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Abstract

A mutator is an allele that increases the mutation rate titrout the genome by dis-
rupting some aspect of DNA replication or repair. Mutatdrattincrease the mutation
rate by the order of 100 fold have been observed to spontahyeemerge and achieve
high frequencies in natural populations and in long-terbofatory evolution experi-
ments withE. coli. In principle, the fixation of mutator alleles is limited by ¢ompeti-
tion with mutations in wild-type backgrounds, (ii) additial deleterious mutational load,
and (iii) random genetic drift. Using a multiple locus modall employing both simula-
tion and analytic methods, we investigate the effects cfdltbree factors on the fixation
probability Pr;,, of an initially rare mutator as a function of population si¥e benefi-
cial and deleterious mutation rates, and the strength o&tiomtss. Our diffusion based
approximation forP;;, successfully captures effects (ii) and (iii) when seletii®fast
compared to mutation«/s < 1). This enables us to predict the conditions under which
mutators will be evolutionarily favored. Surprisingly,raimulations show that effect (i)
is typically small for strong-effect mutators. Our reswdtgee semi-quantitatively with

existing laboratory evolution experiments and suggestréuéxperimental directions.



The most evolutionarily important characteristic that adividual inherits from its parents is
the average number of offspring that it will leave in the ng&heration, i.e. its fitness. But, is
fithess theonly evolutionarily relevant heritable trait? The ultimateefatf an individual depends
not only on its immediate properties, but on those of itsreriineage of descendants. Therefore,
the genetic system that shapes the statistical propertidssolineage is also an evolutionarily
relevant, selectable trait.

In this article we study one such property, namely a globellyated mutation rate. In practice
this property is inherited via a mutated copy of a gene, dadlenutator allele, involved in DNA
copy or repair. We ask the following basic questigvhat is the fixation probability of an initially

rare mutator?This is a generalization of the classic population geneticudation for the fixation

probability of a static mutant with selection coefficia ,11930). If the fixation probability

of a mutator allele differs from that of a neutral one (il¢N), then the average mutation rate of
the population will be under selective pressure.

The selective forces acting on mutators is not purely a #texal issue. Natural populations

guite often contain a mixture of wild-type and mutator stssiLECLERC et al.,11996, 2000; GRAUD et al,,

2001] MaTIC et al,[1997DEL CAMPO et all,12004] BIGRKHOLM et al,,|2004] Q. IVER et all,12000;

PRUNIER et al.,|l2003; RCHARDSON et all,2002; WATSON et all,12004). Furthermore, the somatic

tissues of multicellular sexual organisms comprise pdpra of asexually reproducing cells pos-

sessing opportunities for an increased growth rate. Gooregingly, tumoregenesis has been asso-

ciated with mutator alleles (QEE, 1991). Even more strikingly, laboratory-scale evolutxperi-

ments (SIEGOWSKI et al., 11997 Mao et all, 11997 TREFFERSet al., 11954 MYAKE, 11960) have

resulted in examples of spontaneous mutator fixation. Seerperimental studies (BAUD et al,,

2001; HAO0 and (X, 11983 LABAT et all,12005; SHAVER et al., [2002; Mao et all,11997) indicate

that mutators achieve fixation because of the adaptive mmotathey generate and not because of
any intrinsic fitness advantage. Thus, selection on mutdleles occurs via an indirect mecha-
nism. One of the goals of our work is to make semi-quantigationtact between our model of
indirect selection and the existing data of mutator fixatiolaboratory experiments.

The evolution of mutation rate is a problem that dates batkeéd 930’s. The general issue was



articulated by SURTEVANT (1937), and important theoretical contributions date ha&mum

1967) and [EIGH JR (1970). Theoretical studies proliferated during the lastatie, and the field

is reviewed by SIEGowsKI et al. (2000) and also b 2006). Given the

abundance of existing theoretical articles, it is critimaunderstand how our work relates to and
improves upon this body of literature. We address this igsdetail in the Discussion section. For

now, we merely provide a brief sketch. First, we neglect thhaglicating influences of recombina-

tion and environmental fluctuations. This allows for a direed comparatively precise treatment
of the simplest situation: a strictly asexual populatioa@tthg in a constant environment. Even
this simplest scenario has rich and often counterintuibekavior. Secondly, our methods natu-
rally treat both strong (e.g. 100 fold) mutators and weak ifirerd of mutation rate. Thirdly, unlike

most previous work, we combine fully stochastic simulasienith an analytic approach. Our an-

alytic results for weak modifiers are a generalization of/janes work byl ANDRE and GODELL

2006), but we find that both approaches often fail to matofukations. However, our work for

strong mutatorsloesmatch simulations over the expected parameter range. Thdations thus
provide vital checks and guidance for the analytic approachnversely, the analytic approach
deepens our understanding of mutator fixation and makesctimts in parameter regimes that
are computationally inaccessible via simulation. Finallylike previous work, our diffusion based
analytic approach captures the effects of random genetic Tnis not only allows for exploration
of regimes where random drift is important, but also a quatNe understanding of when it can be
neglected.

The outline of this article is as follows. We begin with a hstic discussion of mutator dynam-
ics. Next, we construct and simulate a stochastic modeleofuad populations that include mutator
alleles. We do not explicitly allow for the formation of mtas, merely the competition between
mutators and wild-type strains once mutators arise. Aedwsteered by the outcome of simula-
tions, we develop a quantitative understanding of the tesfithe stochastic simulations. Although
a full mathematical treatment turns out to be intractable,ane able to devise an approximation
scheme that captures many features of the simulation seswe then solve our approximation

scheme, both numerically and analytically. The resultixgressions allow a comparison to the



Table 1:Commonly used notation.

Symbol Usage

N Total population size

L Wild-type mutation rate per genome

Lt Mutator mutation rate per genome

U Mutation rate into mutator state

L Length of genome

b Number of 1's in genome

0 Fraction of mutations that are lethal

x Mutator frequency

p=(1—x)u_ +zuyr Average mutation rate per genome
R=py/p— Mutator strength

r=0b/L Growth rate per individual per simulation time-step
s=1/b Selection coefficient of non-lethal mutation
a=1-5b/L Fraction of 0’s in the genome

ae = afl —9) Fraction of mutations that are beneficial

coli experiments of Lenski and co-workers\i@cowskl et all, 11997).

HEURISTIC ANALYSIS

In this section, we briefly explain the conceptual factordartying mutator fixation. The equa-
tions in this section should be considered merely as h@ugstdes and not formal results.
Since mutator alleles do not directly affect fitness, thgirainics must be guided by association

with other genes which do have a direct fithess effect. In@adsxall loci sharing the same genome

with a sweeping beneficial mutation will also become fixed'hiechhiking” (M AYNARD -SMITH and HAIGHI,

1974). Whereas most alleles hitchhike completely passitteé mutator allele plays a somewhat

active role in facilitating its own hitchhiking by increasj the probability of a beneficial mutation
elsewhere in the genome. This well known mechanism occuwarisimulations and is evident in
Fig[d.

At the same time, the wild-type subpopulation also generatlvantageous mutations. When
this occurs, mutators become extinct due to fixation of tb@interpart wild-type alleles. Although
the wild-type generates mutations more slowly on a per aagasis, if it vastly outnumbers the

mutator subpopulation, then thetal mutation rate in the wild-type background may be larger.



Along these lines, it is tempting to think of the number of atats as initially constant, and that
the mutator will achieve fixation if and only if it generatesweeping beneficial mutation before

the wild-type background does. This means that

Pfim = xolu_—’_ = Lol (1)

i oy A (1= o)

wherez, is the initial frequency of mutators and. (1) is the genome-wide mutator (wild-type)
mutation rate. This equation has striking qualities. Fitss independent of the followingrima
facieimportant parameters: population sixe selection coefficient of mutatiossand the fraction
of mutations which are beneficial versus deleterious. S#Higpand more subtly, the equation is
explicitly frequency dependenit will turn out that Ed.1 arises as a limiting form of our &t&

expression, but doewot typically match the results of simulations.

In contrast to the frequency dependentlq.1, a classictifiesai population genetics (BHER,

1930) is the fixation probability of a mutant with a simpleesztive advantage:

1 — e—NmoS

Pre = 9= @

This result holds for haploid populations using Moran pescdynamics, and merely requires fac-
tors of two in the exponents to handle diploids or Wrighthgisdynamics. In EQI2P;, depends
on the frequency of mutants only via the prodiét,, i.e. the initialnumberof mutants. Thus,
Eqs L2 scale differently with population size. The formemfl2 implies that (whedvs > 1),
Ppix 21— e N5 1 — (1 — S)V*e and we can think of each mutant as an independent “trial”
with fixation probabilityS. In other words, if the fraction, is kept constant and/ is increased,
Eq(1 says thaP;, should remain unchanged wheread Eq.2 saysithatshould increase. On the
other hand, ifNz, is held constant ad/ is increased, El1 predicts a decreasé’jp whereas
Eq(2 predicts thaP;, remains unchanged. Since mutators achieve fixation byHikitty with
mutations which are themselves governed by Eq.2, perhagbedda priori view Eql1 with sus-
picion. Indeed, our simulation data and analytic methodsshiow that mutator fixation is often

governed by an equation with the form of Eq.2.



