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The positive impact of cooperative bots on cooperation within evolutionary game theory is well
documented; however, existing studies have predominantly used discrete strategic frameworks, fo-
cusing on deterministic actions with a fixed probability of one. This paper extends the investigation
to continuous and mixed strategic approaches. Continuous strategies employ intermediate proba-
bilities to convey varying degrees of cooperation and focus on expected payoffs. In contrast, mixed
strategies calculate immediate payoffs from actions chosen at a given moment within these prob-
abilities. Using the prisoner’s dilemma game, this study examines the effects of cooperative bots
on human cooperation within hybrid populations of human players and simple bots, across both
well-mixed and structured populations. Our findings reveal that cooperative bots significantly en-
hance cooperation in both population types across these strategic approaches under weak imitation
scenarios, where players are less concerned with material gains. However, under strong imitation
scenarios, while cooperative bots do not alter the defective equilibrium in well-mixed populations,
they have varied impacts in structured populations across these strategic approaches. Specifically,
they disrupt cooperation under discrete and continuous strategies but facilitate it under mixed
strategies. These results highlight the nuanced effects of cooperative bots within different strategic
frameworks and underscore the need for careful deployment, as their effectiveness is highly sensitive
to how humans update their actions and their chosen strategic approach.

Keywords: Evolutionary game theory; Mixed strategy; Cooperative bots

I. INTRODUCTION

Cooperation, which incurs a cost to benefit others,
presents a paradox, as helping others should reduce one’s
own benefits and lead to extinction according to the prin-
ciple of “survival of the fittest” [1–3]. Yet, this prediction
contrasts with the ubiquitous cooperation observed in
both nature and human societies [4–6]. Traditionally, re-
search on this conundrum has focused on biological altru-
ism, developing theories of reciprocity [3, 7] and prosocial
preferences [8–10] to explain observed cooperative behav-
iors. However, with the advancement of artificial intel-
ligence (AI), humans are increasingly interacting with
social bots in various realms [11–13]. For example, in
customer service, chatbots on retail websites provide per-
sonalized shopping advice, facilitating effective problem-
solving cooperation. In healthcare, virtual assistants of-
fer support for scheduling appointments and providing
medical information, enhancing cooperative patient care.
On social media platforms, bots engage with users to sim-
ulate social interactions and influence opinions, impact-
ing social dynamics and group behaviors. As AI becomes
more integrated into human interactions, it progressively
reshapes our understanding of how cooperation evolves
and is sustained in a hybrid population of humans and
AI.

In the framework of evolutionary game theory [14–16],
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current research on cooperation within human-AI sys-
tems unfolds from two primary perspectives. The first
focuses on developing algorithms to achieve human-level
cooperation [17–19], exploring the phenomenon of hu-
man bias or machine penalty—the reluctance to cooper-
ate with machines compared to playing with humans [20–
22], and developing methods to mitigate or overcome this
machine penalty [23, 24]. The other perspective explores
the role of AI as a scaffold for human cooperation, acting
in various capacities such as planners structuring network
interactions [13, 25], independent decision-makers affect-
ing population composition [26–29], and proxies making
decisions on behalf of humans [30–32]. For a comprehen-
sive understanding, ref. [33] provides a thorough review.

Research involving AI as independent decision-makers
usually occurs within the context of one-shot and anony-
mous games. In such scenarios, players do not interact
with the same opponents more than once and lack in-
formation about their opponents in each game round.
It is straightforward to design AI algorithms with fixed
actions or to leverage self-regarding reinforcement learn-
ing algorithms in such settings [28, 34–37]. These stud-
ies consistently show that cooperative bots are capable
of assisting humans in solving complex problems that
are difficult to solve alone, including cooperation chal-
lenges [13, 28], collective risk dilemmas [26, 32], and the
punishment puzzle [36]. However, these human-agent
studies often rely on a discrete strategic approach, which
only allows for deterministic actions with a fixed prob-
ability of one. While this approach is useful for model-
ing, it tends to oversimplify and idealize the complexities
inherent in human decision-making processes: On one
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hand, for instance in investment behaviors, the changes
in human strategies (investment amounts) are a contin-
uous process [38]; on the other hand, although humans’
inherent cooperative tendencies variate continuously, in
some scenarios, they have to choose a specific action be-
tween cooperation and defection based on their coop-
erative inclinations during the game. For example, in
an election campaign with two candidates, each person’s
preference for the two candidates varies, but ultimately
they must choose one of the two.

