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ABSTRACT

Understanding the evolution of cooperation in multiplayer games is of vital significance for natural and social systems. An
important challenge is that group interactions often leads to nonlinear synergistic effects. However, previous models mainly
focus on deterministic nonlinearity where the arise of synergy or discounting effect is determined by certain conditions, ignoring
uncertainty and stochasticity in real-world systems. Here, we develop a probabilistic framework to study the cooperative
behavior in stochastic nonlinear public goods games. Through both analytical treatment and Monte Carlo simulations, we
provide comprehensive understanding of social dilemmas with stochastic nonlinearity in both well-mixed and structured
populations. We find that increasing the degree of nonlinearity makes synergy more advantageous when competing with
discounting, thereby promoting cooperation. Interestingly, we show that network reciprocity loses effectiveness when the
probability of synergy is small. Moreover, group size exhibits nonlinear effects on group cooperation regardless of the underlying
structure. Our findings thus provide novel insights into how stochastic nonlinearity influences the emergence of prosocial
behavior.

The evolution of cooperative behavior among unrelated indi-
viduals presents a complex and significant challenge in both
natural and human social systems1–3, as conflicts between
individual and collective interest often lead to social dilem-
mas4. Fortunately, evolutionary game theory5–10 provides a
powerful tool for understanding the widespread cooperative
behaviour in the real world11, 12. Beginning from two-player
games, multiple mechanisms that could facilitate the emer-
gence and sustainability of cooperation have been identified
in recent decades13–16. For instance, group selection17, direct
and indirect reciprocity18–22, punishment and reward23–25, and
importantly, spatial and network reciprocity26–28.

When it comes to multiplayer interactions, the public goods
game (PGG)29–31 naturally extends the Prisoner’s Dilemma
to multi-player circumstance. In the classic PGG, group
members decide whether to incur costs by contributing to
a common pool. Each investment yields specific benefits,
and the pool’s total profits are evenly distributed among all
players. Consequently, maximum benefit for each participant
is achieved through full cooperation. However, the incentive

to defect for higher individual gains persists, leading to the
"tragedy of the commons"32. A natural question is, what are
the essential differences between multi-player games and two-
player games apart from the game structure? Recent advances
have addressed this fundamental problem from different per-
spectives, such as the group-level reputation structure33, asym-
metrical feedback from the environment34, 35, heterogeneity
of group members36, and the underlying topological struc-
tures37–40.

Note that so far, the above PGG assumes that each coop-
erator’s input cost obtains an equivalent payoff, resulting in
a linear group payoff structure. In reality, however, group
interactions often exhibit nonlinear benefits, where the ability
as well as the payoff of the group could be synergistically
enhanced or reduced41–43. Hauert et al.44 first introduced the
concepts of synergy and discounting into PGG to describe the
nonlinear payoff structure. This nonlinear mechanism mirrors
economies of scale or diminishing returns, prevalent in group
interactions within biological and social systems45, 46. For
instance, in enzyme catalysis and regulation47, considering
the enzyme as the public good, a given substrate concentration
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coupled with an increased enzyme concentration can result in
efficiency that surpasses linear growth, indicative of synergy.
Conversely, treating the substrate as the public good, a given
enzyme concentration can facilitate a faster reaction with a
smaller substrate amount, but the reaction rate approaches
a limit with further substrate increases, demonstrating a dis-
counting effect. Within this framework, many studies inves-
tigate the impacts of nonlinear interactions on the evolution
of cooperation under multiple mechanisms, including spatial
effects48–50, group-size diversity51, reputation52, population
dynamics53, 54 and external environmental factors55–57.

Despite the progress, previous researches largely focused
on deterministic nonlinearity where either synergy or discount-
ing will appear deterministically under given conditions44, 50,
overlooking the uncertainty and stochasticity in complex sys-
tems58–61. For instance, in team sports such as basketball and
football, a player cannot predict whether joining a team will
enhance or weaken the team’s performance before actually
joining. Even star players cannot guarantee a synergistic ef-
fect and team success. For example, in the history of NBA, the
"Big Three" model can lead to success, such as when LeBron
James, Dwyane Wade, and Chris Bosh joined forces on the
Miami Heat, winning two championships. However, there
are also many instances where this model has failed. The
Los Angeles Lakers’ attempt with Karl Malone, Gary Payton,
Shaquille O’Neal, and Kobe Bryant in the 2003-2004 season
did not result in a championship. Similarly, the Brooklyn Nets’
recent assembly of Kevin Durant, James Harden, and Kyrie
Irving did not lead to the expected success. Similar stochastic
nonlinearity can also be observed in biological, economic
and social systems47, 54, 62, 63, where synergy and discounting
coexist. In general, before joining the game, the participant
does not know whether the complex group interactions will ul-
timately result in synergy or discounting effect. Notably, how
such stochasticity in nonlinear PGG affects the evolutionary
outcomes of cooperation remains largely unknown.

To fill this gap, we introduce a simple probability-based
model to study the evolutionary dynamics of stochastic nonlin-
ear PGG. We assume that each group has a certain probability
of being either synergy or discounting. For mathematical
simplicity, the model employs a uniform nonlinear coefficient
to quantify the degree of nonlinearity. For a comprehensive
understanding, we theoretically derive the evolutionary equa-
tions64–66 in both well-mixed and structured populations, the
accuracy and robustness of which have been verified by Monte
Carlo simulations. Our model recovers five possible evolu-
tionary states: (i) full cooperation, (ii) full defection, (iii)
coexistence of cooperation and defection, (iv) bi-stable state
of full cooperation and full defection, and (v) bi-stable state
of coexistence and full cooperation. We show that although
an increase in the degree of nonlinearity enhances both syn-
ergy and discounting, synergy can still win the competition
and thus promoting cooperation, even when the probability
of synergy is smaller than that of discounting. Interestingly,
we find that network reciprocity is not always satisfied, which

is different from the deterministic situations. When the pro-
portion of synergy group is relatively small, network structure
exhibits inhibiting effect on cooperation compared to the well-
mixed population. Further, we find the nonlinear influence of
group size on the evolution of cooperation in all cases, where a
moderate group size inhibits cooperation due to the combined
influence of social dilemma and aggregation dilemma, while
a large group size helps breaking the dilemmas by leverag-
ing the increasing advantage of synergy. Our results provide
important insights into the nonnegligible influence of stochas-
ticity on cooperation behaviors in nonlinear systems.

Results
Model overview
In a PGG, player i has two strategies to choose from, namely
cooperation (Si =C) and defection (Si =D). Every cooperator
in the group contributes a cost c (c = 1) to the common pool,
while defectors contribute nothing. The total contribution in
the common pool is multiplied by an enhancement factor r and
then evenly distributed among all players in the group. The de-
scribed PGG represents a linear payoff scenario, wherein each
cooperator’s contribution is identical. Here, we introduce a
synergy and discounting factor ω , which assumes that each ad-
ditional cooperator contributes progressively more (synergy)
or less (discounting) to the collective benefits44. When the
group consists of G individuals, including nC > 0 cooperators,
the payoffs for cooperators and defectors are expressed as

πD(nC) =
r
G
(1+ω +ω

2 + · · ·+ω
nC−1) =

r
G

1−ωnC

1−ω
,

(1a)

πC(nC) = πD(nC)−1, (1b)

and πD(0) = 0 if nC = 0. When w > 1, the payoff calculation
in Eq. (1) reflects a synergy effect, where each additional
cooperator brings more benefits. When w < 1, it demonstrates
a discounting effect, as each additional cooperator contributes
less benefit. When w = 1, Eq. (1) degenerates into the linear
PGG.