While Eql1 completely neglects deleterious mutationsy tire the basis for another heuristic
line of thought. In any realistic biological populationgegdless of how maladapted, deleterious
mutations vastly outnumber advantageous ones. Becaus$esplpon first thought, one might
think that the mutator allele will do more harm than good ameteéfore be selected against. Al-
though it is true that an elevated mutation rate will quiteelly cause an immediate decrease in
the population’s mean fitness, evolution does not alwaysoactaximize this quantity. The situ-
ation is understood more clearly in the following game tleéioal context. A beneficial mutation
often greatly increases the probability that a lineage achieve complete evolutionary success
by sweeping through the entire population, whereas a dalatemutation only slightly decreases
the low probability of a neutral sweep. More quantitativele can think of the “payoff” for a
sweeping advantageous mutant as the entire populatiodvsiger this to occur, the mutator must
generate a beneficial mutation which must then survive itesyirandom drift. In contrast, the
payoff for a deleterious mutant is merely a single individubo is destined to die out with near

certainty. The mutation strategy is favored when its exgeepayoff is greater than zero, i.e.

N - 7T<S> * Hben — L- Hdel > 0 (3)

wherem(s) is the fixation probability of a simple mutant, given by BqiXau,., (u4.) are the
beneficial and deleterious mutation rates, respectivadye khat this expression weights beneficial
mutationsV - 7(s) times more heavily than deleterious ones, underscoririgabgmmetric effects.
Later in this article, we show that [E¢.3 also follows fromgorous mathematical analysis.

Thus far we have argued that the fate of mutators is in priadimited both by competition
with wild-type and by their increased load of deleterioustanis. Additionally, random genetic
drift is commonly a potent force acting on rare subpoputaidEach mutator begins its existence
selectively neutral. It can be shown that random drift eiatés neutral alleles from the population

with a high probability= 1 — 1/N, and that the average time taken to do so is merely (V)

generations (€ow, J.F.AND KIMURA, M/, 11970). Although we cannot write down a “back of

the envelope” estimate of this effect, we will later derividamula that fully incorporates random

drift and specifies the parameter regimes in which it donesmatutator fixation.



Our analytic work results in a formula for the mutator fixatiprobability in terms of simple
parameters. Examining this expression yields a quanitaénse of the relative importance of
random drift, deleterious mutations, and beneficial mateti This allows us to define “strong-
effect” and “weak-effect” mutator regimes in terms of thedabparameters. In the strong-effect
regime, mutations in the wild-type background do not affaatator success and our analytic ap-
proach works well. In the weak-effect regime, mutations itdvype backgrounds are predicted
to be the dominant influence on mutator fixation. Howeverhim ¢ase of weak-effect mutators,

we will show that our analytic approach, like existing WONJ@NDRE and GODELLE (2006), typ-

ically overestimates the competitive effects of mutationwild-type backgrounds. When this is

true, Ed.1 provides a poor description of mutator fixatiore Mdw turn toward a discussion of our

stochastic simulations, that provide an invaluable refee¢o which we compare our analytic work.

DESCRIPTION OF STOCHASTIC SIMULATIONS

We model haploid asexual populations of fixed sie@indergoing stochastic processes of birth,
death, and mutation. Initially, a fractian, < 1 of the population are mutators and all individuals
have the same fitness. The birth-death-mutation processr&ead until the population consists
entirely of either mutators or wild-type. Transitions beem the mutator and wild-type states are
not allowed. We do not model environmental changes exlititereby assuming that the process
of mutator fixation occurs on a time-scale much shorter thanh associated with environmental

changes.

Our stochastic simulations are based on the well known “Méhacess” (MRAN,1992). The

following sequence of actions occurs every discrete tiepest
1. A randomly selected individual is chosen as a potentigdita

2. The chosen individual gives birth with probability proponal to its fithess. If it does not

give birth, the simulation advances to the next timestep.

3. Arandomly chosen individual, other than the baby, iskill



4. The baby undergoes a deleterious (beneficial) mutatitmprobability equal to its deleteri-
ous (beneficial) mutation rate. This mutation rate of codleygends on whether the baby is a
mutator or a wild-type. Mutations between mutator and wylpe alleles are not allowed. In
effect, this assumes that mutators are generated on a tahe+such longer than that of the

entire “competition experiment”.

We model the genome of each individual as a string bits (CROSBY,11970; WoobcocK and HGGS,

1996; TSIMRING et all, 11996). A fractions of these bits correspond to critical sites in the genome

that, when mutated, cause a lethal phenotype. In this dasdyaby is never born, and the sim-
ulation simply advances to the next time-step. Changing/#thee of in effect allows for some
adjustment of the distribution of deleterious mutatiorisd@ts. The birth probability per unit time,
which we denote, is proportional to the log-fithess of the chosen individarad equals the fraction
of 1's in the genome, denoted byL. Key parameters are = 1 — b/L anda, = (1 — )« i.e. the
fraction of sites that would be beneficial if mutated. Thubknan-lethal mutations have the same
strength and genes do not interact. This scheme for asgiditimess to genotypes is known as a

“multiplicative Fujiyama” fitness landscape, and is thie= 0 version of Kaufman’s “NK” model

KAUFEMAN], 11993). This toy landscape is obviously a useful matherabsienplification. Ad-

ditionally, recent experimental work byB$RENESSet all (2006); DEsAI et al. (2007) shows that

some dynamics of real bacteria and yeast populations caagtered by considering mutations of
only a single strength.

Mutation is implemented by “flipping” bits with a probabilit== per bit per birth event, de-
pending on whether the baby is a mutate) or a wild-type (). The total number of flips is
determined by drawing a binomially distributed random nembith success probability~= and
number of trialsl.. Each mutation has a probabilityof being lethal. If no mutations are lethal, the
number that are beneficial is determined by drawing anothentually distributed random number
with success probability and number of trials equal to the number of flips. Unlgsss O(1),
the probability of more than one mutation occurring duringjragle birth event is negligible and
we will refer to the genome-wide mutation rateas

Another useful parameter is = +/(1 — a) which, like « and a., changes throughout the

10
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Figure 1: Some sample runs from simulations where the wild-type rartaiate is zero. The top
panels depict the number of mutators in the populationtswherer is the birth probability per
time step which is proportional to the (initial) mean popiga fitness. The bottom panels show
the average number of beneficial mutations in the mutatgoguidation. The dark lines resulted
in fixation of the mutator allele, whereas the lighter linesulted in its loss. When the mutation
rate of the mutators.(, ) is not too large, the mutator hitchhikes to fixation with agte beneficial
mutation (left panels). Whep, is larger, many beneficial mutations occur during the fixatio
process (center and right panels). Our analytic approximatcheme assumes that the fixation
process idriggered by merely the first beneficial mutation to survive drift. Ndlteat in each
case the population is always far from the fithess maximummvthe mutator achieves fixation
since there are 80 possible beneficial mutations. ParasnaterN = 10°, 2, = .005,6 = 0,
wild-type mutation rateu_ = 0, andu, = 107° (left), p,. = 1073 (center),u, = 1 (right).

a = .4,s = 1/120 (initial values).
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Figure 2: Averaged results of simulations, and the utility9f as the measure of mutator success.
When Py, < 1, Py;, increases linearly with, (data not shown). The left panels show the (least
squares) slope of said linear increase when the populaiovell adapted (bottom) and poorly
adapted (top) to its environment. The data on the bottom revgaite noisy because of the small
number of trials resulting in fixation. The panels on the tigkpress the same data, but in terms
of the effective selection coefficiesst, of the mutator allele obtained by inverting Elq.2. Whereas
the values from the left obviously depend 8hthe values on the right panels andependent of N
whenNS,, > 1. This suggests théft,, which exposes an underlying simplicity to the simulation
results, is a more natural measure of mutator successifhan Notice that when the mutator is
favored, S, is always less than the selective advantagé a single beneficial mutation; this is
due both to deleterious mutations and loss due to randotn edirameters are = 1/120, u_ =

0,0 = 0, = .4 (top) and.008 (bottom). See Supplementary Information for details comog

averaging.
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Figure 3:Dependence on the underlying selective advantadée data corresponding to two values
of s, i.e. two values ofL, approximately collapse onto a single curve witgnand ., are each
scaled bys. The scaling of the independent variable underscores ttdHat mutator success for
fixed « is largely controlled by the ratio of timescales for mutat{®/.:, ) and selection1(/s). In
particular, the sharp decreasedpat large;:.,. occurs when these timescales become comparable,
i.e. when deleterious mutations accumulate in an expaniiegge before it has sufficient time to

achieve fixation. Parameters ave= 5000, y_ =0, a = .4, = 0.
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simulation as the population evolves. We emphasize thatfitimess dependent value ofdoes
not represent an epistatic effect. Rather, it is a consemuehmutations which result in a fixed,
additive increment in “log-fitness.”