In this paper, we move beyond the traditional dis-
crete strategic framework, commonly applied to studies
of AI with fixed behaviors in cooperation, and expand
our exploration into continuous and mixed strategic ap-
proaches. Unlike the discrete strategy, which relies on
binary choices, the continuous strategic approach uti-
lizes intermediate probabilities to convey varying degrees
of cooperation and focuses on calculating expected pay-
offs [38–43]. In contrast, the mixed strategic approach—
while similar to the continuous strategy in employing
probabilistic decisions—differs by calculating the imme-
diate payoff of the action chosen at that moment, instead
of an expected payoff [44, 45]. In exploring these strate-
gies within hybrid populations of human players and sim-
ple bots, we use the prisoner’s dilemma game [46, 47],
where players can either cooperate, benefit others, or de-
fect for self-interest. Within the discrete strategic frame-
work, players opt for unconditional cooperation or defec-
tion, each with a fixed probability of one. Meanwhile,
in the continuous and mixed approaches, players choose
their cooperation level based on certain probabilities that
guide their actions. We assume human players update
their strategies through social learning by imitating the
most successful strategy—i.e., the one yielding the high-
est payoff. The simple bots, however, are pre-designed to
consistently exhibit high cooperative tendencies. Addi-
tionally, we explore two representative population struc-
tures: a well-mixed population, where players interact
with others at equal probability, and a structured popu-
lation represented as two-dimensional regular lattice net-
work, where interactions are limited to direct neighbors.

Our results demonstrate that introducing cooperative
bots under these three strategic approaches can signifi-
cantly enhance cooperation among human players in both
well-mixed and structured populations under a weak im-
itation scenario, where players are less concerned with
their material gains. Conversely, under a strong imita-
tion scenario, where players closely emulate the most suc-
cessful strategies, the introduction of cooperative bots
does not alter the prevailing defective equilibrium in
well-mixed populations. This outcome holds across all
three strategic approaches. However, the influence on co-
operation in structured populations shows distinct pat-
terns: cooperative bots disrupt cooperation among hu-
man players under both discrete and continuous strate-
gic approaches, yet they still facilitate cooperation under
the mixed strategic approach. These findings highlight
nuanced differences in the impact of cooperative bots on

human cooperation, deepening our understanding of how
AI with fixed behaviors influences cooperation among hu-
man players within the framework of evolutionary game
theory.

II. MODEL

Our model approach is structured around four key
components: A. discrete, continuous, and mixed strate-
gies setups; B. population settings; C. strategy update;
and D. simulation settings. Concise explanations of each
component will follow in sequence.

A. Discrete, continuous, and mixed strategies
setups

We employ the prisoner’s dilemma (PD) game as the
paradigm and consider three distinct strategies in our
study:
In the discrete strategic approach, two players each

make a choice between pure cooperation (C) or pure de-
fection (D), with the probability of 1. If both players
choose cooperation, each of them receives a reward R,
whereas mutual defection results in a punishment P . If
one player cooperates while the other defects, the coop-
erator earns a sucker’s payoff S, and the defector gains a
temptation payoff T . Based on the concept of dilemma
strength outlined in Refs. [48, 49], we defined the chicken-
type dilemma as Dg = T − R and the stag hunt-type as
Dr = P − S. For the sake of simplicity and without loss
of generality, we set P = 0 and R = 1, which allows us
to represent the payoff matrix as 1:

[
R S
T P

]
=

[
1 −Dr

1 +Dg 0

]
. (1)

This representation adheres to the restrictions T >
R > P > S and 2R > T + S. If we assume Dg = Dr =
r ∈ [0, 1], the dilemma strength of the PD game can be
succinctly represented by the single parameter, r.
In contrast to the discrete strategic approach where

the options for players are limited to either C or D, each
with a fixed probability of 1, a continuous strategy frame-
work permits players to choose C with any probability s
within the interval [0, 1], and correspondingly D with the
probability 1− s. This allows for a range of choices that
span from purely cooperative to purely defecting, rather
than just a binary choice. Under such an approach, the
payoff for player i, as outlined in Eq. 2, is determined
by computing the expected payoff using the parameters
defined in the payoff matrix from 1.

