that promotes collective success of the group [37]. Recent theoretical and experimental work
has also suggested that cultural group selection and direct reciprocity can work in concert to promote
cooperative behavior in cases for which neither of the two mechanisms could do so on its own [38], and
experiments have suggested that between-group competition can facilitate increased levels of altruistic
punishment within groups [39].

Boyd and coauthors introduced a model of cultural group selection to explore the evolution of altruistic
punishment, studying how the presence of altruistic punishers can help to promote greater levels of co-
operation via multilevel selection [40]. The authors considered a stochastic model of a group-structured
population, assuming that social interactions followed a donation game and allowed for the possibil-
ity for cooperative individuals to pursue costly punishment of defectors. Considering individual-level
selection following a birth-death process and group-level competition taking place through pairwise
conflicts between groups, Boyd and coauthors showed that altruistic punishment could work in concert
with group-level competition to promote additional cooperative behavior even for scenarios in which
altruistic punishment was not sufficient to sustain cooperation by individual-level selection alone. Fur-
ther applications of Boyd and coauthors stochastic framework for cultural group selection have been
used to study the evolution of parochial altruism featuring cooperation with in-group peers [41], the
role of norm internalization on the promotion of cooperation [42], and the role of social preferences on
the evolution of cooperation [43].

Simulations of the stochastic model by Boyd and coauthors produced a variety of qualitative conclu-
sions about the promotion of cooperative behavior under the combined forces of altruistic punishment
and cultural group selection [40]. In particular, the authors showed that the presence of altruistic
punishment facilitated a greater achievement of cooperative behavior than was achieved in multilevel
competition in a group-structured population composed only of defectors and pure cooperators who
do not engage in costly punishment. Furthermore, the authors showed in simulations that the level of
cooperative behavior achieved under cultural multilevel selection increased with the strength of pun-
ishment imposed on defectors and with the rate of between-group conflict events, while cooperative
behavior decreased with the cost incurred to punish defection. The authors also found that altruistic
punishment was more conducive to the achievement of cooperation via multilevel selection when the
costs of punishing were only incurred through interactions with defectors, while altruistic punishment
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was more difficult to achieve for scenarios in which individuals paid a fixed cost to punish potential
defectors regardless of the current strategic composition of the group [40]. These predictions made
by Boyd and coauthors provide useful expectations for further exploration of mathematical models
combining the social forces of altruistic punishment and between-group competition, and serve as a
point for comparison that we will use for analytical and numerical results obtained in the deterministic
approach we use in this paper to model multilevel selection with altruistic punishment.
While the stochastic simulations of models for cultural multilevel selection have revealed many qualita-
tive insights into the evolution of altruistic punishment, it can also be helpful to look for mathematical
descriptions of biological and cultural systems that allow for an analytically tractable characterization
of multilevel evolutionary dynamics. In this paper, we look to build on a growing literature that uses
partial differential equations to describe multilevel evolutionary dynamics of group-structured popu-
lations, exploring how the combination of altruistic punishment and pairwise group-level competition
can help to promote the evolution of cooperative behaviors. Two goals of this paper are to explore
how PDE models can be used to gain a more precise understanding of the qualitative predictions made
by existing stochastic models of cultural multilevel selection as well as using the ideas introduced by
Boyd and coauthors [40] to provide insights and generate new perspectives on the use of PDE models
to describe evolutionary dynamics across scales.
A recent framework for modeling multilevel selection as a two-level birth-death process was introduced
by Luo and coauthors [44–46]. This framework consists of a stochastic birth-death model in group-
structured populations featuring two types of individuals: defectors who have an advantage under
individual-level replication competition and cooperators who face an individual-level disadvantage but
confer a collective advantage to their group. In the limit in which the number and size of groups tend to
infinity, it is possible to derive a PDE description of this two-level birth-death process, with an advection
term describing the individual-level advantage of defection and a nonlocal term describing the group-
level benefits of cooperation. This approach for PDE modeling of multilevel selection has been extended
to incorporate individual-level and group-level replication rates arising from payoffs achieved from
games played within groups [47, 48], and has been further extended to describe arbitrary replication
rates [49] and has been applied to incorporate the effects of within-group population structure [50]
and to model biological scenarios including the evolution of protocells and the origin of chromosomes
[51]. These PDE models often provide analytically tractable ways to understand the tradeoffs between
individual-level and group-level incentives, highlighting the conditions under which between-group
competition can allow for the establishment of long-time cooperation in a population.
One particular advantage of this PDE framework for studying multilevel selection is that there is sub-
stantial flexibility for modifying payoffs and interaction structure to incorporate within-group mech-
anisms and explore how these individual-level mechanisms can work in concert with between-group
competition to promote cooperative behaviors via multilevel selection. Recent work has used these
PDE models to explore how mechanisms including within-group network structure, like-with-like as-
sortment, other-regarding preferences, and both direct and indirect reciprocity can interact with group-
level competition to help promote cooperative behavior [50, 52]. It is shown that these mechanisms
can work synergistically with between-group competition, allowing the two mechanisms to promote
long-time cooperation in parameter regimes for which neither mechanism could allow for the evolution
of cooperation when operating alone. As the stochastic model explored by Boyd and coauthors has
also shown beneficial interaction between altruistic punishment and cultural group selection [40], it
is natural to ask whether such synergistic effects can be seen as well in PDE models for multilevel
selection.
In this paper, we take inspiration from the stochastic model by Boyd and coauthors to formulate a PDE
describing the evolution of altruistic punishment via multilevel selection with pairwise between-group

4



competition. While existing work on PDE models for multilevel selection based on the approach of
Luo and coauthors have considered group-level replication events occurring at a rate depending only on
the strategic competition of the replicating group [44, 45, 47, 49], the model we consider will describe
group-level replication based on pairwise conflicts between groups and allows us to study frequency-
dependent between-group competition. Our PDE models feature within-group replicator dynamics in
which individuals are favored when their payoff is above average within their group, while competition
at the group level takes places through pairwise conflict between groups, with the probability that
a group wins a pairwise conflict determined by a function of the strategic competition of the two
competing groups. When a group wins a pairwise conflict, we assume that the winning group produces
an exact copy of itself, and the offspring group replaces the group that has lost the pairwise conflict.
For the special choice of group-level victory probabilities considered by Boyd and coauthors, we use
recently developed analytical results to characterize the long-time behavior of our model in the case
of multilevel competition between defector and altruistic punisher strategies. These results provide
analytical support for the qualitative behavior predicted by simulation of cultural multilevel selection
explored by Boyd and coauthors [40], and help us to further understand how altruistic punishment and
between-group competition can work together to promote cooperative behavior.

We then explore a broader class of models for group-level victory probabilities, considering different
ways to incorporate how differences in the average payoff of group members can impact success un-
der pairwise between-group competition. For an additively separable group-level victory probability
modeled off a pairwise comparison of average groups, we are able to analytically characterize the
long-time behavior of two-strategy multilevel dynamics and characterize synergistic effects between
altruistic punishment and pairwise group-level competition. We also use numerical simulations for
group-level victory probabilities motivated by the Fermi update rule [53] and the local update rule for
individual-level selection [54], showing how the behavior of numerical solutions to multilevel dynamics
can depend on the parameters describing altruistic punishment and the form of pairwise between-group
competition considered. Both the analytical and numerical results for pairwise competition based on
group-level payoff display some surprising dynamical behaviors, such as the possibility that increasing
the cost of punishing defectors can increase the level of altruistic punishment at steady state (albeit
at a lower average payoff) as well as a non-monotonic dependence of long-time average payoff on the
strength of punishment of defection (with the increase of punishment strength sometimes producing
decreasing collective payoff at intermediate levels of punishment before facilitating greater collective
payoff when punishment is sufficiently strong).

Finally, we consider the dynamics of multilevel selection when groups can be composed of individuals
with all three strategies. We perform numerical simulations of a trimorphic version of our PDE model
for the case of pairwise group conflicts with additively separable group-level victory probabilities, and
we compare the numerical results obtained for our model for three-strategy dynamics with our analytical
results obtained from modeling multilevel selection in group-structured populations restricted to two-
strategy competition either between defectors and cooperators or between defectors and altruistic
punishers. For the case of group-level victory probability based on differences in the fraction of non-
defecting individuals in competing groups, we find that the numerical solutions to our trimorphic PDE
model features good qualitative agreement with the stochastic model considered by Boyd and coauthors
[40]. When considering group-level victory based on differences in collective payoff of groups, we further
see that the dynamics of multilevel selection can be understood as a tug-of-war between the collective
incentive to achieve all-cooperator or all-punisher compositions and the individual incentive to defect.

In Section 2, we formulate our model for altruistic punishment by defining the payoffs received by
cooperators, defectors, and altruistic punishers, and we also review results for the individual-level
replicator dynamics in the presence of altruistic punishment. In Section 3, we present PDE models for
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multilevel selection featuring within-group altruistic punishment and a pairwise model of between-group
competition inspired by the work of Boyd and coauthors [40], and we recall existing analytical results for
PDE models of multilevel selection that feature frequency-independent between-group competition. In
Section 4, we present analytical results for two-strategy multilevel competition for the case of additively
separable pairwise group-level victory probabilities, which is a special case for which our PDE model
can be expressed in terms of a two-level replicator equation. We explore a broader class of group-level
victory probabilities in Section 5, studying numerical solutions for group-level victory probabilities
motivated by group-level analogues of the Fermi update rule [53] and the local pairwise-comparison
rule [54] for individual-level selection. In Section 6, we explore numerical simulations of multilevel
selection with additively separable group-level victory probabilities in groups featuring cooperators,
defectors, and altruistic punishers, providing comparisons with the analytical results from Section 4.
Finally, in Section 7, we provide a discussion of our results and perspectives on future research on
the modeling and analysis of multilevel selection with pairwise between-group selection and multilevel
competition featuring three or more strategies.

The appendix also features some additional analysis and derivations of our PDE models and numerical
schemes. In Section A, we provide the full derivations for the forms of the steady state densities achieved
via multilevel selection for scenarios in which pairwise between-group competition can be reduced
to a two-level replicator equation. We also provide comparisons of our models with within-group
altruistic punishment and pairwise between-group competition with other recent work on existing PDE
models of multilevel selection, exploring the dynamics of a two-level replicator equation model to see
how altruistic punishment can work in concert with frequency-independent group-level competition to
promote cooperative behavior (Section B) and showing the effect of pairwise between-group competition
when paired with the within-group mechanism of indirect reciprocity (Section C). In Section D, we show
how to adapt the approach introduced by Luo and coauthors [44, 46] to present heuristic derivations of
our main PDE models starting from a stochastic model of multilevel selection with pairwise between-
group competition, illustrating the derivation for the cases of multilevel competition featuring groups
with either two or three strategies. We discuss the schemes for numerically solving our PDE models in
Section E, presenting a derivation of an upwind finite-volume scheme to describe the effects of pairwise
group-level conflicts and adapting existing approaches to describe finite volume models for trimorphic
multilevel dynamics.

2 Baseline Game-Theoretic Model and the Evolution of Altruistic
Punishment via Individual-Level Selection

In this section, we formulate our baseline model for cooperative behavior with altruistic punishment.
Following the approach used by Boyd and coauthors [40], we consider a game-theoretic interaction
consisting of a donation game, and then allow individuals who cooperate in the donation game to
have the option to participate in altruistic punishment by paying a cost to confer a punishment upon
defectors. In Section 2.1, we formulate the payoffs received by cooperators, defectors, and altruistic
punishers under a generalized version of the model of Boyd and coauthors, and then we formulate
replicator equations describing individual-level selection and calculate the average payoff a group in
the presence of all three strategies. In Section 2.2, we restrict attention to the calculation of individual
and collective payoff in groups that feature only defectors and altruistic punishers, preparing us to
study in subsequent sections the dynamics of multilevel selection for groups featuring two strategies.
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2.1 Formulation of Three-Strategy Game with Cooperators, Defectors, and Al-
truistic Punishers

We will consider groups composed of individuals that can play one of three strategies: cooperation
(C), defection (D), and altruistic punishment (P ). In each interaction between pairs of individuals,
cooperators pay a cost c to confer a benefit b to their opponent, while defectors pay no cost and confer
no benefits to interaction partners. Altruistic punishers also pay a cost c to confer a benefit b in each
interaction, but also pay additional costs to confer a punishment p when they interact with a defector.
We will consider two ways in which altruistic punishers can pay a cost to confer a punishment on
defectors: punishers can pay a fixed cost k for each interaction with a defector and punishers can pay
a single fixed cost q to confer punishment on defectors (regardless of whether they interact with any
defectors). The per-interaction punishment cost k represents a cost that individuals pay to directly
punish an individual who has defected against them in the donation game, while the fixed cost q models
the payment of a cost to maintain the ability to punish defectors
We now consider a group of individuals with a composition featuring a fraction x of pure cooperators, a
fraction y of defectors, and a fraction z = 1−x−y of altruistic punishers. If individuals play the game
against all other members of a large group with this strategic composition, we can use the assumptions
for costs, benefits, and punishments described above to see that the average payoffs obtained received
by defectors, cooperators, and altruistic punishers in such a group are given by

πC(x, y) = b (1− y)− c (2.1a)
πD(x, y) = b (1− y)− p (1− x− y) (2.1b)
πP (x, y) = b (1− y)− c− q − ky (2.1c)

To describe the evolutionary dynamics due to individual-level selection within groups, we may use a
system of ODEs known as the replicator dynamics to study how the frequencies of strategies change
within the group due to differences in payoffs between individuals. For a group featuring cooperators,
defectors, and altruistic punishers, the replicator dynamics for individual-level selection tells us that
the fractions x, y, z of cooperators, altruistic punishers, and defectors change according to the system
of ODEs

dx

dt
= x [πC(x, y)− (xπC(x, y) + yπD(x, y) + zπP (x, y))] (2.2a)

dy

dt
= y [πD(x, y)− (xπC(x, y) + yπD(x, y) + zπP (x, y))] (2.2b)

dz

dt
= z [πP (x, y)− (xπC(x, y) + yπD(x, y) + zπP (x, y))] . (2.2c)

The biological assumption or interpretation of the replicator equation is that strategies increase in
frequency in a group when the payoff of individuals using that strategy exceeds the average payoff
received by all members of the group.
Using the constraint x+y+z = 1 that the fractions of strategies add up to 1, we can use that fact that
the fraction of defectors is given by z = 1−x−y to reduce our replicator equation for the three-strategy
dynamics down to the following system of two ODEs

dx

dt
= x [(1− x) (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))− y (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))] (2.3a)

dy

dt
= y [(1− y) (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))− x (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))] . (2.3b)
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Using the payoffs defined in Equation (2.1), we can then characterize how the stability of equilibria
for the replicator dynamics of Equation (2.3) depend on the strength of punishment p and the fixed
and per-interaction costs q and k for punishing defectors. In Proposition 2.1, we characterize the
equilibrium behavior for the replicator dynamics for the cases of both per-interaction and fixed costs of
punishment. In the case of fixed punishment costs, the behavior seen here is analogous to the behavior
of the model of costly punishment by Sethi and Somanathan [17, Proposition 4] for the case of an
underlying game-theoretic interaction corresponding to a donation game rather than a common-pool
resource game.

Proposition 2.1. For the case in which altruistic punishment features only per-interaction punishment
costs (p > 0, q = 0), we have the following equilibrium behavior:

• The all-defector state (0, 1) is an equilbrium and is asymptotically stable for all payoff parameters

• The punisher-cooperator edge of the simplex ∆2
PC := {(x, 0) : x ∈ [0, 1]} is an interval of equilibria

for all payoff parameters (as πC(x, 0) = πD(x, 0) when q = 0, yielding neutral competition between
cooperators and altruistic punishers in the absence of defectors).

A point (x, 0) ∈ ∆2
PC is neutrally stable if x ≤ p−c

p ≤ 1 (in which case πD(x, 0) ≤ xπC(x, 0)+(1−
x)πP (x, 0) and defectors do not receive a payoff exceeding the average payoff at the equilibrium
point). Such neutrally stable equilibria can only exist if p > c (and the punishment for defecting
exceeds the cost of cooperating in the donation game).

A point (x, 0) ∈ ∆2
PC is unstable if x > p−c

c (in which case defectors outcompete the average
individual at the equilibrium composition). All points (x, 0) ∈ ∆2

PC satisfy this condition when
p < c (and the punishment for defection does not outweigh the cost of cooperating).

For the case in which altruistic punishment features only fixed punishment costs (corresponding to q > 0
and k = 0), the replicator dynamics of Equation (2.3) have the following equilibrium behavior.

• The all-defector state (0, 1) is an asymptotically stable equilibrium for all payoff parameters.

• The all-cooperator state (1, 0) is an unstable equilibrium for all payoff parameters.

• The all-punisher state (0, 0) is a saddle equilibrium when p > c+ q (the punishment for defection
exceeds the costs a punisher incurs to both punish defectors and confer benefits to their opponents
in their game-theoretic interactions). In this case, the all-punisher state is stable with respect to
perturbations along the defector-punisher edge of the simplex, but will be unstable to invasion by
cooperators. The all-punisher equilibrium will be an unstable node when p < c+ q.

• There is an equilibrium point (x, y) =
(
p− c− q

p
,
c+ q

p

)
on the interior of the defector-punisher

edge of the simplex if p > c+ q. This equilibrium is unstable whenever it exists.

We can illustrate the equilibrium behavior of the replicator dynamics for the cases of per-interaction
and fixed punishment by plotting the vector fields for Equation (2.3). In Figure 2.1, we consider vector
fields for both the case of per-interaction punishment costs k > 0 (top panels) and fixed punishment
costs q > 0 (bottom panels), exploring the case of a weaker punishment p = 0.5 (left panels) and
a stronger punishment p = 2.5. For the case of weaker punishment, we see that the within-group
dynamics favor convergence to the all-defector state for all initial conditions in which any fraction
of defectors are initially present. For the case of stonger punishments p = 2.5, we see that there is
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multistability between the all-defector equilibrium and a line of equilibria on the cooperator-punisher
edge of the simplex in the case of per-interaction punishment rates (Figure 2.1, bottom-right). We see
from Figure 2.1(bottom-right) that, for fixed punishment costs q > 0 and strong punishment p = 2.5,
we see that the all-defector equilbrium still attracts all initial conditions from the interior of the simplex,
but that the all-punisher equilibrium does attract initial conditions on the defector-punisher edge of
the simplex provided that there is initially a sufficiently large cohort of altruistic punishers.

Figure 2.1: Example vector fields for the replicator dynamics for individual-level selection in model of altruistic
punishment with either per-interaction or fixed cost of punishment. Vector fields for per-interaction punishment
case are presented for k = 0.2 and q = 0.0 for punishment strengths p = 0.5 (top-left) and p = 2.5 (top-right).
Vector fields for fixed punishment costs are presented for q = 0.2 and k = 0 for punishment costs p = 0.5
(bottom-left) and p = 2.5 (bottom-right). For each scenario, we present trajectories to the replicator dynamics
for three initial conditions, plotted as red solid, dashed, and dash-dotted curves. Payoff parameters were fixed
at b = 2 and c = 1, and trajectories from numerical solutions were solved over 8, 000 with step-size ∆t = 0.01.

2.1.1 Average Payoff of Group Members for Three-Strategy Game

In addition to studying the dynamics of individual-level replication competition, we can also ask how
the composition of a group impacts the average payoff of group members. For groups that can fea-
ture cooperators, altruistic punishers, and defectors, we see that the average payoff for a group with
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composition (x, y) is defined as

G(x, y) = xπC(x, y) + yπD(x, y) + (1− x− y)πP (x, y), (2.4)

and we can use the expressions for payoffs in Equation (2.1) to write this average payoff as

G(x, y) = b− c− q + qx− (b− c− q + p+ k) y + (p+ k)xy + (p+ k) y2. (2.5)

We note that the average payoffs for groups combined only of cooperators, only of defectors, and only
of altruistic punishers are G(1, 0) = b − c, G(0, 1) = 0 and G(0, 0) = b − c − q. Therefore we see
that the all-cooperator and all-punisher groups have equal average payoff in the case of per-interaction
costs of punishment (when k > 0 and q = 0), but that the all-cooperator group will have a higher
average payoff than the all-punisher group when there is a fixed cost of punishing defectors (q > 0
and k = 0) regardless of the strategic composition of the group. The all-cooperator group will always
feature higher average payoff than the all-defector group whenever the benefit of cooperation exceeds
the cost of cooperation (b > c), while the all-punisher group has a higher average payoff than the
all-defector group when the benefit of cooperation exceeds the sum of the cost of cooperation and any
fixed cost of punishing defectors (b > c+ q).

2.2 Two-Strategy Individual-Level Competition Between Defectors and Altruistic
Punishers

For the case where we restrict the strategy space to defection and altruistic punishment, we set x = 0,
and can consider the state of the group as just the fraction z of altruistic punishers and the fraction
1 − z of defectors. In this case, we can plug x = 0 and y = 1 − z into our expressions from Equation
(2.1) to see that the payoffs for altruistic punishers and defectors are given by

πP (z) = (b+ k) z − (c+ q + k) (2.6a)
πD(z) = (b− p) z. (2.6b)

We can also describe replicator dynamics for individual-level selection in groups featuring only altruistic
punishers and defectors. In this case, the fraction of altruistic punishers changes according to the ODE

dz

dt
= z(1− z) [πP (z)− πD(z)] . (2.7)

We note that the all-punisher equilibrium becomes locally stable when we choose punishment param-
eters k, p, and q such that

πP (1) > πD(1), (2.8)

so a group of altruistic punishers can withstand invasion from a small number of defectors when the
payoff parameters satisfy

b− c− q > b− p =⇒ p > c+ q. (2.9)

In the case of fixed punishment costs, this means that the all-punisher equilibrium will be stable when
the punishment received by a defector exceeds the sum of the cost c required for a punisher to cooperate
in the donation game and the cost q of punishing defectors. In the case of per-interaction punishment
costs (with k > 0 and q = 0), this condition reduces to p > c, so punishers can withstand invasion by
defectors once the punishment for defection exceeds the cost to cooperate in the game.
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2.2.1 Average Payoff of Group Members

For evolutionary competition in groups featuring only altruistic punishers and defectors, we can define
the average payoff of group members in a z-punisher group as

G(z) = zπP (z) + (1− z)πD(z). (2.10)

We can then use the payoffs given in Equation (2.6) to write this average payoff as

G(z) = (b− [c+ q + p+ k]) z + (p+ k)z2. (2.11)

Here we see that the payoffs of the all-punisher and all-defector groups are given by G(1) = b− c− q
and G(0) = 0, so G(1) > G(0) if the benefit generated by cooperation exceeds the sum of the cost of
cooperation and any fixed cost for punishing defectors.