A consequence of our genomic model is that both the beneéinldeleterious mutation rates
will be larger than values encountered in biological popate unlesd. is extremely large. While
this may seem like an unnecessary and undesirable restrigtiwill turn out that our analytic
results, which readily handle arbitrary values of the matatates, are insensitive to these details

of our bit string simulation model.

SIMULATION RESULTS

To simplify matters, we first investigate the case where tiid-type mutation rate is zero;
results for the more general case will be given later.[Figdws typical runs for this case. These
graphs make it clear that if the mutator mutation rate, is sufficiently small, the mutator allele
hitchhikes to fixation with a single beneficial mutation. §kkimple observation reminds us that
mutator fixation or loss is not the result of winning the ragetloe fitness landscape, but rather

hitchhiking with beneficial mutations. Thus, mutator adkehre better thought of asnsequences

of asexual evolution thanausesof more rapid evolution (SIEGOwsKI et all, 2000). Whery

is larger, the dynamics are more complex. Despite this cexiy| we will later show, via the
success of our analytic approximation scheme, that thadixatrocess is triggered mostly by the
first beneficial mutation to escape random drift.

Dependence onu,: Figld presents simulation results for three different paton sizes and
two different degrees of adaptation. The fundamental nredsguantity is the fixation probability
Py, of an initially rare mutator. Whe#;;, < 1, the mutators are completely independent of one
another and?;;, increases linearly witl, (data not shown). To normalize against the effect of
we consider the slope of said linear increaley;,. /dz,, which equals the mean number of mutator
descendants left by each mutator, as our preliminary measumutator success. Hig).2 (left panel)
shows howd Py, /dx, depends on,. The small and largg.. limits make qualitative sense: as

p+ — 0, the mutator phenotype is “turned off” and therefore ndutesulting ind Py, /dx, — 1.
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On the other hand when, = 1, a mutation occurs nearly every birth event and the fitness of
an evolutionary line of individuals takes a biased randontkvieward the much lower fitness
of a completely random genome. Thus, although it is comjmurtally prohibitive to measure a
negligible fixation probability, it is clear that the mutagdlele is nearly lethal at sufficiently large
H

Dependence onV, and mutator effective selection coefficientFig[d also shows thatP;;, /dx,
increases with increasiny. This behavior is incompatible with Ed.1, which is indepenidof V,

but is fully consistent with EgJ2:

1 — e—N:EOS

L p—

We now quantitatively consider whether Eq.2, which appleeshutants with airect fitness ad-
vantage, also describes mutators wittirect fithess effects. For this to be the case, the fixation
probability measured from simulations with differing vetuof N andz, would all correspond

to a single value ob, (o, s, i+, i—, 0). Using the values of’;;,, measured from simulations, we
used a computer to invert [E¢.2, thereby obtaining corredipornvalues ofS,,. Fig[2(right) shows
that, whenV.S, > 1, there indeed exists an underlying quantity which we call the “effective
mutator selection coefficient,” that remains invariani\asc,, and Py;, change.

There are several advantages to usip@s the measure of mutator success. First, it allows Eq.2
to determine in advance ha#;, depends otV andz,, thereby reducing our number of parameters
by two. Secondly, it allows us to apply aspects of our coneaptnderstanding of direct mutants to
the fixation of indirect mutators. For example, wh&%, > 1, Py, for a single mutator becomes
independent ofV, i.e. the notion of a frequency independent per capita bragprobability makes
sense. Thirdly, the existence §f, in the sense of Eg.2, invites future questions. For example
one may wonder whethéf,, in addition to determining’;;,,, also describes the averaggnamical
behavior of the mutator subpopoulation, e.g. whethét)) ~ e+ when rare. In this article we
do not apply such an interpretation . Rather, we merely interpret it as a succinct descriptor of
mutator success.

Dependence on strength of mutations:Fig[3 shows hows,, depends on the strength of the

15



mutations on our fithess landscape, as measured Big[3 (left) shows that asis increasedy),
also increases, and reaches its maximum value at a fastatiomutate. Fig.3(right) demonstrates
that the curves in the left panel are not as different as thpgar: whert,, andy.,. are each scaled
by s, the curves become nearly identical. This means$has directly proportional ta, and that
S, is governed by the single composite parametefs rather thary.,. ands separately. Thus, an

examination of the simulation data has allowed us to reduc@omber of parameters by three.

INSTANTANEOUS SINGLE LOCUS APPROXIMATION (ISLA)

Stochastic simulations provide valuable signposts albegvay to understanding mutator fixa-
tion. However, a deeper understanding, as well as theatnliprobe computationally prohibitive
regions of parameter space, requires an analytic appraacreld At a given time, the state of
the population is fully specified by (i) the number of mutatq(ii) the fitness distribution of the
wild-type subpopulation, and (iii) the fitness distributiof the mutator subpopulation. A complete
solution to the stochastic process requires an enumeratitre transition probabilities between
each of these states at each point in time. The problem with an approach is the extremely
large number of possible fitness distributions and the sporedingly high dimensionality of the
resulting governing differential equations. In order tokegrogress, we note the heuristic rule
that deleterious mutations are rapidly removed from theufadjon, whereas beneficial mutations,
and all loci linked to them, become rapidly fixed. This obs¢ion motivates the following ap-
proximations that handle mutations, which are the ultinsaterce of the aforementioned daunting
multiplicity of fithess distributions.

Approximation 1 (A1l)We assume that when a beneficial mutation arises, it ingtaetomes fixed
with a probability given by the classical fixation probatyilir of a beneficial mutation in a static,
homogeneous environment. For our Moran process dynarhisqrobability is simplys if s < 1
andNs > 1. All loci in the genome in which the beneficial mutation ar@éso achieve fixation
via hitchhiking. This represents the most common proceswlogh the mutator allele achieves
fixation or loss.

Approximation 2 (A2) The remaining fraction — s of beneficial mutations are simply ignored

16



and treated as if no mutation occurred. This approximasaorecessarily somewhat awkward. On
the one hand, A2 is unnatural in that it allows lineages wiaidhdestined to be extinguished by
random drift to remain in the population and potentially giexte their own beneficial mutants. An
alternative, which we call A2 is to immediately kill the beneficial mutants which do notesp,
which is clearly too harsh. These two alternatives lead roval difference in our formulas, and
are discussed in Supplementary Material.

Approximation 3 (A3) Deleterious mutations are treated as effectively lethialce their descen-
dants are quickly removed from the population. This resalss effective reduction in the birthrate
of the mutator strain.

Since these approximations preclude fithess polymorphianfmite time intervals, they allow
us to describe the dynamics of the entire population wittsthgle time dependent random variable
x, 1.e. the frequency of the mutator locus. Approximatirgs a continuous variable, and expressing
time in “generations,” the diffusion equation governiRgr, t) is (see Supplementary Information

for a detailed derivation)

oPr 1 92
o5 = N@[x(l—x)P]
=) 1= ac1 = 8)] o [o(1 — )P
— Nags[as +(1—2)u ] P @)

Each of the three lines in Eq.4 has a straightforward physiterpretation. The first line represents
“random genetic drift.” The second line represents the trartal load of the mutator. The final line
represents the “decay” of probability from the open intewva (0, 1) due to beneficial mutations
that instantaneously sweep.

