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Toward a universal model for spatially structured populations
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A key question in evolution is how likely a mutant is to take over. This depends on natural selection
and on stochastic fluctuations. Population spatial structure can impact mutant fixation probabilities.
We introduce a model for structured populations on graphs that generalizes previous ones by making
migrations independent of birth and death. We demonstrate that by tuning migration asymmetry,
the star graph transitions from amplifying to suppressing natural selection. The results from our
model are universal in the sense that they do not hinge on a modeling choice of microscopic dynamics
or update rules. Instead, they depend on migration asymmetry, which can be experimentally tuned

and measured.

Introduction.— Classical models of well-mixed, homo-
geneous microbial populations assume that each microor-
ganism competes with all others. However, this simplifi-
cation holds in few natural situations. For instance, dur-
ing an infection, microbial populations are subdivided be-
tween different organs ﬂ, E] and hosts. Any spatial struc-
ture, e.g. that of a Petri dish, implies a stronger competi-
tion between neighbors than between distant individuals.
Even well-agitated liquid suspensions feature deviations
compared to idealized well-mixed populations B]

Spatial structure can have major consequences on evo-
lution. Remarkably, the fixation probability of a mu-
tant can be affected, with specific structures amplifying
or suppressing natural selection M] Studying these ef-
fects requires going beyond simple structures ﬂﬁ, ] where
migration is symmetric between demes (i.e. subpop-
ulations), since fixation probabilities are unaffected in
these cases [71-9], unless extinctions of demes occur [10].
Ref. M] introduced a seminal model for complex struc-
tures, known as evolutionary dynamics on graphs, with
one individual at each node of a graph, and probabili-
ties that their offspring replaces a neighbor along each
edge of the graph. However, in such models, evolution-
ary outcomes can drastically depend on the details of the
microscopic dynamics or “update rule”, e.g. whether the
individual that divides or the one that dies is chosen first,
even if selection always acts at division @] This lack
of universality raises issues for applicability to real pop-
ulations, where one birth does not necessarily entail one
death and vice-versa. Furthermore, in most microbial
populations, individuals freely compete with their closest
neighbors, motivating a coarse-grained description, with
demes rather than individuals on graph nodes ﬂa, 6, [15-
]. Current experiments with well-mixed demes at each
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node of a star graph ﬂﬁ] require theoretical predictions
with realistic microscopic dynamics.

We propose a model for complex spatial population
structures where migrations are independent from birth
and death events. We investigate the fixation probability
of mutants in the rare migration regime. We demonstrate
that migration asymmetry determines whether the star
graph amplifies or suppresses natural selection. We find
a mapping to the model of Ref. M] under specific con-
straints on migration rates.

Model.— We model a structured population as a di-
rected graph where each node ¢ € {1,..., D} contains a
well-mixed deme with carrying capacity K, and migra-
tion rates m;; per individual from deme i to deme j # 4
are specified along each edge ij. We then address pop-
ulations including demes with different carrying capac-
ities @] We consider microorganisms with two types,
wild-type (W) and mutant (M), with fitnesses and death
rates denoted by f, and g,, where a = W or a = M.
Here, we call fitness the maximal division rate of mi-
croorganisms, reached in exponential growth. Their di-
vision rate in deme ¢ is given by the logistic function
fa(1 = N;/K), where N; is the number of individuals in
deme i. We take wild-type fitness as a reference, fyyr = 1.
We address selection on birth, and hence gp; = gw, but
our results can be generalized to selection on death. We
focus on the regime where deme sizes N; fluctuate weakly
around their deterministic steady-state values, without
extinctions [10, 21, 2.

We assume that mutations are rare enough for further
mutation events to be neglected while the fate of a given
mutant lineage (taking over or disappearing) is deter-
mined. We consider an initial mutant placed uniformly
at random, which is realistic for spontaneous mutations
occurring either with a fixed rate or with a fixed probabil-
ity upon division. Note that in models with one individ-
ual per node, uniform initialization is more appropriate
in the first case, while placing mutants proportionally to
the replacement probability of a node (“temperature ini-
tialization” ) is more appropriate in the second one [23].
This distinction vanishes here, as division rate does not
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depend on location. Under uniform initialization, the fix-
ation probability of a neutral mutant is independent of
structure for connected graphs @] Compared to the
well-mixed population with the same total size, an am-
plifier of natural selection features a larger fixation prob-
ability for beneficial mutants (fas > fw), and a smaller
one for deleterious mutants (fas < fw ), while a suppres-
sor has the opposite characteristics E_ézll]

We focus on the rare migration regime E], where fix-
ation of a type (W or M) in a deme is much faster than
migration timescales. Then, the state of the population
can be described in a coarse-grained way by whether
each deme is mutant or wild-type. Its evolution is a
Markov process where elementary steps are migration
events, which change the state of the system if fixation
ensues. Then, a mutant first needs to fix in the deme
where it appeared, before mutants can spread to other
demes. Since fixation in a homogeneous deme is well-
known, we study the second stage, starting from one fully
mutant deme.

Link with models with one individual per node.— A for-
mal mapping can be made between our model and that
of M], if the same graph is considered, with a deme per
node in our model and with one individual per node in M]
(see [20]). The probability P;_,; that, upon a migration
event resulting into fixation, an individual from deme i
takes over in deme j in our model maps to the probabil-
ity Pi[ﬂ ; that, upon a division, the offspring from node i
replaces the individual on node j in the model of @]

mij Nip; [4] wij fi

Y i mk Nepr Y e wfk

(1)

In this mapping, the product N;p; of deme size N; and
fixation probability p; of an organism from deme ¢ in our
model plays the part of fitness f; of the individual on node
i in M], while the migration rate m;; plays the part of
the replacement probability w;; that the offspring of the
individual in ¢ replaces that in j. However, an important
constraint in the “Birth-death” model of [4] (also known
as biased invasion process [11]) is >-jwi; = 1 for all 4,
because replacement includes birth, migration and death
at once, and population size is constant. By contrast,
migration rates m;; in our model are all independent.

A generalized circulation theorem holds for our
model [20], in the spirit of [4]. Specifically, a population
of D demes on a graph has the same mutant fixation
probability as the clique if and only if, for all nodes of
the graph, the total outgoing migration rate is equal to
the total incoming migration rate.

Thus, we expect fixation probabilities in our model
to map to those of [4] for circulations or if 37 Mg is
independent of 7, but to potentially differ otherwise. We
now consider specific graphs with strong symmetries.

Clique and cycle.— In the clique (or island model ﬂa,
6]), all demes are equivalent and connected to all oth-
ers with identical migration rates m per individual (Fig.
[ upper inset). Starting from one fully mutant deme

and D — 1 fully wild-type demes, the fixation probability
P19 of the mutant reads [20] (proof inspired by [d, 25]):

(I)chque _ , (2)
1 1 _ ,YD

with

_ Nwow
Nupm

(3)

where Ny (resp. Njy) is the deterministic steady-state
size of a wild-type (resp. mutant) deme and pw (resp.
par) is the fixation probability of a wild-type (resp. mu-
tant) microbe in a mutant (resp. wild-type) deme. This
result is independent of migration rate m, and Eq. (2)
has the exact same form as the fixation probability of a
single mutant in a well-mixed population of fixed size D
in the Moran model [2d, [27], but with ~ playing the role
of the ratio fyw /fm, consistently with the formal map-
ping Eq. () between our model and that of M] where Np

plays the part of fitness. ®$"" is plotted versus fy in
Fig. [l showing excellent agreement between Eq. () and
our stochastic simulation results. Moreover, this fixation
probability is very close to that in a well-mixed popula-
tion. We show m] that the clique is a slight suppressor of
selection, but that modeling migrations as exchanges of
individuals and assuming Nj; = Ny exactly recovers the
well-mixed result, consistently with results on symmetric
migrations [7, [§].

Another graph where all demes are equivalent is the
cycle. Clockwise and anti-clockwise migrations can have
different rates, denoted respectively by m¢e and m 4 (Fig.
[0 lower inset). The cycle resembles the circular stepping-
stone model ﬂﬂ], but can feature asymmetric migrations.
We show [20] that the fixation probability ®&° is the
same as for the clique, Eq. [@)), as corroborated by our
simulations, see Fig.[Il Indeed, the cycle is a circulation.
In particular, migration rates do not impact ®$¥'°,

Star.— In the star, a central node is connected to all
others, called leaves. An individual can migrate from
a leaf to the center with migration rate m; and vice-
versa with rate mo (Fig. 2] inset). The mutant fixation
probability can be expressed exactly as a function of D,
o =my/mo and v defined in Eq. @) (proof [20] inspired

by [28):

(1—1~2) [”y +aD +~ya?(D — 1)]

(I)sl'tar —
D(a+7) [1+a7=7P(a+7)2P (1 +an) "
(4)

