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In socioeconomic systems, nonequilibrium dynamics naturally stem from the generically non-reciprocal in-
teractions between self-interested agents, whereas equilibrium descriptions often only apply to scenarios where
individuals act with the common good in mind. We bridge these two contrasting paradigms by studying a
Sakoda-Schelling occupation model with both individualistic and altruistic agents, who, in isolation, follow
nonequilibrium and equilibrium dynamics respectively. We investigate how the relative fraction of these two
populations impacts the behavior of the system. In particular, we find that when fluctuations in the agents’
decision-making process are small (high rationality), a very moderate amount of altruistic agents mitigates
the sub-optimal concentration of individualists in dense clusters. In the regime where fluctuations carry more
weight (low rationality), on the other hand, altruism progressively allows the agents to coordinate in a way that
is significantly more robust, which we understand by reducing the model to a single effective population studied
through the lens of active matter physics. We highlight that localizing the altruistic intervention at the right point
in space may be paramount for its effectiveness.

Equilibrium statistical mechanics describes the collective
behavior of a large number of constituents when their dy-
namics are driven by the minimization of a globally defined
energy. In many complex systems, however, finding such
a system-wide objective function may be impossible. This
is notably the case e.g. in active matter [1–4], where parti-
cles locally inject energy and momentum in the medium, or
else in neural networks [5–7], in which non-reciprocal inter-
actions are commonly assumed. Another wide class of prob-
lems where finding a global quantity to be minimized is chal-
lenging, if not impossible, is socioeconomic systems. Indeed,
most often one cannot assume that individuals share a com-
mon “utility” they all strive to optimize; it seems more re-
alistic to consider agents as individualistic actors seeking to
improve their own satisfaction, possibly at the expense of the
wider population, see e.g. [8, 9] for discussions on this is-
sue. In this context, Zakine et al. [10] notably showed that in
an occupation model where a fixed number of individualistic
agents populate a lattice depending on their own preference,
detailed balance is violated at the “microscopic” level, and this
regardless of the details of the agent’s decision rules. Coarse-
graining the system, the density of agents follows a stochastic
hydrodynamic equation in which the driving term cannot be
written as a gradient of a free energy functional, placing the
system out of equilibrium [11, 12].

Human behavior is inherently intricate, however, therefore
considering agents as purely and unanimously selfish may
prevent one from correctly modeling the complex interactions
between individuals, and importantly rules out the potential
influence of a central planner. In this Letter, we address these
limitations by considering the interaction between individu-
alistic and altruistic agents, who maximize the system-wide
aggregate utility instead of their own. By placing ourselves in
a context where an isolated system of individualists follows
nonequilibrium dynamics, our model notably extends the re-

sults of Grauwin et al. [13] and Jensen et al. [14] (see be-
low). Having uncovered the salient effect of altruism in our
two-population setting, we then introduce a “well-mixed” ap-
proximation of our model, comprising of a single population
making their decision based either on their personal satisfac-
tion or on the collective well-being with a given probability.
This reduced setting allows us to leverage recent advances
in the theory of active matter, namely the so-called general-
ized thermodynamic mapping [15, 16], thereby providing a
physical interpretation of the effect of altruism through the
change of properties of the “liquid” of agents. Beyond our
socioeconomic-inspired setting, our results contribute to the
ongoing effort towards the better understanding of the effect
of non-reciprocal interactions in complex systems [17–23].

Model. Suppose an individual is endowed with a utility
function u. This utility function is a measure of their satisfac-
tion at a position x ∈ [0, L]d in, say, a city, and reads

u(ϕ(x)) = −∣ϕ(x) − ρ⋆∣γ , γ > 0 (1)

where ϕ(x) is a locally perceived density of neighbors, and
0 < ρ⋆ < 1 is the community-wide ideal of surrounding
occupation density [24]. The perceived density is given by
ϕ(x) ≡ ϕ([ρ], x) = (G ∗ ρ)(x), where the density kernel
G of standard deviation σ is generically expected to decrease
monotonically, while ρ(x) is simply the population density
field in this idealized world. As the utility function u(z) de-
scribed in Eq. (1) is non-monotonic, our toy model essentially
relies on the following assumption: Individuals wish to reside
in an area that is not too empty, as they want to enjoy a rich
social environment and have access to a number of services,
but that is not too full either, in order to benefit from a good
quality of life and high level of comfort.