Remark 2.2. We note that the individual-level advantage of defectors πD(1)−πD(1) = c+ q− p is an
all-punisher group and the average payoffs G(1) and G(0) of the all-punisher and all-defector groups do
not depend on per-interaction costs k. This will have implications for the role played by per-interaction
punishment costs on achieving altruistic punishment via multilevel selection in a two-level replicator
equation model. We will revisit this point in Section B of the appendix when we explore the role of
altruistic punishment in two-level replicator equation models for multilevel selection.

3 PDE Models For Multilevel Selection with Pairwise Between-Group
Competition

In this section, we formulate PDE models for multilevel selection when group-level competition takes
place through pairwise conflicts between groups. Following the approach introduced in the stochastic
model by Boyd and coauthors [40], we define the probability of victory in group-level conflict as a
function of the strategic composition of the two groups, and we assume that the group winning the
pairwise conflict produces a copy of itself that replaces the group that has been defeated. We first
present a formulation of a PDE model for multilevel selection in groups that may feature only defectors
and altruistic punishers in Section 3.1, and then we present a similar model for describing trimorphic
multilevel competition for groups that may contain cooperators, defectors, and altruistic punishers in
Section 3.2. Finally, in Section 3.3, we summarize existing analytical results for the long-time behavior
of PDE models of multilevel selection with frequency-independent between-group competition, which
can be used to study the behavior of our model with pairwise competition with special choices of
group-level victory probabilities.

3.1 PDE Model for Multilevel Dynamics Featuring Defectors and Altruistic Pun-
ishers

To formulate models for multilevel selection, we modify the approach introduced by Luo and coauthors
[44–46] to describe the impacts of strategic competition using a two-level birth-death process driven by
within-group and between-group competition. For a group-structured population with m groups and
n members for group, we calculate average payoffs πP (

i
n) and πD(

i
n) received by altruistic punishers

and defectors in a group composed of i altruistic punishers n− i defectors. We assume that individual
altruistic punishers reproduce at rate 1 + wIπ

n
P (

i
n) and individual defectors reproduce at rates 1 +
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wIπD(
i
n), where 1 is a background birth rate independent of payoff and wI describes the sensitivity

of individual-level replication rates to the payoffs received by individuals. We model between-group
competition by assuming that a group engages in pairwise between-group conflict at a rate Λ, and we
assume that a group is matched up for a pairwise conflict with an opponent group that is randomly
sampled from the population of groups. We assume that an i-punisher group defeats a j-punisher
group with probability ρ

(
i
n ,

j
n

)
. The group that wins the pairwise conflict produces a copy of itself,

and this offspring group replaces the group that was defeated in pairwise conflict.

In the limit of infinite group and infinitely many members per group (m,n → ∞), we can describe
the composition of the group-structured population by the probability density f(t, z) of having groups
with fraction z altruistic punishers and fraction 1 − z defectors at time t. We show in Section D
that, in this limit of infinite group size and infinite number of groups, the individual-level and group-
level competition will allow the strategic composition f(t, z) of the group-structured population to be
described by the following partial differential equation

∂f(t, z)

∂t
= − ∂

∂x
[z(1− z) (πP (z)− πD(z)) f(t, z)] + λf(t, z)

[∫ 1

0
{ρ(z, u)− ρ(u, z)} f(t, u)du

]
. (3.1)

Here, the parameter λ := Λ
wI

describes the relative strength of pairwise between-group competition.

Because ρ(z, u) describes the probability the an z-punisher group defeats a u-punisher group in a
pairwise conflict, we have that the probability that a u-punisher group wins such a conflict is ρ(u, z) =
1− ρ(z, u). Using this observation, we may rewrite our PDE in the following form

∂f(t, z)

∂t
= − ∂

∂z
[z(1− z) (πP (z)− πD(z)) f(t, z)] + λf(t, z)

[
2

∫ 1

0
ρ(z, u)f(t, u)du− 1

]
(3.2)

Remark 3.1. A previously studied PDE model for the dynamics of multilevel selection for evolutionary
games can be written as

∂f(t, z)

∂t
= − ∂

∂z
[z(1− z) (πP (z)− πD(z)) f(t, z)] + λf(t, z)

[
G(z)−

∫ 1

0
G(u)f(t, u)du

]
. (3.3)

Unlike the model featuring pairwise between-group competition, the term λG(z)f(t, z) describing group-
level replication in the two-level replicator equation is linear in the density f(t, x). As a result, it is
possible to study the dynamics of a two-level replicator equation by considering solutions to an associated
linear PDE

∂g(t, z)

∂t
= − ∂

∂z
[z(1− z) (πP (z)− πD(z)) g(t, z)] + λG(z)g(t, z), (3.4)

which only considers the effect of within-group birth-death dynamics and group-level birth events, ig-
noring the possibility of group-level death events. A solution f(t, z) to the two-level replicator equation
can be obtained by normalizing a solution to the associated linear equation, as the function

f(t, z) =
g(t, z)∫ 1

0 g(t, z)dz
(3.5)

will be a solution to the full nonlinear multilevel dynamics of Equation (3.3) if g(t, z) is a solution to
the associated linear PDE of Equation (3.4).

Unlike the two-level replicator equation, the PDE model from Equation (3.2) for multilevel selection
with pairwise between-group competition cannot be reduced to an associated linear equation describing
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a growing population of groups. Instead, the group-level reproduction term is itself nonlinear, which
means that incorporating group-level frequency dependence imposes additional mathematical challenges
in describing the long-time behavior for multilevel selection with pairwise group-level competition.

Using the probability of group-level victory

ρ(z, u) =
1

2
+

1

2
(z − u) (3.6)

considered by Boyd and coauthors [37] in the special case of groups composed entirely of defectors and
altruistic punishers, we can see that the dynamics of Equation (3.2) reduce to the following PDE

∂f(t, z)

∂t
= − ∂

∂z
[z(1− z) (πP (z)− πD(z)) f(t, z)] + λf(t, z)

[
z −

∫ 1

0
uf(t, u)du

]
, (3.7)

with between-group competition resembling that of the Luo-Mattingly model for multilevel selection
when group-level reproduction is proportional to the fraction of cooperators in the group [44–46]. If
instead, we could consider a probability of group-level victory taking the form

ρ(x, u) =
1

2

[
1 +

G(z)−G(u)

G∗ −G∗

]
, (3.8)

where G∗ = maxz∈[0,1]G(z), G∗ = minz∈[0,1]G(z), and G(z) is a continuously differentiable function
of the fraction of altruistic punishers. For the purposes of this paper, we will typically consider the
case of G(z) as G(z) := zπP (z) + (1 − z)πD(z) to characterize the average payoff of group members,
but it is possible to consider more general functions of group composition z as well. For this choice of
group-level probability of group-level victory, the multilevel dynamics of Equation (3.2) can be written
in the form

∂f(t, z)

∂t
= − ∂

∂z
[z(1− z) (πP (z)− πD(z)) f(t, z)] +

(
λ

G∗ −G∗

)
f(t, z)

[
G(z)−

∫ 1

0
G(u)f(t, u)du

]
,

(3.9)
so the dynamics take the form of a generalized two-level replicator equation in this case [47, 49].

More broadly, we can consider a class of additively separable group-level victory probabilities of the
form

ρ(z, u) =
1

2
+

1

2
[G(z)− G(u)] (3.10)

where G(z) ∈ C1([0, 1]) and maxz∈[0,1]|G(z)|≤ 1. By plugging this form of ρ(x, u) into Equation (3.2),
we see that our PDE model for multilevel dynamics with pairwise group-level competition can be
written in the following form

∂f(t, z)

∂t
= − ∂

∂z
[z(1− z) (πP (z)− πD(z)) f(t, z)] + λf(t, x)

[
G(z)−

∫ 1

0
G(u)f(t, u)du

]
. (3.11)

This takes the form of a two-level replicator equation, and we will present the long-time behavior for
solutions of this PDE in Section 3.3.

We may also consider families of group-level victory probabilities that are not additively separable.
One example of such a function takes the form

ρ(z, u) =
1

2
[1 + tanh (s [G(z)−G(u)])] , (3.12)
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where s is a non-negative parameter governing the sensitivity of group-level victory probability to
the difference in average payoffs of the two competing groups. This group-level victory probability
is inspired by the Fermi update rule introduced to describe noisy social learning for individual-level
selection in evolutionary games [54]. Another group-level victory probability we may consider is

ρ(z, u) =
1

2

[
1 +

G(z)−G(u)

|G(z)|+|G(u)|

]
, (3.13)

which is the group-level generalization of an alternative formulation of the local / pairwise update
rule that is normalized by the payoffs of the two groups engaged in a pairwise conflict [55–57]. The
distinction between these two forms of the group-level local update rule presented in Equations (3.8)
and (3.13) is that the form normalizing by the maximum possible group-payoff difference G∗ − G∗ is
additively separable, while the normalization by the absolute value of payoffs |G(z)|+|G(u)| prevents
us from reducing our PDE model to the form of Equation (3.11).

Finally, we consider a group-level victory probability of the form

ρ(z, u) =
(G(z)−G∗)

1/a

(G(z)−G∗)
1/a + (G(u)−G∗)

1/a
, (3.14)

where a > 0 measures the relative sensitivity of differences in average payoff of groups to the probability
of group-level victory, which is a function form motivated by existing work in the literature on biological
and cultural evolution. Note that we consider the probability of group-level victory depending on the
difference G(·) − G∗ between average group payoff G(·) and the the minimum possible group payoff
G∗ so that we can map negative average payoff G(·) into our model for the probability of winning a
pairwise group-level competition.

Remark 3.2. This form of group-level competition is motivated by the contest competition function
introduced in the economics literature by Tullock [58], and has been previously applied to model inter-
group competition in animal populations using a variety of frameworks for multilevel selection [59–64].
With the history of using contest functions of this form to describe group-level competition using other
modeling frameworks, it is natural to ask how this form of victory probability for group-level conflict
could impact the long-time behavior in a PDE model of selection at two levels.

3.2 Three-Strategy Models of Multilevel Selection with Pairwise Between-Group
Competition

We can describe the strategic composition of a group-structured population featuring cooperators,
defectors, and altruistic punishers using a probability density f(t, x, y). By considering a probability
of victory of a group ρ(x, y;u, v) with composition (x, y) over a group with composition (u, v), we can
describe multilevel selection in three-strategy groups using the PDE

∂f(t, x, y)

∂t
= − ∂

∂x
[x {(1− x) (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))− y (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))} f(t, x, y)]

− ∂

∂y
[y {(1− y) (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))− x (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))} f(t, x, y)]

+ λf(t, x, y)

[∫ 1

0

∫ 1−u

0
{ρ(x, y;u, v)− ρ(u, v;x, y)} f(t, u, v)dvdu

]
.

(3.15)
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A heuristic derivation of this PDE is provided in Section D of the appendix, which is based on a similar
derivation for a three-strategy PDE model for multilevel selection in a population of protocells [51].

As with the case of two strategies, we can choose different forms of the group-level victory probability
ρ(x, y;u, v) in order to model different assumptions about competition between groups. The victory
probability of the form

ρ(x, y;u, v) =
1

2
+

x+ y − (u− v)

2
(3.16)

captures the assumption used by Boyd and coauthors in their simulation models for multilevel selection
and the evolution of altruistic punishment, making the assumption that the victory probability of
groups is determined by the fraction of individuals displaying cooperative behavior in the game (i.e.
the fraction of non-defectors 1−y given by the sum of the fraction of pure cooperators x and the fraction
altruistic punishers 1 − x − y). Other group-level victory probabilities we could consider include the
generalization of the normalized pairwise group-level update rule

ρ(x, y;u, v) =
1

2
+

1

2

(
G(x, y)−G(u, v)

G∗(∆2)−G∗(∆2)

)
(3.17)

where G∗(∆2) = max(x,y)∈∆2 and G∗(∆
2) = min(x,y)∈∆2 , as well as the three-strategy analogue of the

group-level Fermi update rule

ρ(x, y;u, v) =
1

2
+

1

2
tanh (s [G(x, y)−G(u, v)]) . (3.18)

These group-level victory probabilities allow us describe relative chances of group-level victory as a
function of the difference in average payoffs between the two groups engaged in a pairwise conflict.

3.3 Summary of Existing Results on Long-Time Behavior for PDE Models of
Multilevel Selection

In this section, we describe existing results for a class of PDE models of multilevel selection taking the
form of a two-level replicator equation, with group-level competition that can be described using a net
collective reproduction rate G(·) that depends only on the composition of the reproducing group. As we
see in Equation (3.11), our models for pairwise between-group competition with additively separable
group-level victory probabilities ρ(z, u) can be rewritten as a special case of PDE models in this class
of two-level replicator equations. We consider a nonlinear, hyperbolic PDE of the form

∂f(t, z)

∂t
=

∂

∂x
[z(1− z)Π(x)f(t, z)] + λf(t, z)

[
G(z)−

∫ 1

0
G(w)f(t, w)dw

]
, (3.19)

where Π(z) describes the relative advantage of the altruistic punisher strategy and G(z) models the
relative group-level replication rate for groups featuring a fraction z of altruistic punishers. Here, G(z) is
a continuously differentiable function, which can correspond to G(z) = z for the case of group imitation
probabilities given by the fraction of cooperative individuals and corresponds to G(z) = G(z)

G∗−G∗
for the

case in which probability of group victory depends on the average payoff of group members. Π(z) is
a continuously differentiable function that describes the individual-level advantage for defectors over
altruistic punishers, and is given by Π(z) := πD(z)− πP (z) for the examples discussed in Section 3.

The long-time behavior of solutions to Equation (3.19) has been characterized in previous work for a
large continuously differentiable G(z) and Π(z) [49], so we can apply existing results to study how the

15



models we consider for altruistic punishment can work in concert with multilevel selection to achieve
cooperation within social groups. For the purposes of our current motivating problem of studying
altruistic punishment within groups, we can focus on previously studied cases in which either Π(z) > 0
for z ∈ [0, 1] (referred to as a generalized Prisoners’ Dilemma / PD scenario) or the case in which there
is a point zeq ∈ (0, 1) such that Π(zeq) = 0, Π(z) > 0 for z ∈ [0, zeq), and Π(z) < 0 for z ∈ (zeq, 1]
(referred to as a generalized Stag-Hunt / SH scenario).

For the case in which defectors have an individual-level advantage over altruistic punishers at any group
composition (i.e. when Π(z) > 0 for all z ∈ [0, 1]), there exists an family of steady state densities for
the multilevel dynamics of Equation (3.19) for any fixed replication rates Π(z) and G(z) and strength of
between-group competition λ. It has been shown that the family of steady states can be characterized
by the tail behavior of the density near the all-punisher equilibrium z = 1. Namely, we can parametrize
the family of steady state densities by the Hölder exponent of their cumulative distribution functions
θ near z = 1, which we define below.

Definition 3.1. A probability distribution with density f(t, x) has a Hölder exponent θt with associated
Hölder constant Cθt near x = 1 if the density has the following limiting behavior

lim
x→0

∫ 1
1−x f(t, y)dy

xΘ
=


0 : Θ < θt
Cθt : Θ = θt
∞ : Θ > θt

. (3.20)

An example family of probability densities with Hölder exponent θ near z = 1 is given by fθ(z) =
θ (1− z)θ−1, of which the uniform density f1(z) = 1 is a special case. It can be shown that the Hölder
exponent near z = 1 is preserved by the multilevel dynamics of Equation (3.19) [48, 49], and so it is
helpful to consider the Hölder exponent near z = 1 of the initial strategic distribution of groups to
determine the long-time behavior of the multilevel dynamics.

We can use the Hölder exponent near z = 1 to parametrize our infinite family of steady state densities
by mass densities fλ

θ (z) of the form

fλ
θ (z) =

1

Zf
zπ(0)

−1(λ[G(1)−G(0)]−θΠ(1)) (1− z)θ−1 Π(1)

Π(z)
exp

(
−λ

∫ 1

z

C(s)

Π(s)
ds

)
(3.21)

where the term −λC(s) is given by

−λC(s) = λ

(
G(s)− G(0)

s

)
+

(
λ [G(1)− G(0)]− θΠ(1)

Π(0)

)(
Π(s)−Π(0)

s

)
+ λ

(
G(s)− G(1)

1− s

)
− θ

(
Π(s)−Π(1)

1− s

) (3.22)

and Zf is a normalizing constant given by

Zf =

∫ 1

0

[
uπ(0)

−1(λ[G(1)−G(0)]−θΠ(1)) (1− u)θ−1 Π(1)

Π(u)
exp

(
−λ

∫ 1

u

C(s)

Π(s)
ds

)]
du. (3.23)

Given an initial density f(0, x) := f0(x) with Hölder exponent θ > 0 near x = 1, we can character-
ize whether multilevel selection in a generalized PD scenario will support coexistence of cooperative
individuals and defectors in terms of the following critical threshold on the relative strength of between-
group selection:
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λ∗ :=
θΠ(1)

G(1)− G(0)
(3.24)

Using the characterization of the individual advantage of defection by Π(z) = πD(z)− πP (z), we may
rewrite this threshold quantity in the following form:

λ∗ :=
(πD(1)− πP (1)) θ

G(1)− G(0)
(3.25)

In Theorem 3.4, we recall existing results for the long-time behavior of solutions to our PDE for
multilevel selection for the case in which the within-group and between-group dynamics resemble a
PD game in the sense that defectors have an individual-level replication advantage over cooperators
(Π(z) > 0 for all z ∈ [0, 1]) and the all-cooperator has greater group-level success than an all-defector
group (G(1) > G(0)). We show that for an initial population f(0, z) with Hölder exponent θ > 0 and
associated nonzero, finite Hölder constant Cθ near x = 1, then the population will concentrate upon a
delta-function at the all-defector equilibrium δ(x) if λ ≤ λ∗ and that the population will converge to
the steady-state density fλ

θ (x) with Hölder exponent θ if λ > λ∗.

Remark 3.3. In Theorem 3.4, we describe the long-time behavior of solutions to Equation (3.19)
using the notion of weak convergence. We say that a probability density f(t, x) converges weakly to the
density f∞(x) as t → ∞ if, for each test-function v(x) ∈ C ([0, 1]), we have that limt→∞ v(x)f(t, x)dx =∫ 1
0 v(x)f∞(x). In this case, we write that f(t, x) ⇀ f∞(x) as t → ∞ to denote this weak convergence.

This notion of weak convergence was initially motivated by the fact that the results of long-time behavior
in Theorem 3.4 were originally demonstrated for measure-valued solutions to the two-level replicator
equation [49, Theorem 4], but it has also been shown that is possible to prove pointwise convergence
to steady-state densities for the two-level replicator equation starting from a continuously differentiable
initial density f(0, x) [52].

Theorem 3.4 (Long-Time Behavior of PDE Model of Multilevel Selection for Generalized Prisoners’
Dilemma Case: Combination of [49, Theorem 1] and [49, Theorem 4]). Suppose that G(z), π(z) ∈
C1([0, 1]), G(1) > G(0), and Π(z) > 0, and consider an initial density f(0, z) = f0(z) with Hölder
exponent θ near x = 1 and finite Hölder constant Cθ > 0. If λ > λ∗(θ), then the solution f(t, x) to
Equation (3.19) satisfies f(t, x) ⇀ fλ

θ (x) as t → ∞. If instead λ ≤ λ∗, then f(t, x) ⇀ δ(x) as t → ∞.

For the case in which Π(z) < 0 on an interval of the form [z,1], the all-cooperator equilibrium will be
locally stable under the within-group replicator dynamics. This is the case for multilevel replicator
equations for Stag-Hunt and Prisoners’ Delight games, and will also be the dynamical scenario seen
in our model of altruistic punishment when the strength of punishment k is sufficiently large. For the
case in which within-group replicator dynamics feature local stability of the all-punisher equilibrium,
Theorem 3.5 allows us to conclude that the population will concentrate upon a delta-function at
the all-punisher equilibrium provided that there is any between-group competition (corresponding to
λ > 0) and that there is any initial proportion of groups with compositions located within the basin
of attraction for the all-punisher equilibrium under the within-group dynamics.

Theorem 3.5 (Long-Time Behavior of Multilevel Dynamics in Generalized Stag-Hunt Case). Suppose
that G(z) ∈ C1([0, 1]) and Π(z) ∈ C2([0, 1]), G(1) > G(0), and that there is a zeq such that Π(z) < 0
for z ∈ (zeq, 1] and Π(z) > 0 for z ∈ [0, zeq). If λ > 0 and the initial density f(0, z) = f0(z) satisfies∫ 1
z−

f0(z)dz > 0 for some z− > zeq, then the solution f(t, z) to the multilevel dynamics of Equation
(3.19) satisfies f(t, z) ⇀ δ(1− x) as t → ∞.
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Remark 3.6. This result provides an analogue in our PDE of multilevel selection to the result of
Boyd and Richerson [40], which indicates that group-level selection can promote collectively beneficial
outcomes when within-group evolutionary dynamics feature alternative stable states.

For both the cases of multilevel Prisoners’ Dilemma or Prisoners’ Delight scenarios covered by Theorem
3.4 and 3.5, it is also possible to calculate the average payoff achieved at the long-time steady state
population achieved when starting with an initial distribution with Hölder exponent θ > 0 [49]. For
the case of Π(z) > 0 and G(1) > G(0) corresponding to the multilevel PD dynamics, it has been shown
that the average group-level replication rate across the density f(t, z) that is achieved in the long-time
limit of the population, which is given by

⟨G(·)⟩fλ
θ
:= lim

t→∞

∫ 1

0
G(z)f(t, z)dz =

{
G(0) : λ < λ∗

G(1)− θ
λΠ(1) : λ ≥ λ∗ (3.26)

[49], which can also be expressed in terms of the threshold selection strength λ∗ as

⟨G(·)⟩fλ
θ
:= lim

t→∞

∫ 1

0
G(z)f(t, z)dz =

{
G(0) : λ < λ∗(

λ∗

λ

)
G(0) +

(
1− λ∗

λ

)
G(1) : λ ≥ λ∗.