While prior studies assumed that all common pools exhibit
either a synergy or a discounting effect44, here we explore
scenarios in which synergy and discounting effects coexist
in the population. Specifically, each group has a chance p of
being a synergy group, and a chance 1− p to be a discounting
group. To distinguish between these two types, a nonlinear
coefficient δ (δ ≥ 0) is introduced. In the synergy group,
we set ω = 1+ δ , and in the discounting group, ω = 1− δ .
After such a nonlinear interaction, all benefits accumulated
in the common pool are equally distributed to all players in
the group. Fig. 1a provides a schematic representation of the
model.

Based on the above assumptions, various player types re-
ceive payoffs from gaming groups that exhibit varying effects.
We label the group demonstrating synergy as high contribu-
tion (H) and the group illustrating discounting as low contri-
bution (L). Let π

j
i represent the payoffs for strategy i∈ {C,D}
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of the model. a Process for calculating payoffs. Players decide whether to contribute to
the common pool: cooperators contribute a cost, while defectors contribute nothing. The cumulative contribution in the
common pool is nonlinear, with a probability p to be a synergy effect and 1− p to be a discounting effect. When a synergy
effect occurs, each additional contribution yields greater payoffs than the previous. Conversely, with the discounting effect,
each additional contribution yields less payoffs. Finally, all benefits in the common pool are distributed equally among all
players in the group. b, c Four payoff types: cooperation or defection in synergy or discounting groups.

participating in a public goods game with effect j ∈ {H,L}.
Figs. 1b and c depict the scenarios for cooperators and de-
fectors, respectively, in gaming groups with these two effects.
Considering ω = 1± δ , the payoffs for these scenarios are
expressed as

π
H
C (nC) =

r
G
· (1+δ )nC −1

δ
−1, (2a)

π
L
C(nC) =

r
G
· 1− (1−δ )nC

δ
−1, (2b)

π
H
D (nC) =

r
G
· (1+δ )nC −1

δ
, (2c)

π
L
D(nC) =

r
G
· 1− (1−δ )nC

δ
. (2d)

We assume that cooperator and defector have the same
probability p and 1− p of being located in the synergy and
discounting groups. Moreover, the property of a group (syn-
ergy or discounting) is stochastic when a player calculates the
payoffs from this group each time. In this way, the payoffs for

cooperators and defectors are expressed as

πC(nC) = pπ
H
C (nC)+(1− p)πL

C(nC)

= p
r[(1+δ )nC −1]

Gδ
+(1− p)

r[1− (1−δ )nC ]

Gδ
−1,

(3a)

πD(nC) = pπ
H
D (nC)+(1− p)πL

D(nC)

= p
r[(1+δ )nC −1]

Gδ
+(1− p)

r[1− (1−δ )nC ]

Gδ
,

(3b)

which still satisfies πC(nC) = πD(nC)−1.
In Supplementary Note 3, we provide a discussion of

the general case (i.e., asymmetric nonlinear factors) and find
that to a large extent the use of uniform nonlinear factors is
representative of the evolutionary outcome of the system.

Evolutionary dynamics in well-mixed populations
In well-mixed populations, players interact with each other
with equal probability. Let x represent the fraction of coop-
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Figure 2. Five evolutionary states in the population. Solid circles denote stable equilibrium points, hollow circles denote
unstable equilibrium points, and arrows denote evolutionary directions. Panels a and b represent the cases where r < G for the
two states of full defection, bi-stability of cooperation & defection, respectively. Panels c, d, and e represent the cases where
r > G for the three states of full cooperation, coexistence, bi-stability of coexistence & cooperation, respectively. The
parameters are set as a r = 3, G = 5, p = 0.6, δ = 0.2, b r = 3, G = 5, p = 0.6, δ = 0.4, c r = 5.1, G = 5, p = 0.6, δ = 0.1, d
r = 5.1, G = 5, p = 0.4, δ = 0.1, e r = 5.1, G = 5, p = 0.4, δ = 0.15.

erators and 1− x the fraction of defectors. We can get the
average payoff for cooperators ΠC and defectors ΠD as

ΠC =
r

Gδ
[1−2p+ p(1+δ )(1+δx)G−1

− (1− p)(1−δ )(1−δx)G−1]−1, (4a)

ΠD =
r

Gδ
[1−2p+ p(1+δx)G−1

− (1− p)(1−δx)G−1]. (4b)

Then the probability of a cooperator turning into defection is

PC←D =
1

1+ es(ΠC−ΠD)
, (5)

where s > 0 denotes the strength of selection. The higher this
parameter is, the more likely one imitates the higher payoff
players.

For arbitrary strength of selection and large populations53,
the evolutionary dynamics can be expressed as

ẋ = x(1− x) tanh
s f (x)

2
, (6)

where f (x) = r
G [p(1 + δx)G−1 + (1− p)(1− δx)G−1]− 1,

which determines the sign of the hyperbolic tangent and hence
the direction of evolution. When δ = 0, then f (x) = r/G−1,
representing the linear PGG. If r = G, the population exhibits
neutral drift; if r > G, cooperation emerges; if r < G, defec-
tion dominates. Nonlinear game dynamics emerges when
δ > 0.

The system exhibits five distinct evolutionary states for
different parameter values when δ > 0 (see Supplemen-
tary Note 1 for theoretical analysis). Fig. 2 numerically
illustrates the five evolutionary states in well-mixed pop-
ulations. For r < G, the population exhibits two distinct
states. If r[p(1+δ )G−1 +(1− p)(1−δ )G−1]< G, the pop-
ulation evolves to full defection, as shown in Fig. 2a. If
r[p(1+δ )G−1+(1− p)(1−δ )G−1]>G, the population will
evolve to bi-stability of cooperation and defection, charac-
terized by an unstable internal equilibrium. The ultimate
state depends on the initial proportion of cooperators; be-
low this point, the population tends towards defection, and
above it, towards cooperation, as depicted in Fig. 2b. For
r > G, three distinct states are observed in the population. In
this scenario, if the proportion of synergy groups equals or
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exceeds that of discounting groups (i.e., p≥ 0.5), the popula-
tion may evolve into a state of full cooperation, as shown in
Fig. 2c. When the proportion of synergy groups is lower than
the discounting groups (i.e., p < 0.5), three states emerge.
If r[p(1+ δ )G−1 +(1− p)(1− δ )G−1] < G, the population
evolves into a coexistence state of cooperation and defection,
with a stable internal equilibrium, as shown in Fig. 2d. If
r[p(1+ δ )G−1 + (1− p)(1− δ )G−1] > G and δ > δ ∗ with
f (x∗∗) < 0 (see Supplementary Note 1 Eq. (S3)), the pop-
ulation achieves bi-stability of coexistence and cooperation,
featuring both stable and unstable internal equilibrium points,
as represented in Fig. 2e. For other parameter configurations
at p < 0.5, the population evolves towards full cooperation.
We also verify the robustness of our theoretical results through
monte carlo simulations in Supplementary Note 5 Fig. S3.

