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A B S T R A C T

Global cooperation often falters despite shared objectives, as misaligned interests and unequal

incentives undermine collective efforts, such as those in international climate change collaborations.

To tackle this issue, this paper introduces a multi-level game-theoretic model to analyze the dynamics

of complex interactions within hierarchical systems. The model consists of global, local, and pairwise

games, and two strategy types—binary and level-based strategies—are explored under varying

parameter conditions. Using computational simulations and numerical analysis, we examine how

factors across different levels influence player decisions, game dynamics and population phase

transitions during the evolutionary process. Our findings reveal that although the increase of profit

rates at local and pairwise games enhances cooperation within the population, the global game exerts

minimal influence on player decisions and population states under both strategy settings. Particularly,

analytical and simulation results show that, under binary strategies, global profit does not influence

localized decision-making of players, while under level-based strategies, players cooperating at the

global level are eventually outcompeted due to the evolutionary disadvantage even when global profit

is substantial. These insights contribute to a theoretical understanding of cooperation dynamics in

multi-level systems and may offer implications for fostering global collaboration on challenges like

climate change.

1. Introduction

Understanding the emergence and evolution of coop-

erative behaviors within a population of inherently self-

interested individuals with complex relations has long cap-

tivated the interest of researchers across various disciplines

[1–4]. The study of cooperative behaviors within the frame-

work of evolutionary dynamics provides valuable insights

into how such behaviors emerge and evolve over time. Evo-

lutionary game theory is a powerful tool that explores the

strategies employed by individuals in competitive environ-

ments, and sheds light on the conditions that foster coop-

eration and the mechanisms by which it spreads through a

population [4, 5]. However, in populations such as social

networks or geopolitical networks, interactions often hold

a multi-level nature, meaning participants engage in games

with different groups of opponents of different sizes.

One quintesential example is the global effort to com-

bat climate change. In this complex scenario, nations must

navigate a delicate balance between pursuing their own

interests and recognizing the shared responsibility for the

health of the planet. The challenge of addressing climate

change underscores the need for collaboration among na-

tions at multiple levels, from global agreements, regional

collaborations to multilateral or bilateral agreements. On the
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one hand, we have witnessed the effort of forging a global

cooperation against climate change such as Kyoto Protocol

[6] and Paris Agreement [7], despite their underwhelming

outcome [8–13]. On regional collaboration, nations often

engage in cooperative endeavors tailored to their specific

geographical, economic, and political contexts. For instance,

regions have rolled out initiatives such as the European

Union’s European Green Deal and Emissions Trading Sys-

tem [14, 15], and North American Climate, Clean Energy,

and Environment Partnership Action Plan [16]. These agree-

ments allow participating nations to pool resources, share

knowledge, and implement coordinated strategies to mitigate

the impacts of climate change on a more localized scale.

Nations may also sign bilateral or multilateral agreements,

establishing mutually beneficial arrangements to address

shared environmental concerns or promote sustainable de-

velopment initiatives. These types of agreements enable

nations to collaborate more intimately, focusing on specific

areas of cooperation that align with their respective interests

and capabilities, such as U.S.-China Joint Announcement

on Climate Change in 2014 [17], Franco-German treaty on

energy transition [18], and Canada-Mexico Action Plan on

environment and climate change [19]. Additionally, nations

have been proposing various climate policies within their

respective jurisdictions to encourage actions to slow down

the climate change process, and to mitigate its negative

effects [20, 21].

On the other hand, researchers have dedicated efforts to

modeling and creating mechanisms that incentivize coopera-

tion in combating climate change, via approaches including
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theoretical analysis [22, 23], numerical and computational

simulations [24–27], social experiments [28–30], statistical

physics [31, 32], and even decision-support tools [33]. They

analyzes the equilibria and evolutionary dynamics of corre-

sponding games across various scenarios, and devise mech-

anisms aimed at promoting cooperation. Different variations

of public goods game, collective risk dilemma and other

game models have been used to understand the interactions

between nations facing climate change, and mechanisms

such as reward, sanction, communication and environmental

feedback are studied in terms of their efficiency in promoting

cooperation [23–25, 30].

