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Abstract

Heider’s balance theory emphasizes cognitive consistency in assessing others, as is expressed by
“The enemy of my enemy is my friend.” At the same time, the theory of indirect reciprocity provides
us with a dynamical framework to study how to assess others based on their actions as well as how
to act toward them based on the assessments. Well-known are the ‘leading eight’ from L1 to LS,
the eight norms for assessment and action to foster cooperation in social dilemmas while resisting
the invasion of mutant norms prescribing alternative actions. In this work, we begin by showing
that balance is equivalent to stationarity of dynamics only for L4 and L6 (Stern Judging) among
the leading eight. Stern Judging reflects an intuitive idea that good merits reward whereas evil
warrants punishment. By analyzing the dynamics of Stern Judging in complete graphs, we prove
that this norm almost always segregates the graph into two mutually hostile groups as the graph
size grows. We then compare L4 with Stern Judging: The only difference of L4 is that a good player’s
cooperative action toward a bad one is regarded as good. This subtle difference transforms large
populations governed by L4 to a “paradise” where cooperation prevails and positive assessments
abound. Our study thus helps us understand the relationship between individual norms and their
emergent consequences at a population level, shedding light on the nuanced interplay between

cognitive consistency and segregation dynamics.
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FIG. 1. Configurations of three vertices, where solid and dashed lines mean good and bad relations,
respectively. (a) Paradise in which everyone regards everyone as good (+1). (b) Another balanced
configuration which divides the three vertices into two mutually hostile clusters, i.e., {3, j} and {k},
so that the members of one cluster assess those in the other cluster as bad (—1). (¢) An unbalanced
configuration in which ¢ assesses j as bad although j is ¢’s friend’s friend (d) Another example of

the lack of balance, in which ¢ assesses j as bad although j is i’s enemy’s enemy.

I. INTRODUCTION

Heider’s balance theory is a minimal model of consistency in human relations [I]. Because
of its mathematical simplicity, the balance theory has opened up an interdisciplinary field
between psychology and graph theory [2 B]. Between each given pair of individuals, the
theory assumes a binary relation, which can be represented either by +1 if positive (e.g.,
they like each other) or by —1 if negative (e.g., they dislike each other). The basic unit of the
balance theory is a triangle as shown in Fig. [I| where vertices and edges represent individuals
and their relations, respectively. If the triangle contains an even number of negative edges, it
is balanced because everyone can clearly distinguish friend and foe: In Fig. (a), everyone is
positively related to each other. In Fig. (b), the relation between ¢ and j is positive, which
is consistent with the fact that they both have negative relations with k. Mathematically
speaking, the direct edge between ¢ and j is represented by o;; = +1, which is exactly
identical to the product of 0, = —1 and oy; = —1, where 0,, = 0, for every possible pair
of x and y in an undirected graph. The product o;;0%; is called the sign of this path from
1 to j via k. In general, for any graph with positive and negative edges, we say that it is
balanced if and only if all paths joining the same pair of vertices have the same sign. By
contrast, in the other two cases of Fig. [Ic) and (d), one feels ‘tension’ because, e.g., one
has a positive relation with his or her friend’s enemy so that two paths connecting the same

pair of individuals have different signs.

Of particular importance is the structure theorem [2, [3], which states that a graph is
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balanced if and only if the graph is separated into two clusters in such a way that every
edge inside a cluster is positive whereas any edge between the clusters is negative. Let us
define the size of a cluster as the number of vertices inside it. In a balanced configuration,
the size of one of the clusters can be zero, in which case, all the edges are positive, and
such a configuration is called paradise [4]. The idea behind this structure theorem is that
friends and foes are defined without ambiguity from an arbitrary individual’s perspective
in a balanced configuration: Those with positive relations to the focal individual constitute
one cluster, and those with negative relations constitute the other.

The balance theory is static, and one could naturally ask which dynamics leads to a
balanced configuration. The first attempt was a discrete-time model, in which a randomly
chosen edge is flipped to achieve more balance, either locally or globally [4]. One version of
this discrete-time model corresponds to an Ising-spin system with the following Hamiltonian:

H=- Z 030 k0ki, (1)

(igk)

where the summation runs over all triangles of the underlying graph [5H7]. By making
thermal contact with a heat bath at temperature 7', this Hamiltonian system undergoes
stochastic time evolution, which was expected to guide the system to a balanced configura-
tion as T" — 0. However, it has turned out that such local dynamics also generates infinitely
many stable yet unbalanced configurations [§]. An alternative, continuous-time model with
real-valued o;;’s has thus been studied to prove that a balanced configuration is almost al-
ways reached from a random initial configuration in finite time, if a large number of vertices
are connected by a complete graph [9, [10].

In this work, we study dynamics of indirect reciprocity as another way to approach
structural balance. An individual’s deed to another can be reciprocated indirectly from a
third-party observer, and this mechanism is regarded as a powerful mechanism of establish-
ing cooperation among individuals [I1], [12]. The mechanism of indirect reciprocity typically
involves three persons: An actor, also called a donor, and a recipient of the donation from
the donor, and an observer watching those two persons and updating his or her own as-
sessment of the donor. The donor may either cooperate by choosing donation or defect by
doing nothing to the recipient. Note that this dynamics has directionality because o;; is not
necessarily the same as 0j;. An early issue of debate in indirect reciprocity was whether a

first-order assessment rule, relying only on the donor’s action, is sufficient for stabilizing the



paradise [I3HI5], and the answer, at least in theory, is that the observer should use infor-
mation of the recipient as well, in such a way that refusing to cooperate to a bad recipient
does not damage the donor’s image to the observer [16, [17].