(3.27)

For the case of multilevel dynamics corresponding to SH or Prisoners’ Delight games, we have that

⟨G(·)⟩fλ
θ
:= lim

t→∞

∫ 1

0
G(z)f(t, z)dz = G(1) (3.28)

for any λ > 0, so the all-punisher outcome is always achieved in the long-time limit.

4 Analytical Results for Multilevel Competition Between Defectors
and Altruistic Punishers

In this section, we consider multilevel competition in groups featuring only defectors and altruistic pun-
ishers, and we restrict our analysis to families of group-level victory probabilities that are amenable to
the analytical techniques described in Section 3.3. In Section 4.1, we explore the two-strategy dynamics
for the case in which group-level victory probability is proportional to the difference in the fraction of
altruistic punishers in the two competing groups. In Section 4.2, we provide an analytical characteri-
zation of the multilevel dynamics when group-level victory probability is based on the difference in the
average payoff of groups members in the two competing groups and is normalized by the maximum
possible group-level payoff difference.

4.1 Group-Level Competition Based on the Fraction of Altruistic Punishers

We now consider the dynamics of multilevel selection when pairwise between-group competition is
based on the group-level victory probability

ρ(z, u) =
1

2
+

1

2
[z − u] , (4.1)

which is the the case motivated by the form of victory probability considered by Boyd and coauthors
[40]. As discussed in Section 3.1, the mutlilevel dynamics can be reduced in this case to the PDE
model of Equation (3.11) with net group-level replication rate G(z) = z.

18



In Proposition 4.1, we summarize the results for long-time behavior for this choice of group-level victory
probability. This result follows from applying Theorems 3.4 and 3.5 for the case of net reproduction
rate G(z) = z and for the choice of individual-level advantage Π(z) of defectors over altruistic punishers.

Proposition 4.1. For the choice of net replication rates G(z) = z and Π(z) = πD(z)−πP (z), we have
that the family of steady states from Equation (3.21) are given by

fλ
θ (z) =

1

Zf
z

1
c+k+q

[λ−θ(c+q−p)]−1
(1− z)θ−1 (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)

(
−λ+θ(k+p)

c+q+k

)
−1

Zf =

∫ 1

0

[
z

1
c+k+q

[λ−θ(c+q−p)]−1
(1− z)θ−1 (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)

(
−λ+θ(k+p)

c+q+k

)
−1
]
dz.

(4.2)

The threshold strength of group-level selection for these steady states to be integrable is

λ∗ = θ (c+ q − p) , (4.3)

and we can apply Theorems 3.4 and 3.5 to see that solutions to our PDE have the following long-time
behavior starting from an initial density f(0, z) = f0(z) whose distribution has Hölder exponent θ > 0.

• If p < c+ q and λ < λ∗, the solution f(t, z) ⇀ δ(z) as t → ∞.

• If p < c+ q and λ > λ∗, then f(t, z) → fλ
θ (z) as t → ∞.

• If p > c+ q, then f(t, z) ⇀ δ(z − 1) as t → ∞ provided that λ > 0.

For the net group-level replication rate G(z) = z, we can use Equation (3.27) to see that

lim
t→∞

∫ 1

0
zf(t, z)dz = lim

t→∞

∫ 1

0
G(z)f(t, z)dz =


0 : λ < λ∗

(c+ q − p) θ
λ : λ ≥ λ∗.

(4.4)

This will allow us to analyze how changes in the strengths and costs of punishment impacts the long-
time fraction of altruistic punishment received under the dynamics of multilevel selection.

Next, we will apply these results to study how our choice of group-level victory probability will impact
the evolution of altruistic punishment via multilevel selection for the cases of per-interaction punishment
costs alone (Section 4.1.1) and the case in which there are only fixed costs to punish defectors (Section
4.1.2). Finally, we study the analogous dynamics for this group-level victory probability for multilevel
competition with groups composed only of defectors and cooperators, which which serve along with
our analysis of defector-punisher multilevel dynamics as an analytical benchmark for numerical study
of trimorphic multilevel dynamics featuring all three strategies.

4.1.1 Case of Per-Interaction Punishment Cost

For the case of per-interaction punishment costs and no constant cost of being an altruistic punisher
(corresponding to k > 0 and q = 0), we see from Equation (4.3) that the threshold relative selection
strength required to sustain a positive proportion of altruistic punishers at steady state is

λ∗ = (c− p)θ. (4.5)

19



This threshold selection strength is decreasing in the strength of the punishment received by defectors,
but is independent of the cost k paid by altruistic punishers to confer a punishment when interacting
with a defector.

In addition, we can calculate that the average fraction of altruistic punishers at steady state is given
by

⟨z⟩fλ
θ
= 1− (c− p)

θ

λ
(4.6)

when λ > λ∗. Therefore the long-time level of the altruistic punishment strategy achieved is increasing
in the strength of punishment p and independent of the per-interaction cost k for punishing defectors.

4.1.2 Case of Constant Punishment Cost

In the case of a fixed cost for being an altruistic punisher and no per-interaction punishment cost
(corresponding to q > 0 and k = 0), we see from Equation (4.3) that the threshold selection strength
is given by

λ∗ = (c+ q − p)θ. (4.7)

As in the case of of per-interaction punishment costs, we see that the level of between-group selec-
tion required to promote long-time survival of altruistic punishers is decreasing in the strength p of
the punishment defectors receive. However, unlike the case of per-interaction punishment costs, this
threshold selection strength is increasing in the fixed cost paid by altruistic punishers, and the costs
of punishing defectors can hurt the ability of the group to sustain altruistic punishment. The average
fraction of altruistic punishers for the steady state density is then given by

⟨z⟩fλ
θ
= 1−

(
θ

λ

)
(c+ q − p) , (4.8)

so the long-time level of cooperation in this case is increasing in the strength of punishment for defection
p but decreasing in the fixed cost of punishing defectors q.

Remark 4.2. The form of λ∗ and ⟨x⟩fλ
θ

suggests that having fixed costs for punishing defectors is less
conducive to achieving cooperation via multilevel selection than having per-interaction punishment costs
alone. This observation agrees with simulation results in the stochastic model by Boyd and coauthors
[40], who found that it was difficult to sustain altruistic punishment via cultural group selection in large
groups for the case of fixed costs of punishment. In our PDE model, we see the key difference between
the effects of fixed and per-interaction punishment costs by noting that the threshold selection strength
λ∗ is proportional to the payoff difference

πD(1)− πP (1) = c+ q − p (4.9)

between defectors and punishers in a group otherwise composed entirely of punishers. Because the
effect of per-interaction costs of punishment vanish in the limit of the all-punisher composition as
z → 1 but the effect of fixed punishment costs do not, we see that a group of punishers are at less
of an individual-level disadvantage against invasion by defectors in the per-interaction cost case. The
decrease in individual-level disadvantage then allows for a greater ability for the collective success of
all-punisher groups to sustain cooperative behavior via multilevel selection, yielding better collective
outcomes in the absence of fixed punishment costs.
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4.1.3 Comparison to Multilevel Competition Featuring Only Cooperators and Defectors

We can also consider the dynamics of multilevel selection occuring in groups composed only of coop-
erators and defectors. This will allow us to provide a comparison between the analytical results we
can obtain for the multilevel dynamics on the defector-punisher and defector-cooperator edges of the
simplex with the behavior of numerical solutions we will obtain in Section 6 for multilevel competition
on the full defector-cooperator-punisher simplex.
In groups featuring x fraction cooperators and 1−x fraction defectors, we see that the payoffs received
by cooperators πC(x) and defectors πD(x) are given by

πC(x) = bx− c (4.10a)
πD(x) = bx, (4.10b)

so the defector’s individual-level payoff advantage is

ΠDC(x) = πD(x)− πC(x) = c, (4.11)

and we can model group-level competition as being determined by the pairwise group-level victory
probability in a pairwise competition between an x-cooperator and u-cooperator group using the func-
tion

ρ(x, u) =
1

2
+

1

2
(x− u) (4.12)

that depends only on the difference in the number of cooperators per group. This group-level victory
probability allows us to write the multilevel dynamics in terms of a net reproduction rate G(x) = x.
Using this choice of ΠDC(x) and G(x), we can model the change in the density of x-cooperator groups
f(t, x) using the following PDE

∂f(t, x)

∂t
= c

∂

∂x
[x(1− x)f(t, x)] + λf(t, x)

[
x−

∫ 1

0
yf(t, y)dy

]
, (4.13)

which is a rescaled version of the Luo-Mattingly model and the two-level replicator equation for the
donation game.
We can then apply the results described in Section 3.3 to see that the threshold selection strength
required to achieve steady-state cooperation is given by

λ∗ = cθ, (4.14)

while the average level of cooperation achieved in the long-time limit is given by

lim
t→∞

∫ 1

0
G(x)f(t, x)dx = lim

t→∞

∫ 1

0
xf(t, x)dx =

{
0 : λ ≤ λ∗

1− cθ

λ
: λ > λ∗ . (4.15)

4.2 Group-Level Competition Depending on Average Payoff of Group Members

In this section, we consider the case of group-level reproduction rates of the form G(z) = G(z)
G∗−G∗

. We
start by calculating the maximum and minimum possible average payoffs achieved by groups with a
fraction z of altruistic punishers. We can differentiate the average payoff function G(z) to find that

G′(z) = b− (c+ p+ q + k) + 2 (p+ k) z. (4.16)
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By noting that G(1) = b − c − q, we see that this derivative for the all-punisher composition z = 1
satisfies

G′(1) = b− c− q + p+ k = G(1) + p+ k > G(1), (4.17)

and therefore we see that the average payoff of group members will be an increasing function of z for
z sufficiently close to 1 whenever the payoff parameters satisfy b > c + q. Because this assumption
is required to have the average payoff of an all-punisher group exceed that of the all-defector group
(G(1) > G(0)), we can combine the facts that G(y) is a quadratic function, G′(1) > 0, and G(1) > G(0)
to deduce that G(y) is maximized by all-punisher groups. This allows us to deduce that the maximum
possible payoff of a group is given by

G∗ = max
z∈[0,1]

G(z) = G(1) =⇒ G∗ = b− c− q. (4.18)

To characterize the minimal achievable average payoff of group members, we study the derivative of
G(z) at the all-defector composition

G′(0) = b− (c+ p+ q + k) , (4.19)

so G(z) will be an increasing function on [0, 1] if b ≥ c+ p+ q+ k, while G(z) will achieve a minimum
value G∗ at an intermediate value of z ∈ (0, 1) when if b < c+ p+ q+ k. In the latter case, we see that
this minimum value G∗ of G(z) is achieved when the fraction of altruistic punishers is given by

zmin =
(c+ p+ k + q)− b

2(p+ k)
. (4.20)

By evaluating the average payoff G(0) and G(zmin) for the two cases, we see that the minimum
achievable average payoff has the following characterization

G∗ =


0 : b ≥ c+ p+ k + q

−(b− (c+ p+ k + q))2

4(p+ k)
: b < c+ p+ k + q

(4.21)

In particular, the minimum value G∗ of G(z) can decrease due to a marginal increase in the strength
punishment p or the costs of punishment k or q. For the case of group-level victory probability of the
form

ρ(z, u) =
G(z)−G(u)

G∗ −G∗
, (4.22)

we note that the maximum payoff G∗ = b− c− q is constant in the punishment p, and therefore we the
normalization factor G∗−G∗ can increase with the strength of punishment p for a range of parameters
in this case. This can potentially cause an increase in the strength of punishment of defectors to
actually decrease the group-level victory probability of groups featuring high numbers of altruistic
punishers.

Remark 4.3. We note that the condition required for G(z) to be minimized by an intermediate fraction
of altruistic punishers y ∈ (0, 1) can only be achieved when the strength the punishment p or the the
costs of punishment k or q are sufficiently large. Intuitively, the possibility that average group payoff
can achieve an outcome worse than the all-defector payoff arises because having a small number of
altruistic punishers can introduce both costs and punishments that diminish average payoff, but without
a sufficient critical mass of altruistic punishers to achieve the baseline benefits of cooperation in the
underlying donation game.
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In the case of completely costless punishment with k = q = 0 but p > 0, we see that there will be an
interior minimum of G(z) provided that b− c < p, so it is possible to achieve an interior minimum for
average group payoff even in the absence of punishment costs. In Section C, we provide a comparison
of the results in this section with a model of indirect reciprocity based on an image scoring rule [8]. For
the case of the indirect reciprocity model, the average payoff of group members is always minimized by
an all-defector group. Therefore the possibility that G∗ < G(0) is a feature of our model of altruistic
punishment that can allow for different behavior under multilevel selection than the models punishment
of defectors through a conditional cooperation strategy allowing for defecting against defectors through
direct or indirect reciprocity.

In Proposition 4.4, we use the form of net group-level replication rates G(·) = G(z)
G∗−G∗

for the group-level
local update rule, applying Theorems 3.4 and 3.5 to provide the following characterization of the long-
time behavior for multilevel selection for this group-level victory probability. The result of Proposition
4.4 features generally analogous qualitative behavior for the long-time dynamics as seen in Proposition
4.1 for the case of a net group-level replication rate G(z) = z, with appropriate modifications made
to reflect the difference in net group-level reproduction rate for the two models. For completeness, we
present the derivation of the family of steady states fλ

θ (z) for this case of G(z) in Section A of the
appendix.

Proposition 4.4. For the case of net group-level replication rate G(z) = G(z)
G∗−G∗

depending on normal-
ized differences in average payoff of group members, there is a family of density density steady states
of the form

fλ
θ (z) =

1

Zf
z

1
c+k+q

[
λ(b−c−q)
G∗−G∗

−θ(c+q−p)
]
−1

(1− z)θ−1 (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)
−
(

λ(b+k)−θ(k+p)(G∗−G∗)
(G∗−G∗)(c+k+q)

)
−1

Zf =

∫ 1

0
z

1
c+k+q

[
λ(b−c−q)
G∗−G∗

−θ(c+q−p)
]
−1

(1− z)θ−1 (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)
−
(

λ(b+k)−θ(k+p)(G∗−G∗)
(G∗−G∗)(c+k+q)

)
−1

dz.

(4.23)

The threshold strength of group-level selection for these steady states to be integrable is

λ∗ =
θΠ(1)

G(1)− G(0)
=

θ(c+ q − p)(
G(1)−G(0)
G∗−G∗

) =
θ(G∗ −G∗)(c+ q − p)

b− c− q
. (4.24)

and we can apply Theorems 3.4 and 3.5 to see that solutions to our PDE have the following long-time
behavior starting from an initial density f(0, z) = f0(z) whose distribution has Hölder exponent θ > 0.

• If p < c+ q and λ < λ∗, the solution f(t, z) ⇀ δ(z) as t → ∞.

• If p < c+ q and λ > λ∗, then f(t, z) → fλ
θ (z) as t → ∞.

• If p > c+ q, then f(t, z) ⇀ δ(z − 1) as t → ∞ provided that λ > 0.

We can also quantify the collective success of groups under this group-level victory probability by
calculating the average payoff of groups in the steady-state population achieved at steady state for this
choice of group-level victory probability. We note that, for λ > λ∗, the average group-level reproduction
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rate G(z) = G(z)
G∗−G∗

across the steady state density fλ
θ (z) is given by

⟨G(·)⟩fλ
θ
=

〈
G(·)

G∗ −G∗

〉
fλ
θ

=

∫ 1

0

(
G(z)

G∗ −G∗

)
fλ
θ (z)dz =

1

G∗ −G∗

∫ 1

0
G(z)fλ

θ (z)dz =
1

G∗ −G∗
⟨G(·)⟩fλ

θ
.

(4.25)

We can then combine this expression with Equation (3.27) to see that, for λ > λ∗, the average payoff
of group members at steady state is given by

⟨G(·)⟩fλ
θ
=

(
λ∗

λ

)
G(0) +

(
1− λ∗

λ

)
G(1). (4.26)

Next, we can apply these results to explore how pairwise competition based on differences in average
group payoff impacts the evolution of altruistic punishment via multilevel selection. We explore how
changing costs and strengths of punishment impact the long-time collective outcome in both in the
case of per-interaction punishment costs (Section 4.2.1) and in the case of fixed punishment costs
(Section 4.2.2). Finally, in Section 4.2.3, we characterize the long-time behavior for multilevel selection
in groups featuring only defectors and cooperators using an analogous pairwise group-level victory
function, which prepares us to study the role of multilevel competition with the normalized local
group-level update rule in the presence of all three strategies (see Section 6).

4.2.1 Altruistic Punishment with Per-Interaction Punishment Cost

For the case in which there are only per-interaction punishment costs, we have that q = 0, and the
threshold selection strength to sustain altruistic punishment reduces to

λ∗ =
θ(G∗ −G∗)(c− p)

b− c
(4.27)

In this case, the average payoff at steady state takes the form

⟨G(·)⟩fλ
θ
=

(
1− λ∗

λ

)
(b− c) , (4.28)

so we expect that average payoff may have an non-monotonic dependence on the payoff parameters
when the minimum possible average payoff satisfies G∗ < 0.

In Figure 4.1, we use the expression from Equation (4.23) to plot steady-state densities achieved under
the multilevel dynamics with the local group-level comparison rule for two different values of the per-
interaction punishment cost k. For both the case of k = 0.1 (Figure 4.1, left) and k = 4 (Figure 4.1,
right), we see that increasing the strength of punishment p leads to steady state densities featuring
groups with greater proportions of altruistic punishers. However, a surprising behavior we see is that
a greater proportion of altruistic punishers is achieved at steady state for the case of k = 4 than in the
case in which k = 0.1, meaning that more cooperative behavior is achieved when altruistic punishers
encounter a greater cost for punishing defectors.

To further explore the impact on changing per-interaction punishment costs k on the long-time outcome
of the multilevel dynamics with the local group update rule, we can examine the threshold selection
strength λ∗ required to sustain altruistic punishment at steady state and the average payoff ⟨G(·)⟩fλ

θ

24



Figure 4.1: Comparison of steady state densities achieved for multilevel dynamics with local group update
rule with various punishment strengths p and for per-interaction punishment costs of k = 0.1 (left) and k = 4
(right). Other payoff parameters are b = 2, c = 1, p = 0.5, and the steady state densities are calculated for
between-group selection strength λ = 2, and the Hölder exponent θ = 2 near z = 1.

achieved at density steady states for a fixed strength of between-group selection λ. In Figure 4.2,
we use the expressions from Equations (4.27) and (4.28) to plot λ∗ and ⟨G(·)⟩fλ

θ
as a function of

punishment strength p for various punishment costs k. For all values of k considered, we see from
Figure 4.2(left) that the threshold selection strength λ∗ decreases with increasing punishment cost p,
reaching a threshold of λ∗ = 0 when p → c and the within-group dynamics feature bistability of the
all-defector and all-punisher equilibria. From Figure 4.2(right), we further see that average payoff at
steady state ⟨G(·)⟩fλ

θ
increases with the strength of punishment p until reaching the average payoff of

the all-punisher group when p → c.

Figure 4.2: Threshold selection strength λ∗ (left) and average payoff ⟨G(·)⟩fλ
θ

(right) for altruistic punishment
model with various levels of the per-interaction punishment cost k, plotted as a function of the strength of
punishment p. Other payoff parameters are fixed at b = 2, c = 1, and q = 0, and we calculate λ∗ and ⟨G(·)⟩fλ

θ

under the assumption of a fixed group-level selection strength λ = 10 and Hölder exponent θ = 2 near x = 1.

Notably, we can also see from Figure 4.2 that the threshold selection strength appears to increase with
the cost of punishment k, while the average payoff at steady state decreases with increasing punishment
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cost. Although we saw in Figure 4.1(right) and example of an increased density of groups featuring
many altruistic punishers for k = 4 relative to the case of k = 0.1, it turns out that that steady state
density for k = 4 actually features a lower average payoff than the average payoff achieved at the
steady state for k = 0.1. While it may be natural to associate increasing proportions of cooperative
behavior with better collective outcomes and higher average payoffs, it turns out that is possible to
worsen the collective utility by achieving greater proportions of altruistic punishment. This behavior
may be attributable to the fact that our model of altruistic punishment allows the possibility for the
collective costs incurred by altruistic punishment to outweigh the collective benefit b gained from the
punishers’ cooperation in the underlying donation game (due to both the cost k paid by the punisher
and the punishment p they impose on defectors). Such a decrease in collective payoff coupled with an
increase in cooperative behavior is not possible under multilevel selection in the presence of mechanisms
assortment and reciprocity studied in prior work [50, 52].

4.2.2 Altruistic Punishment with Fixed Cost of Punishment

For the fixed cost model, we have that G(z) = (b− c−p−q)y+py2, which means that G(1) = b− c−q
and G(0) = 0. This allows us to see from Equation (4.26) that, for λ > λ∗, the average payoff at the
steady state density fλ

θ (z) is given by

⟨G(·)⟩fλ
θ
=

(
1− λ∗

λ

)
(b− c− q) . (4.29)

Because G(1) = b − c − q, the average payoff depends on the strength of punishment k only through
the term 1− λ∗

λ , and so we expect that the average payoff will depend in a non-monotonic fashion on
the strength of punishment.
In Figure 4.3, we plot the threshold selection strength λ∗ and the average payoff of group members at
steady state ⟨G(·)⟩fλ

θ
as a function of the punishment for defection k for various values of the fixed

cost of punishment q. For certain values of the cost of punishment, we find that both the threshold
selection strength and the average payoff have a non-monotonic dependence of the punishment value
k. In particular, we see that at low levels of the fixed punishment cost q, the increase in strength
of punishment p always facilitates more cooperative behavior and a greater average payoff at steady
state. However, when the fixed punishment q is sufficiently strong, the threshold selection strength can
increase and the average payoff can decrease with increasing punishment strength p for certain ranges
of punishment strength. In fact, there are cases in which the threshold selection strength (for q = 0.86
in Figure 4.3, left) and the average payoff (for q = 0.925 in Figure 4.3, right) reflect a worse collective
outcome than for the case of a complete absence of punishment with p = 0. We see in Section B
of the appendix that such a non-monotonic dependence of threshold selection strength and long-time
average payoff on the punishment strength p turns out not to be possible for altruistic punishment in
a two-level replicator equation, so we see a genuinely different qualitative behavior by considering the
possibility of multilevel selection with pairwise between-group selection.