Fig. 2la) shows the fixation probability @5 of the
mutant type for different values of migration asymme-
try @ = mj/mo, with very good agreement between
Eq. @) and our simulations. If a < 1, the star sup-
presses selection compared to the clique, while for a > 1
it slightly amplifies selection in some range of mutant fit-
ness far [20]. For a = 1, ®5%" reduces to the fixation
probability of the clique, Eq. @) [20]. Consistently, the
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FIG. 1. Fixation probability ®; of the mutant type versus mu-
tant fitness far, for the clique (see upper inset), and for the
cycle (see lower inset) with different migration rate asymme-
tries @« = ma /mc, starting with one fully mutant deme. Data
for the well-mixed population is shown as reference, with same
total population size and initial number of mutants. Mark-
ers are computed over 10% stochastic simulation realizations.
Curves represent analytical predictions, Eq. (@) for the cycle
and the clique, and Eq. (SI5) [20] for the well-mixed popula-
tion m7 @] Vertical dash-dotted lines indicate the neutral
case fm = fw, and horizontal dash-dotted lines represent
the neutral fixation probability. Parameter values: D = 5,
K =100, fw =1, gw = gu = 0.1 in both panels. In simu-
lations, for the clique, m = 107%; for the cycle, from top to
bottom, (ma,me) x 10° = (1,5); (1,2); (1,1); (2,1); (5,1).

star is a circulation for « = 1. Stronger amplification
for a > 1 is obtained for large D (Fig. 2Ib)). Qualita-
tively, for large D, mutants very likely start in a leaf. If
« is large, they often spread to the center, which helps
fit mutants take over. Conversely, if « is small, the cen-
ter often invades the leaves, thus preventing any mutant
originating in a leaf from fixing. Results with mutants
starting in a specific deme are also shown in @]

Imposing that j Mij 18 independent of ¢ amounts to
imposing « = D—1 in the star m] Then, Eq. reduces
to the formula [28] obtained in the model of [], with ~
in Eq. @) playing the role of fy/far [20], as per our
general mapping Eq. ([l). The celebrated amplification
property of the star in the large D limit M, @] is thus
exactly recovered in our model for « = D — 1.

While the star is an amplifier for large D in the model
of M], it can either suppress or an amplify selection, de-
pending on «, in our model where D and « are two
independent parameters. Fig. [3] shows that restricting
to a = D — 1 yields amplification. In models with one
individual per node, the star is an amplifier for large
D for the Birth-death dynamics (“update rule”), where
one individual is chosen to divide and its offspring re-
places one of its neighbors M], but a suppressor for the
death-Birth dynamics (or biased voter model [11]), where
one individual is chosen to die and is replaced by the

offspring of one of its neighbors (selection being on di-
vision rates in both cases, as denoted by the upper-
case “Birth” ], and resulting in global selection in the
Birth-death case and local selection in the death-Birth
case) ﬂﬁ, 24, 30, |&_1|] Consistently, the latter dynamics
would yield « = 1/(D —1).

Comparison to [16].— A model generalizing [4] to
graphs where each node contains a deme with fixed pop-
ulation size was introduced in [16] (see also [15, 18, 32]).
In this model, as in @], each elementary event comprises
a birth in one deme and a death in another one, yield-
ing Birth-death and death-Birth models that give differ-
ent results. Rare migrations in our model correspond to
strong self-loops (migrations to the original deme) in the
model of [16]. For the star [23], we show [20] that by
matching migration-to-division rate ratios in each deme,
both models yield similar simulation results. However,
even then, a difference is that death rate (resp. birth
rate) is not homogeneous across demes in the Birth-death
(resp. death-Birth) models of ﬂﬁ], unless migrations are
symmetric. Our model allows more realistic choices.

Discussion.— We developed a model of spatially struc-
tured microbial populations on graphs where migration,
birth and death are independent events. We showed that
for rare migrations, the star graph continuously transi-
tions between amplifying and suppressing natural selec-
tion as migration rate asymmetry is varied. This elu-
cidates the apparent paradox in existing models, where
the star, like many random graphs [13], is an amplifier in
the Birth-death dynamics and a suppressor in the death-
Birth dynamics .24, 130, B1]. We found a mapping
between our model and that of [4], under a constraint on
migration rates. Models with one individual per node re-
quire making specific choices on the microscopic dynam-
ics (“update rule”), which constrain migration rates. By
lifting this constraint, our model reconciles and general-
izes previous results, showing that migration rate asym-
metry is key to whether a given population structure am-
plifies or suppresses natural selection. This crucial role
of migration asymmetry is consistent with the fact that
structures with symmetric migrations do not affect fixa-
tion probabilities [7, |§].

Birth-death dynamics may be realistic for extreme re-
source limitation, such that one birth causes one death,
while death-Birth dynamics may better model cases
where death frees resources, e.g. light for plants @, @]
However, in general, in a microbial population, popula-
tion size is not strictly fixed, and the order of birth and
death events is not set. In our more universal model,
results do not hinge on a modeling choice made for mi-
croscopic dynamics. Instead, they depend on a quan-
tity that can be directly set or measured in experiments,
namely migration rate asymmetry. The differences be-
tween Birth-death and death-Birth dynamics are major
for mutant fixation probabilities, but also in evolution-
ary game theory, where spatial structure can promote
the evolution of cooperation in the latter case, but not in
the former . Previous efforts were made to gen-



1 -

o]

] ] motimry

sosl@lie Mo

3 06

el 1.

e ] a=mi/mo a=1/2

c 0.4 a=1/5

2 ] - a—=0

S 1 . Well-mixed

LI__ 02 _- ____________________________________________ -
0'; ' L L B L L |
0.95 1 1.05 1.1

(@) Mutant fithess fM

Fixation probability <I>§'tar

17
0.8
L L N ) o N A A A— QHOO
| a=5
0.6 a=2
: — a=1
J — a=1/2
0.4 — a=1/5
] - a0
0.2_- . Well-mixed
0 ] L L R L L
0.95 1 1.05 1.1
(b) Mutant fithess f|v|

FIG. 2. Fixation probability ®i**" of the mutant type in a star graph versus mutant fitness fas, starting with one fully mutant
deme chosen uniformly at random, for different migration rate asymmetries @« = mr/mo. Number of demes: D =5 (a) and

D =100 (b).

Data for the well-mixed population is shown as reference, with same total population size and initial number

of mutants. Markers are computed over 2 x 10% stochastic simulation realizations. Curves represent analytical predictions in
Eq. ). Vertical dash-dotted lines indicate the neutral case fiw = far. Parameter values: K = 100, fw = 1, gw = gu = 0.1.
In panel (a), from top to bottom, (mr,mo) x 10° = (5,1); (2,1); (1,1); (1,2); (1,5) in simulations.
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FIG. 3. Amplification and suppression properties for the star.
Heatmap of the ratio of the fixation probability ®5*** of the
mutant type in a star graph to that ®yel-mixed in 5 well-
mixed population with same total population size and initial
number of mutants, versus number D of demes and migration
rate asymmetry o = my/mo. The star is initialized with one
fully mutant deme chosen uniformly at random. Data from
analytical formula in Eq. (@) for the star, and in Eq. (S15) [20]
for the well-mixed population. Parameter values: K = 100,
fw =1, fu =1.001, gw = gm = 0.1.

eralize beyond these dynamics by allowing both types of
update to occur in given proportions ﬂﬂ, @] Interest-
ingly, it was recently shown that no general amplification
of selection can occur when even a small proportion of
death-Birth events occurs @], in contrast to the Birth-
death case. Conversely, in our model, the amplification

property of the star graph in the large-size limit is pre-
served, but for sufficient migration asymmetry.

While our focus was on mutant fixation probabilities,
our model can be employed to investigate fixation times
and evolution rate ﬂE, E’é—@] It can also address more
complex population structures m, @], e.g. motivated
by within-host or between-host pathogen dynamics HQ]
Our study can be extended beyond the regime of rare mi-
grations E], and to models of evolutionary game theory,
as well as to diploid organisms ﬂE, , , @,%] Finally,
our work allows direct comparisons with quantitative ex-
periments HE] Other experiments could be performed
using e.g. microfluidic devices allowing to control flow
between different populations [51], or microtiter plates
where dilutions and migrations can be performed via a
liquid-handling robot |. Applications in biotech-
nology could be envisioned, e.g. amplifying in vivo selec-
tion in the directed evolution of biomolecules ﬂﬁ]
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I. FIXATION PROBABILITY OF NEUTRAL MUTANTS

Consider a graph made of nodes i, each associated to a deme with steady-state population size N;, and edges ij
where migration rates m;; from deme ¢ to deme j are specified. Further assume that the graph is not disconnected.
Consider uniform initial conditions: a mutant has probability NNV;/ Zj Nj; to be initially placed in deme i. A neutral

mutant then has probability 1/N; to fix in deme ¢ (taking the result for constant population size m]) Let @gi) denote

the probability that the mutant fixes in the whole metapopulation, starting from a fully mutant deme i, all other
demes being fully wild-type. The overall fixation probability of one mutant in the metapopulation reads

Ni 1y el
= — o\ = =L S1
PM ; Zj Nj N, 1 Ei N, ( )

Let us now remark that, because the graph is not disconnected, after a sufficient time, all individuals in the metapop-
ulation are descended from the same deme. If we start from one deme 7 that is fully mutant and all others that are
fully wild-type, this yields

o)+ v =1, (S2)
J#i

where \Ifgj ) is the probability that wild-type individuals from deme j fix in the whole metapopulation. But since the
mutant is assumed to be neutral, we have \115]) = @gj), and thus Eq. 52| becomes

S o =1, (S3)

Therefore, combining Egs. [S1] and [S3] we obtain

1
PM SN, (54)
which is exactly the fixation probability of one neutral mutant in a well-mixed population of size ), N; ﬂﬂ] Thus,
provided that the graph is not disconnected, the fixation probability of a neutral mutant under uniform initial
conditions is independent of population structure in our model.
In the particular case where all D demes have the same size, i.e. N; = N does not depend on 4, then py; = 1/(ND),
and the average fixation probability starting from one single fully mutant deme under uniform initial conditions is

Ni Lo Y 1
@ = (b = ? = — .
' Z XN b D (5



II. FIXATION PROBABILITIES IN STRONGLY SYMMETRIC GRAPHS

In this study, we investigate the fate of mutants in the structures shown in Fig The clique, cycle and star are
considered in the present section, while the doublet, shown in panel D, is tackled in section [Vl as it involves demes
with different population sizes.