Among such good higher-order assessment rules, which are now called ‘leading eight’ and
shown in Table[l} a particularly well-known example is what we will call L6 throughout this
work (also known as ‘Stern Judging’ or ‘Kandori’) [I8-20]. According to this simple and
intuitive norm, a donor must donate only when he or she regards the recipient as good, and
whether the donor’s cooperation looks good to an observer heavily relies on the recipient’s

image to the observer. The assessment rule of L6 can thus be algebraically expressed as [21]
Tod = TorTdr, (2)

where the prime means an updated value at the next time step, and the subscripts d, r,
and o mean the donor, recipient, and observer, respectively. For example, as represented by
0. on the right-hand side, the observer’s assessment of the donor at the next time step will
indeed be affected by how the observer thinks about the recipient. The squared difference

between the current and next values of 0,4 is

(Uod - O-Z;d)Q = (Uod - C’-oro-dr)2 =2~ 2Uodgor0dr7 (3)

where we have used (41)? = 1. Therefore, we will find ¢’ ; = 0,4 if and only if 040,04, = 1,
and this condition is certainly reminiscent of the Hamiltonian approach in Eq. , although
we will later point out its important difference from Eq. . L6 has its own weaknesses:
Once it deviates from the paradise, L6 fails to return in the presence of noisy and private
assessment [22H25]. It is rather known that L6 would divide a fully connected society into two
mutually hostile clusters [26], consistently with the structure theorem of the balance theory.
On the other hand, if the society uses L4, which is almost identical to L6, our numerical
simulations show that it easily reaches the paradise. The only difference of 1.4 from L6 is
that a good donor’s cooperation with a bad recipient does not damage the donor’s image
from the observer’s viewpoint. The aim of this paper is to clarify the reason of such distinct
outcomes, i.e., segregation and paradise.

We investigate the mechanism of segregation by using an exact analysis of the Markov
dynamics in complete graphs. The analysis reveals that segregation of L6 is actually driven

by entropy, whereas L4 introduces a bias toward the paradise, which becomes stronger as
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TABLE 1. Prescriptions of the leading eight [16] I7]. We assume that an observer observes the
interaction between a donor and a recipient and assesses the donor according to one of the following
norms. Let G and B denote good and bad, respectively, and let C and D denote cooperation and
defection, respectively. If ay,x, = G(B), the donor’s action X € {C, D} to the recipient, whose
images to the observer are u and w, respectively, is assessed as good (bad) by the observer. If
Buw = C (D), the donor is prescribed to cooperate (defect) toward the recipient when their images

to the donor are u and w, respectively.
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the system size increases. Considering such a small difference between the two norms, we
propose that L4 can be the most promising remedy for segregation induced by the intuitive

rules of L6.

II. MODEL

Let us consider a directed graph with a set of vertices and a set of edges, which are
denoted as V' and F, respectively. Every vertex has an agent, who has an opinion about
each of the neighbors that are connected to the focal vertex by edges. For any random pair
of two vertices, they are connected with probability p, and the connection structure is fixed
during the dynamical evolution of edges. The structure is called a complete graph when
p = 1, which we mainly consider in this work. The cardinality of V' is the total number of
vertices, or the population size, and we denote it as N. Opinions take discrete values, so

o;; = +1 if 7 regards j as good, and —1 otherwise. Everyone shares an assessment rule and
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an action rule in common. Then, the opinions are updated in the following way:

1. A donor d is randomly chosen from V', and a recipient r is chosen among d’s neighbors

including d itself.

2. The donor d chooses whether to cooperate toward the recipient r according to the

action rule.

3. All neighbors of both d and r observe d’s action toward r. The set of observers includes
d and r as well. Each and every observer o’s opinion about d, denoted as 0,4, is updated
to o, as prescribed by the given assessment rule with probability 1 — €, and to —o/,
with probability € < 1, where € is the probability of assessment error. We assume that

actions are implemented without error.

III. RESULTS
A. Balance and stationarity

We begin by checking whether the balance condition is equivalent to stationarity for each
of the leading eight. This analysis is necessary because it relates the balance condition, a
static property, to stationarity, which is a dynamical consequence. The conclusion of this
subsection is the following: Among the leading eight (Table , the balance condition can be
identified with stationarity only for L6 and L4, the former of which has been analyzed in
detail by one of us previously in the context of balance and group formation [21, 26].

Regarding L6, we may rewrite its rule [Eq. (2))] as
Tpd = OorOdr = T0d00rOdrTod = PodrTod; (4)
by using 02, = 1 and defining a local order parameter for triad balance,
Podr = OodTorOar- (5)

The stationarity condition requires o/, = Pu4-000 = 0,q for an arbitrary triangle of o,
d, and r. We thus conclude that stationarity is equivalent to the balance condition that
g = 1 [21].

As for L4, recall that its only difference from L6 is that a good donor’s cooperation toward

a bad recipient is regarded as good (Table[l). However, the difference will never be observed
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in a balanced configuration if everyone follows the L4 rule, which prescribes a good donor
to defect against a bad recipient. This indicates that balance implies stationarity in L.4. The
proof of the converse statement on L4, as well as discussions on the other norms of the

leading eight, can be found in Appendix [A]

B. Dynamics on complete graphs

Let us imagine all the possible 2V*¥ edge configurations on a complete graph, only one
of which is the paradise. The question is whether the paradise will occupy 100% of the
stationary probability in the limit of € — 0. One way to answer this question is to count the
order of € [27]. That is, in the order of €, we consider only the transitions permitted by L6
or L4, according to which the dynamics ends up with one of balanced configurations. These
sinks have no connections among themselves because balance means stationarity. Whether
the probability flows will converge to the paradise is undecidable at this level of description.
We then add links with probabilities of O(e') by considering transitions mediated by a single
error. If the paradise appears as a global sink at this level of description, it will occupy 100%
in the limit of € — 0. Or, if there is an outgoing flow of O(e) from the paradise, we conclude
that it cannot occupy the whole stationary probability. If it is still undecidable, we add links
of O(e?) and repeat the analysis. For our current purpose, the description of O(e) is sufficient
because a single error can change one balanced configuration to another as will be detailed

below.

