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Abstract. In binary decision-makings, individuals often go for a common or

rare action. In the framework of evolutionary game theory, the best-response
update rule can be used to model this dichotomy. Those who prefer a com-

mon action are called coordinators and those who prefer a rare one are called

anticoordinators. A finite mixed population of the two types may undergo per-
petual fluctuations, the characterization of which appears to be challenging.

It is particularly unknown, whether the fluctuations scale with the population

size. To fill this gap, we approximate the discrete finite population dynamics of
coordinators and anticoordinators with the associated mean dynamics in the

form of semicontinuous differential inclusions. We show that the family of the

state sequences of the discrete dynamics for increasing population sizes forms
a generalized stochastic approximation process for the differential inclusion.

On the other hand, we show that the differential inclusions always converge

to an equilibrium. This implies that the reported perpetual fluctuations in
the finite discrete dynamics of coordinators and anticoordinators do not scale

as the population size do. The results encourage to first analyze the often
simpler semicontinuous mean dynamics of the discrete population dynamics

as the semicontinuous dynamics partly reveal the asymptotic behaviour of the

discrete dynamics.

1. Introduction

Humans face a variety of repetitive decision-making problems, such as whether
to follow the fashion trends, get a flu shot, or sign a petition [1, 2]. In such two-
option decision-making problems, individuals are often either coordinators, those
who adopt a decision whenever it has been already adopted by a particular popula-
tion proportion of decision-makers, or anticoordinators, those who go for a decision
whenever it has been rejected by a particular population proportion [3, 4].

In the framework of evolutionary game theory, the so-called best-response update
rule captures the decision-making processes of coordinators and anticoordinators
by assuming linear payoff functions. An increasing payoff function with respect to
the commonality of the decisions makes the best-response update rule equivalent
to the linear threshold model, where the individuals are coordinators with possibly
unique thresholds [5]. A decreasing payoff function, on the other hand, models the
anticoordinators.

The precise analysis of these decision-making processes requires accounting for
the action of each single individual. As a result, a large body of research studied
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the steady state behaviour of finite discrete populations of best-responders. The
problem has been investigated in a variety of set-ups ranging from well-mixed [6,7]
to structured populations [8, 9]. As for structured population, in some research,
semi-tensor products were utilized to convert the dynamics to linear dynamical
systems [10–12].

It was shown that a finite population of heterogeneous coordinators, who differ
in perceiving the commanility, equilibrates under asynchronous activation sequence
[13]. The same result holds for a finite population of heterogeneous anticoordinators
[14]. As for finite populations of coordinating and anticoordinating agents, it was
shown that the dynamics may undergo perpetual fluctuations and the length of
fluctuations was approximated [15]. The exact form and the conditions for the
existence of the fluctuations appear to be an open complex problem.

Researchers get around the challenges arising from the analysis of finite pop-
ulation dynamics by exploiting the associated deterministic mean dynamics [16],
where the population is assumed to be infinitely large. In this regard, most studies
investigated the replicator dynamics which are the mean dynamics of the other
popular update rule, imitation [17–20]. Fewer studies considered the best-response
mean dynamics, which are differential inclusions [21–25]. Some studies also approxi-
mated the evolution of decisions in structured populations with ordinary differential
equations [26–28].

Although analysis of the mean dynamics is generally more straightforward com-
pared to that of finite populations, the potential discrepancy between these two
may question the validity of such an approximation. Hence, much effort has been
devoted to connecting the behaviour of finite populations with the associated mean
dynamics as the population size grows [29–32]. The results on infinite horizon be-
havior connect the Birkhoff center of the mean dynamics with the support of the
stationary measures of the Markov chain corresponding to the finite population’s
dynamics [30,33].

How can these results, which link the mean dynamics to finite population dy-
namics, be applied to the heterogeneous populations of coordinators and antico-
ordinators? To the best of our knowledge, no study investigated the asymptotic
behaviour of infinite heterogeneous populations of exclusively coordinators, exclu-
sively anticoordinators, or a mixture of both. Even if there were such results, could
they shed light on the discrete population dynamics?

We provide the answer in this paper. First, through an intuitive example we
show that the perpetual fluctuations do not scale as the population size grows.
Second, we write the population dynamics as a Markov chain and obtain the as-
sociated semicontinuous population dynamics–an upper semicontinuous differential
inclusion. Third, we show that the collection of population dynamics Markov chains
define generalized stochastic approximation processes for the semicontinuous popu-
lation dynamics [33]. This allows the use of the results in [33] to approximate the
asymptotic behaviour of the discrete population dynamics by finding the Birkhoff
center of the semicontinuous population dynamics, which we do in the last part of
the paper.

Our contribution is fourfold: i) We show that in the semicontinuous population
dynamics, the exclusively heterogeneous population of coordinators may admit two
types of equilibrium points, clean-cut and ruffled coordinator-driven, where clean-
cut equilibria are asymptotically stable and ruffled are unstable–Lemma 2 and
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Theorem 2. On the contrary, the exclusively heterogeneous population of anti-
coordinators admit only one globally asymptotically stable equilibrium point that
could be either clean-cut or ruffled anti-coordinator driven–Corollary 1. These
results are in line with the existing results on the steady-state behaviour of finite
heterogeneous populations of exclusively coordinators [13] and exclusively antico-
ordinators [14]. ii) We show that in the semicontinuous population dynamics, the
mixed heterogeneous population of coordinators and anticoordinators may admit
all three types of equilibria, clean-cut, ruffled anticoordinator-driven, and ruffled
coordinator-driven, where clean-cut and ruffled anticoordinator-driven equilibria
are asymptotically stable, the other type is unstable, and the dynamics always
converge to one of the equilibria–Lemma 2 and Theorem 2. iii) Consequently,
we show that the reported perpetual fluctuations in the finite discrete dynamics
of coordinators and anticoordinators [15] do not scale as the population size do–
Theorem 3 and Corollary 4, which are the main result of this paper. iv) Out
of the analysis of the semicontinuous population dynamics, insightful hints on the
asymptotic behaviour of the finite populations were obtained, such as having the
same equilibria and similar long-term behaviour. Hence, in general for other popu-
lation dynamics, it may prove useful to study the behaviour of the semicontinuous
population dynamics, which is usually more straightforward, prior to the precise
analysis of the finite population dynamics.

Notations. In this paper, the following notations are used. The set of real, non-
negative real, integer, nonnegative integer, and positive integer numbers are respec-
tively shown by R, R≥0, Z, Z≥0, and N. For each i ∈ N, [i] denotes {1, 2, . . . , i}.
Boldface letters refer to a vector. The ith element of the vector q is indicated by
qi. The calligraphic font X represents a set. A sequence of variables x0, x1, x2, . . .
is represented by ⟨xk⟩. The floor function ⌊x⌋ : R → Z returns the greatest integer
less than or equal to x. The sign function is denoted by sgn(·) and equals 1 for a
positive argument, −1 for a negative argument and 0 otherwise. The ith standard
basis vector is denoted by ei. The Euclidean norm of a vector x is denoted by |x|.
By the notation [a, b]− c, we mean [a− c, b− c]. The set of all subsets of the set X
is shown by 2X .

2. Problem Formulation

We consider a well-mixed population of N agents, labeled by 1, 2, . . . ,N, choosing
repeatedly between two strategies 1 and 2 over a discrete time sequence t ∈ 1

NZ≥0

that is indexed by k where k = ⌊Nt⌋. Each agent i ∈ [N] has a threshold τ(i) ∈
(0, 1) and is either a coordinator or an anticoordinator. A coordinator (resp. an
anticoordinator) tends to choose strategy 1 whenever the population proportion of
strategy-1 players, denoted xN, does not fall short of (resp. does not exceed) her
threshold, i.e., xN − τ(i) ≥ 0 (resp. ≤ 0) At each time index k exactly one agent
chosen uniformly at random becomes active and receives the chance to switch to
her tendentious strategy. At time index k+1, the strategy of agent i active at time
index k will be

si(k + 1) =

{
1 if xN(k) ≥ τ(i),

2 otherwise,
(1)
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if she is a coordinator and otherwise, if she is an anticoordinator,

si(k + 1) =

{
1 if xN(k) ≤ τ(i),

2 otherwise,
(2)

where si is the strategy of agent i.
Coordinators (resp. anticoordinators) who have the same threshold build up a

subpopulation, and there all altogether p′ (resp. p) subpopulations of coordinators
(resp. anticoordinators). Coordinating (resp. anticoordinating) subpopulations are
labeled in the ascending (resp. descending) order of their thresholds by 1, . . . , p′

(resp. p), that is, τ ′1 < τ ′2 < . . . < τ ′p′ (resp. τ1 > τ2 > . . . > τp), where τ
′
p (resp. τp)

is the threshold of the pth coordinating (resp. anticoordinating) subpopulation. So
the heterogeneity of the population is captured by the distribution of population
proportions over the total P = p+ p′ subpopulations as ρ = (ρ1, . . . , ρp, ρ

′
p′ , . . . , ρ

′
1)

where ρ′j (resp. ρj) represents the proportion of the number of individuals in
subpopulation j coordinators (resp. anticoordinators) to the whole population size
N. For convenience of vector indexing, for j ≥ p + 1, we define ρj = ρ′P+1−j . To

avoid a subpopulation of size zero, we assume that minj{ρj} ≥ 1
N .

Remark 1. The update rules (1) and (2) are equivalent to the best-response up-
date rule provided that the agents’ payoffs are a linear function of the population
proportion of strategy-1 players [34].

At the population level, the collective behaviour of the agents in each subpopula-
tion is of interest rather than that of each single agent per se. As a result, we define
the population state as the distribution of 1-players over the P subpopulations at
each index k and denote it by

xN = (xN
1 , . . . , x

N
p , x

′N
p′ , . . . , x

′N
1 ),

where x ′N
p (resp. xN

p ) represents the proportion of 1-players who belong to co-
ordinating (resp. anticoordinating) subpopulation p. We again use the notation
xN
p = x′N

P+1−p for p > p. By defining

X ss = Πp
j=1[0, ρj ]×Πp′

j=1[0, ρ
′
p′−j+1],

the resulting state space then equals X ss ∩ 1
NZ

P. Define the function u(p,xN) :
[P]×X ss → {1, 2} that returns 1 (resp. 2) if 1 (resp. 2) is the tendentious strategy
of subpopulation p at population state xN:

u(p,xN) ={
1 if (xN ≤ τp and p ≤ p) or (xN ≥ τ ′P+1−p and p > p),

2 if (xN > τp and p ≤ p) or (xN < τ ′P+1−p and p > p).