An approximation to a limited version of Eg.4 is solved in Blgmentary Information. How-
ever, we can write an equivalent “backward Kolmogorov” ggurawhich is often more mathemat-

ically convenient than Ed.l 4. Defining(z,, t) as the probability that the mutator has béest by
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timet, given thatr = z, att = 0, we find

G (., 5
% _ %xo(l - 20) 53 G
= ) [ a1 = 8)] 1~ )G 1)
— Nppaest,G(zo,t) + Nu—aes(1 — x,) (1 — G(x,, 1)) (5)

The backward equation is primarily useful in its steadyesfatm. DefiningG(z,,t — o0) =

G« (z,) and taking the continuum limit, we obtain the ODE

1 d?
d
= (e —p) [ - ae(l = 8)] oG
00 11— 00
— Npjaes ¢ + Np_aes G (6)
1—=z, T,

Solution and Analysis Without Wild-Type Mutations: We return for now to the simpler case

u_ = 0, deferring until later the more general situation. [[Eq.6 bansolved exactly in terms

of the Whittaker)M function(ABRAMOWITZ and SEGUN, |1965). This exact solution is however
not immediately instructive (and in any case cannot be gdized to the case of finite wild-type
mutation rate). Itis simpler in practice to solve[Eq.6 nuicedly (see Supplementary Information).
It is also possible to extract some useful information dlyeitom the differential equation.

First, we note that a simple analysis reveals when the nmuadlde will be favored. For nota-

tional convenience we define the constants

= py [ —ae(l = )]

= U4QS

According to ISLA, the mutator is neutr&r all 1, whenG . (z,) = 1 — z,. Plugging this into
Eql6, we find that this required = NC, or

crit _ 1 1

~ 7
¢ 1+(N—-1)s 14+ Ns @

Q
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Figure 4:Behavior near the transition from favored to disfavoredatars. When, is greater than
a critical valuea", the mutator allele is favoredsf, > 0) for small enough... Our analytic
approach (ISLA) predicts that the transition occuréMt + 1)a< = 1, which agrees extremely
well with simulation data. Parameters ave= 5000, s = 1/120, u— = 0,6 = 0. The number of

available beneficial mutations are, in order of decreasiatator success: 10, 5, 3, and 1.
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Figure 5: Comparison of simulation, numerical solution of [Hq.6, ahd analytic approximation
Eq[10. The exact numeric solutions to our ISLA[EQ.6 for défe N converge to the analytic
approximation EQ.J0 wheN S, > 1 (left). Solutions to E€I6 show, in agreement with simulatio
that S, /s depends onu, /s rather tharu, ands seperately (right). Parameters are those used in

Figs.[2[3.

It is easy to check that this expression also holds forithe> 0 case. First note that Eq.7 is
equivalent to our heuristic guess, Hq.3Mf >> 1. Examining Ed.l7, we see that conditions which
favor the emergence of mutators (at least when the residet#tion rateu_ is negligibly small)
are large population size, potent mutations, and a relgtlaege fractiona, of sites that would
be beneficial if mutated, perhaps due to an environment towthie organism is not well adapted.
The fact that large, favors mutators is obvious. The dependencéas simply a result of the fact
that as population size increases, the neutral fixationgioitity 1/N becomes an easier benchmark
to exceed. The qualitative dependencesais also straightforward in hindsight, given A1-A3:
increasings increases the fraction of beneficial mutations that achieagion, but does not affect
the fate of deleterious mutations, all of which are treateteéthal. Also notice that for sufficiently
large N the mutator is always favored, although its fixation probgbmay be very small: it is
favored only in the sense that it fares better than a neutedd avhose fixation probability i$/N.
Fig[4 demonstrates the success of Eq.7 wiefs < 1. The failure of ISLA for large.., /s will

be discussed later. We next develop approximate solutmBs|i, withy,_ = 0.

20



Strongly Favored Mutators\ .S, > 1): In this regime, we exped?;;, to increase rapidly with
z,. Therefore, we expect the loss probability,(z,) to decrease rapidly, and (1 — z,) to differ
significantly from1 only whenG, =~ 0. Then, forzx, < 1, we can approximately take— =, — 1,

and the solution to E.6 with_ = 0 is simply

Goo(mo) = e "™ (8)

vB?+4C - B
2

z

Our approximation is self consistent if inde€d, decays rapidly, i.eNz > 1. This solution does
not satisfy the boundary condition a3 = 1 since our solution is only valid far, < 1. Beyond
this region the structure of the solution is more complidatehich need not concern us here since

fixation is essentially total in this regime. We then havethar fixation probability of the mutator
Ppip(z,) = 1 — e N (Nz>1) (9)

A comparison with E@QJ2 shows that, according to A1-A3 andhia limit Nz > 1, the mutator
effectively behaves like a simple advantageous mutant wittell defined selection coefficient

S, =z

2 _
§ ==Y +240 5L e [V= oo+ dacs s — (1 - )] NS, >1 (10)

A comparison of the stochastic simulation data with both mewical solution of EQJ6 and this
approximate analytic expression (Ed.10) is given in[[FiyVe. see that our approximag, /s only
depends om /s rather than. ands separately, as we noted in the Simulation Results section.

For smallu; < aes, C > B? andS, ~ VG = VHtaes, and thus only advantageous
mutations are relevant to mutator success. This resultciwiki directly supported by F[g.7 to be
discussed later), shows that in this regime, random dnfi, reot deleterious mutations, is the only
check on mutator success.

In the complementary regime wherg > a.s, |S,| approaches its maximum valug with

respect tou,. Here, the solution is the same as if the second derivative, te’shich represents
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random drift, were dropped from Ed.6 (see below). Therefoardom drift is irrelevant in this

regime and deleterious mutations alone limit mutator sssogiving

Qe

s (11)

S, =

& Q
Q

1—a.

The factor in EqQ.11 multiplyings is the ratio of beneficial mutations to deleterious and letha
mutations. In real biological populations, this ratio istagly less than one, and hen§g < s.
Marginal Mutators (V.S,, < 1): We can readily make progress in this regiméVif.. > 1 and

N?u,a.s > 1. In this case, thé? andC terms dominate Eg.6 and the solution ey, is simply
Goolo) m (1 — )N (12)

with a fixation probabilityPy;,(z,) ~ Nz,S}. In obtaining this solution, we dropped the second
derivative term in E§J6, which could in principle introdueege errors near, = 1, whereG” (z,)
from Eq[I2 is in fact large. Nonetheless, it turns out thaflBatisfies the boundary condition at
z, = 1 and thus remains a valid leading order approximation fogallSincePy;,, is comparable
to 1/N in the present marginal case, we cannot interffeds a mutator selection coefficient here.
Rather, we havé#;;, = z,(1 + NS, /2), from which we obtainVs, = 2% independent
of 1. The numerator of this expression makes clear the agreemignour previous estimate for
the critical value oty given by Ed.V.

The case wheréVp,. < 1andNS, < 1requires a more lengthy analysis, and is presented in

~Y

Supplementary Information.
EFFECT OF WILD-TYPE MUTATIONS

We now turn our attention to the more complicated case whetations in wild-type back-
grounds are allowed, i.e._ > 0. We begin by solving EQL6 for_ > 0 in the largeN u. limit,
where the second derivative term can be neglected. Workirtgis limit simplifies the mathe-
matics, and is sufficient for illustrating the points that weend to make. An approximation that

incorporates the second derivative term and random driftladed in Supplementary Information.
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Figure 6: Small effect of mutations arising in wild-type backgrountSLA predicts that these mu-
tations will become important in the weak-effect mutatagimee defined by%:’;) < 1, where
R = uy/p—. However, the simulation data show that mutations in wyiget backgrounds some-

times have a negligible impact even in the weak-effect nouteggime. In the panel on the right,

R(1—ae
Naes

a decrease iy, but S, did not change in simulations. The panel on the left showslbaefi-
cial mutations in wild-type backgrounds eventually desee$, for large enough®, though the

decrease here is smaller than what ISLA predicts. Parasaterr = .4,s = 1/120,6 = 0, and

100‘ L

p /- = 100 (right).

o simulation, N = 1000
— ISLA, N = 1000

O simulation, N = 5000
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In the largeN . limit,

d
0: —_ —_— _ 1— 81— GOO
(g = p) [ = acll = 5)] 7
— Npjpaes—=
1—=x,
1—-Gy
+ Np_aes

o

This first order, linear ODE can be solved by standard methodéning R = ., /., we obtain

. J(Ns+1)—1\"
Pria % Nargs 25 <1+a( s+1) ) oW (13)

The prefactor in EG.13 is identical to our previous exp@ss$or they_ = 0 case (EqE.AI,12)
whenz, < 1. Recall that the sign of the quantity(Ns+ 1) — 1 ~ Na.s — 1 determines whether
mutators are favored (Ed.7). Therefore, mutations in wifse backgrounds decreasy;, when
mutators are favored andcreaseF;, when they are disfavored. This latter effect occurs because
mutating is generally a losing strategy wher{Ns + 1) — 1 < 0 (see Eq.B): the small persistent
cost of deleterious mutations exceeds the huge occasienafibof a selective sweep. Thus, in
this regime the wild-type aids the mutator by participatimthis losing strategy.

