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Abstract

In many biological systems, natural selection acts simultaneously on multiple levels of organiza-
tion. This scenario typically presents an evolutionary conflict between the incentive of individuals
to cheat and the collective incentive to establish cooperation within a group. Generalizing previous
work on multilevel selection in evolutionary game theory, we consider a hyperbolic PDE model of
a group-structured population, in which members within a single group compete with each other
for individual-level replication; while the group also competes against other groups for group-level
replication. We derive a threshold level of the relative strength of between-group competition such
that defectors take over the population below the threshold while cooperation persists in the long-
time population above the threshold. Under stronger assumptions on the initial distribution of
group compositions, we further prove that the population converges to a steady state density sup-
porting cooperation for between-group selection strength above the threshold. We further establish
long-time bounds on the time-average of the collective payoff of the population, showing that the
long-run population cannot outperform the payoff of a full-cooperator group even in the limit of
infinitely-strong between-group competition. When the group replication rate is maximized by an
intermediate level of within-group cooperation, individual-level selection casts a long shadow on
the dynamics of multilevel selection: no level of between-group competition can erase the effects of
the individual incentive to defect. We further extend our model to study the case of multiple types
of groups, showing how the games that groups play can coevolve with the level of cooperation.
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1 Introduction

Across a variety of biological and social systems, population structure often induces selective
forces operating at multiple levels of organization. Of particular interest are hierarchical structures in
which there is a tug-of-war between the interests at a one level of organization and the interests at a
larger level. For problems of cooperation or collective behavior, the incentives of an individual to be a
free-rider are often misaligned with the incentives of its group to produce a collective benefit for all of
its members [1]. Considering the effects of selection at multiple levels of organization is particularly
important in systems on the cusp of undergoing a transition to a higher order of complexity, establishing
a collective unit that can compete or replicate as a single unit. Multilevel selection has been invoked to
describe major evolutionary transitions, with examples ranging from the evolution of multicellularity
[2-7], to the evolution of social group structure [3, 9]. The transition to higher levels of biological
complexity can be understood as a triumph of cooperative behavior via multilevel selection, in which
groups can form a cooperative population structure overcoming individual competition within the
group [10-12].

Questions about multilevel selection have ranged widely across scales. On one end of the spec-
trum, ideas of conflict between individuality and collective behavior have been considered for the
evolution of multicellularity [3, 0], replication control of plasmids [13], and the evolution of mutual-
ism in the microbiome [14]. At the other end, the alignment of the individual-level and group-level
incentives have been studied for problems ranging from collective hunting in animal groups [15] and
the eusocial structure of insect colonies [%, 9] to the establishment of cooperative institutions for the
management of common-pool resources [16—18] and within-group cooperation coevolving with warfare
[19, 20] in human societies. Experimental and field work has addressed problems ranging from the
cooperative cofounding of ant colonies [21], to the establishment of multicellularity in biofilms [4],
and the artificial selection for nonaggression in chickens [22-25]. A natural tension between selective
forces at different levels of selection arises in the evolution of virulence in infectious disease dynamics,
in which competition for pathogen replication within an individual host promotes selection for more
virulent pathogens, while increased virulence can also harm the host and prevent onward transmission
within the host population [26-31].



One framework that has often been used to study multilevel selection is evolutionary game
theory, which provides stylized models for the evolution of cooperative behavior in which individuals
can maximize payoff by cheating, while groups achieve higher collective payoffs when at least some
of their members cooperate. Traulsen and coauthors have studied the evolution of cooperation in in
the presence of multilevel selection, showing that group-level competition for replication could help to
promote the fixation of cooperators over defectors in finite populations [32-34]. The work of Simon
and coauthors has further explored how more realistic mechanisms like group-level fission and fusion
events and the possibility of non-constant group size can help to facilitate cooperation win out over the
defection that is favored by individual-level selection [35-358]. Further work on stochastic multilevel
selection models in evolutionary games have explored the role of group-level extinctions [39], the role of
spatial structure on between-group competition [10], and asymptotic formulas for fixation probabilities
in the limit of large population size [11].

Luo introduced a stochastic model of two-level selection featuring two types of individuals:
one with a constant reproductive advantage at the individual level (i.e. defectors), and the other
that confers a selective advantage to its group (i.e. cooperators) [12, 43]. In the limit of infinitely
many groups of infinite size, Luo derived a non-local hyperbolic PDE describing the simultaneous
competition within and between groups [12]. Luo and Mattingly characterized the long-time behavior
of this PDE based upon the relative strengths of selection at the two levels and the Holder exponent of
the initial condition near the full-cooperator group [44]. They showed that there was a threshold level of
between-group selection strength such that defectors would fix in the population when between-group
competition below the threshold, while the population converges to a steady state density supporting
positive levels of cooperation for between-group selection above the threshold. Further work on related
nested birth-death models for multilevel selection has explored application to host-pathogen dynamics
[15-17], as well as mathematical aspects of behavior in alternate infinite-population scaling limits,
including fixation probabilities in stochastic Fleming-Viot models [14, 18, 19] and quasi-stationary
distributions in a Wright-Fisher diffusion equation with multilevel selection [50, 51].

This model of two-level selection was later extended to include individual-level and group-level
birth rates that depended on the personal and collective payoffs obtained from a two-strategy games
played between members of the groups [52]. Results analogous to those of Luo and Mattingly were
demonstrated for special cases of the Prisoners’ Dilemma (PD) and Hawk-Dove (HD) games in which
the within-group dynamics were exactly solvable, and further work explored the multilevel dynamics
all two-player, two-strategy social dilemmas [53] and in the presence of within-group mechanisms of
assortment or reciprocity [54]. For the PD and HD games, it was conjectured that, for sufficiently
strong between-group competition, the population would converge to the unique steady state with
the same Holder exponent near x = 1 as that of the initial distribution. These steady state densities
displayed a surprising property, called the “shadow of lower-level selection”, in which the payoff of the
modal group composition at steady state and the average payoff of the steady state population were
limited by the payoff of the full-cooperator group. As a result, for games in which group payoff was
maximized by intermediate levels of cooperation, the population always features less cooperation that
optimal, even in the limit of infinitely strong between-group competition.

In this paper, we extend the previous work on multilevel selection in multiple directions. We con-
sider a formulation of two-level competition that allows for any continuously differentiable individual-
level and group-level replication rates. For this model, we prove a generalization of the conjecture
for the PD game from previous work on the convergence of the population to steady state densities
[53]. We also extend our analysis beyond the class of initial measures with a well-defined Holder
exponent near full-cooperation considered in previous work [44, 52, 53], showing in this case that the
population does not necessarily converge to any steady state. However, we show that cooperation



can persist in the long-time population in the presence of sufficiently strong between-group competi-
tion and provide long-time bounds on the time-averaged collective payoff that serve as a dynamical
analogue of the ”shadow of lower-level selection”. Finally, we relax the assumption that all groups
have the same within-group and between-group replication rates, allowing us to study the coevolution
of group features and the strategic composition of groups. We provide a sufficient condition for the
long-time concentration of the population upon a single type of group under our multi-type two-level
birth-death dynamics, and apply this framework to prove a generalization of conjectures about the
HD and Stag-Hunt games [53].

In Section 1.1, we describe the mathematical formulation of our model of multilevel selection
with comparisons to previous work on multilevel selection in evolutionary games. In Section 1.2, we
summarize our main results for the long-time dynamics of our PDE model of multilevel selection.

1.1 Model of Multilevel Selection

For our model of multilevel selection, we consider a population with m groups that is each composed
on n members. The within-group selection follow a frequency-dependent Moran process replacing a
randomly chosen member of the same group In a group with i cooperators, cooperators and defectors
give birth with rates 1+w;mc (L) and 1+wrmp(L), respectively, where ¢ (+) and 7p(-) are C* functions
on [0,1] and wy is the intensity of selection for within-group competition. We can further consider
the advantage of defectors over cooperators under within-group competition in an i-cooperator group

through the quantity
T <Z> ‘=7Tp <Z> — T <Z> . (1.1)
n n n

Between-group competition takes place through a group-level birth-death process in which a group with
i cooperators produces a copy of itself and replaces a randomly chosen group with rate A(14+wgG (%)),
where wg is the selection intensity of between-group competition and A describes the relative rate of
within-group and between-group replication events. We note that the choice of 7(x) = s and G(z) =

recovers the functions for within-group and between-group competition for the Luo-Mattingly model

[42, 44].

In the limit as the number of groups and group size tend to infinity (m — oo,n — o0), we can describe
the composition of strategies in the group-structured population by (¢, x), the probability density of
groups composed x cooperators and 1 — x defectors at time ¢. Using either a heuristic derivation
[12, 43, 52] or a weak convergence argument [/1], we can show that the large-population limit of the
stochastic ball-and-urn process can be describe by the following partial differential equation for the
evolution of u(t, x)

a“gft’x) = aax (x(1 = z)m(x)u(t,z)) + ( / G(y)u(t,y dy) u(t,z), (1.2)

where \ := AwG describes the relative strength of within-group and between-group competition. The
first term on the right-hand side of Equation 1.2 describes the dynamics of within-group competition,
in which defectors (respectively cooperators) increase in frequency within groups when 7(x) > 0
(respectively m(x) < 0). The second term in Equation 1.2 describes the impact of between-group
competition, and groups with composition z increase in frequency when their replication rate G(x)
exceeds the average group-replication rate in the population fol G(y)u(t,y)dy.



Equation (1.2) is paired with initial data given by

1
u(0,z) = up(z) > 0, /0 up(x)dxr = 1. (1.3)

It is easily checked that, if u(x,t) is a solution to Equation 1.2, it will be of unit mass for all ¢. Equation
1.2 is a hyperbolic PDE, whose characteristic curves are given by solutions of the following ODE
dx(t)
dt

=—z(1l —x)m(z) , x(0) = o, (1.4)

which we note is the well-known replicator equation for individual-level selection within a given group
[55]. The function 7(x), sometimes called the gain function [56, 57] describes the relative advantage
of defectors over cooperators under within-group competition in an xz-cooperator group.

The dynamics of Equation (1.6) also have independent biological interest for studying multilevel selec-
tion in which z-cooperator reproduce with rate G(z) and no groups are removed from the population.
Such models of an expanding group-structured population may be relevant in applications in which
the group-level reproduction corresponds to cell division [58—(1] or fission of social groups [38, (2].

We can also consider a measure-valued formulation corresponding to the multilevel dynamics described
by Equation (1.2). For an initial Borel probability measure uo(dz) and any C1([0,1]) test-function
v(z), the p(dx) evolves according to

o 1 B _ 1 81)(1’) B 1 1 B o
o | oman = [ 28 e - symaim a2 [ [G(w)— / G<y>ut<dy>} Fi(dr). (15)

Again considering an auxiliary linear equation with initial measure pg(dx) solving

o [t [t ov(z) !
375/0 v(z)p(dx) = . ou m(l—x)ﬂ(ﬂs)ut(dm)—i—)\/o G(z)pe(dz), (1.6)

we see that solutions i, (dx) to the measure-valued multilevel dynamics of Equation (1.5) can be related
to solutions p(dx) of Equation (1.6) through the normalization given by

() = KU (1.7
Jo me(dy)

We will also consider an extension of the multilevel dynamics in which groups belong to one of N
possible subpopulations, with each subpopulation featuring its own reproduction rates 7;(-) and G;(-).
Within-group competition proceeds according to ;(-), while between-group competition consists of
group replicating with rate proportion to G;(-) and replacing a randomly-chosen group from any of the
N subpopulations. For example, each subpopulation could be defined by a different two-strategy game
played within its groups, and then the corresponding multilevel dynamics describe the coevolution of
cooperation and the fraction of groups playing each game.

Denoting the set of subpopulations by N'= {1,---, N}, we describe the composition of x-cooperator
groups in the subpopulation j € N at time ¢ by the density v’ (¢,z). This family of densities evolves
according to PDEs of the form

(%]{(92;,@ = 8856 [2(1 — 2)mj(z)u! (¢, z)] + M (¢, )

N 1
Gj(ar)—Z/ Gk(y)uk(t,y)dy], (1.8)
k=10



for each j € N, and this system is paired with initial data satisfying

, . N oo
uw (t,x) = ul(x) >0, ;/0 ud(z)dr = 1. (1.9)

We can also consider a measure-valued analogue of our multipopulation model by describing the
strategic composition of groups in the jth subpopulation by the measure p(dz). For a C*([0,1])
test-function v;(x), this measure evolves according to the following equation

1 , U 9 (x .
5 | vt = [ 2980 - oy @ a)

+ A/01 vj(@) |Gj(x) — é (/01 Gi(y)ut(dy)ﬂ pi(dz),

where the subpopulations are coupled through the nonlocal regulation term describing between-group
competition. The system described by Equation (1.10) is paired with initial data given by the measures
wd(dx) for j € N, which together satisfy the normalization condition given by

(1.10)

N

S (0.1) =3 [ ) =1 (1.11)
J

j=1 =1

We can also associate with Equation (1.10) a system of N decoupled linear equations of the form

! j L ow;(x . 1
gt/o vj(z)pf (d) :/0 853(6 )x(l—x)ﬂj(x)ﬂg(dx)—l—)\/o vj(x)Gj(x)pe(dx). (1.12)

Given solutions pi (dz),- -+, pi" (dz) to the linear dynamics of Equation (1.12), we can find a corre-
sponding solution 7 (dz) to Equation (1.10) for the jth subpopulation through the normalization
given by

(e Jy vi(@)ul (de)
/o vj(2)f; (dz) = ONJ#
t

1.13
Zj:1M (10,1]) ( :

1.1.1 DMotivating Example: Two-Strategy Evolutionary Games

To formulate assumptions about the behavior of the functions m(x) and G(x) characterizing within-
group and between-group competition,we can consider the special case of the multilevel selection
dynamics depend on payoffs from two-player, two-strategy social dilemmas [52, 53]. We consider
games with symmetric payoff matrices of the form