Additionally, as a well-studied topic, social dilemmas

in structured populations have been extensively studied to

explore game equilibria and dynamics, with a focus on

diverse player strategies, endogenous factors, exogenous

mechanisms, and innovative modeling approaches [34–49].

Nontheless, there have been more recent studies dedi-

cated to address similar problems from a multi-level per-

spective, which consider the impact of factors such as group

selection, cross-level communication, exogenous interven-

tion [47, 50, 51]. Besides, preliminary multi-level game

theory applications have emerged in fields such as electricity

market and hydrogen distribution as well [52, 53].

In this paper, we aim to study the impact of factors

across different levels on the evolution of cooperation within

a proposed multi-level framework, covering pairwise in-

teractions, local collaborations, and global collaborations.

Of particular interest is how the same factors at different

levels can exert distinct influences on the game state and

player strategies. Through computational simulations and

numeric analysis, we investigate the impact of game pa-

rameters at different levels on the overall population state

and cooperation tendencies under various strategy settings.

By gaining a deeper understanding of these dynamics, we

may advance our theoretical understanding of cooperation in

multi-level interactions, as well as inspire practical strategies

for fostering cooperation in real-world contexts.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2,

we propose the multi-level game model. Section 3 includes

the experimental settings, results and analysis. Finally, Sec-

tion 4 concludes the research work, discusses the potential

practical implications of our findings, and points out the

limitations and potential future research directions.

2. Model

We consider a population of players that may engage

in games at different levels. Particularly, the population of

players is denoted by N , and a (population structure) graph

G = (N,E) is used to represent the relations among the

players, where E ⊆ N2 is the set of edges. For any players

i, j ∈ N , the edge (i, j) ∈ E means that they are adjacent

and can engage directly in a two-player game. Moreover, for

any subset (or group) of players V ⊆ N , its associated game

is denoted

gV = (V , SV , �V ),

where V is the set of player, SV is the set of strategies

(or actions, interchangeably) the players can choose from,

and �V is the payoff function. For each game gV , the set

of players V should induce a connected subgraph of G,

otherwise the disjointed players would neither participate

in the game nor affect the outcome. In other words, if we

denote the set of edges that have both extremities in V by

E(V ), (V , E(V )) should be a connected subgraph of G for

any game gV . Any set V that satisfies this condition can

be a viable group of players. For similar reasons, we also

assume that the graph G is connected, since otherwise it can

be evaluated separately for each of its connect components.

This paper considers three different levels of games (and

consequently, three levels of viable groups) that might be

played within the population. Firstly, any pair of players

i, j ∈ N that are adjacent can engage in a pairwise game

g{i,j}. Additionally, if we denote by N(i) the set of players

containing the player i ∈ N and all its neighbors, N(i) is

a viable group that admits the local game gN(i). Finally, the

whole population engages in the global game gN .

The set of viable groups that are allowed to engage in a

game gV for a population N is then denoted by  ⊆ 2N .

This paper considers the aforementioned pairwise, local and

global games, and the set of viable groups that any player

i ∈ N is in can be denoted as

i =
p

i
∪ 

l
i
∪ 

g

i

=
{
{i, j}|j ∈ N(i) ⧵ {i}

}

∪
{
N(j)|j ∈ N(i)

}

∪
{
N
}
,

(1)

where
p

i
and l

i
denote the sets of viable groups of pairwise

games and local games for i, respectively, and for consis-

tency 
g

i
denotes the set containing the only viable group

of global game N . It is worth noting that, in some cases the

viable groups at the three levels of games might overlap, such

as in complete graphs where all nodes are adjacent to each

other, any local game would be identical as the global game.

Such cases can be considered as playing the multi-level game

with an adapted strategy space and modified profit rate.

Initially, any player i ∈ N has oi units of endowment,

which could be distributed among the games it participates

in. Therefore, the strategy, or the contribution, of any player

in a specific game (in the most general case) is in S = [0, oi].