4.2.3 Comparison with Multilevel Selection Featuring Only Cooperators and Defectors

We can also consider the multilevel dynamics for this group-level victory rule for the case of groups
composed only composed of cooperators and defectors. This will allows us to compare the behavior of
the multilevel dynamics on the defector-cooperator and defector-punisher edges of the simplex to the
numerical simulations we perform in Section 6 to study multilevel competition featuring groups that
feature all three strategies.
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Figure 4.3: Threshold selection strength λ∗ and average payoff ⟨G(·)⟩fλ
θ

for altruistic punishment model with
various levels of the fixed cost of punishment q, plotted as a function of the strength of punishment p. Other
payoff parameters are fixed at b = 2, c = 1, and k = 0, and we calculate λ∗ and ⟨G(·)⟩fλ

θ
under the assumption

of a fixed group-level selection strength λ = 10 and Hölder exponent θ = 2 near x = 1.

On the defector-cooperator edge of the simplex, the defector’s individual-level payoff advantage is

ΠDC(x) = πD(x) = πC(x) = c, (4.30)

and the average payoff of group members is given by

GDC(x) = (b− c)x. (4.31)

Because G(x) is a linearly increasing function of the fraction of cooperators if the benefit conferred by
cooperation exceeds the cost to cooperate, we have that

G∗ := max
x∈[0,1]

G(x) = G(1) = b− c (4.32a)

G∗ := min
x∈[0,1]

G(x) = G(0) = 0. (4.32b)

For the group-level reproduction rate G(x) = G(x)
G∗−G∗

, we can use these expressions for G∗ and G∗ allows
us to see that

G(x) = G(x)

G∗ −G∗
= x, (4.33)

reducing to the group-level reproduction formula derived for the case in which group-level victory
probabilities only depend on the difference in the fraction of cooperators between groups.

We can then use our expressions for GDC(x) and ΠDC to see that the threshold selection strength
required to sustain cooperation via multilevel selection is given by

λ∗
DC =

θΠDC(1)

GDC(1)− GDP (0)
= θc. (4.34)

⟨GDC(·)⟩fλ
θ
=

 0 λ < λ∗

(b− c)

(
1− θc

λ

)
: λ ≥ λ∗ (4.35)
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In Figure 4.4, we compare the average payoff achieved at steady state for multilevel selection on the
defector-cooperator edge of the simplex with the average payoff achieved on the defector-punisher edge
of the simplex. We explore cases of both per-interaction punishment costs and fixed punishment costs,
and explore how the difference in average payoff depends on the relative strength of between-group
selection λ. We see that, for the case of per-interaction punishment costs, the threshold selection
strength is always lower for multilevel dynamics on the defector-punisher edge of the simplex than
on the defector-cooperator edge of the simplex, and that the multilevel dynamics on the defector-
punishmer edge results in greater average payoffs achieved at steady state for the case of multilevel
dynamics on the defector-cooperator edge.

The situation is more nuanced when altruistic punishment features fixed punishment costs q > 0. In
this case, we see in Figure 4.4(top-right) that is possible for the multilevel dynamics to achieve greater
average payoffs on the defector-cooperator edge of the simplex than on the defector-punisher edge of the
simplex for all λ when the cost q of punishment is sufficiently large. When the cost q of punishment
is lower, we see in Figure 4.4(top-left) that it is possible for multilevel dynamics on the defector-
punisher edge of the simplex to achieve a greater average payoff than achieved on the defector-punisher
edge of the simplex for lower values of between-group selection strength λ, while multilevel dynamics
on defector-cooperator achieve a greater average payoff when between-group selection is sufficiently
strong. This suggests that costly punishment can help to sustain cooperative behavior in concert with
multilevel competition when competition between groups is relatively weak, but that punishment with
fixed costs can be unnecessary – and actually detrimental – when between-group selection is strong
enough for group-level competition to successfully promote cooperation on its own.

5 Multilevel Competition with Nonlinear Between-Group Replication
Rate

So far, we have considered the special case of addtively separable group-level victory probabilities,
which have allowed us to apply existing results to analytically characterize the long-time behavior of
the multilevel dynamics. While analytical tractability is a helpful feature of this class of group-level
victory probabilities, it is also important to consider whether the long-time behavior seen for this class
of group-level victory probabilities will generalize to a wider class of group-level victory probabilities.
In this section, we will consider the dynamics of multilevel selection for three group-level victory
probabilities ρ(z, u) that are not additively separable functions of the fraction z of altruistic punishers,
exploring group-level competition corresponding to the group-level Fermi update rule (Equation (3.12)),
to a group-level pairwise-comparison rule based on locally normalized differences in average payoffs
(Equation (3.13)), and to a group-level Tullock contest function (Equation (3.14)).

Unfortunately, unlike the case of additively separable group-level victory probabilities, the general form
of our PDE model from Equation (3.2) with pairwise group-level competition is not amenable to the
existing analytical approach discussed in Section 3.3. To explore the behavior in this case, we study
numerical simulations of the dynamics of multilevel selection using the group-level Fermi update rule
in Section 5.1 and perform similar simulations for the locally normalized pairwise comparison rule in
Section 5.2 and for the group-level Tullock contest function in Section 5.3. We see some qualitative
agreement between the dynamics under these group-level victory probabilities and our analytical results
for the additively separable victory-probability considered in Section 4.2, such as the fact that increasing
per-interaction cost of punishment can decrease the collective outcome at steady state (differing from
the expected result from a two-level replicator model as seen in Section B of the appendix). However,
one difference we observe between the three non-separable group-level victory probabilities is that
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Figure 4.4: Comparison of the average payoff at steady state achieved by multilevel dynamics on the defector-
punisher edge of the simplex (⟨GDP (·)⟩fλ

θ
)) and the defector-cooperator edge of the simplex ⟨GDP (·)⟩fλ

θ
)),

plotted as a function of the strength of between-group competition λ. We consider the case of fixed punishment
costs with k = 0 for both q = 0.25 (top-left) and q = 0.75 (top-right), as well as the case of per-interaction
punishment costs with q = 0 for both k = 0.15 (bottom-left) and k = 50.25 (bottom-right). The average
payoffs on the defector-punisher edge and the defector-cooperator edge are plotted with solid blue and red lines,
respectively. For the case of fixed punishment costs (top-left and top-right panels), we plot the average payoff
achieved in the limit as λ → ∞ on the defector-punisher edge (dashed red line) and on the defector-cooperator
edge (dashed blue line). For the case of per-interaction punishment costs (bottom-left and bottom-right panels),
we plot the average payoff achieved on each edge in the limit as λ → ∞ with a dashed black line (as this average
payoff agrees for this form of punishment cost). The other payoff parameters are fixed at b = 2, c = 1, and
p = 0.9, and we calculate the average payoffs at steady-state with Hölder exponent θ = 2 near the all-cooperator
equilibrium (on the defector-cooperator edge) or near the all-punisher equilibrium (on the defector-punisher
edge).

our simulations suggest that increasing the cost of punishment always improves the level of altruistic
punishment and average payoff achieved at steady state for the case of the Fermi rule and the locally
normalized pairwise-comparison rule, while the group-level Tullock contest rule appears to feature a
collective outcome featuring a similar non-monotonic dependence on the strength of punishment seen
in the additively separable case from Section 2.2.

29



5.1 Numerical Solutions for Group-Level Fermi Rule

We start by considering the dynamics of multilevel selection with group-level competition characterized
by the following victory probability corresponding to a group-level Fermi update rule:

ρ(x, u) =
1

2
[1 + tanh (s [G(x)−G(u)]))]. (5.1)

Because the group-level victory probability ρ(z, u) is not additively separable function of the fractions
z and u of altruistic punishers, the group-level replication term in Equation (3.2) will be nonlinear for
this victory probability ρ(x, u), so the analytical results we have from Section (3.3) do not apply in
this case. Instead, we perform numerical simulations using an upwind finite-volume scheme that we
describe in Section E.1, studying numerical solutions for our PDE model of multilevel selection starting
from a uniform initial distribution of strategy compositions within groups.

In Figure 5.1, we present snapshots of the time-dependent solutions to the multilevel dynamics of
Equation (3.2) with the group-level victory probability given by Equation (5.1). For a small value of
the relative between-group selection strength λ = 0.1, we see that the population competition quickly
concentrates towards the all-defector composition x = 0 and the altruistic cooperators are eliminated
from the population (Figure 5.1, left). For a large value of the between-group selection strength λ = 2,
we see that the numerical solutions starting from an initial uniform distribution appear to converge to
a steady-state density supporting many groups with high proportions of altruistic punishers.

Figure 5.1: Snapshots of densities obtained at various times t using upwind finite volume simulation of
multilevel PDE model starting from uniform initial distribution for the case per-interaction punishment costs.
We consider values of λ = 0.1 (left) and λ = 2 (right) of the relative strength of between-group competition.
The color of the densities plotted corresponds to the time at which the solution was evaluated, with the values
of time given in the colorbar next to each panel. The payoff parameters for both panels were fixed at b = 2,
c = 1, p = 0.5, k = 0.1, and q = 0, and the numerical simulations were run for 600 time-steps (left) and 2400
time-steps (right) with step-size ∆t = 0.006.

In Figure 5.2, we look to compare the long-time behavior of our model of multilevel selection with
the Fermi group-level victory probability for different strengths of punishment p. We present the
steady state densities achieved under the multilevel dynamics after 9,600 timesteps for the case of
per-interaction punishment costs k > 0, assuming the uniform strategic distribution of groups for each
strength of punishment. We see that increasing the strength of punishment results in steady-state
densities featuring increasing fractions of altruistic punishers. We see that the proportion of groups
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with high fractions of altruistic punishers increases with the strength of punishment p, with many
group concentrated near the all-punisher equilibrium for the largest value of p considered in Figure 5.2.

Figure 5.2: Comparison of numerically computed solutions after 9,600 time-steps of step size ∆t = 0.006
under Fermi group-level victory probability for various values of the strength of punishment p. The other payoff
parameters were fixed at b = 2, c = 1, k = 1, and q = 0, the relative strength of between-group selection is
fixed at λ = 1.55, the group-level Fermi rule used the payoff sensitivity parameter s = 2, and the population of
groups was initialized with a uniform strategic distribution.

We can also plot the average level of cooperation and the average payoff of group members after a large
number of time-steps for various strengths of between-group selection λ and strengths of punishment q
for defection. Using the plot of average long-time payoff (Figure 5.3), we see that there are strengths of
fixed punishment costs q and fixed values of λ for which varying the strength of punishment k can allow
for the possibility of convergence to a delta-function at the all-defector equilibrium, convergence to a
steady state density featuring coexistence of many different compositions of defectors and altruistic
punishers within-groups, and convergence upon a delta-function at the all-punisher equilibrium.

For fixed punishment cost q, we see that the average payoff and fraction of punishers at steady state
increases with the strength of punishment p until reaching the values achieved for the steady state at
which the population consists entirely of altruistic punishers. For each strength of punishment p, we see
that average payoff and fraction of punishers at steady state decreases as we increase the fixed cost q
of punishing defectors. Unlike the case of the globally normalized local group-level update rule studied
in Section 4.2, we see monotonic dependence of the average payoff and average levels of cooperation
on the punishment strength p and punishment costs q, which aligns with an intuitive expectation that
increasing the strength of punishment or decreasing the cost of punishment should be expected to ease
the ability to achieve cooperation via multilevel selection.

In Figure 5.4, we also consider the long-time average payoff and average level of altruistic punishment
achieved in the case in which there are only per-interaction punishment costs (with k > 0 and q = 0).
In this case, the average payoff at steady state appears to be a decreasing function of the punishment
cost k (Figure 5.4, right). Despite the fact that average payoff appears to decrease with increasing per-
interaction punishment cost k, we also see in Figure 5.4(right) that the fraction of altruistic punishment
achieved after 9600 time-steps increases with increasing punishment cost under multilevel selection with
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Figure 5.3: Average payoff (left) and fraction of altruistic punishers (right) achieved by numerical solutions
of the model after 9600 time-steps with step-size ∆t = 0.006 for the model with fixed cost of punishment q > 0
(and k = 0), plotted as a function of the strength of punishment p. Each line corresponds to a different fixed
cost q for punishment. The other payoff parameters were fixed at b = 2, c = 1„ the strength of between-group
selection was λ = 5, the sensitivity parameter for group payoff in the Fermi update rule was fixed at s = 1, and
the initial strategic distribution of groups was a uniform density (corresponding to a strategic distribution with
Hölder exponent θ = 1 near z = 1).

the Fermi group-level victory probability. This agrees with the behavior seen in the case of the density
steady states plotted in Figure 4.1 for the globally normalized local group update rule, in which a
greater level of altruistic punishment was seen at steady state in the panel featuring a higher cost of
per-interaction punishment cost k.

The observation that average payoff achieved under multilevel selection can decrease with increasing
per-interaction punishment cost in the case of the group-level Fermi victory probability is consistent
with the behavior seen in the case of the globally normalized group-level local update rule studied
in Section 4.2. In the latter case, we saw above in Figure 4.1(right) that the analytically computed
average payoff decreased with punishment strength k. However, in Section B of the appendix, we
explore the case in which multilevel selection follows a two-level replicator equation, and see that the
average payoff at steady state is independent of the per-interaction punishment cost. This suggests that
this dependence of long-time payoff on the per-interaction punishment cost may be a feature specific
to our models of pairwise between-group competition, and that incorporating group-level frequency
dependence in competition between groups can produce different qualitative behaviors from the long-
time collective outcome seen in two-level replicator equation featuring frequency-independent group-
level competition.

5.2 Behavior of Numerical Solutions for Locally Normalized Pairwise Comparison
Rule

We can also explore the behavior of numerical solutions for a variety of other pairwise group-level
victory probabilities. In Figure 5.5, we plot the average payoff and average level of altruistic punish
achieved by the multilevel dynamics of Equation (3.15) using the local group-level victory probability
with pairwise normalization

ρ(z, u) =
1

2
+

1

2

[
G(z)−G(u)

|G(z)|+|G(u)|

]
(5.2)
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Figure 5.4: Average payoff (left) and average fraction of altruistic punishers (right) for numerical solutions
after 9,600 time-steps with step-size ∆t = 0.006 of multilevel model with Fermi group-level victory probability
in the case of per-interaction costs of punishment (with k > 0 and q = 0). Each line corresponds to a different
per-interaction cost of punishment k. The other parameters were fixed at the values b = 2, c = 1, s = 1, and
λ = 2, and the simulations were run from a uniform initial strategic distribution of groups.

for the case of fixed punishment costs (q > 0). In Figure 5.5, we plot the average payoff and average
fraction of altruistic punishers achieved after 9600 timestep by numerical solutions of the multilevel
dynamics under this update rule. Unlike the case of globally normalized group-level competition
studied in Section 4.2, we see from Figure 5.5(left) that the average payoff achieved at steady state
appears to be an increasing function of the punishment strength p for all fixed punishment costs q under
consideration. Unlike the case of the group-level Fermi update rule, we see from Figure 5.5(right) that
there are punishment strengths p for which increasing the punishment cost q can result in an increase in
the fraction of altruistic punishers present in the long-time population, even though such populations
with higher punishment costs achieve a lower long-time collective payoff.

From studying multilevel dynamics with fixed costs of punishment with both the globally-normalized
and pairwise-normalized local group update rules, we see that different qualitative behaviors appear to
arise depending on the form we assume for group-level victory probabilities and the manner in which me
normalize differences in collective average payoffs to produce a probability of winning a pairwise group
conflict. The discrepancy between the monotonic and non-monotonic dependence of average payoff
on the strength of punishment between the globally and pairwise normalized local update rules raises
questions as to whether one of these update rules is a better choice for understanding how differences
in the average payoffs of groups may impact a group’s ability in pairwise group-level competition.
This suggests that further numerical and analytical study of such models of multilevel selection with
pairwise group-level competition may be helpful for understanding the role of group-level frequency
dependence on evolutionary dynamics operating across multiple levels of selection.

5.3 Behavior of Numerical Solutions for Tullock Contest Function

Finally, we study the dynamics of multilevel selection with the group-level victory probability following
the Tullock contest function

ρ(z, u) =
(G(z)−G∗)

1/a

(G(z)−G∗)
1/a + (G(u) +G∗)

1/a
. (5.3)
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Figure 5.5: Average payoff (left) and fraction of altruistic punishers (right) achieved by numerical solutions
of the model after 9600 time-steps for model with local group update rule with pairwise normalization and
fixed cost of punishment q > 0 (and k = 0), plotted as a function of the strength of punishment p. Each line
corresponds to a different fixed cost q for punishment. The other parameters were fixed at the same values as
in Figures 5.3 and 5.5, with b = 2, c = 1„ λ = 5, and the simulations were run from a uniform initial strategic
distribution of groups.

This group-level victory probability ρ(z, u) provides an example of a form of group-level conflict that is
not additively separable, but that requires the difference G(z)−G∗ between the average group payoff
and the minimum possible group-level payoff to incorporate negative collective payoffs to a probability
of group-level success.

In Figure 5.6, we plot the average payoff and average fraction of altruistic punishers achieved after 9,600
time-steps under multilevel selection with the Tullock constant function and fixed punishment costs
q > 0. We see that, for sufficiently strong fixed costs of punishment q, the average payoff achieved after
a large number of time-steps can feature a non-monotonic dependence of the strength of punishment
p. In particular, as in the analytical results obtained the case of the local pairwise-comparison group
update rule with global normalization studied in Section 4.2, we see that it is possible that strengthening
punishment can cause a marginal decrease in the collective outcome for the population. By plotting
the average level of altruistic punishment achieved after a long time in Figure 5.5(right), we also see
that increasing the fixed cost q of altruistic punishment can increase the level of altruistic punishment
achieved in the long-time limit, even though we see from Figure 5.5(left) that increasing punishment
costs leads to a decrease in average payoff achieved.

Remark 5.1. From our exploration of various group-level victory probabilities, we saw a non-monotonic
dependence of average long-time payoff on the strength of punishment p only for the globally normalized
local group update rule and the group-level Tullock contest function. These were the two group-level
victory probabilities we considered that depended on either the maximum or minimum possible average
group payoffs G∗ and G∗, which potentially suggests that the non-monotonic behavior is a consequence
of the decrease in the minimum possible payoff G∗ that occurs when the strength of punishment in-
creases. This distinction between these two victory probabilities and the group-level victory probabilities
ρ(z, u) depending only on the average payoffs G(z) and G(u) of the competiting groups (such as in the
group-level Fermi rule and the locally normalized local update rule) suggests that the modeling choice
of a victory probability will depend on whether we would like to describe competition between groups
based on absolute differences in payoffs or based on relative differences in collective payoffs relative set
context by baseline reference payoffs.
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Figure 5.6: Average payoff (left) and fraction of altruistic punishers (right) achieved by numerical solutions
of the model after 9600 time-steps for model with the group-level Tullock contest function and fixed cost of
punishment q > 0 (and k = 0), plotted as a function of the strength of punishment p. Each line corresponds to
a different fixed cost q for punishment. The sensitivity parameter for the Tullock contest function was set to
a = 1

2 , the other parameters were fixed at the same values as in Figures 5.3, and 5.5, with b = 2, c = 1, λ = 5,
and the simulations were run from a uniform initial strategic distribution of groups.

6 Multilevel Dynamics with Defectors, Cooperators, and Altruistic
Punishers

So far, we have only considered the dynamics of multilevel selection when groups can be composed of
two types of individuals, either considering groups featuring only defectors and cooperators or groups
featuring only defectors and altruistic punishers. It is also natural to ask how our model of multilevel
selection with within-group altruistic punishment behaves when groups can take any composition on
the three-strategy simplex. In this section, we consider multilevel dynamics in the case of evolutionary
competition in the presence of all three strategies. We present results of numerical simulations of an
upwind finite-volume scheme for our trimorphic PDE model for multilevel selection, exploring how
competition between-groups can combine with individual-level punishment to promote cooperative
behavior in the long-run population.

We will focus on the case of additively separable group-level victory functions of the form

ρ(x, y;u, v) =
1

2
+

1

2
[G(x, y)− G(u, v)] (6.1)

for a function G(x, y) satisfying |G(x, y)|≤ 1 for all possible strategic compositions (x, y), (u, v) ∈ ∆2.
For group-level replication rates of this form, we see that

ρ(x, y;u, v)− ρ(u, v;x, y) = G(x, y)− G(u, v), (6.2)
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and therefore the multilevel dynamics of Equation (3.15) take the following form

∂f(t, x, y)

∂t
= − ∂

∂x
[x {(1− x) (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))− y (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))} f(t, x, y)]

− ∂

∂y
[y {(1− y) (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))− x (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))} f(t, x, y)]

+ λf(t, x, y)

[
G(x, y)−

∫ 1

0

∫ 1−u

0
G(u, v)f(t, u, v)dvdu

]
.

(6.3)

This PDE is in the form of a two-level replicator equation for multilevel selection with three types of
individuals, which has previously been studied in a model for multilevel dynamics of protocell evolution
featuring three types of genetic replicators [51]. To compute numerical solutions for this PDE, we adapt
the finite volume approach used to study the existing model for protocell evolution. We present the
details of this numerical scheme in Section E.2.

In the remainder of this section, we focus on two additively separable group-level victory probabilities,
highlighting group-level victory probabilities that we previously studied when restricting to the case
of two strategies. In Section 6.1, we study numerical solutions for the pairwise group-level victory
probability introduced by Boyd and coauthors that describes the chances of group-level success in
terms of the difference in the fraction of defectors between two competing groups. In Section 6.2,
we consider trimorphic multilevel dynamics in the case of the group-level victory determined by the
difference in average payoffs of competing groups normalized by the maximum possible difference in
average group payoff G∗ −G∗.

6.1 Trimorphic Multilevel Competition Depending on Differences in Fraction of
Defectors

We first look to understand the dynamics of multilevel selection in the version of the PDE model with
group-level victory probability given by

ρ (x, y;u, v) =
1

2
+

1

2
[(1− y)− (1− v)] =

1

2
+

1

2
[v − y] (6.4)

in which the group-level victory probability depends on the difference in fraction of individuals display-
ing cooperative behavior within the two groups (namely we are considering the fraction of individuals
who are either pure cooperators (C) or altruistic punishers (P ) in each group). This is the version of
pairwise between-group competition considered in the stochastic model employed by Boyd and coau-
thors [40]. This choice of group-level victory probability corresponds to a net group-level reproduction
rate

G(x, y) = 1− y, (6.5)

and we can study multilevel competition with this group-level victory probability by studying numerical
solutions of Equation (6.3) with this net group-level reproduction rate.