As mentioned above, a common starting point for such a
model is to assume that agents behave such as to maximize
their own satisfaction, that is the utility function evaluated at
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the position they choose to live in. Then, imagine some purely
altruistic agents who have the common interest in mind when
making their decision. In other words, instead of attempting
at maximizing their own utility, these agents seek to improve
the average outcome of the society, in our case proportional to
the global utility U[ρ] = ∫ dxu(ϕ([ρ], x))ρ(x), potentially
at the cost of their own satisfaction. If such infinitely benevo-
lent individuals may appear somewhat unrealistic, this behav-
ior could also be seen to arise through the action of a central
planner that would have the power to influence the decision of
individuals, for instance through social housing.

We now consider the scenario where space is occupied with
a conserved global density ρ0 of agents, split between fixed
fractions 1 − α of individualistic agents, and α of altruistic
agents. This can be modeled with two coexisting and inter-
acting density fields ρI(x, t) and ρA(x, t), describing the spa-
tial and temporal distribution of individualists and altruists,
respectively. We will assume that agents do not care (or equiv-
alently do not know) about the “type” of other agents, e.g. an
individualist perceives the presence of another individualist as
equivalent to that of an altruist.

Let us start by describing the dynamics followed by the
density of individualistic agents. While the evolution equa-
tion can be derived from the “microscopic” (local) dynamics
of non-overlapping agents on a d-dimensional lattice [10] us-
ing a path integral approach [25], we choose, for simplicity, to
present the model directly at the coarse-grained level:

∂tρI = ∇ ⋅ (MI[ρI, ρA]∇µI[ρI, ρA] +
√
2TMI[ρI, ρA]ξI) ,

(2)
with MI[ρI, ρA] = ρI(1−ρA−ρI) a standard non-overlapping
motility, ξI a Gaussian white noise in space and time, and µI

an effective chemical potential,

µI[ρI, ρA] = T log (
ρI

1 − ρI − ρA
) − u(ϕ([ρI + ρA], x)). (3)

The first term is an entropic contribution (i.e. diffusion of the
density field), with T a temperature parametrizing the fluctu-
ations in the decision-making process of the agents. This is
rather standard in the socioeconomic literature [8, 26], where
the inverse temperature is referred to as the “rationality”, or
more precisely as the “intensity of choice”. The second term
can be understood as a consequence of agents maximizing
their utility (cleverly coined “utility-taxis” in [27]). Impor-
tantly, we showed in [10] that a utility function that is nonlin-
ear in the perceived density ϕ cannot be written as the func-
tional derivative of a global functional of the density field. As
a result, the steady-state solution of Eq. (2) may not be de-
scribed with the standard tools of equilibrium statistical me-
chanics. Let us stress that this is where our model significantly
differs from that of Refs. [13] and [14]. Indeed, both these
seminal works leveraged a predefined district-based construc-
tion that allows a system of individualists to minimize an ef-
fective free energy. Yet, the existence of such an object in
socioeconomic systems is likely the exception rather than the
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FIG. 1. (a) Phase diagrams in the α = 0 (top) and α = 1 (bottom)
cases with γ = 3/2 and ρ⋆ = 1/2, full lines indicating the spinodals,
and dashed lines delimiting the binodal region where the homoge-
neous state is metastable. In the hatched area, concentration is pos-
sible despite ρ0 ≥ ρ⋆. (b) Spinodal curves for different α.

rule [8]; assessing the robustness of results to an inherently
nonequilibrium setting is therefore an important question.

Altruists, on the other hand, follow the dynamics

∂tρA = ∇ ⋅ (MA[ρA, ρI]∇
δF

δρA
+
√
2TMA[ρA, ρI]ξA) , (4)

with MA[ρA, ρI] = ρA(1 − ρA − ρI), ξA a Gaussian white
noise, and where now F[ρI, ρA] = −U[ρI + ρA]+TS[ρI, ρA]
is a standard free energy functional, sum of the (minus) global
utility, and of the entropy of mixing S[ρI, ρA] = ∫ {ρI log ρI +
ρA log ρA + (1 − ρA − ρI) log (1 − ρA − ρI)}. The coupled
Eqs. (2) and (4), together with a prescribed initial density
field, describe our non-reciprocal hydrodynamic model [28].
When α = 1 and there are no individualists, the above equa-
tion corresponds to equilibrium dynamics.