(9]

FIG. S1. Some population structures. A: Clique. B: Cycle. C: Star. D: Doublet comprising a small deme and a larger
deme. Mutants (M) are in blue, wild-type (W) in orange, and the state where the mutant type has fixed in one deme while all
other demes are fully wild-type is represented. Arrows indicate migrations, with the associated rates per individual.

A. Clique
1. General expression

Let us consider a population with D demes, structured as a clique, i.e. where migration rates per individual between
all demes are equally likely (Fig. [STA). The state of the system can be fully described by the number i of mutant
demes. We denote by m the migration rate per individual from one deme to any other deme. Recall that in our
model, migration occur between two different demes (no migration can end in the deme where it started). Let us
assume that we start from ¢ fully mutant demes and D — i fully wild-type demes. Recall that the wild-type is denoted
by W and the mutant by M.

Consider the outcome of a migration event. The number of mutant demes increases by 1 if an M individual migrates
from one of the ¢ mutant demes to one of the D — i wild-type demes, and fixes there. The probability that this occurs
upon a migration event thus reads

T-+: mNMi D —1 _ NMi D—1 (86)
© T mNai+ mNw(D —i) D—1" 7 Nyri+ Ny(D—4) D—1"""
where
1—r
PMZW (S7)

is the fixation probability of a mutant microbe in a wild-type deme in the Moran process m, [ﬂ] (see section [VII))
where

rz‘;—z, (S8)



and Ny = K(1 — gw/fw) is the steady-state size of a wild-type deme. Similarly, the number of mutant demes
decreases by 1 if a W individual migrates from one of the D — i wild-type demes to one of the ¢ mutant demes, and
fixes there. The probability that this occurs upon a migration event thus reads

_ Nw (D — 1) )
T = S9
P T NumitNw(D—i) D-1"" (89)
where
1 -7t
Ay (S10)

is the fixation probability of a wild-type microbe in a mutant deme, with r in Eq.[88 and Ny, = K(1 — g/ fur) is

the steady-state size of a mutant deme.

(I)(_zlique
K3

The fixation probability of the mutant type in a clique of D demes starting with ¢ fully mutant demes

satisfies the recurrence relation

(I)gliquc -0
o = T 4 T @ 4 (1 - T — T, ) @M for 1< i < D —1 (S11)
(I)%iquc -1 7

where the second equation follows from distinguishing the different outcomes of the first migration event. Eq. [S11]
can be solved e.g. as in Ref. Hﬁ], yielding

i—1 k
(I)cliquc _ 1+ Zk:l Hj:l Vi
4 - 1+ ZD_l Hk )
k=1 Llj=17;

, (S12)

where v; = T, /T;" = Nwpw /(Nampar). Since here v; does not depend on the initial number i of mutant demes, the
clique
i

fixation probability ® reduces to

) 1 —~¢
o = T (513)
with
N
= NZZZ' (S14)

Note that in the neutral case where v = 1, Eq. yields @fliq“e =i/D, consistently with Eq.
Eq. has the same form as the fixation probability of ¢ mutants in a well-mixed population of N individuals in
the Moran model [26, 27], namely

1—r
Pi = 1N (S15)
with r in Eq. (note that Eq. corresponds to the case i = 1). Specifically, Eq. [SI8lmaps to Eq. [SI3] by replacing
N with D and r with . Thus, the clique can be thought of a coarse-grained version of the well-mixed population
(see also Ref. ﬂg]) each deme is identically connected to all other demes, just like all individuals are in competition

in the well-mixed population.

To obtain the fixation probability p?&}quc of a single mutant individual in the clique, one needs to include the fixation

of the mutant in one deme before the spread from that deme to the full metapopulation. Thus, it reads
p(]:\?que _ pM(I)(lzlique, (816)

with pys given by Eq. 87 and &9 by Eq. for i = 1.



2. Ezpansion for very small mutational effects

Let € be such that fyy = fw (14 €). Consider the regime where € < 1 and Ny |e| < 1. Then Eq. gives (for
i=1)

petiane — % {1 + g (D—1) <NW —1+ fWQQ_ g) + 0(62)] : (S17)
Eqgs. and then allow us to show that
ﬁ:l—E(D—l)(l— 29 >+O(62) (S18)
prelmixed B fw—g ’

where p‘]‘(/f“‘mixed is the fixation probability of a mutant in a well-mixed population with Ny D individuals. Therefore,

the clique is a suppressor of natural selection in this regime if g < f/3. Suppression is all the more important that the
degree of subdivision is high, namely the number D of demes (recall that here we compare a clique and a well-mixed
population for the same total population size Ny D).

8. Ezpansion for relatively small mutational effects

Next, consider the regime where ¢ < 1 and Ny |e| > 1 but Nye? < 1. Then, if € > 0,
(I)(lzlique —1_ ¢ Nwe [1 + O(E) + O(NWEQ)} , (S19)

which means that fixation is almost certain (recall that if one starts from one single mutant, this holds provided that
a mutant has fixed in a deme, which occurs with probability pys = € + O(€?), see Eq. [S7). Therefore, Eq. yields
p'ihque = ¢+ O(e?), which is equal (to this order) to the fixation probability py'N 5! in a well-mixed population
with the same total size Ny D. Now, if € < 0, '

eliaue _ o Nw(D-1)e [140(e) + O(Nwe?)] . (S20)

which means that fixation is exponentially suppressed. Thus, Eq. yields pShiaue = ¢NwDe [1+O(e) + O(Nwe?)],
which is equal (to this order) to the fixation probability p¥e'™ixed in a well-mixed population with the same total size
NwD. Hence, in this regime, the fixation probability of a mutant in the clique is very close to that in a well-mixed
population with the same total size Ny D, and the suppression effect found for extremely small mutational effects is

quite restricted.

4. Model specialized to symmetric migrations

In the clique, migrations are symmetric, i.e. m;; = m;; = m for all ¢ # j. Let us consider another model, restricted
to symmetric migrations, where each migration event is modeled as an exchange between two individuals from two
different demes. Let us further neglect the difference between Nj; and Ny, and assume Ny; = Ny = N. Upon a
given migration event, the probability that the number ¢ of mutant demes increases is

2(D — i)

T = 1- 21
and similarly, the probability that ¢ decreases is
_ 2i(D—1)
T = —7¥=% 1— S22
i DD - 1) pw (1 = par) (522)

yielding as above the fixation probability @iliq“e in Eq. [S13] when one starts from one mutant deme, but with

_pw(l—pum)
(I —pw)’ (523)
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Eq. then yields the fixation probability of one single mutant

clique, sym __ clique 1—r
pM _pM(I)l _1—’]"ND7

(S24)
with 7 defined in Eq. This is exactly the fixation probability of a mutant in a well-mixed population of fixed size
ND in the Moran model (see above).

B. Cycle

Let us consider a population structured as a cycle with D demes (see Fig. [SIB), starting from exactly one fully
mutant deme. During the fixation process, this will yield a cluster of i consecutive mutant demes that cannot break.
Therefore, in this process, the state of the system can be fully described by the number i of (consecutive) mutant
demes. Upon a migration event, the number ¢ of mutant demes increases by 1 if a M individual from one of the two
extremities of the mutant cluster migrates to the neighboring wild-type deme and fixes there. The probability that
this occurs thus reads

T (me +ma)Nu

, S25
¢ (me +ma)Nari + (me + ma)Nw (D — 1) o 529

with pps given by Eq. Similarly, the number 4 of mutant demes decreases by 1 if a W individual from either of
the two wild-type demes surrounding the mutant cluster migrates and fixes in its neighboring mutant deme. The
probability that this occurs upon a migration event thus reads

-~ (me +ma)Nw
T = . S26
v (me +ma)Nyri + (me + ma)Nw (D — 1) pw (526)

Thus, the fixation probability ®; of mutation starting with ¢ consecutive mutant demes satisfies Eq. with T;r
and T, given by Egs. and [S26] which yields the fixation probability in Eq. with v given by Eq. The
fixation probability in the cycle, starting from exactly one fully mutant deme, is thus equal to that of the clique with
the same number of demes.

C. Star
1.  General expression

Let us consider a population structured as a star with D demes (see Fig. [B1IC). Migrations from each single leaf
to the center occur with a rate per individual m; while migrations from the center to each single leaf occur with
a migration rate per individual mo. The state of the system can be fully described by a binary number indicating
whether the center is wild-type or mutant and the number ¢ of mutant leaves.