Eq[I3 also determines whef is sufficiently large to ignore mutations in wild-type back-
grounds. In other words, Hqll3 allows us to define naturabtisf-effect” and “weak-effect”
mutator regimes. For weak-effect mutatoﬁs% ~ Na,s > R, and Ed.IB reduces to
Py, = xR, which isindependent oiV. This is the same as Eg.1 foy < 1. Thus, in this regime,
ISLA predicts that mutational competition with the wildgty is the dominant factor limiting mu-
tator fixation, and we recover the explicitly frequency degent heuristic picture. In the opposite
extreme of strong-effect mutators, regardless of the sign@Vs+ 1) — 1, we recover oup,_ = 0
result (Eq$.1[,12) where deleterious mutations are therdorhfactor limiting mutator fixation.

These are pleasing mathematical results that seem to iikcopposing heuristic viewpoints.
However, they do not always match simulations in the weééeemutator regime. Figl6 (right)
shows numerically generated solutions to[Eq.6[(Bqg.13 givedargeu limit of these curves) as

compared to the outcome of simulations. The disagreemetvi®us: ISLA drastically overesti-
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mates the effect of the mutations in wild-type backgrourkig[@ shows that beneficial mutations
in wild-type backgrounds eventually decredsefor large enough, though the decrease here
is smaller than what ISLA predicts. The small effect of thesdations persisted even when we
used parameters such that the wild-type subpopulatiorrgetemutations at a raf€(1 — x,)u_
that was equal to or even greater than the correspondingviaje, in the mutator subpopulation.
Although we do not fully understand this discrepancy, we gaint to its source: There is a subtle
error involving the final term of both Eq4.4,5 which statest thuring a single time-step, the mutator
has a probability1 — x)u_a.s of becomingnstantlylost. This is incorrect. The correct statement
isthat(1—z)u_ca.s is the probability that during one time-step, the wild-tgmmerates a beneficial
mutation that willeventuallyescape loss to random drift. Such mutations sweep throeghoibula-
In(Ns)

tion during a mean time interval,,.., ~ —— generations which is typically much longer than the

s

time to extinction of a mutator due to random dtift; ;» ~ In(N) (CRow, J.F.AND KIMURA, M.,

1970). However, for sufficiently large ¢,,.., is small, A1 becomes a better approximation, and

ISLA more closely matches simulations. An example of thireagent is presented in Supple-
mentary Information, where = 1/3, N = 1000, o = .4, R = 10. Thus, ISLA provides accurate
results except in the weak-effect mutator regime with sieffity smalls. Unfortunately, we do not
have a quantitative sense as to how largeust be in order to achieve accuracy. We plan to address
this issue in future work.

In Supplementary Information, we more closely examine the of ;. by presenting and in-

terpreting the distribution of fixation and loss times fortators whern:_ = 0 andp /- = 100.

COMPARISON OF ISLA TO SIMULATION

We now return to the case_ = 0, where the results of ISLA agree with simulations when
R = py/p_ is sufficiently large. FigBIdL5 illustrate the agreemeriiMeen ISLA Ed.6 and simu-
lations, whenever., /s is not too large. However, for larger, /s, we see the emergence of two
qualitatively distinct discrepancies between ISLA andidations. Fop:, /s < 1, arelatively small
difference accumulates, whereas whery s reaches values @(1), a drastic difference emerges.

In this section, we analyze the sources of these discregpanci
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Figure 7:The role of non-lethal deleterious mutations. We “turndtidéleterious mutations, both in
simulations and in ISLA, by setting the deleterious mutatiate to zero and leaving the beneficial
mutation rate unchanged (left). The difference betweesehesults and the corresponding ones
with deleterious mutations is plotted on the vertical axis onldifie For /s < 1, deleterious
mutations have the same effects in ISLA[EQ.6 as in simulati¢eft). ISLA essentially treats
deleterious mutations as lethal (A3), instead of merelyirigaa selective disadvantages. We
tested this approximation directly in simulations by vag/the parameters andé while holding
the producin(1 — §) = «, constant (right). Parameters are= 1/120, N = 5000, 4 = 0 and

a = .4,6 = 0 (left only).

26



The broad reason that ISLA and simulation do not agree for alis simply that A1-A3 and
the resulting transition probabilities are only an appneaiion of the complex stochastic process
executed by the simulations. Indeed, strictly speaking,siimulation does not even undergo a
Markov process with respect to the variables. one must also consider the fitness distributions
of the subpopulations in order to write down the exact ttamsiprobabilities. When viewed this
way, it is perhaps surprising that A1-A3 work as well as they\We now specifically point out the
errors introduced as a result of A1-A3, all of which are aggted with mutational processes.

A3is accurate whep, /s < 1: We first analyze the way that ISLA treats deleterious more;
which includes both A3 (which treats all deleterious muatasi as lethal) and Al (which does not
allow deleterious mutations to arise in the course of fixatbban “evolved” clone). Figl7 (right)
compares simulation results from two sets of parameteis iéntical beneficial mutation rates
(et ) but different allocations of lethal and deleterious miotad via a difference in the parameter
d. The results are essentially identical as longuags < 1. This shows that as far as mutator
fixation is concerned, mutations of effeet can be considered lethal, i.e. A3 is accurate in this
regime.

Alis accurate whep. /s < 1: Furthermore, we can test all the effects of deleterioustinris
by removing them from both the simulations and ISLA: the thirleus mutation rate is set to zero
whereas the advantageous mutation rate is left unchandeelreBults of this case are presented
in Fig[4 (left). PredictablyS, increases monotonically with, in this case (data not shown). To
compare the effect of deleterious mutations in simulategainst those same effects according to
ISLA, Eq[8, we plot the differencdsS, = S, o—deicterious — Spu.deteterious DEIWEEN results with
deleterious mutations “off” and those with deleterious atiohs “on” in the two cases. We see
in Fig[d (left) thatAS, from ISLA matches that from simulation unjil, /s — 1. Also note that
AS, ~ 0for py /s < .1, illustrating the negligible effect of deleterious mutats in this regime.
Thus, both A1 and A3 are accurate whep/s < 1.

A2 fails whenu, /s < 1: Since Al and A3 remain valid in this regime, the mild diseaegy
between simulations and ISLA must originate in A2, whichdiiaa beneficial mutations. Specifi-

cally, the fraction1 — s) of advantageous mutants that are lost to random drift aagettleas neutral
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mutators which can later give rise to beneficial mutantsiteyt sweep through the population. In

some sense, this overstates the potential of these mutrdsde, in fact, they are typically lost to

random drift within a few generations ROw, J.F.AND KIMURA, M., 1970). There is no simple

remedy for this deficiency in A2, but an alternative, which demote &*, is to immediately Kill
these advantageous mutants, thereby treating them egpiilyalo deleterious and lethal mutants.
Whereas A2 overestimate in this regime, A2 underestimates it. Thus, the simulation data is
bounded by the predictions of A2 and Aheny., /s < 1. See Supplementary Information for a
graphical comparison and further discussion of A2

Al fails whenu, /s ~ 1: We now turn to the large discrepancy between ISLA and simula-
tions whenyu, /s is O(1), as seen in Figl7. Roughly speaking, this occurs when the-sicales
of (deleterious) mutation and selection become comparadble¢his regime, members of an ex-
panding “evolved” clone are “lost” due to deleterious miatias faster than they are “added” due
to selection. Consequently, the fixation probability of avantageous mutant in a homogeneous
genetic background(s) < s and Al fails. Semi-quantitatively, we expect this effecsédin when

(1 — a.)puy /s ~ 1. Thea, dependence can be seen by comparing[Bids.4,5.

COMPARISON TO EXPERIMENT

As mentioned previously, the spontaneous emergence ofonal&eles has been documented in

laboratory evolution experiments withcoli (SNIEGOWSKI et all, 11997 $HAVER et all, [2002). In

this experiment, mutator alleles wifh =~ 100 became fixed in 3 out of 12 independently evolving
E.coli populations within 10,000 generations. The total numbenofators generated among 12

lines during 10,000 generations is approximat®lyx U x (10* x 12), whereU is the mutation

rate into the mutator state and. is the effective population size (ML and GERRISH, [2001;

WAHL et al,,12002).U has been measured betweéer 107 (TADDEI et al.,11997a) and x 10~°

BoE et al,, 12000), and we findV, = 6.3 x 107 (see Supplementary Information). Since three of

these mutators achieved fixation, the experimental fixgbi@ability Py;; ..,x IS approximately
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given by3/(N, x U x 10* x 12) and bounded by
7.9 %X 107® < Ppigwpr < 7.9 x 1077 (14)

This value is 5-50 times that of a neutral allel¢y.).