Impact of altruism. Before getting into the description of
the model when α > 0, let us summarize the phenomenol-
ogy of the α = 0 field theory describing purely individualistic
agents, as detailed in [10]. In a nutshell, for small tempera-
tures (high rationality), agents aggregate in dense suboptimal
clusters. At the mean-field level, that is neglecting the noise in
the hydrodynamic equation, the spinodal and binodal curves
can respectively be determined analytically through the lin-
ear stability analysis of the homogeneous state ρ(x, t) = ρ0,
and through the generalized thermodynamics approach intro-
duced in [15, 16]. The resulting phase diagram is shown in
Fig. 1(a), top panel [29]. Strikingly, the binodal curve extends
to ρ0 > ρ⋆: Due to the individualistic nature of the agents,
coordination fails and the system ends up in significantly sub-
optimal concentrated states even when a homogeneous dis-
tribution would provide a higher utility on average. A key
question is then to determine when and how the introduction
of altruism may resolve this counter-intuitive outcome.

We now consider the linear stability of the homogeneous
state ρA(x, t) = αρ0 and ρI(x, t) = (1−α)ρ0 in our model. In-
troducing a small perturbation about this homogeneous state,
expanding Eqs. (2) and (4) at leading order and going to
Fourier space yields a stability matrix, the eigenvalues of
which can be computed analytically, see Supplemental Mate-
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FIG. 2. (a) Binodal curves (ρ = ρA + ρI); markers (○) show numer-
ical estimates of the coexistence densities from agent-based simu-
lations in d = 2 (SM). (b) Binodal curves in the case of an effective
single-agent population. Dashed lines show the analytic computation
using the free energy for α = 1 and the generalized thermodynam-
ics approximation (only available for α = 0 in (a)). Solid lines are
constructed from the numerical resolution of the noiseless hydrody-
namic PDEs with Gaussian G, σ = 10, L = 1000.

rial (SM). Spinodal curves for α > 0 are shown in Fig. 1(b). A
first important observation is that in the vicinity of ρ0 = ρ⋆ =
1/2, a reasonable fraction of altruists leads the spinodal to lie
very close to the equilibrium α = 1 curve, leading to quasi-
overlapping spinodals for α ⪆ 1/2. For smaller values of ρ0,
we observe a significant rise in the temperature of the critical
point, corresponding to the maximum of the spinodal curves,
as α is increased. In other words, the introduction of altru-
ism allows agents to coordinate in a way that is more robust
to random fluctuations. Now, below the critical temperature,
we expect a metastable region, delimited by binodal curves,
which we must now determine in order to properly describe
the phase separation of the system in dense and near-empty
regions.

We start with the limiting case α = 1 (fully altruistic) cor-
responding to equilibrium dynamics, see above. As a re-
sult, the binodal curve can be straightforwardly determined
from the free energy density. Within the bulk of the as-
sumed “liquid” (dense) and “gas” (close to empty) phases
of the system, the local free energy density is f(ρ) =
−ρu(ρ) + T [ρ log ρ + (1 − ρ) log(1 − ρ)]. Performing the
double-tangent construction (or equivalently the Maxwell
construction) on this function, yields the coexistence densities
of the system for a given couple (ρ0, T ), thereby delimiting
the binodal. The resulting phase diagram in this α = 1 case
is shown in Fig. 1(a), bottom panel. Importantly, one can see
that it does not go beyond ρ = ρ⋆, meaning that, as expected,
the system no longer sub-optimally concentrates when a uni-
form distribution of agents is preferable.

What happens for intermediate values of α? While the cou-
pled nature of the dynamics prevents us from answering this
question analytically, a simple alternative is to set the initial
total density ρ0 to its critical value obtained from linear sta-
bility analysis, and to numerically solve the system of noise-
less partial differential equations (PDE) while varying tem-
perature. The densities measured in the bulk of the liquid

and gas phases of the solutions then give a numerical esti-
mate of the two branches of the binodal, which we show in
Fig. 2(a). We verify that in the α = 1 case, these densities
perfectly match the equilibrium theoretical result. In addi-
tion to this numerical resolution at the coarse-grained level,
we have also performed agent-based numerical simulations on
two-dimensional lattices, see SM for details. The coexistence
densities measured from these simulations are shown by the
markers on Fig. 2(a), displaying an excellent match with the
mean-field predictions. In our model, the effectiveness of the
mean-field equations can be understood through the smooth-
ing induced by the kernel G, which averages out fluctuations
in the chemical potentials.