Evolutionary dynamics in structured populations
In evolutionary dynamics within structured populations, pair
approximation66 proves to be an effective approach for de-
scribing the evolutionary process. In structured populations,
players are situated on a regular graph with degree k. Each
player engages in k+1 groups of public goods games centered
on k neighbors and itself.

At each time step, the same update rule is applied in order
to be consistent with well-mixed populations. Let pC and
pD denote the fraction of cooperators and defectors in the
population. Under weak selection (i.e., 0 < s≪ 1)67–69, we
obtain the deterministic evolutionary dynamics in the struc-
tured population as

ṗC =
s(k−2)
4(k−1)

pC(1− pC)g(pC), (7)

where g(pC) = φ1−φ2−φ3 +φ4− (k−2)pC(φ2−φ4) deter-
mines the direction of evolution. The derivation of ṗC and the
details of φ1 to φ4 are given in Supplementary Note 2.

The competition between synergy and discounting
The effects of synergy and discounting are related to the num-
ber of cooperators nC in the group and exhibit an asymmetric
relationship compared to linear interactions. Specifically, as
nC increases, the contribution from synergy tends toward ∞,
while the contribution from discounting tends toward 1/δ .
Thus, increasing δ constrains the discounting effect, thereby
expanding the advantage of synergy. The asymmetric relation-
ship between the two nonlinear interactions prevents us from
measuring the competition between the two simply through
the parameter p. When these two conflicting effects coexist
in a population, we consider the synergy to be dominant if the
evolutionary outcome is better than the linear case, and vice
versa for the discounting.

Based on the theoretical analysis about evolutionary dy-
namics, it is known that in the case of linear interactions, the
system undergoes a phase transition from full defection to full
cooperation at r = G (or r = k+1). Figs. 3a, c and e corre-
spond to scenarios with a low proportion of synergy groups.

When δ is small, a large r-value is needed for cooperation to
emerge (especially for structured populations when δ ≤ 0.3
), indicating that discounting dominates the evolution of co-
operation at this point. With further increases in δ , synergy
and discounting effects are increasing. However, due to the
asymmetric relationship between the two, it is still possible
for synergy to reverse and become a key factor dominating
the evolution of cooperation (albeit with a low percentage
of synergistic groups). It can be observed that the smallest
r-value required to induce the emergence of cooperation is
gradually decreasing. Moreover, the domain of attraction for
full cooperation is gradually expanding, implying that cooper-
ation is more favored. Therefore, an increase in δ facilitates
synergy to dominate the evolution of cooperation. When the
proportion of synergy group is large (see Figs. 3b, d and e),
cooperation is promoted regardless of the value of δ . This
is indisputable because a high proportion of synergy groups
unconditionally supports cooperation54. At this point synergy
will play a far greater role in cooperation evolution than dis-
counting. The phase diagram shown in Figs. 4a and d support
the above conclusion, i.e., when p > 0.5 cooperation is fully
facilitated; when p < 0.5, synergy still has the opportunity
to dominate the evolution of cooperation thus facilitating the
emergence of cooperation.

Network structures disfavor cooperation when syn-
ergy groups are few
Network structure has been shown to be a key factor in facili-
tating the evolution of cooperation, however, this conclusion
is not always met in our model. By comparing the emergence
and stabilization of cooperation under the two populations, in
Figs. 3e and f we find that the well-mixed population are more
conducive to the emergence of cooperation (i.e., Cw

e < Cs
e),

while structured populations are more conducive to the sta-
bilization of cooperation (i.e., Ds

d < Dw
d ). The former case is

more pronounced when the proportion of synergy groups is
low, and the latter case is pronounced when the proportion of
synergy groups is high.

Turning our attention to the comparative analysis of these
final evolutionary states, Figs. 4a and d provide the phase
diagrams of the two type of populations in the full r-p plane.
In Fig. 4a, the dividing line r = G = 5 divides the parameter
plane into two regions, with three states existing above the
dividing line and two states existing below the dividing line.
Conversely, in the structured population, this dividing line
deviates from the horizontal state as p increases and is pre-
sented with a negative slope. This leads to an expansion of the
parameter region to which full defection belongs at lower p
values and an expansion of the parameter region to which full
cooperation belongs at higher p values. Thus, in contrast to
well-mixed populations, when p is small, population structure
hinders the facilitating effect of synergy on cooperation and
promotes the inhibiting effect of discounting on cooperation,
and when p is large, the opposite is true. From the full r-p
plane, structured populations have larger regions of full co-
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Figure 3. Evolution of cooperation with stochastic nonlinear interactions. Panels a to d show the equilibrium fraction of
cooperators x∗ as a function of r for different values of δ . Every equilibrium is obtained by solving the equation f (x) = 0
(well-mixed populations) and g(pC) = 0 (structured populations) numerically using the bisection method with the error 0.001.
Solid lines indicate stable equilibrium, dashed lines indicate unstable equilibrium, and arrows indicate the direction of
evolution. To facilitate comparison with linear PGG, set the background color of the region with r < G (or r < k+1) to
yellowish and the other regions to pinkish. The increase in δ supports synergy as the dominant factor in evolution, which in
turn promotes cooperation. Panels e and f show the critical r-values corresponding to the emergence of cooperators and the
disappearance of defectors for low (p = 0.3) and high (p = 0.6) synergy group proportions, respectively. Where Cw

e (Cs
e)

represents the emergence of cooperators in well-mixed populations (structured populations) and Dw
d (Ds

d) represents the
disappearance of defectors in well-mixed populations (structured populations). It can be found that well-mixed populations are
more conducive to the emergence of cooperation, while structured populations are more conducive to the stabilization of
cooperation. The fixed parameters are G = k+1 = 5.

operation and full defection, inhibiting the coexistence and
bi-stability of cooperation and defection.

Figs. 4b, c, e and f further validate our conclusions through
Monte Carlo simulations. When the system exhibits a bi-
stable cooperation & defection state (see Fig. 4b and e), there
exists a critical threshold. If the initial frequency of coopera-
tors falls below this threshold, the population tends to evolve

towards full defection, and conversely, towards full coopera-
tion if it surpasses this critical value. The simulated critical
value can be found to be consistent with the theoretical value
of the unstable equilibrium point in the evolutionary dynam-
ics. If that critical value is lower, it favors cooperation. By
comparing the simulation results of the two types of popula-
tions, it can be found that the well-mixed population promotes
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for different initial configurations when using Monte Carlo simulations when p = 0.4. Panels c and f compare the simulation
results with the theoretical results when p ∈ [0,1]. In c and f, the stacked plots corresponding to the left y-axis show the
simulation results of the final population states corresponding to different initial cooperator frequencies, and the green curves
corresponding to the right y-axis are the unstable internal equilibrium points in the theoretical results. It can be found that the
simulation results are in good agreement with the theoretical results. The first row corresponds to the results for the well-mixed
population and the second row corresponds to the results for the structured population. In Monte Carlo simulations, set
parameters to G = 5 and s = 0.1 in well-mixed populations and k = 4 and s = 0.02 in structured populations. Other parameters
were N = 1×104, r = 4, δ = 0.6

cooperation better than the structured population at p = 0.2
and p = 0.3, but the structured population is more effective in
promoting cooperation when p > 0.3.