πij = −Dr · si + (1 +Dg) · sj + (−Dg +Dr) · si · sj
= −r · si + (1 + r) · sj

(2)
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In the mixed strategic approach, akin to the continuous
strategic approach, players select a strategy s that ranges
from 0 to 1. However, unlike the continuous strategic ap-
proach where s simultaneously denotes the player’s strat-
egy and action, the mixed strategic approach necessitates
that players explicitly decide on an action between C and
D based on their chosen strategy. Consequently, the ac-
tion spectrum available to players is binary, mirroring the
discrete strategic approach rather than continuous ones.
The computation of their payoffs adheres to the same
methodology applied in discrete strategies (see Eq. 1).

B. Population structures

We consider two distinct player types: bot players
(BP) and ordinary players (OP). The distinction between
them lies in the fact that the latter update their strate-
gies by imitating other players, while the former do not.
In other words, bots consistently maintain their initial
strategy unchanged throughout multiple rounds of the
game. We assume that the proportion of bots in the
hybrid population is denoted by ρ. Since we aim to in-
vestigate whether a small number of bots can promote
cooperation among ordinary players, we assume that the
proportion of bots in the hybrid population does not ex-
ceed 0.5. Furthermore, we assume that all bots share the
same strategic value sBP = θ ∈ [0, 1] under continuous
and mixed strategic approaches. In the case of the dis-
crete strategic approach, θ represents the proportion of
fully cooperative bots, while 1 − θ indicates the propor-
tion of fully defective bots. Initially, bots and ordinary
players are randomly distributed across network nodes.
Unless otherwise specified, the strategic values for bots
are fixed at sBP = 0.9, indicating that we are considering
cooperative bots. The initial strategic values sinitialOP of
ordinary players are randomly distributed between 0 and
1.

We also consider two distinct population types: well-
mixed and network. In the well-mixed population, play-
ers interact with all other players with equal probability.
This scenario is represented by a fully connected net-
work, where each player is connected to every other, re-
flecting the interactive nature of well-mixed populations.
Conversely, in the networked population, individuals in-
teract only with their immediate neighbors. This sce-
nario is represented by a regular two-dimensional (2D)
lattice network with 8 nearest neighbors (top, bottom,
left, right, top-left, top-right, bottom-left, and bottom-
right), resulting in an average degree ⟨k⟩ of 8 for the
network. The size of the network (population) is N . To
ensure that all players in the network have the same num-
ber of interacting neighbors, we consider the network to
have periodic boundaries.

C. Strategy update

Since we aim to explore how bots can influence the
cooperation levels of ordinary players even with the
simplest settings, we assume that the bots are pre-
programmed with specific strategies and never alter
them. In contrast, ordinary players in real-world sce-
narios often adopt strategies through social learning by
imitating the most successful players, though they occa-
sionally make irrational decisions. Therefore, we assume
that ordinary players adopt the pair-wise Fermi (PW-
Fermi) as their strategy update rule. The specific de-
tails are as follows: player i accumulates a payoff πi after
playing the games with its closest ⟨k⟩ neighbors. Subse-
quently, it randomly selects player j from its neighbors
as its opponent. Player j repeats the above process and
obtains cumulative payoff πj . Next, player i will imitate
the strategy of player j with a probability P as follows:

Psi←sj =
1

1 + exp[(πi − πj) · κ−1]
(3)

where κ−1 represents imitation strength, indicating how
strictly the player decides whether to imitate their neigh-
bors’ strategies based on the difference in their pay-
offs [50, 51]. As κ−1 → +∞ (or when πi = πj), the deci-
sion to imitate or not is effectively determined by a coin
toss, which we define as the ‘weak imitation’ scenario.
In this scenario, imitation occurs largely at random, al-
though players with higher payoff tend to be imitated
slightly more frequently. Conversely, when κ−1 → +∞,
known as the ‘strong imitation’ scenario, players con-
sistently imitate those who are more benefit and avoid
imitating those who have fewer payoffs. Unless other-
wise specified, κ−1 is fixed at 10 in this study, denoting
the scenario of strong selection. In this case, the players’
decisions are rational in the vast majority of situations.