The evolution of the state defines the population dynamics and is governed by
update rules (1), (2), and the activation sequence of the agents. More specifically,
the activation sequence is generated by the sequence of random variables ⟨Ak⟩ where
Ak is the agent active at time index k and takes values in [N] with the distribution
P[Ak = i] = 1

N . This defines the discrete population dynamics as follows:
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Definition 1. The discrete population dynamics are defined by the following
discrete time stochastic equation for k = 0, 1, . . .

xN(k + 1) = xN(k) +
1

N
sgn(Sk − u(Pk,x

N))ePk
,(3)

where Pk and Sk are random variables with distributions P[Pk = p] = ρp and
P[Sk = 1] = xN.

In Definition 1, the random variable Pk is the subpopulation of the agent active
at time index k, and the random variable Sk equals 1 (resp. 2) if the strategy of the
active agent at index k equals 1 (resp. 2). Note the difference between strategies 1
and 2 and the numbers 1 and 2.

Example 1. In the context of public health, when a newly developed vaccine is
introduced, some individuals choose to get vaccinated (i.e., strategy 1) as long as
the vaccination coverage is below a certain threshold [35]. For them, this signals that
not enough individuals are vaccinated, and they want to be immunized. Conversely,
some individuals go for vaccination when a specific proportion of the population
has already been vaccinated [36] as then they perceive the vaccine as safe or a
societal norm. The first group can be thought of as anticoordinators, while the
latter are coordinators. The perception of what proportion of the population needs
to be vaccinated to be considered rare or common varies among individuals, resulting
in a heterogeneous population.

What is the asymptotic behaviour of the population dynamics as the population
size approach infinity? Does the population state reach an equilibrium point where
no agent tends to switch her adopted strategy? Or does the population state enter
a non-singleton minimal positively invariant set? A minimal positively invariant
set is a non-empty subset of the state space such that once the population state
enters the set, it remains there afterward under any activation sequence and visits
all states contained in the set with a positive probability, resulting in perpetual
fluctuations. We know that a finite exclusive population of coordinators and also
a finite exclusive population of anticoordinators equilibrate in the long-run [13,14].
However, a finite mixed population consisting of both coordinating and antico-
ordinating subpopulations may admit minimal positively invariant sets, [15] the
characterization of which appears to be challenging and remain unsolved. Could
the obtained results on the asymptotic behaviour of finite populations be revealed
by investigating the associated mean dynamics?

Example 2. Consider a population of N agents stratified into one anticoordinating
subpopulation and five coordinating subpopulations. The thresholds and population
proportions of the subpopulations are respectively as follows: (τ1, τ

′
5, τ

′
4, τ

′
3, τ

′
2, τ

′
1) = (0.885, 0.89, 0.604, , 0.481, 0.444, 0.21)

(ρ1, ρ
′
5, ρ

′
4, ρ

′
3, ρ

′
2, ρ

′
1) = (12/30, 3/30, 3/30, 3/30, 1/30, 8/30). For each value of N =

30, 60, 120, . . . , 3840, the population state was simulated 100 times with different
random activation sequences and initial conditions. For each run, the upper and
lower bounds of the population proportion of strategy 1 players were recorded. The
maximum upper and minimum lower bounds for each population size N is depicted
in Figure 1. For small populations, the population state undergoes perpetual fluctu-
ations. However, as the population size escalates, the length of fluctuations reduces.

Example 2 gives us an intuition that the length of fluctuations in mixed popula-
tions of coordinating and anticoordinating agents does not scale with the population
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Figure 1. The long-term fluctuations of the population pro-
portion of strategy-1 players for varying population sizes. The
circles represent the upper bounds of the invariant sets and the crosses
show the lower bounds of the invariant sets. As the population size in-
creases the lower and upper bounds converge and eventually match.

size. Does this observation extend to every mixed population of coordinators and
anticoordinators as the population size approaches infinity i.e., N → ∞? (Fig
2). The available results in stochastic approximation theory provide the basis for
investigating this question.

3. Background

We present definitions related to stochastic processes and differential inclusion
theory. These concepts lay the basis for introducing Theorem 1 which connects the
asymptotic behaviour of the finite populations and their associated mean dynamics.

The following is mainly adopted from [37]. A discrete time stochastic process
⟨Xk⟩ is a sequence of random variables indexed by k ∈ Z≥0, where Xk is the state
of the stochastic process. A Markov chain is a discrete time stochastic process ⟨Xk⟩
where Xk+1 is independent of the states Xk−1, . . . ,X0 given Xk. A Markov chain
is finite, if the space over which the states are defined is finite. The transition
probabilities of a Markov chain is denoted by Px,y which represents the probability
of reaching y at index k+1 given that the state at index k is equal to x, i.e., Px,y =
P[Xk+1 = y|Xk = x]. The transition matrix P = [Px,y] is defined accordingly. A
Markov chain is homogeneous if its transition probabilities are time independent.
The vector µ is the invariant probability measure or stationary distribution for a
Markov chain with transition matrix P if µP = µ and

∑
i µi = 1, where µi ∈ R≥0.

For a sequence ⟨ϵk⟩ = ϵ0, ϵ1, . . ., and function x, we denote the sequence x(ϵ0), x(ϵ1), . . .
by ⟨xϵ⟩. The notation ⟨xϵ⟩ϵ>0 emphasizes that the sequence ⟨ϵk⟩ is positive. By
notation ⟨xϵ

k⟩k, we mean the sequence xϵ
0, x

ϵ
1, . . . which is indexed by k ∈ Z≥0.
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Figure 2. How does the asymptotic behaviour of the finite pop-
ulation of interacting agents (3) evolve as the population size
approaches infinity? An exclusive finite population of coordinators
and an exclusive finite population of anticoordinators each equilibrates
in the long-run, [13, 14]. The proportion of 1-players in a mixed finite
population may undergo perpetual fluctuations [15].

The index is dropped when it can be inferred from the context. Let ⟨Xϵ
k⟩k be a

Markov chain parameterized by ϵ > 0. Stochastic approximation theory links the
asymptotic long-term behaviour of the Markov chain ⟨Xϵ

k⟩k as ϵ approaches zero
to a differential inclusion, defined in the following.

A differential inclusion is defined by

(4) ẋ(t) ∈ V(x(t)),

where V ⊂ Rn is a set-valued map specifying a set of evolution at each point
x ∈ Rn and t ∈ R. A Caratheodory solution of (4) on [0, t1] ⊂ R≥0 is an absolutely
continuous map xo : [0, t1] → Rn such that for almost all t ∈ [0, t1], ẋo(t) ∈
V(xo(t)) [38]. From now on, by a solution of (4), we mean its Caratheodory
solution. A point x∗ ∈ Rn that satisfies 0 ∈ V(x∗) is an equilibrium of (4) [38].
The set-valued dynamical system induced by the differential inclusion (4) is denoted
by Φ(x0) and defined as the set of all solutions of (4) with initial condition x0 [33].

Example 3. Consider the scalar differential inclusion (4) with x ∈ R and

V(x(t)) =


{−1− x(t)} if x(t) < 0,

[−1, 1] if x(t) = 0,

{1− x(t)} if x(t) > 0.

For any positive initial condition x(0), the solution of (4) equals x(t) = 1 +
e−t(x(0)− 1), see Figure 3. For any negative initial condition x(0), the solution of
(4) equals x(t) = −1 + e−t(1 + x(0)). For the initial condition x(0) = 0, however,
the solution x(t) is not unique and belongs to {0, e−t−1, 1−e−t}. The set valued dy-
namical system Φ for initial condition x(0) = 0 equals Φ(0) = {0, e−t− 1, 1− e−t},
and for other initial conditions will be a singleton. As for equilibrium points of (4),
we need to find the points x∗ at which V(x∗) = 0, yielding −1, 0, and 1.

7



0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3

-1

0

1

1-e
-t

e
-t

-1

-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2

-1

0

1

Figure 3. Example 3. The upper panel represents the set-valued map
V(x). The lower panel represents the solution set of ẋ(t) ∈ V(x) with 0
as the initial state. The solution set equals {0, e−t − 1, 1− e−t}.

A set-valued map V is called upper semicontinuous at x0 if for any open set
O ⊂ Rn with V(x0) ⊂ O, there exists a neighborhood B(x0) of x0 such that
V(B(x0)) ⊂ O [39]. When an upper semicontinuous map is equipped with three
additional properties of nonemptiness, convexity, and boundedness, the map is good
upper semicontinuous. The set-valued map V defined in Example 3 is good upper
semicontinuous. However, the scalar set-valued map

V(x(t)) =


{−1− x(t)} if x(t) < 0,

[0, 1] if x(t) = 0,

{1− x(t)} if x(t) > 0,

is not upper semicontinuous, because it is not so at x = 0. Let cl(X ) be the closure
of set X .

Definition 2 ( [33]). Let Φ be the dynamical system induced by (4). The recurrent
points of Φ are defined as

RΦ =
{
x0

∣∣∣x0 ∈ L(x0)
}
,

where L(x0) is the limit set of point x0 defined by
⋃

y∈Sx0

⋂
t≥0 cl(y[t,∞]) and

Sx0 is the set of solutions of differential inclusion (4) with the initial condition
x0. The Birkhoff center of Φ, BC(Φ), is defined as the closure of RΦ, i.e.,
BC(Φ) = cl(RΦ).

Each y in Definition 2 is a solution of the differential inclusion, and the term⋂
t≥0 cl(y[t,∞]) is the limit set of y. In words, x0 is a recurrent point of Φ if it is
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included in the limit set of some solution that starts from x0. Examples include
equilibria and limit cycles. In Example 3, BC(Φ) = {−1, 0, 1}.