C D
¢ (R S5 (1.14)
p\r p

where the entries of the payoff matrix correspond to the reward for mutual cooperation (R), the sucker
payoff from cooperating with a defector (5), the temptation to defect against a cooperator (7'), and



the punishment for mutual defection (P). In this paper, we will consider the multilevel dynamics
corresponding to generalizations of four two-strategy social dilemmas: the Prisoners’ Dilemma (PD),
the Hawk-Dove game (HD), the Stag-Hunt (SH), and the Prisoners’ Delight (PDel). These four games
are characterized by the following rankings of payoffs

PD:T>R>S8>P (
HD:T>R>P>S (
SH:R>T>S8>P (1.15¢
PDel: R>T > P > S. (

For a group composed of fractions x cooperators and 1—x defectors, the average payoff for a cooperator
and defector are given by

mo(z) = Rx + S(1 — ) (1.16a)

mp(x) =Tz + P(1 —z). (1.16b)

In previous work on multilevel selection in evolutionary games, it was assumed that the group-level

reproduction rate in an z-cooperator group depend on the average payoff of group members G(x) =

xmo(z) + (1 — x)mp(z) [52, 53]. Using the cooperator and defector payoffs from Equation (1.16), we

then have that the dynamics of Equation (1.2) have the following dependence on the payoff matrix
from Equation (1.14)

m(x)=P-S—(R-S—-T+P)x (1.17a)

G(z)=P+(S+T—-2P)z+(R—S—T+ P)a* (1.17b)

From Equation 1.17b, we can see that the group-reproduction function satisfies
G(1)=R> P =G(0) (1.18)

for each of the social dilemmas described in Equation (1.15). Under the game-theoretic model, the
characteristic curves from Equation (1.4) evolve according to

dx(t)
dt

=—a2(1-2)[P-S—(R-S—T+P)a], (1.19)

which has equilibria at x = 0, x = 1, and a possible interior equilibrium = = x4 given by

pP-S5

= 5 7T P (1.20)

For the PD game, we can use the payoff rankings and the fact that 7 (z) is an affine function to see
that
m(x) > min (7(0),7(1)) = min (P — S,T — R) > 0,

and therefore the within-group dynamics feature global stability of the all-defector equilibrium x = 0.
For the Prisoners’ Delight game, we can use the payoff rankings from Equation (1.15d) to see that

m(z) < max(w(0),7(1)) = max(P — S, T — R) <0, (1.21)

and therefore full-cooperation is globally stable under individual-level selection.



Using these properties, we formulate a generalization of the multilevel PD and PDel dynamics by
considering G(x),w(z) € C!(]0,1]) satisfying G(1) > G(0) and either 7(x) > 0 (in the PD case)
or m(z) < 0 (in the PDel case). This class of reproduction functions G(z) and w(x) include those
used in the Luo-Mattingly model [12], in models used to describe the evolution of protocells [63],
and within-group dynamics following the Fermi update rule for social learning [32]. We will take this
generalization of the PD and PDel dynamics as a generic picture of multilevel selection in populations
without internal within-group equilibria, and will assume that the dynamics of multiple subpopulations
described by Equation (1.8) reflects a PD or PDel scenario within a given subpopulation. For games
such as the HD and SH with internal within-group equilibria, we will apply the multiple subpopulation
formulation using the fact that the dynamics above and below the within-group equilibria for such
games reflect either a PD or PDel scenario.

Remark 1.1. For the game-theoretic dynamics, G(x) is maximized by the following level of cooperation

1 2R> S+ T

*={  S4T-2P : (1.22)
2R< S+ T
235+T -R-9) <o

so an intermediate level of cooperation can optimize group-level reproduction when the total payoff
S + T generated by the interaction of a cooperator and defector exceeds the total payoff 2R generated
by two cooperators. In addition, we see from the fact that G(x) is a quadratic function of x in the
game-theoretic setting that G'(x) changes sign at most once in [0,1], and that G(z) experiences a single
upcrossing of G(1) in [0,1]. For our generalized PD or HD multilevel dynamics, G(x) can either be
mazimized by interior levels of cooperation or by full-cooperation and can feature arbitrarily many
upcrossings of G(1).

1.2 Summary of Main Results
1.2.1 Results for a Single Group-Structured Population

Now we present our main results for the dynamics of solutions to Equation (1.2) for the generalized
Prisoners’ Dilemma scenario. We first look to understand steady-state solutions to Equation (1.2),
and the conditions under which such solutions can be achieved under the multilevel dynamics. In
Section 2, we show that, under generic conditions on A\, G(-), and 7(-), the achievable steady states
are delta-concentrations of full-defector groups d(x) and full-cooperator groups §(1 — ), as well as a
family of density steady states which we characterize below.

In previous work on special cases of Equation (1.2), the long-time behavior and convergence to steady
state of the multilevel dynamics was studied for initial measures ug(dx) with given Holder exponent
near x = 1 [14, 52, 53]. This Holder exponent and its associated Holder constant quantify the extent
to which the initial distribution concentrates or decays near the full-cooperator group, and is defined
as follows.

Definition 1.2. The measure p(dx) has Hélder exponent 0y > 0 near x = 1 if

Ht:inf{GZO: th@x’m >0}. (1.23)
X

x—0



Furthermore, pu:(dx) has Holder constant Cy, € R>o U {oo} if

o (=, 1])
iﬂli% e = Cy,. (1.24)
Measures of the form u(dr) = 6(1 — z)?~1dx for finite & > 0 have Hélder exponent § near z = 1.
Examples with Holder exponent of 0 and oo are measures satisfying p({1}) > 0 and p ([1 — €, 1]) for
some € > 0, respectively.

We show in Section 2.3 that steady state density solutions to Equation (1.2) can be parametrized by

A and their Holder exponent 6 > 0 near x = 1. We calculate that these steady states are given by the
following densities

Aly) = fa ()
P () f01 fg‘(a:)da:’ (1.25)
Ap) = ¥~ 1(1 — o 9—1@eX _ ! C(s)ds
e =2 =) T e (- [,
where the parameter v corresponds to
1
Vg = <7r(0)> (MNG(1) = G(0)] — 67(1)) (1.26)

and the term —A\C(z) is given by

G(x) - G(0)> N <>\ [G(1) = G(0)] — 9%(1)> (W(:ﬂ) - 77(0))

—\C(z) = A (

p (0) - (1.27)
L (G(ﬂ?:f(l)) 9 <7T($1):;T(1)> .

We note that AC(x) is bounded on [0, 1] because 7(z), G(z) € C* ([0, 1]). Because we are considering
f > 0, we see that the fe’\(qr) is integrable provided that vy > 0, which occurs when between-group
competition is sufficiently strong so that

Om(1)

)\>)\*::m.

(1.28)
This threshold condition is increasing in 7(1), the relative within-group advantage of a defector over
a cooperator in a full-cooperator group, and is decreasing in G(1) — G(0), the relative between-
group advantage of a full-cooperator group over a full-defector group. From this we see that the
ability to promote cooperation via multilevel selection can be understood as the collective incentive
to cooperate winning out over the individual incentive to defect against cooperators. In addition,
A* is an increasing function of #, which means that larger cohorts of near full-cooperator groups are

able to maintain a steady state density featuring cooperation over a large range in the strength of
between-group competition.

We further show in Section 2.3 that the average level of group reproduction G(z) achieved in the
steady state distribution pé‘ is given by

(G y = <AA> G(0) + <1 _ i) Ga). (1.29)

9



The average group reproduction function (or collective payoff in the game-theoretic scenario) interpo-
lates between the collective outcome of all-defector groups to that of all-cooperator groups as A ranges
from A* to oo, and that the average at steady state (G(-)) is limited by the collective outcome for
the all-cooperator group. In particular, this means that if G(x) is maximized by an interior level of
cooperation x*, then the average collective reproduction at steady state does not achieve its optimal
possible level even in the limit of infinitely strong between-group competition when A — oo. This
generalizes the so-called “shadow of lower-level selection” seen in previous work on multilevel selection
in evolutionary games.

We may also visualize the impact of increasing the intensity of between-group competition by plotting
the steady state densities from Equation (1.25) for various values of A. In Figure 1, we display these
steady state densities for special cases of the game-theoretic examples from Section 1.1.1 in which
the collective payoff of the group is either maximized by full-cooperation (z* = 1, Figure 1a) or by
a composition of 75 percent cooperators (z* = %, Figure 1b). In the former case, we see arbitrarily
high levels of cooperation are achieved by the group for sufficiently large A, whereas in the latter case
the densities do not come close to achieving the optimal composition of cooperators. In fact, in the
latter case, the density appears to concentrate around = = %, the unique interior level of cooperation
satisfying G(z) = G(1).

. T [
A=10 1y A=50 '
1
A=20 A =100

10 1 1
— A=40 u A=150 T
— A=80 A =200 '
2l — X=160 | 2B — a=3m0 '
2] 2 — A=400 '
5 Sl — . .
2 2 A =500 !
6 ]
= 2 s !
o o 1
© [\ [
o L o 6t ]
o o 1

o o
o o '
4t ]
1
20 []
:
1
1
0 L 0 d 1

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Fraction of Cooperators () Fraction of Cooperators ()
* o= * 3 = __ 1
(a)z* =T =1 (b) 2" =35,7=3.

Figure 1: Steady state densities from Equation (1.25) for various values of between-group selection
intensity A for the game-theoretic case of Section 1.1.1 and scenarios in which G(x) is maximized by
full-cooperation (left) or by 75 percent cooperators (right). The dashed lines in the bottom panel
correspond to the group type z* maximizing G(z) and the group type Z for which G(z) = G(1).
Densities have Holder exponent 6 = 3 near x = 1, and payoff parameters are chosen from the family
of games with S =1, P =2, T = R + 2 with either R = 2.5 (left) or R = 3 (right).

In fact, we can formalize the intuition from Figure 1 to show that the steady states of Equation (1.2) in
the PD case concentrate as A — 0o upon measures supported only at points satisfying G(z) = G(1).
To highlight the dependent of our steady-state density on A, we can rewrite the expression of our
steady state in the form

py(x) = : (1.30)

10



where b(x) and h(z) are given by the formulas

b(z) := (1—z)"* m(1) exp </1 flr(l) — SW(S)]ds) (1.31a)

xm(x) s7(s)
_ [T[6) -G
h(z) := /x [5(1 ~ s)w(s)] d (1.31b)

From the form of Equation (1.30), we expect pé‘(m) to concentrate around the global maximizer of
h(z) as A — oo. The critical points z. of h(z) satisfy G(z.) = G(1), and we further compute that

—2(1 — 2)m(2)G'(2) — (2(1 — 2)7(2))'[G(1) — G(x)] _ =Gz

h'(x) = 22(1 — z)2m ()2 v, Te(l—z)m(ae)

T=xc

Because 7(z) > 0 for x € [0, 1] under the PD assumptions, we see that the local maxima of h(x) are
upcrossings of G(1), and the local minima of h(x) are downcrossings of G(1). In Proposition 1.3, we
consider the case in which h(x) is maximized by an interior level of cooperation T € (0,1), and use
the Laplace integration method [64] to show that p)(z) concentrates upon T as A — o0.

Proposition 1.3. Consider the steady state densities given by Equation (1.31) under the assumptions
that G(z),m(x) € C*([0,1]), G(1) > G(0) and n(z) > 0 for x € [0,1]. Suppose that G(z) has an
interior mazimizer x* satisfying G(z*) > G(1), and that h(x) has a unique mazimizer T < 1. Then
the family of steady states pg‘(x) —(x —7T) as A — o0.

Furthermore, if Z is the only upcrossing of G(1) in [0, 1], then T < z* and the level of cooperation
achieved as A — oo is less than the level that achieves the maximal group reproduction rate G(z*).
In particular, we note from Remark 1.1 that this is true for all PD and HD games with corresponding
quadratic G(z) given by Equation (1.17).

When h(z) is maximized by T = 1, the Laplace method breaks down because of the behavior of b(x)
at x = 1, so we employ a different approach to show that pg‘(a:) concentrates upon full-cooperation as
A — oo under the additional assumption that 8 > 1.

Proposition 1.4. Consider the steady state densities given by Equation (1.31) under the assumptions
on G(z) and w(x) from Proposition 1.3. Suppose h(x) achieves a unique maximum at x = 1 and
consider 6 > 1. Then, for our family of steady-state solutions pé‘(:ﬂ) —(x—1) as A = 0.

In particular, h(z) has a global maximum at x = 1 when G(z) is non-decreasing on [0, 1], and therefore
the population concentrates upon the optimal level of cooperation as A — oo when full-cooperation
is the best possible group composition. However, there exist group reproduction functions G(x) for
whichh(x) is still maximized by full-cooperation even though intermediate levels of cooperation are
collectively-optimal. In such cases, Proposition 1.4 tells us the population can concentrate at a level of
cooperation greater than is optimal for group-level reproduction, so the shadow of lower-level selection
can also manifest itself by promoting too much cooperation.

Next we explore the conditions under which steady states of the form pé‘(a:) are achieved as the
long-time behavior under the dynamics of Equation (1.2). Considering initial populations that have a
well-defined Hélder exponent, we show in Theorem 1.5 that solutions p;(dx) to Equation (1.2) converge
weakly to a steady state density when A > A*. This result constitutes a generalization of Conjecture
4.1 from [53], which addressed the long-time behavior for multilevel selection for Prisoners’ Dilemma
games with the payoff matrix of Equation (1.14).
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Theorem 1.5. Suppose that G(z),7(x) € C1([0,1]), G(1) > G(0), and w(x) > 0 for x € [0,1].
Consider an initial measure po(dx) having a Holder exponent > 0 near x = 1 with correspond-
ing positive, finite Hélder constant Cy. If N[G(1) — G(0)] > On(1), then [ converges weakly to the
probability measure defined by the density function pé‘(l’) defined in Equation (1.25):

1 1
lim v(z) i (dx) :/0 v(z)pp(z)dz (1.32)

t—o00 0

where v(x) is an arbitrary continuous function on [0, 1].