Upon a given migration event, the probability that the mutant type fixes in the center, if the center is initially
wild-type and ¢ leaves are mutant, reads

m[NMi
m]NMi + m[Nw(D —-1- Z) + ’ITLONV[/(D —1

To,i—(1,0) = oM (S27)

because it happens if migration occurs from a mutant leaf to the center, and the mutant then fixes in the center.
Similarly, the probability that the wild-type fixes in the center, if the center is initially mutant and ¢ leaves are mutant,
reads

T . o m]Nw(D—l—i)
E0=0D = o Nari + miNw (D — 1 — i) + moNw (D — 1)

while the probability that the number of mutant leaves increases by 1 if the center is mutant is

moNM(D —1- ’L)
m]NMi + m[Nw(D —1- Z) + ’ITLONV[/(D —1

T(1,5)—(1,i41) = )PM7 (S29)



11

and the probability that the number of mutant leaves decreases by 1 if the center is wild-type is

moni
m[NMi + m[Nw(D —1- ’L) + mon(D -1

T(O,i)%(o,ifl) = )PW . (S30)
Let @Bf?r be the fixation probability of the mutant type starting from ¢ fully mutant leaves and a wild-type center.
Similarly, let @it;” be the fixation probability of the mutant type starting from i fully mutant leaves and a mutant

center. The fixation probabilities fIJ(S)f?r and @ﬁt?r satisfy the following recurrence relationship, which is analogous to
that in Ref. [28]:

star __
(I)O.,O - Y

Y = T, @0 + T, —-,i+1) PLit
+ 1= Ti-0.0) = T —»isn] 215 for 0<i <D -2,

star star star (831)
Qo5 = T(0,)—1,)®1 + T(0,i)—(0,i-1)P0i-1
+ [1 = T0,i)—10) — Tio.)—(0,i-1)] D55 for 1 <i <D —1,
(I)it,a[g—l =1,
Employing the expressions of the transition probabilities given above, the system can be rewritten as:
B =0,
DY = Y, + Di(@YF, — @giy) for 1<i< D -1
" 1 s Ty s (S32)
star _ (I)sta_‘r (I)bt(-” fi 1<i<D-1
0,i 1+1, b +1—|—F0 0,i—1 0T 1 =17 % )
(I)it,a[g—l =1,
where I'y = ymy/mo and Ty = ymo/my, with v given in Eq.[ST4l Solving the system [S32] yields
@5 =0,
—1+P1L4+41+F@(&%%ﬁ)}
P = - 5o for 0<i <D -2,
—1+P1—1+G+P@(&%§ﬁ)
L ‘ : (S33)
To(14T1)\"*
| (1+T1) {—1 + (R ]
@Bt;”: - 5T for1<i<D-1,
To (14T
—4+r1—1+u+r@(lg%ﬁ)
‘I)it,%—l =1.

In particular, the fixation probability of the mutant type starting from one fully mutant center and all leaves fully
wild-type reads

1-— 72
star
(1)1,0 = +(14a7) D—1 ° (834)
1+a7—%a+w(ﬁﬁ7ﬂ
where
mr

- - S35
o=t (35)

The fixation probability of the mutant type starting from one fully mutant leaf and all other demes fully wild-type
reads

s +ay) (1-97) a
star a+ star
1+ay—vy(a+7) (LHM)) 7

a—+y
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The probability that the mutant type fixes, starting from a mutant deme that can be any deme of the star with equal
probability, can then be expressed as

1 D-1 ¥+ aD +~ya*(D — 1)
(I)star _ _(I)star (I)star _ (I)star
1 D P10 + D o1 D(a+7) 1,0
_y+aD+~ya?(D 1) 1— 72 (837)
B D (a+7) (1t \ P
1+a7—7(0¢+7) (T—i—v)

which can be rewritten as Eq. din the main text.

Importantly, Eqs. [S34] and are exactly equivalent to the formula given in Ref. [28] if the following
substitutions are made: v — fuw/far and o — D — 1 (bearing in mind that in the notations of Ref. [2§], D — 1 is
called n and fy /far is called 1/r).

2. Ezpansion for very small mutational effects

Let € be such that fa; = fiw (1 + €). For uniform initialization, consider the regime where ¢ < 1 and Ny |e| < 1.
Then Eq. yields

star __ l Oé(D B 1) [a(D - 2) + 2] _ 29 62
Pt = D [1+e (@t oD 1) 1] (NW 1+—f_g> +O( )} . (S38)
Comparing Egs. and yields
Psrer € 29 (o = 1) [a(D — 3) + 1]

Assuming D > 2, the first-order term in Eq. [S39 has the same sign as e(a — 1). Thus, in this regime, the star is an
amplifier of selection with respect to the clique for o > 1, and a suppressor for o < 1. Furthermore, for D > 3 (and
integer), the function

(= 1) [e(D —3) + 1]
(a+1)[a(D—-1)+1]’

increases with « for a > 0, which entails that, for very small mutational effects, the strongest amplification is obtained
for a > 1, where F(«a) — 1. Conversely, if « < 1 and o < 1/D, Eq. [S3§ yields

1 2a(D-1 2
¢itdr:5+6a(T)(NW—1+f—_gg>+O(62)' (841)

F:a—

(S40)

In particular, the coefficient of the first-order term in e becomes very small if & < 1/(2Nyw ), meaning that for such
small values of a;, we expect a strong suppression of selection, with a fixation probability that becomes independent
of € and flat (for very small mutational effects €).

3. Ezpansion for relatively small mutational effects

Next, consider the regime where ¢ < 1 and Ny|e| > 1 but Nyye? < 1. Then, if € > 0, Eq. yields

_ewaeD"'O‘Q -1

Pstar — | - [1+0(e) + O(Nwe)] , (S42)
which gives, employing Eq. [S19
o wwe. o D—a-1 )
g =1l+4+e " (a- 1)7 [1+0(e) + O(Nwe?)] . (S43)

Thus, in this case, assuming D > 2, we have ®5*" < & if o < 1 or @ > D — 1, whereas ®5%7 > @I jf
1 <a<D-—1. Now if € < 0, Eq. B30 yields

1+a?(D-1)

(I)star —
1 D aP-1

eNw D=1 4 O(e) + O(Nwe?)] (S44)
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which gives, employing Eq. [S20Q,

¥ 14a2(D—1
(I)ilique - D aP-1

) [14 O(e) + O(Nwe?)] . (S45)

Then, assuming D > 3, we have ®5¢ > &9 if o < 1 while &5 < 19 if o > 1.

Combining results for € > 0 and € < 0 in this regime, as well as results obtained for very small mutational effects
above, we find that the star is a suppressor of selection compared to the clique for o < 1, an amplifier of selection
for 1 < a < D —1, and a transient amplifier of selection for « > D — 1. Indeed, in the latter case, one switches
from amplification to suppression as € is increased. Specifically, there is amplification for € < 0 satisfying € < 1 and
Nwle| > 1 but Nye? < 1, and whatever the sign of € in the regime where ¢ < 1 and Ny|e| < 1, but there is
suppression for € > 0 satisfying € < 1 and Ny |e| > 1 but Nye? < 1.

Interestingly, in the regime of very small mutational effects where ¢ < 1 and Ny le|] < 1, we showed that the
strongest amplification is obtained in the limit o > 1, but now we find that in this case, amplification is only
transient. Our expansions show that universal amplification can exist only if 1 < o« < D — 1. In this case, for e < 1
and Ny |e| < 1, the strongest amplification is expected for « = D — 1 (because F' increases with a, see Eq. [S40), and
we then have F(D — 1) = (D —2)3/{D[D (D — 2) + 2]} so that Eq. then yields

oy 29\ (D —1)(D—2)}
TR (e =1+ 72 ) SpD oy + O (540

If Ny > 1 and D > 1, this gives a prefactor of the first order term in e of order Ny D/2, which can yield a large
amplification, but recall that this is restricted to Ny |e| < 1.

4.  FExpansion for extremely asymmetric migrations

So far we have considered expansions in selection strengths, and then in some regimes, analyzed extremely asym-
metric migrations. However, the order of limits matters and our previous discussions are limited to specific regimes
in terms of selection strength. If  — 0, Eq. [537] yields

i 1
B = =+ 0(a), (347)

which demonstrates that for small m the star is a very strong suppressor of selection, with all mutations becoming
effectively neutral (once they have fixed in a deme). Note that this is consistent with our result for very small
mutational effects, see Eq. and the discussion just below.

If o« — oo, and in particular assuming o > D, Eq. yields

D—-1 1—4?
D 1 _72(D—1)

Pstar — +0(a™), (S48)
and for v = Nwpw /(Naypam) — 0, which occurs when fas > fi, we have 5% — (D — 1)/D, which confirms that
amplification can only be transient in this case, since for the clique, we have ®5*** — 1 in this limit. The simple
expression ®5'*" — (D —1)/D is due to the fact that in the o — oo, mutants in the center cannot fix even if they are
very fit, while those in the leaves fix easily. If in addition D > 1 (and thus a > D > 1), then

— 2

star
o & 1 — ~2(D-1)

+O0(a), (S49)
which is formally reminiscent of the fixation probability for the star in the model of Ref. M] with Birth-death dynamics
in the limit D — oo (see also Ref. [28]), where ~ replaces the ratio of fitnesses (as is the case in Eq. B for the clique,
which is formally reminiscent of the fixation probability for the well-mixed population). Thus, if & — oo such that
a > D > 1, the star can become a universal amplifier of selection with respect to the clique, and has a fixation
probability identical to that of the clique but with v replaced by 2, which demonstrates amplification, in the same
way as in the model of Ref. M . However, this is restricted to the particular regime oo — oo such that > D > 1.