Altruism appears to have two markedly distinct effects on
the binodals of the system. (i) At low temperatures, a minute
fraction of altruistic agents has a very strong effect on the
aggregate behavior of the system. As shown in the inset of
Fig. 2(a), small values of α indeed lead the agents to collec-
tively behave as if the global utility was the quantity optimized
by all agents, and almost immediately kill the sub-optimal
concentration at densities ρ > ρ⋆ of the fully individualistic
population. This very strong effect when T is small, which ap-
pears to be compatible with the “catalytic” effect of altruism
described in Ref. [14] in a different setting, can be understood
by observing the spatial distribution of the two types of agents.
As visible in the agent-based simulation shown in Fig. 3(a), al-
truistic agents can very effectively inhibit the concentration of
individualists by placing themselves at the boundary of popu-
lation clusters, triggering a progressive spreading of the dense
regions and effectively acting as surfactants. (ii) At higher
temperatures, and as expected from the critical temperature
computed through the linear stability analysis, altruism allows
the system to be significantly more robust to fluctuations, and
to remain phase separated when it is beneficial for the agents.
In this region, the effect of α is much more progressive, and as
shown in Fig. 3(b), not particularly localized in space. See SM
for an illustration of how these changes in the binodal translate
in an improvement of the global utility as α is increased.

Well-mixed approximation. The two-agent model dis-
cussed above demonstrates the strong impact of altruism.
While we were able to unravel the mechanisms at low tem-
peratures, we failed at describing it analytically beyond linear
stability, and at clearly interpreting its effect at higher temper-
atures. In order to improve our theoretical understanding, let
us introduce an alternative version of the model with a single
type of agents that happen to be altruistic at times. We now
take α to be the probability of being altruistic at a given in-
stant, leaving a 1 − α probability to be individualistic (which
is in fact similar to the prescription first proposed in [13]). The
resulting hydrodynamic equation for the single density field ρ

∂tρ = ∇ ⋅ [M[ρ]∇µwm[ρ] +
√
2TM[ρ]ξ] , (5)

with M[ρ] = ρ(1 − ρ), µwm[ρ] = (1 − α)µI[ρI = ρ, ρA =
0]+αδF/δρ that interpolates between individualist and altru-
ist chemical potentials, F[ρ] = −U[ρ] + T ∫ [ρ log ρ + (1 −
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FIG. 3. Illustration of the effects of altruists in an agent-based simulation of our model, see SM. In a system of size Ω = L ×L, with L = 200,
of N = ⌊ρ0L2⌋ individualists (black) are left to evolve from an initially homogeneous configuration. After 5 × 105 iterations (vertical dashed
line), a randomly selected fraction α individualists are replaced with altruists (red). (a) ρ0 = ρ⋆ = 1/2, T = 0.04, α = 0.12 (phase separation is
unfavorable); (b) ρ0 = 0.26, T = 0.14, α = 0.5 (phase separation is favorable). For both, G is Gaussian with σ = 7, γ = 3/2 and ρ⋆ = 1/2.

ρ) log(1 − ρ)]. By design, this simplified model coincides
with the original two-agent version in the extremal α = 0 and
α = 1 cases. In fact, both prescriptions are equivalent pro-
vided these two populations are well mixed in space, that is
assuming ρA(x)

ρI(x)
= α

1−α
∀x, which appears to be the case at

sufficiently high temperature, see Fig. 3(b). By definition, this
condition is verified in the homogeneous state where the den-
sity is uniform. Therefore both models have the same critical
point and spinodal curves for a given value of α, see SM.

The binodal curves in this setting can again be computed by
numerically solving the PDE of Eq. (5). The resulting coex-
istence densities are shown as solid lines in Fig. 2(b). In the
higher temperature region, the correspondence between the
two models is quite remarkable, confirming that this simpli-
fied description may serve its purpose for the understanding
of the role of altruism in the vicinity of Tc(α). For small
T , the outcomes of the two prescriptions differ, as can be ex-
pected from the spatially localized action of altruistic agents
that breaks down the “well-mixed” assumption, see Fig. 2 and
Fig. 3(a).