How to approximate the realizations of a collection of Markov chains ⟨Xϵ
k⟩k for a

sequence of ϵ > 0 with solutions of a differential inclusion ẋ ∈ V(x)? The following
definition establishes the basis for doing so.

Definition 3. [33] Consider the good upper semicontinuous differential inclusion
ẋ ∈ V(x) over the convex and compact state space X 0. For a sequence of positive
values of scalar ϵ approaching 0, let Uϵ = ⟨Uϵ

k⟩k be a sequence of Rn-valued random
variables and ⟨Vϵ⟩ be a family of set-valued maps on Rn. We say that ⟨⟨Xϵ

k⟩k⟩ϵ>0

is a family of generalized stochastic approximation processes (or a GSAP) for the
differential inclusion ẋ ∈ V(x) if the following conditions are satisfied:

(1) Xϵ
k ∈ X 0 for all k ≥ 0,

(2) Xϵ
k+1 −Xϵ

k − ϵUϵ
k+1 ∈ ϵVϵ(Xϵ

k),
(3) for any δ > 0, there exists an ϵ0 > 0 such that for all ϵ ≤ ϵ0 and x ∈ X 0,

Vϵ(x) ⊂ {z ∈ Rn | ∃y : |x− y| < δ, inf
v∈V(y)

|z − v| < δ},

(4) for all T > 0 and for all α > 0,

lim
ϵ→0

P

[
max
k≤T

ϵ

∣∣∣∑k
i=1 ϵU

ϵ
i

∣∣∣ > α | Xϵ
0 = x

]
= 0

uniformly in x ∈ X 0.

The GSAPs can be regarded as perturbed solutions of the differential inclusions.
The first condition ensures that the perturbed solutions are within the same set as
the unperturbed solutions are. The second one is the definition of the GSAP as a
recursive stochastic process. The third condition ensures that the collection ⟨Vϵ⟩
approaches to the vicinity of V as ϵ approaches zero. Well-behaved random variables
such as sub-Gaussian random variables and some classes of random variables with
finite higher moments satisfy the last condition.

Example 4. Consider the scalar differential inclusion (4) with x ∈ [0, 1] and

(5) V(x) =


{1− x} if x < τ.

[0, 1]− x if x = τ,

{−x} if x > τ.

For a sequence of positive scalars approaching zero ⟨ϵ⟩, let ⟨Uϵ
k⟩k be defined as a

sequence of independent random variables such that each equals to 1 with probability
0.5 and −1 with probability 0.5. Define Vϵ as (5), but now τ is replaced with τ + ϵ.
Following the second condition in Definition 3, ⟨Xϵ

k⟩k is defined where Xϵ
0 = x(0).

Provided that ϵ < 0.5, the first condition in Definition 3 is satisfied which can
be shown by induction. As for the third condition, for each δ, ϵ0 can be chosen
any arbitrary value smaller that δ. The described U ϵ

k satisfies the last condition
in Definition 3 based on [33, Proposition 2.3]. Hence, the collection of ⟨⟨Xϵ

k⟩k⟩ϵ
defines a GSAP for (4) where V(x) equals to (5).

In [33], Roth and Sandholm studied the limiting stationary distributions of these
GSAPs and showed that if for each ϵ > 0, ⟨Xϵ

k⟩k is a Markov chain, their stationary
measures as ϵ approaches zero will be concentrated on BC(Φ). It is said that µ is a
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weak limit point of ⟨µϵ⟩ϵ>0 if there exists a vanishing sequence ⟨αk⟩ where αk ≥ 0
such that for ϵ = αk, ⟨µϵ⟩ converges to µ.

Theorem 1. [33, Theorem 3.5 and Corollary 3.9] For a vanishing sequence of ϵ >
0, let ⟨⟨Xϵ

k⟩k⟩ϵ>0 be GSAPs for a good upper semicontinuous differential inclusion
ẋ ∈ V(x). Assume that for each ϵ, ⟨Xϵ

k⟩k is a Markov chain and let µϵ be an
invariant probability measure of ⟨Xϵ

k⟩k. Let µ be a weak limit point of ⟨µϵ⟩ϵ>0.
Then the support of µ is contained in BC(Φ), where Φ is the dynamical system
induced by ẋ ∈ V(x).

4. The link to the semicontinuous dynamics

Our aim is to determine the asymptotic behaviour of the population dynamics
(3) as the population size N approaches infinity. Theorem 1 connects the asymptotic
behaviour of the GSAPs to the steady-state behaviour of their associated differential
inclusion. Hence, if one shows that firstly, dynamics (3) define a Markov chain and
secondly, the collection of the Markov chains indexed by the population size is a
GSAP for a good upper semicontinuous differential inclusion, then the results of
Theorem 1 can be applied, meaning that the asymptotic behaviour of the population
dynamics can be revealed by analyzing the differential inclusion.

In view of (3), the next state of the population dynamics only depends on the
current population state and the adopted strategy of and the subpopulation asso-
ciated with the current active agent. As a result, the sequence of ⟨xN(k)⟩k is a
realization of the Markov chain defined in the following.

Definition 4. The population dynamics Markov chain is the Markov chain

⟨X
1
N

k ⟩k with the state space X ss ∩ 1
NZ

P, initial state X
1
N
0 = xN(0) and transition

probabilities

PN
xN,yN =(6) 

(ρp − xN
p )(2− u(p,xN)) if yN = 1

Nep + xN,

xN
p (u(p,x

N)− 1) if yN = − 1
Nep + xN,

xN
p (2− u(p,xN))+ if yN = xN,

(ρp − xN
p )(u(p,x

N)− 1)

0 otherwise.

Proposition 1. The sequence ⟨xN(k)⟩k is a realization of ⟨X
1
N

k ⟩k.

For the sake of readability, the proofs of the results are provided in the appendix.

Remark 2. We increase the population size N in a way that the population struc-
ture, i.e., the population proportions of the subpopulations, ρ, remains unchanged.
Hence, the sequence ⟨N⟩ according to which the population size approaches infinity
should satisfy Nρ ∈ ZP. We denote the set of such valid population sizes by N .

Now, to apply Theorem 1, we need to show that the collection of ⟨⟨X
1
N

k ⟩k⟩N∈N
is a GSAP for a good upper semicontinuous differential inclusion and hence the
support of the limit point of its invariant probability measures is determined by the

steady-state behavior of that differential inclusion. We claim that ⟨⟨X
1
N

k ⟩k⟩N∈N is
a GSAP for the following differential inclusion:
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Definition 5. The semicontinuous population dynamics is defined by ẋ ∈
V(x), where V : X ss → 2X ss , and for p ≤ p

Vp(x) =


{ρp − xp(t)} if x(t) < τp,

[0, ρp]− xp(t) if x(t) = τp,

{−xp(t)} if x(t) > τp,

(7a)

and for p > p

Vp(x) =


{−xp(t)} if x(t) < τ ′P+1−p,

[0, ρp]− xp(t) if x(t) = τ ′P+1−p,

{ρp − xp(t)} if x(t) > τ ′P+1−p,

(7b)

where x(t) =
∑P

p=1 xp(t).

The above dynamics are indeed the mean dynamics of the discrete population
dynamics (3) [16]. The mean dynamic considers the decision-making process as
a continuous process with an infinitely large population and ẋp describes the rate
of change in the population proportion of strategy-1 players of subpopulation p.
This equals the expected inflow, that is the rate of change to strategy 1 minus the
expected outflow, that is the rate of change to strategy 2:

(8) ẋp ∈ Fp,1(x)− Fp,2(x),

where Fp,1, Fp,2 : X ss → 2[0,ρp]. If the population proportion of strategy-1 players
is higher (resp. lower) than the threshold of anticoordinating (resp. coordinating)
subpopulation p, then the inflow will be zero and the outflow equals the current
proportion of strategy-1 players of subpopulation p, i.e., ẋp = −xp. On the contrary,
if the population proportion of strategy-1 players is lower (resp. higher) than
the threshold of anticoordinating (resp. coordinating) subpopulation p, then the
outflow will be zero and the inflow equals the current proportion of strategy 2

players of subpopulation p, i.e., ẋp = ρp − xp. When the population proportion
of strategy-1 players equals the threshold of (anticoordinating or coordinating)
subpopulation p, both strategies 1 and 2 are a legitimate choice should there be no
tie-breaker, and some may choose strategy 1 while others may choose strategy 2.
Therefore, the rate will be bounded by the above two cases, i.e., −xp and ρp − xp,
resulting in the interval [−xp, ρp−xp]. If there is a tie-breaker, such as the set-up in
this paper, then one of the strategies is preferred, resulting in one of the above two
cases, which results in a selection of the defined differential inclusion. A selection
from V(x) is a singleton map ν(x) ∈ Rn which satisfies ν(x) ∈ V(x) for all x in
Rn [39]. That is why the mean dynamics of the discrete population dynamics (3)
is sometimes considered as a selection from (7) [33]. It can be easily checked that
the differential inclusion (7) satisfies the conditions of good upper semicontinuity.

Remark 3. The equivalent equation to (8) in the context of best-response would be

ẋ ∈ Br(x)− x

where Br : X ss → 2X ss is the best-response correspondence where Brp(x) returns
that population proportion of strategy-1 players of subpopulation p maximizing their
utility defined in the game-theoretic context of the linear threshold models (see Re-
mark 1). In the set-up of this paper, Brp(x) = ρp(2− u(p,x)).

Lemma 1. The collection of ⟨⟨X
1
N

k ⟩k⟩N∈N is a GSAP for (7).
11



Based on Lemma 1, the population dynamics (3) define GSAPs for the differential
inclusion (7). Hence, in view of Theorem 1 the support of the limit point of the
stationary distributions of (6), as N → ∞, is contained in the Birkhoff center of Φ
induced by (7). In the next section, we determine the Birkhoff center of Φ.

Remark 4. The set-up in (1), (2), and (3) is based on a particular tie-breaking
rule [40] where the agents prefer strategy 1 when the population proportion of 1-
players equals the agent’s threshold, i.e., xN = τ(i) for every agent i. However,
for other tie-breaking rules, such as when strategy 2 or the current strategy of the
agent is preferred, Lemma 1 remains valid. The reason is that a different tie-
breaker will only change u(·, ·) and consequently the selection from (7) at x = τ(i).
Therefore, investigating the asymptotic behaviour of (7) does reveal that of the
discrete population dynamics (3) with such tie-breaking rules as population size
approaches infinity.