It is important to note that the limits characterizing the Holder exponent and constant in Equations
(1.23) and (1.24) do not necessarily exist for a given measure p;(dx). To supplement the Holder
exponent in characterizing initial measures by the behavior near x = 1, we introduce the following
quantities that can be defined for any initial measure.

Definition 1.6. The infimum Hdélder exponent @ near x = 1 satisfies

(= sup{@ >O:liminfM :0} (1.33)

z—0 St?@

Furthermore, the infimum Holder constant CE s given by

1—x,1
lim inf L= 1) Cy . (1.34)
x—0 g;et t
Definition 1.7. The supremum Hélder exponent 6 near x = 1 satisfies
1—a,1
0, := sup{@>0:limsupm([@$’]) :0} (1.35)
z—0 x
Furthermore, the supremum Holder constant Cy, is given by
. :ut([l - 1])
limsup ——5——= = C,. (1.36)
z—0 xT=t

Remark 1.8. The infimum and supremum Hélder exponents satisfy the inequality 0 < 0. This is true
because, for any © > 0,

1—2,1 1—2,1
lim inf —'ut([ z,1]) Slimsup—'ut([ i D

(1.37)

Therefore if the left-hand side is positive for a given ©, then right-hand side is positive as well. Further-
more, we also see from Equation 1.37 that if § = 0, then the infimum and supremum Hélder constants
satisfy Cg < Cy.

Remark 1.9. It can be shown that, if our initial measure po(dx) has infimum and supremum Holder
exponents 0 and 0 near x = 1 with constants Cz and Cy, then the solution p(dz) to Equation (1.6) has
the same infimum and supremum Hélder exponents 0 and 0 near v = 1 with constants Cge[)‘G(l)*(’”(l)]t
and C’Qe[’\G(l)_aw(l)}t. This allows us to see that the set of measures with well-defined Hélder exponent
and Holder constant near x = 1 is closed under our multilevel dynamics.

Using the definition of the supremum Hoélder exponent, we show in Proposition 1.10 that if the initial
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population contains a positive probability of full-cooperator groups, then the whole population will
concentrate upon full-cooperation in the long-time limit.

Proposition 1.10. Suppose that G(z),n(x) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.5 and that the
wnitial population can be written as

po(dz) = a16(1 —x) + (1 — a1) po(dx) (1.38)

for a; > 0 and po(dzx) a probability measure with a supremum Hélder exponent of 8 > 0 near x = 1.
Then the solution to Equation (1.2) fi,(dz) converges weakly to the delta-function §(1—x) concentrated
at full-cooperation as t — oco.

The supremum Holder exponent can also be used to characterize the long-time behavior of solutions
to Equation (1.2) for a more general class of initial conditions than we considered in Theorem 1.5. In
fact, we can find an analogous threshold quantity to Equation (1.28) given by

Om(1)

) = ——F— 1.39
which determines whether populations with initial measures po(dz) with supremum Hoélder exponent
Cp near x = 1 are capable of supporting long-time cooperation. In Theorem 1.11, we show that,
if A < A*(f), cooperation goes extinct and the population convergences to a delta-function d6(x)
concentrated upon the all-defector group.

Theorem 1.11. Suppose that G(x),m(z) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.5 and that the initial
distribution po(dz) has supremum Hdélder exponent 0 near v = 1. If N[G(1) — G(0)] < On(1), then
oy (dz) — 6(x) as t — oo.

For the case in which A > A\*(@), we show in Theorem 1.12 that the time-average of the av-
erage reproduction rate (G(-))z, eventually satisfies bounds in terms of the supremum and infimum
Holder exponents of the initial measure pg(dx). In Corollary 1.13, we use these bounds to deduce
that cooperation survives in the population for A > \*(€) and that the population will never converge
to steady state when the infimum and supremum Hélder exponents of pg(dz) near x = 1 disagree.
Mathematically, cooperation is shown to survive in the sense of weak persistence [(5], which has of-
ten been used to characterize the survival and coexistence of strategies in evolutionary games and
related ecological models under individual-level dynamics [55, 65-08]. For the edge case in which
A = A*(0), we show in Section 5.1 that the population will converge to §(x) for a more restricted class
of group-reproduction functions G(z).

Theorem 1.12. Suppose that G(z),n(x) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.5 and that the initial
distribution fig(dz) has positive supremum and infimum Hélder exponents 8 and 0 near x = 1. If
A[G(1) — G(0)] > (1), then weak solutions fi,(dx) to Equation (1.2) satisfy

lim sup 1/0 (G()a.ds = G(1) - 9”)51) (1.40a)
ngigfi/o (G()). ds = max {G(l) _ HW)El),G(O)}. (1.40D)

Corollary 1.13. Suppose that G(z), m(x), and po(dz) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.12. If
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A[G(1) — G(0)] > (1), then the average fraction of cooperators satisfies

1
limsup/ xf (dx) > 0. (1.41)
t—o00 0

Furthermore, if X[G(1) — G(0)] > O7(1) and § # 0, then the 1, (dx) does not converge weakly to any
Borel measure.

The bounds from Theorem 1.12 tell us that, in a time-averaged sense, the long-time collective outcome
is limited by the group-reproduction rate G(1) of the full-cooperator group. This extends our idea
of the shadow of lower-level selection seen in Equation (1.29), showing that this limitation on the
collective reproduction rate holds for any initial measure and making an explicit connection between
this limitation and the dynamics of Equation (1.2).

We also consider the long-time behavior for the case of the Prisoners’ Delight game. Because both
within-groups and between-group competition push to increase cooperation under the PDel dynamics,
we show in Proposition 1.14 that the population concentrates upon the full-cooperator group when
there is any between-group competition and any cooperators in the initial population.

Proposition 1.14. Suppose that G(z),7(x) € C1[0,1], G(1) > G(0), and w(z) < 0 for x € [0,1]. If
o ((0,1]) > 0 and A > 0, then @, (dx) — 6(x — 1) as t — oo.

1.2.2 Results for Multiple Population Dynamics

As we saw for the dynamics of a single interval, the growth of the non-normalized solution can
be associated with a principal exponential growth rate that can be associated with the average payoff
at steady state. For a given interval j with well-defined Holder exponent 67 near x =1,

AG;(1) cmi(x) <0 4
T = /\Gj(l) - Qjﬁj(l) : 7Tj(.1’) >0, A [Gj(l) — G](O)] — Hjlﬂ'j(l) >0 . (1.42)
)\GJ(O) :Fj(x) >0, )\[Gj(l)—Gj(O)]—ijj(l) <0

However, in the case in which Mg(daz) does not have a well-defined Holder exponent near z = 1, we can
possibly only bound the principal growth rate in terms of the infimum and supremum Holder exponents
¢’ and ¢’ near « = 1. Recalling that ¢/ < éj, we can see that the principal growth rate r; € [rg-”, rj»\/[ ],

where we can our lower bound in terms of 67 as

)\Gj(l) : Wj(:t) <0 ‘
=< AG(1) = @ mi(1) :mi(z) >0, A[G4(1) — G5(0)] — & mi(1) > 0 (1.43a)
AG;(0) cmi(z) >0, A[G;(1) — G;4(0)] — & m;(1) <0

and our upper bound in terms of 7 as

AG;(1) cmi(z) <0 '
rit =9 AG;(1) = @m;(1) :mi(z) >0, A[G;(1) — Gj(0)] — 'm;(1) >0 . (1.43b)
AG;(0) mi(x) >0, A[G;(1) = G;(0)] — #/m;(1) <0

In particular, this means that the possible growth rates for two intervals can potentially overlap. In
the remainder of the paper, we will focus on the case in which there is an interval j such that it > r%
for all other intervals k. When such a condition holds, we can show that the whole population will
eventually concentrate upon the subpopulation with the dominant principal growth rate.
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Theorem 1.15. Suppose that each supopulation j € N has reproduction functions G;(z),nj(x) €
C'([0,1]) satisfying G;(1) > Go and either m;(0) > 0 for x in[0,1] or m;(0) < 0 for x in[0,1] and
that its initial measure ,ué (dzx) have infimum and supremum Hélder exponents ¢ >0 and ¢ > 0 near
x = 1. Suppose there is a subpopulation k such that r* > 7";-‘/1 for 5 € N —{k}. Then, for all such

j, we see that @ ([0,1]) — 0 as t — oo. Furthermore, if pk(dz) has well-defined Hélder exponent
0% and Hélder constant Cygr near x = 1 that are positive and finite, then Tf — p(;\’kdx as t — oo if
M Gr(1) — G(0)] > 0*mi(1), where py ,(x) is the steady state density given by Equation (1.25) with

G(z) := Gi(x) and w(x) := mp(z).

1.2.3 Outline of Paper

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we discuss properties of the steady
state solutions to the multilevel PD dynamics, exploring the time-independent problem and charac-
terizing the average payoff of the density steady states and show the concentration of steady states
to delta-functions supported at full-cooperation in the limit of strong between-group competition. In
Section 4, we discuss useful properties of the time-dependent solutions to multilevel dynamics, and
characterize sufficient conditions for the population to converge to steady states supporting positive
levels of cooperation. In particular, we prove in this section that the population converges weakly to a
steady state density if the initial distribution has a well-defined Holder exponent and constant. In Sec-
tion 5, we characterize how cooperation can either collapse or persist in the population, depending on
the initial distribution of the population and the relative intensity of within-group and between-group
competition. In Section 6, we characterize the long-time behavior of the multipopulation dynamics
described by Equation (1.10), and then apply these results to understand the long-time behavior of
solutions to Equation (1.2) for the case of HD or SH games. In Section 7, we discuss our results and
directions for future research.

2 Steady State Solutions of Multilevel Dynamics

In this section, we discuss properties of steady state solutions to Equation (1.2). We first address
the well-posedness of measure-valued solutions to Equation (1.2) Section 2.1. In Section 2.2, we
characterize the properties of weak steady-state solutions and show distributions can only consist of
combinations of delta-concentrations at equilibria of the within-group dynamics and densities sup-
ported on non-equilibrium levels of cooperation that are strong solutions to the steady-state ODE. In
Section 2.3, we derive expressions for steady state densities under the PD set of assumptions, char-
acterizing the average payoff at steady state in Section 2.3.1 and proving Propositions 1.3 an 1.4 for
the concentration of the steady state densities under strong between-group competition in Section
2.3.2. In Section 2.4, we further show which of the possible weak steady-state solutions can actually
be achieved as the long-time behavior of solutions of Equation (1.2).

2.1 Well-Posedness of Multilevel Dynamics

We will explore the sense in which we have weak solutions p(dz) to Equation (1.2). To do this, we
first consider solutions to the the linear problem of Equation (1.6) for which we use the method of
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characteristics. We consider the following ordinary differential equation

dz dq
i —z(1 — x)m(x), pri AG(x)q, 2.1)
z(0) =y, q(0) = 1.
whose solution we denote by
z(t) = du(y), qt) = Pu(y). (2.2)

We can then consider the representation formula u; given by

1 1
/ o(@)r(de) = / o(n(y)n ()0 (de), wilz) = n(dy () (2.3)
0 0

for all continuous text functions v(x). We note that p;(dz) is a Borel measure due to the Riesz-Markov-
Kakutani theorem, and we can use the representation formula to show that u:(dz) solves Equation
(1.6) for any test-function v(x) € C*([0,1]). From the normalization relation from Equation (1.7), we
also have established that the existence of a Borel measure fi;,(dx) solving Equation (1.2) in the weak
sense.

To explore uniqueness of solutions, it is helpful to establish a bijective correspondence between the
measures 1 (dz) and [, (dz) solving Equations (1.6) and (1.2). By considering the test-function v(z) =
1 and using the assumption that ug(dz) is a probability measure, we can calculate the mass of p;(dz)
solving Equation (1.6) is given by

_ Jo Gl@)ui(d)
Jo me(dz)

Then, applying this to the normalization relation from Equation (1.7), we can express solutions 1, to
the full multilevel dynamics in terms of u¢(dx) by

0.1 = [t = e (3 [ ©00s) L (GO (2.4)

/01 v(x)f(dz) = /Olv(x) exp (—)\ /0t<(;(.)>usds> 1o (dz). (2.5)

Given a solution [, (dz) to the measure-valued formulation of Equation (1.2), we can also check that
the following representation formula for p.(dz) provides a solution to the linear dynamics of Equation
(1.6)

/01 v(x)pt(dr) = /01 v(z) exp </\ /Ot<G(-)>#Sds> 7, (dz). (2.6)

We can now use this correspondence between solutions of the linear and nonlinear forms of the mul-
tilevel dynamics to study well-posedness of measure-valued solutions to Equation (1.2).

Proposition 2.1. Denote by M([0,1]) and C*([0,1])* the set of Borel measures on [0,1] and the
dual space of C1([0,1]), respectively. Given the initial measure po(dzr) € M([0,1]) and any T > 0,
there exists a unique fi,(dz) € C ([0,T]; M([0,1])) N C* ([0,7];C*([0,1])*) such that i, (dz) is a weak
solution to Equation (1.2).

Proof. We start by establishing the well-posedness of solutions p(dz) to the linear model from Equa-
tion (1.6). Knowing from the representation formula of Equation (2.3) that u.(dz) exists in the
appropriate space, we now suppose that Equation (1.6) has two solutions ju} (dz) and p?(dz) for given
initial measure pg(dz). Considering the difference jiz(dz) := u}(dz) — pd(dr) with fig(dr) = Oda.
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Considering a test-function v(t,z) € C11 ([0, T] x [0, 1]) we can use the linearity of Equation (1.6) to
see that

o [t . B LT ow(t, x) ovu(t, ) .
5)15/0 v(t, z) i (dz) = /0 [at +z(1 - SU)W(.%)T + AG(z)v(t, z)| fie(dx). (2.7)

We can simplify Equation (2.7) by choosing v(¢, z) solve the dual problem to the linear dynamics of
Equation (1.6), given by

ov(t, )
ot

ovu(t, )
Ox

+x(1 —z)n(z) = —AG(z)v(t,z) , v(t,z) =w(z) € CL([0,1]). (2.8)

Noting that such a solution v(t, z) exists by the method of characteristics, we can see with this choice
that the righthand side of Equation (2.7) will vanish. This allows us to integrate Equation (2.7) in
time to see that

1 1 1
/0 v(T,x)ﬂT(dx):/O U(O,x)ﬂo(dx):>/0 w(z)pr(de) = 0. (2.9)

Because this identity holds for each w(z) € C!(]0,1]), we can deduce that the solution sy (dx) to
Equation (1.6) is unique in C([0,1])*, and further that it is unique in M([0,1]) by the density of
continuous test-functions in C*([0, 1]).