Now, having a single scalar density field ρ is very con-
venient as it allows us to employ a generalized thermody-
namics construction [15, 16] after performing a gradient ex-
pansion of the chemical potential in Eq. (5): µwm([ρ], x) =
µ0(ρ) + λ(ρ)(∇ρ)2 − κ(ρ)∇2ρ + O(∇4). Taking the ker-
nel G to be Gaussian of range σ yields explicit expressions
for µ0(ρ), κ(ρ) and λ(ρ), see SM. The gradient expan-
sion then suggests a bijective change of variable R(ρ) with
κ(ρ)R′′(ρ) = −[κ′(ρ)+2λ(ρ)]R′(ρ) [15, 16], which restores
locality in the phase properties and allows one to perform a
double-tangent construction on a new generalized free energy
density g(R), defined such that µ0(R) =

dg
dR

. Using Eq. (1)
yields a (lengthy) analytical expression for µ0(R), see SM.
The predicted binodal densities are shown with dashed lines in
Fig. 2(b). In the region of interest (upper part of the binodals),
the match between the generalized thermodynamics analytical

0.8 1.0
T/Tc(α)

0.00

0.01
ζ
/σ

(a)

0.8 1.0
α

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

V
(R

c)

(b)

0.0

0.5

1.0

α10−3 10−1

τ

10−4

10−2

3/2

FIG. 4. (a) Normalized pseudo tension ζ/σ (solid lines) as a func-
tion of rescaled temperature T /Tc(α), for different α. Markers (○)
indicate the true surface free energy in the equilibrium case α = 1.
Inset: the tension follows the mean-field critical scaling ζ ∝ τs with
τ = 1 − T /Tc(α) and s = 3/2 [31, 32]. (b) Value of the quasi-
potential V (Rc) computed for fixed ρ0, T = 0.18 and close to the
α = 0.8 binodal. Solid line: close to the gas density ρ0 = ρg(T ) + ϵ.
Dashed line: close to the liquid density ρ0 = ρℓ(T )−ϵ, with ϵ = 10−3.

results and the numerically solved PDEs is excellent [30].
Surface tension and nucleation. Having verified the ad-

equacy of the well-mixed approximation and of the gradient
expansion close to the critical temperature, we leverage this
analytically tractable setting to improve our understanding of
the influence of altruism in this region. We notably propose
to quantify the typical waiting times before observing a phase
change as altruism is varied. Indeed, in the binodal regions
the nucleation rate, which governs the time required for the
agents to trigger phase separation, is ultimately α dependent.

The nucleation probability P (or nucleation rate) in ac-
tive fluids was recently shown to follow classical nucleation
theory [33]. It satisfies a large deviation principle logP ∼
−V (Rc)/T for small T , where the quasi-potential V (Rc) rep-
resents the cost to escape the homogeneous state and reach a
critical nucleus (a bubble of gas or a droplet of liquid) of ra-
dius Rc, which then drives the system to complete phase sep-
aration. The quasi-potential V (Rc) crucially depends on the
surface tension, on the gas and liquid densities, and on the sat-
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uration (i.e. where we lie in the binodal). The surface tension
of nonequilibrium liquids is a versatile quantity that should be
interpreted with care [34–36]. This being said, the pseudo-
tension obtained from the thermodynamic mapping [15, 16]
has been shown to regulate Ostwald ripening and therefore the
fate of nucleation events in scalar active field theories [33, 37].

The pseudo-tension ζ we compute from the gradient expan-
sion (see SM) is shown for various α in Fig. 4(a). For α = 1,
we verify that the tension matches the true interfacial energy
measured on a stationary profile close to the critical point.
With this, one can finally compute the quasi-potential V (Rc)

and its dependence on α. For a fixed T [38] and starting close
to the binodal densities for, say, α = 0.8, one observes a sharp
decrease of the quasi-potential as α increases, see Fig. 4(b).
Further, since the quasi-potential becomes comparable to T as
α increases, the nucleation rate is of order 1, and nucleation
can thus no longer be seen as a rare event. These results are
in line with the intuition that altruism radically facilitates the
nucleation of the phase-separated state when it is beneficial
for the agents, see Fig. 3(b).

Concluding remarks. In this work, we have considered a
two-population extension of a general Sakoda-Schelling occu-
pation model to study the interaction between individualistic
and altruistic agents. We found that when agents are highly
rational, i.e. when the temperature in our model is small,
a very small fraction of altruistic agents strikingly kills the
peculiar aggregation of individualistic agents in sub-optimal
dense clusters. This result notably suggests that the nonequi-
librium driving caused by individualism in socioeconomic
systems does not necessarily lead to an immediate change in
a model’s phenomenology. At higher temperatures, altruism
drives the system in the phase-separated configuration, which
here again optimizes the global utility. In this region, the in-
fluence of altruism can be further understood through the lens
of the probability of nucleation when adopting an effective
single-population version of the model.