In the Birth-death model [4], the star satisfies mo = 1/(D — 1) and m; = 1, so that « = D — 1 (see section ]
for a more general mapping between our model and that of Ref. M]) Let us thus consider the specific case where
a=D —1. If @ — co (which implies D — o0), Eq. [S37 yields

_ -7
1= ")/2(D*1)e(1*'¥2)/’>’

(I):aitar + O(a_l) , (S50)
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a star in the Birth-death model of Ref. [4]. This is consistent with the fact that Eqs. [S34] and are exactly
equivalent to the formula given in Ref. [28] with v — fw/fym and o — D — 1 (see above). Note that the rigorous
asymptotic expression from Ref. m] is slightly different from the better known expression that has the same form as
Eq. 849 which holds for a > D >> 1 in our model.

which has the exact same form as the ri&rous asymptotic expression HE] for D — oo of the fixation probability in

5. Additional results for the star

In Fig. [S2] we show results for the fixation probability in the star graph that complement those shown in Fig.

Fixation probability ® St

19 7T 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
1 —a=10° : 7 : :
5 1 10 N |
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;91 08 ] a=101
2061  4e1o motim; 2
o 1 77 (o0 )
oo) e :
c 044 —a=103 >
2 1 --a—=0 2
2 1 - -Well-mixed a=mi/mo  §
LE 0_2__._._._._._._ o IETE PR T TR T T -§
] 1/D 5
] fi =
0 e
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A Mutant fitness fM B Mutant fitness fM

FIG. S2. Fixation probability for the star. A: Fixation probability ®{**" of mutants in a star graph versus mutant fitness
fu, starting with one fully mutant deme chosen uniformly at random, with different migration rate asymmetries « = my/mo,
complementing those shown in Fig. 2IA. Data for the well-mixed population is shown as reference, with same total population
size and initial number of mutants. Curves represent analytical predictions in Eq. B: Heatmap of the same fixation
probability ®5**" shown versus mutant fitness fis and migration rate asymmetry o = mj/mo. Parameter values in both
panels: D =5, K =100, fw =1, gw = gm = 0.1. Vertical dash-dotted lines represent the neutral case fw = fur.

In this work, we usually start from a mutant deme chosen uniformly at random, which is realistic for spontaneous
mutations. However, the initial position of the mutant M], and the degree of the node where it starts ], can strongly
impact its fate. Thus, in Figs. and [S4] we show results when the initial mutant deme is either the center or a leaf.
These results illustrate the strong impact of mutant initial position.
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FIG. S3. Fixation probability for the star, starting from a mutant center or leaf. A: Fixation probability ®io of
mutants in a star graph versus mutant fitness fas, starting with a fully mutant center, with different migration rate asymmetries
a = mr/mo. Markers are computed over 10% stochastic simulation realizations. Curves represent analytical predictions in
Eq. B: Fixation probability ®o1 of mutants in a star graph versus mutant fitness fas, starting with a fully mutant leaf, with
different migration rate asymmetries o = my/mo. Markers are computed over 10 stochastic simulation realizations. Curves
represent analytical predictions in Eq.[S36] In both panels, vertical dash-dotted lines represent the neutral case fww = fas. Data
for the well-mixed population is shown as reference, with same total population size and initial number of mutants. Parameter
values in both panels: D =5, K = 100, fw = 1, gw = ga = 0.1. From top to bottom, (mr,mo) x 10° = (5,1); (2,1); (1,1);
(1,2); (1,5) in simulations.
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FIG. S4. Heatmaps of the fixation probability for the star, starting from a mutant center or leaf. A: Heatmap of
the fixation probability ®19 of mutants in a star graph starting with a fully mutant center, shown versus mutant fitness fys and
migration rate asymmetry o = my/mo. B: Similar heatmap but for the fixation probability ®o1 of mutants in a star graph
starting with a fully mutant leaf. In both panels, vertical dash-dotted lines represent the neutral case fw = fa. Parameter
values in both panels: D =5, K =100, fw =1, gw = gm = 0.1.
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III. COMPARISON WITH THE MODEL OF REF. [4]

In Ref. M], a model where each of the N nodes of a graph is occupied by a single individual was introduced.
Replacement probabilities w;; from node 7 to node j are defined along each edge ij of the graph. At each elementary
step, an individual (say the one on node i) is selected for division, with probability proportional to fitness f;, and its
offspring replaces the individual on node j with probability w;;. This dynamics, which became known as the Birth-
death dynamics ﬂﬁ—lﬂ] or biased invasion process , ], thus allows to always maintain exactly one individual on
each node. An important constraint stemming from the definition of the model is

N
> wiy =1, (S51)
j=1

because the offspring of individual 7 has to end up somewhere. In other words, the matrix of replacement probabilities
is right-stochastic. Note that self-loops where the offspring stays on the same node (corresponding to w;; > 0) were
not considered in the initial description of the model but can be added (see e.g. m]) The probability P;_,; that, at
a given elementary step, the offspring from node ¢ replaces the individual in node j is given by

= —F——wi;, (S52)

i.e. the probability that the individual on node 7 is selected for division, multiplied by the probability that its offspring
replaces the individual in node j. Note that, since exactly one replacement occurs per elementary step, ZZ j P =1,
and that Eq. satisfies this normalization constraint because Eq. holds. Using Eq.[S51] we can rewrite Eq.
as

fiwij

Py = =——>—
o Zkyl fkwkl ,

(S53)

which will be convenient for our comparison.

In our coarse-grained model, upon each migration event, the individual that migrated from deme 7 to deme j (with
migration rate m;; per individual) may fix with probability p;. In particular, the probability P™"* that a specific
deme ¢ becomes mutant upon one given migration event while it was wild-type before reads

P_mut _ EkM Nkm]”p _ NM Ek]w Mk P (S54)
’ >k, Nk Nut 2 pnr, ;Mg + Nw D, j Mk

where ), ,, denotes a sum over mutant (M) demes indexed by k. In the last term we discriminated over mutant and
wild-type demes and employed the fact that all demes have the same carrying capacity K, resulting in steady-state
sizes Njs for mutant demes and Ny for wild-type demes, and denoted by pas the fixation probability of a mutant in
a wild-type deme, following our usual convention. Here, we have considered a probability upon a migration event, but
migration events change the makeup of the population only if fixation ensues. To compare to the model of Ref. M],
let us instead focus only on the migration events that result into fixation. The probability P;_,; that, upon such a
successful migration event, an individual coming from deme i fixes in deme j reads

Nimgjpi

Pisyj = —idPi__
i >k 1 Nemip

(S55)

Note that it satisfies ZZ j Pi; =1, as a fixation occurs at each successful migration event.

Eqs. and have the same form, with N;p; in our model playing the part of f; in the model of Ref. [4]. An
important difference is that in our model, the m;; (which are migration rates, not migration probabilities) do not need
to satisfy the constraint in Eq. and are independent. Our model is thus less constrained than that of Ref. M]
Note that an alternative dynamics removing this constraint was discussed in Ref. M], but then very rarely considered
in the literature ﬂﬂ] Note also that the fixation probability p; involves the fitness of ¢ and that of the type that
is replaced (say j), but because we always work with just two types, this dependence can be ignored without losing
generality.

For the clique and for the cycle, we have found that the fixation probability, given by Eq. [S13] has the same form
as that for the well-mixed population, but with v = Ny pw /(Nupar) playing the part of fy/fas. This is perfectly
consistent with the mapping described here, with N;p; in our model playing the part of f;. Note that the constraint
on migration rates does not come into play here since Eq. is independent of migration rates.
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For the star, we already noted that the fixation probabilities given in Eqs. [S34] and are exactly equivalent
to the formula given in Ref. [2§] if the following substitutions are made: v = Ny pw /(Napar) — fw/far and
o =mj/mo — D —1 (bearing in mind that in the notations of Ref. [28], D — 1 is called n and fy/fus is called 1/7).
Again, this is perfectly consistent with the mapping described here, with N;p; in our model playing the part of f;.
In addition, we have to impose a specific value of a, namely o = D — 1, in order to get back the result of Ref. ﬂﬁ]
This is because, for a star graph with no self-loops, only two different migration rates can exist, m¢o from center to
leaf and m; from leaf to center, given the symmetries of this graph. Imposing that > ;Mg is independent on i, i.e.
that all nodes have the same total emigration rate, which is a weaker form of the constraint in Eq. (because no
normalization is required on migration rates), then yields a = D — 1. So the extra constraint in the mapping between
the two models for the star stems from the requirement that Eq. be satisfied in the model of Ref. M] This also
means that for & = D — 1, our results are formally the same as in Ref. [2§] and in the model of Ref. [4] and that we
then find the exact same amplification properties for the star. But this exact correspondence is restricted to a very
particular value of a.

IV. GENERALIZED CIRCULATION THEOREM

Here, we extend the circulation theorem from Ref. M] to our model. Consider a metapopulation on a graph G with
a set of nodes V where all D demes have the same carrying capacity. A graph with migration rates per individual
m,;; from node 7 to node j is a circulation if and only if for all 1,

Z mi; = Z mji , (856)

JEV JEV

which means that the total rate of migrations leaving ¢ is equal to the total rate of migrations arriving in 7. We will
show that the fixation probability starting from P fully mutant demes is the same as for the clique, i.e. is given by
Eq.[513 if and only if the graph G is a circulation. Let us denote by P the ensemble of fully mutant demes and by
P its cardinal.