1. Path-reversal symmetry in L6

To investigate the cluster dynamics under L6, we begin by showing the following: At a
balanced configuration with two clusters, a single error can move at most a vertex from a
cluster to the other cluster. Let us start with a balanced configuration dividing V' into two

partitions, i.e.,
Pbalance - {{vl,...,vn},{vn+1,...,vN}}, (6)

where 1 < n < N. The paradise is represented by a trivial partition

Pparadise - {V}7 (7)
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FIG. 2. Reduction to a five-vertex configuration under an assumption that v, has committed error
in assessment. The former friends of v,, are the members of 71 and 7o, of which v,, now dislikes the

latter. The former enemies of v,, are the members of w3 and 4, of which v,, still dislikes the latter.

which we regard as a special case of Pyaance With n = N by a slight abuse of notation to
allow a partition to be empty. Without loss of generality, we assume that v, has committed
an assessment error, after which all time evolution strictly follows the common social norm
L6. To be more specific, the focal individual v, commits an error either by assessing its
friend as bad or by assessing its enemy as good, so V' can be divided into the following five

partitions, some of which may be empty (Fig. :

Fervor ={{-- -1, {-- b Aeab {3, {3 (8)

N e S~ M~~~
T Uy} 3 T4
where m U my = {vy,...,v,-1} and w3 Uy = {vps1,...,0n}. The members of m; and

o like v, but v, likes m; and dislikes m5. The members of 73 and 74 dislike v,, but v,
likes 73 and dislikes 4. All members in each partition are the same in relation to those
in another partition, so a partition can behave like a single vertex. The dynamics can also
make the elements of m; go over to my or vice versa, and the same applies to w3 and 7y,
but v, remains alone in its own partition because the dynamics has no more erroneous
assessment. The important point is that the five-vertex picture in Eq. will remain valid
on the understanding that some of the partitions may be empty. When we exhaustively
trace the time evolution of the corresponding five-vertex configurations by applying L6, the
final outcome is always either the original balanced configuration Pyajance [Eq. @] or a new

balanced one represented by

Plgalance: {{Uh"‘?vn—l}a{vnv'"7UN}}7 (9)
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where v, now belongs to the latter partition. This completes the proof that an error can

cause at most a single vertex to change its membership under L6.

One of our main findings is that every balanced configuration occupies equal stationary
probability B~! in the limit of € — 0, where B = 2¥~! is the number of balanced configura-
tions (Appendix [B). To prove this statement, we start from the rule of L6 [Eq. (2)], which

we write here once again for the sake of convenience:
, p—
Oog = OorOdr.

Let us assume that each player’s self-image has converged to +1 because o/, = 03, = +1. We
may expect this convergence within O(1) Monte Carlo steps [21]. In addition, our analysis
assumes that no error occurs in self-images. Our proof is based on the following property
of L6: For any transition sequence of configurations permitted by the above rule of L6,
if we choose an arbitrary vertex and flip all its edges, except the self-loop, we will get
another valid sequence of configurations permitted by L6. It can be seen directly from the
L6 rule itself: When the chosen vertex is a donor, flipping o/, and o4 makes the equality
hold, while leaving ¢/, = +1 unchanged. When the chosen vertex is a recipient, it assesses
the donor with o/, = 04, whose equality is unaffected by flipping both the sides. Finally,
when the chosen vertex is an observer, flipping o/, and o,, again satisfies the above rule.
In Fig. (a), we depict an error-induced sequence from the paradise to another balanced
configuration where an individual conflicts with all the rest. Now, by choosing the vertex
at the lower left corner and flipping all its edges, except its self-loop, we obtain Fig. (b)
The point is that the sequence in Fig. 3[b) shows valid transitions back to the paradise,
with exactly the same probability as its counterpart in Fig. (a). In general, for every
sequence of transition from Eq. @ to Eq. @D, the transformation applied to v, generates
the corresponding sequence in the opposite direction with equal probability. In addition, as
proved above, no more than a single vertex can change its cluster in this O(e) description,
which precludes the existence of any indirect transition paths connecting Eq. @ and Eq. @
via a third balanced configuration. Therefore, the total transition probability must be the
same in either direction, satisfying Kolmogorov’s criterion. The resulting detailed-balance
condition equalizes the stationary probabilities of Eq. (@ and Eq. @D In other words, the

paradise has the same stationary probability as any balanced configuration of two clusters



FIG. 3. Path-reversal symmetry in L6: By flipping all the edges of a given vertex (at the lower
left corner in this example), we get a transition path in the opposite direction with the same
probability. (a) Error-induced transition from the paradise to a segregated balanced configuration
with an isolated single vertex. The letters d and r show the donor and the recipient, respectively,
at each time step. By each line without an arrow head between a pair of vertices, we mean that
their relation is reciprocal, i.e., mutually good (solid) or mutually bad (dashed). The dashed right
arrow in the leftmost diagram means that the individual chosen as d has erroneously assessed
the recipient r as bad so that the donor will defect. (b) The opposite direction from a segregated
configuration to the paradise. The solid right arrow in the leftmost diagram means that an isolated
individual, playing the role of d, has erroneously assessed the recipient r as good so that the donor
will cooperate. Self-loops are all good by assumption and omitted from the diagrams for the sake

of brevity.

with sizes 1 and N — 1, respectively, so we have

pse (V3] = pst [{{v}, V = {v}}], (10)

where ps means stationary probability, and v is an arbitrary element of V. By the same

token, we also see that

pse {0}, V = {v}}] = put [{{v, v}V = {,0'}}], (11)

where v and ¢ are two arbitrary distinct elements of V. Extending this argument one by

one, we can conclude that every balanced configuration has the same stationary probability,
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{tv, v, v}V - (v, v”}}] {w,v' v}V — v, v"}}

(a) T m [
FIG. 4. Schematic representation of transitions among balanced configurations under (a) L6 and
(b) L4, where v, v/, and v" are arbitrary elements of V. Every arrow in the diagrams denotes

a transition induced by a single assessment error, and the dashed box containing the transition

between the paradise {V'} and {{v},V — {v}} is detailed in Fig.

which equals B~! in the limit of € — 0. The transitions among balanced configurations are

schematically drawn in Fig. [il(a).