Let us finally discuss further the single-population prescrip-
tion, as it can in fact be considered as a different model in it-
self. While it is nearly identical to the original two-population
prescription close to the critical point, there is a striking differ-
ence in the low temperature behavior of the two models, see
the inset of Fig. 2(b). This observation can have somewhat
important socioeconomic implications. Indeed, it shows that
having a small fraction of agents devoted to the maximiza-
tion of the average welfare is much more effective than having
an equivalent fraction of the decisions of identical agents be
dictated by the well-being of others. While this result arises
in a very simplified setting here, our system provides a clear
illustration of the action of a central planner being substan-
tially more effective than leaving individuals the possibility
of being philanthropic. Here, this difference can be under-
stood by observing that altruistic agents may concentrate at
the boundaries of sub-optimally generated empty spaces to
progressively bring back the system to a globally optimal out-
come, as illustrated in Fig. 3. In other words, the possibility of
localizing the altruistic intervention at the right point in space

is paramount for its effectiveness. It appears sensible to be-
lieve that such a conclusion might in fact be quite generic.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Linear stability analysis

Two-population model

We start from the coupled evolution equations

∂tρA = ∂x (ρA(1 − ρA − ρI)∂x
δF

δρA(x)
) (S1)

∂tρI = ∂x (ρI(1 − ρA − ρI)∂xµI) . (S2)

Taking ρA(x, t) = αρ0 + ϵρ̃A(x, t), ρI(x, t) = (1 − α)ρ0 + ϵρ̃I(x, t) and expanding the equations up to order ϵ, we have the
evolution of the perturbations at the linear order

∂tρ̃A = T (1 − (1 − α)ρ0)∂
2
xρ̃A + αTρ0∂

2
xρ̃I − αρ0(1 − ρ0)∂

2
x[2ϕ̃u

′
(ρ0) + ρ0u

′′
(ρ0)G ∗ ϕ̃] (S3)

∂tρ̃I = T (1 − αρ0)∂
2
xρ̃I + (1 − α)Tρ0∂

2
xρ̃A − (1 − α)ρ0(1 − ρ0)∂

2
x[ϕ̃u

′
(ρ0)], (S4)

with ϕ̃ = G ∗ (ρ̃A + ρ̃I). In Fourier space, these equations yield the linear system

∂t [
ρ̂A(k, t)
ρ̂I(k, t)

] =K [
ρ̂A(k, t)
ρ̂I(k, t)

] , (S5)

with the stability matrix K =

−k2T (
(1 − (1 − α)ρ0) − αρ0(1 − ρ0)Ĝ(k)[2u

′(ρ0) + ρ0u
′′(ρ0)Ĝ(k)] αρ0 − αρ0(1 − ρ0)Ĝ(k)[2u

′(ρ0) + ρ0u
′′(ρ0)Ĝ(k)]

(1 − α)ρ0 − (1 − α)ρ0(1 − ρ0)Ĝ(k)u
′(ρ0) (1 − αρ0) − (1 − α)ρ0(1 − ρ0)Ĝ(k)u

′(ρ0)
) .

(S6)

The eigenvalues can be computed explicitly. They read

λ1 = −k
2T (1 − ρ0), (S7)

λ2 = −k
2(T − ρ0(1 − ρ0)Ĝ(k)[(1 + α)u

′
(ρ0) + αρ0u

′′
(ρ0)Ĝ(k)]), (S8)

which are always real, and thus seem to indicate that chasing cannot be observed from the homogeneous state (contrary to some
cases when combining two individualistic populations with competing goals, as documented in [10]). Clearly, λ1 will always be
negative, and we must therefore consider λmax = λ2 to determine the spinodal.

Single population simplification

As mentioned in the main text, it is rather straightforward to convince oneself that the linear stability analysis about the
homogeneous state is the same in the simplification we propose as in our original model. To check that this is indeed the case,
we perform the single population computation here. Starting now from Eq. (5), expanding it in the vicinity of the homogeneous
state ρ(x, t) = ρ0 + ϵρ̃(x, t) and writing the time evolution of the perturbation in Fourier space, we have

∂tρ̂(k, t) = −k
2(T − ρ0(1 − ρ0)Ĝ(k)[(1 + α)u

′
(ρ0) + αρ0u

′′
(ρ0)Ĝ(k)])ρ̂(k, t). (S9)

We immediately recognize that the criterion for linear stability is the same as above.