In order to compare this value to the predictions of ISLA, veed experimental values for the
parameters. ., ., ands. Itturns out that the equivalent set of parametethe beneficial mutation
rate fipen+ = aepi4, and the deleterious mutation ratg.; , = (1 — a.)u are more readily
available in the literature. A survey of these parameteanas|as well as a more careful discussion

of their meaning, can be found in Supplementary Informati®nesently, we use the beneficial

mutation rateu,., = 2.8 x 10~% and selection coefficient= .1 obtained by IENSKI et all (1991).

Following|KEIGHTLEY and EYRE-WALKER/ (1999), we takeuy,; = 1.6 x 107!, These mutation

rates are based on the measured wild-type values and adsumed00. SinceNgjige+ > 1,
NZpipen +8 > 1, and N.a.s < R, these populations are in the drift-less, strong-effectatou
regime. Therefore, the appropriate formula is eithef Bgrl2ql13, which give the same results.

Plugging our parameter values into ISLA, we obtain
Prizisia = 1.8 x 107° (15)

in reasonable agreement with the rough experimental v&lgeEl4). Other choices for parame-
ter values, particularlyu,., -, would result in less impressive agreement with experim&ge
Supplementary Information for further discussion.

It is also interesting to note that, according to these erpental parametersya,.s ~ 1.1,
indicating that thesé&. coli populations only very marginally favored mutators. Thisildoex-
plain why no mutators fixed during the ned&, 000 generations:Na.s had decreased below the
threshold value of one as fewer, and less potent, beneficitdtians became available.

Due to the relatively large population si2é = 6.3 x 107 and the anticipated small fixation
probability, we cannot obtain an accurate measuremeRt;pfusing our simulation method. How-

ever, for these experimental parameters,l — a.)/s = pae+/s is O(1) and therefore we expect
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the data to lie in the decreasing portion of curves such aFithus, our ISLA estimate ay;,
is probably much larger than what simulations would yielde Bviefly return to this issue in the

Discussion.

DISCUSSION

Relation to Previous Theoretical Work: As mentioned in the introduction, there are many
existing theoretical models of mutator evolution. In thestson we briefly review the existing body
of knowledge and place our present work in this larger cdnt8kudies are discussed roughly in

order of increasing similarity to our present work.

Models with explicit environmental ChaFI&EIGH JR (1970) endeavored to calculate the muta-

tion rate that maximizes the growth rate of its correspogdnodifier locus. An infinite population
with this wild-type (“resident”) mutation rate is evolutiarily stable in the sense that it cannot be

invaded and swept by any modifier of mutation rate. Such aluggaarily stable strategy (ESS)

is referred to as the ESS mutation rate&laH JR (1970) developed a simple two locus, two allele

model of mutator dynamics in an environment that reguldtBraates between two states. One lo-
cus is under selection, and its two alleles are alternatelyred in the two different environments.
The second locus is not under direct selection and merelyfreedhe mutation rate at the selec-
tive locus. The dynamics of the mutator allele are deterstizally governed by two effects. First,
immediately after the environment changes, the mutatoeases its frequency because the small
population of mutants, which is favored in the new environmis over-represented in the mutator
background. This favors the higher mutation rate. Secordigr the mutant sweeps through the
population, the frequency of the mutator decreases duestiwiion with the deleterious mutants

that it generates at its new fitness peak. This favors lowedation rate. The cycle repeats itself

many times, and EIGH JR (1970) finds that the long term ESS mutation rate is equaldedte of

environmental change. Over the years, this basic modelmpaoived by incorporating the effects

of timing of environmental changes, varying selective tioehts (IsHil et all, [1989), intermedi-

ate genotypes (HAvis and TRAvVIS, [2002), and multiple mutable sitesAIEMER and LIPSITCH,

2006).
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Figure 8: The scaling behavior of EHd.1 and ISLA agealitativelydifferent. If the initial number

of mutatorsNz, is kept constant whileV is increased, then ISLA predicts th&f;, remains in-

variant, whereas the frequency dependentlEq.1 predictga thange. Simulations are in better

accord with ISLA than E@Q]1. These scaling predictions cdidldexperimentally tested by observ-

ing whether the “threshold” number of initial mutators chas with/N. Here, we have defined the

threshold as the number of mutators for whieh, = 1/2, and depicted these values with vertical

dotted lines. Parameters are= .4, = 0, u, = s = 1/120.
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While these models doubtless provide valuable insightdettain biological scenarios, they are
rather orthogonal to our work. Three differences seem éalhetnportant. First, most obviously,
mutator success requires repeated environmental chamgj@ssie models. In contrast, our model
shows that environmental change is oncessaryor mutator fixation insofar that it provides a
rationale for having a population displaced from its fithpeak. Secondly, they endeavor to find
the global ESS mutation rate whereas we focus on quantifyiagixation probability, the proba-
bilistic result of a single competition experiment. Whilglkknowledge ofP;;,. (N, s, a, pis, p—, )
implies the value of the ESS, the converse is not true. Tyitdeir mechanism of mutator success
is very different from ours. Whereas they rely upon the aliing selective effects of existing
mutants to boost mutator frequency, our model analyzesythardic, stochastic interplay between
random drift, deleterious mutations, and advantageousitions in a constant environment. We
propose that, on the whole, our model contains fewer spasgimptions than models with ex-
plicit environmental change. Regardless of whether fluoigar constant environments are more

biologically informative, our results constitute an imgzort null model of mutator fixation.

Constant environment modeMlork byl TANAKA et all(2003) also involves a changing environ-
ment. However, unlike the models described in the previegian, theirs contains no alternating
selective effects: when the environment changes, the manssacquired during the previous envi-

ronmental cycle simply become neutral. Thus, as in our waltlheneficial mutants are generated

de novo In further similarity with our work| ANAKA et al. (2003) pursue, via quasi-stochastic

simulations and analytic approximations, an understandfrthe long term mutator behavior by
concentrating on a single environmental cycle, i.e. by erarg populations in a constant environ-
ment. These authors were interested primarily in the casawh, 1, < N(1—=x,)u_, where the
fixation of mutators is in some sense unlikely. With this imdhiinstead of;,,, they measure and
calculate the (much larger) probabili,;, that the initially rare mutator increases its frequency by
the end of a “time cycle.” These cycles are defined to end whesxpanding clone in a wild-type
background reaches a size@f/N ), at which point the simulation is halted. Their most intéres
result is thatP,,;, is substantial even wheNz,;. < N(1 — z,)u—. In other words, mutators

can still “break even” if the wild-type background genesdtige first beneficial mutation, which is
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important if the environment changes. Nonetheless, witkavironmental change in their model,
mutators will always be doomed unless they are the first teigea a beneficial mutation. Further-
more, they model birth and death processes determinigticala way that precludes extinction.
For these reasons, oitl;, and theirP,,;, are truly distinct quantities, and no direct comparison

can be made with our work.

We next discuss a simple calculation|bgNski (2004) based on indirect mutation-selection

equilibrium of the mutator subpopulation. If the dominanbgesses occurring in the population
are mutation into the mutator state and creation of detaisrmutations by mutators, then the
frequency of mutators approaches an equilibrium values Treiquency is easily calculated if, as

in A3 of ISLA, deleterious mutations are treated as immexdiydethal:

U U

~

T U —ag) (i — ) (1 —ay)

The time taken for the population to reach this equilibritates as well as a much more careful

calculation ofz,,, was investigated byaHNSON (1999b), but presently we assume that this simple

estimate is sufficient. In equilibrium, beneficial mutasdaherefore arise at a ratéxz. . o from
the mutators, and rat¥ (1 — z., ) 1— . from the wild-type. If all beneficial mutants of equal effect
have the same probability of achieving fixation, regardtgsshether they originate in a mutator
or wild-type background, then thieaction of substitutioninked to a mutator is approximately

U M4 U
—_ = 16
p (16)

(l—a) i gl —a,)

Plugging in reasonable vaIuL_SiMiKJ 2004) finds thats 1% of substitutions should be linked to

mutators. Furthermore, given that each liné&otoliin experiments bLL&LF_G_O_\ALs_KJ_eJ_al 1997)

generated 10-20 substitutions, this calculation is imgvedy consistent with the observation that

3/12 lines became mutators.
In order to relate this approach to our own, we must reintceddynamics into the picture. We
can interpret the quantitay%+ as the conditional probability that a mutator achieves itixatgiven

that a selective sweep occurs during its lifetime. Our guaty;, is this conditional probability
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multiplied by the probability that a selective sweep ocalusing the lifetime of a mutator. As-
suming that selective sweeps and death each occur as Poissmsses with rate¥ ia,.s and
(g — p-)(1 — ), respectively, it is straightforward to show that the ptabty that at least one

selective sweep occurs before death is given by

Njaes Npios -
(= ae) (s — 1) (1 T e - m)

Multiplying this expression by the conditional probat)iliz‘f%+ ~ xR, we obtain EqQ.13. Thus, the

approach suggested byeNSKI (2004) is the equilibrium version of ISLA, in the limit wheneu-

tational processes occur frequently enough to overwhehtiaian genetic drift. Thus, remarkably,
even though this approach frames the problem of mutatordixah terms of competition with
beneficial mutations in wild-type backgroundg,cancels out of the solution in the strong-effect
mutator regimeR > Na.s/(1 — a).