2. Probability flows under Lj

Let us now consider L4. According to our exhaustive enumeration, not only Ppajance and

P! [Egs. @ and @] but also Pparadise = {V'} becomes accessible from P, because

balance
L4 has agep = G [Eq. ] As a consequence, single-error transitions among balanced
configurations under L4 are depicted as in Fig. (b) The important point is the existence of
the one-way transition to the paradise, when both of the clusters have more than one vertex,
as represented by {{v,v'}, V —{v,v'}} or {{v,v',v"},V —{v,v',v"}} in Fig.[dl Such balanced
configurations should have only negligible stationary probabilities because of the one-way
transition. Still, the stationary probability of the paradise does not necessarily approach
100% even with small € because the system may go back and forth between the paradise
and {{v},V — {v}}. For example, if N = 4, our numerical estimate of py [{V'}] is only 61%
when ¢ = 10™*, which is consistent with the order-counting argument [27].

However, the transition probability from {{v},V — {v}} to the paradise becomes far

greater than the opposite one as N grows. Figure (a) provides a zoomed-in view for the
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FIG. 5. Zoomed-in views of the dashed box in Fig. {4l containing the transition between the paradise
and {{v}, V —{v}}. Self-loops are all omitted for the sake of brevity. (a) A schematic diagram where
each node represents a set of configurations that are identical up to the permutation of vertices.
The paradise and {{v},V —{v}} are labeled with 0 and N, respectively. The symbols attached to

edges are transition probabilities. (b) An example of N = 6 for the sake of concreteness.

dashed box of Fig. [ where the nodes denoted by 0 and N correspond to the paradise
and {{v},V — {v}}, respectively. Each node represents a set of edge configurations that are
identical up to permutation of vertices. Figure (b) shows an example of N = 6 for the
sake of concreteness. The absorption probability into {{v},V —{v}} from configuration j is
denoted by ¢;, which means that gy = 0 and gy = 1 by definition. The symbols attached to
the arrows in Fig. [f(a) are transition probabilities. For example, the configuration 1 means
that a vertex v is disliked by all others whereas it still likes them. The next one denoted by
2 means that v now dislikes one of them. The transition from 1 to 2 occurs with probability
P;" =1/N x (N —1)/N because v must be the recipient with probability 1/N while anyone
else can be chosen as the donor with probability (N — 1)/N. It is straightforward to see
that P = (1/N) x (N —j)/N. The reverse transition from 2 to 1 happens with probability
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Py = (1/N) x (N —2)/N because the one who v dislikes (1 out of N) must donate someone
who v still likes (N — 2 out of N). In general, we have P, = (N — j)/N x (j —1)/N. The
exception is P, whose probability equals P, = (N — 1)/N x (1/N) because the transition
happens when v donates to anyone else. General expressions for the transition probabilities
1;, vj, and S; are given in Appendix [C]

If an assessment error occurs at the paradise, the starting point of the transition dynamics
will be the configuration denoted by 1’ [see Fig. [f[(b)]. The dynamics will end at {{v},V —
{v}} with probability gi/. Likewise, if an error occurs at {{v},V — {v}} by assessing an
enemy as good, the starting point will be the node denoted by N — 1. The dynamics ends
either at the paradise or at {{v},V — {v}}, so if we start from the one denoted by N — 1,

the probability of absorption into the paradise must be 1 — gy _;.

We wish to compare g7 with 1 — gy_1 to see the asymmetry in the probability flows:
The random walk problem with two absorbing barriers as defined by Fig. [5| can be solved by
recurrence formulas, which we provide in Appendix The solution shows that (1—qy_1)/q1
is a rapidly increasing function of N, which outputs 15, 82, and 517 for N = 4, 5, and 6,
respectively. It is instructive to consider the random walk only among the upper nodes
without primes to get a lower bound of such asymmetry because the existence of the lower
nodes, labeled with primes, should bias the net probability flow even more drastically toward
the paradise. Although ¢;- does not appear in this simplified problem, one can readily see that
it is proportional to ¢; from Appendix [C} The absorption probability of a one-dimensional
random walker with position-dependent transition probabilities is a well-known problem in

evolutionary game theory [28]: If we define

. 1 for j =1
uEL/PT =9 , (12)
j—1 forj > 1,

it is straightforward to find that

q= |1+ ._ (ﬁ”yj)] (13a)

QGer1 = |1+ Z (ﬁ ’Yj)] q1; (13b)




n/N

0.6 (b)

100

FIG. 6. Absolute difference of cluster sizes divided by N, obtained from 2 x 10?2 Monte Carlo
samples. Each sample starts from a random initial configuration and follows the common social
norm with € = 0 until arriving at a balanced configuration. Other simulation details are as described
in Sec. [IlIl, We have defined n = |n — (N — n)|, assuming that the clusters are of sizes n and N —n,

respectively. (a) Under L6, the behavior of /N is proportional to N —1/2

, which is fully consistent
with a prediction from the binomial distribution. (b) Under L4, by contrast, n/N tends to 1 as N

grows, which implies the emergence of the paradise. The error bars are smaller than the symbol

size.
where k =1,..., N — 2. One of its direct consequences is
- N-1
—qN-1
q—1 = H v = (N=2), (14)
j=1

which confirms that the net probability flow becomes more and more biased toward the
paradise as N increases. One could point out that we have not taken into account the
existence of other paths from {{v},V — {v}} to the paradise, e.g., through an error inside
the larger cluster, but they can only contribute positively to the bias. We discuss more

details on L4 in Appendix [D]

IV. DISCUSSION

Our first main finding is that every balanced configuration occupies equal stationary
probability under the rule of L6. We have explicitly verified it for small values of N by
using the power method (not shown) and proved it for general N, as given above, in the

limit of small €. Then, the segregation phenomenon induced by L6, which has been observed
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numerically [26], must be driven by entropy in the sense that the number of segregated
balanced configurations greatly exceeds the unique possibility of the paradise as N grows.
The most probable case would be such that two clusters are of roughly equal sizes as in the
binomial distribution. We can demonstrate it by using Monte Carlo simulations [Fig. [f](a)],
according to which the size difference between two clusters, divided by N, decreases as
N~1/2_ Note the different behavior of L4, according to which the paradise is easily accessible
when N = O(10) [Fig. [6[b)]. This prediction of L6 is also partially supported by a recent
analytic study [29], showing that each individual is expected to receive good assessments
from a half of the population, although it does not distinguish a clustered configuration from
a randomly mixed one.

