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FROM DISCRETE TO CONTINUOUS BEST-RESPONSE
DYNAMICS: DISCRETE FLUCTUATIONS DO NOT SCALE
WITH THE POPULATION SIZE

AZADEH AGHAEEYAN AND POURIA RAMAZI

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 .

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 . 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 [21H25]. Some studies also approxi-
mated the evolution of decisions in structured populations with ordinary differential
equations [26H28].

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 approzimation 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 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 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]. ) 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 i11) 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>o, Z, Z>o, and N. For each ¢ € N, [¢] denotes {1,2,...,3}.
Boldface letters refer to a vector. The i*® element of the vector q is indicated by
q;- The calligraphic font X represents a set. A sequence of variables xg, x1, 2, ...
is represented by (). The floor function |x] : R — Z returns the greatest integer
less than or equal to . The sign function is denoted by sgn(-) and equals 1 for a
positive argument, —1 for a negative argument and 0 otherwise. The ' standard
basis vector is denoted by e;. The Euclidean norm of a vector « is denoted by |x|.
By the notation [a, b] — ¢, we mean [a — ¢, b — ¢|. The set of all subsets of the set X
is shown by 2%,

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 € ﬁzzo
that is indexed by k where k = |Nt|. Each agent ¢ € [N] has a threshold 7(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 2", does not fall short of (resp. does not exceed) her
threshold, i.e., 2N — 7(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

1 if aN(k) > 7(3),
2 otherwise,

(1) si(k+1){
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if she is a coordinator and otherwise, if she is an anticoordinator,

1 if aN(k) < 7(3),
@ silb+1) = { 2 otherwise,
where s; is the strategy of agent 1.

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, 7{ <75 <... <7y, (vesp. 71 > 7o > ... > 7,), where 7, (resp. 7,)
is the threshold of the p*™® 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 p = (p1, ..., pp, p;,, e ph)
where p; (resp. pj) 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 p; = pfp+17j. To

. . . . 1
avoid a subpopulation of size zero, we assume that min;{p;} > §.

Remark 1. The update rules and 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

mN:(I{\I7"'7II')\I?I|;/N7 ’ZE{N)a
where a:]’JN (resp. a:l')\') represents the proportion of 1-players who belong to co-

ordinating (resp. anticoordinating) subpopulation p. We again use the notation

a) = xf;NH_p for p > p. By defining

Xss = H?:I[Oapj] x H?:l[ovp;’—j—&-l]v
the resulting state space then equals X4, N %ZP. Define the function u(p, ") :
[P] x Xss — {1,2} that returns 1 (resp. 2) if 1 (resp. 2) is the tendentious strategy
of subpopulation p at population state zN:
u(p,2") =

1if (2N <7, and p <p) or (&N > 75, , and p > p),

2 if (zN > 7, and p <p) or (2N < Tpy1_p and p > p).
The evolution of the state defines the population dynamics and is governed by
update rules , , and the activation sequence of the agents. More specifically,
the activation sequence is generated by the sequence of random variables (A} ) where

Ay is the agent active at time index k and takes values in [N] with the distribution
PlA, =] = ﬁ 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,...

1
(3) a(k+1) = 2" (k) + 8RSk — u(Pr, z))ep,,
where Py, and Si are random variables with distributions P[Py = p|] = p, and
P[Sk = 1} = ZL’N.