It is also worthwhile to examine the conditions under which @xpect the equilibrium as-
sumption to hold. Let us imagine that an evolution experimermrconducted fofl’ generations,
during whichH substitutions occur. ISLA predicts that the expected nurabmutator fixations is
N Py;,UT, whereas according to EEqJ16, the equilibrium approactugialvalue equal tﬁ[% Set-
ting these two values equal to one another, and pluggingom(Eq.I1)Ps;, (z, = 1/N) = s+«

1—ae’!

we obtain

Qe

H = NS,L_LTl ~ Nja.sT

e

This expression merely states that the (mostly wild-tymgubation is in the “successive mutations
regime”, i.e. only a single beneficial mutation spreads @nha.t Alternatively, one could imagine
turning this argument around and asking wkat. must equal given that the equilibrium approach
is valid and that the population accumulates substitutions by one”. In that case, one would,
remarkably, arrive aP;,(z, = 1/N) = aes, which (for smallo, and NS, > 1) is what we

obtained earlier (EQ.11) by more sophisticated methods.

Turning to another stud 1999) investigated, via stochastic simulations and

34



very brief analytic arguments, multi-locus mutator evimatin a constant environment. These

extensive simulations are a generalization of earlier ibytKADDE!I et all (1997b) and are partly

amenable to comparison with our work. Some noteworthy iiffees with our simulations are
that they scan a larger range &f, they have a more realistic implementation of mutation,, and
most importantly, they allow flux into and out of the mutattats. Thus, mutators are never
absolutely fixed during their trials, which necessitatesffernt termination condition than ours:
They declare a trial “over” when the population reaches #gimum fitness, whereas we declare it
“over” when the mutator is completely and permanently fixetbst. Upon termination of the trial,
they consider the mutator “fixed” if its frequencyis 95%. They measure the fraction of trials
that terminate with mutator frequency 95% and denote this quantity the “frequency of mutator
fixation,” which differs from ourP;;, because of reasons discussed below.

One important consequence of their method is that the tataber of mutatorgeneratediur-
ing a trial varies with the choice of parameters. This is lbbeeaeach replication event presents a
chance for the creation of a new mutator, and the number ditatjon events that occur before
termination clearly depends oW, s, p., u—, and the number of mutational steps required to reach
the peak. Thus, a change in the value of any of these paramatsr alter the “frequency of mu-
tator fixation” simply because it changes the number of nousathat are typically created during
the trial. OurPy;,, on the other hand, remains invariant under such changeallam us to filter
out this background effect. Their system is doubtless a Hitenally accurate representation of
biological reality, which has its virtues but also majortspsvhich we discuss below in the context
of two important examples.

First, they measure that the “frequency of mutator fixatiorcreases withV. This is an in-
teresting and potentially practical result, but their nogtimakes it very difficult to determine the
extent to which the increase is simply due the backgrouretetfiiat more mutators were created in
the larger populations. ISLA, on the other hand, unambiglyostates that whei.s, > 1, Py;,

for a single mutator becomes independent\of Therefore, ISLA predicts that the dependence

of mutator fixation frequency on population size observe 1999) is entirely

driven by the simple background effect.
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A second example has even more dramatic conceptual comsspud hese authors ask whether
Py, is determined by the number of potentially advantageoustiauts (steps away from the peak)
or merely by theate that such mutations are generated. In order to investibaetestion, they
devised two sets of simulations. In one set, there were lifabl@ advantageous mutations, ac-
cessible at a rate dfo—® each. In the other set, there was a single mutation of the sffiee,
accessible at a rate @ x 108, The explicit difference between these sets of simulatisiise
number of steps to the fitness peak, but an additional, impliference is that the set with 12
beneficial mutations runs for more generations. Therefagee mutators are created in that set of
simulations. Now, ISLA predicts tha?;, depends only on the advantageous mutatais, and
that therefore the two simulations should result in the s&ng In seeming contrast, they found
the “frequency of mutator fixation” to equal approximatelyfor the first situation and approxi-
mately zero for the second. This observation led them toladechat mutators succeed because
of their advantage in rapidly creating genomes which carujtiple beneficial mutations, which
is fundamentally different from our conceptual picture. YWepose that this simulation finding
might be explained by the simple background effect that fareimutators are created en route to
acquiring12 beneficial mutations than to acquiring a single beneficiaiaton. ISLA completely
neglects multiple beneficial mutations, and its succesth bear the peak (Fig.4) and far from it
(Fig[3), suggests that the multiple mutations effect paa}nbbyJENALLLQN_e_E 1999) in fact

plays a very minor role in mutator fixation. However, it stibbke noted that we did not investigate

cases where the mutatorfevoredand only a single beneficial mutant is available. It couldHzee t
case that multiple beneficial mutations in the same genomégslicitly important in that they
are what allows the mutator to overcome competition withrdwylpe beneficial mutations. This

hypothesis should be explored in future work.

Whereas ENAILLON et all (1999) focused almost exclusively on stochastic simutatiovork

bylANDRE and GODELLE (2006) relies almost exclusively on analytic methods. Imkabat bears

many similarities to ours, ADRE and GODELLE (2006) studied, mostly via an analytic approach,

the long term trajectory of mutation rate evolution. A kegight of theirs is that, in a finite asexual

population, the frequency of a mutator undergoes strongutions, with values covering the
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entire range from zero initially to one upon a selective gn@ea linked locus. Thus, they point out

that studies which assume that mutators are rare duringa#érgtions, either because of infinite

population sizel (EIGH JR, 11970) or sexual recombinationddNSON, [11999a), are qualitatively

different than finite asexual populations.NBRE and GDELLE (2006) remedy this problem by

calculating thefixation probabilityof an initially rare mutator. We now briefly summarize their
method of solution and show that, with minor modificatiortatresponds to th& ;. — oo limit of
our results. In what follows, we take some liberty in chaggdimeir notation and using continuous
time.

Their initial condition is identical to ours: a clonal poptibn is seeded with a small number of

otherwise identical mutators. They then temporarily ignbbeneficial mutations and analyze how

the expectechumber of mutators changes with time. In agreement wWitANSON (1999b), they

find that after a waiting time/ s, the mutator subpopulation declines exponentially,kg:(t)] =

x,e”mr—r-)(1=ee)(t=1/5) They then construct their key equations (their Eq. 19)

GPalt) = (1= Prult) = Pu(9) - N 2 - Ela(0)
GPo(®) = (1= Pralt) = Pou(t)) - Niis - 5= - (1= Bl (o)

We have written these equations in a somewhat peculiar walyreplaced their symbdt with

N s in order to facilitate translating between our notation #melrs. These equations are very
similar to ISLA in that they represent the instantaneoudifixeof beneficial mutations which orig-
inate from a time dependent mutator subpopulation. Howeliere are two disturbing features
about these equations. First, they assume that the onle cdusutator extinction is beneficial
mutations in the wild-type background. In fact, mutatosoddecome extinct due to (i) their muta-
tional load and (ii) random drift. In their equatiorfsjz(¢)] declines exponentially, but erroneously,
this decline does not contribute %,,,. Both (i) and (ii) cause an overestimate®yf,. The second

disturbing feature of these equations is the appearancgettation values on the RHS. With this

move, ANDRE and GODELLE (2006) replaced the random variablg) with its mean value, which

is a very substantive approximation. The distribution @ is in fact diffusing, i.e. random drift is
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in fact occurring. Nevertheless, we expect that their regméation ofc(¢) as a deterministic quan-
tity to be approximately valid when the timescale of thigudfon is slower than the timescales due
to mutation and selection. Unlike our approach, theirs oaguantify when it is safe to neglect
random drift. Looking back to E.6, we see that the diffugivecess, i.e. random drift, can be
neglected wheV . (1 — a.) > 1 and N?ura.s > 1. It just so happens that these criteria will

often be met in microbial populations.