D. Simulation settings

For the well-mixed population, we set N = 500; for
the networked population, we set N = 105. Both popu-
lation structures conducted 104 Monte Carlo simulations
(MCS), with each player updating their strategy once on
average per MCS. Our results are obtained by averag-
ing the results from the last 2000 time steps, ensuring
the systems reached a stationary state after sufficiently
long relaxation times. To enhance the reliability of our
findings, we independently conducted 100 realizations for
each case and obtained the averages. It is noteworthy to
mention that, given our focus on investigating the impact
of bots on the cooperative behavior of ordinary players,
the calculated probability of choosing cooperation (FC)
excludes the former and solely accounts for the latter.
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FIG. 1. In well-mixed populations, regardless of the
strategic approaches adopted, introducing coopera-
tive bots can enhance the cooperation levels among
ordinary players. Shown are the cooperation levels of or-
dinary players within well-mixed populations independent of
the dilemma strength r under the different proportions ρ of
bots. We examined three strategic scenarios: discrete (left
panel), continuous (middle panel), and mixed (right panel),
with ρ varying from 0 to 0.5 and the r ranging from 0 to 0.2.
Imitation strength was fixed at κ−1 = 10.

III. RESULTS

A. Well-mixed populations

In well-mixed populations, defection is the strict Nash
equilibrium in the prisoner’s dilemma game under the
discrete strategic approach, regardless of the dilemma
strength r. Although continuous and mixed strategies
do not alter the defective equilibrium, they introduce a
degree of uncertainty in the evolution of cooperation in
finite populations, eventually leading to the emergence of
cooperation [52].

Compared to the discrete strategic framework, intro-
ducing cooperative bots among human players (here-
after referred to as ordinary players) within the contin-
uous and mixed strategic approaches greatly enhances
the cooperation-promotion effect by cooperative bots. As
shown in Figure 1, although a large proportion of coop-
erative bots always facilitates cooperation levels among
ordinary players within the discrete strategic approach,
the cooperation level easily breaks down with increasing
dilemma strength r. In contrast, within the continuous
and mixed strategic approaches, cooperative bots can en-
force the dominance of cooperation over a wide range of
dilemma strength r (i.e., r ≲ 0.1 when the proportion of
cooperative bots is 0.5).

Further considering the influence of imitation strength
on the effectiveness of cooperative bots on coopera-
tion levels among ordinary players, we observe that the

FIG. 2. The effect of cooperative bots on promot-
ing cooperation in well-mixed populations is limited
to scenarios with weak imitation strength across all
three strategic approaches. Shown are the cooperation
levels of ordinary players within a well-mixed population in-
dependent of the imitation strength κ−1 under the different
proportions ρ of bots. From left panel to right panel, we con-
sider three strategic approaches: discrete, continuous, and
mixed. The shaded areas indicate the variance between dif-
ferent simulation results. The dilemma strength was fixed at
r = 0.1.

cooperation-promotion effect of cooperative bots is re-
stricted when κ−1 ≲ 102 across the three strategic ap-
proaches (Figure 2). Beyond this threshold, introduc-
ing cooperative bots does not alter the defective equi-
librium. Additionally, we noted that introducing coop-
erative bots can mitigate the uncertainty of cooperation
evolution, which typically occurs under weak imitation
scenarios (i.e., the range of κ−1 where cooperation can
survive in the absence of bots). Under weak imitation
scenarios, players place less emphasis on their material
gains, and evolutionary outcomes are influenced more by
action frequencies than by material payoffs. Therefore,
in the absence of bots, the final cooperation level exhibits
a degree of unpredictability across the three strategic ap-
proaches. Although introducing cooperative bots cannot
alter the defective equilibrium, it increases the frequen-
cies of cooperation in the hybrid populations, giving or-
dinary players more opportunities to encounter cooper-
ators. Consequently, introducing cooperative bots not
only mitigates the uncertainty of cooperation evolution
but also enhances cooperation among ordinary players
across these strategic approaches.
Overall, the results confirm the positive role of co-

operative bots in enhancing cooperation among ordi-
nary players under weak imitation scenarios within the
discrete strategic approach [27, 53, 54]. Additionally,
they reveal an enhanced cooperation-promotion effect
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FIG. 3. Unlike a well-mixed population, bots un-
der discrete and continuous strategic approaches in
a network population suppress the level of coopera-
tion among ordinary players, but the mixed strategic
approach still promotes it. Shown are the cooperation
levels of ordinary players within a networked population in-
dependent of the dilemma strength r under the different pro-
portions ρ of bots. We examined three strategic scenarios:
discrete (left panel), continuous (middle panel), and mixed
(right panel), with ρ varying from 0 to 0.5 and the r ranging
from 0 to 0.2. Imitation strength was fixed at κ−1 = 10.