In Definition [1} the random variable Py is the subpopulation of the agent active
at time index k, and the random variable Sy 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 mized 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: (1,74, 74, 74, 7%, 71) = (0.885,0.89,0.604, ,0.481, 0.44
(p1, P55 P, Pl P, P1) = (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
mazximum upper and minimum lower bounds for each population size N is depicted
in Figure[1l 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
5
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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 — co? (Fig
. 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 [I] 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
(X} is a sequence of random variables indexed by k € Z>(, where Xy, is the state
of the stochastic process. A Markov chain is a discrete time stochastic process (Xj)
where X1 is independent of the states Xj_1,...,Xo given Xj. 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 P, which represents the probability
of reaching y at index k£+1 given that the state at index & is equal to x, i.e., Py o =
P[Xx41 = y|Xg = «|. The transition matrix P = [Py, ,] is defined accordingly. A
Markov chain is homogeneous if its transition probabilities are time independent.
The vector p is the invariant probability measure or stationary distribution for a
Markov chain with transition matrix P if uP = p and ), pu; = 1, where p; € R>o.

For a sequence (ex) = €, €1, . . ., and function x, we denote the sequence z(eg), z(€1), . . .
by (z€). The notation (z¢).~¢ emphasizes that the sequence (ey) is positive. By
notation (xf,)x, we mean the sequence zf,z{,... which is indexed by k € Zx>o.
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Figure 2. How does the asymptotic behaviour of the finite pop-
ulation of interacting agents 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, . The proportion of 1-players in a mixed finite
population may undergo perpetual fluctuations .

The index is dropped when it can be inferred from the context. Let (X{,)r be a
Markov chain parameterized by € > 0. Stochastic approximation theory links the
asymptotic long-term behaviour of the Markov chain (X{), as ¢ approaches zero
to a differential inclusion, defined in the following.

A differential inclusion is defined by

(4) (t) € V(x(t)),

where ¥V C R™ is a set-valued map specifying a set of evolution at each point
xz € R" and t € R. A Caratheodory solution of (4]) on [0,t1] C R>g is an absolutely
continuous map x° : [0,t1] — R™ such that for almost all ¢ € [0,¢1], £°(t) €
V(z°(t)) [38]. From now on, by a solution of (4), we mean its Caratheodory
solution. A point x* € R"™ that satisfies 0 € V(x*) is an equilibrium of [38].
The set-valued dynamical system induced by the differential inclusion is denoted
by ®(x() and defined as the set of all solutions of (4)) with initial condition xo [33].

Example 3. Consider the scalar differential inclusion with x € R and

{-1-2@)} if=(t) <0,
Va®) =4 L1 i) =0,
{1—-=z@®)} ifz(t)>0.

For any positive initial condition x(0), the solution of equals x(t) = 1+
e~ (z(0) — 1), see Figure @ For any negative initial condition x(0), the solution of
M) equals x(t) = —1 + e *(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 ® for initial condition x(0) = 0 equals ®(0) = {0,e * —1,1—e" '},
and for other initial conditions will be a singleton. As for equilibrium points of ,
we need to find the points x* at which V(z*) = 0, yielding —1, 0, and 1.
7
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Figure 3. Example|3], The upper panel represents the set-valued map
V(z). The lower panel represents the solution set of &(¢t) € V(x) with 0
as the initial state. The solution set equals {0,e™* — 1,1 — e *}.

A set-valued map V is called upper semicontinuous at xg if for any open set
O C R” with V(xy) C O, there exists a neighborhood B(xy) of xy such that
V(B(xg)) C 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

{-1—-2z(t)} ifz(t) <0,
V(z(t)) = ¢ [0,1] if z(t) =0,
{I1-2z()} ifx(t) >0,
is not upper semicontinuous, because it is not so at © = 0. Let cl(X) be the closure

of set X.

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

Re = {930’930 € 5(930)},

where L(xg) is the limit set of point &y defined by Uyesmo Niso clylt, <)) and
Sz, is the set of solutions of differential inclusion with the initial condition
xo. The Birkhoff center of ®, BC(®), is defined as the closure of Re, i.e.,
BC(®) = cl(Ra)-

Each vy in Definition [2] is a solution of the differential inclusion, and the term
N0 cl(y[t, o0]) is the limit set of y. In words, @, is a recurrent point of ® if it is
8



included in the limit set of some solution that starts from xy. Examples include
equilibria and limit cycles. In Example [3} BC(®) = {—1,0, 1}.