5. The analysis of the semicontinuous dynamics

To analyze the semicontinuous dynamics, the equilibrium points of (7) should
be characterized. The following subsection provides the intuition for how analyzing
the evolution of x(t) in Definition 5 as the population proportion of strategy-1
players helps that of semicontinuous population dynamics.

5.1. Intuition and example.

Example 5. Consider a mixed population of one anticoordinating and two coordi-
nating subpopulations. The thresholds and the population proportions of the subpop-
ulations are respectively as follows: (τ1, τ

′
2, τ

′
1) = (0.85, 0.75, 0.35) and (ρ1, ρ

′
2, ρ

′
1) =

(0.6, 0.3, 0.1). The semicontinuous population dynamics are ẋ ∈ V(x), where
V = [V1,V2,V3]

⊤ and

(9a) V1(x) =


{0.6− x1(t)} if x(t) < 0.85,

[−x1(t), 0.6− x1(t)] if x(t) = 0.85,

{−x1(t)} if x(t) > 0.85,

(9b) V2(x) =


{−x2(t)} if x(t) < 0.75,

[−x2(t), 0.3− x2(t)] if x(t) = 0.75,

{0.3− x2(t)} if x(t) > 0.75,

(9c) V3(x) =


{−x3(t)} if x(t) < 0.35,

[−x3(t), 0.1− x3(t)] if x(t) = 0.35,

{0.1− x3(t)} if x(t) > 0.35.

To find the equilibrium points, we should find the state populations x∗ at which
0 ∈ V(x∗). The combinations of all possible cases for V1,V2, and V3 should be
considered based on the value of x. So if we already knew the value of x at equi-
librium, we would only need to investigate the in-force case in V1, V2, and V3 to
find x1, x2, x3, and in turn x at equilibrium. Hence, we obtain the dynamics x(t)
as follows. The thresholds divide the unit interval into four disjoint open intervals,
i.e., (0, 0.35), (0.35, 0.75), (0.75, 0.85), and (0.85, 1). When x ∈ (0, 0.35), V(x) is
a singleton and ẋ will be equal to (0.6 − x1,−x2,−x3). The derivative of x, will
then be ẋ = 0.6− x1 − x2 − x3 = 0.6− x. If x equals the threshold of coordinating
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subpopulation 1, that is 0.35, then V3(x) will be multi-valued and in turn ẋ will
belong to ({0.6 − x1}, {−x2}, {[−x3, 0.1 − x3]}) resulting in ẋ ∈ [0.6, 0.7] − x. A
similar procedure can be applied to the other intervals, resulting in ẋ(t) ∈ X (x),
where

X (x) =



{0.6− x(t)} if x(t) ∈ [0, 35),

[0.6, 0.7]− x(t) if x(t) = 0.35,

{0.7− x(t)} if x(t) ∈ (0.35, 0.75),

[0.7, 1]− x(t) if x(t) = 0.75,

{1− x(t)} if x(t) ∈ (0.75, 0.85),

[0.4, 1]− x(t) if x(t) = 0.85,

{0.4− x(t)} if x(t) ∈ (0.85, 1].

(10)

At equilibrium, we have 0 ∈ X (x∗). So we can find the equilibrium by investi-
gating all of the intervals in (10). The image of the first interval [0, 0.35) under X
is (0.25, 0.6], which does not include zero, and hence is equilibrium-free. The point
0.35 is also not the equilibrium, because 0 /∈ X (0.35). However, the image of the
interval (0.35, 0.75) under X is (−0.05, 0.35), which includes zero. Therefore, the
abstract dynamics admit an equilibrium point in this interval, which turns out to
be x∗

1 = 0.7 as 0 ∈ X (0.7). Following the same procedure, we find two additional
equilibrium points x∗

2 = 0.75 and x∗
3 = 0.85 for the abstract dynamics.

In view of (9), the value x∗
1 equals the summation of ρ1 and ρ′1, i.e., the pop-

ulation proportions of those subpopulations whose preferred strategy at x∗
1 is 1.

Evaluating (9) at x = x∗
1, we see that x∗

1 = (0.6, 0, 0.1) is an equilibrium point for
the population dynamics.

The point x∗
2 equals the threshold of the coordinating subpopulation 2 and the

population state x∗
2 = (0.6, 0.05, 0.1) is an equilibrium point for (9). At x∗

2, except
for coordinating subpopulation 2, members of the same subpopulations adopt the
same strategy, i.e., x∗

2,1 = ρ1, x
∗
2,3 = ρ′1.

Finally, the point x∗
3 = 0.85 equals the anticoordinating subpopulation’s threshold

and x∗
3 = (0.45, 0.3, 0.1) is also an equilibrium for the population dynamics. At x∗

3,
except for the anticoordinating subpopulation, members of the same subpopulations
adopt the same strategy, i.e., x∗

3,2 = ρ′2, x
∗
3,3 = ρ′1.

5.2. The abstract dynamics. Example 5 gives us an intuition that it is useful to
focus on the evolution of the population proportion of 1-players, i.e., x(t), which
from now on we refer to as the abstract state as it is abstracting away the het-
erogeneity of the population. Define p′j (resp. pi) as the cumulative population
proportion of coordinators (resp. anticoordinating), that is the population propor-
tion of those having thresholds equal to or less (resp. greater) than τ ′j (resp. τi),
i.e.,

p′j =

j∑
k=1

ρ′k, pi =

i∑
k=1

ρk,

where j ∈ [p′], i ∈ [p], and we define p′0 = p0 = p−1 = p′−1 = 0, p′p′+1 = p′p′ , pp+1 =

pp, τp+1 = τ ′0 = 0, and τ0 = τ ′p′+1 = 1.

Assumption 1. The thresholds of the subpopulations are unique and satisfy the
following:

∀k ∈ [p] ∪ {0}∀l ∈ [p′] ∪ {0}(pk + p′l /∈ {τ1, . . . , τp, τ ′1, . . . , τ ′p′}).
13



In words, it is assumed that the summation of the cumulative population pro-
portion of first k anticoordinating subpopulations and first l coordinating subpop-
ulations does not match any of the thresholds for the P subpopulations. We refer
the reader to Remark 5 for consequences of this assumption.

Proposition 2. Consider the semicontinuous dynamics (7). Under Assumption 1,
the evolution of the population proportion of 1-players, i.e., x(t), is governed by

ẋ ∈ X (x),(11)

X (x) =


[pi−1 + p′j , pi + p′j ]− x if ∃i(x = τi),

[pi + p′j−1, pi + p′j ]− x if ∃j(x = τ ′j),

{pi + p′j − x(t)}
if ∃i, j(x ∈ (max{τ ′j , τi+1},min{τ ′j+1, τi})),

where for x = τi, j equals max{k|τ ′k < τi} and for x = τj, i equals max{k|τ ′j < τk}.

We refer to (11) as the abstract dynamics.

5.3. Equilibrium points. Inspired by the definitions in [41] and based on Exam-
ple 5, we claim that the equilibria of the population dynamics are either clean-cut
or ruffled as defined in the following.

At a clean-cut population state, all members of every subpopulation adopt the
same strategy in a way that all coordinating (resp. anticoordinating) subpopula-
tions with thresholds equal to or less (resp. greater) than that of some benchmark
coordinating (resp. anticoordinating) subpopulation j ∈ [p′] (resp. i ∈ [p]) play
strategy 1 and the remaining subpopulations play strategy 2. This population state
is shown as

cij = (ρ1, . . . , ρi, 0, . . . , 0, ρ
′
j , . . . , ρ

′
1).

The abstract state x at cij is denoted by cij = pi + p′j . The state at which no

coordinating (resp. anticoordinating) agents adopt strategy 1, is denoted by ci0

(resp. c0j). In Example 5, x∗
1 (resp. x∗

1) is a clean-cut equilibrium point for (9)
(resp. (10)) and equals c11 (resp. c11).

When the population proportion of strategy-1 players equals the threshold of
some subpopulation, we have a ruffled population state. If the population propor-
tion of strategy-1 players equals the threshold of some benchmark anticoordinating
subpopulation i such that all coordinating (resp. anticoordinating) subpopulations
with a threshold less (resp. greater) than that of subpopulation i play strategy
1, we have a ruffled anticoordinator-driven population state (as this equilibrium
would not exist in the absence of anticoordinators):

aij =
(
ρ1, . . . , ρi−1, τi − (p′j + pi−1), 0, . . . , 0, ρ

′
j , . . . , ρ

′
1

)
,

where j equals max{k|τ ′k < τi}. The abstract state at aij is denoted by aij = τi.
In Example 5, x∗

3 (resp. x∗
3) is a ruffled anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point

for (9) (resp. (10)) and equals a12 (resp. a12).
Finally, when the population proportion of strategy-1 players equals the thresh-

old of some benchmark coordinating subpopulation j such that all coordinating
(resp. anticoordinating) subpopulations with a threshold less (resp. greater) than
that of subpopulation j play strategy 1, we have a ruffled coordinator-driven pop-
ulation state:

oij =
(
ρ1, . . . , ρi, 0, . . . , 0,τ

′
j − (p′j−1 + pi), ρ

′
j−1 . . . , ρ

′
1

)
,
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where i = max{k ∈ [p]|τ ′j < τk}. The abstract state at oij is denoted by oij = τ ′j .
In Example 5, x∗

2 (resp. x∗
2) is a ruffled anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point

for (9) (resp. (10)) and equals o12 (resp. o12).
From now on, for the sake of readability, we drop the word “ruffled” and simply

say “(anti)coordinator-driven.” The following lemma proves that the equilibria
of the semicontinuous population and abstract dynamics are one of these three
population states.

Lemma 2. The followings hold under Assumption 1:

(1) The equilibrium points of the dynamics (7) and (11) are either clean-cut,
anticoordinator-driven or coordinator-driven population states.