This paper considers two types of strategy settings while

assuming that all players have same amount of endowment,

i.e., oi = 1 for any i ∈ N . The first setting is binary strategy,

where a player can either cooperate or defect in all games

it participate in, which means it either contribute all or none

of its endowment. The second setting is level-based strategy,

where a player decide independently at the three levels of

games, allowing them to cooperate at one level and defect at

another. For this case we assume the strategies of a player

for games at each level is consistent. Note that we divide the

endowment of each player into three equal parts for the three

levels, and then distribute the endowment equally among

J. Zhao et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 2 of 10



Global Profits, Local Decisions: Why Global Cooperation Falters in Multi-level Games

games within the same level, i.e., |p

i
|op

i
= | l

i
|ol

i
= og =

1

3
by default.

In this paper, games at all three levels are n-player public

goods game with n ≥ 2. For any player i ∈ N , and a viable

group V ∈ i, its endowment and strategy (or contribution)

in the game gV is denoted by oV
i

and sV
i

, respectively. Its

corresponding payoff is then denoted by

�V (sV
i
, sV−i) = oV

i
− sV

i
+

rV

|V |
∑

j∈V

sV
j
, (2)

where sV
−i

denotes the strategy profile of all players except i

in V , rV denotes the profit rate of public reserve of game gV ,

and |V | is the number of players in V . As this work focuses

on the dynamics induced by different levels of games, we

also introduce the notation for the payoff for games at each

level as follows.

�
p

i
=

∑

V ∈
p

i

�V (sV
i
, sV−i) (3)

�l
i
=

∑

V ∈ l
i

�V (sV
i
, sV−i) (4)

�
g

i
= �N (sN

i
, sN−i) (5)

The total payoff of player i is then denoted as

�i = �
p

i
+ �l

i
+ �

g

i

=
∑

V ∈i

�V (sV
i
, sV−i).

(6)

In fact, by modifying the viable groups of games, this multi-

level model can represent a variety of games. For instance,

for a typical public goods game setup, it can be described as

i = {N} and rN = r for any i ∈ N . In other words, the

players only participate in the global game with a profit rate

of r. The payoff of player i is then

�PGG
i

= �N (sN
i
, sN−i)

= 1 − sN
i
+

r

|N|
∑

j∈N

sN
j
. (7)

In this equation, the part 1 − sN
i

represents the reserved

endowment of player i in the public goods game; r
∑
j∈N

sN
j

is the total profit of public reserve;
r

|N |
∑
j∈N

sN
j

is then the

profit distributed to each player.

In this paper, as players engage in games at three different

levels, we consider a default setting of three different profit

rates rp, rl, rg , for the pairwise, local and global games,

respectively. A summary of notation for the games that any

player i can engage in is displayed in Table 1.

After each round of game, any player i updates its

strategy based on the payoff of a random target j and itself,

with a probability of i imitating j decided by the following

Fermi function,

pij =
1

1 + e�(�i−�j )
, (8)

where � is the selection strength. If � approaches 0, the

probability approaches 1∕2, meaning i randomly chooses

between retaining its strategy or imitating j’s strategy. If �

approaches infinity, the probability approaches1 if j’s payoff

is higher than i’s, meaning i will always imitate j’s strategy.

Besides, players may mutate to take a random strategy with

a probability of � ∈ [0, 1].

Since this paper considers several different strategy set-

tings, the update rule varies accordingly while using similar

functions to (8). The specific nuance will be described in the

following sections along with the introduction of different

strategy settings.

2.1. Binary Strategy
Firstly, we consider the most basic binary strategy set-

ting, where there exist only two types of players, Cooperator

(C) and Defector (D). In this case, the strategy of player

i ∈ N in a game gV with V ∈ k
i
, k ∈ {p, l, g} is

sV
i

=
ok
i

|k
i
|

if i cooperates, and 0 otherwise. In other words,

any player i decides whether it cooperates or defects for all

games it participates in. The endowment of the cooperators

is then split evenly as contribution for games at each level

it participates in. Moreover, instead of contributing all en-

dowment, it is also possible to consider the more general

case where the cooperators only use a fixed proportion of

its endowment as contribution, which has been proved to be

conducive to cooperation in some cases [26]. This leads to

the following strategy for any player i in a game gV with

V ∈ k
i
, k ∈ {p, l, g}:

sV
i
=

{
�ok

i

|k
i
|

if i cooperates,

0 otherwise,
(9)

where � ∈ (0, 1] is the overall percentage of endowment any

player is willing to contribute.