by cooperative bots under continuous and mixed strate-
gic approaches. Given that existing studies have shown
the destructive effect of cooperative bots on cooperation
in structured populations within the discrete strategic
framework [55], we next turn our attention to structured
populations to investigate the role of cooperative bots on
cooperation among ordinary players within the continu-
ous and mixed strategic frameworks.

B. Structured populations

Unlike the cooperation-promoting effect observed with
cooperative bots in well-mixed populations, introducing
cooperative bots into the Prisoner’s Dilemma game on
a regular lattice suppresses cooperation among ordinary
players within the framework of discrete and continu-
ous strategic approaches. This suppression occurs even
when network reciprocity alone, which allows coopera-
tors to form compact clusters that support each other,
favors cooperation (i.e., r < 0.13, Figure 3, left and mid-
dle panel). Although there is a slight increase in coop-
eration levels among ordinary players when introducing
cooperative bots in scenarios where network reciprocity
alone cannot favor cooperation (i.e., r > 0.13), this in-
crement is minimal, with the maximum cooperation level
remaining below 10% even when the fraction of cooper-
ative bots reaches 0.5. In contrast to the detrimental

FIG. 4. In a regular lattice, under discrete and con-
tinuous strategic approaches, introducing bots affects
cooperation levels among ordinary players differently
depending on imitation strengths. However, under
the mixed strategic approach, introducing bots al-
most always enhances cooperation among ordinary
players regardless of imitation strength. Shown are the
average cooperation fractions of ordinary players, obtained
from averaging over 100 simulations, as a function of the im-
itation strength within a networked population. From left
panel to right panel, we consider three strategic approaches:
discrete, continuous, and mixed. The solid lines of different
colors represent the different proportions of bots. The shaded
areas indicate the variance between different simulation re-
sults. All other parameters are consistent with Figure 2.

effects seen under discrete and continuous approaches,
the mixed strategic approach allows cooperative bots to
enhance cooperation levels among ordinary players. This
promotional effect strengthens as the proportion of coop-
erative bots increases, regardless of the dilemma strength
(refer to Figure 3, right panel).
Figure 4 further examines the role of imitation strength

on the effectiveness of cooperative bots in enhancing co-
operation levels among ordinary players across the three
strategic approaches within a square lattice. It can be
seen that the distinct impact of cooperative bots on co-
operation among ordinary players across these strate-
gic approaches in structured populations is restricted to
strong imitation scenarios (i.e., κ−1 ≥ 100). Consistent
with the effects observed in well-mixed populations, the
cooperation-promotion effect of cooperative bots remains
valid in weak imitation scenarios across these strategic
approaches, and they also mitigate the uncertainty of co-
operation evolution.
Under strong imitation scenarios, why do coopera-

tive bots enhance cooperation among ordinary players
within the mixed strategic approach but not under dis-
crete and continuous strategic approaches? Given that
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FIG. 5. Mixed strategic approach allows ordinary players with high probabilities of choosing cooperation
(high values of strategies) to opt for defection, thereby achieving higher payoffs. Shown in the top row are the
time evolution diagrams of the frequency for ordinary players with different strategy values. The middle and bottom rows,
respectively, show the frequency distribution and cumulative frequency of the average social payoffs for bots, ordinary players
with a strategy value of 0, and ordinary players with a strategy value of 0.9 during the total time steps. Moving from left to
right, we employ discrete, continuous, and mixed strategic approaches. The parameter settings are as follows: the proportion
of bots in the hybrid group was fixed at ρ = 0.5; the dilemma strength was fixed at r = 0.1; and the imitation strength was
fixed at κ−1 = 10.