Following the proof of the circulation theorem given in Ref. @], we will demonstrate that the following are equivalent:
(1) G is a circulation.
(2) P performs a random walk with forward bias y~1, with v = Ny pw /(Narpar), and absorbing states {0, D}.
(3) The fixation probability starting from P fully mutant demes is the same as for the clique, i.e. is given by Eq.
(4) The probability that, starting from any P fully mutant demes, a mutant such that Ny pw /(Naspar) = v eventually
fixes in P’ mutant demes is given by
1—~4F

= -

d(v,G,P, P = (S57)

l1—x
First we show that (1) = (2), in a similar way as in Ref. [4]. For this, let 6, (P) (resp. d_(P)) be the probability
that the number of mutant demes increases by one (resp. decreases by one). We have

d_(P) ZieV\P, jep Nwmijpw ZiGV\P, jep Mij ZieP, jev\p Myji
5 (P) Nomaor =7 — =7 » (S58)
+(P) ZieP, jev\p HYMMijPM ZieP, jev\p Mij ZieP, jev\p Mij

Since G is a circulation, Eq. holds, and summing it over all : € P yields
Z mij = Z My (S59)
ieP,jeVv i€ePjcVv
which can be rewritten as
Z mij + Z mi; = Z mj; + Z mj; (860)
1EP jEP 1€EP,jEV\P i€P,jEP i€EP,jeEV\P
and thus

ieP,jeV\P i€EP,jJEV\P
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so that Eq. becomes

0_(P)
= S62
5. p) (562)
and thus P performs a random walk with forward bias v~ .
(2) = (3) can be proved as for the clique (see section [TAl and Ref. [25]).
(3) = (4) can be proved using conditional probabilities exactly as in Ref. [4].
(4) = (1) can also be proved similarly as in Ref. [4]. Specifically, using Eq. for P =1 and P’ = 2 gives
B(y,G1,2) = —— (S63)
FY’ Y ) - 1 + /y )

but denoting by v the initially mutant deme, we can also write the probability that 2 demes become mutant after any
number k of migration events as

- i1 (v)
® 1,2)=) [1—6_(v)— F =Y 4
(.61 = 31 0-(0) =640 64(0) = (s64)
and comparing Eqs. and shows that for any initially mutant deme v,
5_(v)
5 (v) (565)

But Eq. yields

6 (v) 2jevie Mii
=7 ) S66
6+(v) EjeV\v mij (560)

and therefore, for all v,

Z mgj; = Z mij , (867)

JEV\w jeV\v

which entails

Z mji = Z Mij , (S68)

JEV JEV

and thus G is a circulation (see Eq. [S56).

V. COMPARISON WITH THE MODEL OF REF. [16]

In Ref. ﬂﬁ], a model generalizing that of Ref. M] to the case where each node of the graph is occupied by a deme with
a fixed number of individuals was introduced. In the models of Refs. @] and HE], each elementary event is composed
of a death event in one deme and a birth event in another one, thus allowing to maintain constant the population of
each deme. Furthermore, the order employed to choose the individual that dies and the one that divides matters for
final results, yielding Birth-death and death-Birth models, as in the model introduced in Ref. M] (see Refs. m—@])
Conversely, in our model, migration, death and birth events are all independent. This is made possible by allowing
the population size of each deme to vary. Here, we present the model of Ref. HE] and compare it to our model.

Let us consider wild-type fitness as reference and set it to 1, and let us denote mutant fitness by 1+ s. Let us denote
the total number of individuals in deme i by N;, and the number of mutant individuals in deme ¢ by n;. Migration
probabilities w;; from deme i to deme j are defined along each edge ij of the graph. We will denote by T;"(n) the
transition probability from n; to n; +1 and by T; (n) the transition probability from n; to n; — 1, which both depend
on the complete state of the system n = (nq1,na,...,nar).
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1. Birth-death dynamics

In Birth-death dynamics (also known as “biased invasion process” [11, [16]), the wy; satisfy the normalization
constraint

D
Zwki =1. (869)
i=1

In this dynamics, an individual is chosen for reproduction among all the individuals of the population according to its
fitness. Assuming that it belongs to island k, its offspring migrates to island 7 with probability ws;, where it replaces
an individual chosen uniformly at random among the N; individuals there. The transition probability 7;(n) is given
by

—n; nk(l+s)
H/—/k 1 Z N + 8N
@ ¥

T, (n)

K2

(S70)

where (1) is the probability for a mutant to reproduce on island k and to migrate to ¢, which is then summed over all
the islands &, and (2) is the probability that, given that a death event occurs on island i (because an individual in 4
is being replaced), a wildtype individual dies. Analogously:

N Ni — ny,
T (=g ;wk SN, (S71)

2. Death-birth dynamics

In death-Birth dynamics (also known as “biased voter model” [11, [16]), we assume that 3, wy; = 1. In this
dynamics, an individual is chosen uniformly at random in the entire population to die. Assuming that death occurred
in island ¢, one may consider that a migration event then occurs from island k to ¢ with probability wg;. But one
may also assume that migration occurs from k to ¢ with a probability proportional to the product of wy; and the
total fitness Nj + sny of island k. The first choice considers fitness to be relevant only within each island, while the
second one takes into account fitness across the islands. We will consider the second one because it allows to recover
the usual death-Birth model ﬂﬁ—lﬂ] when N; = 1Vi € {1,..., D}. Finally, the reproducing individual on island i is
chosen according to its fitness within the island. The transition probability 7" (n) reads

Ny —ny i Wi (Ng + sny) nk(1+s)  Ni—n;g Y weing(l+s)

Z; N; — ZJ w;i(Nj + snj)  Ni+ sng N Zj N; Zj w;i(Nj + snj)
—— —
(1) (2) (3)

T+ (n)

3

(S72)

where (1) is the probability for a wildtype individual to die on island 4, while (2) is the probability that, given that a
death event occurs on island 4, a migration event occurs from island % to ¢, which takes into account the total fitness
of island k. Finally, (3) is the probability that, given that a reproduction event happens in island k, it is a mutant
who reproduces. Similarly,

) S, T o

3. Clique

Consider a clique made of D demes of size N (all of identical and composition-independent size), such that w;; = w
for all i # j and w;; = w’ for all 7. If migrations between different demes are rare enough, one can coarse-grain the
process and consider that each deme is either fully mutant or fully wild-type, and the state of the clique can then be
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fully described by the number £ of mutant demes, which changes when migrations followed by fixation occur. In the
Birth-death model, starting from Eq.[S71l and summing over mutant demes, we obtain

D—
and similarly
- _&Db=9
Tg = WUJPW ) (S75)

which entails that

Te  (1+s)pu _ pufm (S76)

Y=o )
Tgr pw pw fw

and thus the probability that the mutant fixes in the whole population starting from ¢ mutant demes is given by
Eq. but with v expressed in Eq. The same result is obtained in the death-Birth case.

4. Star

We consider the star graph with self-loops (i.e. allowing replacement within a given deme, corresponding to
migration from this deme to itself, w; > 0). Indeed, the rare migration regime that we study in our model means in
the framework of the model of Ref. [16] that replacement is much more frequent within a deme than across two demes,
thus requiring very strong self-loops, i.e. large w;; values. While the star with self-loops was introduced in Ref. ]
with one individual per node of the graph, in the spirit of Ref. M], here we treat it in the model of Ref. HE], where
each node contains a deme with fixed size V. Following Ref. ﬂﬁ], we introduce two parameters z and y (0 < z,y < 1)
such that 1 — y is the weight of the self-loop of the center and 1 — z is the weight of the self-loops on each leaf.
The other weights are chosen in order to respect the symmetry of the star and for W to be right stochastic in the
Birth-death case and left stochastic in the death-Birth case. Hence, in the Birth-death model, the matrix of migration
probabilities reads:

-y y/(D-1) y/(DO—l) o y/(D=1) y/(D-1)

T 1—x 0 0
T 0 1—2 0 0
T 0 0 1—=z 0
T 0 0 0 1—x

where nodes are numbered so that the first one is the center of the star and others are leaves. The case x =y =1
corresponds to the star without self-loops introduced in Ref. M]

In order to compare our model to the model of Ref. HE] in the case of the star, we choose their respective parameters
so that in each deme, both models have the same value for the ratio of the migration rate 7;,;, leaving the deme
to the reproduction rate 7., in the same deme. In our model, the reproduction rate per individual is given by
Trep = fw (1 — Nw/K) for each deme, whatever its type (leaf or center) — in the wild-type case. Still in our model,
the migration rate leaving the center (to any leaf) is mo (D — 1) per individual, and that leaving a leaf (to the center,
which is the only possibility) is m; per individual. In the framework of the Birth-death model of Ref. HE], the total
reproduction probability per individual in a deme (irrespective of where the offspring from this deme migrates) is
equal to Y jwi =1, for both the center and for a leaf, while the total migration probability per individual leaving
the center is ., w1; = y and the one leaving a leaf is 3, ,; w;; = z with i > 1 (see Eq. [S77). Thus, to match our
model with the Birth-death model of Ref. [16], we have the following two constraints:

