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Abstract

In evolutionary games the fithess of individuals is not cansbut depends on the rela-
tive abundance of the various strategies in the populati@mme we study general games
amongn strategies in populations of large but finite size. We ex@kinchastic evolution-
ary dynamics under weak selection, but for any mutation e analyze the frequency
dependent Moran process in well-mixed populations, bubatndentical results are found
for the Wright-Fisher and Pairwise Comparison processariSingly simple conditions
specify whether a strategy is more abundant on averagelthgror than another strategy,
in the mutation-selection equilibrium. We find one conditkhat holds for low mutation
rate and another condition that holds for high mutation. ratenear combination of these
two conditions holds for any mutation rate. Our resultsvaliocomplete characterization
of n x n games in the limit of weak selection.
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1 Introduction

Evolutionary game theory is the study of frequency dependelection (May-
nard Smith and Price, 1973; Maynard Smith, 1982; Hofbaudr&igmund, 1998,
2003; Nowak and Sigmund, 2004). The individuals of a popaiatan adopt one
of several strategies, which can be seen as genotypes avtgpesn. The payoff for
each strategy is a linear function of the relative frequesdf all strategies. The
coefficients of this linear function are the entries of thggfamatrix. Payoff is
interpreted as fitness: individuals reproduce at ratesateproportional to their
payoff. Reproduction can be genetic or cultural.
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Evolutionary game theory provides a theoretical foundeta understanding hu-
man and animal behavior (Schelling, 1980; Maynard SmitB21&udenberg and
Tirole, 1991; Binmore, 1994; Aumann and Maschler, 1995; &slson, 1997). Ap-
plications of evolutionary game theory include games amangses (Turner and
Chao, 1999, 2003) and bacteria (Kerr et al., 2002) as welloas pparasite inter-
actions (Nowak and May, 1994). Cellular interactions wittlie human body can
also be evolutionary games. As an example we mention theatmebwveen the im-
mune system and virus infected cells (Nowak et al., 1991; Bfay Nowak, 1995;
Bonhoeffer and Nowak, 1995). The ubiquity of evolutionaaye dynamics is not
surprising, because evolutionary game theory provideslg eeneral approach to
evolutionary dynamics (Nowak, 2006). There is also an exjeice between fun-
damental equations of ecology (May, 1973) and those of éeolary game theory
(Hofbauer and Sigmund, 1998).

Let us consider a game withstrategies. The payoff values are given byithe n
payoff matrix A = [a;;]. This means that an individual using strategyeceives
payoffa;; when interacting with an individual that uses stratgglfor understand-
ing a game it is useful to explore whether any of the strategie Nash equilibria
(Nash, 1950; Maynard Smith, 1982; Taylor and Jonker, 19%8s€nan, 1992).
Strategyk is a strict Nash equilibrium it > a; for all i # k. Strategyk is a
Nash equilibrium ifa,, > a;, for all i. Another useful concept is that of an evolu-
tionarily stable strategy (ESS) (Maynard Smith and Pri&%,31 Maynard Smith,
1982, 1974). Strategyis ESS if either (Y, > ag, or (i) ag, = ay, andag; > aj;
holds for alli # k. We have the following implications: & is a strict Nash equilib-
rium thenitis an ESS; ik is an ESS then it is a Nash equilibrium. Both Nash and
ESS, however, give conditions on whether a strategy, whigildyed by the ma-
jority of players, outperforms all other strategies. Hetiey identify the ‘favored’
strategy based on its performance at large frequencies.

The traditional approach to evolutionary game dynamics weall-mixed popu-
lations of infinite size. In this case the deterministic setagn dynamics can be
described by the replicator equation, which is an ordindffgre@ntial equation de-
fined on the simpleX,, (Taylor and Jonker, 1978; Weibull, 1995). Many interest-
ing properties of this equation are described in the book dfpeluer and Sigmund
(1998).

More recently there have been efforts to study evolutiorgagne dynamics in
populations of finite size (Riley, 1979; Schaffer, 1988; Han et al., 1993; Kan-
dori and Rob, 1995; Fogel et al., 1998; Ficici and PollaclkQ®@&chreiber, 2001;
Nowak et al., 2004; Taylor et al., 2004; Wild and Taylor, 20T4aulsen et al.,
2005). For finite populations a stochastic description tessary. Of particular in-
terest is the fixation probability of a strategy (Nowak et2004; Antal and Scheur-
ing, 2006; Lessard and Ladret, 2007): the probability theihgle mutant strategy
overtakes a homogeneous population which uses anothtagstravhen only two
strategies are involved, the strategy with higher fixatiombpbility is considered



to be more ‘favored’ by selection. We can take a game sfrategies and analyze
all pairwise fixation probabilities to find which stratege® favored by selection
(Imhof and Nowak, 2006). This concept, in some way, compshedegies at all

relative frequencies during the fixation process, as oppts¢he Nash and ESS
conditions.

The study of fixation probabilities, however, is only corsilee for small mutation
rates, which means most of the time all players use the saateg@y. In this paper,
we propose a more general way of identifying the strategyt fiavsred by selec-
tion: it is the strategy with the highest average frequendpé long time average.
For brevity we call throughout this paper the average fraqueof a strategy in
the stationary state igbundanceThe criteria for higher abundance can be used
for arbitrary mutation rates. Moreover, for small mutatrates this criteria can be
formulated in terms of pairwise fixation probabilities.