How to approximate the realizations of a collection of Markov chains (X)) for a
sequence of € > 0 with solutions of a differential inclusion & € V(x)? The following
definition establishes the basis for doing so.

Definition 3. [35/ Consider the good upper semicontinuous differential inclusion
& € V(x) over the convex and compact state space Xo. For a sequence of positive
values of scalar € approaching 0, let U = (Uy)k be a sequence of R™-valued random
variables and (V°) be a family of set-valued maps on R™. We say that ((X§)r)eso0
is a family of generalized stochastic approximation processes (or a GSAP) for the
differential inclusion & € V() if the following conditions are satisfied:

(1) X§, € X forallk >0,

(2) Xi,, - X — U, € Ve (X7),

(3) for any 6 > 0, there exists an ey > 0 such that for all e < ey and x € Xy,

Véi(x) C{zeR" |Jy:|lx—y| <4, inf |z-—v|<d},
veEV(y)

(4) for allT > 0 and for all & > 0,

e—0

lim P maX‘X:k:leU§ >a|Xig=x| =0
k<Z 17 ‘

uniformly in x € Xy.

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 (V°)
approaches to the vicinity of V as € 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 with x € [0,1] and

{1-2z} ife<r
(5) V(E)=<[0,1]—z ifxz=r,
{—=x} if x > T

For a sequence of positive scalars approaching zero (e), let (U%,), 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 V¢ as , but now T s replaced with T+ €.
Following the second condition in Definition[3, (X§)x is defined where X§ = x(0).
Provided that e < 0.5, the first condition in Definition [3 is satisfied which can
be shown by induction. As for the third condition, for each &, €y can be chosen
any arbitrary value smaller that 6. The described Uf satisfies the last condition
in Definition [3 based on [33, Proposition 2.3]. Hence, the collection of ((X§)x)e
defines a GSAP for where V(x) equals to .

In [33], Roth and Sandholm studied the limiting stationary distributions of these
GSAPs and showed that if for each € > 0, (X$,), is a Markov chain, their stationary
measures as € approaches zero will be concentrated on BC(®). It is said that p is a

9



weak limit point of (p€).~¢ if there exists a vanishing sequence («y) where ay > 0
such that for e = g, (u€) converges to p.

Theorem 1. [35, Theorem 3.5 and Corollary 3.9] For a vanishing sequence of € >
0, let ((X$)k)e>0 be GSAPs for a good upper semicontinuous differential inclusion
& € V(x). Assume that for each €, (X§,)r is a Markov chain and let p¢ be an
invariant probability measure of (X$)i. Let p be a weak limit point of (1€)e>0-
Then the support of p is contained in BC(®), where ® is the dynamical system
induced by & € V(x).

4. THE LINK TO THE SEMICONTINUOUS DYNAMICS

Our aim is to determine the asymptotic behaviour of the population dynamics
as the population size N approaches infinity. Theoremconnects the asymptotic
behaviour of the GSAPs to the steady-state behaviour of their associated differential
inclusion. Hence, if one shows that firstly, dynamics 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|[I]can be applied, meaning that the asymptotic behaviour of the population
dynamics can be revealed by analyzing the differential inclusion.

In view of , 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))y is a
realization of the Markov chain defined in the following.

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

1 1
(XN with the state space X5 N %ZP, initial state X§ = xN(0) and transition
probabilities

(6) Pl =
(pp —2))(2 —u(p, V) if yN = e, + 2V,
xg(u(pva) - 1) nyN = _%ep + mNa
(2 — u(p,zM))+ if yN =N,
(pp — ) (u(p, &) — 1)
0 otherwise.

1
Proposition 1. The sequence (zN(k))y, is a realization of (XN)y.
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, p, remains unchanged.
Hence, the sequence (N) according to which the population size approaches infinity
should satisfy Np € ZP. We denote the set of such valid population sizes by N .