In this case, on a periodic square lattice, the payoff

of a player depends on its own strategy, the number of

cooperators among its first-order neighbors (for pairwise

games) and second-order neighbors (for local games), and

the whole population (for the global game). The payoff can

then be expressed as a function of number of cooperators in

each scope. If the number of cooperators in a set V is denoted

by nV
C

, and according to (2) - (5) the payoff of a cooperator i

at each level is then

�
p

i
=

∑

V ∈
p

i

rpnV
C
�o

p

i

|V |
=

rp

2
(|N(i)|+ n

N(i)

C
− 2)�o

p

i

(10)

�l
i
=

∑

V ∈ l
i

rlnV
C
�ol

i

|V |
(11)

�
g

i
=

rgnN
C
�

3|N|
. (12)
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Table 1

Notation of games any player i can engage in at each level

Level Set of Viable Groups Endowment Profit Rate Payoff

Pairwise 
p

i
=
{
{i, j}|j ∈ N(i) ⧵ {i}

}
o
p

i
=

1

3|p

i
|

rp �
p

i

Local  l
i
=
{
N(j)|j ∈ N(i)

}
ol
i
=

1

3| l
i
|

rl �l
i

Global 
g

i
=
{
N
}

og =
1

3
rg �

g

i

the payoff of a defector i at each level is then

�
p

i
=

1

3
+

∑

V ∈
p

i

rpnV
C
�o

p

i

|V |
=

1

3
+

rp

2
n
N(i)

C
�o

p

i
(13)

�l
i
=

1

3
+

∑

V ∈ l
i

rlnV
C
�ol

i

|V |
(14)

�
g

i
=

1

3
+

rgnN
C
�

3|N|
. (15)

The update rule for binary strategy is that a player i

simply imitates j according to the probability decided by the

Fermi function (8).

From the numerical results, it can be observed that at

the boundary of clusters of cooperators and defectors, the

imitation probability of the focus player does not change

with the results of the global game. The reason is that even if

the profit rate rg or the total number of cooperators change, it

essentially inflicts the same payoff difference on all players

at the boundary as long as they do not change themselves,

and thus the payoff difference between the focus player and

the target player does not change.

2.2. Level-Based Strategy
Secondly, in level-based strategy setting, it is assumed

that players may employ the same strategy within games

of the same level, while having the flexibility to vary their

strategies from one level to another. In this case, there are 8

types of players, since player can choose from two strategies

for each level. We use CCC , CCD, CDC , CDD, DCC ,

DCD, DDC , DDD to denote the strategies for different

types, each of which is composed of strategies (C or D) in

the order of pairwise, local and global games, respectively.

For instance, CCD represents the type of players cooperate

in pairwise games and local games, and defect in the global

game.

As player strategies are level-based in this case, the

strategy of any player i in a game gV with V ∈ k
i
, k ∈

{p, l, g} can be represented by (9) with a small modification:

sV
i
=

{
�ok

i

|k
i
|

if i cooperates in k
i
,

0 otherwise.
(16)

Similar to the binary strategy case, players update their

strategies by imitating a random target’s strategies with a

probability decided by (8).

1.5 4.0 6.5 9.0 11.5 14.0
rp

1.5

4.0

6.5

9.0

11.5

14.0

r l

C

D

Figure 1: Phase diagram of rp and rl under binary strategy.