(2) cij (resp. cij) is an equilibrium of (11) (resp. (7)) iff

max{τi+1, τ
′
j} < p′j + pi < min{τi, τ ′j+1}.(12)

(3) aij (resp. aij) is an equilibrium (11) (resp. (7)) iff

0 < τi − (p′j + pi−1) < ρi.(13)

(4) oij (resp. oij) is an equilibrium (11) (resp. (7)) iff

pi + p′j−1 < τ ′j < pi + p′j .(14)

According to Lemma 2, for every equilibrium of the semicontinuous population
dynamics, e.g., cij , there is exactly one associated equilibrium in the abstract dy-
namics, i.e., cij .

5.4. Global stability analysis. The abstract dynamics and in turn the semicon-
tinuous population dynamics may admit several clean-cut, anticoordinator-driven,
or coordinator-driven equilibrium points. Denote the set of clean-cut, anticoordinator-
driven, and coordinator-driven equilibrium points of the semicontinuous population
dynamics by Qc, Qa, and Qo, respectively. When there is no equilibrium point of
either type, the corresponding set will be empty. Assume that there are together
Q ∈ N equilibrium points of clean-cut or anticoordinator-driven type. Arrange the
clean-cut or anticoordinator-driven equilibrium points of the semicontinuous pop-
ulation dynamics (7) in the ascending order of their associated equilibrium points
in the abstract dynamics. Hence, we have

q∗1 < q∗2 < . . . < q∗Q ,

where q∗k is the abstract state at q∗
k ∈ Qa ∪ Qc for k ∈ [Q]. A set M ⊆ X ss is

attractive under differential inclusion (4) from a set U ⊆ X ss if for each solution
x(t) with x(0) ∈ U and each open ϵ-neighborhood of M, there exists time T > 0
such that x(t) falls in ϵ-neighborhood of M for all t ≥ T [42]. The union of all sets
in X ss from which M is attractive under differential inclusion V is the basin of
attraction of M under V [42]. The following theorem reveals the global behaviour
of the semicontinuous population dynamics.

According to Lemma A 1, in the abstract dynamics, between every two anticoordinator-
driven and/or clean-cut equilibria q∗k and q∗k+1, k ∈ [Q− 1], there exists exactly one
coordinator-driven equilibrium, which we denote by q∗k,k+1. The associated equi-
librium in the semicontinuous dynamics is denoted by q∗

k,k+1. Define q∗0,1 = 0 and
q∗Q,Q+1 = 1.

Theorem 2. Consider the semicontinuous population dynamics (7) and its asso-
ciated abstract dynamics (11). Under Assumption 1,
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(1) Each q∗
k−1,k, k ∈ {2, . . . , Q}, is unstable, and each q∗

k, k ∈ [Q], is asymptoti-
cally stable with the basin of attraction

A(q∗
k) = {x ∈ X ss|x ∈ (q∗k−1,k, q

∗
k,k+1)}.

(2) The limit set of every point in {x ∈ X ss|x = q∗k,k+1} for k ∈ [Q − 1] is

either of q∗
k, q

∗
k+1, or q∗

k,k+1}.

Indeed it can be shown that the clean-cut equilibrium points are exponentially
asymptotically stable and the anticoordinator-driven equilibrium points are finite-
time stable.

Corollary 1. Under Assumption 1, for the semicontinuous population dynamics
(7) and the associated abstract dynamics (11),

(1) there exists at least one clean-cut or anticoordinator-driven equilibrium
point;

(2) if the dynamics admit only one equilibrium point, it is globally asymptoti-
cally stable.

5.5. The Birkhoff center of the semicontinuous population dynamics. The
following proposition determines the Birkhoff center of the dynamical system in-
duced by (7).

Proposition 3. If Assumption 1 holds, the Birkhoff center of the dynamical system
induced by the semicontinuous population dynamics (7) is

(15) BCM = Qc ∪Qa ∪Qo.

The following corollaries are direct results of Proposition 3 and determine the
Birkhoff center of the dynamical system induced by the semicontinuous population
dynamics capturing the behaviour of a population of exclusively coordinators and
exclusively anticoordinators, respectively.

Corollary 2. If Assumption 1 holds, the Birkhoff center of the semicontinuous
population dynamics of a population of exclusively coordinators is

BCC = Qc ∪Qo.(16)

As for the population of anticoordinators, the result would be BCA = Qa ∪
Qc. However, in this case, these sets can be simplified as it can be shown that
there is only one equilibrium (Corollary 1) and it is either a clean-cut or ruffled
anticoordinator-driven. We summarize this possibility into the following state:

q = (ρ1, . . . , ρp−1,min{τp − pp−1, ρp}, 0, . . . , 0).
In view of Lemma 2, the condition for the existence of this equilibrium would be
pp−1 < τp and τp+1 < pp.

Corollary 3. If Assumption 1 holds, the Birkhoff center of the semicontinuous
population dynamics describing the evolution of an exclusive population of p types
of anticoordinators is

BCA = {q}.(17)

So far, the steady-state behaviour of the semicontinuous population dynamics
(7) was determined. The following section determines the asymptotic behaviour of
the discrete population dynamics (3) as the population size approaches infinity.
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6. The asymptotic behaviour of the discrete population dynamics

The following theorem asserts the main result of this paper.

Theorem 3. Consider a heterogeneous population consisting of N interacting agents
evolving according to the discrete population dynamics (3). Under Assumption 1, as
population size N approaches infinity, the weak limit points of the invariant prob-
ability measures of the corresponding population dynamics Markov chain will be
concentrated on

• BCM if the population is a mixture of coordinating and anticoordinating
subpopulations;

• BCA if the population consists of anticoordinating subpopulations;
• BCC if the population consists of coordinating subpopulations.

In words, consider a population of coordinators and anticoordinators who up-
date their decisions asynchronously based on (1) and (2), respectively. As the
population size approaches infinity, the population state almost surely only visits
the equilibria in the Birkhoff center. Since the agents in the discrete dynamics do
not make mistakes, once the population state reaches an equilibrium, it remains
there afterward. Hence, according to the theorem, the cardinality of all minimal
positively invariant sets, which are the limit sets of the dynamics, converge to zero.
Consequently, the length of the possible fluctuations will converge to zero. This
results in the following corollary.

Corollary 4. Consider a heterogeneous population consisting of N interacting
agents evolving according to the discrete population dynamics (3). Under Assump-
tion 1, the ratio of the cardinality of every limit set to the population size N vanishes
as N → ∞.

Remark 5. Assumption 1 ensures that Qc, Qa, and Qo are distinct. Otherwise,
the following possible cases may happen: (i) The threshold of benchmark antico-
ordinating subpopulation i equals p′j + pi−1 (resp. p′j + pi). In this case, the

equilibria aij and c(i−1)j (resp. cij) match and remain stable. (ii) The thresh-
old of benchmark coordinating subpopulation j equals p′j−1 + pi (resp. p′j + pi).

In this case, the equilibria oij and ci(j−1) (resp. cij) match, resulting in an un-
stable equilibrium. (iii) The threshold of benchmark coordinating subpopulation j
equals that of benchmark anticoordinating subpopulation i. In this case, the equilib-
rium τi for the abstract dynamics could be either stable or unstable depending on
the value of max{pj−1 + pi, pj + pi−1} − τi. If pj−1 + pi < τi < pj + pi−1, it is
unstable and otherwise it is asymptotically stable. As for the semicontinouous pop-
ulation dynamics, a continuum of equilibria zij emerges which is characterized by
Z = {x ∈ X ss|∀l /∈ {i,P− j+1}, zijl = aijl , z

ij
i + zijP−j+1 = τi− (pj−1+pi−1)}. The

Birkhoff center will then also contain Z. The population proportion of strategy-1
players is constant at Z and consequently, the length of the possible fluctuations in
the population proportion of strategy-1 players in the discrete population dynamics
will converge to zero as N → ∞.

Revisiting Example 2. Consider the associated semicontinuous population dy-
namics with the finite population dynamics introduced in Example 2. Based on
Lemma 2, the mean dynamics admit only one equilibrium point at x = τ1 which
is an anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point. Therefore, according to Corollary 1
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this equilibrium point is globally asymptotically stable. Figure 4 depicts the evolu-
tion of population proportion of strategy-1 players merged with Figure 1. As seen,
x(t) approaches τ1. It can be inferred that the upper and lower bounds of the invari-
ant sets are indeed converging to the threshold of anitcoordinating subpopulation,
i.e., limN→∞ limk→∞ xN(k) → τ1, which is in line with Theorem 3. The chattering
observed in the solid black line is due to the numerical errors.

Example 6. Consider a population of size N consisting of four coordinating and
three anticoordinating subpopulations. The population distribution over the sub-
populations is ρ = (2/28, 3/28, 3/28, 6/28, 8/28, 3/28, 3/28). The thresholds of the
anticoordinating subpopulations are τ1 = 0.929, τ2 = 6/7, τ3 = 0.357, and those
of coordinators are τ ′1 = 0.05, τ ′2 = 0.321, τ ′3 = 0.5, τ ′4 = 0.643. When the popu-
lation size N equals 28 or 56 (which is the next larger valid size; see Remark 2),
the population proportion of 1-players either reaches xN = 11/28 and remains there
or fluctuates around xN = 6/7. However, for larger populations, the fluctuation
disappears.

Semicontinuous population dynamics. In view of Lemma 2, the semi-
continuous population dynamics associated with the described discrete population
dynamics admit three equilibrium points; one clean-cut equilibrium point c22 at
(2/28, 3/28, 0, 0, 0, 3/28, 3/28) with the corresponding abstract state c22 equals 11/28,
one anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point a24 at (2/28, 2/28, 0, 6/28, 8/28, 3/28, 3/28)
with the corresponding abstract state a24 equal to 6/7, and one coordinator-driven
equilibrium point o23 at (2/28, 3/28, 0, 0, 3/28, 3/28, 3/28) with the corresponding
abstract state o23 equal to the threshold of coordinating subpopulation 3, 0.5. Ac-
cording to Theorem 2, except for a set of initial conditions of measure zero, the pop-
ulation state converges to either of c22 or a24, depending on the initial condition–
Figure 5. As for the discrete population dynamics, the observed fluctuations are
around a24 which, based on simulation results, convert to an equilibrium. In ad-
dition, the equilibrium state at xN = 11/28 preserves as the population size grows
and is indeed equal to c22.