In particular, we focus on stochastic evolutionary dynanmcpopulations of finite
size N, although for simplicity we shall consider the large (buit 8hite) popula-
tion size limit. Evolutionary updating occurs accordinghe frequency dependent
Moran process (Nowak et al., 2004; Taylor et al., 2004), betwright Fisher pro-
cess (Imhof and Nowak, 2006) and the Pairwise Comparisoreps(Szabo and
Toke, 1998; Traulsen et al., 2007) are also discusseddtadslof these processes
are explained in the next sections. In addition, we assumueirtkdividuals repro-
duce proportional to their payoffs but subject to mutatiathyrobability . > 0.
With probability 1 — « the imitator (or offspring) adopts the strategy of the tesch
(or parent); with probability: one of then strategies is chosen at random.

We study the case of weak selection. For the frequency depé¢mdoran process,
the payoff of strategy is given by f; = 1 + dm;, which is the baseline payoff,
1, plus the payoffr; of strategy: obtained in the games, weighted by the inten-
sity of selections > 0. Weak selection means < 1/N. In this case, although
the frequencies of the strategies can widely fluctuate i tiatl strategies have
approximately the same abundance (average frequehy)in the stationary dis-
tribution of the mutation-selection process. We are irgiee in the deviation from
this uniform distribution. To calculate this deviation wgeua perturbation theory
in the selection strengtla, Here we follow the methods developed in Antal et al.
(2008) for studying two strategies in a phenotype spacdufetion studies can
also be found in Rousset (2004) for subdivided populations.

In this paper we study-strategy games in a well mixed population/éfplayers.
We consider that selection favors a strategy if its abuneldacerage frequency)
exceedd /n. Conversely, selection opposes a strategy, if its abured&riess than
1/n. We establish the following results. For low mutation proitity (v < 1/N),



we find that selection favors strategyf

1 n
Ly = o Z(akk + api — aip — ag) > 0. (1)

i=1

For high mutation probability.( > 1/N), selection favors strategyif

1 n n
n_ Z Z (ar; — aiz) > 0. (2)

For arbitrary mutation probability the general express$wrselection to favor strat-
egykis

L + NuHj > 0. (3)
Strategyk is more abundant than strategy

Ly + NuH, > L; + NuH; . 4)

All these results hold for large but finite population sizes< N < 1/§. They
allow a complete characterization ofx n games in the limit of weak selection.
The equilibrium frequencies of each strategy are also givéime paper.

We can gain some qualitative understanding of our low (1) kgt (2) mutation
rate results. For low mutation rates, most of the time, alypts use the same
strategy until another strategy takes over. There are awdystrategies involved
in a takeover. A singlé-player fixates in all-players with a higher probability
than a single-player intok-players, ifay, + ar; — a; — a;; > 0 (Nowak, 2006).
For only two strategies present, a higher fixation probibitir £ means that it is
more abundant. Hence stratefys the most abundant among all strategies if it
fixates well against all strategies, which then explaingesgon (1). Conversely,
for high mutation rates the frequencies of all strategiescose tol/n all the
time. Hence the payoff of strategdyis roughly f, = 1+ (§/n) >°,_; ax;. One has
to compare this payoff to the average payoff of the poputatign) Y-, f;, which
leads to expression (2).

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section€derive the general
conditions for strategy abundance for any mutation ratesti@ 3 provides three
concrete examples. Possible extensions of our methoddogsselection, more
general mutation rates, the Wright-Fisher and the Pair@m@parison processes
are discussed in Section 4. We summarize our results inddesti

2 Perturbation method

Let us consider a well mixed population &fplayers. Each of them plays one of the
n > 2 strategies. The state of the system is described by-tienensional column



vectorX, whereX; is the number of players using strategyl he frequencies of
strategies are = X /N. The payoff matrix is given by the x n matrix A = [a;;],
wherea;; is the payoff of an-player playing against gplayer. The payoff of an
individual using strategyis f;, and the column vectdris given byf = 1 + jAx.
Hered > 0 is the selection strength, ard = 1 (for all 7) is the baseline payoff.
The termAX /N = Ax in the player’s payoff stands for the average contribution
from all other players through the game. We included se#raxttion here, since
it does not make a difference in the largelimit. The total payoff of the whole
population isF" = XTf = N(1 + /xT Ax). We assume weak selection throughout
this paper, by which we mean tha¥v < 1. The need for such weak selection (as
opposed t@ < 1) shall become clear at the end of this section.

The dynamics of the system is given by the frequency depémdi@mmn process. In
each time step a randomly chosen individual is replaced lmpg of an individual
chosen with probability proportional to its payoff. The sgfing inherits the par-
ent’s strategy with probability — «, or adopts a random strategy with probability
u > 0.