3. Results

3.1. Experimental Setting
Computational simulations are used to explore the dy-

namics of the aforementioned multi-level game, with a focus

on the stable states and phase transitions between stable

strategy configurations. Experiments are conducted on pop-

ulations of sizes 100 - 900. The population structure is

a periodic 2-dimensional lattice, where each player has 4

neighbors. In each round, all players update their strategies

simultaneously. Some parameters and their default values

are described in Table 2, for which if the value of a parameter

is not specified, it will take the default value. Under each

parameter setting, the game is played until the population

reaches a stable state (up to 106 rounds depending on the

setting), and is repeated for 20 times on average.

3.2. Results with Binary Strategy
Under the setting of binary strategy, experimental results

show that the phase transition of cooperation level in the

population is relatively intuitive, that is positively related to

the change of profit rates at different levels. The increase

of the profit rates of pairwise games and locals games

eventually leads to a phase transition in the stable states of

evolutionary dynamics from defection to cooperation at a

certain tipping point, as shown in Figure 1. Figures 2 and

3 demonstrate the evolutionary processes of two instances

under the settings of rp = 1.6, rl = 4 and rp = 4.5, rl = 4.5,

respectively.

Furthermore, it is particularly interesting that the profit

rate of the global game has little to no impact on whether

cooperators or defectors take over the population in our

J. Zhao et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 4 of 10
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Table 2

Parameters

Parameter Range Default Value Description

rp [1,+∞] 1.6 profit rate for pairwise games

rl [1,+∞] 4 profit rate for local games

rg [1,+∞] 5 profit rate for the global game

� [0.01,+∞] 0.5 selection strength

Turn 10 Turn 30 Turn 50

Turn 80

0 20 40 60 80 100
0

20

40

60

80

Welfare
Total welfare
Pairwise welfare
Local welfare
Global welfare

0 20 40 60 80 100
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5
Cooperator Frequency

Figure 2: Population evolving into D phase with rp = 1.6, rl =

4.

Turn 10 Turn 30 Turn 50

Turn 80

0 20 40 60 80 100
0

50

100

150

200

250

Welfare
Total welfare
Pairwise welfare
Local welfare
Global welfare

0 20 40 60 80 100

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0
Cooperator Frequency

Figure 3: Population evolving into C phase with rp = 4.5, rl =

4.5.

simulation results, as depicted in Figures 4 (comparing to

Figures 2).

In order to reveal the mechanism that leads to this

phenomenon, we delved into the details of the evolutionary

process and perform some numerical simulation on the

boundary of cooperators and defectors to see how the payoff

and imitation probability changes in different settings. We

find that the increase in global profit rate does not sway play-

ers’ cooperation tendencies as expected, since their decisions

are focused on localized regions.

In general, cooperators gain an evolutionary advantage

over defectors and are more likely to be imitated by neigh-

boring defectors only when the profits from cooperators in

Turn 10 Turn 30 Turn 50

Turn 80

0 20 40 60 80 100
0

50

100

150

200

250

300

Welfare
Total welfare
Pairwise welfare
Local welfare
Global welfare

0 20 40 60 80 100
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

Cooperator Frequency

Figure 4: Population evolving into D phase with rp = 1.6, rl =

4, rg = 20.

(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

Figure 5: Example cases with rp = 1.6, rl = 4, rg = 5 under

binary strategy. The figures depict a local region containing

a focus player and its first-order and second-order neighbors.

The numbers on the neighbors of the focus player are the prob-

abilities that the focus player imitates them if they are chosen

as the target. For comparison, the imitation probabilities of all

neighbors are presented regardless of its strategy, while in the

actual game imitating a player of the same strategy will not

change the game state.

the games are able to compensate their contribution and

result in a higher payoff compared to the defectors in their

neighbors.

We report a set of quintessential results to reflect the

general trends. Particularly, Figures 5 - 8 show imitation

probabilities of a focus player in different neighbor environ-

ments under different settings. Figure 5 depicts the results

J. Zhao et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 5 of 10
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

Figure 6: Example cases with rp = 1.5, rl = 1.5, rg =

5 under binary strategy. The figures depict a local region

containing a focus player and its first-order and second-order

neighbors. The number on each neighbor of the focus player

represents the probability that the focus player will imitate

that neighbor if selected as the target. For comparison, the

imitation probabilities of all neighbors are presented regardless

of its strategy, while in the actual game imitating a player of

the same strategy will not change the game state.