The uniform stationary probability among balanced configurations is contrasted with a
result from the Hamiltonian in Eq. because the paradise is locally stable in the Hamil-
tonian model [5]. Let us make sense of this difference: To define the Hamiltonian, every pair
of vertices must be in a reciprocal relation, i.e., either mutually good or mutually bad, but
it is approximately true in our setting as well because the convergence of 0;;0;, — O(1) is a
relatively fast process [21]. We have to look at the zero-temperature Hamiltonian dynamics,

derived from Eq. as
oj; = sgh (Z Uz‘kakzj> ; (15)
k

where the summation runs over the common neighbors of i and j except themselves. Re-
ferring to those common neighbors is an important ingredient to ensure the local stability
of the paradise because the peer pressure can correct an assessment error. In a sense, the
Hamiltonian setting introduces surface tension in such a way that the Ising model is con-
trasted with the voter model [30]. The difference of Eq. from the L6 rule [Eq. (2))] is
evident in a large complete graph, but it vanishes if the underlying structure allows every
pair of vertices to have only one common neighbor. The same applies even to the case of
two common neighbors, if we interpret sgn(0) as £1 with equal probabilities.

From the lack of directional preference in the transition among balanced configurations,
we believe that the system governed by L6 with assessment error would be in a disordered
phase until reaching a balanced configuration. One possible mechanism to hinder a balanced

configuration could be quenched random removal of edges, which corresponds to the case

of p < 1 in our model (see Sec. . When p > O (N7Y%) and 1 —p > O (N~'), the time
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FIG. 7. Line graphs obtained by transforming edges to vertices. (a) The line graph of the tree of
triangles (solid) is the Husimi tree (dashed). (b) The line graph of the triangular lattice (solid) is

the kagome lattice (dashed).

to reach an absorbing state increases exponentially as N grows [21], and this may also be a
characteristic of a disordered phase. To support this idea, let us consider a sparse structure
as depicted on the left in Fig. (a). Each edge is shared by two triangles, so we expect that
it can be studied by using the Hamiltonian approach as an approximation. Considering that
our o;;’'s are defined on edges, whereas spin variables are usually defined on vertices, we
take the line graph of the original structure, which turns out to be the Husimi tree. The
three-spin interaction Hamiltonian model on the Husimi tree is exactly solved [31} [32], and
the solution tells us that it is in a disordered phase. We have summarized the solution in
Appendix [E] for the sake of completeness. Another sparse structure that can be considered
is the triangular lattice: In a Monte Carlo study, the Hamiltonian model on the triangular
lattice has been reported to be disordered [33]. Its line graph is the kagome lattice [Fig. [7|(b)],
on which the exact solution of the three-spin Hamiltonian model again confirms that it is
disordered [34) 35]. All these observations indicate that a sparse structure would result in a

disordered phase.
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V. SUMMARY

In summary, we have analyzed cluster dynamics governed by L6 and L4, which becomes
exact in the small-e limit. We have explained why we focus on L6 and L4 among the leading
eight by showing the equivalence between balance and stationarity. The dynamics of L6 has
been studied by one of us [21], 26], and the present work concludes that the segregation

induced by L6 is a purely entropy-driven phenomenon.

This work has thus demonstrated the possibility of exact knowledge on cluster dynamics in
this interdisciplinary field of social psychology, graph theory, and evolutionary game theory.
It is worth pointing out that L6 is a remarkably simple and intuitive norm as indicated
by its nickname ‘Stern Judging’: It assesses cooperation (defection) toward a good person
as good (bad), and cooperation (defection) toward a bad person as bad (good). It thus
prescribes cooperation toward a good person and defection toward a bad person. Despite all
its good properties, L6 divides a fully connected society into two mutually hostile clusters of
roughly equal sizes. The segregation might seem to be an ordered configuration compared to
a random one, but the dominant factor behind it turns out to be entropy, and who belongs
to which side is only a matter of chance. We propose 1.4 as a remedy for those problems:
This norm leads a sufficiently large society of N 2 O(10) to the paradise just by changing
the assessment of a good person’s cooperation toward a bad person. The change is so small
that L4 still prescribes a good person to defect against the bad just as L6 does, and the
resulting defection would also be assessed as good. Furthermore, because of the clear bias

toward the paradise, the system would not suffer long from disorder.

From a broader perspective, the precise understanding of segregation on fully connected
graphs may give us theoretical insights into the recent trend of increasing political polar-
ization in our hyper-connected society, as well as how to mitigate the trend with a minimal
change in our judging behavior. Considering that the basic dynamics of a social norm would
be preserved in more realistic acquaintance network structure [36], we expect that our find-

ings should also be relevant to real social phenomena.
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Appendix A: Balance and stationarity
1. L6 and L4

We may rewrite Eq. as
Opd = OorOdr = Ood0or0drOod = Podrod, (A1)
by using 02, = 1 and defining a local order parameter for triad balance,
Podr = odTorOdy- (A2)

The stationarity condition requires o/, = ®,4,000 = 0,4 for an arbitrary triangle of o,
d, and r. We thus conclude that stationarity is equivalent to the balance condition that
o0 = 1 [21].

The same statement holds true for L4. The assessment rule of L4 can be written as

follows [24]:

O-Z)d - Z (_UOT + SUdonr + Ogr + OarOod — OorOod + 1 + 0oq — O-d'ro-m“o-od) . (A?))