We shall show below that the condition for stratégyo be more abundant than
the averagé /n is equivalent to having a positive average change of itaueaqy
during a single update step. Hence we start deriving thisrlguantity. In state,
the average number of offspring (fithess) ok-glayer due to selection is;, =
1—1/N + fx/F.We also included the parent among the offspring, whichaérpl
the leading 1 on the right hand side. The terh/N describes its random death,
while the termf, / F' stands for the proliferation proportional to payoff. Bo# 0,
the fitness can be written as

wr =14+ 6N [(Ax), — xT Ax] + O(5*N ™), (5)

In one update step, the frequencykeplayers changes on average due to selection
by
A = zpwp, — 2 = A2V [1 4+ O(9)), (6)

where the first derivative with respectdas

Ax,(j) = N7 'z [(Ax), — x" Ax]. (7)

The state of the systenX, changes over time due to selection and mutation. In the
stationary state of the Moran process we find the systemt&Xtaith probability
Ps(X). This stationary probability distribution is the eigeni@cwith the largest
eigenvalue of the stochastic transition matrix of the sysfgan Kampen, 1997).
The elements of the transition matrix dependdoanly throughf = 1 + O(9).
Note that there is n@V dependence in the correction term, since bAtkand x

are independent a¥. Consequently, the stationary probabilities are contirsuet

d = 0, and we can write them a&;(X) = Ps_o(X)[1 + O(9)] for any stateX.



Hence by averagind.z;®! in the stationary state, in the leading orded ine obtain

(Azs; =3 Ar (X)) = 0Y At P_o(X) x [1+ O(8)]. (8)
X X

Thus, we can describe the stationary state of the systermfall § by using the
stationary distribution in the absence of selectibs; 0. Since the correction term
is independent ofV, the above formula remains valid even in the large popuiatio
size limit. Using expression (7) fahz'", the average change due to selection in
the leading order can be written as

(Axi™s = SN Ny [(AX), — XTAX]>
= 5N‘1(Zakj<xkxj> - Zaij<xkxixj>), ©)

i.j
where(-) denotes the average in the neutral stationary siate().

So far we have only considered selection. By taking into antmutation as well,
the expected total change of frequency in sidteuring one update step can be

written as 1
Arf = a1 —u) + 1 (5 - m) - (10)

The first term on the right hand side describes the changeeinlikence of muta-
tion, which happens with probability— «. The second term stands for the change
due to mutation, which happens with probabilityin this latter case the frequency
xy increases byl /nN due to the introduction of a random type, and decreases
by = /N due to random death. In the stationary state the averagect@nge of

the frequency is zergAz;**)s = 0, that is selection and mutation are in balance.
Hence by averaging (10) we obtain the abundance (averagesiney) in the sta-
tionary state expressed by the average change due to splasti

1 1—u

() = - + N (Ax5s . (12)

We emphasize that this relationship is valid at any intgrsitselection, although
we are going to use it only in the weak selection limit. Fror)(it follows that the
condition{x)s > 1/n isin fact equivalent to

(A5 >0 . (12)

That is, for strategyt to be more abundant than the average, the change due to
selection must be positive in the stationary state. Hereeieaclaimed, instead of
computing the mean frequency, we can now concentrate orvérage change (9)
during a single update step.

To evaluate (9) we need to calculate averages of the farm;) and (zz;x;).
Since in the neutral stationary state all players are etpntaexchanging indexes
does not affect the averages. For exampler;) = (z3z3), and (r1zx0) =



(r1x373). By taking into account these symmetries, only six diff¢rerages ap-
pear in (9)

) =
(r121) = (x3;)
<.I'1Jj‘2> = <.TZ.CL’J>
(r170121) = (T30575) (13)
(T12979) = (Ti7575)
(r12003) = (i)

forall k # i # j # k. Equation (9) then takes the form
NS HAZM s = (m1z)ars, + (T122) D agi — (v12121 ) gy
iitk
— (T1T9x2) > (ki + @y + a) — (T13273) Y ;.
i,ik i,j
kit itk

(14)

Note that(x;xox3) is not defined for = 2, but in that case the last sum in (14) is
zero anyway. Hence the following derivation is valid evervfo= 2. By removing
the restrictions from the summations in (14), we can regeahis expression into

N Az s = akk((xlxl) — (z122) — (m12121) + 3{T12222) — 2(x1x2x3))
t (2122) Y ags + ((212203) — (212922) ) D (ari + s + az)

;
— (z12973) Z ai; -
4,J

(15)

Let us now interpret these average quantities. We dr@hayers at random from
the population in the neutral stationary state, and defjrees the probability that

all of them have the same strategy. We have = n~! because under neutrality

a player had /n chance of having strategy one outrofpossibilities. Moreover,
we have(z,r,) = son~!, because the first player has strategy one with probability
1/n and the second player uses the same strategy with progabiliSimilarly
(ryz171) = s3n~! holds. The remaining averages that appear in (15) can bewrit
as

(T122) = ((1 = Z T;)12) = (71) — (v171) — (0 — 2)(0172)

(r12979) = ((1 — 2;; x;)Too) = (wyw1) — (T11171) — (N — 2)(T12979)

(T1mazs) = (1= D xy)maws) = (2122) — 2(x12222) — (n — 3)(T12273)

2<i<n

where we used the normalization conditipnz; = 1, and the symmetry relations



(13). Thus, we can express all the averages in (13) in terroslgftwo probabili-
ties,s, andss

() =
(z121) %
) =
<$1$1$1> % (16)
n
(5y095) = 1 — 359 4 253
! nin—1)(n—-2)"

We note again that for. = 2 the last expression is ill defined, but it is not needed
in that case.