(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

Figure 7: Example cases with rp = 4.5, rl = 4.5, rg =

5 under binary strategy. The figures depict a local region

containing a focus player and its first-order and second-order

neighbors. The number on each neighbor of the focus player

represents the probability that the focus player will imitate

that neighbor if selected as the target. For comparison, the

imitation probabilities of all neighbors are presented regardless

of its strategy, while in the actual game imitating a player of

the same strategy will not change the game state.

under the setting of rp = 1.6, rl = 4 and rg = 5; Figure 6

depicts the results under the setting of rp = 1.5, rl = 1.5

and rg = 5; Figure 7 depicts the results under the setting of

rp = 4.5, rl = 4.5 and rg = 5; Figure 8 depicts the results

under the setting of rp = 1.6, rl = 4, rg = 5 and a higher

selection strength of � = 10.

Note that some assumptions are necessary to present

the results. For instance, the number of cooperators in the

local games of the secondary neighbors of the focus players

are assigned according to the boundaries. In addition, the

(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

Figure 8: Example cases with rp = 1.6, rl = 4, rg = 5 and

� = 10 under binary strategy. The figures depict a local region

containing a focus player and its first-order and second-order

neighbors. The numbers on the neighbors of the focus player

are the probabilities that the focus player imitates them if

they are chosen as the target. For comparison, the imitation

probabilities of all neighbors are presented regardless of its

strategy, while in the actual game imitating a player of the

same strategy will not change the game state.

number of cooperators in the global game is assumed to be

50% of the total population, which will also be proved to be

generally indifferent to the results mathematically.

According to the results, it can be observed that when

the profit rates are relatively low (in Figure 6), cooperators

have a high probability (> 50%) to imitate defectors in

its neighbors (e.g., Figure 6d), especially when they have

cooperative neighbors. Defectors have a lower probability (<

50%) to imitate cooperators in its neighbors (e.g., Figure 6e),

especially when the focus player is surrounded by defectors

in Figure 6h.

When the profit rates increase, cooperators will gain ad-

vantage in the imitation process, which is reflected by having

a higher probability of being imitated by defectors and a

lower probability of imitating defectors (see differences of

the same cases in Figures 5, 6, and 7). This selection effect

is even more prominent with a higher selection strength, as

shown in Figure 8 comparing to Figure 5.

From the numerical analysis, some general patterns that

are invariant throughout different parameter settings can be

observed and summarized.

Firstly, payoff of the global game does not affect the

imitation probability in such local analysis. The reason is that

under our experimental setting, the change in the number

of total cooperators affects all players equally, regardless of

their position and strategy. Consequently, as the imitation

probability depends only on the payoff difference of the

focus player and the target player according to (8), it remains

the same as the payoff difference remains unchanged. There-

fore, even if the profit rate of the global game rg and the

number of cooperators in the population changes drastically,

the imitation probability within a local scope will remain

unchanged as long as the players within the local scheme
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do not alter their strategies. As a result, different values of

rg as well as number of cooperators in the whole population

lead to the same numerical results for all cases, which thus

are omitted.

Secondly, an intuitive pattern is that a player tends to

have a higher payoff when there are more cooperators in

its neighbors, and thus tends to have a higher probability to

be imitated if it is the target, and have a lower probability

to imitate others if it is the focus player (e.g., see Figures

5a and 5b). This pattern can also be enhanced by higher

profit rates (see Figure 7), as well as a higher selection

strength (see Figure 8). The reason behind this pattern is

the nature of public goods games played at all levels, where

cooperators benefit (or contribute to the payoff of) all players

within the game. However, this pattern may have some

minor exceptions since a player’s payoff also depends on its

secondary neighbors to a lesser extent.