When the proportion of synergy groups p is low, the size
of the group also influences the evolutionary results of the
different populations. In Fig. 5a, the area between G1 and G2
reveals that moderate-sized groups in a well-mixed population
have a larger basin of attraction for full cooperation compared
to those in a structured population. Conversely, Fig. 5b shows
that with a higher proportion of synergy groups, the structured
population consistently surpasses the well-mixed population
with the increase of group sizes.

In summary we can see that network structures do not al-
ways support cooperation and is like a double-edged sword.
In our model, fewer synergy groups, compared to well-mixed
populations, are the main factors driving the network struc-
tures to inhibit the evolution of cooperation. In addition,
smaller enhancement factors and moderate group sizes exac-
erbated the inhibitory effect. When there are more synergy
groups, however, the network structure was more conducive
to the stabilization of cooperation.

Large group size promotes cooperation by utilizing
the synergy effect

When we focus on the impact of group size on the evolution
of cooperation, as shown in Fig. 5, cooperation is initially pro-
moted, then suppressed, and finally promoted again as group
size increases. For a given PGG, cooperation is promoted
in smaller groups because there is no social dilemma (or the
intensity of the dilemma is very weak), allowing cooperation
to prevail. As group size increases, cooperation is inhibited
due to the dual factors of social dilemma and aggregation
dilemma70. The aggregation dilemma exists because, on one
hand, having more neighbors means participating in more
PGGs, which can bring greater potential benefits. On the
other hand, an increase in group size may reduce the payoff
per contribution, leading to a reliance on others’ contributions
in large groups, thereby increasing risk.

In our model, the contribution in the group grows non-
linearly with the number of cooperators, and the increase in
the group size means that more cooperators can be accommo-
dated. To measure the role of synergy and discounting in the
aggregation dilemma, we introduce a metric AoS to represent
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Figure 5. Moderate group size inhibits the evolution of cooperation. Panels a and b show the evolutionary dynamics for
different group sizes G (the group size of the well-mixed population) or k+1 (the group size of the structured population)
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the advantage of synergy:

AoS= p| (1+δ )nC −1
δ

−nC|−(1− p)|1− (1−δ )nC

δ
−nC|.

(8)

If this metric is less than 0, it means that the additional income
generated by synergy is less than the loss of income caused
by discounting, which in turn leads to an intensification of the
aggregation dilemma, and conversely, it helps to overcome
the aggregation dilemma.

It can be found from Fig. S2d that as nC increases, the AoS
first decreases and then increases. Therefore, for moderate
nC, the intensity of the aggregation dilemma is greater, and
as nC further increases, the role of synergy gradually become
significant, and at this time, synergy can transform the aggre-
gation dilemma into aggregation advantages, thus promoting
cooperation. Note that the above discussion only focuses on
the aggregation dilemma. When we also consider the social
dilemma, this will lead to the inhibition of cooperation under
moderate group sizes, while large group sizes will promote
the evolution of cooperation. This also provides insights into
achieving large-scale group cooperation.

Discussion
Nonlinear payoff structures are ubiquitous in natural and so-
cial systems. Previous research only examines either synergy
or discounting in isolation44, 48–50, but these two effects usu-
ally coexist in reality52–54. On this basis, this paper considers
the stochastic nonlinear interactions, where the payoff calcu-

lation of some groups follows the synergy effect and others
reflect the discounting effect.

The coexistence of synergy and discounting in a popula-
tion can affect the deterministic state of evolution. Notably,
in contrast to the linear PGG, the presence of discounting
groups implies that a well-mixed population may not invari-
ably evolve to full cooperation, even with r > G, particularly
if the proportion of synergy groups is lower than that of dis-
counting groups. Our theoretical results show that a total of
five evolutionary states exist in the system, where the well-
mixed population is strictly divided into two regions bounded
by r = G. When r < G two states exist, i.e., full defection and
bi-stability of cooperation & defection, and when r > G three
states exist, i.e., full cooperation, coexistence, and bi-stability
of coexistence & cooperation. Synergy promotes the evolu-
tion of cooperation, while discounting inhibits the evolution of
cooperation, and these two conflicting interactions coexist and
compete in the population. Compared with the linear PGG, if
cooperation is promoted, we believe that synergy dominates
the evolution of cooperation, otherwise it is a discount. Our
results indicate that although an increase in the degree of
nonlinearity enhances both synergy and discounting, synergy
can still win the competition and thus promoting cooperation,
even when the probability of synergy is smaller than that of
discounting.

Since network reciprocity emerges as a critical mechanism
in fostering cooperation, we also compare the evolutionary
dynamics between well-mixed and structured populations. It
emerges that structured populations do not universally out-
perform well-mixed populations71, 72. Our results highlight
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that well-mixed populations more effectively facilitate the
emergence of cooperation, whereas structured populations
better support the stabilization of cooperation. From the full
parameter plane, structured populations have larger regions of
full cooperation and full defection, inhibiting the coexistence
and bi-stability of cooperation and defection. Interestingly,
we show that network structure is like a double-edged sword
and disfavors cooperation when the probability of synergy
is small. This implies that a structured framework can im-
pede the effectiveness of a small number of synergy groups
within the population. This conclusion is also validated by
our simulation results.

Group size also plays an important role in evolutionary
outcomes. Our results suggest that moderate number of neigh-
bors are less conducive to the evolution of cooperation. As
group size increases, a dual dilemma, the social dilemma and
the aggregation dilemma70, emerges in the population. We
measure aggregation dilemma by defining an advantage of
synergy (AoS) metric and find that a moderate number of co-
operators leads to the greatest aggregation dilemma strength.
When we also take the social dilemma into account, this leads
to suppressed cooperation behavior at moderate group sizes.
As the group size increases further, AoS increases explosively,
which will help overcome the aggregation dilemma and thus
promote cooperation. Thus, synergy interaction enables large-
scale group cooperation.

This paper presents a generalized scenario, offering a theo-
retical framework to study the stochastic nonlinear multiplayer
game. However, the real world tends to be more complex,
and it remains unexplored to consider probabilities based on
environmental feedback34, 35 and group reputation33 in future
work. Moreover, our work only considers regular networks
for structured populations, and it is of interest to study these
two nonlinear interactions on more complex and real net-
works73–75. Synergy and discounting exemplify nonlinear
interactions, which are essentially pairwise interactions, and
it would be interesting to extend such nonlinear interactions
to higher-order interactions37–39 as well.

Methods
Here, we provide methods for the evolutionary equations
of well-mixed populations and structured populations when
synergy interactions and discounting interactions coexist in a
PGG.

Evolutionary equations of well-mixed populations
In a well-mixed population comprising N individuals with
i cooperators, the average payoffs for cooperators ΠC and
defectors ΠD within a randomly sampled group of size G can
be expressed as

ΠC =
G−1

∑
kC=0

(
i−1
kC

)(
N− i

G− kC−1

)
(

N−1
G−1

) πC(kC +1), (9a)

ΠD =
G−1

∑
kC=0

(
i

kC

)(
N− i−1

G− kC−1

)
(

N−1
G−1

) πD(kC). (9b)

As N→∞, the binomial distribution can be used to approx-
imate the hypergeometric distribution. We let x = i/N denote
the fraction of cooperators, then we get Eq. (4). The strategy
evolution following the asynchronous Fermi update rule76, the
probability of a cooperator turning into defection is Eq. (5).