If the balance condition is met, we have ®,4, = 0,90,.04- = 1. It automatically means that

Ood = OorOdr (Ada)
Oor = Ood0dr (A4b)
Odr = Ood0or <A4C)

because 02, = 02, = 0% = 1. Plugging these relations into Eq. (A3]), we obtain 0/, = o4

for an arbitrary od-pair, which means stationarity. Now, we have to check if the converse is

true. The stationarity condition requires o/, = 0,4, which leads to

Ood = Z (_Uor + 30dr00r + Odr + OdrO0od — OorO0od + 1 + Ood — Udrgoraod) . (A5)
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If we enumerate the eight possible cases of (0, 04r, 00q) = (£1,£1, 1), Eq. is satisfied
for (+1,+1,+1), (—1,—1,+1), (=1,+1,—1), (+1,—1,—1), and (—1,+1,+1), among which
only the last one is unbalanced. To eliminate the last possibility, we note that stationarity
is actually a stronger condition than Eq. : For a given configuration to be stationary,
it must be left invariant even if we sample the three players in different order, so that
(Cory Tar, 00a) = (+1,—1,+1) and (+1,+1, —1) must also satisfy Eq. (A5]), while neither of
them is in the list. We thus exclude (—1,+1,+1) from consideration and conclude that the

balance condition is equivalent to stationarity in L4.

2. L3, L5, L7, and LS8

By contrast, the balance condition is not equivalent to stationarity in L3 and L5. The

assessment rule of L3 can be expressed as follows:

1
ol = 5 (1404 — Oor + OorOar) - (AG)

Suppose that the balance condition ®,q. = 0,q00-04- = 1 is met. By using Eq. (A4]), we may

rewrite Eq. (A6]) as

1
Ouvd = 5 [1 + O'od(l + Oor — Ud?")] : (A7)

If (0or, Oar, 00a) = (—1,+1,—1), we see that stationarity is violated because o ; # 0,q4.

Likewise, the assessment rule of L5 can be represented as follows:

/

Ood = (_Uor + 3O'dro'or + O0d0 or + 1— Ood + OdrOodOor + Odr — Udraod) (AS)

NN

Under the balance condition, together with Eq. (A4)), we obtain

!/

Ood = [_Uor + 3Udr00r + Ood0or + 1- Ood + 1+ Odr — UdTUOd] (Ag)

N S

1
(=204 + 2004 + 204, + 2] = 5[1 + Ood — Oor + O] (A10)

Again, stationarity is violated if (o, 0gr, 00q) = (—1,+1, —1). The balance condition is not
equivalent to stationarity.

For L7 and LS8, it is straightforward to prove inequivalence between stationarity and
the balance condition. The reason is that both assign bad reputation when a bad donor
defects against a bad recipient. A triad of (o4, 04y, 00q) = (—1,—1, —1) is thus an absorbing

configuration, although it is not balanced.
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3. L1 and L2

For L1 and L2, a donor’s action to a recipient cannot simply be identified with o4, from
the beginning because a bad donor should cooperate to a bad recipient, i.e., Sgg = C

according to Table [ For L1, a donor’s action can be coded as

1
Ba(Cad, Tar) = 3 1+ oga(oar — 1) + 0ar], (A11)

and an observer’s assessment rule is given as

Opi = }L (14 00q+ 38a — 0odfa + (1 + 00a)(Ba — 1)00r] - (A12)

When o = d, we obtain ¢/,; = +1 regardless of 044 and o4, so each donor’s self-evaluation
quickly converges to +1. If 644 = +1 is plugged into Eq. (A11)), we can identify 55 with oy,

as in the previous cases. Similarly, the assessment rule of L2 is
1
O-éd = 556! [1 + Uod(aor - 1) + Uor] s (A13)

where (4 is given by Eq. . By setting o = d, we once again see the convergence toward
ol = +1 regardless of 04q and o4, which allows us to identify £, with oy,

Therefore, for both L1 and L2, as soon as a donor’s action is fully prescribed from oy, we
can apply the same argument as above to prove the inequivalence between stationarity and
the balance condition: A bad donor’s defection against a bad recipient is judged as bad by
these norms, and this shows why (0., 04r, 00q) = (—1,—1,—1) is an unbalanced absorbing

configuration.

Appendix B: Number of balanced states

Assume that we have a set of vertices V' = {vy, ..., vx}. Thanks to the structure theorem,
we just have to find the number of ways to divide those N elements into two clusters. If

none of the clusters is empty, we can prove that the answer is
Wy =2""1-1 (B1)

by using mathematical induction. First, if N = 1, we have no way to divide it into two

nonempty clusters, which means that W; = 0. Second, let us assume that
W =2"1-1 (B2)
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for some positive integer k. When a new vertex v, 1 has appeared, we have two possibilities
to divide the k41 elements into two clusters. One is to add vi; to one of the existing clusters.
The other is to make a single-element cluster of vi,; and merge the existing clusters into

one. In other words, we have

Wit = 2Wj, + 1. (B3)

Plugging Eq. (B2) here, we find that
Wipg=2(2""'=-1)+1=2"—1, (B4)

which proves Eq. (B1)) for general N. Note that Wy does not include the paradise. If we

— 21\771

take it into account, the number of balanced states is B as mentioned in the main

text.

Appendix C: Recurrence formulas for L4

The absorption probabilities can be written as follows:
¢ =Py g1+ Plajn + mjag-ry + (1= Py = P =) ¢ (Cla)
W = SkQk—1y + VGt + (1 — Sk — vi) qir, (C1b)
where j=1,...,N—1and k=1,..., N — 2. By definition, we have ¢qo =0 and gy = 1. It
is also convenient to define ¢o» = 0 and p; = 0. We may rewrite the above formulas as

0="P; (¢j-1 —4j) + P (g1 — qj) + 1 (aG-1y — q;) (C2a)

Qrr1 = 'y (Qk’ - Q(k—l)’) + Qi (C2b)

where Ty = Si/vy. Let us define Ry = g — qr—1y- Plugging Eq. (C2b)) into Eq. (C2a]) and

rearranging the terms, we obtain

ijFj_QRj_z - [P-i(rj_1 + 1) + P]-Jrrj_1 + /uLij_l} Rj—l + Pf(FJ + 1)Rj = 0. <C3)

J

The transition probabilities between unprimed nodes are given as follows:

o[ ERG) i o
C L E) Rt



as explained in the main text. Recall that we are denoting by v the individual who has made
an error. The transition probability j; corresponds to the case of choosing v as the donor (1
out of V) and someone else who v likes as the recipient (N — j out of N). Its counterpart v,
is the probability of choosing v as the donor (1 out of V) and someone else who v dislikes as
the recipient (j out of N). Finally, S; is the probability of choosing someone who v dislikes
as the donor (j out of N) and someone else who v likes (it can be v itself) as the recipient