Agent-based simulations

The main text has focused on the coarsed-grained hydrodynamic description of our models. The locally conserved dynamics
assumed that agents evolve locally in space, jumping from one site to some neighboring one. In order to ensure that the central
conclusions of our study are robust to variations of this setting, as well as to lie closer to standard socioeconomic modeling, we
consider a discrete version or our model with non-local moves, which appear more realistic from a practical standpoint.
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At every time step in the simulation, an agent (altruistic or individualistic) is randomly selected from an occupied site on the
lattice, and is proposed to move to a randomly selected empty site. The difference in the agent’s utility ∆υ is computed based
on the type of agent selected (either global or local), and the move is accepted with probability

P (∆υ) =
1

1 + e−β∆υ
, (S10)

with β = 1
T

, ensuring that detailed balance is satisfied in the case of a purely altruistic population. As shown in [10], detailed
balance is violated for individualistic agents whenever the utility function is a nonlinear function of the local perceived density
ϕ, consistent with the non-relaxational nature of the dynamics for α < 1. Here, the perceived density is computed by performing
a discrete convolution between the kernel G and a binary occupation variable ni, equal to one if site i is occupied and zero if it
is empty. The global utility for a system of size Ω is now defined as

U =
Ω

∑
i=1

niui, (S11)

with ui the (hypothetical) individual utility of an agent located at the associated site.
To measure the coexistence densities shown in Fig. 2(a) of the main text we initialize two-dimensional systems of width

L = 400 and height ℓ = 100 in a phase separated state, forming a slab with a concentrated region in the center. The system is left
to evolve and the densities are measured by time-averaging the occupation variables ni once the system has reached a steady-
state. In this experiment, we take G to be a Gaussian kernel with characteristic width σ = 7, explaining the slight disparities with
the one-dimensional noiseless PDE resolutions that may be performed on larger systems lying closer to the true mean-field limit
L→∞, σ →∞ with σ/L→ 0.

As expected from the results of [10] for the α = 0 case, we find a very good agreement between the local hydrodynamics and
the non-local simulations.

Generalized thermodynamic mapping

Gradient expansion

The “well-mixed” version of the model considers a single type of agents who interpolates between individualistic and altruistic
behavior. The chemical potential thus interpolates between the individualistic chemical potential and the altruistic one. The
mean-field equation of motion reads

∂tρ = ∇ ⋅ [ρ(1 − ρ)∇µwm], (S12)

with

µwm = T log (
ρ

1 − ρ
) − u(ϕ) − α∫ ρ(y)u′(ϕ(y))G(x − y)dy. (S13)

To identify a good change of variable that yields the binodal densities, one expands the chemical potential, and one retains the
leading order gradient terms. On thus obtains

µwm([ρ], x) = µ0(ρ) + λ(ρ)(∇ρ)
2
− κ(ρ)∇2ρ +O(∇4

). (S14)

The expansion is generic and can be made explicit for any smoothing kernel G. For simplicity, we assume G to be Gaussian
with variance σ2, and we identify the different terms:

µ0(ρ) = −u(ρ) − αρu
′
(ρ) + T log (

ρ

1 − ρ
) , (S15)

κ(ρ) =
σ2

2
[(1 + α)u′(ρ) + 2αρu′′(ρ)], (S16)

λ(ρ) = −
σ2

2
α[2u′′(ρ) + ρu′′′(ρ)]. (S17)
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Change of variable

To find the binodal densities, one first defines the bijective change of variable R(ρ) that satisfies κ(ρ)R′′(ρ) = −[κ′(ρ) +
2λ(ρ)]R′(ρ), which here reads

R′′(ρ) = −
(1 − α)u′′(ρ)

(1 + α)u′(ρ) + 2αρu′′(ρ)
R′(ρ). (S18)

Taking our utility function u(ρ) = −∣ρ − ρ⋆∣γ , it turns out we always have

u′

u′′
=
ρ⋆ − ρ

1 − γ
, (S19)

which simplifies the differential equation into

R′′ = −
(1 − α)(1 − γ)

(1 + α)(ρ⋆ − ρ) + 2α(1 − γ)ρ
R′. (S20)

This equation has to be solved on two distinct domains before “gluing”. The extremal density is

ρm =
1

1 + 2 α
α+1
(γ − 1)

ρ⋆, (S21)

and the solution for R(ρ) reads

R(ρ) = C1(ρ − ρm)
ξ Θ[ρ − ρm] +C2(ρm − ρ)

ξ Θ[ρm − ρ], (S22)

with ξ = 1 +
(α − 1)(γ − 1)

1 + α(2γ − 1)
, and the constants C1 and C2 have to be adjusted such that R is bijective and differentiable.