Excluding self-interaction and in the absence of mutations,
the total number of individuals with a specific strategy changes
by 1 only when the two selected individuals have differing
strategies. The above process can be represented as a finite
state Markov process with an associated tridiagonal transition
matrix65. Then the probability of increasing the number of
cooperators from i to i+1 and the probability of decreasing
from i to i−1 are described as

T±i =
i
N

N− i
N

1
1+ e∓s(ΠC−ΠD)

. (10)

Thus, for arbitrary strength of selection and large popula-
tions, the evolutionary dynamics equation can be expressed
as Eq. (6).

We focus on the evolutionary results when the population
reaches stability. By setting ẋ = 0, we determine the equilib-
rium points. The stability of these equilibria is assessed by
evaluating the evolutionary direction of the points: a negative
slope indicates stability, whereas a positive slope suggests
instability. Supplementary Note 1 theoretically gives the
evolutionary state of the system and its stability conditions
when synergies and discounts coexist.

Evolutionary equations of structured populations
In a structured population comprising N individuals, players
are positioned on a regular graph with degree k, where the
size of each group is k+1. For a randomly selected individual
i (with a payoff of Πi) and a randomly selected neighbor j
(with a payoff of Π j), the probability that player i imitates
the strategy of neighbor j under weak selection (i.e., 0 < s≪
1)67–69 can be expanded as

Pi← j =
1
2
+

Π j−Πi

4
s+O

(
s2) . (11)

Let pC and pD denote the fraction of cooperators and de-
fectors in the population, then pC + pD = 1. Let qD|C denote
the conditional probability to find a defector given that the ad-
jacent node is occupied by a cooperator, then qC|C +qD|C = 1.
Let pCD denote the frequencies of CD pairs, then we get
pCD = pDC = pDqC|D = pCqD|C. At this point, the whole
system can be described by only pC and qC|C, where

pD = 1− pC, (12a)
qD|C = 1−qC|C, (12b)

pCD = pDC = pC
(
1−qC|C

)
, (12c)
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qC|D =
pC

(
1−qC|C

)
1− pC

, (12d)

qD|D =
1−2pC + pCqC|C

1− pC
, (12e)

pDD = 1−2pC + pCqC|C. (12f)

We consider a focal cooperator replaced by a neighborhood
of defectors PC←D and a focal defector replaced by a neigh-
borhood of cooperators PD←C, respectively. Assuming each
player can undertake strategic replacement within a unit of
time, the closed dynamics system is expressed as

ṗC =
pD

N

k

∑
kC=0

(
k

kC

)
qkC

C|Dqk−kC
D|D PD←C

− pC

N

k

∑
kC=0

(
k

kC

)
qkC

C|Cqk−kC
D|C PC←D, (13a)

ṗCC =
k

∑
kC=0

2kC

kN
pD

(
k

kC

)
qkC

C|Dqk−kC
D|D PD←C

−
k

∑
kC=0

2kC

kN
pC

(
k

kC

)
qkC

C|Cqk−kC
D|C PC←D. (13b)

The specific forms of ṗC and ṗCC are given in Supplemen-
tary Note 2, it can be found that qC|C equilibrates much more
faster than pC when s is small and sṗCC ̸= 0. Thus, the system
can be described only by pC. When N is large (N→ ∞), the
dynamical equations can be expressed as Eq. (7).

Similar to the well-mixed population, we can solve the
equation ṗC = 0 and find the equilibrium points numerically.

Data availability
All data generated or analysed during this study are included
within the paper and its supplementary information files.

Code availability
The codes are written using MATLAB R2020a and
Python 3.9.16. All source codes related to the work
can be found at https://github.com/JoeWynn7/
Stochastic-PGG
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Supplementary Note 1 Theoretical analysis in well-mixed populations.
In this section, we analyze the evolutionary dynamics in well-mixed populations, giving possible states of the population and
their stability conditions.

In well-mixed populations, players interact with each other with equal probability. When N→ ∞, the selection of panelists
can be approximated using the binomial distribution1. Let x denote the fraction of cooperators and G denote the group size, the
average payoffs of cooperators and defectors are

ΠC =
G−1

∑
i=0

(
G−1

i

)
xi(1− x)G−1−i

πC(i+1), (S1a)

ΠD =
G−1

∑
i=0

(
G−1

i

)
xi(1− x)G−1−i

πD(i). (S1b)

Then we get

ΠC =
r

Gδ
[1−2p+ p(1+δ )(1+δx)G−1− (1− p)(1−δ )(1−δx)G−1]−1, (S2a)

ΠD =
r

Gδ
[1−2p+ p(1+δx)G−1− (1− p)(1−δx)G−1]. (S2b)

Define f (x) = ΠC −ΠD = r
G [p(1+ δx)G−1 + (1− p)(1− δx)G−1]− 1, then f ′(x) = r(G−1)δ

G [p(1+ δx)G−2− (1− p)(1−
δx)G−2]. Setting f ′(x) = 0 yields

x∗∗ =
1− ( p

1−p )
1

G−2

δ [1+( p
1−p )

1
G−2 ]

. (S3)

Thus, if x < x∗∗, then f ′(x) < 0 and f (x) decreases monotonically; if x > x∗∗, f ′(x) > 0 and f (x) increases monotonically.

If ( p
1−p )

1
G−2 ≥ 1 (i.e., p ≥ 0.5), then x∗∗ ≤ 0, and f (x) increases monotonically over (0,1). If ( p

1−p )
1

G−2 < 1 (i.e., p < 0.5),

then x∗∗ > 0. Here, f (x) decreases and then increases within (0,1) if x∗∗ < 1 (i.e., δ >
1−( p

1−p )
1

G−2

1+( p
1−p )

1
G−2

= δ ∗), and decreases

monotonically if x∗∗ > 1 (i.e., δ < δ ∗). Additionally, lim
x→0+

f (x) = r
G − 1 and lim

x→1−
f (x) = r

G [p(1+ δ )G−1 + (1− p)(1−

δ )G−1]−1. In summary, it can be concluded that the system states are categorized as follows:

1. When lim
x→0+

f (x)< 0 (i.e., r/G < 1), there is no need to determine whether x∗∗ is positive or negative and exist two states:

(1) When lim
x→1−

f (x)< 0, that is, when r[p(1+δ )G−1 +(1− p)(1−δ )G−1]< G, the population is in the stabilized state

of full defection;
(2) When lim

x→1−
f (x) > 0, that is, r[p(1+δ )G−1 +(1− p)(1−δ )G−1] > G, at this point, the population reaches the

bi-stability of cooperation and defection with an unstable internal equilibrium.

2. When lim
x→0+

f (x)> 0 (i.e., r/G > 1), it is necessary to determine the positivity or negativity of x∗∗ and there exist three
states:

(1) When p≥ 0.5, x∗∗ < 0, there is no need to judge the state of lim
x→1−

f (x) and the population is in a full cooperation

steady state;
(2) When p < 0.5, x∗∗ > 0, it is necessary to determine the state of lim

x→1−
f (x). Thus two aspects need to be considered.