mixed and continuous strategies are similar—both allow-
ing the probability of choosing cooperation—the question
is crucial. In the continuous strategy, players receive ex-
pected payoffs based on their cooperation probability. In
contrast, mixed strategies require players to choose be-
tween cooperation and defection based on their proba-
bility of cooperation, resulting in immediate payoffs. We
hypothesize that the differing impacts of cooperative bots
on ordinary players under these strategies stem from dif-
ferences in payoff calculation methods. To test this hy-
pothesis, we illustrated the findings in Figure 5. Under
the discrete (left panel) and continuous (middle panel)
strategic approaches, cooperative bots have the lowest
average social payoffs, followed by ordinary players who

choose to cooperate, while ordinary players who choose
to defect have the highest average social payoffs (the pay-
off distribution of these players generally follows normal
distributions). This results in ordinary players gradually
decreasing their cooperation levels to maximize their per-
sonal gains (top row, left two panels of Figure 5). How-
ever, under the mixed (right panel) strategic approach,
although cooperative bots mostly choose to cooperate
and thus receive the lowest payoffs, they still have a small
probability of choosing defection (e.g., 10% chance of de-
fecting). This stochastic feature inherent in the mixed
strategic approach allows cooperative bots to occasion-
ally achieve payoffs that exceed those of ordinary players
who defect. Consequently, the payoff distributions of co-
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FIG. 6. In a regular lattice, as opposed to discrete and
continuous strategic approaches, the mixed strategic
approach enables achieving a high level of coopera-
tion, even under high dilemma strengths. Shown are
the variations in cooperation levels among ordinary players as
a function of bots’ proportion and strategy values in a regular
lattice. The top row to the bottom row represents dilemma
strengths r = 0.01, 0.2. The columns from left to right corre-
spond to the strategic approaches of discrete, continuous, and
mixed. The imitation strength was fixed at κ−1 = 10.

operative bots and cooperative ordinary players follow
a mixture of binormal distributions (middle row, right
panel of Figure 5). This feature leads to a bifurcation for
ordinary players, who evolve either towards the strategy
of the bots or towards pure defection (refer to Figure A1),
ultimately leading to the polarization of ordinary players
in their strategy over time (top right panel of Figure 5).

In the scenarios previously discussed, we only consid-
ered cooperative bots with a high probability of choosing
to cooperate, leaving the question of how varying this
probability affects their influence on cooperation levels
among ordinary players undetermined. To address this,
we examined the scenario under strong imitation strength
(κ−1 = 10) and illustrated the results in Figure 6. The
top row in Figure 6 considers weak dilemma strength
(r = 0.01), where network reciprocity alone can support
the emergence of cooperation among ordinary players.
We observe that, compared to defective bots (θ < 0.5),
cooperative bots generally promote cooperation across
all three strategic approaches. However, there are opti-
mal levels of θ where the cooperation level among ordi-
nary players is highest, particularly under continuous and
mixed strategic approaches. This optimal value of θ can
also be observed under mixed strategic approaches when
network reciprocity alone cannot support the emergence
of cooperation among ordinary players (bottom row of
Figure 6). These results indicate that achieving opti-
mal cooperation levels among ordinary players does not
necessarily require perfectly cooperative bots; rather, a
degree of stochastic behavior (i.e., behavior noise) plays a
decisive role in enforcing cooperation. This finding aligns
with our earlier results shown in Figure 5, explaining why
cooperative bots can still enforce cooperation compared

to the other two approaches.

IV. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

To discuss, we extended the investigation of the effec-
tiveness of cooperative bots to the frameworks of con-
tinuous and mixed strategic approaches. While previous
studies have recognized that the effectiveness of cooper-
ative bots on cooperation among ordinary players within
discrete strategic frameworks is limited to weak imitation
scenarios [27, 53, 54, 56], their role within continuous
and mixed strategic approaches has been largely unex-
plored. Our findings reveal the distinct impact of cooper-
ative bots on cooperation levels among ordinary players
across these strategic approaches in structured popula-
tions under strong imitation scenarios. Specifically, co-
operative bots devastate network reciprocity and lead to
the breakdown of cooperation within discrete and contin-
uous strategic approaches but still promote cooperation
in mixed strategic approaches. Taken together, these re-
sults highlight the nuanced effects of cooperative bots on
human cooperation across different strategic frameworks,
enriching our understanding of how cooperative bots in-
fluence cooperation within evolutionary game theory. On
the other hand, these results also underscore the need for
careful deployment of cooperative bots to stimulate hu-
man cooperation, as their effectiveness is highly sensitive
to how humans update their actions and their chosen
strategic approach.
Discrete, continuous, and mixed strategic approaches