In Figure 6.1, we present snapshots of numerical solution to the multilevel dynamics of Equation (6.3)
in the case of per-interaction punishment costs (p > 0, q = 0) and group-level competition featuring the
net reproduction rate G(x, y) = 1 − y. Starting from a uniform initial density of group compositions,
we plot how the density of strategic compositions changes over time. After only 10 time-steps, we
see that the population of groups has moved towards compositions featuring many cooperators and
altruistic punishers. As time progresses the fraction of defectors further decreases, but the distribution
of strategic compositions also places more weight on groups close to the all-punisher equilibrium.
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By 20,000 time-steps, we see that the vast majority of groups have achieved a composition mostly
composed of altruistic punishers, indicating that multilevel selection can support the persistence of
a high level of altruistic punishment in the case of per-interaction punishment costs and pairwise
group-level competition depending only differences in the fraction of defectors in each group.

Figure 6.1: Numerical solutions for the finite volume approximation of the multilevel dynamics of cooperator-
defector-punisher competition when between-group competition is determined by difference in fractions of coop-
erative individuals. Solutions displayed for the case of per-interaction punishment (k = 0.1, q = 0), punishment
strength of p = 0.5, relative selection strength λ = 4, and payoff parameters b = 3 and c = 1 for the donation
game. Each panel corresponds the the approximate density of ρ(t, x, y) after 10 (top-left), 1,000 (top-right),
5,000 (bottom-left), and 20,000 (bottom-right) time-steps with a time increment ∆t = 0.015.

We can also consider how the fraction of individuals displaying cooperative behavior changes under
the trimorphic dynamics as we change the strength of between-group selection λ and the strength of
punishment p. For the case of net group-level reproduction rate G(x, y) = 1− y, we plot in Figure 6.2
the average sum of the fractions of cooperators and altruistic punishers (adding up to the fraction of
non-defectors 1 − y) achieved after 20,000 time-steps as a function of group-level selection strength.
In Figure 6.2(left), we compare the average fraction of non-defectors to analytical results from Section
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4.1 for the levels of altruistic punishment and cooperation achieved at steady state starting from a
uniform initial strategy distribution for multilevel dynamics restricted to the defector-punisher and
defector-cooperator edges of the simplex, respectively. We see that the average level of non-defection
strategies for the trimorphic dynamics matches well with the average fraction of altruistic punishers
at steady state on the defector-dimer edge of the simplex, achieving a greater degree of cooperative
behavior in the underlying donation game than is seen in multilevel competition featuring groups with
only defectors and non-punishing cooperators. This agrees qualitatively with the prediction from the
stochastic model by Boyd and coauthors, who showed that the presence of altruistic punishers allowed
the achievement of greater levels of cooperative behavior via multilevel selection than would be achieved
by defectors and pure cooperators alone.

In Figure 6.2(right), we plot the average fraction of non-defectors achieved after 40,000 time-steps of
the trimorphic multilevel dynamics for various strengths of punishment p. We see that increasing the
strength of punishment increases the level of cooperative behavior achieved, which is also consistent
with the behavior of the stochastic model of Boyd and coauthors [40]. Consistent with the result from
Figure 6.2, we see that the level of non-defection achieved for each punishment strength consider exceeds
the analytically calculated level of cooperation achieved for multilevel dynamics on the cooperator-
defector edge of the simplex.

Figure 6.2: Comparison of total fraction of individuals cooperating in the donation under numerical simulations
of multilevel dynamics after 40,000 time-steps of step size ∆t = 0.015 when pairwise group-level competition
depends on the difference in the number of cooperative individuals between the two groups. Average fraction of
non-defectors 1− y achieved under numerical simulations are plotted as functions of the strength λ of between-
group competition. Left: Comparison of average fraction of non-defectors 1 − y for numerical simulation on
the full cooperator-defector-punisher simplex (solid blue line) with analytical results for the average fraction
of altruistic punishers at steady the defector-punisher edge of simplex from Equation (4.6) (dashed black line)
and the average fraction of cooperators achieved at steady state on the cooperator-defector edge of the simplex
(dashed orange line) from Equation (4.15). Right: Comparison of fraction of non-defectors 1−y achieved under
numerical simulations of trimorphic dynamics for different values of the strength of punishment p (solid lines),
as well as the average fraction of cooperators achieved under multilevel competition on cooperator-defector edge
of the simplex (dashed blue line). Other payoff parameters are given by b = 3, c = 1, k = 0.1, and q = 0,
and the trimorphic numerical simulations are started from an initial uniform distribution of strategies. he
analytical results for multilevel dynamics on the defector-cooperator and defector-punisher edges of the simplex
are calculated under the assumption of an initial Hölder exponent of θ = 1 near the all-cooperator or all-punisher
equilibrium, respectively.
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6.2 Trimorphic Multilevel Competition Depending on Normalized Differences in
Average Payoffs

Now we will look to consider numerical simulations for the three-strategy generalization of the pairwise
group-level victory function G(z) = G(z)

G∗−G∗
that we studied in Section 4.2. To do this, we consider

pairwise between-group competition depending on the local update rule normalized by global payoff
differences, which is characterized by the group-level victory probability given by

ρ(x, y;u, v) =
1

2

[
1 +

G(x, y)−G(u, v)

G∗(∆2)−G∗(∆2)

]
, (6.6)

where the quantities G∗(∆2) := max(x,y)∈∆2 G(x, y) and G∗(∆
2) = min(x,y)∈∆2 G(x, y) allow us to

study the maximum possible difference G∗(∆2) − G∗(∆
2) in average group payoffs. This choice of

group-level victory probability allows us to incorporate the differences between average payoff of group
members in the two competing groups, and will highlight differences in effects of per-interaction and
fixed costs for punishing defectors.
In Figure 6.3, we plot numerical solutions achieved by the trimorphic multilevel dynamics when the
group-level victory probability follows the local group-level update rule from Equation (6.6) with global
normalization of average payoff differences. We compare numerical solutions for this model for examples
of both fixed and per-interaction punishment costs and for two different values of between-group
selection strength λ. For the case of per-interaction punishment costs k > 0, we see that the long-time
solutions of the trimorphic dynamics features densities primarily supporting strategic compositions
close to the all-punisher equilibrium for both group-level selection strengths considered. However,
for the case of fixed interaction costs q > 0, we see that the trimorphic dynamics feature a large
proportion of all-punisher groups for the lower value of λ = 3, but the trimorphic dynamics primarily
support compositions close to the all-cooperator state when λ = 10. This behavior is consistent with
the observations seen in Figure 4.4 when comparing the collective payoffs achieved at steady state
for multilevel competition on the defector-cooperator and defector-punisher edges of the simplex in
the case of fixed punishment costs. In this case, the long-time outcome seen in Figure 6.3(bottom-
left) and 6.3(bottom-right) is consistent with the observation that a group-structured population on the
defector-cooperator edge of the simplex can achieve higher average payoffs at steady state than achieved
on the defector-punisher edge for lower strengths λ of between-group selection, while groups on the
defector-cooperator edge achieve better collective outcomes in the presence of stronger between-group
selection.
In Figure 6.4, we explore the long-time average payoff achieved under the trimorphic multilevel dynam-
ics in the case group-level victory probability described by Equation (6.6). We plot the average payoff
achieved for various relative strengths of between-group competition λ for both a case of per-interaction
punishment costs alone (Figure 6.4, left) and for a case of fixed punishment costs alone (Figure 6.4,
right). For comparison, we also plot the analytical expressions for the average payoff at steady state
for multilevel selection with pairwise between-group selection on both the D-C and D-P edges of the
simplex, exploring the extent to which including all three strategies can alter the long-time behavior of
multilevel selection relative to competition occurring only between defectors and either cooperator or
altruistic punishers. For the case of per-interaction punishment costs, we find that the average payoff
for numerical solutions to the trimorphic dynamics after 20,000 time-steps have good agreement with
the analytical expression for the average payoff received at steady state for multilevel dynamics in
groups featuring only defectors and altruistic punishers for all values of λ considered.
For the case of fixed cost of punishment, we see from Figure 6.4 (right) that the average payoff achieved
under the trimorphic multilevel dynamics has a more complicated comparison with the analytical results
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Figure 6.3: Numerical solutions achieved after 40,000 time-steps of the finite volume approximation of the
multilevel dynamics of cooperator-defector-punisher competition based on normalized group-level update rule.
We consider cases of punishment with per-interaction costs alone (with q = 0, k = 0.1) for between-group
selection strength λ = 3 (top-left) and λ = 10 (top-right), as well as a case of fixed cost of punishment alone
(with q = 0.1, k = 0) for λ = 3 (bottom-left) and λ = 10 (bottom-right). Other payoff parameters were fixed at
b = 3, c = 1, and p = 0.5, and the initial strategy composition was the uniform density u(0, x, y) = 1.
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for average payoff achieved on the defector-cooperator and defector-punisher edges of the simplex. The
long-time average payoff has good agreement with the formula for average payoff achieved on the
defector-punisher edge of the simplex for lower values of λ, and agrees with the average payoff achieved
on the defector-cooperator edge of the simplex for larger values of λ. In particular, the average
payoff achieved by the numerical solutions of the trimorphic dynamics seems to have relatively good
agreement with the analytical expression for average payoff on the edge of the simplex that features
a higher payoff at steady state for the given strength of between-group selection. Because we have
seen in Section 3.3 that the multilevel competition for groups composed of two strategies seems to be
determined as a tug-of-war between the individual and collective incentives determined by the payoffs
achieved at the monomorphic states of the population, the agreement in collective payoff achieved in
the trimorphic model with the behavior on the edges of the simplex perhaps suggests that multilevel
competition featuring all three strategies may depend on a tug-of-war between the collective success
of all-cooperator, all-defector, and all-punisher groups.

Figure 6.4: Comparison of long-time behavior for numerical simulations of multilevel dynamics when pairwise
between-group competition depends on differences in average payoff in groups. Comparison of average payoffs
for case of per-interaction costs for punishing defectors (left) and case of fixed costs for punishing defectors
(right). Solid blue lines describe the average payoff computed for numerical solutions of trimorphic multilevel
dynamics on defector-cooperator-punisher simplex after 24,000 timesteps with time increment of ∆t = 0.015.
The orange dashed lines describes analytical expression average payoff on the defector-punisher edge of the
simplex (from Equation (4.28) in left panel and (4.29) in right panel), while the black dashed lines corresponds
to analytically computed average payoffs for multilevel competition on the defector-punisher edge of the simplex
(computed from Equation (4.35)). Payoff parameters were b = 3 and c = 1, strength of punishment was set to
p = 0.5, and the costs of punishment were given by k = 0.1 and q = 0 (left) or q = 0.1 and k = 0 (right).

Remark 6.1. The relatively good correspondence seen between the numerically calculated average payoff
for the trimorphic multilevel dynamics and analytical results for dynamics on the edges of the simplex
appears to hold for large strengths of fixed punishment k, but appears to break down in the case of
stronger fixed punishmetn strengths like q = 0.4. We explore this behavior in Section B.2, in which we
also compare the behavior of trimorphic and dimorphic PDE models for multilevel selection based on
two-level replicator equations describe frequency-independent group-level competition.

Given the similarities and differences seen between the numerical simulations for the trimorphic mul-
tilevel dynamics and existing analytical results for two-strategy composition on the edges of the three-
strategy simplex, there appears to be substantial room for further analytical exploration for three-strategy
multilevel dynamics as well as future work on more comprehensive numerical approaches for studying
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solutions of PDE models for multilevel selection. One potential direction for expanding numerical ex-
ploration is to incorporate more explicitly the possibility that the strategic composition of a population
can accumulate upon delta-measures at equilibria of the within-group dynamics, which has recently
been explored in related models of Wright-Fisher-Kimura diffusion equations describing the dynamics
individual-level selection in the presence of genetic drift [65–69].

7 Discussion

In this paper, we have formulated PDE models for multilevel selection incorporating pairwise between-
group competition and a mechanism of altruistic punishment within groups. Building off of a stochastic
approach introduced by Boyd and coauthors [40], we see that altruistic punishment and group-level
competition can work in concert to help promote the evolution of cooperative behavior via multilevel
selection. Studying a deterministic PDE model for cultural multilevel selection allows us to obtain
an analytical characterization of many of the qualitative predictions made by Boyd and coauthors
using stochastic individual-based models, showing how the collective success of groups under multilevel
selection can depend on the strength of altruistic punishment and the modes by which cooperative
individuals incur costs to punish defectors in their groups. By introducing more general formulations
of group-level victory probabilities that depend on the difference in average payoff between groups,
we were further able to gain further insight into the role of the group-level frequency dependence
on the evolution of cooperative behaviors under cultural multilevel selection. Notably, we found a
surprising long-time behavior in which the average steady-state payoff achieved in our model could
have a non-monotonic dependence on the strength of altruistic punishment, a behavior that does
not appear to hold for the case of group-level victory probabilities based only on the difference in
the fraction of cooperative individuals [40] or when considering PDE models of multilevel selection
featuring frequency-independent group-level competition [49, 50].

The formulation of PDE models for multilevel selection with pairwise between-group competition and
the within-group mechanism of altruistic punishment serves as one step in trying to obtain an ana-
lytically tractable understanding of the synergistic effects of within-group and group-level mechanisms
for the promotion of cooperation. While the particular form of group-level competition used in the
model by Boyd and coauthors [40] can be described in terms of PDE models with known long-time
behavior, the more general class of potential models for pairwise between-group competition motivates
new directions for understanding the role of group-level frequency-dependence on evolutionary dynam-
ics with group-level competition. By considering existing models of pairwise-comparison dynamics
typically used to study individual-level social learning, we can explore families of functions describ-
ing group-level frequency-dependence motivated by the Fermi update rule [53], the local update rule
[54, 55], and individual-level logit dynamics [70, 71]. The pairwise group-level victory probabilities
also resemble the analogues of logit or pairwise-comparison dynamics for continuous-strategy games
[72], and considering group-level competition that are not additively separable motivates connections
to stochastic models for multilevel selection in which group-level competition is governed by nonlinear
replication or death rates [11, 73]. By considering this broader class of functional forms describing
between-group competition, we get to explore how robust our predictions are for different assumptions
for the dynamics of competition between groups.

While we have focused on modeling multilevel selection with pairwise between-group competition in
this paper, it is also natural to ask how altruistic punishment and group-level competition can work
in concert to promote cooperation in the case of frequency-independent group-level competition. In
Section B of the appendix, we study the long-time behavior of a two-level replicator equation for
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multilevel selection, exploring how altruistic punishment interacts with existing PDE models with
group-level replication rates depending only on the composition of the replicating group. Considering
both analytical results for a two-level replicator equation for dimorphic defector-punisher competition
and numerical simulations for trimorphic multilevel dynamics featuring all three strategies, we find
that altruistic punishment and frequency-independent group-level competition work synergistically to
promote greater collective payoff and facilitate the evolution of cooperative behavior. However, unlike
the results in Sections 2.2 and 5, we see that collective payoff at steady state is always independent
of per-interaction punishment costs k and never features a non-monotonic dependence on the strength
of punishment p. This discrepancy between two-level replicator models and models with pairwise
group conflicts potentially suggests that these interesting behaviors seen in Sections 2.2 and 5 could
be attributed to the effects of group-level frequency dependence and the forms of group-level victory
probabilities considered in this paper.

In addition to our approach for modeling pairwise between-group competition in PDE models of multi-
level selection, the analysis in our paper differs from prior work on PDE models of multilevel selection
due to differences between the behavior of altruistic punishment and other within-group mechanisms
like assortment, other-regarding preference, within-group network structure, and forms of direct and
indirect reciprocity based on conditional cooperation [50, 52]. While we were able to see scenarios in
which average payoff of group members was minimized for an intermediate fraction of altruistic pun-
ishers, each of the previously studied mechanisms produces average payoff functions that are strictly
increasing in the fraction of cooperative individuals when game-theoretic interactions consist of a dona-
tion game. To explore this difference, we consider in Section C of the appendix an analysis of multilevel
selection with pairwise between-group competition when within-group interactions follow a model for
the image-scoring rule of indirect reciprocity [8, 74] and the group-level victory probability depends
on a globally normalized difference in average payoff of group members. Compared to the results of
Section 2.2, we see threshold selection strength and average payoff at steady state always have a mono-
tonic dependence on the parameter Q corresponding to the probability that a cooperative individual
successfully identifies a defector and punishes them with defection. This suggests that perhaps some
of the interesting behaviors seen in our model for multilevel selection with pairwise group conflict are
most salient when individual-level interactions feature altruistic punishment, motivating future consid-
eration of studying how multilevel selection and altruistic punishment can work in concert to promote
the evolution of cooperative behaviors.

Our focus in this paper was on game-theoretic models of cooperative behavior based on the donation
game, in which the average payoff of group members is always maximized by having a group composed
entirely of cooperators. However, previous work on multilevel selection in evolutionary games has also
explored cases of games in which the average payoff of group members is maximized by intermediate
fractions of cooperation. In existing PDE models featuring frequency-independent group-level compe-
tition, games with an intermediate group-level optima have displayed an interesting behavior called
the “shadow of lower-level selection”. For such games, the long-time average payoff achieved by the
population under a two-level replicator equation cannot exceed the average payoff of the all-cooperator
group, even in the limit of infinitely strong between-group competition, preventing the achievement of
the socially optimal level of cooperation that maximizes the average payoff of group members. An in-
teresting question for future research is whether this behavior seen in PDE models with replicator-like
group-level competition holds as well for PDE models of multilevel selection with pairwise group-
level competition, and whether such behaviors will generalize for a wider variety of models featuring
group-level frequency dependence.

Many existing PDE models of multilevel selection have made a variety of simplifying assumptions
about the dynamics of selection at multiple levels of organization, from the assumption that groups
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produce exact copies of themselves to the assumption that group-level success does not depend on the
composition of the population of groups other than the focal group. This paper focuses on relaxing
the assumption of group-level success depending only on the composition of the given group, allowing
group-level competition to depend on the relative strategic compositions of groups that engage in a
pairwise competition for group-level reproduction. However, it is also possible to relax other simplifying
assumptions in this model to see how pairwise between-group competition can be used to understand
evolutionary competition incorporating effects of group-level fission or extinction events [73, 75–78],
density-dependent population dynamics within groups with nonconstant size [77, 79], cultural imitation
of groups that win in pairwise conflicts [80], or including additional evolutionary forces like migration,
mutation, strategic exploration, or group-level randomness [40, 81–83]. Such extensions can be useful
for understanding the robustness of results obtained from our simplified PDE model, and to understand
how the dynamics of multilevel selection may depend on different factors imposed by incorporating
increasing realism into models of biological and cultural evolution.

So far, most analytical results for PDE models of multilevel selection have focused on the case of group-
structured populations featuring two types of individuals. By considering multilevel competition for
three-strategy games, we are able to extend the scope of strategic interactions that can be described by
such models, and we can explore how the group-level tug-of-war based on average payoff of all-defector,
all-cooperator, and all-punisher groups can impact the evolution of cooperative and punishing behaviors
via multilevel selection. So far, we have only considered numerical simulations of our PDE model for
multilevel selection with three strategies, but the good agreement seen in comparison of our numerical
simulations with analytical results obtained for two-strategy multilevel dynamics on the edges of the
three-strategy simplex suggest that the long-time behavior of the trimorphic PDE models may depend
on the tug-of-war between the collective advantage of all-cooperator or all-punisher groups over the
all-defector group and the individual advantage of defectors within any group. This correspondence
between numerical solutions for three-strategy multilevel dynamics and analytical results for two-
strategy dynamics was also seen in PDE models for multilevel selection for protocell evolution [51],
providing further motivation to pursue future analytical work on PDE models for multilevel selection
in groups featuring three or more strategies.

In this paper, we primarily incorporate group-level frequency dependence in our PDE model for multi-
level selection by assuming that pairwise group-level competition depends on differences in the average
payoffs obtained by the members of two competing groups. However, it is also possible to consider
group-level interactions that allow for cooperative interactions between groups [64], in which collective
interactions between groups help to determine a group-level replication rate based on some combina-
tion of payoffs obtained by individual interactions within groups and collective interactions between
groups. Such social dilemma arising from incentives to compete and cooperate both within and between
groups have been studied in the context of hierarchical public goods games, and interesting directions
for future work are to explore how nested models of within-group and between-group competition can
be used to explore how effort taken in within-group interactions can impact cooperation and conflict
between groups [59–61, 63] and understanding how group-level conflict and competition can impact
within-group behaviors and interactions [84–87]. Such hierarchical social dilemmas provide scenarios in
which a cooperative behavior within a group may correspond to a selfish behavior within a population
of groups [88], further producing tensions between levels of selection and motivating further work on
multilevel selection with group-level game-theoretic interactions.

Overall, both considering the within-group mechanism of altruistic punishment and the formulation
of a PDE model for multilevel selection with pairwise between-group selection have allowed us to see
new behaviors relative to prior work on two-level replicator equation models for multilevel selection.
Analytical and numerical exploration of these PDE models for cultural multilevel selection also provide
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a complementary role to existing simulation studies describing cross-scale features in the evolution of
social norms or altruistic punishment. However, there is substantial room for further study on the
dynamics of the PDE models considered in this paper and efforts to connect these PDE models with
stochastic, individual-based approaches, allowing us to achieve a deeper understanding of the role
of group-level frequency dependence can play in establishing the evolution of cooperative traits and
behaviors in both biological and cultural evolution. We hope that this approach for understanding
multilevel selection with pairwise group-level competition can be applied to further understand evo-
lutionary tensions between levels of selection across a range of systems featuring frequency-dependent
competition occurring at multiple levels of organization.
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A Deriving Steady-State Densities for Additively Separable Group-
Level Victory Probabilities

In Section 4, we characterized the long-time behavior of the dynamics of multilevel selection for the
case of pairwise between-group competition featuring additively separable group-level victory proba-
bilities. Proposition 4.1 provided our characterization for the cases of a group-level victory probability
depending on the difference in average fraction of altruistic punishers between groups (corresponding
to a net group-level reproduction rate G(z) = z), while Proposition 4.4 described analogous results for
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the case in which group-level victory depended on the difference in average group payoffs normalized
by the maximum possible difference in group payoffs G∗ − G∗ (corresponding to a net group-level
reproduction rate of G(z) = G(z)

G∗−G∗
).