When lim
x→1−

f (x) < 0, meaning that r[p(1+δ )G−1 + (1− p)(1−δ )G−1] < G, at which point cooperation and

defection coexist in the population. There exists an internally stable equilibrium. When lim
x→1−

f (x) > 0, that is,

r[p(1+δ )G−1 +(1− p)(1−δ )G−1]> G. If δ < δ ∗ or δ > δ ∗ and f (x∗∗)> 0, there is no internal equilibrium and
the population is in a full cooperation steady state; if δ > δ ∗ and f (x∗∗)< 0, the population reaches the bi-stability
of coexistence and cooperation with a stable internal equilibrium and an unstable internal equilibrium.

In summary, there are five evolutionary states under different parameter regions, namely full defection, bi-stability of
cooperation and defection, coexistence, bi-stability of coexistence and cooperation, and full cooperation.
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Supplementary Note 2 Theoretical analysis in structured populations.

In structured populations, pair approximation2–5 is adopted to capture the evolution of strategies. We consider a regular graph
of size N and degree k, and each focal player is connected to kC cooperators as well as kD defectors (with kC + kD = k). Thus
the size of each population is k+1 and each player participates in k+1 rounds of the public goods game.

Initially, consider a focal cooperator is replaced by a defector neighborhood. The cumulative payoffs of the focal cooperator
and the defector are represented as ΠC

F and ΠC
D, respectively. Under weak selection6, the probability that the focal cooperator

will be replaced by a defector in the neighborhood is

PC←D =
kD

k

[
1
2
+

ΠC
D−ΠC

F
4

s+O
(
s2)] . (S4)

The accumulated payoffs of the focal cooperator and a defector neighborhood are

Π
C
F = πC (kC +1)+ kC

k−1

∑
i=0

(
k−1

i

)
qi

C|Cqk−1−i
D|C πC (i+2)+ kD

k−1

∑
i=0

(
k−1

i

)
qi

C|Dqk−1−i
D|D πC (i+1), (S5a)

Π
C
D = πD (kC +1)+

k−1

∑
i=0

(
k−1

i

)
qi

C|Dqk−1−i
D|D πD (i+1)+(k−1)qC|D

k−1

∑
i=0

(
k−1

i

)
qi

C|Cqk−1−i
D|C πD (i+1)

+(k−1)qD|D

k−1

∑
i=0

(
k−1

i

)
qi

C|Dqk−1−i
D|D πD (i). (S5b)

It can be further obtained that

Π
C
D−Π

C
F = k+1+

r
(k+1)δ

{(k−1)qC|D(λ1−λ2−λ3 +λ4)−δ (k−1)(λ2 +λ4)

− kC[(1+δ )(λ1−λ2)− (1−δ )(λ3−λ4)]},
(S6)

where

λ1 = p(1+δ )(1+qC|Cδ )k−1, (S7a)

λ2 = p(1+qC|Dδ )k−1, (S7b)

λ3 = (1− p)(1−δ )
(
1−qC|Cδ

)k−1
, (S7c)

λ4 = (1− p)(1−qC|Dδ )k−1. (S7d)

Similarly, consider a scenario where a focal defector is supplanted by a cooperator neighborhood. The cumulative payoffs of
the focal defector and the cooperator are represented as ΠD

F and ΠD
C , respectively. Under weak selection, the probability that the

focal defector will be replaced by a cooperator neighborhood is

PD←C =
kC

k

[
1
2
+

ΠD
C −ΠD

F

4
s+O

(
s2)] . (S8)

The accumulative payoffs of the focal defector and a cooperator neighborhood are

Π
D
F = πD (kC)+ kC

k−1

∑
i=0

(
k−1

i

)
qi

C|Cqk−1−i
D|C πD (i+1)+ kD

k−1

∑
i=0

(
k−1

i

)
qi

C|Dqk−1−i
D|D πD (i), (S9a)

Π
D
C = πC (kC)+

k−1

∑
i=0

(
k−1

i

)
qi

C|Cqk−1−i
D|C πC (i+1)+(k−1)qC|C

k−1

∑
i=0

(
k−1

i

)
qi

C|Cqk−1−i
D|C πC (i+2)

+(k−1)qD|C

k−1

∑
i=0

(
k−1

i

)
qi

C|Dqk−1−i
D|D πC (i+1). (S9b)

Further we can get

Π
D
C −Π

D
F =−(k+1)+

r
(k+1)δ

{(k−1)qC|C[(1+δ )(λ1−λ2)− (1−δ )(λ3−λ4)]

+(λ1−λ2−λ3 +λ4)+δ (k−1)(λ2 +λ4)− kC(λ1−λ2−λ3 +λ4)}.
(S10)
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Assuming each player can undertake strategic replacement within a unit of time, the closed dynamics system is expressed as

ṗC =
pD

N

k

∑
kC=0

(
k

kC

)
qkC

C|Dqk−kC
D|D PD←C−

pC

N

k

∑
kC=0

(
k

kC

)
qkC

C|Cqk−kC
D|C PC←D, (S11a)

ṗCC =
k

∑
kC=0

2kC

kN
pD

(
k

kC

)
qkC

C|Dqk−kC
D|D PD←C−

k

∑
kC=0

2kC

kN
pC

(
k

kC

)
qkC

C|Cqk−kC
D|C PC←D. (S11b)

Furthermore, we have

ṗC =
pD

4kN
s

k

∑
kC=0

(
k

kC

)
qkC

C|DqkD
D|DkC(Π

D
C −Π

D
F )−

pC

4kN
s

k

∑
kC=0

(
k

kC

)
qkD

C|CqkD
D|CkD(Π

C
D−Π

C
F)+O(s2), (S12a)

ṗCC =
k

∑
kC=0

2kC

k
pD

(
k

kC

)
qkC

C|DqkD
D|D

kC

2kN
−

k

∑
kC=0

2kC

kN
pC

(
k

kC

)
qkD

C|CqkD
D|C

kD

2k
+O(s)

=
pCD

kN
[(k−1)qC|D +1]− k−1

k
pCDqC|C +O(s)

=
pCD

kN
[1+(k−1)(qC|D−qC|C)]+O(s). (S12b)

Since qC|C = pCC
pC

, it follows that

q̇C|C =
ṗCC

pC
=

pCD

kN pC
[1+(k−1)(qC|D−qC|C)]+O(s). (S13)

Thus ṗC and q̇C|C can be transformed as

ṗC = sF1(pC, qC|C)+O(s2), (S14a)

q̇C|C = F2(pC, qC|C)+O(s), (S14b)

where

F1(pC,qC|C) =
1− pC

4kN

k

∑
kC=0

(
k

kC

)(
pC(1−qC|C)

1− pC

)kC (1−2pC +qC|C pC

1− pC

)k−kC

kC(Π
D
C −Π

D
F )

− pC

4kN

k

∑
kC=0

(
k

kC

)
qkC

C|C(1−qC|C)
k−kC(k− kC)(Π

C
D−Π

C
F), (S15a)