In cases such as Figure 7g, the focus player has a higher

probability (> 50%) to imitate cooperators in its neighbors,

even though it has more cooperative neighbors than all

its neighbors. The reason is that, its neighbor cooperators

benefit more from the local games and other pairwise games

they engage in, while any game the focus player participates

automatically has a defector, i.e., itself. Therefore, the focus

player has a lower payoff than its cooperative neighbors over-

all. In addition, since the parameter setting (rp = 4.5, rl =

4.5) locates near the boundary of the phase diagram depicted

in Figure 1, the imitation probability is slightly above 50%.

This is also reflected in the evolutionary process, as shown

in Figure 3, where the cooperator frequency experienced a

dip (due to the instability of imitation at a probability close

to 50%) before eventually rising to 1.

From an evolutionary point of view, these patterns lead

to the increase of the fitness of cooperators against defectors

at the boundary cases when the pairwise and local profit rates

increase. Therefore, the phase diagrams in Figure 1 show

that the evolutionary results of the population shifts from D-

phase to C-phase when the pairwise and local profit rates are

sufficiently large.

It is also worth noting that the cases where the population

evolves to an all-cooperator state have quite unrealistic rp
and rl values, i.e., the values of profit rates are larger than

the number of participants in the games. It shows to an extent

that cooperation is difficult to achieve and maintain in such

scenarios.

3.3. Results with Level-Based Strategy
With level-based strategy, we perform computational

simulations under similar settings to the previous case. As

shown by the phase diagram in Figure 9, it also has a general

trend that cooperation is promoted by higher values of rp and

rl. This pattern can also be reinforced with a higher selec-

tion strength � to reduce the randomness of the imitation.

Particularly, the population tends to evolve towards a one-

strategy population, and under different settings of rp and

rl, different types of players will take over the population.

Moreover, the value of rp decides whether the population

1.5 4.0 6.5 9.0 11.5 14.0
rp

1.5

4.0

6.5

9.0

11.5

14.0

r l

DCD

DDD

CCD

CDD

Figure 9: Phase diagram of rp and rl with rg = 5 and � = 100

will be taken over by a strategy that cooperates in pairwise

games, which results in a phase transition from DCD to DCC

or from DDD to DDC in the phase diagram. The value of

rl decides whether the population will be taken over by a

strategy that cooperates in local games, which results in a

phase transition from DDD to DCD or from DDC to DCC

in the phase diagram. Once again, the observed pattern is

consistent over different values of rg .

Comparing to the binary strategy case, players have the

option to change the strategy of a level independently from

strategies of other two levels, and thus are able to adjust their

strategies of each level separately according to their payoffs.

One notable aspect of the simulation results is that only

the type of players which defect in the global game can

take over the population. As demonstrated in Figures 10-12,

strategies that cooperate in the global game are eliminated

very early in the evolutionary process, regardless of the

settings. In most cases, the population will first evolve to a

two-strategy competition state, and the winning strategy of

the two will take over the population eventually. Particularly,

Figure 10 corresponds to the parameter setting located in the

DDD phase in Figure 9, while being close to the boundaries

between all four phases. For this case, we may observe a

two-strategy competition during the evolutionary process

between DDD and any of the other three strategies. Figure

11 corresponds to the parameter setting located in the CCD

phase in Figure 9, which is close to the boundary between

CCD and CDD, and hence we observe these two strategies

competing during the evolutionary process. For similar rea-

sons, Figure 11 shows a two-strategy competition between

CDD and DDD before evolving to an all-CDD state. Figure

13 depicts a case of minor exception we encounter, where

two-strategy competition is between DCD and DDD, instead

of DCD and CCD in most cases. Additionally, it can also

be observed that, initially the population evolves to a three-

strategy competition among DCD, CCD and DDD, before it

shifts to the two-strategy competition.