While the long-time behavior of both models is determined by direct application of the general results
Theorems 3.4 and 3.5, calculating the explicit expression for the steady state densities can be useful
for plotting and interpreting the form of steady state densities for each of these group-level victory
scenarios. In this section, we present the details of the derivations of the steady state densities for
these two group-level victory scenarios, applying the result of Theorem 3.4 to derive the form of our
steady state densities for the net group-level reproduction rates G(z) = z (for Proposition 4.1) and
G(z) = G(z)

G∗−G∗
(for Proposition 4.4).

We now derive the family of steady state densities fλ
θ (z) from Proposition 4.1 for pairwise group-level

competition based on the difference of altruistic punishers between groups.

Derivation of Steady-State Densities for Proposition 4.1. For our choice of group-level victory proba-
bility, we have the net group-level reproduction rate G(z) = z, and we therefore have that G(1)−G(s) =
1 − s and G(s) − G(0) = s. We also consider Π(s) = πD(z) − πP (z) = c + k + q − (p + k)s, and find
that

Π(s)−Π(0) = −(p+ k)s (A.1a)
Π(s)−Π(1) = (p+ k)(1− s). (A.1b)

We can then use Equation (3.21) to see that steady states for this choice of G(z) and Π(z) are given
by

fλ
θ (z) = zΠ(0)−1(λ[G(1)−G(0)]−θΠ(1))−1 (1− z)θ−1 1

Π(z)
exp

(
−λ

∫ 1

z

C(s)

Π(s)
ds

)
= z

1
c+k+q

[λ−θ(c+q−p)]−1
(1− z)θ−1 (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)−1 exp

(
−λ

∫ 1

z

C(s)

Π(s)
ds

) (A.2)

where −λC(s) is given by

−λC(s) = λ

(
G(s)− G(0)

s

)
+

(
λ [G(1)− G(0)]− θΠ(1)

Π(0)

)(
Π(s)−Π(0)

s

)
+ λ

(
G(s)− G(1)

1− s

)
− θ

(
Π(s)−Π(1)

1− s

)
= λ−

(
λ− θ(c+ q − p)

c+ q + k

)
(p+ k)− λ− θ (p+ k)

= − (p+ k)

(
λ+ θ(k + p)

c+ q + k

)
.

(A.3)
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We can further compute that

−λ

∫ 1

z

C(s)

Π(s)
ds = −

∫ 1

z

[
(p+ k)

(
λ+ θ(k + p)

c+ q + k

)(
1

c+ k + q − (p+ k)s

)]
ds

=

(
λ+ θ(k + p)

c+ q + k

)
log (c+ k + q − (p+ k)s)

∣∣∣∣1
z

=

(
λ+ θ(k + p)

c+ q + k

)
[log (c+ q − p)− log (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)] .

(A.4)

We can combine this with Equation (A.2) to see that the steady state densities fλ
θ (y) can be written

in the form

fλ
θ (z) =

1

Zf
z

1
c+k+q

[λ−θ(c+q−p)]−1
(1− z)θ−1 (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)

−
(

λ+θ(k+p)
c+q+k

)
−1

Zf =

∫ 1

0

[
z

1
c+k+q

[λ−θ(c+q−p)]−1
(1− z)θ−1 (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)

−
(

λ+θ(k+p)
c+q+k

)
−1
]
dz.

(A.5)

Next, we present the derivation of the family of steady state densities fλ
θ (z) from Proposition 4.4 for

the case of pairwise-group level competition depending on the difference of average payoffs between
groups normalized by the maximum possible group-level payoff difference G∗ −G∗.

Derivation of Steady-State Density for Proposition 4.4. For our choice of pairwise group-level victory
probability, our net-group reproduction rate is G(z) = G(z)

G∗−G∗)
. To calculate the values of the net-

reproduction rate, we recall that the average payoff of group members is given by

G(z) = [b− (c+ p+ q + k)] z + (p+ k) z2 (A.6)

and that the average payoffs at the all-punisher and all-defector states are given by G(1) = b − c − q
and G(0) = 0. Using the net-reproduction rate G(z) and the average payoff expressions then allows us
to see that G(1) = G(1)

G∗−G∗
and G(0) = G(0)

G∗−G∗
, so we find that

G(1)− G(s) =
(

1

G∗ −G∗

)
(G(1)−G(s))

=

(
1

G∗ −G∗

)
[(b− c− q) (1− s) + (p+ k) s (1− s)]

(A.7a)

and
G(y)− G(0) =

(
1

G∗ −G∗

)
(G(s)−G(0))

=

(
1

G∗ −G∗

)[
(b− (c+ p+ q + k)) s+ (p+ k) s2

] (A.7b)

We can then again apply Equation (3.21) to see that steady states for this choice of G(z) and Π(z) are
given by

fλ
θ (z) = zΠ(0)−1(λ[G(1)−G(0)]−θΠ(1))−1 (1− z)θ−1 1

Π(x)
exp

(
−λ

∫ 1

z

C(s)

Π(s)
ds

)
= z

1
c+k+q

[
λ(b−c−q)
G∗−G∗

−θ(c+q−p)
]
−1

(1− z)θ−1 (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)−1 exp

(
−λ

∫ 1

z

C(s)

Π(s)
ds

)
,

(A.8)
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where the quantity −λC(s) is given by

−λC(s) = λ

(
G(s)− G(0)

s

)
+

(
λ [G(1)− G(0)]− θΠ(1)

Π(0)

)(
Π(s)−Π(0)

s

)
+ λ

(
G(s)− G(1)

1− s

)
− θ

(
Π(s)−Π(1)

1− s

)
= λ

(
1

G∗ −G∗

)
[b− c− q + (p+ k)s]

− (p+ k)


(

λ
G∗−G∗

)
(b− c− q)− θ(c+ q − p)

c+ k + q


− λ

(
1

G∗ −G∗

)
(b− (c+ p+ q + k) + (p+ k)s)− θ(p+ k)

= −
(

p+ k

c+ k + q

)[
λ(b+ k)

G∗ −G∗
− θ(k + p)

]
.

(A.9)

We may then further compute that

−λ

∫ 1

z

C(s)

Π(s)
ds = −

(
p+ k

c+ k + q

)∫ 1

z

([
λ(b+ k)

G∗ −G∗
+ θ(k + p)

](
1

c+ k + q − (p+ k)s

))
ds

=

(
λ(b+ k) + θ(k + p)(G∗ −G∗)

(G∗ −G∗)(c+ k + q)

)
log (c+ k + q − (p+ k)s)

∣∣∣∣s=1

s=z

=

(
λ(b+ k) + θ(k + p)(G∗ −G∗)

(G∗ −G∗)(c+ k + q)

)
[log (c+ q − p)− log (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)] ,

(A.10)
and we may exponentiate both sides of this equation to see that

exp

(
−λ

∫ 1

z

C(s)

Π(s)
ds

)
= (c+ q − p)

λ(b+k)+θ(k+p)(G∗−G∗)
(G∗−G∗)(c+k+q) (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)

−
(

λ(b+k)+θ(k+p)(G∗−G∗)
(G∗−G∗)(c+k+q)

)
(A.11)

We can then plug this in to our expression for the steady state density from Equation (A.8) to see that

fλ
θ (z) =

1

Zf
z

1
c+k+q

[
λ(b−c−q)
G∗−G∗

−θ(c+q−p)
]
−1

(1− z)θ−1 (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)
−
(

λ(b+k)+θ(k+p)(G∗−G∗)
(G∗−G∗)(c+k+q)

)
−1

Zf =

∫ 1

0
z

1
c+k+q

[
λ(b−c−q)
G∗−G∗

−θ(c+q−p)
]
−1

(1− z)θ−1 (c+ k + q − (p+ k)z)
−
(

λ(b+k)+θ(k+p)(G∗−G∗)
(G∗−G∗)(c+k+q)

)
−1

dz.

(A.12)

B Effect of Altruistic Punishment in PDE Model of Multilevel Selec-
tion With Group-Level Replicator Competition

While the focus of this paper has been on studying the evolution of cooperation in the presence of
altruistic punishment under multilevel selection with pairwise between-group competition, it is also
natural to explore how altruistic punishment can impact the dynamics of multilevel selection using
existing group-level replicator models in which groups reproduce at a rate depending on the state of
their own group. In Section B.1, we consider the dynamics of a two-level replicator equation model
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for multilevel selection featuring altruistic punishment between groups. This allows us to illustrate
similarities and differences between the dynamics of multilevel selection under the model from the
main paper featuring frequency-dependent group-level conflicts and the two-level replicator equation
with frequency-independent group-level competition in which a group replicates at a rate depending
only on the strategic composition of the replicating group itself. In Section B.2, we consider a two-level
replicator equation featuring all three strategies (defectors, cooperators, and altruistic punishers), and
we show how the trimorphic dynamics of multilevel selection compare with the tug-of-war between
collective and individual incentives seen in two-strategy, two-level replicator dynamics.

B.1 Studying Multilevel Replicator Dynamics Between Defectors and Altruistic
Punishers

In this section, we explore a PDE model for multilevel selection for groups featuring defectors and
altruistic punishers in the absence of pairwise between-group selection, using instead the model of
group-level replication rates used previously in which group-level competition increases the frequency
of group compositions with collective payoffs that are above the average payoff of the population. By
performing this analysis, we are able to gain some intuition about which of the results from the main
paper are primarily due to the effects of within-group altruistic punishment and which results may arise
primarily from our choice to use pairwise group-level conflicts to describe group-level competition. This
analysis of two-level replicator equations will apply existing results for long-time behavior of these PDE
models that we have summarized in Theorems 3.4 and 3.5.

If we consider the same within-group dynamics studied in the main paper and group-level reproduc-
tion rates that depend only on the strategic composition of the reproducing group, we can apply the
framework introduced by Luo and coauthors [44–46] to study a two-level replicator equation for mul-
tilevel selection in the presence of altruistic punishment. In particular, in a population featuring only
defectors and altruistic punishers, we can describe a two-level replicator equation for the density of
groups f(t, z) featuring a fraction z of altruistic punishers and a fraction 1− z of defectors by the PDE

∂f(t, z)

∂t
= − ∂

∂z
(z(1− z) (πP (z)− πD(z)) f(t, z))+λf(t, z)

[
GDP (z)−

∫ 1

0
GDP (u)f(t, u)du

]
, (B.1)

where πD(z) and πP (z) are the payoffs received by defectors and altruistic punishers in a z-punisher
group and GDP (z) is the average payoff received by the members of a z-punisher group. This PDE is
of the form of Equation (3.19) with G(z) = GDP (z) and Π(z) := πD(z)− πP (z).

Using the payoffs defined in Section 2.2 and the assumption that p < c + q, we can apply Theorem
3.4 to see that the threshold selection strength required to achieve a steady-state density featuring
altruistic punishers is given by

λ∗ =
θΠ(1)

G(1)− G(0)
=

θ (c+ q − p)

b− c
. (B.2)

This is a decreasing function of p and an increasing function of q, so it is easier to achieve cooperation
through the combined effects of altruistic punishment and multilevel selection when the punishments
imposed on defectors are stronger and the fixed costs to confer punishment are lower. This threshold
λ∗ does not depend on the per-interaction cost of punishment k, and therefore it is easier to achieve co-
operative behavior in our model when altruistic punishers only pay a cost to punish for each interaction
they actually have with a defector.
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We may also calculate that, when c+ q > p, the average payoff achieved at steady state starting from
an initial population with Hölder exponent θ near z = 1 is given by

lim
t→∞

⟨GDP ⟩f =

{
G(0) : λ < λ∗

G(1)− θΠ(1) : λ > λ∗.

=

{
0 : λ < λ∗

b− c− q − θ(c+ q − p) : λ > λ∗.

(B.3)

For λ > λ∗, this average payoff is increasing in the punishment p imposed on defectors and decreasing
in the fixed cost q paid by altruistic punishers.

Remark B.1. Notably, we do not see any non-monotonic dependence of the threshold selection strength
λ∗ or the average long-time payoff ⟨GDP (·)⟩f on any of the parameters related to the strength or cost of
punishment. This differs from the behavior we saw in Section 4.2 for the model with pairwise between-
group competition following the local group update rule normalized based on the maximum possible
group-level payoff difference. This serves to highlight that the non-monotonic behavior found in that
case really appears to be a consequence of the assumption that group-level competition is normalized
against the greatest possible payoff difference in that case, rather than a generic feature of group-
level competition depending on average payoff gained in the presence of a within-group mechanism of
altruistic punishment.

Remark B.2. We see from Equations (B.2) and (B.3) that the threshold selection strength λ∗ and
the average steady-state payoff ⟨GDP (·)⟩f do not depend on the per-interaction cost k to punish de-
fectors for our two-level replicator equation model for multilevel selection. This stands in contrast
to the behavior seen in Figures 4.1 and 5.4 for our models with pairwise between-group competition
and per-interaction punishment costs, in which we saw that average payoff appeared to decrease as
per-interaction punishment cost k increased.

We can further consider the discrepancy between the two-level replicator model and our multilevel se-
lection model with pairwise between-group competition by noting from Equation (B.3) that the average
payoff at steady state for the two-level replicator equation model depends only on the group-level pay-
offs GDP (0) and GDP (1) and difference in individual-level πD(1)− πP (1) evaluated at the all-defector
and all-punisher compositions. As the payoff differences GDP (1) − GDP (0) and πD(1) − πP (1) are
independent of per-interaction punishment cost k, the fact that average payoff under payoff-group level
competition changes in k suggests the possibility that the collective outcome under pairwise group con-
flicts may not simply be a tug-of-war between the collective outcome of the all-punisher and all-defector
groups. An interesting question for future work is to provide an analytical characterization for the
long-time behavior for pairwise group-level competition, as well as to understand the extent to which
group-level and individual-level payoffs for interior compositions of altruistic punishers z ∈ (0, 1) may
impact long-time average payoff when between-group competition occurs through pairwise conflicts.

B.1.1 Analytical Results for Two-Level Replicator Equation Featuring Only Cooperators
and Defectors

In order to provide a comparison with the long-time behavior of multilevel replicator dynamics in
groups featuring cooperators, defectors, and altruistic punishers, we will also review existing analytical
results for the two-level replicator equation in the case of a group-structured population containing
only defectors and cooperators. Describing a population of groups featuring these two strategies by
the density g(t, x) of groups at time t featuring a fraction x of cooperators and a fraction 1 − x of
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defectors, we consider the following two-level replicator equation

∂g(t, x)

∂t
= − ∂

∂x
[x(1− x) (πC(x)− πD(x)) g(t, x)]

+ λg(t, x)

[
GDC(x)−

∫ 1

0
GDC(y)g(t, y)dy

]
,

(B.4)

where πC(x), πD(x), and GDC(x) describe the individual-level and group-average payoffs in an x-
cooperator group.
Because the individual-level and average payoffs for the donation game in an x-cooperator group can
be written as πC(x) = bx − c, πD(x) = bx, and GDC(x) = (b − c)x, we can write our PDE for the
dynamics on the defector-cooperator edge of the simplex as

∂g(t, x)

∂t
= c

∂

∂x
[x(1− x)g(t, x)] + λ (b− c) g(t, x)

[
x−

∫ 1

0
yg(t, y)dy

]
. (B.5)

This PDE is a rescaled version of the original model for multilevel selection with frequency-independent
within-group competition introduced by Luo and Mattingly [44, 45], who characterized the long-time
behavior of measure-valued solutions to this equation [45, Theorem 3]. We can apply Theorem 3.4
and use the fact that GDC(1) = b − c, GDC(0) = 0, and πD(1) − πC(1) = c to see that the threshold
selection strength required to sustain long-time cooperation is given by

λ∗
DC =

cθ

b− c
, (B.6)

while the average payoff achieved in the long-time limit will be given by

⟨GDC⟩gλθ := lim
t→∞

∫ 1

0
GDC(y)g(t, y)dy =

{
0 : λ < λ∗

b− c− θc : λ > λ∗.
(B.7)

B.2 Numerical Exploration of Two-Level Replicator Dynamics on Simplex Fea-
turing Defectors, Cooperators, and Altruistic Punishers

We can also formulate a two-level replicator equation for multilevel selection in groups featuring all
three strategies. To do this, we study the probability density f(t, x, y) of having groups featuring a
fraction x of cooperators, a fraction y of defectors, and a fraction z = 1− x− y of altruistic punishers
at time t. We can then study the change in this probability density over time through the following
two-level replicator equation

∂f(t, x, y)

∂t
= − ∂

∂x
(x [(1− x) (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))− y (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))] f(t, x, y))

− ∂

∂y
(y [(1− y) (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))− x (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))] f(t, x, y))

+ λf(t, x, y)

[
G(x, y)−

∫ 1

0

∫ 1−u

0
G(u, v)f(t, u, v)dvdu

] (B.8)

This PDE describes the dynamics of multilevel selection in which individuals give birth at a rate
depending on their payoff from playing the game within their group, while group-level replication events
depend on the average payoff of group members and correspond to group-level replicator dynamics in
the form first introduced by Luo and coauthors [44, 45].
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Remark B.3. This PDE model can be derived as the large-population limit of an individual-based
model describing a population consisting of a finite number of groups m, with each group composed of
n members. We present a derivation of a PDE model from a two-level stochastic model in Section D
for the case of pairwise between-group competition, and an analogous derivation can be performed for
the case of a two-level replicator equation (see also the derivation of a two-level replicator equation in
prior work on multilevel selection in protocells [51]).

We study the behavior of this three-strategy replicator equation by performing numerical simulations
using a finite-volume discretization of the three-strategy simplex. In Figure B.1, we plot the average
payoff achieved after 40,000 time-steps for the numerical solution to the trimorphic dynamics for the
case of per-interaction punishment costs alone with q = 0 and k = 0.1 (Figure B.1, left), as well as
the case of fixed punishment costs alone with k = 0 and q = 0.1 (Figure B.1, right). We compare
these numerical results with the analytically computed average payoffs at steady state achieved on the
defector-cooperator and defector-punisher edges of the simplex. In both panels, we see that the average
payoff achieved for the trimorphic dynamics has good agreement with analytically calculated values of
average payoff achieved for two-strategy multilevel dynamics on the edges of the simplex. For the case
of fixed punishment costs with q = 0.1, we see that, for a given strength of between-group selection
λ, the numerically computed average payoff for trimorphic dynamics agrees with the average payoff
achieved on the edge of the simplex featuring a higher average payoff at steady state. This potentially
suggests that the long-time behavior for the three-strategy, two-level replicator equation may depend
on a tug-of-war between the individual incentive to defect and the collective advantage achieved by the
high average payoffs achieved an all-cooperator or all-punisher group.

Figure B.1: Plot of average payoff achieved under numerical simulation of trimorphic multilevel dynamics for
two-level replicator equation, as well as analytically calculated average payoff at steady state on the defector-
cooperator and defector punisher edges of the simplex for the two-level replicator equation, plotted as a function
of the strength of between-group competition λ. We consider the case of per-interaction punishment cost
k = 0.1 (left) as well as the case of fixed punishment cost q = 0.1 (right). Solid blue lines describe the average
payoff computed for numerical solutions of trimorphic multilevel dynamics on defector-cooperator-punisher
simplex after 40,000 timesteps with time increment of ∆t = 0.015. Orange dashed line describes analytical
expression average payoff on defector-punisher edge of the simplex (from Equation (B.3)), while black dashed
lines corresponds to analytically computed average payoffs for multilevel competition on the defector-punisher
edge of the simplex (computed from Equation (B.7)). Other payoff parameters were fixed at b = 3 and c = 1
and the strength of punishment was set to p = 0.5 for each panel.

In Figure 6.2, we further explore the comparison between numerical solutions to the trimorphic dy-
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namics and analytical results for multilevel dynamics on the edge of the simplex for cases with stronger
per-interaction or fixed costs of punishment. We explore these effects both for the two-level replicator
dynamics introduced in this section (left panels) and for our model of pairwise group-level competition
based on globally normalized differences in the average payoffs of competing groups whose numerical
solutions were first explored in Section 6.2 (right panels). We consider the case of per-interaction
punishment costs with k− 2, we see in Figure B.2(top-left and top-right) that the numerical solutions
for the trimorphic dynamics for replicator and pairwise group-level competition have good agreement
with the average payoff achieved for the corresponding dynamics on the defector-punisher edge of sim-
plex starting from a uniform initial strategy distribution. However, we see in Figure B.2(bottom-left
and bottom-right) that the agreement between trimorphic multilevel dynamics and the corresponding
two-strategy multilevel dynamics is not as good for the case of stronger fixed punishment costs with
q = 0.4.

Figure B.2: Comparison of average payoff achieved under numerical simulation of trimorphic multilevel dynam-
ics and analytically calculated average payoff at steady state on the defector-cooperator and defector punisher
edges of the simplex for higher costs of punishment. For the case of per-interaction punishment costs alone, we
consider punishment costs of q = 0 and p = 2 for both a two-level replicator equation (top-left) and pairwise
group-level competition based on globally normalized differences in average payoffs (top-right). We also consider
the case of fixed punishment costs with k = 0 and q = 0.4 for both a two-level replicator equation (bottom-left)
and pairwise group-level competition (bottom-right). All lines displayed follow the same conventions introduced
in Figure B.1 and all parameters other than the fixed cost of punishment q are based on the values given in
Figure B.1(right) as well (with b = 3, c = 2, and p = 0.5).
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While the quantitative agreement between the average payoff achieved for the multilevel dynamics on
the three-strategy simplex and analytical results for the edges of the simplex does not appear to be
as good when we increase the fixed cost of punishment from q = 0.1 to q = 0.4, we still see that
the numerically calculated average payoff for the trimorphic dynamics increases with the strength of
between-group competition λ and appears to interpolate between the average payoff of the all-defector
group G(0, 1) to the average payoff of the all-punisher group G(0, 0) as λ increases (Figure B.2, bottom-
left and bottom-right). This discrepancy seen between numerical solutions of the trimorphic dynamics
and the analytical results raises the questions as to whether this discrepancy should be expected for
the true solutions to our PDE models of multilevel selection, or whether this discrepancy may be an
artifact of the form of our finite-volume discretization of the strategic composition or our forward-
Euler discretization in time. In any event, both the agreement and discrepancies seen between average
payoff achieved in the trimorphic and dimorphic models for multilevel selection motivate future work
on numerical analysis of these PDE models, perhaps with more detailed numerical schemes that can
distinguish between solutions to the PDEs that concentrate upon equilibrium points or edges of the
simplex and those that are supported as densities on the simplex in the long-time limit. Such methods
have recently been applied in the context of one-dimensional diffusion models with individual-level
selection in population genetics and evolutionary games [65, 66], and a natural direction is to ask
whether similar approaches can be used to understand models of evolutionary dynamics featuring
group-level competition or more than two strategies.