are fundamental aspects of evolutionary game theory. Al-
though these strategic approaches do not alter the defec-
tive equilibrium and only differ in how players make their
actions and calculate their payoffs (using deterministic or
stochastic patterns under given probabilities), they ex-
hibit distinct degrees of uncertainty in the direction of
cooperation evolution, leading to different cooperation
levels within finite human-human populations [52]. In
human-machine scenarios, introducing cooperative bots
mitigates the uncertainty in the direction of cooperation
evolution across all strategic approaches. The inherent
stochastic nature of the mixed strategic approach al-
lows cooperative bots to occasionally achieve high payoffs
through defecting, which enhances network reciprocity
and promotes cooperation. This contrasts with the dis-
crete and continuous approaches, where cooperative bots
rarely achieve high payoffs and instead create a breed-
ing ground for defectors, leading to a decline in cooper-
ation. Our results on human-machine interactions, com-
bined with findings from human-human interactions, pro-
vide a deeper understanding of the role of these three
strategic approaches in cooperation problems. Addition-
ally, the distinct role of cooperative bots in promoting or
hindering cooperation across these strategic approaches
serves as a valuable starting point for extending the
model to more complex scenarios, such as repeated in-
teractions [57, 58] or one-shot games with varying levels
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of information [59, 60].
The concept of fixed-behavior AI is similar to that of

zealots, who consistently engage in unconditional cooper-
ation and never change their actions [61]. Fixed-behavior
AI extends this concept by encompassing individuals
committed to a single strategy, guiding either their co-
operative or defective actions, and varies in its applica-
bility [28]. If a significant number of zealots are required
to foster cooperation, their impact might become negli-
gible. In the era of AI, people increasingly interact with
AI entities controlled by various algorithms in the digital
world. In our one-shot and anonymous game framework,
which excludes cooperation-supporting mechanisms, the
distinction between these concepts may be blurred. How-
ever, existing studies have revealed the phenomenon of
machine penalty, suggesting that awareness of opponents’
identities could influence cooperation. Therefore, fur-
ther research could abandon the anonymity assumption
and incorporate people’s emotions [31, 62], social prefer-
ences [63, 64], psychological aspects [65]. Moreover, more
realistic scenario settings employing large language mod-
els with well-crafted prompts can better depict human
decision-making in complex, realistic scenarios [66]. This
approach will more thoroughly investigate how coopera-
tive bots affect human cooperation within the framework
of evolutionary game theory.
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FIG. A1. Mixed strategic approach allows bots to
choose different actions (cooperation or defection) in
various episodes and obtain different payoffs, thereby
influencing the evolutionary direction of ordinary
players. Shown is the schematic diagram of bots with spe-
cific strategies adopting two different actions that can drive
ordinary players to evolve in different directions under mixed
strategic scenario.

APPENDIX

In Figure A1, we provide an example to illustrate how
bots with specific strategies adopting two different ac-
tions can drive ordinary players to evolve in different di-
rections under mixed strategic scenario. Consider a focal
ordinary player with a strategy value of SFOP = 0.4, sur-
rounded by bots with SBP = θ and ordinary players with
SOP = 0. The focal ordinary player observes the follow-
ing situation: The left neighbor is a bot with SBP = θ
who chooses the defection action during the game. The
right neighbor is an ordinary player with SOP = 0 who
also chooses the defection action during the game, and
among her eight closest neighbors, four are bots. Due
to the stochastic nature of the bots’ choice between co-
operation and defection, subtle differences in the payoffs
of the focal ordinary player’s neighbors arise in different
episodes:
(a): Out of the four bot neighbors of the right neigh-

bor, two choose to cooperate, and two choose to defect.
As a result, the right neighbor obtains a cumulative pay-
off of 2(1 + r). The left neighbor obtains a cumulative
payoff of 3(1 + r). Since 2(1 + r) < 3(1 + r), the fo-
cal ordinary player imitates the left neighbor’s strategy,
adopting SFOP = SBP = θ.
(b): All four bot neighbors of the right neighbor choose

to cooperate. Therefore, the right neighbor obtains a
cumulative payoff of 4(1 + r). The left neighbor obtains
a cumulative payoff of 3(1+r). Since 4(1+r) > 3(1+r),
the focal ordinary player imitates the right neighbor’s
strategy, adopting SFOP = SOP = 0.