Up to this point everything was calculated for finite Although further discussion
for finite IV is possible, it becomes quite unwieldy; hence for simpliaié consider
only the largeN limit from here on. In Appendix A we calculate the valuessgf
andss for N > 1, which are given by (A.3) and (A.7), respectively. By sutoging
these expressions into (16) we arrive at

(v121) = n(2+ p)(n + p)C

(w122) = p(2 + p)nC
(T1z121) = (n+ p)(2n + p)C 17)
(T12972) = M(n +p1)C
<$1562$3> =

whereC' = [Nn?(1+ p)(2+ p)]~! andp = Nu is the rescaled mutation rate. With
these correlations, (15) takes the form

Axselé
<CI}> = pn’ap; + p(2 + p)n Zakz MnZ(aki+&ii+aik)—M22azj,

where rearranging the terms leads to

(Azi)

s 2 = ,u2<n2aki — Zaij> + MnZ(akk + i — @i, — ).
i ij i




By defining

1
Ly, = - > (awk + ar; — ax — ai)

L (18)
Hy = ﬁ Z(aki - aij),
2¥)
we finally arrive at our main result
op (L H

AN+ )2+ p)

This expression is valid in the limit of large populationesix’ > 1, for weak
selectionNé§ < 1, with © = Nu being constant. Condition (12) for strategyo
be more abundant than the averdge is simply L, + ©H, > 0 as we already
announced in (3). In the low mutation limit (— 0) the condition for abundance
becomes., > 0, while in the high mutation limitg — oo) itis H, > 0. As a
consequence of (11), strategys more abundant than strategf L+ Hy, > L;+
wH;. Note that any finite mutation probability corresponds to the high mutation
rate limit — oo for our N — oo limit.

By substituting (19) into (11) we obtain the abundancesrgye frequencies) in
the weak selection stationary state

Lk—FNqu

(14 Nu)(2+ Nu) (20)

<$k>5=% 1+6N(1 - u)

This expression becomes exact in the— oo, No — 0 limit, if Nu = p is kept
constant. It becomes clear at this point, that although viewseds < 1 to derive
(19), we actually needN < 1 to have frequencies close t@n in (20).

2.1 Special case: Two strategies

For only two strategiesi= 2) the general formula (19) leads to

ou

<A$§Ol>6 = m(

a1 + ajg — ag; — ag2). (21)

The peculiarity of the two strategy case is that the conditay higher abundance
(mean frequency) (12) of strategy one

a1 + ajg — ag — agy >0 (22)

does not depend on the mutation probabilityt has been shown in (Antal et al.,
2009) that very similar conditions hold for finite populatisize. With self interac-
tion we obtain the same result, but when self interactioxedueled, the condition



becomes

(a11 + Q19 — Q91 — agg)N —2a11 + 2a99 > 0 (23)
This condition does not depend on the mutation probahiligjther. Moreover, the
above conditions are also valid for arbitrary strength técten for a general class
of models, in particular for the Moran model with exponengayoff functions
or for the Pairwise Comparison process (Antal et al., 208®}e that this law is
well known for several models in tHew mutation ratdimit (Kandori et al., 1993;
Nowak et al., 2004).

2.2 Low mutation rates

There is an intimate relationship between our conditiomshfgh abundance and
fixation probabilities for low mutation rates < 1. In this limit, most of the time
all players follow the same strategy, and rarely a singleamiLtakes over the entire
homogeneous population (fixates). During fixation only twpets of players are
present. The fixation probability;; is the probability that a singléplayer over-
takes a population of-players. Hence we have effectivelystates of pure strate-
gies, where a state of pure strategghanges to a state of pure stratégst rate

fipiz /.

Let us first considen = 2 strategy games, where we label the two strategids as
andi. In the stationary state there are rare transitions betyweeak-player and
purei-player states, antcy)pi. = (z;)pr; With (zx) + (z;) = 1. Hence we can
write . N

() = 5 |1+ 5 (i = o) (24)
since all fixation probabilities are/ N in the leading order of. On the other hand,
the abundance (20) for two strategies and low mutationsrbeso

1 N
=—(1+—=6L 2
(k) 2(+25k) (25)
Consequently, we can express, as

o

§<akk + Qi — Qi — Qi) = Pri — Pik- (26)

This equality can also be derived independently from thetesapression of the
fixation probability (Nowak et al., 2004)

Pki = % 1+ %V(akk + 2ay; — a — 2a;;) (27)

For n strategies, by using (1) and (26), we can exptssvith pairwise fixation
probabilities ad., = (2/dn)>"; pri — pix- The conditionl, > 0 for strategyk to

10



be more abundant than'n can be written as
Z Pki > Z Pik (28)

This condition can be interpreted as follows: stratégy more abundant tharyn

in the low mutation rate limit if the average fixation proldéiiof a singlek-player

into other pure strategy states is larger than the averagggdixprobability of other
strategies into a pure strategypopulation. For these averages we take all strategies
with the same weights.

3 Examples

Here we provide three applications of our results for thtestesgy games. First in
3.1 we study the effect of Loners on Cooperators and Defecidren in 3.2 we
show how mutation alone can make a strategy more abundawatlyFin 3.3 we
study the repeated Prisoner’s Dilemma game.