C Comparison of Multilevel Dynamics with Pairwise Between-Group
Selection for Model of Indirect Reciprocity

In this section, we will consider the dynamics of multilevel selection pairwise between-group competition
when within-group interactions follow a simplified model for indirect reciprocity. We use the model of
image scoring [8, 74], which was introduced as a mechanism for showing how punishment of individuals
with a reputation for defecting can help to stabilize a cooperative population against invasion from
defectors. The image scoring rule is one example of a social norm for maintaining cooperation via
indirect reciprocity [7, 28, 89, 90], and it has been used in previous work to study synergistic effects of
combining within-group indirect reciprocity with between-group competition to promote the evolution
of cooperation via multilevel selection [50, 52].

For this model of indirect reciprocity, we assume that game-theoretic interactions take place through
a donation game. We assume that there are two types of individuals: defectors (D) and conditional
cooperators (C). Defectors always defect in the donation game, paying no cost and conferring no
benefit to their opponent. Conditional cooperators always cooperate with other conditional cooper-
ators, but they may defect when interacting with defectors. Specifically, we assume that conditional
cooperators defect when playing with defectors with probability Q and cooperate in such interactions
with probability 1−Q, where the parameter q represents the probability that a conditional cooperator
recognizes a defector and punishes them with defection. Assuming that individuals play the donation
game according to these rules, the payoffs πQ

C (x) and πQ
D(x) received from playing this game in a group

featuring a fraction x of conditional cooperators are given by

πQ
C (x) = x(b− c) + (1− x) [(1−Q)(−c) +Q(0)] = (b−Qc)x− (1−Q)c (C.1a)

πQ
D(x) = x [(1−Q)b+Q(0)] + (1− x)(0) = (1−Q)bx. (C.1b)

We can therefore see that the individual-level advantage payoff advantage defectors have over cooper-
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ators is given by
ΠQ(x) := πQ

D(x)− πQ
C (x) = (1−Q)c−Q(b− c)x. (C.2)

In particular, we note that Πq(x) is a decreasing function of x, and we have that

ΠQ(1) = c− bQ. (C.3)

Therefore we see that ΠQ(x) > 0 for all x ∈ [0, 1] when Q < c
b , while we have that there is an xeq < 1

such that ΠQ(x) < 0 for x ∈ (xeq, 1) when Q > c
b . This means that our model of indirect reciprocity will

take the form of a generalized Prisoners’ Dilemma scenario when Q < c
b and satisfies the assumptions

of a generalized Stag-Hunt game when Q > c
b .

Next, we look to describe the role of group-level competition in the presence this within-group assort-
ment process. We can calculate that the average payoff of group members is given by

GQ(x) := xπQ
C (x) + (1− x)πQ

D(x) = (b− c)
[
(1−Q)x+Qx2

]
. (C.4)

Here we note that G′
Q(x) = (b − c) [1−Q+ 2Qx] > 0 for all x ∈ [0, 1], and therefore we can deduce

that G∗ := maxx∈[0,1] = GQ(1) = b − c and that G∗ := minx∈[0,1] = GQ(0) = 0. This means that we
can write the normalized group-level reproduction rate G(x) = GQ(x)

G∗−G∗
as

G(x) =
GQ(x)

G∗ −G∗
=

(b− c)
(
(1−Q)x+Qx2

)
(b− c)− 0

= (1−Q)x+Qx2. (C.5)

We can then combine the effects of differences in individual payoff and average group payoff by consid-
ering the dynamics of multilevel selection with the group-level probability with the globally normalized
pairwise group update rule given by

ρ(x, u) =
1

2

[
1 +

GQ(x)−GQ(u)

G∗ −G∗

]
(C.6)

Under these assumptions, the density of groups f(t, x) with a fraction x of conditional cooperators at
time t evolves according to the PDE

∂f

∂t
=

∂

∂x
[x(1− x)ΠQ(x)f(t, x)] + λ

[
G(x)−

∫ 1

0
G(y)f(t, y)dy

]
. (C.7)

For the case in which Q < c
b , this PDE corresponds to the case of a generalized PD game, and we

can apply Theorem 3.4 to identify the threshold selection strength λ∗
q needed to sustain long-time

cooperation and to characterize the long-time behavior for solutions to Equation (C.7).

From the form of G(x) and ΠQ(x) for our model of indirect reciprocity, we are able to see that G(1) = 1,
G(0) = 0, and ΠQ(1) = c − bq. For Q < c

b , we can then apply Theorem 3.4 to see that conditional
cooperation can be supported via multilevel selection when the strength of between-group competition
λ exceeds the threshold level

λ∗
Q :=

θΠQ(z)

G(1)− G(0)
= θ (c− bQ) . (C.8)

When λ > λ∗, the average payoff at steady state is given by

⟨GQ(·)⟩fλ
θ
=

(
λ∗
Q

λ

)
GQ(0) +

(
1−

λ∗
Q

λ

)
GQ(1) = (b− c)

(
1− (c− bQ)

θ

λ

)
. (C.9)
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We therefore see that the threshold selection strength λ∗
Q is always decreasing in the defector detection

probability Q and the average payoff at steady state increases with the defector detection probability
Q. Unlike the form of punishment studied in the main paper, it is not possible to have a thresh-
old selection strength or average long-time payoff with a non-monotonic dependence on the defector
detection probability Q.

D Derivation of PDE Model for Multilevel Selection with Pairwise
Between-Group Competition

In this section, we present a heuristic derivation of the PDE model from Equation (3.1) for multilevel
selection with pairwise between-group selection for the case of two-strategy games. We first consider
the derivation model for the case of groups composed of two strategies in Section D.1. The derivation
of the terms corresponding to within-group competition will be analogous to the derivation in previous
models for PDE models for multilevel selection in evolutionary games [47], but we modify the derivation
of the group-level terms to account for pairwise between-group competition events.

Next, we sketch a derivation of the PDE model from Equation (3.15) for three-strategy multilevel
dynamics in groups featuring defectors, cooperators, and altruistic punishers in Section D.2. We will
follow the approach used to derive a three-strategy PDE model for multilevel selection in the context
of protocell evolution with frequency-independent individual-level dynamics [51], and our derivation in
this section will show how to modify this approach to incorporate frequency-dependent competition at
the individual and group levels.

D.1 Derivation of PDE Model for Two-Strategy Case

We consider a population with m groups, each composed on n members. We denote the number
of altruistic punishers in the group by i, and we describe the probability of having a group with i
cooperators at time t by fm,n

i (t). Within each group, we assume that the dynamics of individual-level
selection follow the rules of a continuous-time Moran process, with defectors and altruistic punishers in
an i-punisher group respectively producing copies of themselves at rates 1+wIπD(

i
n) and 1+wIπP

(
i
n

)
,

where the parameter wI characterizes the intensity of individual-level selection. To keep the size of
groups constant over time, we assume that the offspring in individual-level reproduction replace a
randomly chosen member of their parent’s group.

We consider group-level competition in which each group engages in pairwise competitions with other
groups at rate Λ, and we assume that the group-level opponent is randomly sampled from the empirical
distribution of groups in the population. This means that each of the mfm,n

i (t) i-punisher groups will
have pairwise interactions with a j-punisher group with rate Λfj(t). We then assume that the i-
punisher group wins the pairwise competition with probability ρ

(
i
n ,

j
n

)
, while the j-cooperator group

wins the pairwise conflict with probability ρ
(

j
n ,

i
n

)
= 1 − ρ

(
i
n ,

j
n

)
. We then assume that that the

winner of the pairwise competition produces an exact copy of itself, with the offspring group replacing
the group that lost the pairwise conflict.

Following the approach introduced by Luo and coauthors [44, 46], we note that the fraction of i-punisher
groups increases by 1

m due to individual-level selection when one of two events occurs:
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• A punisher reproduces in an (i− 1)-punisher group and a defector is chosen to die, which occurs
with rate

mfm,n
i−1 (t) (i− 1)

(
1 + wπP

(
i

n

))(
1− i− 1

n

)
• A defector is born in an (i+1)-punisher group and a punisher is chosen to die, which occurs with

rate
mfm,n

i+1 (t) (n− i− 1)

(
1 + wπD

(
i

n

))(
i+ 1

n

)
.

Similarly, we can see that the fraction of i-punisher groups can decrease by 1
m due to individual-level

selection when one of the following two events occurs:

• A punisher is born in an i-punisher group and a defector is chosen to die, which occurs with rate

mfm,n
i (t)i

(
1 + wπP

(
i

n

))(
1− i

n

)
• A defector is born in an i-punisher group and a punisher is chosen to die, which occurs with rate

mfm,n
i (t) (n− i)

(
1 + wπP

(
i

n

))(
i

n

)
Next, we can describe the impact of pairwise between-group competition on the changing fractions of i-
punisher groups in our group-structured population. The fraction of groups with i altruistic punishers
increases by 1

m when an i-punisher group defeats a group with another number j ̸= i of altruistic
punishers in a pairwise competition. Such an event occurs with rate

Λmfm.n
i (t)

n∑
j=0
j ̸=i

fm,n
j (t)ρ

(
i

n
,
j

n

)
. (D.1)

Similarly, the fraction of groups with i altruistic punishers decreases by 1
m when a j-punisher group

defeats an i-cooperator group in pairwise competition, which occurs with rate

Λmfm,n
i (t)

n∑
j=0
j ̸=i

fm,n
j (t)ρ

(
j

n
,
i

n

)
. (D.2)

For groups featuring i altruistic punishers with i ∈ {1, · · · , n − 1}, we can then combine the rates
at which the fraction of i-punisher groups change due to individual-level and group-level replication
events to write that the conditional mean of the change in the fraction fm,n

i (t) of i-punisher groups is
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given by

E

[
fm,n
i (t+∆t)− fm,n

i (t)

∣∣∣∣fm,n
i (t)

]
=

1

m
P

(
fm,n
i (t+∆t)− fm,n

i (t) =
1

m

)
− 1

m
P

(
fm,n
i (t+∆t)− fm,n

i (t) = − 1

m

)
+ o(∆t)

=
1

m

[
mfm,n

i−1 (t) (i− 1)

(
1 + wπP

(
i

n

))(
1− i− 1

n

)]
∆t

+
1

m

[
mfm,n

i+1 (t) (n− i− 1)

(
1 + wπD

(
i

n

))(
i+ 1

n

)]
∆t

− 1

m

[
mfm,n

i (t)i

(
1 + wπP

(
i

n

))(
1− i

n

)]
∆t

− 1

m

[
mfm,n

i (t) (n− i)

(
1 + wπP

(
i

n

))(
i

n

)]
∆t

+
1

m

Λmfm.n
i (t)

n∑
j=0
j ̸=i

fm,n
j (t)ρ

(
i

n
,
j

n

)∆t− 1

m

Λmfm,n
i (t)

n∑
j=0
j ̸=i

fm,n
j (t)ρ

(
j

n
,
i

n

)∆t

+ o(∆t)

(D.3)

By introducing the first-order forward and backward difference quotients

D+
1

(
u

(
i

n

))
:=

u

(
i+ 1

n

)
− u

(
i

n

)
1

n

D−
1

(
u

(
i

n

))
:=

u

(
i

n

)
− u

(
i− 1

n

)
1

n

(D.4)

and the second-order difference quotient

D2

(
u

(
i

n

))
:=

u

(
i+ 1

n

)
− 2u

(
i

n

)
+ u

(
i− 1

n

)
1

n2

, (D.5)
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we may rewrite our expression for the infinitesimal mean of the two-level birth-death process as

E

[
fm,n
i (t+∆t)− fm,n

i (t)

∣∣∣∣fm,n
i (t)

]
∆t

=
1

n
D2

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
fm,n
i (t)

)
+ wID

+
1

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
πD

(
i

n

)
fm,n
i (t)

)
− wID

−
1

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
πP

(
i

n

)
fm,n
i (t)

)
+ Λfm,n

i,j (t)
n∑

j=0

{[
ρ

(
i

n
,
j

n

)
− ρ

(
j

n
,
i

n

)]
fm,n
j (t)

}
+

o(∆t)

∆t
,

(D.6)
where we used the fact that ρ

(
i
n ,

i
n

)
= 1

2 to consolidate the two sums describing the impacts of
between-group competition events. This allows us to see that the infinitesimal mean of our stochastic
process takes the form

lim
∆t→0

(
1

∆t
E

[
fm,n
i (t+∆t)− fm,n

i (t)

∣∣∣∣fm,n
i (t)

])
= wID

+
1

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
πD

(
i

n

)
fm,n
i (t)

)
− wID

−
1

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
πP

(
i

n

)
fm,n
i (t)

)
+ Λfm,n

i,j (t)
n∑

j=0

{[
ρ

(
i

n
,
j

n

)
− ρ

(
j

n
,
i

n

)]
fm,n
j (t)

}
+

1

n
D2

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
fm,n
i (t)

)
.

(D.7)

Next, we can follow the approach used by Luo [44] and by Czuppon and Traulsen [91, Appendix 1],
using the the form of the infinitesimal mean computed above to study the infinitesimal variance our
process. We find that the infinitesmimal variance of the two-level birth-death process is given by

lim
∆t→0

1

∆t
Var

[
fm,n
i (t+∆t)− fm,n

i (t)

∣∣∣∣fm,n
i (t)

]

= lim
∆t→0

 1

∆t
E

[
(fm,n

i (t+∆t)− fm,n
i (t))

2

∣∣∣∣fm,n
i (t)

]
− 1

∆t

(
E

[
fm,n
i (t+∆t)− fm,n

i (t)

∣∣∣∣fm,n
i (t)

])2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=O((∆t)2)


= lim

∆t→0

1

∆t
E

[
(fm,n

i (t+∆t)− fm,n
i (t))

2

∣∣∣∣fm,n
i (t)

]
= lim

∆t→0

{
1

∆t

(
1

m2

)[
P

(
fm,n
i (t+∆t)− fm,n

i (t) =
1

m

)
+ P

(
fm,n
i (t+∆t)− fm,n

i (t) = − 1

m

)]}
(D.8)

Noting that the rates of replication events at the individual and group level are linear in m, we see
that the infinitesimal variance may be written in the form

lim
∆t→0

1

∆t
Var

[
fm,n
i (t+∆t)− fm,n

i (t)

∣∣∣∣fm,n
i (t)

]
= lim

∆t→0

[
1

∆t

O(m)∆t

m2

]
=

O(m)

m2

→ 0 as m → ∞.

(D.9)
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As the infinitesimal variance of the two-level birth-death process goes to 0 as the number of groups m
tends to infinity, we expect the distribution of the composition fm,n

i (t) to behave deterministically in
the limit as m → ∞ and for fm,n

i (t) to agree with its mean E[fm,n
i (t)]. In this limit, we then define

fn
i (t) = limm→∞ fm,n(t) = limm→∞E[fm,n

i (t)] and use linearity of expectation to heuristically write
that

lim
∆t→0

E

[
fn
i (t+∆t)− fn

t (t)

∣∣∣∣fn
i (t)

]
∆t

= lim
∆t→0

fn
i (t+∆t)− fn

i (t)

∆t
=

dfn
i (t)

dt
. (D.10)

Applying this to our expression for infinitesimal mean and taking the limit as m → ∞ on both sides
Equation (D.7) then allows us to expect that the fraction of i-punisher groups fn

i (t) satisfies the
following system of ODEs in the case of infinitely many groups (m → ∞) with finite group size n:

dfn
i

dt
=

1

n
D2

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
fn
i

)
+ Λfn

i (t)

 n∑
j=0

fn
j (t)

[
ρ

(
i

n
,
j

n

)
− ρ

(
j

n
,
i

n

)]

+ wID
+
1

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
πD

(
i

n

)
fi(t)

)
− wID

−
1

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
πP

(
i

n

)
fi(t)

) (D.11)

for each i ∈ {1, · · · , n − 1}. Following a similar approach, it is also possible to derive ODEs for the
fraction groups with all-defector (i = 0) and all-punisher (i = n) compositions, which are given by

dfn
0 (t)

dt
=

(
n− 1

n

)(
1 + wIπD

(
1

n

))
fn
1 (t) + Λf0(t)

 n∑
j=0

fn
j (t)

[
ρ

(
i

n
,
j

n

)
− ρ

(
j

n
,
i

n

)] (D.12a)

dfn
n (t)

dt
=

(
n− 1

n

)(
1 + wIπP

(
n− 1

n

))
fn
1 (t) + Λf0(t)

 n∑
j=0

fn
j (t)

[
ρ

(
i

n
,
j

n

)
− ρ

(
j

n
,
i

n

)] .

(D.12b)

We can then study the system of ODEs described by Equations (D.11) and (D.12) to explore the
dynamics of multilevel selection with pairwise between-group selection for the case of infinitely many
groups that each contain n members.

Next, we will continue to derive our PDE model for multilevel selection with pairwise between-group
competition by considering the limit as the size of the groups also tends to infinity (n → ∞). In the
limit of infinite group size, we will look to describe the strategic composition of our group-structured
population in terms of the probability density f(t, z) of groups featuring a fraction z of altruistic
punishers (and a corresponding fraction 1− z of defectors).

Multiplying both sides of Equation (D.11) by n further allows us to rewrite our ODEs in terms of the
quantity nfn

i (t), yielding

d

dt
(nfn

i ) =
1

n
D2

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
nfn

i

)
+ Λnfn

i (t)

 n∑
j=0

1

n

(
nfn

j (t)
) [

ρ

(
i

n
,
j

n

)
− ρ

(
j

n
,
i

n

)]

+ wID
+
1

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
πD

(
i

n

)
nfi(t)

)
−D−

1 wI

(
i

n

(
1− i

n

)
πP

(
i

n

)
nfi(t)

) (D.13)
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Remark D.1. The goal of writing these ODEs in terms of the quantity nfn
i (t) is to convert a descrip-

tion of fn
i (t) as the empirical probability of groups with i punishers into a description that will allow us

to derive a probability density f(t, z) over the fraction of altruistic punishers for any z ∈ [0, 1]. While
a uniform mix of group compositions is described by fn

i (t) =
1
n for each i ∈ {1, · · · , n} for the case of

groups of finite size n, we would want to analogously define a uniform distribution of groups of infinite
size by a probability density satisfying f(t, z) = 1 for each z ∈ [0, 1].

We then look to take the limit as n → ∞ to describe the dynamics of our group-structured population
as group size becomes infinite. In this case, we see that the sum on the righthand side of Equation
(D.13) can be written as the following integral satisfying

n∑
j=0

1

n

(
nfn

j (t)
) [

ρ

(
i

n
,
j

n

)
− ρ

(
j

n
,
i

n

)]
→
∫ 1

0
[ρ(z, u)− ρ(u, z)] f(t, u)dy (D.14)

as n → ∞, where we view the sum on the lefthand side as a Riemann approximation of the integral
on the righthand side with the quantity nfn

i (t) approximating the values of f(t, z) on the gridpoints
z ∈ {0, 1

n , · · · ,
n−1
n , 1}. Further using the definition of our difference quotients, we see that, in the limit

as n → ∞, the probability density f(t, z) will satisfy the following PDE

∂f(t, z)

∂t
= −wI

∂

∂z
(z(1− z) (πP (z)− πD(z)) f(t, z)) + Λf(t, z)

(∫ 1

0
[ρ(z, u)− ρ(u, z)] f(t, u)du

)
.

(D.15)
Finally, we can introduce the rescaling of time τ := t

wI
and introduce the new parameter λ = Λ

wI
to

write our PDE in the following form

∂f(τ, z)

∂τ
= − ∂

∂z
(z(1− z) (πP (z)− πD(z)) f(τ, z)) + λf(τ, z)

(∫ 1

0
[ρ(z, u)− ρ(u, z)] f(τ, u)du

)
.

(D.16)

D.2 Sketch of Derivation for Trimorphic Multilevel Dynamics with Pairwise Between-
Group Competition

The derivation of our PDE model for the multilevel dynamics featuring three strategies is more involved
due to the greater number of individual-level birth-death events that can occur. In this section, we
will sketch the heuristic derivation of our PDE model from Equation (3.15) for multilevel competition
with pairwise between-group competition from our stochastic model of selection at two levels. We
will follow the general approach used to derive a three-type PDE model for multilevel selection used
to describe protocell evolution [51], extending this approach to incorporate within-group frequency-
dependent interactions and pairwise between-group competition.

We start by considering a population featuring m groups each composed of n members, and we assume
that each group member can be an cooperator, defector, or altruistic punisher. We denote the number
of cooperators in a group by i, the number of defectors by j, and the the number of altruistic punishers
by n− i− j. We describe the group composed of i cooperators and j defectors as an (i, j)-group, and
we denote the fraction of groups with the composition (i, j) at time t by fm,n

i,j (t).