Interestingly enough, we recover a linear change of variable, i.e. ξ = 1 if and only if γ = 1 (linear utility) or α = 1 (global utility).
We can always shift R with some constant also. In the other way round, we have:

ρ = ρm + sign(R)∣R∣
1
ξ (S23)

and now the chemical potential

µ0(R) = − u(ρ(R)) − αρ(R)u
′
(ρ(R)) + T log(ρ(R)/(1 − ρ(R)))

= ∣ρm + sign(R)∣R∣
1
ξ − ρ⋆∣

γ
+ αγ(ρm + sign(R)∣R∣

1
ξ ) sign (ρm + sign(R)∣R∣

1
ξ − ρ⋆) ∣ρm + sign(R)∣R∣

1
ξ − ρ⋆∣

γ−1

+ T log
⎛

⎝

ρm + sign(R)∣R∣
1
ξ

1 − ρm − sign(R)∣R∣
1
ξ

⎞

⎠
.

(S24)

Note that this expression is completely independent of σ, as expected in the mean-field limit. For given values of the parameters
γ, ρ⋆, T and α, the Maxwell construction or the double-tangent construction can be performed numerically, yielding the “liquid”
and “gas” values of R, which then yields the coexistence densities with Eq. (S23).

Surface tension and nucleation

The surface tension is computed from the generalized free energy density and the coexistence densities Rg and Rℓ and reads,
see [15, 16],

ζ = ∫
Rℓ

Rg

√
2κ(R)∆g(R)dR, (S25)

with ∆g = g̃(ρ) − g̃(Rℓ) and g̃(R) = g(R) − µ0(Rℓ)R, the free energy density tilted by the chemical potential at phase
coexistence. As such, the surface tension ζ depends on the interaction range σ via κ(ρ), see Eq. (S16), that ultimately controls
the width of the interface between the liquid and the gas. We thus normalize the tension by the length σ in the main text.
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FIG. S1. Evolution of the global utility U[ρ] = ∫ dxu(ϕ([ρ], x))ρ(x) in the steady state obtained from the numerical resolution of the
noiseless PDE (L = 1000, σ = 10) with the level of altruism α for two populations (○) and the single population simplification (◻). (a) Settings
where individualists sub-optimally aggregate and the phase separation is detrimental. (b) Settings where individualists are not able to aggregate
due to noise and the phase separation is beneficial.

To assess the nucleation rate, we need the quasi-potential at the critical radius Rc. Following Ref.[33], the critical radius in
d = 2 is given by

Rc =
ζ

ϵ∆Rµ′0(ρg)
, (S26)

with ϵ = ρ0 − ρg the saturation of the homogeneous state in the binodal and with ∆R = Rℓ −Rg . Finally, the quasipotential at
the critical radius of a liquid droplet surrounded by the gas reads

V (Rc) = π
ρℓ − ρg

Rℓ −Rg

ζ2

ϵ(Rℓ −Rg)µ′0(ρg)
. (S27)

Equivalently, the quasipotential to nucleate a bubble of gas in a liquid is obtained by exchanging the indices ℓ↔ g in the formula
above. In practice, since all quantities are α dependent, the effect of α on the quasipotential is not easily apprehensible.

Impact of altruism on the global utility

In the thermodynamic limit, the coexistence densities given by the binodal curves are sufficient to compute the global utility.
In a system of sides of length L, the interface region is indeed sub-dominant and grows as Ld−1 in contrast with the liquid and
gas phases that cover a region scaling as Ld. More generally,

U

Ω
=
ρ0 − ρg

ρℓ − ρg
u(ρℓ) +

ρℓ − ρ0
ρℓ − ρg

u(ρg) +O (
1

L
) , (S28)

with Ω the total volume of the system. As naturally expected, this quantity is maximal for α = 1, as it is the objective function
optimized by all agents, while it is a decreasing function of 1 − α, see the annotations of Fig. 3.

To get a clearer picture, we plot in Fig. S1 the evolution of this quantity in a noiseless finite size system for the parameter
of Fig. S1. Clearly, the ability of altruism to strongly impact the coexistence densities at low temperatures translates in a very
rapid increase of the global utility. On the other hand, at higher temperatures when the effect is more progressive, we observe a
progressive increase of the global utility once the system is in a phase separated regime.
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