We now explicitly demonstrate some important parallelsdeen our work and that of 'DRE and GODELL

2006) in the largeV limit. Since, in our model, deleterious mutations are agngjras advanta-

geous ones, the best comparison is made with their “rubyamuhbish” hypothesis. The relevant

solution is their Eq.A5

N,[LOéeS M+
Ptip = T, — — 17
f t 1— (1 — N,uaes) e~ (b —p-)(1—ae) I ( )

Simplifying the denominator by takingp [— 1y — p—)(1 — ae)] = 1 — (uy — p—)(1 — ) and
neglecting the term- N i sy, we recover our largd/ . result from ISLA (Ed.IB). The neglected
term inflates the value oy, and is a result of these authors not treating extinctioh@hutator
due to its mutational load. This has important consequeincele next topic.

Long term mutation rate evolution: Although our work primarily addresses the plain issue
of calculatingP;;,, we briefly contemplate implications for the more grand ¢joesof long term
mutation rate evolution.

leonw 1S Proportional to the rate of sweepdhus far we have considered selective sweeps to
be initiated byde novobeneficial mutations. Let us now briefly apply our resultshe tase

where sweeps are instead triggered by an environment tlaigels at raté{. This merely re-

quires transcribingV ia.s <+ K. Followingl ANDRE and GODELLE (2006) we expand the fixation

probability (Eq.1YV) in powers of,, — 1 and denote the first order coefficient in this series by

Sel(u_). The roots ofSel(;_) give the “convergence stable resident mutation rate.” ¢ &igl13,

we find pteon, = K/(1 — a,) ~ K, which is the classical result AiIGH JR, 1970). Using EQ.17,

ANDRE and GODELLE (2006) find a qualitatively different result,,,, = —2——, which di-

hal=VAN

verges ag< — 1. The reason for this discrepancy is thatBRE and GODELLE (2006) did not
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allow for extinction due to the mutational load. ISLA natilyaccounts for these extinction events
and leads to the classical result. However, ISLA approx@sdeleterious mutations as being lethal,
whereas these authors also treated the more realisticatioa-tase. It may be possible to demon-
strate, via further analysis, the claim that non-lethaétigious mutants cauge,,,, to diverge for

some parameter values.

Equilibrium mutation rateMWe find thatSel(p—) = i% whereas ADRE and GODELL
2006) findSel(p_) = - 201 4 1 — a,. Our expression indicates that there are no equilib-

rium mutation rates: for all._, weak mutators are favored whenp(Ns + 1) ~ Na.s > 1 and
disfavored in the opposite case. This threshold is cleargreement with our Hd.7. Thus, as far
as ISLA is concerned, populations withe,. s < 1 should continually evolve toward the minimum
attainable mutation rate. On the other hand, populatiotis Wi.s > 1 should evolve an ever
higher mutation rate. Our expression féxi (1. ) is clearly inaccurate for very small_ (because
random drift dominates in that regime) and also for verydarg (since our simulations show that
there is a maximum mutation rate that can achieve fixation).

Limitations of Present Work: Real biological populations possess many features that thi
article either neglects or severely constrains. We nowflriéscuss the most striking limitations.

Initial Conditions: Both ISLA and our simulations suppose that “initially” allemmbers of the
population have the same fitness. If this assumption is sk mutators arise randomly in a
population with pre-existing fithess variation, this mighbt to decrease mutator success: unless the
mutator happens to emerge from the fittest subclass of thelgtoqm, the advantageous mutations
it generates will already be present in more abundant ssetawvhich could out-compete the rare
mutator. This point is especially relevant since, in comEalSLA to experiment, we essentially
assumed that each mutator that arose during the course ekxpleeiments did so in a population
consisting of a single fitness value.

Strict Asexuality:Our simulations and ISLA do not allow any mechanisms of fwnial gene
transfer or recombination. These events would decouplatmuglleles from the advantageous
mutations that they generated, and thereby result in signifiy decreased mutator success. This

effect is especially important since some genes assocrdtbch mutator phenotype also exhibit
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hyper-recombination (BNAMUR and MATIC, 2006).

Simple Fitness Landscap@ur simulations assume that mutations all fall into one oé¢h
classes: lethal, beneficial with effe¢ts, or deleterious with effect-s. As mentioned previously,

and discussed in Supplementary Information, it may be tnag in large populations, beneficial

mutations of a fixed size@are the ones that typically reach appreciable frequene®r@sH and LENSKI,

1998;| DEsAl et all, |2007; HHGRENESset all, I2006). However, this simplification is certainly not

possible when considering deleterious mutants, whosekdisbn is likely complicated and bi-

modal, with many mutations being nearly neutral and manydleithal (EYRE-WALKER and KEIGHTLEY.

2007). Fid.Y suggests that increasing the strength ofet@ets mutations has effects only at large

p+/s, where it increases both the peak valueSgfand the valug:, /s at which the peak oc-
curs. Along these lines, a simulation model that includethascof weakly deleterious mutations
would likely continue this trend. This would delay the ladjecrepancy between the simulations

and ISLA until even larger:.. /s. This issue could help to explain the previously mentioresd f

that . in experiments of SIEGowskI et all (1997) seem very close to the maximum allowable

value. Including mildly deleterious mutations would alsolpng the lifetime of genomes which

carry them. In this case, it might be necessary to incorpadime delay before these deleterious

mutations are “enforced,” along the lines explored byNSON (1999b).

Suggestions for further research: This article leaves many questions unanswered, but also
points to interesting theoretical and experimental oppuoties.

Theoretical directionsA satisfactory analytic description of our stochastic dettions remains
incomplete. Two key issues remain unresolved. First, we aaunderstand the mechanism by

which mutators continue to succeed when faced with intengational competition from the wild-

type background (Figl6). Our work and thatloNBRE and GODELLE (2006) both imply that

mutations in wild-type backgrounds should become impomdren Na,.s ~ p./p_, but this is
not borne out in the simulations unlests “sufficiently large.” Secondly, it is clear that ISLA fail
to match simulations when the mutation rate is very ldige o, )i, = s. Quantifying the success
of mutators in this regime is especially relevant to studideng term mutation rate evolution.

Another issue that we did not address is the full dynamics affator fixation. Our analytic
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results are mostly derived from E§.6, which is relevant ® ¢kientual fate of mutators. An ap-
proximate solution to the time dependent forward diffugigq(4), withu_ = 0, is given in Sup-
plementary Information. This solution provides some dyiairinformation, but, like the entire
ISLA approach, it assumes that selective sweeps occuniasteously. In this sense, Ey.4 predicts
incorrect dynamics. Furthermore, we showed that mutatooess is compactly represented by an
effective selection coefficient,. For simple advantageous mutantscontains information not
only aboutP;, but also about the average dynami¢s(t)) ~ ¢ when rare. Perhaps that is the
case with mutators as well.

Experimental ideasOur work shows that, in most regimeBy;, is not explicitly frequency
dependent. Rathef;;, depends on the initiahumberof mutantsNz,. This scaling behavior
could be tested experimentally. Suppose that competitiperaments in a chemostat carrying a
population of sizeV; showed that, when the initial frequency of mutators excdedéhreshold
value ofz;, mutator achieved fixation with a high probability. One a@bdecrease the population
size toN, and again inoculate with mutators at a frequency0fOur results predict that mutators

would not achieve fixation in this case becauég:; is less than the threshold numbErz;. In

fact, very similar experiments were recently performed IByQuAT et al. (2006), which support

the notion thaf;;, scales withVz, and not withz,, alone. However, these competition experiments
were done under a lethal selective pressure, which selémtgue-exiting resistant mutants. Here
we propose competitions between initially isogenic (asiden the mutator allele) mutator and
wild-type strains adapting to a new environment. In additmthis scaling behavior, ISLA predicts
a testable value for this threshold that differs signifigaffom the frequency dependent picture
represented by Hd.1. These ideas are presented [ Fig.8.

It would also be interesting to experimentally investigdie decline in mutator success seen

for very large mutation rates when — a.)u. ~ s. As mentioned previously, during the first

few thousand generations of experiment owskl et all (1997),Na.s ~ 1.1. The reason

why no mutators achieved fixation after the fitt 000 generations could be that this parameter

decreased below the threshold value of one during the caidrge evolution. A similar effect

was previously discussed byEiSSLERand LEVINE (1998). An alternative explanation is that
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was near the theoretical maximufh — a.)u; ~ 1 suggested from our simulations. As noted

bylGERRISH et al. (2007), once could test these competing explanations hydiog several new

lineages with a clone from of one of the mutator populati@msl growing these mutator lineages
in a novel environment. The new environment should be onehiclwNa,.s > 1. If no “double

mutators” arose, then the hypothesis of a maximum allowatigation rate would be supported.
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