(N — j out of N). Therefore, their general expressions are

() ()
- ()3)
- (5) ()

which results in I'; = S; /v; = N — j.
At j =1, Eq. (C3) reduces to

Py (—q)+ P (Tiqr +qv —q1) =0, (Co6)

from which we obtain

P4+ pPr 2
T PR tT N
At j =2, Eq. (C3) takes the following form:

Ry = qv a1 (C7)

P2_ [q1 — (Fl + 1) Rl] + P2+ [(FQ + 1) RQ — FlRl] — ,MQFlRl = 0, (C8)

from which we find
5N — 4

Ry= ——q. C9
2 N(N — 1)Q1 (C9)
From j = 3 to N — 2, we can find every R; from the following recurrence formula:
. .2 . . .
j—J3*+N+jN U-DIV—-j+2)
R, = R, 1 — R; . C10
J N . ] + 1 j—1 N - j + 1 j—2 ( )
Although we have R;’s with k = 1,..., N —2, the overall factor of ¢; remains unknown, and

it has to be determined from Eq. (C3) at j = N — 1:

Py i [I'n—sRn—3— (1 +T'n_2) Ry_2]

+ Py i [(1 = quv-2y) = Tn—2Rn—s] — piv—1Tn—2Rn—2 = 0, (C11)
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where we have used qy = 1. By using the following identity,

N—-2
qIN-2) = (Q(N—Q)’ - Q(N—S)’) + (Q(N—3)’ - Q(N—4)’) +...+ (Q2' - Q1’) + (Q1’ - QO’) = Ry,
k=1
we can write Eq. (C11) in terms of R; only:
N-2
~(BN —6)Ry_3+ (3N —2)Ry_o+ » Rip=1, (C12)
k=1

from which we determine the value of ¢;.

Appendix D: Dominance of the paradise under L4 when N — ~

In the main text, we have shown that one of the transitions shown in Fig. (b) becomes
negligible for sufficiently large N. Then, one might ask whether other transitions survive
the same large V. This is a relevant question because the stationary probability distribution
might be affected if some other transitions also disappear: For example, the paradise will fail
to occupy 100% if we have a set of segregated configurations, from which neither the one-way
transition to the paradise nor the transition to {{v}, V — {v}} occurs. For this reason, here
we wish to argue that L4 will surely arrive at the paradise even in the large- N limit.

Let us divide all the balanced configurations into three categories: The paradise, single-
enemy configurations represented by {{v},V — {v}}, and all the others. Let their probabil-

ities be denoted as pg, p1, and po, respectively. Then, their transition dynamics is written

as /
Po I —equ e(l_qTNfl) eP Po
m| = equ 11— % — Py Py P> (D1)
P2 0 €9 1 —ePryo— €l P2

where P,_., is the probability to reach a configuration classified as n’, given an error at n.
Now we estimate P;_,5 from Fig. [f} If we start from the segregated state on the rightmost
side, the probability to transit to the next node denoted by N — 1 is ¢/N because we have to
choose one of N — 1 negative edges out of N(IN — 1) edges. Therefore, under the condition
that an error has occurred, the probability to reach a third balanced configuration other
than the paradise and {{v},V — {v}} is bounded from above by 1 — 1/N. For this reason,

we take the worst-case scenario that P, = 1 — 1/N and P, ,; = 0, which leads to the
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following transition dynamics:

!/

Po 1 —equ % Py Po
pr| — e 1—e+ mf 0 p1 |- (D2)
P2 0 e(l1-21) 1—ePry P2

The principal eigenvector is readily obtained, and it takes the following form before normal-

ization in the limit of N — oo:

6 Py o/qu
2 v Prso |- (D3)
P> 1

Equation ({13a]) shows that

5 i)

i=1

= =1+ (N-2), (D4)

and we have ¢;,' = (N/2)g;' ~ (N — 1)! [Eq. (C7)].

Before proceeding, we note that assuming P,_,; = 0 must have been a gross oversimplifi-

cation if we consider the following points by comparing .4 with L6: The number of positive
edges is minimized (maximized) when a balanced configuration has two equally large clusters
(a single cluster). We can say that 14 tends to have more positive edges than L6 because
agep = G is its sole difference from L6. It implies the existence of non-negligible probability
flow from {{vq,..., v}, V —{v1,...,v,}} to {{v},V —{v}}, where n > 2, under the rule of
L4.

If we accept the assumption for the worst-case scenario, the problem boils down to the
behavior of P, in the large-N limit. By definition, we can think of P, . as the following

weighted average: .
ZNFQ T (paradise| N1 )Pr(Vy)

P - 9
0 ZN1:2 Pr(Ny)

where Pr(/N7) means the probability to find a configuration of two clusters with sizes N;

(D5)

and Ny = N — Ny, respectively, and we may assume N; > N, without loss of generality. By
T'(paradise| V1), we mean the transition probability from the configuration to the paradise. If
we consider Egs. and , one possible scenario is that P,y decays slowly compared
with ¢iv so that the paradise appears as the only attractor, ie., pj — 1 as N — oo.

Another possible scenario is that P,_,o vanishes, with P» ,0/¢1/ converging to a finite value,
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(b)

FIG. D.1. Schematic diagrams to specify trajectories from a segregated configuration to the par-
adise. (a) The initial segregation between A U {a} and B U {b} is perturbed by a’s misjudgment
of b. (b) If a member of B donates to b, he or she will also be regarded as good by a. In this way,
a can assess b1, bo, ..., b, as good. This configuration can change to the paradise as soon as a is

chosen as the donor and one of b;’s is chosen as the recipient.

which means that the basin of attraction for the paradise is limited to its nearby balanced

configurations, so that pj can be comparable with pj.