Existence of a weak solution 7, (dz) to Equation (1.2) in C ([0, T];M([0,1])) nC* ([0, T];C*([0,1])*)
follows from the existence of a solution p:(dz) to Equation (1.6) and the mapping of Equation (2.5).
To establish uniqueness, we consider solutions i} (dz) and i?(dz) to Equation (1.2) for initial measure
to(dzx), and apply the mapping of Equation (2.6) and the uniqueness of the solution u(dz) to Equation
(1.6) to see that, for any C! test-function v(x),

[ vt = [ oo (» [ (ents) b - | () exp (» [ (GCpaas ) e
(2.10)

We can then use this to deduce that there is a function of time ¢(t) such that

1 1
| vmttan) = o) [ oomian) (2.11)
0 0

Because Ji; (dz) and fi?(dx) are probability measures for all ¢ > 0, we can further deduce that c(t) = 1
and conclude that 7} (dr) = EZ(dz) in C*([0,1])" and in M ([0,1]) by density of continuous test-
functions in C*([0, 1]). O

2.2 Possible Steady State Solutions of Multilevel Dynamics

One aspect of the long-term behavior we would like to characterize is the conditions under which

solutions to the measure-valued dynamics i, converge to weak solutions u(dz) of the steady-state
ODE given by

B L dv(x)
0 dr

1 1
o= a)raudn) = [ o) 6@ - [ Gntan)| waa), 212
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and, furthermore, when such time-independent solutions to Equation 2.12 have corresponding densities
f(x) that are strong solutions to the steady-state ODE given by

5ol = Dn()f @] = M) [ 60 - [ Grw)]. (2.13)

In Lemma 2.2, we show that if solutions fi;(dz) converges to a limit pe(dx) as t — oo, then the limit
must be a strong solution to the steady state ODE at all non-equilibrium points of the within-group
dynamics. Under the PD dynamics, this means that probability mass can accumulate at the within-
group equilibrium at the endpoints 0 or 1, and that either the steady state po(dx) vanishes identically
on (0,1) or is everywhere nonzero on (0, 1).

Lemma 2.2. If a weak solution Ti,(dx) to Equation (1.2) converges weakly to a limit function piso(x)
as t — oo, then the limit p(x) is a weak solution to the steady state ODE in Equation (2.12).
Furthermore, denoting the set of points E = {z € (0,1) : n(z) # 0}, we see that there poo(dz) has
corresponding density foo(x) for x € E, which solves fs(x) the strong form of the steady state ODE
given in Equation (2.13). For any interval T C E, either fo(x) > 0 for all x € T or foo = 0 for all
zel.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. Using the measure-valued formulation of the multilevel dynamics, we integrate
Equation (1.5) in time from 7 to T + 1 and obtain

1 1 T+1
/0 v(2)fipyq (dz) —/0 v(x)pp(de) = /T (1 — x)m(x)pm,(dz) (2.14)

o Ox
o[ / @) - | 1 Gloym )| ().

Because ut(dx) converges Weakly t0 fioo(dx) by assumption, we know that, for any C' test function

fo x)f,dr — fo too(z)dx as t — oo. In particular, this tells us that the lefthand side
of Equatlon (2.14) vamshes in the limit as T' — oo. Furthermore, because G(-), m(-), and v(-) are C*
functions, we see that the following limits hold as t — oo

1 v(x ’U
0 ( ) z(1 — 2)m(z)p,(dz) %/ - (1*56)”(“”5)“00(‘”)

IRCIEE 0 / Gt tan)| i) [ ot [(ac)— [ Gt st

Therefore we can take the limit as 7' — oo on both sides of Equation (2.14), we allows us to see that
the limiting measure p(dx) is a weak solution to the steady state ODE from Equation (2.12).

Using the shorthand Q(dz) = (1 — x)7(2) o (), we can rewrite Equation (2.12) to see that

1 81}(95) B 1 1
288 quan) = [ o |Gla) [ Gty el (2.15)

Because Equation (2.15) tells us that the distributional derivative of Q(dx) is a finite (signed) measure,
we can deduce that there is a function ¢(z) such that Q(dz) = ¢(z)dz that has bounded variation, and
furthermore that g(z) € L' ([0, 1]) [69]. Then, for any closed interval J C E such that minge 7|7 (x)|>
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0, we can deduce that there is a density foo(dz) such that

) = o 2L (@).

Then, restricting ourselves to test-functions with support contained in J, we can rewrite Equation
(2.15) as

jag?q(x)dx: /j o(x) [a(:ﬂ)— /0 IG@)uoo(dy)} oo (). (2.16)

Because foo(x) is integrable on J, we see from the righthand side of Equation (2.16) that ¢(x) has
an integrable weak derivative, and therefore ¢(x) and fo(z) are absolutely continuous. Applying this
again to Equation (2.16) tells us that ¢(x) has a continuous weak derivative, and therefore q(z), foo(x) €
C' (7). Furthermore, this means that fo () is actually a strong solution to the steady state ODE of
Equation (2.13) for x € J. We can then extend our definition of the interval J as needed to show
that this also holds for any = € E.

To discuss positivity, we can rewrite the the steady-state relation Equation (2.13) for fo(x) as

8f?)oa§x) - <x(1 _;)W(x)> ( { / fooly ] - *[ (1 —sc)w(cc)]) foo(). (2.17)

This ODE has a unique solution on any interval of the form J because the righthand side is Lipschitz
in foo(x) and is continuous in x away from the equilibria of the within-group dynamics. If fo(z) =0
for an z € 7, then ‘gf) = 0 and therefore fo () is identically 0 on J. O

2.3 Properties of Steady State Densities
2.3.1 Average Group Payoff at Steady State

Having shown in Lemma 2.2 that steady states solutions measure-valued ODE from Equation (2.12)
are actually strong solutions to Equation (2.13) for € E (the non-equilibrium levels of cooperation),
we can now calculate possible steady state densities directly from Equation (2.13). Such nonzero
density steady states f(x) must satisfy
/ /
@) __-or@)] | (GO - Gl) _
f() z(1 = z)m(z) z(1 —a)m(z)

We can rewrite the last term of Equation 2.18 as

(G()y—Gx) A <<G(')>f_G(O)>+ A (<G(‘)>f_G(1)>+)‘C($) (2.19)

z(1—z)r(x) (0 x (1) 1—x m(x)

where, using the shorthand notation G(z) := G(x) — (G(-)), we can write C(z) as




Using Equation (2.19), we can see that steady state densities must satisfy the implicit expression

RN QPN S5 (70 Yo c/()) S R S (176 PR/ S BT N A (O
fla) = -z (COU=COI1 (1 _ gyt lio0n; @ tew (<2 [ Sas). o

Because G(z) and 7(x) are C! functions, we see from Equation (2.20) that C(x) remains bounded
near 0 and 1. This means that the density f(z) from Equation (2.21) will be integrable on (0,1) if
the average payoff (G(-)) satisfies the following bounds

G(0) < (G()); < G(1). (2.22)

In particular, this tells us that valid steady state densities cannot have a higher group-reproduction
rate than the rate of a full-cooperator group G(1), providing a signature of the shadow of lower-level
selection.

From the implicit relation of Equation (2.21), we see that there are infinitely many possible steady
state densities f(z) for a given relative selection strength A, one for each value of (G(-)) satisfying
the bounds from Equation (2.22). Because the Holder exponent near z = 1 is preserved under the
dynamics of Equation (1.2), we will parametrize the measures corresponding to the densities from
Equation (2.21) by their Holder exponents # near = 1 to obtain an explicit representation for our
family of density steady states.

Noting that C(z) is bounded on [0, 1], we can compute that

Lol MWy (= a)
z =0 x© a—0 OrO9—1
- @lzf lim pRTLEOD=CM]=0 (1 _ 1y 25 (GO =GO]-1 gy -1, A s T s
0 10 < () UGy = G
=q (©r1)Zy)™ 0= () (GO —G1)]
oS 10> () UG())y = G

Therefore we can deduce from Definition 1.2 that the Holder exponent that the Holder exponent near
x =1 for our steady state densities f(x) is given by

0= =) (G =G (2.23)

We can then use this expression to obtain the explicit family of steady states f;'(x) of Equation (1.25).
Furthermore, the average of the group-reproduction function G(x) on such steady states is given by

@y =aa) - "0 (224)

Using the expression from Equation (1.28) for the threshold A* required for integrability of the density
f(;\ (), we can deduce that

(G y = <AA> G(0) + <1 _ i) Ga). (2.25)
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This provides an improvement upon the bounds from Equation (2.22), showing that (G(-))s interpo-
lates between G(0) when A = A\* and G(1) as A — oc.

2.3.2 Most Abundant Group Composition for A — oo

Proof of Proposition 1.3. We start by integrating both sides of Equation 1.30 against a test-function
v(z), obtaining

! ! b(x) exp (Ah(x)) f z)b(z) exp (Ah(z)) dx
v(z)py(x)de = x dr = 0" .
/o ) /o O Ty exp () f& b(w) exp (Mh(x)) da

We can further rearrange this expression to obtain

[ vwmii = e DN (ot Ghmldy ) -, o

= ()
fo y) exp (M\h(y)) dy U(E),/%b@) exp (Ah(T))

Because b(z) is continuous and nonzero at T < 1, we can use the interior critical-point case of the

Laplace method [(4] to obtain the following asymptotic formulas for the two terms in parenthesis
T2 b(@) exp (Mh(2)) T Z= v (@)b(E) exp (AR(E))
lim =1 and lim 1 = 1. (2.27)
Asoo | [b(y) exp (Ah(y)) dy Aoo | [ u(y)b(y) exp (Ah(y)) dy

Taking the limit as A\ — oo in Equation (2.26), we can apply the asymptotic formulas from Equation

(2.27) to see that
1

lim v(z)pp(z)de = v(T),
A—00 0
and we conclude that p)(z) — 6(x — F) as A — oc. O

Remark 2.3. If, in addition to assumptions of Proposition 1.3, G(x) has a unique upcrossing T < 1
of G(1), then T < x*. Because py(x) — §(z —T) as A — oo, this means that the level of cooperation
achieved as steady state as X\ — oo will be less than the optimal level of cooperation when x* < 1 and
T is the unique uprcrossing of G(1).

Proof of Proposition 1.4. We assume, for contradiction, that there is a test-function v(z) € C* such
that fol v(z)pp(z)dz # v(1). In that case, there exists an € > 0 such that for any A > 0, there is a
A > A for which

€<

2)dz — v(1 ‘ /|v — (1) |pd (x)dz (2.28)

where the second inequality follows because pj )(x) is a probability density. Because v(-) is continuous,
there is § > 0 such that |v(z) — v(1)|< § for z € [1 — 4, 1], so we can further estimate that

[ semitnie -] <

1-6

1-6 €
[ o) —ohe)ds < G2l [ pba)de (220)

N ™
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Combining the results of Equations 2.28 and 2.29, we see that there are €, > 0 such that for any
A > 0, there exists A > A for which

1-0
A €
py(x)dx > ——— > 0. (2.30)
/0 ’ 4v]]oo

For such A\, we can then consider the steady state probability folﬂs pg‘(x)da: found on the interval
[0,1 — 4]. Using Equation (1.30) and the fact that b(x) > 0, we can estimate that, for any A > 0,

1-6 1-6 Mh(z) 1-6 Ah(z)
/ PAe) = Jo Cb(z)er P dx < b(z)eM ) dx (2.31)
0

fol b(z)eM@dy — fll_A b(z)e (@) dg

Because we have assumed that h(z) has a global maximum at x = 1 and that G(z) is a C* function,
we know that h(z) is locally non-decreasing as z — 17. Therefore, choosing sufficiently small A > 0,
we see that there is an A > 0 such that

1 1
/ b(z)eM @ dg > A4 / b(z)dz > AeM=4) (2.32)
1-A 1-A

Turning to the numerator of Equation 2.31, we can use the fact that (1 — 2)?~! <1 for § > 1 to see
that the integrand in the numerator satisfies

b(z)eM® < exp <)\h(x) +0 /x 1 wczs>

e / )

In particular, we note that when s = 0, the term in square brackets takes the value A [G(0) — G(1)] +
(1), which is negative when steady state densities of the form pj(z) exist. Because G(z),7(z) €
C1[0,1], the integrand on the last line of Equation (2.33) is negative for z close enough to 0, and
therefore there is d close enough to 1 and M < oo such that, for x € [0,1 — 4],

(2.33)

max(z,1—d) ST((S)

1
A < oxr [ B 1 [r(1) —sm(s)]
b(z) < exp (h( (z,1 d>>+9/ d) (2.34)

< .
<oy max o))

Further denoting ﬁdﬁ = maxXge[1—q,1—5) 1(7), we can combine the estimates from Equations (2.31),
(2.32), and (2.34) to see that

/01_6p§‘(x)dx < MA™Y(1—0d)exp ()\ |:iLd75 —h(1— A)D . (2.35)

Because h(z) has a unique global maximum at x = 1, there is a A* > 0 such that, for any A < A*,
h(1 —A) > h(z) for z € [0,1 — A*). Namely, choosing A < min (A*,§) allows us to additionally
deduce that h(1 — A) > hgs and conclude that

1-6
/ pp(z)dr — 0 as A — oo, (2.36)
0
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contradicting the existence of a subsequence of A-values tending to infinity on which the inequality of
Equation (2.30) holds. Therefore we can conclude that p)(z) — 6(x — 1) as A — oo. O

2.4 Achievable Long-Time Steady States for PD Dynamics

Lemma 2.2 tells us that the only possible steady states of Equation (1.2) are convex combinations
delta-functions supported at equilibria of the within-group equilibria and densities that are strong
solutions to the steady state ODE on intervals between within-group equilbria. As a first step to
exploring which steady states can actually be achieved through the long-time behavior of Equation
(1.2) for the PD case, we can consider initial measures of the form

po(dz) = agd(z) + a16(1 — ) + (1 — ag — a1) py (z)dz (2.37)

for ag,a; > 0 satisfying ag + a1 < 1 and p)(z) given by Equation (1.25). In Proposition 2.4, we
characterize the long-time behavior of solutions fi,(dz) to Equation (1.2) for such initial measures,
and we see that the only possible long-time steady states are §(z), §(1 — x), and p(;\(x) if there is any

between-group competition (i.e. when A > 0).