F2(pC,qC|C) =
1−qC|C

4kN

[
1+(k−1)

pC−qC|C
1− pC

]
. (S15b)

With 0 < s≪ 1, we can reduce the system as ṗC = sF1(pC, qC|C) and sq̇C|C = sF2(pC, qC|C). It can be found that qC|C
equilibrates much more faster than pC when s is small and sF2(pC, qC|C) ̸= 0. Moreover, it may rapidly converge to the root
defined by F2(pC, qC|C) = 0 as time t→ ∞. Thus we have

qC|C =
k−2
k−1

pC +
1

k−1
. (S16)

The system can be described only by pC. Consequently, we have qD|C = k−2
k−1 (1− pC), pCD = pDC = k−2

k−1 pC(1− pC),
qC|D = k−2

k−1 pC, qD|D = 1− k−2
k−1 pC, and pDD = (1− pC)(1− k−2

k−1 pC). At this point,

λ1 = p(1+δ )(1+
(k−2)pC +1

k−1
δ )k−1, (S17a)

λ2 = p(1+
(k−2)pC

k−1
δ )k−1, (S17b)

λ3 = (1− p)(1−δ )(1− (k−2)pC +1
k−1

δ )k−1, (S17c)
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λ4 = (1− p)(1− (k−2)pC

k−1
δ )k−1. (S17d)

When N is large (N→ ∞), the dynamical equations can be further written as

ṗC = sF1

(
pC,

k−2
k−1

pC +
1

k−1

)
=

s(k−2)
4(k−1)

pC(1− pC)g(pC), (S18)

where

g(pC) = φ1−φ2−φ3 +φ4− (k−2)pC(φ2−φ4),

φ1 =
r

(k+1)δ
{[(k−2)pC +1][(1+δ )(λ1−λ2)− (1−δ )(λ3−λ4)]+(λ1−λ2−λ3 +λ4)+δ (k−1)(λ2 +λ4)}− (k+1),

φ2 =
r

(k+1)δ
(λ1−λ2−λ3 +λ4) ,

φ3 =
r

(k+1)δ
(k−2)pC(λ1−λ2−λ3 +λ4)−δ (k−1)(λ2 +λ4)+ k+1,

φ4 =
r

(k+1)δ
[(1+δ )(λ1−λ2)− (1−δ )(λ3−λ4)].

When δ = 0, we have λ1 = λ2 = p and λ3 = λ4 = 1− p. Further we get φ1 = r
(k+1) [2(k− 2)pC + k + 3]− (k + 1),

φ2 = φ4 =
2r

(k+1) , and φ3 =
r

(k+1) [2(k−2)pC− k+1]+ k+1. Thus, g(pC) = 2r−2(k+1), and this degeneracy result shows
that the success condition for the evolution of cooperation in structured populations is r > k+1, which is consistent with r > G
for well-mixed populations.

Supplementary Note 3 Asymmetric nonlinear coefficients in public goods games.
In the analysis of the main text, we use symmetric nonlinear coefficients. In that section, we study the effect of a more general
form, i.e., asymmetric nonlinear coefficients, on the evolution of cooperation. In our model, it is assumed that the synergy
factor ω1 = 1+δ1 and the discounting factor ω2 = 1−δ2. Let π

j
i represent the payoffs for strategy i ∈ {C,D} participating in

a PGG with effect j ∈ {H,L}. Thus, we get

π
H
C (nC) =

r
G
· (1+δ1)

nC −1
δ1

−1, (S19a)

π
L
C(nC) =

r
G
· 1− (1−δ2)

nC

δ2
−1, (S19b)

π
H
D (nC) =

r
G
· (1+δ1)

nC −1
δ1

, (S19c)

π
L
D(nC) =

r
G
· 1− (1−δ2)

nC

δ2
. (S19d)

In the context of a stochastic nonlinear PGG, the payoffs of the cooperators and defectors can be expressed as

πC(nC) = pπ
H
C (nC)+(1− p)πL

C(nC)

= p
r[(1+δ1)

nC −1]
Gδ1

+(1− p)
r[1− (1−δ2)

nC ]

Gδ2
−1, (S20a)

πD(nC) = pπ
H
D (nC)+(1− p)πL

D(nC)

= p
r[(1+δ1)

nC −1]
Gδ1

+(1− p)
r[1− (1−δ2)

nC ]

Gδ2
. (S20b)

In a well-mixed population, the evolutionary dynamics are determined by the average payoff difference between cooperators
and defectors. Let x represent the fraction of cooperators and 1− x the fraction of defectors. According to Eq. (S1), we can get
the average payoff for cooperators ΠC and defectors ΠD as
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Supplementary Figure. 1. Synergy as a major determinant of the evolution of cooperation. We show the phase diagrams
in the δ1-δ2 parameter plane when p ∈ {0.1,0.3.0.6,0.9}, r ∈ {2,4,6,8} and G = 5. The phase transition process of the
system is mainly controlled by δ1, especially when the value of δ2 is large. Whereas, the change of δ2 causes the system to
undergo a phase transition only when the p-value is small and within a certain range of δ2 values. The higher the probability of
becoming a synergistic group, the easier it is for synergy factors to lead the evolution of cooperation. Panels a-h denote cases
with small values of r. From the full parameter plane, an increase in p decreases the parameter region of D and increases the
parameter region of Bi-stability of C & D. Panels i-p denote cases with larger values of r. In terms of the full parameter plane,
an increase in p decreases the parameter region of C+D and Bi-stability of C+D & C and increases the parameter region of C.
The white dashed line indicates the case where δ1=δ2=δ . It can be observed that, except for some extreme cases (i.e., small
p-values and large r-values, corresponding to panels i, j, m, n), the use of a uniform δ value is able to represent the main
evolutionary results of the system.
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ΠC =
G−1

∑
i=0

(
G−1

i

)
xi(1− x)G−1−i

πC(i+1)

=
G−1

∑
i=0

(
G−1

i

)
xi(1− x)G−1−i

[
p

r
[
(1+δ1)

i+1−1
]

Gδ1
+(1− p)

r
[
1− (1−δ2)

i+1
]

Gδ2
−1

]

=
r
G
·
[

p
δ1

[
(1+δ1)(1+δ1x)G−1−1

]
+

1− p
δ2

[
1− (1−δ2)(1−δ2x)G−1]]−1, (S21a)

ΠD =
G−1

∑
i=0

(
G−1

i

)
xi(1− x)G−1−i

πD(i)

=
G−1

∑
i=0

(
G−1

i

)
xi(1− x)G−1−i

[
p

r
[
(1+δ1)

i−1
]

Gδ1
+(1− p)

r
[
1− (1−δ2)

i
]

Gδ2

]

=
r
G
·
[

p
δ1

[
(1+δ1x)G−1−1

]
+

1− p
δ2

[
1− (1−δ2x)G−1]] . (S21b)

Then, the average payoff difference is

ΠC−ΠD =
r
G
[p(1+δ1x)G−1 +(1− p)(1−δ2x)G−1]−1. (S22)

The probability that a cooperator transforms into a defector is

PC←D =
1

1+ exp[s(ΠC−ΠD)]
, (S23)

where s > 0 denotes the strength of selection.
Eventually, we can get the evolutionary dynamics as

ẋ = x(1− x) tanh
{ s

2

[ r
G
[p(1+δ1x)G−1 +(1− p)(1−δ2x)G−1]−1

]}
. (S24)

At this point, the effect of synergy on the evolution of cooperation is reflected in p(1+δ1x)G−1, and the effect of discounting
on the evolution of cooperation is reflected in (1− p)(1−δ2x)G−1. From Fig. S1, it can be found that synergy is able to win
the competition with discounting and as a major determinant of the evolution of cooperation.