3.1 Cooperators, Defectors, Loners

To see the difference between our weak selection and aitnaalitgame-theoretic
approach, let us consider the following example. We statt aiPrisoner Dilemma
game between cooperatod @nd defectorsIp), given by the payoff matrix

C D
C (10 1
ol ) @

Clearly, defectors dominate cooperators, so we expectifattors are more abun-
dant in a stationary state. Indeed, from condition (22) wiaiob

a1 + gz — agp — G = —2 < 0. (30)
Thus strategyD is more abundant thahfor any mutation rate.

Surprisingly, the introduction of loner<}, which do not participate in the game
(Hauert et al., 2002), can dramatically change the balastedenC andD. Con-
sider the following game:

C DL
C /10 1 0
D(ll 2 o). (31)
£\0o 0 0

11



Loners are dominated by cooperators and defectors. Eltrnmaf the dominated
strategy( leads to a game betweérandD, in whichD is winning. Thus, standard
game theoretic arguments predict that stratBgy the most abundant. However,
these arguments fail for weak selection, where it is not ghaiw know that a
strategy dominates another, but also how strong this dorm@s. In pairwise in-
teractions, the advantage®bver L is significantly larger than that @ overL as
can be seen from the matrices:

C L D L
C (10 0 D(2 0
£<0 o) L(O 0)' (32)
This advantage af can overcompensate the disadvantage it has agairtsiere-
fore the abundance @fcan be the highest.

Indeed, the relevant quantities for low mutation rates are

4
2, Lp=— and L, =—4. (33)

Le =
Thus, bothC andD have larger abundance than the neutral val(g But since
Le > Lp, strategyC has the highest abundance. The introduction of loners sause
the reversal of abundance betweeandD when the mutation rates are small. In
other words we can say the loners favor cooperators.

For high mutation rates the relevant quantities are

Hence, according to (3), bothandD have an abundance larger thifs for any
mutation rate. For high mutation rates, however, sifige< Hp, strategyD be-
comes the most abundant. In fa€tis the most abundant for < p* = 2, butitis
D for > .

3.2 Reversing the ranking of strategies by mutation

As a second example, we address the game

S1 Sy 53
Si/1 0 13
g(o A8 |, (35)
Ss\0 7 9

where ) is a free parameter. For < 7, Sy is dominated byS;. Moreover, S,
dominatesSs, andS; and S, are bistable. Thus, classical game theoretic analysis

12
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L x1>1/3>x3>x2
x1>x3>1/3>x2 x3>x1>‘/3>x2
| | | | |
0.01 0.1 1 10 100

Mutation Rate p

Fig. 1. Strategy abundance (mean frequency) in the gama biv¢he payoff matrix (35).
Colored lines show the critical conditions under which oh¢he three strategies exceeds
an abundance df/3. For small mutation rates) is favored overSs, but for large mutation
rate,Ss is favored ovelS; . All three strategies have equal abundance at the intéysautt
all boundaries.

shows that fon\ < 7, all players should choos® . It turns out that this state is also
the only stable fixed point of the replicator equation fot: 7.

However, the above reasoning does not apply for weak setedthe relevant quan-
tities for low mutation rates are

6— A 20 —9 3—A
Li=— Lo = Lo=_""
1 3 2 3 and 3 3 (36)
and for high mutation rates they are
4 -\ 2\ — 14 10— A
Hl - T, H2 - 9 5 and H3 - OT (37)

Thus, we expect thresholds where the abundance of a stratesged /3 at A = 3,

A = 4.5, and)\ = 6 for small mutation rates and at= 4, A\ = 7, and\ = 10

for high mutation rates. For each mutation rate and eaclewaly, our conditions
determine the order of strategies. Fig. 1 shows the chantiesé thresholds with
the mutation rate. There are six possibilities for ordedfitpese three strategies. In
each of these cases, there can be one or two strategies vaittuadance larger than
1/3. Therefore, there are2 ways for ordering the strategies relativel{. In this
concrete example, all of thege regions can be obtained by varying the parameter
A and the mutation ratg. For example if we fix\ = 4.6, just by changing the
rescaled mutation rate, we obtain six different orderirfgh® strategies relative to

13
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Mutation Rate p

Fig. 2. Simulation results for strategy abundances as diumof the rescaled mutation
ratey, = Nu in the game of payoff matrix (35), at = 4.6. The population size i8 = 30
and the selection strengthds= 0.003, which meansVJ = 0.09. The solid lines are the
theoretical curves given by (20), and the dotted line marksatzerage abundantg¢3. The
intersections of the lines are located at the critical valgigen by (3) and (4). The highest
possible value of the mutation rate at this system size is 30, which corresponds to
mutation probabilityw = 1, where all densities are equal.

1/3, as one can see in Fig. 1.

In order to verify our results we performed simulations & koran model with the
payoff matrix (35), at\ = 4.6. In figure 2, we compare the simulated frequencies
of strategies to the theoretical frequencies given by (RBg.theory becomes exact
inthe N — oo, N§ — 0, andu = Nu constant limit. As shown in figure 2, already
at N = 30, ando = 0.003, which corresponds t&/6 = 0.09, we find an excellent
agreement with the theory.