Proposition 2.4. Suppose that A [G(1) — G(0)] > w(1)0 and that the population has initial measure
wo(dz) given by Equation (2.37). If a; > 0, then the solution pi(dzr) to Equation (1.2) satisfies
my(dz) = 6(1 —2) ast — oo. Ifa; =0 and ag < 1, then we have instead that fi,(dx) — py(x).

Proof. Noting from Proposition 2.1 that solutions p;(dz) to Equation (1.6) are unique, we can check
the solution p(dzx) corresponding to the initial measure of Equation (2.37) is given by

pe(dz) = ager 05 (z) + a1 AN (1 — 2) + (1 — ag — ay) ePCO=OTMIEPA (1) d. (2.38)

We can use Equation (2.38) and the normalization relation from Equation (1.7) to further see that
solutions 11, (dx) to the full multilevel dynamics satisfy

e—AG(l)tut(dx) _ aoe)\[G(O)*G(l)]t(s(x) + a1(5(1 _ .7}) 4 (1 —ag — al) efHW(l)tpg(x)dx
e~ AG(1)t fol e (dy) apeMGO=CGWIt 1 gy 4 (1 — ag — ar) e~ (1)t

Py(da) =

(2.39)
Then, using the fact that that G(1) > G(0) and 7 (1) > 0, we can further see that ,(dz) — 6(1 — )
as long as a; > 0. If, instead, a; = 0, we can see that

e[ﬁw(l)—AG(l)]tut(dx) aoe(97r(1)—A[G(l)—G(O)])t5(x) +(1— ao)pg(x)da:
elom(1)=AG (1))t fol 11 (dy) - ape@m()-AGM) =GOt 4 (1 — ag)

iy (dar) = (2.40)

Because A [G(1) — G(0)] > 6n(1) by assumption, we can use the expression in Equation (2.40) to
conclude that fz,(dz) — pp(z)dz as t — occ. O

3 Useful Properties of Multilevel Dynamics

In this section, we provide some useful properties for the solutions u(t,z) to Equation 1.2 and the
behavior of the dynamical properties of our model of multilevel selection. In particular, we characterize
the impacts of within-group and between-group competition on solutions u(t, ) through properties of
the characteristic curves and the solutions along characteristics.
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First we obtain an expression for the backward characteristic curves ¢; ' (z).

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that G(x),m(x) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.5 and let ¢¢ be as in
Equation (2.2). For 0 < x <1, we have that

d)t_l(x) s)ds
exp(m(1)t)(1 — ¢; ' (2)) = (1 — x) exp </ 2;23 ) ’
z (3.1)
Q) = =T )

In particular,

1 S S
Jim exp(r(1)8)(1 - 67 (x)) = (1 - 2) exp ( / 2;()3 ) . (3.2)

Proof. Let z(t) =1 — ¢; (). Given q(t) = ¢¢(wo) satisfies Equation (2.1), z(t) satisfies the following
differential equation:

d
jj = 21— 2)n(l—2), 2(0) =20 =1 — . (3.3)
We thus have:

N ds
/ZO s(1—s)m(l —s) =t (3.4)

We may rewrite the left hand side as:

) ds [P ds [P () —7(1—8))/s + (1~ 5))ds
/zo s(l—s)m(l—s) /20 m(1)s + /ZO (1)1 — s)m(1—s) . (3.5)

We thus have:

In <Z> L [T Qs _ —r(1)t (3.6)

20 1-z s7(s)

Exponentiating both sides, we obtain Equation (3.1). We obtain Equation (3.2) by noting that
¢;'(x) — 1 as t — oo and that Q(s) is a bounded function for 0 < x < s < 1 since 7(s) is a
C' function by assumption. O

We next study w(z) to describe the effect of between-group competition.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose that G(x),w(x) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.5 and consider wy(x)
given in Equation (2.3). For 0 < x <1, we have that

¢ @) R(s
exp(—AG(1)t)w(x) = exp (—)\/ R(s) ds>

sm(s)

(3.7)
G(1) - Gls)

R(s) = 1-s

In particular, we have:

Jim exp(—AG(1)t)wy(w) = exp (—)\ /m 1 R(S)) ds> . (3.8)
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Proof. Let q(t) = wi(x). It is readily seen from (2.1) and (2.2) that ¢(¢) satisfies the differential
equation:

dq

= =L =p)m(p), - =AG(p)g,

p(0) = po =z, q(0) = 1.

(3.9)

Note here that p(t) = ¢; *(z). Let 7(t) = q(t) exp(=AG(1)t). The function r(t) satisfies the equation:
— = AG(p) —G())r. (3.10)

Thus, using (3.9), we have:
== r (3.11)

Using r(0) = ¢(0) = 1, we have:

, sm(s)

r(t) = exp (—)\ /P(t) R(s) ds) . (3.12)

We obtain Equation (3.2) by noting that ¢; '(z) — 1 as t — oo and that G(s) is C' and thus the
integral in Equation (3.2) is bounded as the upper bound of the integral tends to 1. O

Next we obtain an expression for d¢; ' (z) /0.

Lemma 3.3. Suppose that G(x),w(x) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.5 and consider ¢; *(2) as
defined in Equation (2.2). We have that

L) (1= o7 N ) (o (z
(6 ' )(i(la_ﬁtx)(ﬁzl)(@ () (3.13)

0
%th_l(x) =

Proof. Let J(t) = 0¢; ' (z)/dx. Then, using (2.1), we see that J must satisfy the following differential
equation:

dp

= = =p)7(p), — = ((L=p)7(p) —pr(p) + p(1 = p)7'(p)) J,

- =
p(0) =po =z, J(0) =1,

Sk

(3.14)

where 7/ is the derivative of 7, which exists given our assumption that 7 is C'. From the above, we
see that: 0 ) . ,

dp \p 1-p =(p)
Integrating the above differential equation, we obtain the desired formula:

p(H)(A —p@))m(p(t))
po(1—po)m(po) (3'165

J(t) =

We can also use the formula from w;(z) from Lemma 3.2 to find upper and lower bounds for the
growth rates of solutions along characteristics described by 1y (z) = wi(¢¢(x)).
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Lemma 3.4. Suppose that G(z) € C*([0,1]) and that G(0) < G(1). Then, for = € (0,1), there exist
positive constants M, M < oo such that

MW, (pPCO=CO] <y (1) < MACWE, (3.17)

Proof. For our upper bound, we can use Equation (3.7) to estimate that

T _ 1 _
Di(x) = we(e(x)) = 2D exp ()\/M | [M] dq) < MO gy (A/o [G@G(l)hdq)

where we have ignored non-positive contributions to the integral using the notation

6 - G, = { CO W G0 =B (319)

Noting that the integrand in the last term of Equation (3.18) is bounded as z — 1 because G(z) is
C' and bounded as x — 0 because G(0) < G(1), we can deduce that M < oo.

To find a corresponding lower bound on ¢y (x), we can first our the expression R(q) from Equation
(3.7) as

g (-

where we can check that the second term on the righthand side is bounded above on [0, 1] because
G(z) € C* ([0,1]). This means that there exists N > —oo such that

/¢ w( R@da 2 N +[G() = GO lox (4(x), (3.21)

and then, letting M := eV we can use Equation (3.7) to estimate that

x

Yi(z) = AW exp ()\ R(q)dq) > MWt g, ()MNEW=CGO)], (3.22)

bt () O

We can now apply Lemma 3.4 to obtain bounds on the growth rate of yp;(dz) in terms of the group-
reproduction rate of the full-cooperator group G(1) and the infimum and supremum Hélder exponents
0 and 6 of the initial measure po(dz) near x = 1.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that G(x) € C*(]0,1]) and G(0) < G(1). Consider a € (0,1) and po(dzx) with
supremum and infimum Hoélder exponents near x = 1 satisfying 0 < < 0. For any © < 0, there exists
B(0) < 0o such that

1 ([a,1]) < B(©)ePGM =0 (3.23a)

while for any © > 0, there exists b(O) > 0 and a sequence of times {ty}nen such that

1, ([a,1]) > b(©)erGM=OmW]tn (3.23b)

26



Similarly, for © > 0, there exists d(©) > 0 such that
pe (Ja, 1]) > d(©)erGH =0t (3.23¢)
and for © < 0, there exists D(©) < oo and a sequence of times {sp }nen such that
1t (Ja, 1]) < D(©)ePC=0r(M)sn (3.23d)

Furthermore, when the Hélder constants Cy or Cy of jo(dx) near x = 1 are positive and finite, we can
obtain versions of each of the bounds from Equation (3.23) with © = 0 or © = O, respectively.

Proof. Using the upper bound on 1 (z) from Lemma 3.4, we know that there exists an M < oo such
that

1

1 1
/ pe(dz) = /¢_1( )%(fb)ﬂo(diﬂ) < MW /qs—l( ),uo(dm) = MM, ([qﬁ;l(a), 1]).  (3.24)
a : (a ; (a
Using the lower bound from Lemma 3.4, we know that there is an M > 0 such that
1 1 o 1
/ pe(dx) = /¢1( )wt(aﬁ)uo(dm) > M Dt /<z>1( )qﬁt(:c))‘[G(l)*G(O)]uo(d:c). (3.25)
a + a t a

Using our assumption that G(0) < G(1) and the fact that ¢¢(z) € [a,1] for = € [¢; '(a), 1], we can
further estimate that

/ 1 pi(dw) > MaMCO=CON 0 (¢, (a), 1]) . (3.26)

Our next step is to obtain bounds on po ([¢; Ya), 1]). We can use the formula from Lemma 3.1 for
1 — ¢, (z) to see that

Ho ([60 (@), 1]) = wo ([1 = (1= 6, (a)) ,1])

—1 (3.27)
é; " (a)
= Lo ([1 — e ()t (1 —a)exp (/ (gr(((f])) dq) ,1])

From our assumption that yg(dz) has supremum Hélder exponent § > 0, we know that lim sup,_, 2~ uo([1—
x,1]) = 0 for © < §. For such O, there is therefore a constant C' such that

~ ~ @) Q(q)
Ya e 0Tt (1 _ )®ex . .
po (67 1(@).1]) < e (1~ a) exp (@ / qw(q)dq) (3.25)

Combining this with our estimate from Equation (3.24) and the expression for Q(gq) from Equation
(3.1), we can see that

" T (1 — a)® ex Hr®) —am(@ly ) pea)-en
o (a,1]) < OFF (1 — a)° exp (e [ dq) . (3.20)

:=B(0)

Similarly, we note that limsup,_,o 2 ®uo ([z,1]) > 0 for © > 0. Combining this with the expression
from Equations (3.26) and (3.27), we see that there is C' > 0 and a sequence of times {¢,} tending to
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infinity such that

a —a)%ex ) —am@l N pe)-ex
i (fa 1) > O (1= ) exp (0 [ L= gy ) hot-omor, (3.30)

~~

:=b(0)

Further, we know that 6(©) > 0 and B(©) < oo because 7(z) is C'. We can obtain the desired bounds
depending on the infimum Holder exponent 6 of po(dz) near x = 1 with an analogous approach. [

We can also derive approximate lower bounds for the growth rate of p;(dz) in terms of the growth
rate near the equilibrium of the within-group dynamics.

Lemma 3.6. Suppose that G(x), 7 (x) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.5 and that po(dzx) has pos-
itive Holder exponent § near x = 1 and consider the quantity G, 1= mingejg o G(7). For w sufficiently
close to 0, there exists a constant A, > 0 such that

fz ([0,1]) > AperCet. (3.31)

Proof. Due to our assumption that po(dz) has supremum Hoélder exponent 6 > 0, there is w’ < 1 such
that uo ([0,w']) > 0. Because ¢;(x) decreases in time and satisfies ¢;(z) — 0 for z € (0,1) as t — oo,
we have that, for any w < w’, there is a Ty, such that ¢7, (w') = w and ¢ (w') < w for t > T,,. Now
we can estimate the integral of the group-reproduction function along characteristic curves by

Tw .

/O Glou@Nds = | Glou@nds+ [ Gloua)ds = Gut + (Cur = Cu) T (3.32)

We can then apply this estimate and the fact that uo(dx) is a probability measure to deduce that

/01 pu(dw) = /01 €Xp <)‘ /OtG(¢s(x))d5> po(dz) = /Ow’ exp <)\ /Ot G(¢s($))d8> po(da)

y (3.33)
> eA(Gw/Gw)Twekéwt/ ,UJO(dx)
0

> MG =Gu)Tw AGut

4 Convergence to Steady State Population

In this section, we consider the long-time behavior of solutions 7,(dz) to Equation (1.2) for initial
conditions with well-defined Hélder exponents and Hélder constants. In Section 4.1, we prove Theorem
1.5, demonstration weak convergence of the population to steady state densities for sufficiently strong
between-group competition and initial measures with well-defined nonzero, finite Holder exponents
and constants. In Section 4.2, we prove Proposition 1.10, which tells us that a population with an
initial partial delta-peak at full-cooperation will fix full-cooperation in the group-structure population
in the long-time limit.
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4.1 Weak Convergence for Measure-Valued Initial Population

Before presenting the proof of Theorem 1.5, we will first rewrite our expression for the steady state
densities from Equation (1.25) into a form that is most compatible with the expressions related to the
method of characteristics derived in Lemmas 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3. We start by considering the following
expression for steady state density solutions to Equation (1.2)

1 S)as
;;((132) exp ( W) . My(s) = —AR(s) + 0Q(s). (4.1)

fg\(x) = (1 - 1,)9—1 S’N(S)

Combining the steady state expressions from Equation (1.25) and (4.1), we can write Mpy(s) using the
following decomposition

My(s) = g + i((;) (4.2)

where v and C(s) are given by Equations (1.26) and (1.27), respectively.