Supplementary Note 4 Synergy and discounting in the aggregation dilemma.
In the standard linear PGG, as the size of the group increases, not only will the social dilemma be aggravated (more defectors
may free-ride), but there will also be an aggregation dilemma. The emergence of the aggregation dilemma can be understood
from two aspects. On the one hand, increasing the size of the group will cause players to participate in more PGGs, thereby
increasing potential benefits; on the other hand, it will reduce the benefits generated by the unit contribution of the cooperators,
making them more dependent on the strategies of others and increasing risks7.

As shown in Fig. S2a and b, an increase in group size by 1 will cause the player to participate in PGG one more time in
the same round (4 PGGs in panel a, 5 PGGs in panel b), and also reduce the benefits generated by the contributions of the
cooperators (from r/4 in panel a to r/5 in panel b). With a larger group size, the risk of achieving high benefits will be greater,
especially at this time, the increase in social dilemmas will reduce the willingness of players to cooperate.

In our model, synergistic interactions can overcome the aggregation dilemma, while discounting interactions can exacerbate
the aggregation dilemma. According to Eq. (1) in the main text, we can define the contributions of participants in the public
pool under linear as nC, and the contribution of synergy and discounting as respectively

Synergy =
(1+δ )nC −1

δ
, (S25a)

Discounting =
1− (1−δ )nC

δ
. (S25b)

An increase in group size implies an increase in the number of cooperators that can be accommodated. For deterministic
nonlinear PGG, it can be found from Fig. S2c that as the number of cooperators in the group increases, the increase in the
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Supplementary Figure. 2. Synergy can solve the aggregation dilemma. Panels a and b show player configurations for
different group sizes. An increase in group size leads to an aggregation of players, which on the one hand increases the
potential payoffs due to the possibility of participating in more PGGs, and on the other hand increases the risk due to a decrease
in the payoffs generated by unit contributions. Panel c reveals the relationship between the number of cooperators nC and
contributions under three different interactions (synergy, linear and discounting). As nC increases, the difference between the
contributions generated by the two nonlinear interactions in the same nC condition gradually increases compared to the linear
case. When nC is infinite, the contribution produced by the synergy tends to ∞, while the contribution produced by the
discounting tends to 1/δ . Panel d shows the advantage of synergy (AoS) in stochastic nonlinear PGG. Moderate nC is most
unfavorable for synergy and the intensity of the aggregation dilemma is strongest at this point, thus potentially hindering the
evolution of cooperation.

contribution of synergy relative to linear versus the decrease in the contribution of discounting relative to linear shows an
asymmetric relationship. When nC is small, there is little difference in the overall contributions generated by the three different
interaction modes. And as nC increases, the increase in contribution from synergy will be much greater than the decrease in
contribution from discounting. Thus, for deterministic nonlinear PGG, as the group size increases, synergistic interactions help
overcome the aggregation dilemma and discounted interactions exacerbate the aggregation dilemma.

When considering stochastic nonlinear PGG, both synergy and discounting will exist in the population. In this case, define a
metric to measure the advantage of synergy (AoS), namely

AoS = p| (1+δ )nC −1
δ

−nC|− (1− p)|1− (1−δ )nC

δ
−nC|. (S26)

As can be seen from Fig. S2d, as the number of cooperators in the group increases, the advantage of synergy undergoes a
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process of first decreasing and then increasing. In other words, there is a moderate nC that makes the advantage of synergy
reach the minimum (at this time, the value is less than 0, indicating that the discounting is dominant). Therefore, for stochastic
nonlinear PGG, moderate group size will aggravate the aggregation dilemma, while synergistic interaction at a large scale helps
to overcome the aggregation dilemma. When we also take the social dilemma into account, moderate group size will show poor
cooperative evolution results, and increasing the group size can promote the evolution of cooperation (see Fig. 5 in the main
text).

Supplementary Note 5 Monte Carlo simulation to validate evolutionary dynamics.
In this section we perform simulations in well-mixed populations to validate our evolutionary results in Fig. 2 in the main text.

In a well-mixed population with N players, each player can interact with all other players. In each public goods game
consisting of G players, the other G−1 co-players are randomly selected in the population (each player has the same probability
of being selected). If the current group is a synergy group, w = 1+δ , and if it is a discounting group, w = 1−δ . Then the
payoff can be computed by Eq. (1) in the main text. The strategy updating process is simulated using asynchronous Monte
Carlo simulation, where at each standard Monte Carlo step (MCS), the replacement event occurs only once, a randomly selected
player i chooses a neighbor j at random and imitates j’s strategy according to

Pi← j =
1

1+ exp[s(Πi−Π j)]
, (S27)

where s denotes the strength of selection8, Πi (Π j) denotes the total payoffs of player i ( j).
We validate five evolutionary states in which populations can emerge. Fig. S3 uses the same parameters as in Fig. 2 in the

main text. In the simulation results, five states of the population are consistent with the theoretical analysis. In addition, the
boundary point of the initial frequency of cooperators corresponding to the bi-stable state is consistent with the unstable internal
equilibrium point in the theoretical analysis (as shown by the dotted line). The frequency of cooperators when cooperators and
defectors coexist is consistent with the stable internal equilibrium in the theoretical analysis (as shown in the straight line).
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Supplementary Figure. 3. Simulation results in well-mixed populations. In each panel, we perform simulations for
different initial states with the same parameters to determine all possible evolutionary outcomes for the population. At each run,
the population will go through 1×108 MCSs to ensure that the system reaches stability. For a given initial proportion of
cooperators, the population evolves to a total of three stable states, i.e., full defection (D), coexistence of defection and
cooperation (D+C) and full cooperation (C). We verify this deterministic state with 20 independent runs for each particular
initial setup. Panel a shows that only one state of full defection exists for the population. Panel b emerges in two states, full
cooperation and full defection. Panel c shows that only one state of full cooperation exists for the population. Panel d shows
that cooperation and defection coexist in the population. Panel e shows the two states of cooperation and defection coexisting
as well as full cooperation, The solid and dashed lines correspond to stable and unstable internal equilibrium points in the
evolutionary dynamics, respectively. The parameters are set as N = 1×104, s = 0.1, G = 5, a r = 3, p = 0.6, δ = 0.2, b r = 3,
p = 0.6, δ = 0.4, c r = 5.1, p = 0.6, δ = 0.1, d r = 5.1, p = 0.4, δ = 0.1, e r = 5.1, p = 0.4, δ = 0.15.

23/23


	References
	Theoretical analysis in well-mixed populations.
	Theoretical analysis in structured populations.
	Asymmetric nonlinear coefficients in public goods games.
	Synergy and discounting in the aggregation dilemma.
	Monte Carlo simulation to validate evolutionary dynamics.
	References