7. Concluding Remarks

We analyzed the asymptotic behavior of a well-mixed finite heterogeneous popu-
lation of agents playing binary games when the population size approaches infinity.
We utilized the available results that link the stationary measures of the Markov
chain corresponding to this discrete population dynamics and the steady-state be-
haviour of the associated semicontinuous mean dynamics. We then showed that
the fluctuations in the finite mixed population of coordinators and anticoordina-
tors do not scale with the population size (Figure 2). Namely, the fluctuations are
a property of finite populations.

The convergence result of the semicontinuous population dynamics for exclusive
populations of anticoordinators, i.e., Corollary 3, matches that of the discrete dy-
namics [14] where the population state was proven to always reach the clean-cut
equilibrium q or reach the set of two ruffled states (that are not possible here due
to the continuity of the state space of the semicontinuous population dynamics).
Similarly, the convergence result of the semicontinuous population dynamics for
exclusive populations of coordinators, i.e., Corollary 2, matches that of the dis-
crete dynamics [13] where the population state was proven to always equilibrate.
Moreover, the equilibria of the discrete and semicontinuous dynamics match.
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Figure 4. The associated abstract state with the discrete pop-
ulation dynamics described in Example 2 approaches τ1. The
black solid line represents the evolution of the abstract state over time.
The circles and crosses represent the upper and lower bounds of the
invariant sets for different population sizes. In the discrete population
set-up, as the population size increases, the upper and lower bounds
of the population proportion of strategy 1 players in the invariant sets
shrink to τ1.

In addition, the stability of clean-cut equilibrium points of semicontinuous popu-
lation dynamics matches that of the discrete dynamics [43]. However, the stability
of the ruffled types has not been investigated in the discrete population.

As for the fluctuations, in all of the examples, we observed that the interval
defined by the lower and upper bounds of the ratio of strategy 1-players of the same
population but over different initial conditions and activation sequences contains
an anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point of the abstract dynamics. Moreover,
as the population size grows, the interval shrinks to this equilibrium. It remain
yet unknown whether this observation holds true always for every population and
whether ruffled anticoordinator-driven equilibria are necessary for the existence of
minimal positively invariant sets in the finite discrete populations.

According to our results, when analyzing discrete population dynamics, it is
recommended to first analyze the associated mean (semi)continuous dynamics as
they are often simpler and partly reveal the asymptotic behaviour of the discrete
population dynamics.
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[29] M. Benäım, J. Hofbauer, and S. Sorin, “Stochastic approximations and differential inclu-

sions,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 44, no. 1, pp. 328–348, 2005.
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Appendix

7.1. Proof of Proposition 1.

Proof. To prove, it suffices to show that P[Xk+1 = xN(k + 1)|Xk = xN(k)] = PN
xN(k),xN(k+1).

That is to show that the probability the population dynamics (3) reach the state
yN at index k + 1 from the state xN at index k equals the transition probability
PN
xN,yN in the Markov chain. This is straightforward, because at any state xN ei-

ther the active agent switches to 1 or to 2 or sticks to her current strategy and no
other case is possible. This summarizes the possible four cases in (6). In the first
case, for example, the probability of an agent which belongs to the subpopulation
p switches her strategy from 2 to 1 equals the probability of drawing such agent
ρp − xN

p if strategy 1 is the tendentious strategy of subpopulation p’s agents, i.e.,
u(p,xN) = 1, and equals zero otherwise, i.e., u(p,xN) = 2. □

7.2. Proof of Lemma 1. The proof of Lemma 1 is inspired by the steps taken
in [33, Example 4.1].

Proof. By considering the sequence ⟨ 1
N ⟩N∈N as the vanishing sequence of ϵ > 0,

it suffices to show that there exist ⟨V
1
N ⟩ 1

N
and ⟨U

1
N

k ⟩k such that the conditions in

Definition 3 are met. As for the first condition of Definition 3, the state space over
which (7) evolves,X ss, is bounded and closed, i.e., is compact. Every interval [0, ρj ],
j ∈ [P], is convex so their Cartesian product X ss is also convex. As the state space

over which ⟨X
1
N

k ⟩k evolves is also a subset ofX ss, the first condition of Definition 3 is

satisfied. Let ν
1
N (xN) denote the expected increment per time unit t of the Markov

chain ⟨X
1
N

k ⟩k when the Markov state is at xN. Since k = ⌊Nt⌋, there are N transition

per unit time resulting in ν
1
N (xN) = NE[X

1
N

k+1 −X
1
N

k | X
1
N

k = xN]. The pth element

of ν
1
N , p ∈ [P], which is the expected increment in the subpopulation p, equals the

summation of the multiplication of each possible change in the subpopulation p with
its probability. In view of (6), there are two possible changes, i.e., 1

N step increment

or 1
N step reduction, which results in ν

1
N
p (xN) = N

(
1
N (ρp − xN

p )(2 − u(p,xN)) −
1
N (x

N
p (u(p,x

N)−1))
)
and consequently, ν

1
N
p (xN) = ρp(2−u(p,xN))−xN

p . The second

condition of Definition 3 is satisfied by U
1
N

k+1 = N(X
1
N

k+1 − X
1
N

k − E[X
1
N

k+1 − X
1
N

k |
X

1
N

k = xN]) resulting in X
1
N

k+1 − X
1
N

k − 1
NU

1
N

k+1 = 1
Nν

1
N (x). Regarding the third

condition, at each x, ν
1
N (x) should belong to the δ-distance of the image of (7)

over a δ−neighborhood of x. We know that the distance from a point to a set
equals to the infimum distance of the point from the members of that set. Hence,
if at each x, ν

1
N (x) lies within the δ-distance of the image of a selection from (7)

over a δ-neighborhood of x, so does it lie for the whole differential inclusion (7).
As a result, we can focus on a selection from (7) rather than the whole differential
inclusion (7). We, hence, consider a selection from (7) denoted by ẋ = ν(x) where
ν is a P-dimensional function and its pth element νp equals ρp − xp if 1 is the
tendentious strategy of subpopulation p and equals −xpif the tendentious strategy
of subpopulation p is 2. This results in νp(x) = ρp(2−u(p,x))− xp. The expected

increment per unit of time, ν
1
N , is the same as the function ν(x). As a result, the

third condition is satisfied by selecting y equal to x. As for the last condition, in

view of Example 4.1 in [33], it can be shown that ⟨U
1
N

k ⟩k is a martingale difference
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sequence. On the other hand, for all k, |U
1
N

k | ≤
√
ΣP

l=1(1 + ρl)2 and hence U
1
N

k is

uniformly bounded. Therefore, the conditions asserted in [33, Proposition 2.3] are
satisfied and hence the satisfaction of the last condition is guaranteed. □

7.3. Proof of Proposition 2.

Proof. It holds that x = ΣP
k=1xk and 0 ≤ x ≤ 1. Considering Assumption 1, the

thresholds of the subpopulations are distinct, building P+1 disjoint open intervals in
the unit interval, where their limit points are either 0, 1, or the thresholds. Denote
by T the union of the set {0, 1} with the set of all subpopulations’ thresholds.
When x /∈ T , there exist i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , p + 1} and j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , p′ + 1} where
x ∈ (τ ′j , τi) such that τi+1 < x < τ ′j+1, In view of (7), in this case, V(x) is a
singleton and for all 0 < l ≤ i anticoordinating subpopulations, ẋl = ρl − xl

and for the remaining anticoordinating subpopulations, i.e., i < l ≤ p, ẋl = −xl.
Similarly, for coordinating subpopulations, ẋl = ρl − xl for all p < l ≤ P − j + 1
and ẋl = −xl for all P − j + 1 < l ≤ P. By summing over the elements of ẋ, we
have ẋ = ΣP

k=1ẋk = pi + p′j − x. Therefore, for x ∈ (τ ′j , τi), X (x) = {pi + p′j − x}
which is the same as the last case of X in (11). When x ∈ T , three cases may
happen: x = τ ′j , x = τi, or x ∈ {0, 1}. When x = τi, based on (7), except for
Vi, the elements of V(x) are single-valued and contain either ρl − xl or −xl. More
specifically, for anticoordinating subpopulations, we have ẋl = ρl − xl for l < i and
ẋl = −xl for i < l ≤ p. As for coordinating subpopulations, assume that the set
{k ∈ [p′]|τ ′k < τi} is not empty and let j = max{k ∈ [p′]|τ ′k < τi}. Then, for l
satisfying p < l and P + 1 − l ≤ j, ẋl will be equal to ρl − xl and for l satisfying
j < P + 1 − l ≤ p′, ẋl will be equal to −xl If {k ∈ [p′]|τ ′k < τi} is empty, then
ẋl for l > p will be equal to −xl. Summing over the elements of ẋ except the ith

element, yields pi−1+p′j − (x−xi). As for l = i, we have ẋi ∈ [−xi, ρi−xi] yielding
ẋ ∈ (pi−1+p′j −x, pi+p′j −x). Therefore, X (x) = [pi−1+p′j −x, pi+p′j −x], which
is the same as the first case of X in (11). If x = τ ′j , a similar reasoning results in
X (x) = [pi + p′j−1 − x, pi + p′j − x], which is the same as the second case of X in
(11). Finally, when x ∈ {0, 1}, a similar reasoning yields ẋ = pp − x if x = 0 and
ẋ = p′p′ − x if x = 1. These two are equivalent to the first two cases of X in (11) as