Now we will study the convergence of u:(dx) to these density steady states. We will start by the
integrating the righthand side of Equation (2.3) by parts to see that

1
/ v(ee(y))¥e(y)po(dz) =v(1)1h(1)F(17) — v(0)3(0)F(07)
0 (4.3)

1
— [ S @) w) )y, Fw) = pol(0.3]).
o 9y

In the above, we used the fact that ¢;(0) = 0 and ¢;(1) = 1. For initial measures p(dz) with positive
supremum Holder exponent 8, F/(17) = 1 and therefore

1 1
| etonto)intwmnlds) = v@u0)1 - FOH) + [ S o)) (- Fody (@)
0 o 9y

In Lemma 4.1, we estimate the growth rate of both terms in Equation (4.4), and show that the
time-dependent family of integrands in the second term is bounded by an integrable function that is
independent of time. Using Lemma 4.1, we can then apply the Dominated Convergence Theorem to
help prove convergence to steady state densities in Theorem 1.5.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that G(z),n(x) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.5 and that po(dx) has
supremum Hélder exponent  near x = 1 that is nonzero and finite. Ifvg = A[G(1) — G(0)]—6x(1) > 0,

then, for any © < 0, there exists a constant C(©) < oo such that
0 v —Or
5 ) (0) (1 = F(g)| < € (@)PE-0 Ml

-t i<,
dle) = {(1 — )91 ifv>1.

(4.5)

Furthermore, we can use Equation (4.4) to see that there are positive constants C7 and C3(©) such
that

1
| oteuwintnm(de) < 90" 1 o) -erl, (46)
0

If, in addition, the supremum Hélder constant of ug(dx) is finite and nonzero, then we can obtains
bounds analogous to those of Equations (4.5) and (4.6) for © = 6.
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Proof. We start with the integral in Equation (4.4). Changing variables to = = ¢:(y), we have:

‘0 1Fd—18 1— F(¢; Y (x)d 4.7
/0 @(v(¢t(y))wt(y))( - F(y)) y—/o %((U($)wt($))( — F(¢; (z)))dz (4.7)

Our goal is to estimate the following quantity

IIId G-y [T O 1 Flo—Y (o Nd
| npde = | 55 (@) (1= Pl @)y (48)
1= S0 (oapn(a)), I = O - o (@)

Let us first consider I;. Using Equation (3.7), we have that

I = <§Z - AK(az)v(az)) exp (—)\ /jtl(x) jr((i)) ds) ;

R(¢'(@) 0 R(x) )
x _ x
K(r) = O ) 0 oy B
¢y (@)m(¢y () Oz o (z)
Using Equation (3.13) and the definition of R in Equation (3.7), we have:
G(z) — G(; ! (x))
K(x) = . 4.1
s (4.10)
Using the fact that G is C' and that ¢; '(x) > z, we have that
-1 d);l(x) ! ! -1
@) -G @) =| [ G| < 6] 07 (@) - (411)
Denoting mmin := ming<s<1 7(s) > 0, we may thus estimate K (z) by
1G]l o (07 (2) =) _ |Gl &7 ()
K < 0 < == 4.12
K@l s = 0@ S mume(—a)° (412)
and therefore deduce that
Ov O MG oo 1Vl 67 (2) v MG o ol or ' (2)
R < || — 0 ) < e o0 ) i
ox AK (@)v(z)| < ’ oz || + TminZ(1 — ) ~ |07 + Tmin z(l—x)
:=C1
(4.13)
Returning to Equation (4.9), we see that I; can be estimated as
-1
o (v) /¢t ) R(s)
< — . .
|| < Cl$(1 — ) exp | —A ’ sw(s)ds (4.14)

We now estimate 5 in Equation (4.8). Because po(dz) has supremum Hélder exponent 6 near z = 1
and 1 — F(¢;  (z)) = mo ((qb;l(x), 1]), we can use Equation (3.27) to see that, for any © < 6, there is
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a constant Cy < oo such that

¢¢ ' (@)
|I| < exp(Om(1)t)(1 — ¢; 1 (2))® < Co(1 — 2)®exp (@/ gr((?) ds) . (4.15)
Combining Equations (4.14) and (4.15), we have that
-1 ¢ (@)
LD < C10x©)(1 — 2 2B p f e (/ M@(S)ds> , (4.16)
x - sm(s)

where Mg(s) is defined as in Equation (4.1). To estimate I3, we see from Equation (4.2) that

o (@) ~1 @
/ M@(s)ds = —vgln <¢t$(x>> + /¢ C(S)dsv (4.17)

sm(s) 7(s)

and we can use the fact that C(s) is bounded on [0, 1] to see that

] < Cy (@ij(rr)) Ch = exp (/01 i((j)) ds> < oo. (4.18)

Combining this with Equation (4.16), we see that

¢ ()

Since ¢; '(x) > x, we can use the definitions of d(x), I;, and I5 from Equations (4.5) and (4.8) to see
that || 1, 15| |< d(z)erGM =07t where we note that d(z) is integrable because © > 0 and vg > vy > 0
for any © < 6. We can further use this estimate of ||.71[2| | the fact that 1;(0) = e’ and the
choice of constants C} = |v(0)|(1 — F(0")) and C¥(©) = fo x)dx to obtain the estimate of
Equation (4.6). O

vo—1
LI < C¥(O)(1 —z)t < ) , CV(©) = C1C5(0)Cs. (4.19)

Proof of Theorem 1.5. We first prove Equation (1.32) when v(z) is a C! function. We will evaluate
the following quantity as ¢ — oo

e~ G—or() /0 (@l = e GIW-0x0) / o(e(y))n (y)o(de), (4.20)

which we can express through Equation (4.4). From the boundary term of Equation (4.4), we can use
the fact that 1, (0) = e*“(O) to see that

lim e~ ACM=07M)ty 0}y (0)(1 — F(0T)) = lim e~ MEW=CGO)=07W)ty0)(1 — F(0T)) =0, (4.21)
t—o0 t—o0
where the last equality follows from the fact that pg(dx) has Holder exponent € near z = 1. Recalling
that # > 0 and v > 0 by assumption, we can apply Lemma 4.1 to see that the integrand on the
righthand side of Equation (4.4) is bounded by an integrable function independent of t. We may thus

use the Dominated Convergence Theorem to pass to the limit as ¢ — oo in the integral in Equation
(4.8).
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Using Equations (3.8), (4.9) and (4.10), we can compute that

Jim 1) = <gz L AR ();f ) Xp< A/ SS ) - a% (v(m) exp (—)\/: j&@)), (4.22)

Furthermore, can use Equation (3.2) and the fact that uo(dx) has Holder exponent 6 with constant
Cp near x = 1 to see that

hm I, = hm —(¢t_1( )
b0 o (1—¢; '(z))?

Therefore we deduce that

Jim 01 I Irdz = /01 8(1 (v(x) exp (—A : ﬁ((‘i)) ds>) 019(1 — ) exp <0 /: 2;5()8‘§8> dx
_ (v(x)Cg(l—x) exp( " Mo (('Szjs)>

0

[ (o ([ ) 3 (- spmo [ 2o

(4.24)

L Q(s)ds
) ) (4.23)

(exp(r(1)(1 — &7 )" = (1 = o)’ exp 6

where we integrated by parts in the second equality. Using Equation (4.2) and the fact that vy > 0,
we see that the boundary term vanishes. After some simplifications, we see that:

1 1
lim Liydx = Cg@/ v(z) f7 (z)dz. (4.25)
0

t—o00 0

Combining this with Equation (4.21), we see that:

1 1
lim e~ PGM=Om (]t / v(z) e (da) = Cypf / v(z) fo (z)de. (4.26)
0

t—o00 0

Using the test-function v(z) = 1, we further have that

t—o00

1 1
lim e_[)‘G(l)_e"(l)]t/O pe(dx) = 099/0 f(z)da. (4.27)

Using the normalization relation from Equation (1.7), we may now compute the limit in Equation
(1.32).

1 e~ NG(1)=0m(1)]t 1 1 A 1
ti [ o(@)m(de) = Jim o dOlds) SO [ e,
t—o0 J t—=00 o—[AG(1)—0m(1)]t fO v(x) e (der) fO f(;\(x)d:v 0
(4.28)
where we used Equation (4.26) and (4.27) in the second equality. We have thus established (1.32) when
v(z) is C1. To see that Equation (1.32) is valid for merely continuous v(z), we may use a standard
approximation argument. Note that we may approximate v(z) arbitrarily closely by a C' function

w(z) in the sup norm:

for any € > 0, there exists w(z) € C* such that ||v — w|| <e. (4.29)
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Using this and the fact that fi,(dz) and pj(z)dz are probability measures, we see that

1 1 1 1 1
/ vig(dzr) — / vppd| < / lv —w| g (dx) + / wig(dx) —/ wppda
0 0 0 0 0

1 1
[ i) - [ o]
0 0

As t — oo, the last expression tends to 0 since w(x) is C!. Since € is arbitrary, we obtain the desired
conclusion. 0

1
A
+ v — w| ppdx
/OI | Py (4.30)
< 2e+

4.2 Convergence to Delta-Function at Full-Cooperation

Proof of Proposition 1.10. Using the push-forward representation of p;(dx), we find that

L *W”tfl () e (de)
/0 () (dw) = e~ G f pt(da) (4.31)
_aw(1) + (L—ar) e 0 [T wt(x))wt(x)po(dx)
a; + (1 —ap) e 261 fi/)tx dx) .

Using Lemma 4.1, we know that there exist positive constants C7, C§ < oo such that for any 0 c (0,0)

(1 _ al) e—AG(l)t

1
/0 ot (2)polda)

<(1-a) [Cfe)\[G(O)—G(l)}t i Cge—éw(l)t
Because G(0) < G(1) and 6 > 0, we can further see that
(I1—ay)e —AG(

— 0 as t — oo.

(¢t( Nbe(x)po(dz)

Applying this limit to the numerator and denominator in Equation 4.31, we can then conclude that

1

lim [ v(x)g(dr) =v(1), (4.32)
t—oo Jg
and we have shown that 7i,(dx) — (1 — x). O

Remark 4.2. Proposition 1.10 generalizes results for the Luo-Mattingly model and models from evo-
lutionary games in which full-cooperation mazimizes collective payoff [}/, 03]. The proofs in those
cases had relied on the fact that G(1) > (G()),(dz) 0t all times t, but did not require the additional
assumption that the portion of the initial measure not concentrated at full-cooperation have a positive
supremum Hélder exponent near x = 1. In the present case, the population concentrates upon full-
cooperation even when group reproduction function is mazximized by an interior level of cooperation.

5 Extinction or Weak Persistence of Cooperation

In this section, we consider the long-time behavior of solutions of Equation (1.2) for initial measures
to(dx) with a given supremum Holder exponent § near x = 1. For the Prisoner’s Dilemma case,
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we present the proof of Theorem 1.11 for convergence of the population to full-defection in Section
5.1 and the proof of Theorem 1.12 characterizing long-time bounds on the time-averaged collective
group reproduction-rate in Section 5.2. In Section 5.3, we prove Proposition 1.14, showing that 7z, (dx)
concentrates upon full-cooperation in the Prisoners’ Delight case.

5.1 Convergence to Delta-Function at Full-Defection

Proof of Theorem 1.11. To show weak convergence of 7i,(dz) to d(x), we consider any continuous test
function v(x) and look to show that fo z)fi(dz) — v(0) as t — co. We can use the continuity of
v(x) to show that for any € > 0, there is a 6 > 0 such that

[ om0 <+ 2ol [ il (5.1)

We note that po(dz) must have a supremum Holder exponent § > 0 near x = 1 in order to satisfy our
assumption on A. Therefore we can apply Lemma 3.6 and the normalization relation from Equation
(1.7) to say that, for w sufficiently close to 0, there exists A, > 0 such that

1 B 1
[ tan) = féLSA;le—*th [ tan), (52)
g Jo ne(d J

where G, = minge(o,,] G(7). We can apply Lemma 3.5 to the integral on the righthand side of
Equation (5.2) to say that, for © < O, there exists B(©) < oo such that

1
/5 i (dz) < B(©)Ay" exp ({A[G(1) — Gu] — ©(1)} 1) (5.3)

Because G(-) € C'([0,1]), we know that we can make G, arbitrarily close to G(0) by choosing w
sufficiently close to 0. Because our assumption on A is the strict inequality A [G(1) — G(0)] < 6= (1),
we know, for any given A, that we can choose © sufficiently close to # and w sufficiently close to 0
such that

A[G(1) — Gy] < On(1) (5.4)

as well. This condition then guarantees that
1 ~
2|yv|\oo/ e (dz) < 2B(©) A, |v]|oc exp ({N [G(1) — G| — Om(1)}t) — 0 as t — oo,
é

which, in combination with Equation (5.2), allows us to conclude that p(dz) — §(z) as t — oo when

A[G(1) — G(0)] < Or(1). O

Because we show in Theorem 1.11 and Corollary 1.13 that cooperation dies out for A < A\* and weakly
persists when A > A\*, it is natural to ask what happens in the edge case when A = \*. For the special
case in which the group reproduction achieves a unique minimum at x = 0, we can show that the
population still concentrates at d(x) when A [G(1) — G(0)] = Om(1). We rely on the following lemma,
which was previously used to study special cases of the model under consideration [11, (3].