3.3 Cooperators, Defectors, and Tit-for-Tat

As a third example, we discuss the interaction of ‘alwayspevate’ (AllC), ‘al-
ways defect’ (AlID), and ‘tit-for-tat’ (TFT) strategies ithe repeatedPrisoner’s
Dilemma game (Nowak and Sigmund, 1989; Imhof et al., 200&a¢hEpair of play-
ers playsn > 2 rounds. TFT follows its opponent strategy in the previousd
but cooperates in the first round. Acting as a cooperatosedst a player, but one
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(a) Low mutation rates (b) High mutation rates

TFT TFT

b _5m+1
¢ m-1

b 3m
C

m—1

b 5m + 1

¢ 2m-1)

b 3m+1 b 4m—1

c m—1 c m—1

2m + 1
m—1

b 2m+1

b
C

c m—1

b m+2

m—1 c m-—1

AlIC AlID AllIC AID

Fig. 3. Strategy abundance in the interaction between AID, and TFT in the probabil-
ity simplex Ss. Dark areas are inaccessible to the evolutionary dynarRied.lines show
thresholds where a strategy abundance cross&sthe thresholds are given in terms of
b/c. Blue lines depict thresholds where two strategy abundaacidentical. (a) For small
mutation rates, the abundance of AlIC is never abbi&and it is never greater than the
abundance of TFT. (b) For high mutation rates, the abundah&dC is abovel/3 in the
yellow shaded area, but again it never exceeds the abundanéd.

gets benefib from playing with a cooperator. Hence, the payoff matrixiiseg by
AllC AlID TFT
AlC [((b—c)m —em  (b—c)m

AID | bm 0 b | (38)
TFT\(b—c)m —c (b—c)m

For low mutation rates, the relevant quantities are

2cm

Lanc = — 3
—bm—1)4+c(Bm+1

Lyp = =D AEmE D (39)
b(m—1) —c(m+1)

Lrpr = 3 .

The most apparent consequence is that for low mutation categerators never
exceed the abundance ©of3. This is not surprising, since AlIC is a fairly dull
strategy: the mean AIID and the cleverer TFT is expected téopa better. As
we increase the benefit to cost rati@, the order of abundance of these strategies
change at several particular values. [%OK z—j} only the abundance of AlID is
larger thanl/3. For 2t < b < 2mtl the abundance of both AlID and TFT is

c m—1"1

abovel/3, with AlID still dominating TFT. For2 > 22l TET becomes more
abundant than AlID, fof > 2™tl the abundance of AlD drops beloly3, and for
b~ 2mtl it js even smaller than the abundance of AlIC.

[
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For high mutation rates, the relevant quantities are

b(m—1) —c(dm — 1)

Hane = 5
—2b(m — 1) +c(bm +1

Hap = (m )9 c5m + 1) (40)
bm—1) —c(m+2

gy = A=) el +2)

Surprisingly, now the abundance of AlIC can excé¢d for high mutation rates.
Again, as we increase the benefit to cost rafiq the abundances change order at
particularb/c values, which values are different for the high and low niatatate
limits. For high mutatlon rates, Whé?n< m+2 , only the abundance of AllD exceeds
1/3. For 22 < b < 2mtl giso the abundance of TFT is larger thai3, but does

not exceed the abundance of AlID. Rt < 2 < 2‘?m+1 AlID is less abundant

than TFT. At? = 5(m+1 the abundance of AIID drops belaly'3 and it becomes

identical to the abundance of AlIC 4t= 3. Finally, for ¢ > 22=1 even the
abundance of AlIC exceeds/3, but it always remains below the abundance of
TFT. The relations between the strategies and these tHdsstu@ depicted in Fig.
3.

The most interesting region gk > 4:] , Where the abundance of AlIC exceeds
1/3 (the yellow region in Fig 3b). ThIS is not possible for low ratibn rates. High
mutation rates and the TFT strategy can facilitate AlIC toréase its abundance
above average.

4 Outlook

In this section we discuss possible extensions and lirortatof our method. First
in 4.1 we address the strong selection limit. Then in 4.2 wesitter more general
mutation rates. Finally in 4.3 two alternative dynamicssitalied.

4.1 Strong selection

Can we say something without the weak selection assump#fiern?e mentioned
in Section 2.2, for only two strategies condition (19) isig/dbr any intensity of
selection in a wide class of models (Antal et al., 2009). Wealao argue that our
condition (2) is valid for very high mutation probabilitigsamely foru — 1, for
arbitrary strength of selection. In this case players paidom strategies most of
the time, hence the frequencies of all strategies are ctosgt This implies that
the payoff of ak-player is approximately, = (1/n) >, ax;, while the total payoff
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of the whole population iF" = (1/n)*Y; ; a;;. Strategyk performs better than
average wherf, > F, which is indeed our general condition for large mutation
rates (2). Since the system is almost neutral due to hightraotave hardly need to
assume anything about the dynamics. Note that 1 implies a stronger mutation
rate thanu — oo, since the latter corresponds to any fixed mutation proibghil
inthe N — oo limit.