τp+1 = τ ′0 = 0 and τ ′p′+1 = τ0 = 1. □

7.4. Proof of Lemma 2.

Proof. The proofs are first done for the abstract dynamics. We first prove parts
2, 3, and 4. Part 2) (sufficiency) Should (12) hold, it would follow that cij ∈
(max{τ ′j , τi+1},min{τ ′j+1, τi}) and based on (11), 0 ∈ X (cij), implying that cij is

an equilibrium of (11). (Necessity) Should cij be an equilibrium of the abstract
dynamics, then 0 ∈ X (cij). One of the three cases of X in (11) must be active for
x = cij . The first two cases of X cannot be active because of Assumption 1. So
the third one must hold, implying that cij ∈ (max{τ ′j , τi+1},min{τ ′j+1, τi}), which
is equivalent to (12). Part 3) and Part 4). Following Part 2, the sufficiency and
necessity can be concluded. Part 1) In view of Assumption 1, equilibrium points
of clean-cut, anticoordinator-driven, and coordinator-driven types do not match
for (11). Hence, an abstract state can at most be only one of these three types.
Now, we prove by contradiction that an equilibrium point of (11) should be either
of these three types. Suppose x∗ is an equilibrium point for (11) but is neither
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clean-cut, anticoordinator-driven, nor coordinator-driven. At x = x∗ one of the
cases of X in (11) should be active. If the first case is active, we have x∗ = τi and
as it is an equilibrium point 0 ∈ X (x∗). This results in pi−1 + p′j < τi < pi + p′j ,
which is equivalent to (13), but we assumed that x∗ is not an anticoordinator-driven
equilibrium point. This is a contradiction and as a result the first case cannot be
active. Similarly, the second case of X in (11) results in a contradiction. So the only
remaining possibility is that x∗ ∈ (max{τ ′j , τi+1},min{τ ′j+1, τi}). At this interval ẋ
equals pi+p′j−x. Hence, to have 0 ∈ X (x∗), pi+p′j−x∗ should be zero resulting in
x∗ = pi + p′j . This means that x∗ is a clean-cut equilibrium point, but we assumed
that it is not the case. This is a contradiction and hence x∗ should be either
clean-cut, anticoordinator-driven, or coordinator-driven. Now, we prove the lemma
for the equilibrium points of the semicontinuous population dynamics (7). Part 2)
(Sufficiency) Should (12) hold, cij is an equilibrium point for the abstract dynamics,
i.e., 0 ∈ X (cij) and considering the cases of X in (11), X (cij) is a singleton resulting
ẋ(cij) = 0. By plugging cij into (7) where x = cij , we see that 0 ∈ V(cij) and
hence cij is an equilibrium point for (7). (Necessity) Should cij be an equilibrium
point for (7), 0 ∈ V(cij) and since at x = cij , V is a singleton, ẋ(cij) = 0 which
results in ẋ = 0 and in turn, x = cij . We earlier showed that (12) is a necessary
condition to have cij an equilibrium point for the abstract dynamics. This proves
the necessity part. Part 3) (Sufficiency) Assume that (13) holds. By plugging
aij into (7), we see that 0 ∈ V(aij) and hence aij is an equilibrium point for (7).
(Necessity) Should aij be an equilibrium point for (7), 0 ∈ V(aij) and consequently

0 ∈ Vi(a
ij). This results in 0 ∈ [−aiji , ρi−aiji ] and by plugging aiji = τi−(pi−1+p′j)

into [−aiji , ρi − aiji ], we have 0 ∈ [−τi + pi−1 + p′j , ρi − τi + pi−1 + p′j ]. This results
in pi−1 + p′j < τi < +pi + p′j which is equivalent to (13). Part 4) The sufficiency
and necessity can be shown similar to Part 3. Part 1) We prove by contradiction
that an equilibrium point of (7) should be either of these three types. Suppose x∗

is an equilibrium point for (7) but is neither clean-cut, anticoordinator-driven, nor
coordinator-driven. Now, based on the value of x∗, two cases may happen. Case 1)
x∗ equals a threshold. Suppose that x∗ equals the threshold of one anticoordinating
subpopulation, say i. From 0 ∈ V(x∗) we have 0 ∈ Vl(x

∗) for l ∈ [P], where for
l ̸= i, Vl(x

∗) is a singleton and therefore to have 0 ∈ Vl(x
∗), x∗

l must equal ρl
for l < i or p < l and 0 < P + 1 − l ≤ j; and x∗

l must equal 0, otherwise,
where j = max{k ∈ [p′]|τ ′k < τi} and j = 0 if the set is empty. Therefore,
x∗ − x∗

i = pi−1 + p′j . On the other hand, x∗ = τi resulting in x∗
i = τi − p′j − pi−1

which is in turn equal to aiji . This results in that x∗ must be equivalent to aij

which is a contradiction. Similarly, the case where x∗ equals the threshold of one
coordinating subpopulation results in a contradiction. Therefore, x∗ cannot be
equal to a threshold. Case 2) x∗ is not equal to any thresholds. In this case, V(x∗)
is a singleton and consequently, ẋ = 0 which results in ẋ = 0. We already showed
that the equilibrium points of (11) should be either clean-cut, anticoordinator-
driven, or coordinator-driven which is a contradiction. Putting Case 1 and Case
2 together, the assumption that an equilibrium point of (7) is neither clean-cut,
anticoordinator-driven, nor coordinator-driven reaches a contradiction. □

7.5. Lemma A 1.
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Lemma A1. Consider the abstract dynamics (11). Between every two consecu-
tive anticoordinator-driven and/or clean-cut equilibria, q∗k−1 and q∗k, k ∈ {2, . . . , Q},
there exists one coordinator-driven equilibrium q∗k−1,k satisfying q∗k−1 < q∗k−1,k < q∗k.

Proof. We prove by contradiction. Consider two consecutive clean-cut or anticoordinator-
driven equilibrium points q∗k−1 < q∗k. Assume on the contrary that there ex-
ist no coordinator-driven equilibrium points between q∗k−1 and q∗k. In view of

the possible cases of X in (11), f̄(x) = max{y|y ∈ X (x)} will be negative for
x ∈ (q∗k−1, d

+
k−1), where d+k−1 is lower bounded by min{τ̄ ′qk−1

, τ̄qk−1
}, i.e., d+k−1 ≥

min{τ̄ ′qk−1
, τ̄qk−1

}, where τ̄ ′qk−1
= τ ′j+1, τ̄qk−1

= τi when q∗k−1 is clean-cut, i.e.,

q∗k−1 = cij and τ̄ ′qk−1
= τ ′j+1, τ̄qk−1

= τi−1 when q∗k−1 is anticoordinator-driven,

i.e., q∗k−1 = aij . Based on the value of min{τ̄ ′qk−1
, τ̄qk−1

}, two cases may happen:

Case 1) min{τ̄ ′qk−1
, τ̄qk−1

} = τ̄qk−1
and consequently for a small enough ε > 0,

f̄(τ̄qk−1
− ε) < 0. The sign of f̄(τ̄qk−1

+ ε) cannot be positive as τ̄qk−1
is the

threshold of an anticoordinating subpopulation and considering the cases of X in
(11), the value of ẋ at x = τi + ε is not greater than its value at x = τi − ε for
any i ∈ [p]. Therefore, the sign of f̄ does not change around x = τ̄qk−1

. Ac-
tually, no matter how many thresholds of anticoordinating subpopulations (non
benchmark subpopulations) are in the interval (q∗k−1, q

∗
k), the sign of f̄ will not

change in the neighborhood of them. So, in this case, f̄(τ̄qk−1
+ ε) remains nega-

tive. Case 2) min{τ̄ ′qk−1
, τ̄qk−1

} = τ̄ ′qk−1
and consequently for a small enough ε > 0,

f̄(τ̄ ′qk−1
−ε) < 0 and considering the second case of X in (11), the sign of f̄(·) changes

in a neighborhood of a coordinating subpopulation’s threshold only if τ̄ ′qk−1
satis-

fies (14), i.e., τ̄ ′qk−1
is a coordinator-driven equilibrium point. However, we assumed

that it is not the case. Hence, the thresholds of coordinating subpopulations also do
not impact the value of d+k−1. Putting the results of Case 1 and Case 2 together, we

conclude that d+k−1 = q∗k, i.e., the sign of f̄(x) remains negative for x ∈ (q∗k−1, q
∗
k).

On the other hand, considering (12), (13), and the cases of X in (11), it can be
concluded that f(x) = min{y|y ∈ X (x)} > 0 for x ∈ (d−k , q

∗
k), where d−k is upper

bounded by max{τ̄ ′q′k , τ̄qk}, where τ̄ ′q′k
= τ ′n, τ̄qk = τm+1 when q∗k is clean-cut, i.e.,

q∗k = cmn and similarly τ̄ ′q′k
= τ ′n, τ̄qk = τm+1 when q∗k is anticoordinator-driven,

i.e., q∗k = amn As x decreases, according to the cases of X in (11), the change of the
sign of f(x) from positive to negative can only happen if the flow passes through
the coordinating subpopulation’s threshold which equals a coordinator-driven equi-
librium point, i.e., satisfies (14). However, we assumed it would not be the case.
Hence, we conclude that the sign of f(x) is positive for x ∈ (q∗k−1, q

∗
k). This is a con-

tradiction as we already reached the conclusion that the sign of f̄(x) is negative for
x ∈ (q∗k−1, q

∗
k). Putting these arguments together, it is concluded that between two

consecutive clean-cut or anticoordinator-driven equilibrium points, q∗k−1, q
∗
k, there

exists a coordinator-driven equilibrium point denoted by q∗k−1,k. Following similar
arguments, it is straightforward to show that the leftmost and rightmost equilibrium
points are clean-cut or anticoordinator-driven. Up to now, it has been shown that
between two consecutive clean-cut or anticoordinator-driven equilibrium points of
the abstract dynamics, q∗k−1 and q∗k, there exists a coordinator-driven equilibrium
point, q∗k−1,k such that q∗k−1 < q∗k−1,k < q∗k. On the other hand, based Lemma 2,
there is a one-to-one map between equilibrium points of the abstract dynamics and
those of the semicontinuous population dynamics. Therefore, for each two ordered
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clean-cut or anticoordinator-driven equilibrium points of the semicontinuous pop-
ulation dynamics q∗

k−1 and q∗
k, there exists a coordinator-driven equilibrium point

q∗
k−1,k such that q∗k−1 < q∗k−1,k < q∗k. □

7.6. Proof of Theorem 2. As for Part 1, the instability of coordinator-driven
equilibria is shown by providing an initial condition from which for a small ϵ,
there exists no δ to satisfy the definition of stability. The stability of clean-cut
and anticoordinator-driven equilibria is first shown for the abstract dynamics using
Theorem 1 in [38]. Then, the definition of asymptotic stability is used to show that
of clean-cut and anticoordinator-driven equilibria for the semicontinuous population
dynamics. Part 2 of the theorem is shown by using the definition of limit set.