Lemma 5 1. Consider m(z),G(z) € CY([0,1]) and suppose that G(z) > G(0) for = € (0,1]. If
Il us — G(0)]ds < o0, then (G(-))u, — G(0) and pi(dx) — d(x) as t — oo.
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Proposition 5.2. Suppose the initial distribution po(dx) has supremum Hélder exponent 8 near 1 with
corresponding Hélder constant Cyp < co. If G(xz) > G(0) for x € (0,1] and A[G(1) — G(0)] = 6= (1),
the p(dz) — 6(x) as t — oo.

Proof of Proposition 5.2. From the continuity of the test function v(x) to see that, for any € > 0, there
is a § > 0 such that

‘/Olv(:v)ﬂt(dx)—v(o)‘ < e+ 20 |oo /;ut(d:v) (5.5)

From our assumptions that A[G(1) — G(0)] = On(1) and po(dxr) has Holder exponent § > 0 with
positive, finite Holder constant, can use Lemma 3.5 and the exponential normalization from Equation
(2.5) to see that there is a constant B(#) < oo such that

/5 i (da) < B0l exp <—A /0 t<G<->>usds> (5.6)
= 5@ e (-3 [ 1600 - G0) ds)

Because G(z) > G(0) for = € [0,1], either [°[(G(-))u, — G(0)]ds < oo or [;° [(G(-))u, — G(0)]ds —
oo as t — oo. In the former case, Lemma 5.1 tells us that 7z, (dx) — §(z) as t — oo. In the alternate

case, [~ [(G(-))u, — G(0)]ds — oo corresponds to e~ JoUG()us =G(O)]ds _, 0, and we can use Equation
(5.5) allows us to conclude that

1
/0 v(x)p(de) —v(0)| <€, ast— oo,

and therefore we see that ,(dz) — d(z) when A [G(1) — G(0)] = 6= (1). O

Remark 5.3. A key aspect of the proof of Theorem 1.11 was that the strict inequality condition that
\ < \* provided us the freedom to consider a slightly smaller exponent 8 < 6 and still obtain ezponential
decay to §(xz). In the equality case with A\ = X\* considered in Proposition 5.2, we had to assume a
finite supremum Holder constant Cy to get a bound involving the exact supremum Holder exponent 0.

5.2 Bounds on Average Group Reproduction Function

Before presenting the proof of Theorem 1.12, we first provide a result analogous to Lemma 4.1 showing
the existence of a sequence tending on which solutions to Equation (1.6) can be bounded in terms of
the infimum Holder exponent near x = 1.

Lemma 5.4. Suppose that G(z),n(x) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.5 and that po(dx) has
infimum Hoélder exponent 0 near x = 1 that is nonzero and finite. Then, for © < 0, there are positive
constants EY and EY(0) and a sequence {t, }nen satisfying t, — oo such that

1
[ otn, ), od) < BRSO 4 py(@)cPen-oxln, (5.7)
0
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Proof of Theorem 1.12. We will first consider the case in which § > 6 > 0, and then mention how
to generalize our argument to the case in which § = 0. Using the exponential normalization of
Equation (2.5) and the assumptions that po(dzr) has supremum Holder exponent § near x = 1 and
that A [G(1) — G(0)] > On(1), we can apply Lemma 4.1 for the test-function v(z) = 1 to see that, for
O < 0, there are constants Cf, C3(©), and C such that

i (10,1]) < (€190 4 €} ()eNEM=07(1) exp (—)\ / t<G(-)>Msds) 58)
0 .
< Cexp ([)\G(l) —or(1)]t - )\/0 <G(-)>Msds> .

Noting that 7z, ([0, 1]) = 1, we must eventually have that 2 fo ) psds < AG(1)—©Om(1), as otherwise
the righthand side of Equation (5.8) Wlll exceed 1 for sufﬁc1ently large t. Because this is true for all

© < 0, we can deduce that limsup;_,., 7 fo ())p.ds < G(1) — QW)EI). Similarly, we may use Lemma
3.5 to see that, for any © > @ there is a sequence of times {t, },en satisfying ¢,, — oo and a constant

b(0©) such that
A, ([0,1]) = b(O) exp <[>\G(1) —Om(1)]tn — /\/0 n<G(')>u5d5) : (5.9)

GWT(D for © > 6, allowing

Using this estimate, we may deduce that limsup; ., 7 fg(G(-))MS ds > G(1)—
us to conclude that lim sup,_, ., + 3 fo Npods = G(1) — QW/\(l).

To study the corresponding limit 1nﬁ1r~1um, we apply Lemma 5.4 for the test-function v(z) = 1 to see
that there are constants B, Ei, and E and a sequence {7, }nen satisfying 7,, — oo such that, for any

0 <0,
_ 1_AG(0)7n 1 AG(1)=On(1)]mn [ -
fi, ([0,1]) < (Ele + E3(©)e )exp( A/O (G( )>usd8> (5.10)

< Eexp <max{)\G(1) —07(1),\G(0)} 7, — )\/OTn<G(-)>usds> .

This allows us to deduce that liminf; o 1 fo psds < max {\G(1) — ©n(1),\G(0)}. To study
the analogous lower bound on the time-average collectlve group-reproduction rate, we considering two
cases depending on the relative values of A\G(1) — fr(1) and AG(0). First, we apply Lemma 3.5 to see
that, for © > 0, there exists d(6©) > 0 such that

7, (dz) > d(©) exp ([AG(l) —on(1)]t—A /0 <G(-))#Sds> . (5.11)

Second, denoting G, := mingeo ) G(), we apply 3.6 to see that, for w sufficiently close to 0, there
exists A, > 0 such that

i, (dx) > Agexp <)\ [th - /Ot<G(.)>MSdsD : (5.12)

Combining the bounds of Equations (5.11) and (5.12) allows us to see that lim inf; . 1 h fo () psds >
max {AG(1) — O7(1) ), AGl }. Because this bound holds for all © > 6 and all w sufficiently close to
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0, we can use the fact that G, — G(0) as w — 0 to conclude that liminft%m%f(f(G()msds =
max {AG (1) — 6r (1), \G(0)}.

For the case in which § = 0 (and perhaps § = 0 as well), we can still obtain the upper bounds
from Equations (5.9) and (5.11) using our existing proof. To obtain the corresponding upper bounds
on 7z, ([0,1]), we can use the bound of solutions along characteristics from Lemma 3.4 and the fact
that po(dx) is a probability measure. Then applying these bounds allows us to deduce the limiting
time-averaged behavior of Equation (1.40) in these cases as well. O

5.3 Convergence to Full-Cooperation in the Prisoners’ Delight

Before proceeding to the proof of Proposition 1.14, we introduce several lemmas that allow us to
estimate the measure p;(dx) solving Equation (1.2) under the Prisoners’ Delight scenario. These
lemmas serve as analogues to Lemma 3.5 and 3.6, and can be proved with a similar approach.

Lemma 5.5. Suppose that G(x),m(x) satisfy the assumptions of Proposition 1.14. For any a € (0,1),
there exists M, < oo such that

pe([0,1]) == e ((0, a]) < Muer¥ O, (5.13)

Lemma 5.6. Suppose that G(x),n(x) satisfy the assumptions of Proposition 1.14. Considering the

quantity G 1= min,c(, 1) G(7), we see that for z sufficiently close to 1, there exists A, > 0 such that
pe ([0,1]) > A,e ot (5.14)

Proof of Proposition 1.14. To show that fi,(dz) converges to a delta-function at x = 1, we consider a
continuous test function v(x) and use the fact that ,(dz) is a probability distribution to see that, for
any € > 0, there is a § > 0 such that

1

o 1-5 _ _
/Ov(x)ut(dx)—v(l)‘ﬁ/o \(v(m)—v(l))lut(de/ |(v(@) = v(1)) [fe(dz) (5.15)

1-6

1-§
< e+ 2Jolls /0 iy (de)

We can use the assumption that ag := po ({0}) < 1 to write our initial measure by a decomposition
of the form

o (dz) = apd(x) + (1 — ag) po(dx) (5.16)

where po(dz) is a probability measure satisfying po ((0,1]) = 1. Because we have assumed that
wo(dz) # §(z), we can apply Lemma 5.6 to see that, for z sufficiently close 1, there is A, > 0 such

that . ([0, 1]) > A, e, Combining this with the normalization relation of Equation (1.7) and the
decomposition of our initial measure from Equation (5.16), we can estimate that

0 _ f01_6 it (dax) —1_-2Gat AG(0)t
/0 ay(dzr) = W < Ae [aoe + (1 —ao)p: (0,1 —0]) (5.17)

From Lemma 5.5, we know that there is M, < oo such that p; ([0,1 — d]) < Me GO, Combining
this with our estimates from Equation (5.15) and (5.17) allows us to see that there exists M < oo
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such that .
‘ /0 (@), (de) — v(l)’ < € + 2M||||ooexp (A [G(O) - C:Z} t) . (5.18)

Because G(1) > G(0) for the PDel game, we know that we can pick z sufficiently close to 1 such that
G, > G(0). For such choices of z, we can deduce that

2M ||v]|scexp ()\ [G(O) — @Z} t) — 0 as t — o0

as long as A > 0, and we can conclude that 7,(dz) — 6(1—z) ast — oo for A > 0 and po(dx) # 6(x). O

6 Generalization to Multilevel Competition with N Populations

In this section, we discuss results for the N-population multilevel selection model whose dynamics are
described by Equation (1.10). In Section 6.1, we provide the proof of Theorem 1.15, demonstrating
a sufficient condition for the long-time behavior of the population to feature concentration upon the
subpopulation with the maximal principal growth rate. In Section 6.2, we reformulate the multilevel
dynamics for the generalizations of the Hawk-Dove and Stag-Hunt games in a single population as a
two-population problem and characterize the long-time behavior for Equation (1.2) for these games.

6.1 Convergence of Population to Dominant Subpopulation

Proof of Theorem 1.15. Using the normalization from Equation (1.13), we can estimate the Eg ([0,1])
of having groups in subpopulation j € N'— {k} by

p (0.1) el ((0.1) |
Sy wd ([0,1]) T g ([0, 1)) + e ([0, 1])

If faced with the relevant case for the principal growth r}”*, we can use the quantities Gy = mingco.) G ()

m ([0,1)) = (6.1)

for w sufficiently close to 0, G, = ming¢(, 1) G(x) for z sufficiently close to 1, or e sufficiently close

=k . . . - .
to but greater than " to introduce a modified principal growth rate 7" that satisfies

)\@i cmr(z) <0
A= AGK(1) — 8'm(1) :mi(z) > 0, AN[Gi(1) — GR(0)] — B mp(1) >0 p > 7M. (6.2)
AGY s (@) > 0, A[Gr(1) — G(0)] — 8" m(1) < 0

Across the three cases, we can apply Lemmas 3.5, 3.6, and 5.6 to see that there exists L > 0 such that
uf ([0,1]) > Le™'t. We can then combine this with Equation (6.1) to estimate that

e ([0, 1) _ e ([0,1])
e g ([0,1]) + e b (10,1]) ~ e ol ((0.1]) + L

7 ((0,1]) = L' ((0,1). (6.3)

Our next step is to estimate u{ ([0,1]). If mj(x) < O for € [0,1], we may estimate that

t . _ ("W Gl -6, _ [T6@-CGOL
Jy (e - cayis= [ GRG0
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and therefore there exists an A; < oo such that
1
AAmJD=&“W/'&ﬁW@@>“m*mumgAwMMﬁ:AwW# (6.5)
0

If instead 7;(xz) > 0 for z € [0, 1], we can use the fact that ,u%(da:) has supremum Hoélder exponent
6 > 0 to apply Lemma 4.1. Therefore we can introduce a modified supremum Hélder exponent © < 6
sufficiently close to © and a modified principal growth rate fj»\/[ € (TJ]W ,71"), which allows us to see that
there exist constants C},C3, A2 < oo such that

Mg ([0’ 1]) g C%GAGj(O)t + C%e[AGj(l)fgjﬂj(l)]t S AQemaX{)\GJ‘(0),)\Gj(1)7€jﬂ'j(l)}t S AQGfé\/It. (66)

Between the two cases for the sign of 7;(x), we can see that there exists A < oo and 7 7“ < 7% such that

uz ([0,1]) < Aeli't, Combining this estimate with Equation (6.3), we can use the fact that 7" > 7:;\/[
to deduce that '
7 ([0,1]) < AL Vexp ([} — 7' t) = 0 as t — oo, (6.7)

and we can conclude that the population will concentrate upon subpopulation k in the long-time limit.

Now we turn to describing the long-time behavior of 7if (dx) in the case for which uf(dz) has a well-
defined Holder exponent and constant near x = 1. We can write describe the distribution of group
compositions in subpopulation k as

[ wema - Jo vi()etde) _ ”Wmﬂmwﬁ»u@mo

t N .

0 Z,ui ([07 1]) e[ekﬂ'k( )—AGg(1) 0 1 _|_ Z{ 9 (1) )\Gk(l)]tﬂg ([O, 1]>}
j=1

#k
(6.8)
Using the same approach as in the proof of Theorem 1.5, we can see that

o[0T (D) =2Gr (1]t f }(2) ik (d) _>f vi () £ (@)dw
{ om0 A () e 09

Because 7" = MGy (1) — 6% (1) in this case, we know from above that e[ek”k(l)_)‘G’“(l)]tug ([0,1]) = 0O
for j # k. Applying this to Equation (6.8) allows us to conclude that

1 fO Uk fgk dl‘) = 1'U X A XI) asS o0
A W)k (dz) - i —Akmmw> £ s oo, (6.10)

6.2 Application To Hawk-Dove and Stag-Hunt Games

6.2.1 Assumptions HD and SH Dynamics and Formulation as a 2-Population Scenario
To generalize the multilevel Hawk-Dove and Stag-Hunt dynamics, we adapt our assumptions on our
replication rates m(z) and G(z) to reflect the properties of the payoff rankings for these two games.