We will argue that the first “paradise” scenario is the case, by considering a set of specific
trajectories from segregation to the paradise, which gives a lower bound of T'(paradise|Ny).
Assume that we choose a donor from the first cluster and its recipient from the other. The

probability of such a choice is
N1 Ny

m R 1o, (D6)

where ¢; = Ny /N and ¢y = No/N. To escape from this balanced configuration, we assume
that a erroneously judges b as good. The resulting ‘excited state’ has been depicted in

Fig.[D.I|(a), where the numbers of vertices in A and B are N; — 1 and N, — 1, respectively.
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Let this configuration be denoted by |1). We then imagine that a member of B donates to
b, by which a will assess the member as good. The resulting configuration may be denoted
by [2). In this way, starting from |1), we can generate |m) in which a unilaterally likes
bi,bs, ..., by, while the other nodes have the same relations with each other as in the initial
configuration [Fig. [D.1|(b)]. Let us estimate the corresponding probability as follows: When
we choose a donor d and a recipient 7 in |m), the following four cases leave the configuration

unaltered:
e dc AU{a} and r € AU {a}
edcBandreB
e dc AU{a} andr e B
edecBandreA

Therefore, if X is the number of edges between d and r to change the configuration, it is

obtained as

=2m(N — 1) + Ny —m? < 3mN.
If we choose d and r from B and {by,...,b,}, respectively, their interaction raises |m) to
|m+1), and the number of such possibilities is Z = (Ny —m)m. Let us define Y = N(N —1)

as the total number of edges. Then, the probability of transition from |m) to |m + 1) is

greater than or equal to

(Y -x\"(Zz Z 1

SIS (D)) - (2 - 9

ar Y Y Y)I-(1-X/Y) X
which is greater than

(No—m)m  Ny—m
= . D
3mN 3N (D9)
As a result, the probability of transition from |1) to |Ny) is greater than
413N 3NNl
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The logarithm of Eq. (D10) is approximated by Stirling’s formula as follows:

(N — 1)

In SNl

~ NanNQ _N2 — NglnN = —N2 (1 —hlgbg) = —(]_ —lnpg) ¢2N (Dl].)

From |Ny), the system can jump directly to the paradise when a is chosen as the donor and
one of b;’s is chosen as the recipient (i = 1,..., Ny) with probability
1N _ ¢
NN N’
Combining Egs. (D6), (D11)), and (D12)), we conclude that the probability of transition from

the initial segregation of N; versus Nj to the paradise is bounded from below by

(D12)

2
T (paradise| Ny) > C%e_(l_ln‘”ww, (D13)

where C' is a proportionality constant independent of N. When multiplied by qil ~ (N-1)|,
Eq. (D13) diverges as N — oo. Consequently, P»_,o/q1- should also diverge [see Eq. (D5))].
According to Eq. (D3)), this divergence implies that the paradise will be the most probable

outcome even if N — oo.

Appendix E: Ising model on the Husimi tree

Let us consider a system of Ising spins with the following Hamiltonian, defined on the

Husimi tree:

H:—Jg Z Uiajak_J2ZO-in_hZUiy (E].)
(i,3,k) (i.4) ¢

gk
where (i, 7, k) denotes a triangle of 7,7, and k, and (i.j) means the nearest neighbors. Let us

denote the spin at the center by oy, and define the following function:

9n(00) = Zexp [B <J3 ZUOU%I)U?) + Ja (0001 + 0009 + 0102) + h Z U?)‘
° (E2)

{o1} J=12

% [gn-1 (@) guoa ()],

where 5 =1 /(kgT), and + is the number of triangles at each vertex, which is two as depicted

in Fig. [[(a). By using g,(00), we can write the partition function as follows:

Z = exp(Bhoo)[ga(00)] (E3)

g0
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Now, by defining a = €29, b = €232, and ¢ = ¢2#%3, we obtain the following map in terms
of z, = gn(1)/g,(—1) [31]:

a?b?cz2070 4 24271 + ¢
a?z200=1) 4 2ac271 + b2

Zn = Y(2n), y(2) = (E4)

The pure three-spin interaction Hamiltonian corresponds to a = b = 1, in which case we

have
c?+22+c

y(z) = 224+ 2cz+1
by setting v = 2. By solving z = y(z), we obtain three fixed points, i.e., 2z = —1, z = 1, and

(E5)

z = —c. However, z = 1 is the only solution because z cannot be negative. In addition, by
drawing the map, we can see that z = 1 is a stable fixed point. The local magnetization is

expressed as [31]
az) —1

az) + 1’

{o0) = (E6)

which is zero at a = z = 1. However, the zero magnetization does not necessarily mean a
disordered phase. To check the possibility of a phase transition, we will calculate the free
energy. If it does not have a singularity at any finite temperature 7', the system will always
be in a disordered phase as in the high-temperature region. Let us rewrite the map by

including both a and ¢ as free parameters, while fixing b = 1 and v = 2:

a’cz® 4+ 2az + ¢

E7
a?z?2 4+ 2acz + 1 (E7)

y(z) =

By rearranging the terms of z = y(z), we obtain the following quadratic equation of a:
(2° — 2%c)a* + 2(2*c— 2)a+ 2 —c =0, (E8)

which is solved by

azl—czﬂ:\/l—CZ—zz—i—czzQ' (59)
2(z —¢)

Noting that a > 1, ¢ > 1, and z > 0 by definition, the correct solution is given as follows:

s VI =@ =21 2.2
alc. 2) = cz—+1—c z%—cz7 (E10)

2(z —¢)

where 1 < z < ¢. This is a monotonically increasing function of z, and this property will be

used later. The free-energy density can be written as follows [37]:

Bf=—ZJ3—h— /h[M(B’) — 1] di/, (E11)

oo
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where J3 = 8J5 and h = Bh. The magnetic order parameter is denoted by M = —af/0h,
which we may identify with (op) because of the translational symmetry of the lattice. The
first two terms on the right-hand side is a constant of integration, which corresponds to the
value in an ordered phase with M = 1. We obtain A from Eq. and differentiate it with

respect to z for Oh /0z. We thus calculate the free-energy density as
N 2. - [7 h
ﬁfz—ﬂk—h—/fMﬁﬁ—H[%J d, (E12)

which indeed has no singularity at finite temperature. The conclusion is that the system will

always be in a disordered phase as in the high-temperature region.
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