We assume that individuals following strategy X reproduce at rate 1 + wIπX

(
i
n ,

j
n

)
, producing an

offspring with the same strategy, with the offspring replacing a randomly chosen member of the group.
For our derivation of the PDE model for multilevel selection, we will focus our attention on group
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compositions (i, j) for which all three strategies are present, satisfying the constraints i ≥ 1, j ≥ 1,
and n − i − j ≥ 1. For groups with such compositions, we see that the fraction of (i, j)-groups will
increase by 1

m when one of the following six individual-level reproduction events occurs

• A cooperator reproduces in an (i− i, j + 1) group and a defector is chosen to die, which occurs
with rate

mfm,n
i−1,j+1(t) (i− 1)

(
1 + wIπC

(
i− 1

n
,
j + 1

n

))(
j + 1

n

)
(D.17)

• A cooperator reproduces in an (i− i, j) group and an altruistic punisher is chosen to die, which
occurs with rate

mfm,n
i−1,j(t) (i− 1)

(
1 + wIπC

(
i− 1

n
,
j

n

))(
1−

[
i− 1

n
+

j

n

])
(D.18)

• A defector reproduces in an (i+ 1, j − 1) group and a cooperator is chosen to die, which occurs
with rate

mfm,n
i+1,j−1(t) (j − 1)

(
1 + wIπD

(
i+ 1

n
,
j − 1

n

))(
i+ 1

n

)
(D.19)

• A defector reproduces in an (i, j − 1) group and an altruistic punisher is chosen to die, which
occurs with rate

mfm,n
i,j−1(t) (j − 1)

(
1 + wIπD

(
i

n
,
j − 1

n

))(
1−

[
i

n
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(D.20)

• An altruistic punisher reproduces in an (i+ 1, j) group and a cooperator is chosen to die, which
occurs with rate

mfm,n
i+1,j(t) (n− i− j − 1)

(
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n
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j

n

))(
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)
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• An altruistic punisher reproduces in an (i, j + 1) group and a defector is chosen to die, which
occurs with rate

mfm,n
i,j+1(t) (n− i− j − 1)

(
1 + wIπP

(
i

n
,
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n

))(
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[
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])
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Similarly, the fraction of groups fm,n
i,j (t) with composition (i, j) decreases by 1

m when one of the following
six events occurs

• A cooperator reproduces in an (i, j) group and a defector is chosen to die, which occurs with rate

mfm,n
i,j (t)i

(
1 + wIπC

(
i

n
,
j

n

))(
j

n

)
(D.23)

• A cooperator reproduces in an (i, j) group and an altruistic punisher is chosen to die, which
occurs with rate

mfm,n
i,j (t)i

(
1 + wIπC

(
i

n
,
j

n

))(
1−

[
i

n
+

j

n

])
(D.24)
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• A defector reproduces in an (i, j) group and a cooperator is chosen to die, which occurs with rate

mfm,n
i,j (t)j

(
1 + wIπD

(
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n
,
j

n

))(
i

n

)
(D.25)

• A defector reproduces in an (i, j) group and an altruistic punisher is chosen to die, which occurs
with rate

mfm,n
i,j (t)j

(
1 + wIπD

(
i

n
,
j

n

))(
1−

[
i

n
+

j

n

])
(D.26)

• An altruistic punisher reproduces in an (i, j) group and a cooperator is chosen to die, which
occurs with rate

mfm,n
i,j (t) (n− i− j)

(
1 + wIπP

(
i

n
,
j

n

))(
i

n

)
(D.27)

• An altruistic punisher reproduces in an (i, j + 1) group and a defector is chosen to die, which
occurs with rate

mfm,n
i,j (t) (n− i− j)

(
1 + wIπP

(
i

n
,
j

n

))(
j

n

)
. (D.28)

Now we can examine the rates at which group compositions change due to pairwise between-group
competition. The fraction of groups fm,n

i,j (t) increases by 1
m when an (i, j)-group wins a pairwise

competition with a group with composition (k, l), which occurs with rate

Λmfm,n
i,j (t)

n∑
k=1

(k,l)̸=(i,j)

n−i∑
l=1

[
ρ

(
i

n
,
j

n

)
fm,n
k,l (t)

]
. (D.29)

The number of groups with composition (i, j) decreases by 1
m when a group with composition

Λmfm,n
i,j (t)

n∑
k=1

(k,l)̸=(i,j)

n−i∑
l=1

[
ρ

(
j

n
,
i

n

)
fm,n
k,l (t)

]
. (D.30)

Combining the expressions for the rates at which the group compositions fm,n
i,j (t) of within-group

and between-group selection events, we see that the conditional mean for the change in fm,n
i,j in the

time-interval [t, t+∆t] can be written as
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l=1

[
ρ

(
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(D.31)

We can then use an analogous approach to the case of two-strategy multilevel dynamics studied in
Section D.1 to derive the infinitesimal mean and variance for the two-level birth-death process, and we
can similarly deduce that the infinitesimal variance vanishes in the limit as m → ∞. This will allow
us to derive a deterministic system of ODEs for the fractions fn

i,j(t) of groups featuring a composition
(i, j) in the limit of infinitely many groups that are each composed of n members. This derivation
of a system of ODEs is also inspired by the approach taken to study trimorphic models of multilevel
selection in the context of protocell evolution (see [51, Section A.2.2] for details on justifying the form
taken by the system of ODEs for fn

i,j(t) in the limit as m → ∞).

In deriving this system of ODEs for fn
i,j(t), we look to simplify the terms in our expression for the

conditional mean from Equation (D.31) by writing the righthand side in terms of the forward and
backward first-order difference quotients in x and y
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the central second-order difference quotients in x and y
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and a mixed second-order difference quotient
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(D.34)

We can then use these difference quotients to rewrite the righthand side of Equation (D.31), divide
both sides by ∆t, and then take the limits as ∆t → 0 and m → ∞, which allows us to obtain the
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following system of ODEs for the quantity fn
i,j(t) := limm→∞ fm,n
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Next, we prepare to obtain our PDE model in the limit as n → ∞ by multiplying both sides of
our equation by

(
(n+1)(n+2)

2

)
, which allow us to write our ODE in terms of the quantity f̂n
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where we used the fact that ρ

(
i
n ,

j
n ;

i
n ,

j
n

)
= 1

2 to simplify the sum in the term for between-group
competition. As in the case of two-strategy multilevel dynamics, this approach allows us to compare the
probabilities fn

i,j(t) of having n-member groups with compositions (i, j)with a corresponding pronability
density f(t, x, y) for groups having composition with fractions (x, y) in the limit of infinite group size.

We then look to take the limit of both sides as n → ∞, considering the continuous variables x = i
n ,

y = j
n , u = k

n , and v = l
n and the continuous density f(t, x, y) = limn→∞ f̂n

i,j(t). For the terms with
second-order difference quotients. We note that the diffusive effects are described by a discrete Kimura
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diffusion operator given by
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which satisfies

lim
n→∞
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and therefore we can deduce that
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This means that the diffusive effects vanish in the limit of infinite group size, and our PDE model will
only depend on advection terms describing the effects of individual-level payoffs and a nonlocal term
describing group-level competition. For the nonlocal term, we use a Riemann approximation to see
that {(
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→
∫ 1

0

∫ 1−u

0
[ρ(x, y;u, v)− ρ(u, v;x, y)] f(t, u, v)dvdu as n → ∞.

(D.40)

We can then see by taking the limit of both sides of Equation (D.36) as n → ∞ that our two-level
birth-death process can be described through the following PDE for the probability density f(t, x, y)
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After rearranging terms, dividing both sides by wI , rescaling time as τ := t
wI

, and introducing the new
parameter λ := Λ

wI
, we can write our PDE model for multilevel selection with pairwise between-group
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selection as

∂f(τ, x, y)

∂τ
= − ∂

∂x
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E Derivation of Numerical Schemes

In this section, we provide additional background material on the finite volume simulations used in
Section 5 and Section 6. In Section E.1, we present a derivation of an upwind finite volume scheme
used in Section 5 for our PDE model for multilevel selection with pairwise group-level competition
in groups featuring only defectors and altruistic punishers. In Section E.2, we summarize the finite
volume method used to perform the numerical simulations of the trimorphic multilevel dynamics in
Section 6 with groups featuring defectors, cooperators, and altruistic punishers.

E.1 Derivation of Finite Volume Scheme for Two-Strategy Dynamics

In this section, we present a derivation of the finite volume scheme used in Section 5 to study our PDE
model for pairwise between-group competition in the case of group-level victory probabilities that are
not additively separable. We start by considering the PDE model from Equation (3.1) for pairwise
group-level competition in groups featuring only defectors and altruistic punishers, which is given by

∂f(t, z)
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= − ∂

∂z
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]
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We can integrate our PDE to see that∫ zj+1
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(E.2)

We will now consider a formulation of our density f(t, z) as a piecewise constant function by considering
the average value that the densities takes on the ith cell

fi(t) :=
1

zi+1 − zi
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N − i

N
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f(t, z)dz, (E.3)
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and approximate the solution f(t, z) to our PDE with the piecewise constant description

f(t, z) =

N−1∑
i=0

fi(t)1z∈(zi,zi+1]. (E.4)

We then note that, for a piecewise constant f(t, z), the lefthand side of Equation (E.2) can be written
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Using the piecewise constant form of f(t, z), we see that the integral term on the righthand side of
Equation (E.2) can be written as∫ zj+1
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fj(t)1u∈(ui,ui+1]

 du

 dz

= fi(t)

∫ zj+1

zj


N−1∑
j=0

∫ ui+1

ui

fj(t) [ρ(z, u)− ρ(u, z)] du

 dz

=

N−1∑
j=0

fi(t)fj(t)

∫ zi+1

zi

∫ uj+1

uj

[ρ(z, u)− ρ(u, z)] dudz.

(E.6)

By introducing ρij to denote the average group-level victory probability on the square [zi, zj ]× [ui, uj ],
we have that

ρij =

∫ zi+1

zi

∫ uj+1

uj
ρ(z, u)dudz∫ zi+1

zi

∫ uj+1

uj
dudz

= N2

∫ uj+1

uj

ρ(z, u)dudz, (E.7)

and we can finally rewrite the integral term for the righthand side of Equation (E.2) as∫ zj+1

zj

f(t, z)

[∫ 1

0
[ρ(z, u)− ρ(u, z)] f(t, u)du

]
dz =

1

N2

N−1∑
j=0

[ρij − ρji] fi(t)fj(t) (E.8)

For the advection terms, we will choose the values of the density f(t, zi) at each grid point using an
upwind convention [92], using the following piecewise characterization for f(t, zi)

f(t, zi) = fUW
i (t) :=

{
fi(t) : zi(1− zi) [πD(zi)− πP (zi)] > 0
fi−1(t) : zi(1− zi) [πD(zi)− πP (zi)] ≤ 0,

(E.9)

and we similarly define the value f(t, zi+1) with the upwind convention as

f(t, zi+1) = fUW
i+1 (t) :=

{
fi+1(t) : zi+1(1− zi+1) [πD(zi+1)− πP (zi+1)] > 0
fi(t) : zi+1(1− zi+1) [πD(zi+1)− πP (zi+1)] ≤ 0,

(E.10)
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Combining the different terms, we may rewrite Equation (E.2) in the form

1

N

dfi(t)

dt
= zi+1(1− zi+1) [πD(zi+1)− πP (zi+1)] f

UW
i+1 (t)

− zi(1− zi) [πD(zi)− πP (zi)] f
UW
i (t) + λ

1

N2

N−1∑
j=0

[ρij − ρji] fi(t)fj(t).
(E.11)

We can then multiply both sides by N to see that the cell averages fi(t) satisfy the following system
of ODEs

dfi(t)

dt
= −Nzi+1(1− zi+1) [πD(zi+1)− πP (zi+1)] f

UW
i+1 (t)

+Nzi(1− zi) [πD(zi)− πP (zi)] f
UW
i (t) + λfi(t)

 1

N

N−1∑
j=0

[ρij − ρji] fj(t)

 .
(E.12)

To perform numerical simulations, we then evaluate the integrals ρij for the group-level victory prob-
ability over each square [zi, zi+1]× [uj , uj+1] using the trapezoidal rule. We can then solve the system
of ODEs numerically by discretizing our ODE system in time as well. In particular, we use Euler’s
forward method to solve this ODE system to produce each of the figures in Section 5.

E.2 Derivation of Finite Volume Scheme for Three-Strategy Dynamics

In this section, we present details on the numerical scheme we use to analyze the dynamics of our PDE
featuring groups with three strategies and group-level victory probabilities that are additively separable.
To study multilevel dynamics for groups with compositions described by points three-strategy simplex,
we adapt an approach that has been previously used to explore the dynamics of multilevel selection in
protocells [51].

We consider a PDE of the form

∂f(t, x, y)

∂t
= − ∂

∂x
(x [(1− x) (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))− y (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))] f(t, x, y))

− ∂

∂y
(y [(1− y) (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))− x (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))] f(t, x, y))

+ λf(t, x, y)

[
G(x, y)−

∫ 1

0

∫ 1−u

0
G(u, v)f(t, u, v)dvdu

] (E.13)

and look to solve this PDE numerically using an upwind finite-volume discretization on a grid of cells
Cij .
Following the approach used for the trimorphic protocell model [51], we discretize the three-strategy
simplex into a grid composed of N(N−1)

2 square volumes with side length 1
N and N isosceles triangle

volumes with leg length 1
N . We use the indices (i, j) to describe a cell Ci,j whose bottom-left corner is

the point (xi, yj) =

(
i

N
,
j

N

)
where i ≥ 0, j ≥ 0, and i + j ≤ N − 1. Square volumes Ci,j consist of

the set of points Ci,j = [xi, xi+1]× [yj , jj+1] for i+ j < N − 1, and the triangular volumes are isosceles
triangles with legs given by [xi, xi+1] and [yN−i−1, yN−i]. We will then use these definition of the square
and triangular grid volumes to characterize the flux across boundaries corresponding individual-level
dynamics and the integrals over grid volumes that describe group-level dynamics.
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We can introduce the average value fi,j(t) of the density f(t, x, y) on the grid cell Ci,j as

fi,j(t) :=

∫∫
Ci,j

f(t, x, y)dydx =


∫ xi+1

xi

∫ yj+1

yj

f(t, x, y)dydx : i+ j < N − 1∫ xi+1

xi

∫ 1−x

yj

f(t, x, y)dydx : i+ j = N − 1,
(E.14)

and we can write the average value Gi,j of the net group-level replication rate G(x, y) of groups in the
grid cell Ci,j as

Gi,j :=

∫∫
Ci,j

G(x, y)dydx =


∫ xi+1

xi

∫ yj+1

yj

G(x, y)dydx : i+ j < N − 1∫ xi+1

xi

∫ 1−x

yj

G(x, y)dydx : i+ j = N − 1,

(E.15)

For convenience, we write the characteristic curves for our PDE in the form

dx

dt
= F1(x, y) (E.16a)

dy

dt
= F2(x, y) (E.16b)

where the righthand-side functions satisfy

F1(x, y) = x [(1− x) (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))− y (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))] (E.17a)
F2(x, y) = y [(1− y) (πD(x, y)− πP (x, y))− x (πC(x, y)− πP (x, y))] . (E.17b)

Having defined the characteristic curves and average net group-level replication rate, we can follow the
approach used to model multilevel dynamics with three types of individuals, we may write our upwind
finite-volume scheme as the following system of ODEs of the form

1

βi,j

dρi,j(t)

dt
=

(∫ yj+1

yj

F1(xi, y)dy

)
U (xi, yj)− αi,j

(∫ yj+1

yj

F1(xi+1, y)dy

)
U (xi+1, yj)

+

(∫ xi+1

xi

F2(x, yj)dx

)
V (xi, yj)− αi,j

(∫ xi+1

xi

F2(x, yj+1)dx

)
V (xi, yj+1)

+
λ

βi,j
ρi,j(t)

Gi,j −
l+m≤N−1∑

l,m>0

Gl,mρl,m(t)

 ,

(E.18)
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where the quantities αi,j , βi,j , U (xi, xj), and V (xi, yj) are given by

αi,j =

{
1 : i+ j < N − 1
0 : i+ j = N − 1

(E.19a)

βi,j =

{
1 : i+ j < N − 1
2 : i+ j = N − 1

(E.19b)

U (xi, yj) =


ρi−1,j(t) :

∫ yj+1

yj

F1(xi, y)dy ≥ 0

ρi,j(t) :

∫ yj+1

yj

F1(xi, y)dy < 0
(E.19c)

V (xi, yj) =


ρi,j−1(t) :

∫ xi+1

xi

F2(x, yj)dx ≥ 0

ρi,j(t) :

∫ xi+1

xi

F2(x, yj)dy < 0
(E.19d)

Here αi,j describes whether or not a given cell has a top or right edge that remains within the interior
of the simplex (describing if Ci,j is a square or triangular volume), βi,j weighs the contribution of
integrals over square or triangular volumes. We use the quantities U(xi, yj) and V (xi, yj) to implement
the upwinding convention to specify that the change of mass through boundaries should be determined
by the value of the discretization of ρ(t, x, y) on the volume from which the density is flowing.

Now that we have established the general approach for performing finite volume simulations for our
trimorphic PDE model of multilevel selection, we look to formulate expressions for the flux across
boundaries and the group-level replication rates for our specific model of multilevel selection with
individual-level and group-level replication rates arising from payoffs in our model for altruistic pun-
ishment.

E.2.1 Calculation of Fluxes Through Boundaries for Within-Group Terms

To describe the flux across volume boundaries for our model of within-group altruistic punishment, we
look to find expressions for the functions F1(x, y) and F2(x, y). Plugging the expressions for the payoffs
πC(x, y), πD(x, y), and πP (x, y) from Equation (2.1) into Equation (E.17), we can see that F1(x, y)
and F2(x, y) take the form

F1(x, y) = x [(1− x) (q + ky)− y (c+ q − p+ px+ (p+ k)y)] (E.20a)
F2(x, y) = y [(1− y) (c+ q − p+ px+ (p+ k)y)− x (q + ky)] . (E.20b)
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We can then use these expressions to calculate the integrals of F1(x, y) and F2(x, y) along the edges of
grid volumes. We can compute that the fluxes across vertical volume boundaries are given by∫ yj+1

yj

F1(xi, y)dy = qxi (1− xi) (yj+1 − yj) +
1

2

[
(k + p− c− q)xi + (k + p)x2i

] (
y2j+1 − y2j

)
− 1

3
(k + p)xi

(
y3j+1 − y3j

)
∫ yj+1

yj

F1(xi+1, y)dy = qxi+1 (1− xi+1) (yj+1 − yj) +
1

2

[
(k + p− c− q)xi+1 + (k + p)x2i+1

] (
y2j+1 − y2j

)
− 1

3
(k + p)xi+1

(
y3j+1 − y3j

)
,

(E.21)
while the fluxes across horizontal volumes boundaries are given by∫ xi+1

xi

F2(x, yj)dy =
[
(c+ q − p)yj + (k − c+ 2p− q) y2j − (p+ k)y3j

]
(xi+1 − xi)

+
1

2

[
(p− q) yj − (k + p)y2j

] (
x2i+1 − x2i

)
∫ xi+1

xi

F2(x, yj+1)dy =
[
(c+ q − p)yj+1 + (k − c+ 2p− q) y2j+1 − (p+ k)y3j+1

]
(xi+1 − xi)

+
1

2

[
(p− q) yj+1 − (k + p)y2j+1

] (
x2i+1 − x2i

)
.

(E.22)

E.2.2 Calculation of Average Group-Level Reproduction Rates on Volumes

Now, we look to calculate the average net group-level reproduction rates on each volume Ci,j . Because
we consider numerical solutions for the group-level replication rate G(x, y) = 1 − y and G(x, y) =(

1
G∗−G∗

)
G(x, y) that are both polynomials of at most second-order, we can calculate the average

reproduction rates Gi,j by integrating all two-variables polynomials up to quadratic order in x and y.
These integrals have already been calculated in previous work on finite volume simulations of multilevel
selection in protocells, which we summarize in Table 1.
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Table 1: Integrals of polynomials over grid cells Ci,j up to quadratic order in the variables x and y, as calculated
in previous work on finite volume simulations of PDE models for multilevel selection in protocell evolution [51].

Integral Rectangular Cell
i+ j ≤ N − 2

Triangular Cell
i+ j = N − 1∫∫

Ci,j 1dydx
1

N2

1

2N2∫∫
Ci,j xdydx

1

N2

[
i

N
+

1

2N2

]
1

N2

[
i

2N
+

1

2N2

]
∫∫

Ci,j ydydx
1

N2

[
j

N
+

1

2N2

]
1

N2

[
j

2N
+

1

6N2

]
∫∫

Ci,j x
2dydx

1

N2

[
i2

N2
+

i

N2
+

1

3N2

]
1

N2

[
i2

2N2
+

i

3N2
+

1

12N2

]
∫∫

Ci,j y
2dydx

1

N2

[
j2

N2
+

j

N2
+

1

3N2

]
1

N2

[
(N − i)2

2N2
− 2(N − i)

3N2
+

1

4N2

]
∫∫

Ci,j xydydx
1

N2

[
ij

N2
+

i

2N2
+

j

2N2
+

1

4N2

]
1

N2

[
i

2N
− i2

2N2
− i

2N2
+

1

6N
− 1

8N2

]

For the net group-level reproduction rate G(x, y) = 1− y, we have that, for i+ j < N − 1, the average
reproduction rates Gi,j on the volume Ci,j are given by

Gi,j = N2

∫∫
Ci,j

[1− y] dydx =

∫ xi+1

xi

∫ yj+1

yj

(1− y) dydx = 1− j

n
− 1

2N2
, (E.23a)

while, for i+ j = N − 1, the volume average is given by

Gi,j = 2N2

∫∫
Ci,j

[1− y] dydx =

∫ xi+1

xi

∫ 1−x

yj

[1− y] dydx = 1− j

N
− 1

3N2
. (E.23b)

For the group-level reproduction function G(x, y) =
(

1
G∗−G∗

)
G(x, y), we can use the expression for

average group payoffs to see that, for i+ j < N − 1, the average group-level reproduction rate is given
by

Gi,j =
N2

G∗ −G∗

∫∫
Ci,j

G(x, y)dydx

=
N2

G∗ −G∗

∫ xi+1

xi

∫ yj+1

yj

[
b− c− q + qx− (b− c+ p+ q) y + (p+ k)xy + (p+ k) y2

]
dydx

=

(
1

G∗ −G∗

)[
b− c− q + q

(
i

N
+

1

2N2

)
− (b− c+ p+ q)

(
j

N
+

1

2N2

)
+(p+ k)

(
ij

N2
+

i

2N2
+

j

2N2
+

1

4N2

)
+ (p+ k)

(
j2

N2
+

j

N2
+

1

3N2

)]
.

(E.24)
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In addition, we can see that, for i+ j = N − 1, the average group-level reproduction rate is given by

Gi,j =
2N2

G∗ −G∗

∫∫
Ci,j

G(x, y)dydx

=
2N2

G∗ −G∗

∫ xi+1

xi

∫ 1−x

yj

[
b− c− q + qx− (b− c+ p+ q) y + (p+ k)xy + (p+ k) y2

]
dydx

=

(
1

G∗ −G∗

)[
b− c− q + q

(
i

N
+

1

2N2

)
− (b− c+ p+ q)

(
j

N
+

1

3N2

)
+(p+ k)

(
i

N
− i2

N2
+

(N − i)2

N2
− i

N2
− (N − i)

3N2
+

1

3N
+

1

4N2

)]
(E.25)
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