Proof. Part 1) Regarding the instability analysis of a coordinator-driven equi-
librium point, say q∗

k−1,k = oij , consider the following initial condition x(0) =

oij + δ∗eP−j+1 for an arbitrarily small δ∗ ∈ (0,min{τ ′j+1, τi} − τ ′j). The corre-
sponding abstract state x(0) will then belong to (τ ′j ,min{τ ′j+1, τi}). Pick ϵ to be
equal to 0.5(min{τ ′j+1, τi, pi + p′j} − τ ′j). In view of (7), at such x(0), V(x) is

a singleton. Moreover, considering the structure of oij , at x(0) we have ẋl = 0
for l ∈ {1, . . . ,P − j,P − j + 2, . . . ,P}. Indeed, the equation ẋl = 0 holds true
as long as x ∈ (τ ′j ,min{τ ′j+1, τi}). On the other hand, x(0) > τ ′j and in view
of (14), we have ẋP−j+1(t) = ρ′j − xP−j+1(t) > 0, for all t ≤ t′, where t′ =
inf{t ≥ 0|xP−j+1(t) = min{αi,j , ρ

′
j}}, where αi,j = min{τ ′j+1, τi} − (pi + pj−1). If

min{αi,j , ρ
′
j} = αi,j , then x(t′) = min{τ ′j+1, τi}. Otherwise, x(t′) = pj + pi. In

either case, we observe that |x(t′)− τ ′j | is greater than the selected value for ϵ, i.e.,
0.5(min{τ ′j+1, τi, pi + p′j} − τ ′j), and the value of δ∗ does not impact the value of

x(t′). This indicates instability of oij and in turn oij . As for stability property of
the other two types of equilibrium points, first we show for the abstract dynam-
ics. Let Vk(x) : R+ → R+ = 1

2 (x− q∗k)
2, where q∗k = pi + p′j if q∗k is clean-cut, i.e.,

q∗k = cij and q∗k = τi if it is anticoordinator-driven, i.e., q
∗
k = aij . The set-valued de-

rivative of Vk(x) w.r.t (11) will be D(x) = {(x− q∗k)ν|ν ∈ X (x)} [38]. We also have
f̄(x) = max{y|y ∈ X (x)} < 0 for x ∈ (q∗k, q

∗
k,k+1) and f(x) = min{y|y ∈ X (x)} > 0

for x ∈ (q∗k−1,k, q
∗
k) (refer to the proof of Lemma A 1). Hence, maxD(x) < 0 for

x ∈ (q∗k−1,k, q
∗
k,k+1)/{q∗k}. According to [38, Theorem 1], q∗k is a strongly asymp-

totically stable equilibrium point for (11). Also the basin of attraction of q∗k, will
be (q∗k−1,k, q

∗
k,k+1). As for q∗1 (resp. q∗Q ), we have f̄(0) > 0 (resp. f̄(1) < 0)

and this case can be handled similarly which results in A(q∗1) = [0, q∗1,2) (resp.
A(q∗Q ) = (q∗Q−1,Q, 1]). Now, we show the asymptotic stability of q∗

k when it is an

anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point, i.e., q∗
k = aij . The case where q∗

k is
clean-cut can be handled similarly. We show that for every ε > 0, there exists
a δ > 0 such that if |x(0) − aij | < δ, then |x(t) − aij | < ε for all t ≥ 0 and
|x(t) − aij | → 0 as t → ∞. Consider a small enough ϵ > 0, such that at an ϵ-
neighborhood of aij , for l ∈ [P] − {i}, Vl(x) is a singleton and ẋl = ρl − xl for
l < i or for l satisfying both p < l and 0 < P + 1 − l ≤ j. For the remaining l’s,
ẋl = −xl. From the stability of the abstract dynamics, the existence of δx > 0
follows such that |x(0)− aij | < δx results in |x(t)− aij | < ϵ for t ≥ 0. As a result,

for l ∈ [P] − {i}, the final value of xl is aijl and consequently xl will approach aijl
exponentially, i.e., |xl(t) − aijl | ≤ (xl(0) − aijl )e

−t, for t ≥ 0. On the other hand,

we know that for any y, z ∈ R, |y + z| ≤ |y| + |z|. Hence, in view of |xi − aiji |
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= |(x − aij) − Σl ̸=i(xl − aijl )|, we have |xi − aiji | ≤ |(x − aij)| + |Σl ̸=i(xl − aijl )|.
Consequently, |x(t)− aij |2 < (|x(t)− aij |+ |Σl ̸=i(xl − aijl )|)2 +Σl ̸=i|xl − aijl |2, for
t ≥ 0. On the other hand, starting from δx-neighborhood of aij , |x(t) − aij | is
bounded by Pmaxl |xl(0) − aijl | resulting in |x(t) − aij |2 < (Pmaxl |xl(0) − aijl | +
(P − 1)maxl |xl(0) − aijl |e−t)2 + (P − 1)maxl |xl(0) − aijl |2e−2t and |x(t) − aij | <
maxl |xl(0)− aijl |

√
(P+ (P− 1)e−t)2 + (P− 1)e−2t, for t ≥ 0. Hence, aij is stable

because by choosing δ = min{δx/P, ε/
√

(P+ (P− 1))2 + (P− 1)}, for all t ≥ 0,
we have |x(t) − aij | < ϵ and consequently |x(t) − aij | < ε. As for asymptotic

stability, we have |x(t) − aij |2 < (|x(t) − aij | + (P − 1)maxl |xl(0) − aijl |e−t)2 +

(P − 1)maxl |xl(0) − aijl |2e−2t, for t ≥ 0. Since each term in the right hand side
approaches zero, we have lim |x(t) − aij | → 0 as t → ∞. Now, we obtain the
basin of attraction of q∗

k. (i) It is straightforward to show that if x(0) falls in the
basin of attraction q∗k, the abstract dynamics will converge to an arbitrary small
neighborhood of q∗k in a finite time. Now, depending on the types of q∗k, two cases
may happen: Case 1) q∗k = cij , i.e., q∗k is clean-cut, then let t = t0 be the time
moment at which the abstract state x enters a small enough ϵ-neighborhood of q∗k,
such that for l ≤ i or l ≥ max{P − j + 1, p + 1}, we have ẋl = ρl − xl and for the
remaining l’s, we have ẋl = −xl. Then for t > t0, the asymptotic value of xl for
l ∈ [P] is the same as that of at q∗

k. Moreover, each xl approaches c
ij
l exponentially.

As a result, for t > t0 we have |x(t)− q∗
k| < C exp(−t), for some constant C. Case

2) q∗k = aij , i.e., q∗k is anticoordinator-driven. Then, a time moment similar to t0
defined in Case 1 exists such that for l ∈ [P] − {i}, |xl(t) − aijl | < C exp(−t), for
some constant C and t ≥ t0. Therefore, it is straightforward to show that for any
arbitrary small ϵ1, after some finite time t1 + t0, |xi(t) − q∗ki

| < ϵ + (P − 1)ϵ1 for

t > t1 + t0 resulting in |x(t)− q∗
k| < (ϵ+ (P− 1)ϵ1)

2 + (P− 1)ϵ21. Having this and
(i) we conclude that in both cases 1 and 2, for any arbitrary ε-neighborhood of q∗

k,
time T > 0 can be found such that for all t ≥ T , |x(t) − q∗

k| < ε. As a result, the
basin of attraction of point q∗

k equals {x ∈ X ss|x ∈ (q∗k−1,k, q
∗
k,k+1)}. The basins

of attraction of q∗
1 and q∗

Q can be obtained similarly. Part 2) When x(0) = q∗k−1,k,

q∗k−1,k = oij , two cases may happen. Case 1) The abstract state x remains at

q∗k−1,k. Then for l ̸= j, Vl(x) is a singleton and ẋl is ρl − xl for l ≤ i or for l > p

and P+1−j < l; and ẋl is is −xl for the remaining l’s. As a result, for l ∈ [P]−{j},
the final value of xl is o

ij
l and consequently xl will approach oijl exponentially. Then

for any arbitrary small ε, in a finite time T we have |xl(t)− oijl | < ε for t ≥ T and

subsequently |xj(t)− oijj | < |x(t)− oij |+Σl ̸=j |(xl(t)− oijl )| ≤ (P− 1)ε resulting in

|x(t) − oij | ≤ ε
√

P(P− 1) for t ≥ T . Hence, oij is the limit point. Case 2) The
abstract state x leaves q∗k−1,k. Then, the provided reasoning for the case x ̸= q∗k−1,k

will be applicable resulting in q∗
k−1 or q∗

k to be the limit point. Overall, the limit
set of q∗

k−1,k is {q∗
k−1,q

∗
k−1,k,q

∗
k}. □

7.7. Proof of Proposition 3.

Proof. Based on Theorem 2, the set Qc ∪Qa ∪Qo contains the limit sets of all x
in X ss. To find the corresponding Birkhoff center, we need to find the closure of
the set of recurrent points. Based on Definition 2, the set of recurrent points is also
equal Qc ∪Qa ∪Qo. As a results, the Birkhoff center of the population dynamics
will be equal to Qc ∪Qa ∪Qo. □
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7.8. Proof of Theorem 3.

Proof. (i) Based on Proposition 1, the sequence ⟨xN(k)⟩ which evolves according to
discrete population dynamics (3), is a realization of population dynamics Markov

chain ⟨X
1
N

k ⟩k with transition probabilities formulated in (6). (ii) Based on Lemma 1,

the collection of ⟨⟨X
1
N

k ⟩k⟩N∈N is a GSAP for (7). (iii) The transition probabilities
of the population dynamics Markov chain (6) are homogeneous and the state space
over which the Markov chain is defined is finite. This results in the existence

of invariant probability measures for Markov chain ⟨X
1
N

k ⟩k [44]. The existence of

a weak limit point for a sequence of invariant probability measures ⟨µ 1
N ⟩ 1

N∈N of

the collection of Markov chains ⟨⟨X
1
N

k ⟩k⟩N∈N is guaranteed by Bolzano-Weierstrass
theorem. (iv) Proposition 3 specifies the Birkhoff centers of (7). Theorem 1 and
(i)-(iv) together complete the proof. □
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