__mo(D-1)
YT - N /K (57%)
and
z= Uik (S79)

fw(l—Nw/K)’



21

Fig. [SEIA shows that once this matching is done, a good agreement is obtained between simulation results for the
two models, which yield similar mutant fixation probabilities across various migration asymmetries o. Figs. and
C show small relative and absolute differences, respectively, between the two models. Note that the relative error is
high when the probability of fixation of a mutant deme is close to zero, which is the case for deleterious mutations,
but then the absolute error is small, which confirms that these models are consistent.
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FIG. S5. Comparison between the Birth-death model inspired by Refs. [16] and [23] and our model. A: Fixation
probability ®; of mutants in a star graph versus mutant fitness fus, starting with one fully mutant deme chosen uniformly at
random, with different migration rate asymmetries @« = m;/mo in our model and in the matching Birth-death (Bd) model,
which satisfies Eqgs. and [S791 Markers are obtained from 2 x 10% stochastic simulation realizations in our model, and in the
Bd model of Ref. [16]. Curves represent analytical predictions for our model in Eqs. [S34] and B: Absolute differences
between simulation results obtained with the two models (see panel A), as a function of the mutant fitness fis. C: Relative
differences between simulation results obtained with the two models (see panel A), as a function of the mutant fitness fas.
Parameter values for our model: D =5, K = 100, fw = 1, gw = g = 0.1, and from top to bottom in the legend of panel A,
(mr,mo) x 10° = (5,1); (2,1); (1,1); (1,2); (1,5) in simulations, as in Fig. @l Parameter values for the matching Birth-death
model: D =5, N = Ny = 90, fw = 1, and values of = and y satisfying Eqs. and for each pair of values of m; and
mo from our model. Vertical dash-dotted lines indicate the neutral case fw = fu.

The Birth-death model of Ref. HE] has the same total reproduction rate in each deme. Once the matching in
Eqgs. and is done, it also features the same migration-to-reproduction ratio as in our model. Note however
that the death rate is not uniform across demes in this model: in the center it is ), w;; = 1 —y + (D — 1)z, and
inaleafitis ), wj; =1—a+y/(D—1) with j > 1. This stands in contrast with our model, and to resolve this
discrepancy, we would need to impose that y = (D —1)z. In that case, the matrix of migration probabilities in Eq.
becomes doubly stochastic and the star becomes a circulation, and thus it has the same fixation probability as the
clique in the model of Ref. [16] (see above). Consistently, Eqs. and then entail & = 1. This shows that the
matching between models is not perfect for other values of a, because the model of Ref. [16] is more constrained than
our model, as it imposes constant deme size.

In the death-Birth model, the matrix of migration probabilities is the transpose of that given in Eq. Hence, the
total reproduction rates for a leaf and the center are ), w;; = y/(D—1)+1—z with j > 1and ), w;1 = 1—y+(D—1)z,
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respectively, while the total migration rates per individual from a leaf and from the center are y/(D—1) and (D — 1)z,
respectively. Thus, to match our model with the death-Birth model, we have the following two constraints:

zfw (1 - NYW) =mo(l—y+ (D —1)z), (S80)

and

N
%W(l—%>:m1<%+l—x>. (881)

In this case too, Fig. shows that once this matching is done, a good agreement is obtained between simulation
results for the two models.
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FIG. S6. Comparison between the death-Birth model inspired by Refs. [16] and [23] and our model. A: Fixation
probability ®;1 of mutants in a star graph versus mutant fitness fus, starting with one fully mutant deme chosen uniformly at
random, with different migration rate asymmetries @« = m;/mo in our model and in the matching death-Birth (dB) model,
which satisfies Eqs. and [S81] Markers are obtained from 2 x 10% stochastic simulation realizations in our model, and in the
dB model of Ref. HE] Curves represent analytical predictions for our model in Egs. and B: Absolute differences
between simulation results obtained with the two models (see panel A), as a function of the mutant fitness fis. C: Relative
differences between simulation results obtained with the two models (see panel A), as a function of the mutant fitness fas.
Parameter values for our model: D =5, K = 100, fw = 1, gw = g = 0.1, and from top to bottom in the legend of panel A,
(m1,mo) x 10 = (5,1); (2,1); (1,1); (1,2); (1,5) in simulations, as in Fig.[2l Parameter values for the matching death-Birth
model: D =5, N = Nw = 90, fw = 1, and values of z and y satisfying Egs. and for each pair of values of m; and
mo from our model. Vertical dash-dotted lines indicate the neutral case fw = fu.

The death-Birth model of Ref. HE] has the same total death rate in each deme. Once the matching in Egs. [578
and [S79] is done, it also features the same migration-to-reproduction ratio as in our model. Note however that the
birth rate is not uniform across demes in this model even in the absence of fitness differences (see above). Here too,
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to resolve this discrepancy with our model, we would need to impose that y = (D — 1)z, with the same consequences
as in the Birth-death model — note that Birth-death and death-Birth models then yield the same result. Again, this
shows that the matching between models is not perfect for other values of «, because the model of Ref. ﬂEg]
constrained than our model, as it imposes constant deme size.

is more

VI. EXTENSION TO DIFFERENT DEME SIZES: THE DOUBLET
A. Main results

Our model allows us to consider structures involving demes with different sizes. In this case, we consider an initial
mutant placed randomly with a probability proportional to deme size, which is realistic for mutations occurring upon
division or with a constant rate per individual (note that this corresponds to both uniform and temperature initial
conditions in the language of models with a single individual per node ﬂﬁ], which coincide in our model).

As a simple example, consider a doublet comprising a small deme with carrying capacity Kg and a larger deme
with carrying capacity K, > Kg (see Fig. [SID). Individuals can migrate from the large (resp. small) deme to the
small (resp. large) deme with a rate per individual mg (resp. my). For structured populations involving demes with
identical sizes, we considered the fixation probability ®; starting from one fully mutant deme, which yields that of
one mutant individual when multiplied by pas. Here, we consider the fixation probability of one single mutant in the
structure divided by that in the small deme. If we define D such that K, = (D —1)Kg and if we choose the notation
Ks = K, then this quantity ®{°uPet is analogous to our usual ®; (if D is an integer), thus facilitating comparisons.
Pgoublet is expressed analytically below.

Fig. shows ®@{°uPlet for different migration asymmetries o = mg/myz, with excellent agreement between our
analytical predictions and our simulation results (see also Fig. [S8for additional « values and a heatmap). Furthermore,
Fig. ST shows that the fixation probability is very close to the well-mixed case when ov = 1/(D — 1). This corresponds
to msKr = mpKg, ie. to equal migration flows from small to large deme and reciprocally. We also observe that the
doublet behaves as a suppressor of selection for & > 1/(D — 1), and has weak amplifying properties for o < 1/(D —1),
which do not survive in the limit o — 0. In the Appendix, Section [VIl we show that in the regime of moderate
mutational effects, the doublet is an amplifier of selection with respect to the clique for 1/(D —1)? < a < 1/(D — 1),
and a suppressor of selection for v > 1/(D —1). This generalizes the result of Ref. @] that small upstream populations
with large downstream populations, corresponding here to a — 0, yield suppressors. Furthermore, this confirms the
importance of migration asymmetry in the impact a population structure has on selection.
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FIG. S7. Fixation probability for the doublet. Fixation probability ®$°"P't of mutants in a doublet versus mutant
fitness far, starting with one fully mutant deme chosen proportionally to deme size, with different migration asymmetries
a = mg/myr. Data for the well-mixed population is shown as reference, with same total population size and initial number
of mutants. Markers are computed over 2 x 10° stochastic simulation realizations. Curves represent analytical predictions
in Egs. and Vertical dash-dotted lines indicate the neutral case fw = fua. Parameter values: Kgs = 100,
Kr = 400 (hence K; = (D — 1)Kg with K¢ = K = 100 and D = 5), fw = 1, gw = gm = 0.1. From top to bottom,
(ms,mr) x 105 = (8,1); (4,1); (1,1); (1,4); (1,8) in simulations.
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FIG. S8. Fixation probability for the doublet. A: Fixation probability ®$°"P!** of mutants in a doublet versus mutant
fitness far, starting with one fully mutant deme chosen proportionally, with different migration rate asymmetries « = mg/mp,
complementing those shown in Fig. Data for the well-mixed population is shown as reference, with same total population
size and initial number of mutants. Curves represent analytical predictions in Egs. and B: Heatmap of the same
fixation probability versus mutant fitness fys and migration rate asymmetry o = mg/my. Parameter values in both panels:
Kgs =100, K, =400 (hence Kr = (D —1)Kgs with Ks = K =100 and D =5), fw = 1, gw = gu = 0.1. Vertical dash-dotted
lines represent the neutral case fw = fur.