The situation is more complex in the low mutation rate linoit &rbitrary strength
of selection. If the mutation rate is sufficiently small wen@ssume that there are at
most two strategies present in the system at any given tinngeffberg and Imhof,
2006). Then we can use the fixation probabilities, or thegdaV asymptotic val-
ues (Antal and Scheuring, 2006; Traulsen et al., 2006), asdribe the system
effectively as a Markov process enhomogeneous strategy states. This descrip-
tion, however, can lead to very different conditions foriary selection and for
weak selection. Note also that if two strategjesnd . tend to coexista;; < ax;
anda;; > ay, the time spent in the mixed strategy state is exponentaifye in/V
(Antal and Scheuring, 2006). Hence in this case, the effedfiarkov process de-
scription is only valid for extremely small mutation prolilétes © < eV, where

A is a constant.

4.2 More general mutation rates

Throughout this paper we have considered uniform mutatieash strategy mu-
tates with the same probabilityto a random strategy. In this section we extend
our method to a more general class of mutation rates. Fooumifutation rates
strategies have equal abundances in the absence of seJecttbwe have studied
the effect of selection on this uniform distribution. Corsay, for non-uniform
mutation rates strategies typically have different abumeda already in the absence
of selection. It can be still of interest to study whetheestgbn increases or de-
creases these neutral abundances. In principle the patiturliheory presented in
this paper can be repeated for general mutation probaisilithe discussion how-
ever becomes unwieldy.

Here we present an easy generalization to a specific classtafion rates. Imagine
that each player mutates with probabilitybut instead of uniformly adopting a new
strategy, it adopts strategywith probability p; > 0. We can approximate these
probabilities (up to arbitrary precision) by rational nuenbp; = m;/M, with
M =%, m;, and allm; > 1. Then instead of out-strategy game, we consider an
M-strategy game, where each original stratggy representedh, times. Instead
of the n x n payoff matrix, it is straightforward to construct tiié x M payoff
matrix, with which all our formulas (1), (2) or (3) automatlity apply.
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4.3 Alternative processes

Although we have focused on the Moran model in this papenmgbelts are almost
identical for the Wright-Fisher (W-F) process and for theRise Comparison pro-
cess. In the W-F model, each player of a new (non-overlapgiegeration chooses
a parent from the previous generation with probability (@blated as w.p.) propor-
tional to the parent’s payoff. The offspring inherits thegya’s strategy w.pl — u,
or adopts a random strategy w:p.

The expected number of offspring ofkaplayer in the next generation due to se-
lection isw, = Nfi/F, in a given state. In the weak selection limit— 0 it
becomes

wr =1+ 0[(Ax); — x" Ax]. (41)
This is the same as the analog expression (5) for the Moracepsp apart from
the extra/V factor. That/V factor is due to the definition of time: time is measured
in single player update steps in the Moran model, while inegations in the W-F
model. For the neutral correlations, the only differenceMeen the two models
in the largeN limit is that in the W-F model both linages can have mutations
each step. Hence all the neutral correlatisnands; are the same as in the Moran
model of appendix A, provided we uge= 2 Nu. ConsequentlyAx;?) s becomes
N times larger than for the Moran process (19), and 2N u.

Taking into account mutations as well, the expected totahgle of frequency in
one generation is

Azt = Az (1 —u) 4+ u <% — xk) : (42)

similarly to (10). Hence the average frequencytgflayers in the stationary state
is

1 1—u

(Tr)s = - + (Azyh)s (43)

which is identical to (11) apart from an exthafactor. Since we also have an extra
N factor in (Az$) s for the W-F process, these factors cancel out, and we obtain
the same stationary density (20) as for the Moran procesaitiuR N« instead of
Nu (similarly to Antal et al. (2008)). This also implies thaetbondition for greater
abundance (3) becomég + 2NuH,;, > 0.

Conversely, the results are identical for the Moran and tien'se Comparison
process. In this latter model we pick randomly a pair of ptaysay a typg and a
typek. Thej-player then adopts strategyw.p. 7 (f; — fi), otherwise theé:-player
adopts strategy. Here F(y) = [1 + ¢%]~! is the Fermi function, and the fitnesses
are defined a§ = Ax. The above comparison of the pair of players takes place
w.p.1 — u. Instead, w.pu one of them adopts a random strategy.

Let us calculate directly the change of the frequency-pfayers due to selection
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Az in stateX. The number ofi-players changes if we pick /player and a
J # k player, which happens w.pz;z;. Then the frequency;, increases by /N
w.p. F(f; — fx), and decreases Qy N w.p. F(fx — f;). This leads to

A = 2 [F(fy — fi) = Flf— ) (44)
J#k

which, in the leading order of smal| becomes

A = S (- ) = S (- Y (45)
j#k j

With the above definition of fithess we arrive at the same esgioa we obtained
for the Moran process (6) and (7). Since without selectiomritodel is equivalent
to the Moran model, all neutral correlationsands; are also the same. Mutations
in this model have the same effect as in the Moran model (10)s€quently all
results we obtained for the Moran model are valid for theiag Comparison
process as well.

5 Discussion

We have studied evolutionary game dynamics in well-mixegutetions withn
strategies. We derive simple linear conditions which hadthe limit of weak
selection but for any mutation rate. These conditions $paehether a strategy
is more or less abundant tharin in the mutation-selection equilibrium. In the
absence of selection, the equilibrium abundance of eaategir is1/n. An abun-
dance greater tharyn means that selection favors this strategy. An abundanse les
than1/n means that selection opposes this strategy. We find thattiseldavors
strategyk if L, + NuH, > 0, whereL, and H,, are linear functions of the payoff
values given by egs (1) and (2). The population size is giyeN fand the mutation
probability byu. Furthermore, ifL, + NuH; > L; + NuH, then the equilibrium
abundance of strategdy is greater than that of strategy In this case, selection
favors strategy: over;.