In particular, we see from Equations 1.19 and 1.20 that m(z) > 0 for z € (z¢q, 1] and 7w(z) < 0 for
x € [0, x¢q) for HD games, while the opposite signs hold for the SH game.
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For the group payoff function, we can use the rankings of payoffs for the HD and SH games and

Equation 1.20 to see that
(R-—S)(R-T)

G(1) — G(xeq) = R_S_TiP >0
5Py TP (6.11)
G0) - Gl = D)

and therefore we the group reproduction function satisfies G(0) < G(x¢q) < G(1) for both games.
To reformulate the dynamics of the HD and SH games in terms of the multipopulation dynamics
studied in Section 6.1, it is helpful to try to understand ODE of Equation (1.4) in comparison to a
logistic ODE supported on one of the intervals [0, 2z¢q) or (zeq, 1]. We do this by rewriting Equation
(1.4) in the form

m(x)

T — Teq

dz(:) = —2(1 — ) (z — Teq) < > , 2(0) = zo. (6.12)

Next, we can map the intervals [0, z¢q) or (24, 1] into [0, 1] using the rescaled variables

x T — Tegq
Xi=— . Xo= .
Teg 1 — 1wy

(6.13)

Then we can describe the respective within-group dynamics below and above the equilibrium z., using
the modified gain functions

(1 — 2eqX1)m(weg X1)
I (Xy) := 1 —ax

—Zeg(l — Teg) (Teq) X1 =1

(Teq + (1 — @eq) X2) T (Teq + (1 — @eq) X2)
IIa(Xo9) := X2

Teq(l — Teg) (Teq) : X2=0

1 X1 € [0, 1)

(6.14)

Further introducing the measures i} (dX1) = 1x, cjo,1)f: (dX1) and 717 (dX2) = 1x,e0,1)7(dX2) as well
as the modified group-reproduction functions G1(X1) = G(x¢qX1) and G2(X2) = G (xeq + (1 — zeq) X2),
we can see that these measures 7} (dX1) and 72(dX3) evolve according to Equation (1.10) for our
choices of modified gain and group-reproduction functions. To guarantee that modified gain functions
I; (X1), H2(X2) € CL([0,1]) in line with the assumption of Theorem 1.15, we see from Equation (6.14)
that it suffices to assume that the original gain function satisfies m(z) € C2([0,1]).

6.2.2 Summary of Long-Time Behavior for HD and SH Dynamics

We start with the case of the Stag-Hunt game. Because m(z) > 0 for € (0,2¢,) and 7(z) < 0 for
T € (Teq, 1) for the SH game, we see that 7§ = AGa(1) = AG(1), while 1 < AG1(1) = G(z¢q).
Therefore the two-population representation of the SH game will always satisfy the hypothesis of
Theorem 1.15 regarding a dominant subpopulation, and so the support groups below z., vanishes in
the long-time limit. Because the dynamics above z., resemble a PDel game, we can use an approach
inspired by the proof of Proposition 1.14 to show fixation upon full-cooperation.

Proposition 6.1. Suppose that G(x) € C*([0,1]), w(z) € C?([0,1]), G(0) < G(z¢q) < G(1), 7(x)
has a single root xeq € (0,1), and that '(xeq) > 0. We further assume that the initial distribution

contains groups with levels of cooperation exceeding the within-group equilibrium, i.e. po ((zeq, 1]) > 0.
If N> 0, m,(dx) = 6(1 —z) as t — oo.
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This generalizes a previous result for SH games with the payoff matrices of Equation (1.14) [53],
whose proof relied on the fact that the quadratic G(x) of Equation (1.17b) is increasing for x > x4
under the SH payoff rankings. By contrast, Proposition 6.1 only requires the ranking of the values
group-reproduction function at the equilibria of the within-group dynamics.

We now turn to the Hawk=Dove game and consider initial measures with infimum and supremum
Holder exponents near z = 1 satisfying oo > 6 > § > 0. Because w(z) < 0 for z € (0,z,,) and
m(xz) > 0 for z € (x¢q, 1), we can find that the principal growth rates on our two intervals are given by
M = AG(z¢¢)t and 7' = max{\G(zeq), A\G(1) — O7(1)}. We can show for either possible value of ri*
that the probability 7, ([0, 2,)) vanishes as t — oo, with the case of )Y = AG(1) — (1) following
from Theorem 1.15 and the case of ry! = AG(xeq) requiring an argument analogous to the proof of
Proposition 1.14. We can further characterize the long-time behavior of the multilevel HD dynamics
by analyzing the distribution of groups above z., in the same way we studied the PD dynamics in
previous sections.

We show in Theorem 6.2 that the population concentrates upon a delta-function d(z — z¢q) at the
within-group equilibrium when X [G(1) — G(z¢q)] < On(1), while we show in Theorem 6.3 that the
fraction of cooperators in the population exceeds the equilibrium level z, infinitely often when
MG(1) — G(zeq)] > Om(1) > Om(1). Under the stronger assumption that the initial measure has a
well-defined positive, finite Holder exponent and constant near z = 1, we show in Theorem 6.4 that
the population converges to a steady state density whose support consists of groups with fractions of
cooperation between x., and 1.

Theorem 6.2. Suppose that G(z) € C1([0,1]), (x) € C*([0,1]), G(0) < G(xeq) < G(1). We further
assume that the initial distribution ug(dx) has supremum Holder exponent 6 near x = 1, that w(x) has
a single root zeq € (0,1), and that 7' (xeq) > 0. If A (G(1) — G(xeq)) < Om(1), then pi(dx) — 6(z—2eq).

Theorem 6.3. Suppose that G(z) and m(x) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 6.2 and that the initial
distribution fig(dz) has nonzero infimum and supremum Holder exponents 6 and 0 near x = 1 with
corresponding Hélder constants Cy and Cy that are finite and nonzero. If X[G(1) — G(2¢q)] > 0m(1) >
(1), then

1
limsup/ iy (dx) > Teq. (6.15)
Tegq

t—o00

To consider long-time steady states with support above the within-group equilibrium, we look for
strong solutions to Equation (2.18) that take the form

0 T x < Te
fe)\(ﬁﬂ) = { gé‘(iﬂ) e Z :L'eqq, (616)

where g, (z) is given by

<>‘ [G(1) — G(xeq)] — Om(1) _ 1) .
g?(a?) = (2 — 2eq) l"eq(l - xeq)ﬂl(.%eq) (1— x)@—l exp <)\/ ( C(s) )ds) (6.17)

1 —5)(s— Teq
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and the term C(s) is defined as

0
_ G(@) = Glagg) | [ C@ed ZCW+ 37N/ am(e)
C(S) N T — Teq * W(l'eq)(w — -Teq) <-T — Teq Fea™ (weq)> (6.18)
G(z)—-G(1) 6 1 x7(zx) (1)
T 1—2x +)\<11:><x1:eq_1xeq)'

Theorem 6.4. Suppose that G(z) and w(x) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 6.2 and that the initial
distribution po(dx) has Holder exponent 6 near x = 1 with corresponding positive, finite Holder constant
Cy. If N[G(1) — G(zeq)] > 07(1), then, for any continuous test-function v(z), the solution fi,(dz) to
Equation (1.2) satisfies

i 1 . = lva:)‘mx Ax—igg\(x)
tim [ o) = [ o, ) - T (6.19)

Using the same approach as in Section 2.3.1, we can characterize the threshold level of between-group
competition required for an integrable steady state

Om(1)

A (0) = G = G

(6.20)

Then we can use this expression to see that the average payoff at steady state is given by

@Ol = (D) 6t + (1282 a), (6:21)

so average payoff interpolates between G(z¢q) at A = A}, and G(1) as A — co. Because G(1) > G(x¢q),
we see that the average group payoff increases with A and that group payoff is limited by the average
payoff of a full-cooperator group, even if group payoff G(z) is maximized by an interior fraction of
cooperators.

7 Discussion

In this paper, we have analyzed the long-time behavior in a PDE model of multilevel selection, in
which a tension exists between the individual-level incentive to defect and group-level competition
favoring groups that cooperate. We show that defectors take over the group-structured population
when within-group competition is stronger than between-group competition, and that cooperation can
weakly persist in the population for all time when the relative strength of between-group competition
exceeds a threshold value. We also provide sufficient conditions for the population to converge to a
long-time steady state density featuring coexistence of cooperators and defectors, and further charac-
terize the average level of cooperation and group-reproduction rate at steady state in the limit of strong
between-group competition. These results generalize and extend previous work on PDE models of mul-
tilevel selection with within-group and between-group dynamics arising from frequency-independent
competition [12-141] or from the payoffs of evolutionary games [52-51].

By considering arbitrary C* functions 7(x) and G(z) to describe the within-group and between-
group competition, we have a general analysis to study how long-term cooperation depends on the
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tug-of-war of between the individual-level and group-level incentives. In this more general setting,
we are able to understand the key role the full-cooperator group plays in determining the level of
cooperation and collective average payoff supported by the long-time behavior of multilevel dynamics.
In particular, we see that increasing the relative advantage of the full-cooperator group or increasing
the initial cohort of many-cooperator groups (corresponding to lower Holder exponent 6) helps to
promote the evolution of cooperative behavior via multilevel selection, consistent with analytical and
simulation results from finite population models of multilevel selection [33, 34, 70].

Considering a broader class of initial conditions for which the infimum and supremum Hoélder
exponents or constants disagree also reveals important properties of our multilevel dynamics. In
particular, convergence to a steady solution of Equation (1.2) in not guaranteed for generic initial
probability measures of group compositions, and instead a more natural notion for quantifying the
ability for cooperation to survive via multilevel selection is the weak persistence of cooperation for
sufficiently strong between-group competition. This distinction between weak persistence and conver-
gence to steady state may also be relevant for exploring multilevel selection for more complex strategy
spaces, as it may be more difficult to identify or quantify the possible steady state behaviors beyond
a one-dimensional state space for group compositions. As a question for future work, one could look
for analogous weak persistence thresholds for PDE models of multilevel selection including additional
evolutionary forces like genetic drift or migration [59—-61, 71, 72], or models in which the assumption
of fixed group size is relaxed and group-level events such as fission and fusion can help to drive the
evolution of cooperation [35-38].

As in the special cases previously studied for evolutionary games [52, 53], we establish that the
collective payoff of the steady state population is limited by the payoff of a full-cooperator group.
This means that the so-called “shadow of lower-level selection” is present for all group reproduction
functions which are maximized by an intermediate level of cooperation: no level of between-group com-
petition produces a steady-state population that achieves the maximum possible group-reproduction
rate. Even in the limit of infinitely strong between-group competition, the population still concen-
trates as a delta-function at a level of cooperation that produces the same collective-reproduction
rate as that of a (sub-optimal) full-cooperator group. In addition, we have now established a dy-
namical analogue to the shadow of lower-level selection in terms of the bounds on the time-average
of the group-reproduction rate in the population, highlighting that this limitation of the collective
outcome to that of a full-cooperator groups can be seen through the dynamics of our model of mul-
tilevel selection. Given the bounds on the time-averaged collective outcome, a natural question for
future research is whether there is a sense in which the potentially oscillatory long-time solutions
of the multilevel dynamics concentrate upon group compositions with the group-reproduction rate
G(1) for sufficiently strong between-group competition, extending the concentration behavior seen for
steady-state densities.

Our analysis of the threshold selection strength and average payoff at steady state also pro-
vide a window to understanding how mechanisms that alter within-group and between-group com-
petition may facilitate cooperation. In particular, we see that decreasing the incentive to defect in
a many-cooperator group, (1), can help decrease the between-group competition strength needed
to allow long-time survival of cooperation, but it cannot increase the maximum possible achievable
group-average payoff in the limit of strong between-group competition. Because altering within-group
interactions — through the mechanisms of assortment, other-regarding preference, indirect reciprocity,
and network reciprocity — can increase 7(0) to a positive value and provide cooperators an individual-
level advantage in a many-defector group [12, 54, 73, 74], we can also see that such within-group
mechanisms can change the dynamics of multilevel selection from following the generalized Prisoners’
Dilemma assumptions to following the generalized Hawk-Dove or Stag-Hunt assumptions. Through
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our results on the long-time behavior of the multilevel dynamics under each of each of these gener-
alized games, we can further explore the synergistic effects of within-group population structure and
between-group competition on the evolution of cooperation [54].

This paper constitutes an in-depth analysis of a class of hyperbolic PDEs that generalize the
equation studied by Luo and Mattingly [42] to include variety of replication functions corresponding to
different within-group and between-group competition scenarios. In turn, Equation (1.2) corresponds
to the two-level replicator equation that arises from a generalization of the two-level Moran process
introduced by Luo [12] under one possible scaling in the limit of infinite group size and of an infinite
number of groups. Because our PDE is derived from an individual-based model with finite populations,
an important consideration is the extent to which the behavior of solutions to the PDE correspond
to properties of the underlying finite population dynamics. In particular, an interesting question
for future research is the extent to which behaviors like persistence of cooperation or convergence to
steady state densities in the PDE corresponds to any analogous support for cooperation in the original
stochastic two-level selection model with finite populations or in alternate deterministic scaling limits
that retain the diffusive effects of finite group size [12, 44, 52].

Our results in Section 6 on multiple population dynamics also provide motivation for future work
on the coevolution of cooperative strategies and the games played by members of groups. Because
the principle growth rate of a subpopulation often corresponds to the average collective outcome
at steady state, we can see the long-time behavior of the multipopulation competition as picking
out the pair of gain and group-reproduction functions 7;(x) and G;(z) most capable of producing
a beneficial level of cooperation under the two-level dynamics for a given set of initial distributions.
Future modeling work can examine how competition between different group types can impact the
evolution of group properties such as within-group population structures or social norms [54, 75].
In addition, the approach of reformulating multilevel selection models multipopulation models can
be extended to evolutionary games with more complicated within-group dynamics, allowing for the
analysis of long-time behavior for nonlinear public goods games [76, 77] or for models of efficient
extraction of common-pool resources [18, 78]. Going forward, the study of multilevel selection models
with multiple group types can serve as a potential next step for mathematically understanding the
role which multilevel selection can play on the cusp of major evolutionary transitions.
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