Further experiments show that the obtained results are

consistent over different values of rg . The reason of this

phenomenon could be that cooperating in the global game

would only yield disadvantage at the boundaries of player

J. Zhao et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 7 of 10



Global Profits, Local Decisions: Why Global Cooperation Falters in Multi-level Games

Turn 10 Turn 80 Turn 150

0 50 100 150 200
0

20

40

60

80

Welfare
Total welfare
Pairwise welfare
Local welfare
Global welfare

0 50 100 150 200
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
Strategy Frequency
DDD
CDD
DCD
CCD
DDC
CDC
DCC
CCC

Legend for snapshots
C (global)
C (local)
C (pairwise)

D (global)
D (local)
D (pairwise)

Figure 10: Population evolving into DDD phase with rp =

1.6, rl = 4, rg = 5, n = 100.
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Figure 11: Population evolving into CCD phase with rp =

3, rl = 5, rg = 5, n = 100.

clusters. This to some extent is consistent with the results

under binary strategy setting, as the global game has little

impact on either evolutionary result or the phase shift of the

population.

To summarize, the experimental results with both binary

strategy and level-based strategy show intuitive patterns

regarding local and pairwise games, where the population

shifts to a state dominated by cooperation when the cor-

responding profit rate increases to a tipping point. How-

ever, the global game profit hardly has any impact on the

population state or individual strategy choice as shown in

simulation results and numerical results.

4. Conclusion

This paper proposes a multi-level game model to an-

alyze complex interactions among players in multi-lateral

scenarios such as nations facing climate change. The model

incorporates three levels: pairwise, local and global games

are considered, with all levels represented as n-player public

good games. Two types of player strategies are studied:
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Figure 12: Population evolving into CDD phase with rp =

2, rl = 3, rg = 5, n = 100.
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Figure 13: Population evolving into DCD phase with rp =

1.9, rl = 6, rg = 5, n = 100.

binary strategy, where players choose the same strategy at

all levels, and level-based strategy, where players can select

different strategies for each level.

Through a combination of computational simulations

and numerical analysis on populations with a periodic lattice

structure, we obtained results showing both intuitive and

counter-intuitive trends. On the one hand, increasing the

profit rates of pairwise games and local games generally

drives a phase shift in the population from defection to

cooperation, in both binary strategy and level-based strategy

cases. Nonetheless, in the level-based strategy case, changes

in profit rate more precisely affect cooperation at the cor-

responding level (i.e. changes in pairwise-game profit rate

affect cooperation in pairwise games, and changes in local-

game profit rate affect cooperation in local games). On the

other hand, changes in global-game profit rate do not affect

the overall cooperation level in the population, regardless

of strategy type. More specifically, with binary strategy,

results show that global-game profit rate does not affect the
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imitation probability at the boundary of cooperators and de-

fectors, which prevents cooperation from being achieved by

increasing the global profit rate. In the level-based strategy

case, population tends to converge only to states where play-

ers all defect in the global game, whereas the pairwise and

local game profits decide whether the dominating strategy

cooperates at these two levels respectively.

The obtained results could have a few practical impli-

cations. First of all, in game interactions with such multi-

level nature and local decision-making, it is generally more

beneficial to invest in promoting cooperation at lower levels

or within smaller scopes (such as pairwise and local levels in

our case), than at higher or broader levels (such as the global

game). Alternatively, fostering collaboration through simul-

taneous agreements across multiple levels may strengthen

global cooperation, especially when participants focus on

localized considerations in their decision-making. Besides,

cooperation especially in a large population is extremely

challenging to maintain, which has also been pointed out in

prior computational and experimental studies [26, 28, 30].

Additionally, when the profit rate is realistic, it seems nec-

essary to adopt mechanisms such as reward and sanction to

effectively promote cooperation in a large population.

Although this work extends the study of interactions

and decision-making in multi-level systems, it has several

limitations. For instance, a broader range of game types,

population structures, and player strategies could be ex-

plored within this multi-level framework. Additionally, ef-

fective approaches and mechanisms for achieving coopera-

tion in such complex scenarios warrant further investigation.

Moreover, the potential for modeling player decisions with a

global perspective in these systems remains unexplored, and

it also raises the question of whether such an approach could

address the issue of global game indifference. Nevertheless,

we hope this work inspires future research to analyze com-

plex interactions using multi-level game models and offers

valuable insights for addressing challenges such as global

climate change.
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