The traditional approach to study deterministic game dyioam large populations
is based on the replicator equation (Hofbauer and Sigmu@88)] which describes
selection dynamics of the average frequencies of strate@iote the formal sim-
ilarity between (7) and the replicator equation). This methhowever, neglects
fluctuations around the averages. In this paper we have tat@account stochas-
tic fluctuations, and derived exact results in the limit ofakeselection. We find
the average frequencies of strategies in the stationaty, stad conditions for a
strategy to be more abundant than another strategy. Ouitmosdare valid for
arbitrary values of the mutation rates. For small mutatiates these conditions
describe which strategy has higher fixation probabilityid& et al., 2004).
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Throughout the paper we have considered large populatia &i, in order to
simplify the presentation. But in principle all calculatecan be performed for any
given population sizéV and mutation probability: (see for example Antal et al.
(2008)). The mutation probability is a parameter betweendX In a social con-
text, mutation can also mean ‘exploration’: people explbie strategy space by
experimenting with new strategies (Traulsen et al., 2089)igh mutation proba-
bility seems to be appropriate for social evolutionary dyies. Our conditions can
be applied for the initial analysis of any evolutionary gattnat is specified by an
n x n payoff matrix.
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A Probabilities s, and s3

This section is valid for any number> 1 of strategies. We calculate the probabil-
ities s, andss in the neutral § = 0) stationary state. First consider the simpigr
that is the probability that two randomly chosen playershthe same strategy. We
shall use the Moran model and apply coalescent ideas (Kingt82a,b, 2000;
Wakeley, 2008; Haubold and Wiehe, 2006; Antal et al., 20G8plescence means
that different family lines collide in the past. A key facthied this idea is that
there is always a common ancestor of multiple individualfénite populations. In
the absence of mutations, any two players have the sameggtrat the station-
ary state, because they both inherit their strategy fronm teenmon ancestor. In
the presence of mutations, two players may have differeategfies due to muta-
tions after the branching of their ancestral lineage. Tioeeetracing the lineage of
two players backward in time and finding the most recent comarxestor, from
which two family lines branch, enable us to estimate thelanity of two players
in strategies.

Consider two different individuals and let us trace theiehges backward in time.
In the neutral Moran process, two lineages coalesce in amegiary step of update
(i.e. two players share the same parent) with probatillify?. Here and thereafter
we assume that the population size is large, hence we can emgtiauous time
description, where the rescaled timeris- t/(N?/2). In the rescaled time, the tra-
jectories of two players coalesce at rate 1. Following thgttory of an individual
back in time, we see that mutations happen atgdfe= Nw /2 to each trajectory.
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The coalescence timg is described by the density function
fg(Tg) = 72, (Al)

Immediately after the coalescence of two players we haveptayers of the same
strategy. What is the probabilit(7) that after a fixed time they have again the
same strategy? With probability (abbreviated as wp*y none of them mutated,
so they still have the same strategy. Otherwise at least biteim mutated, hence
they have the same strategy wipn. The sum of these two probabilities gives

1—e#
So(T) = e M + . (A.2)

n

Now we obtain the stationary probability by integrating this expression with the
coalescent time density of (A.1) as

5= [ s falryir = 2 (.3)

(IT+p)

Next we calculate the probabilitys that three randomly chosen players have the
same strategy. Any two trajectories of three players coalaesrate 1, hence there
is a coalescence at rate 3. The coalescence of two out ofriwe tifajectories then
happens at time;, described by the density function

f3(73) = 3e73™. (A.4)

The remaining two trajectories then coalesce at tignearlier, with density func-
tion (A.1). Before the first coalescence at timebackward, the two players have
the same strategy w.p;, and of course they are different wlp— s, wheres, is
given by (A.3). Hence just after this coalescence event we kéher three iden-
tical players w.pss, or two identical and one different player otherwise. Now we
shall see what happens in these two scenarios.

If we have three identical players then they are also idehatter timer w.p.
1 3
s3(1) = 3 [1 +3n—1)e " +(n—1)(n— 2)6_5*”} : (A.5)

To derive this expression note that Wep.%/” none of the players have mutated,
hence they have the same strategy. Then 8(p.— e—%T)e—W one of them has
mutated, hence they are the same w/m.. Otherwise at least two of them mutated
hence they are the same wign?. By collecting these terms one obtains (A.5).

Similarly, if after the first coalescence only two playeragithe same strategy and
one has a different strategy, the probability of all threeifng the same strategy
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after timer is
ok 1 —ur _3,ur
s5(1) = = [14 (n=3)e™ = (n—2)e 2. (A.6)
n
Now we can simply obtains by first integrating over the coalescent time distribu-

tion (A.4) for the two different initial conditions, and theveighting them with the
probabilities of the initial conditions, namely

[T RN N G I C D))
S3 = 82/0 53(T)f3(7')d7'+ (1 2)/0 3 ( )f3( )d - n2(1 +M)(2+M) )
(A.7)
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