B. Fixation probability
1.  General expression

In order to calculate the fixation probability of the mutant type in the doublet, let us first consider the case where
the small deme, whose carrying capacity is denoted by Kg, is fully mutant, while the large deme, whose carrying
capacity is denoted by K, is fully wild-type. Recall that the migration rate per individual from the small deme to
the large one is mg, and that from the large to the small deme by my. We start from exactly one fully mutant deme.
If an M individual migrates from the small deme to the large deme and fixes, then the mutant type fixes in the whole
population. The probability that this occurs upon a given migration event reads

S
mp Ny pL
M
mLNfI —|—msN1ﬁ‘/ ’

Td = (S82)
where N3, = Ks(1 — g/ fur) (vespectively N = K1(1— gw/fw)) is the equilibrium size of the small mutant deme
(respectively of the large wild-type deme) and p@ is the fixation probability of a mutant in the large wild-type deme,
given by Eq. with N instead of Nyy. Similarly, if a W individual migrates to the small deme and fixes, then the
wild-type fixes in the whole population. The probability that this occurs upon a given migration event reads

msNVLV
Ny +msNE
mriNyr = msiNy

Ty =

Py s (S83)

where pﬁ, is the fixation probability of a wild-type individual in the small mutant deme, given by Eq. with N ;ff
instead of Njs. Then, the fixation probability of the mutant type, starting from a small mutant deme and a large
wild-type deme, reads

TS _ mr Ny % _ 1
TS +Tg  miNypk +msNEpy, 1+avys’

cI)cll,oublct _ (884)

where o = mg/my, and vs = N&p5y/(N3pkp).
Similarly, in the case where the structured population starts from a large mutant deme, while the small deme is
wild-type, we get the fixation probability
— ms NP3y L

(I)doublct _ _ ’ 885
e msNipiy +miNgply  1+70/a (585)
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where v, = stvpév/(NMpM)

Next, consider the case where one mutant individual starts in a deme with a probability proportional to the size
of the deme, which corresponds to the realistic case of mutations happening randomly upon division. The fixation
probability of such a single mutant reads:

K K
doublct S doublet L doublct
P — M(I) + = M(I) S86

In the rest of this work, which focuses on structured populations made of demes of identical sizes, we consider the
fixation probability ®; starting from one fully mutant deme, which then needs to be multiplied by pa; to obtain that
of one mutant individual. Here, we will consider the analogous quantity

ionblet _ P%/([”;blet Ks iogblet | K oy pgoublet (S87)
Py Kg+ K, KS+KLPM

In the particular case where K = (D — 1)Ky, so that the total carrying capacity of the subdivided population is
DKg, denoting K5 by K, considering ®{°"Pet allows for a direct comparison to ®; in the other structures considered
here, comprising D demes of carrying capacity K.

2. Ezpansion for relatively small mutational effects

For the sake of simplicity, here we assume that K; = (D — 1)Kg, so that the total carrying capacity of the
subdivided population is DKg, and we further denote K¢ by K. Consider the regime where ¢ < 1 and Ny |e| > 1
but Nye? < 1. Then, if € > 0, Eqs. [584] and [S87 yield

D-1

@bt = 1 — (o 1)Zome M 14 O(e) + O(Nwe)] (588)
which gives, employing Eq. [S19
(I)doublct 1—a (D _ 1) B .
qjclique =1+ —F e Nwell+0(e) + O(Nwe?)] . (S89)
1

Thus, in this case, assuming D > 1, we have ®goublet . @haue if o < 1/(D — 1), whereas ®{oublet < geliaue jf
a>1/(D —1). Now if e < 0, Egs. [S84] [S85] and [S87] yield

1+a%(D-1)°

(I)doublet _
! aD (D —1)

MWD 1 4 O(e) + O(Nwe?)] (S90)

which gives, employing Eq. [S20,

(I)iioublct - 1+ 012 (D _ 1)3

(I)ilique ~aD (D _ 1) [1 + 0(6) + O(NW€2>] : (891)

Then, assuming D > 2, studying the function G : v [1+a?(D —1)3] / [aD (D — 1)] demonstrates that ®foublet >
MU i o < 1/(D —1)2 or @ > 1/(D — 1), whereas ®goublet < g9 if 1 /(D — 1)2 < o < 1/(D — 1). Therefore, in
the regime where ¢ < 1 and Nyy|e| > 1 but Nye? < 1, the doublet is an amplifier of selection with respect to the
clique for 1/(D —1)? < a < 1/(D — 1), and a suppressor of selection for a > 1/(D — 1). Finally, for o < 1/(D — 1)?
it behaves as a suppressor for € < 0 and as an amplifier for ¢ > 0.

3. Ezxpansion for extremely asymmetric migrations

If & — 0, then Eqs. [S84] and yield

1
Ploublet o — (S92)
while if @ — oo, they give

D —1pk
(I)iioublct ~ p_M ) (893)
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VII. CONSTANT DEME SIZE APPROXIMATION

In our model, we consider that the number of individuals in each deme is not fixed, but there is a carrying capacity
K per deme. In a deterministic description, valid for large populations, if there is only one type of individuals, the
number N of individuals at time ¢ follows the ordinary differential equation:

W (1Y) ), -

where f represents fitness, g death rate and K carrying capacity. If f > ¢, Eq. yields a nonzero steady-state
population size, namely K (1—g/f). In a stochastic description, a finite-size microbial population with a logistic growth
rate and a constant death rate fluctuates around the deterministic steady-state average population size K(1 — g/ f)
after a transient time depending on initial conditions and before eventually going extinct (after a very long time if
it carrying capacity is not small) @, @] Therefore, in our analytical studies, we often employ the steady-state
population sizes of wild-type and mutant demes, denoted by Ny and Njs respectively:

Nw = K(1—gw/fw) , (595)

and
Ny = K(1=gn/fu) - (596)

Furthermore, for simplicity, we approximate fixation probabilities in each deme by their values computed at fixed
population size within the Moran process @, ] The fixation probability of a single mutant (resp. wild-type) in
a wild-type (resp. mutant) deme of steady-state size Ny (resp. Njs) is then given by Eq. (resp. Eq. [SI0).
This approximation is expected to be reasonable for large enough steady-state deme sizes. This is confirmed by Fig.
[S9 where the constant-size approximation from Eq. is compared to results from stochastic simulations of the
evolutionary dynamics of a mutant in a population of W individuals with variable population size, and to a numerical
resolution of the Master equation for variable population size, based on Ref. @] In the cases with variable population
size, we use a carrying capacity K and a steady-state size Ny = K(1 — gw/fw), as in the rest of our work.
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FIG. S9. Constant deme size approximation. Fixation probability pas of a mutant in a population of wild-type individuals
with carrying capacity K and steady-state size Nw = K (1 —gw/fw ). Markers: averages over 10* stochastic simulations. Solid
line: numerical resolution of the Master equation, see Eq. 3 in Ref. [58]. Dashed line: constant-size approximation employed in
this work, in the framework of the Moran process |26, 21] (see Eq. [S7)). Parameter values: fw =1, far = 1.1, gw = gm = 0.1.
Absolute and relative differences between the dashed and solid lines of panel A are shown in panels B and C. Discontinuities
arise from the need to set the constant population size in the Moran to an integer value, while the steady-state size is not
necessarily an integer — this is done by truncation.
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VIII. SIMULATION METHODS

Implementations of our simulations in the C programming language are freely available at
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5126699.

Our numerical simulations are performed using a Gillespie algorithm that is exact and does not involve any
artificial discretization of time [59, [60]. We focus on the regime where deme sizes N; fluctuate weakly around their
deterministic steady-state values, namely N; = K;(1 — g,/ f,) if all microbes in deme i are of type a. Thus, we start
our simulations at these sizes, and we consider K; large enough for stochastic extinctions not to occur within the
timescales studied. In most cases, we start our simulations with one fully mutant deme, while all others are fully
wild-type, because this describes the second step in the fixation of a mutant (after it has fixed in a deme) in the
rare migration regime. Note however that our stochastic simulations are valid beyond the rare migration regime and
allow us to test the validity of this assumption and to go beyond this regime. We consider a structured population
of D demes labeled i = 1,2, ..., D, and denote by Ny ; and Ny ; the respective numbers of W and M individuals in
deme 7.

The elementary events that can happen are reproduction, death and migration of an individual of either type:

k.

o W; 5 2W;: Reproduction of a wild-type microbe in deme i with rate k{}’vl = fwll = (Nw,i + Nuni)/ K]
ki,

o W; 5" 0: Death of a wild-type microbe in deme i with rate k.= gw.

kL,
o M; 25" 2M;: Reproduction of a mutant microbe in deme i with rate k;{“ = fm[l — (Nw,i + Nari)/ K]

kY,
o M; 5" (): Death of a mutant microbe in deme i with rate kyri = gum. Note that we take gy = gw throughout.

o W, Ty W;: Migration of a wild-type microbe from deme i to deme j with rate m;;.

o« M; ¥ M;: Migration of a mutant microbe from deme i to deme j with rate m;;.
The total rate of events is given by kior = Zil (k;rvl + k17m> Ny, + (k}‘“ + k&“) N —i—ij:l mij (Nw,i + Nasi).

Simulation steps are as follows:

1. Initialization: All of the D demes start from either Ny = K(1 — gw/fw) wild-type microbes or Ny, =
K (1 — gp/fu) mutant microbes, at time ¢ = 0.

2. Monte Carlo step: Time ¢ is incremented by At, sampled from an exponential distribution with mean 1/k; ;.
The next event to occur is chosen proportionally to its probability k/k..:, where k is its rate, and is executed.

3. We go back to Step 2 unless only one type of individuals, either W or M, remains in the population, which
corresponds to fixation of one type. Simulation is ended when fixation occurs.
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