https://osf.io/tp52h/
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J. Grujić, J. C. Burguillo, F. C. Santos, T. Lenaerts,
Delegation to artificial agents fosters prosocial behaviors
in the collective risk dilemma, Scientific Reports 12 (1)
(2022) 8492.

[33] H. Guo, C. Mu, Y. Chen, C. Shen, S. Hu, Z. Wang, Multi-
agent, human-agent and beyond: A survey on coopera-
tion in social dilemmas, arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.17270
(2024).

[34] F. P. Santos, J. M. Pacheco, A. Paiva, F. C. Santos,
Evolution of collective fairness in hybrid populations of
humans and agents, in: Proceedings of the AAAI Con-
ference on Artificial Intelligence, Vol. 33, 2019, pp. 6146–
6153.

[35] Z. Wang, C. Mu, S. Hu, C. Chu, X. Li, Modelling the
dynamics of regret minimization in large agent popula-
tions: a master equation approach., in: IJCAI, 2022, pp.



10

534–540.
[36] C. Shen, Z. He, L. Shi, Z. Wang, J. Tanimoto, Proso-

cial punishment bots breed social punishment in human
players, Journal of the Royal Society Interface 21 (212)
(2024) 20240019.

[37] L. Shi, Z. He, C. Shen, J. Tanimoto, Enhancing social co-
hesion with cooperative bots in societies of greedy, mobile
individuals, PNAS Nexus 3 (6) (2024).

[38] T. Killingback, M. Doebeli, The continuous prisoner’s
dilemma and the evolution of cooperation through recip-
rocal altruism with variable investment, The American
Naturalist 160 (4) (2002) 421–438.

[39] G. Mar, P. S. Denis, Chaos in cooperation: continuous-
valued prisoner’s dilemmas in infinite-valued logic, Inter-
national journal of bifurcation and chaos 4 (04) (1994)
943–958.

[40] M. Frean, The evolution of degrees of cooperation, Jour-
nal of Theoretical Biology 182 (4) (1996) 549–559.

[41] G. Roberts, T. N. Sherratt, Development of coopera-
tive relationships through increasing investment, Nature
394 (6689) (1998) 175–179.

[42] L. M. Wahl, M. A. Nowak, The continuous prisoner’s
dilemma: I. linear reactive strategies, Journal of Theo-
retical Biology 200 (3) (1999) 307–321.

[43] L. M. Wahl, M. A. Nowak, The continuous prisoner’s
dilemma: Ii. linear reactive strategies with noise, Journal
of Theoretical Biology 200 (3) (1999) 323–338.

[44] S. Kokubo, Z. Wang, J. Tanimoto, Spatial reciprocity for
discrete, continuous and mixed strategy setups, Applied
Mathematics and Computation 259 (2015) 552–568.

[45] J. Tanimoto, Correlated asynchronous behavior updat-
ing with a mixed strategy system in spatial prisoner’s
dilemma games enhances cooperation, Chaos, Solitons &
Fractals 80 (2015) 39–46.

[46] A. Rapoport, A. M. Chammah, Prisoner’s dilemma: A
study in conflict and cooperation, Vol. 165, University of
Michigan press, 1965.

[47] J. Tanimoto, Evolutionary games with sociophysics, Evo-
lutionary Economics 17 (2019).

[48] Z. Wang, S. Kokubo, M. Jusup, J. Tanimoto, Universal
scaling for the dilemma strength in evolutionary games,
Physics of life reviews 14 (2015) 1–30.

[49] J. Tanimoto, Sociophysics approach to epidemics,
Vol. 23, Springer, 2021.

[50] K. Sigmund, H. De Silva, A. Traulsen, C. Hauert, So-
cial learning promotes institutions for governing the com-
mons, Nature 466 (7308) (2010) 861–863.
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