1
Now, to apply Theorem we need to show that the collection of ((X))i)nen
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

1
steady-state behavior of that differential inclusion. We claim that ((X[)r)nen is

a GSAP for the following differential inclusion:
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Definition 5. The semicontinuous population dynamics is defined by & €
V(x), where V : X5 — 2% and for p <p

{op —2p()}  ifz(t) <mp,
(7a) Vp(x) =< [0, pp] — 2p(t)  if 2(t) = 7p,

{—zp(t)} if x(t) > 7,
and for p > p

Fo®@) ) <,
@) V@) = { [0 —2yl6) iflt) = hor
{pp - x;n(t)} fo(t) > T|é+1_p»

where z(t) = E;Zl zp(t).

The above dynamics are indeed the mean dynamics of the discrete population
dynamics [16]. The mean dynamic considers the decision-making process as
a continuous process with an infinitely large population and &, 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) iy € Fpa(x) — Fpa(z),

where Fp, 1, Fpo: X5 — 2[0.p0] 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., &, = —2,. 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., ©, = p, — x,. 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., —x, and p, — x,
resulting in the interval [—z,, pp, —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(z) is a singleton map v(x) € R"™ which satisfies v(z) € V() for all  in
R™ |39]. That is why the mean dynamics of the discrete population dynamics (3))
is sometimes considered as a selection from [33]. It can be easily checked that
the differential inclusion satisfies the conditions of good upper semicontinuity.

Remark 3. The equivalent equation to in the context of best-response would be
z €Br(z) —x

where Br : X3 — 2% s the best-response correspondence where Br,(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 , In the set-up of this paper, Bry(x) = pp(2 — u(p, z)).

Lemma 1. The collection of <<X,§)k>N€N is a GSAP for (7).
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Based on Lemmal[l] the population dynamics (3)) define GSAPs for the differential
inclusion . Hence, in view of Theorem |1| the support of the limit point of the
stationary distributions of @, as N — oo, is contained in the Birkhoff center of ®
induced by . In the next section, we determine the Birkhoff center of ®.

Remark 4. The set-up in , , and 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.c., 2N = 7(i) for every agent i. Howewver,
for other tie-breaking rules, such as when strateqy 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 at x = 7(7).
Therefore, investigating the asymptotic behaviour of 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 should
be characterized. The following subsection provides the intuition for how analyzing
the evolution of z(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 mixzed population of one anticoordinating and two coordi-
nating subpopulations. The thresholds and the population proportions of the subpop-
ulations are respectively as follows: (11,74, 7) = (0.85,0.75,0.35) and (p1, ph, py) =
(0.6,0.3,0.1). The semicontinuous population dynamics are € € YV(x), where
V=V, V2, V3] and

{0.6 —x1(¢)} if x(t) < 0.85,
(9a) Vi(z) =< [-21(¢),0.6 — 21 (¢)] if 2(t) = 0.85,
{=z1(t)} if z(t) > 0.85,
{—z2(t)} if z(t) < 0.75,
) Vo(x) = ¢ [~22(1),0.3 — 2o(t)] if x(t) =0.75,
{0.3 — z2(t)} if x(t) > 0.75,
{—z3(t)} if x(t) < 0.35,
) V(@) = { [as(t),0.1— a3(t)] if a(t) = 0.35,
{0.1 — z3(¢)} 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 Vi,Vs, 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 Vi, Vo, and Vs to
find x1,x9,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 & will be equal to (0.6 — x1, —x2, —x3). The derivative of x, will
then be £ = 0.6 — x1 — 29 — x3 = 0.6 — x. If x equals the threshold of coordinating

12



subpopulation 1, that is 0.35, then Vs(x) will be multi-valued and in turn & will
belong to ({0.6 — x1}, {—xz2}, {[—3,0.1 — x3]}) resulting in & € [0.6,0.7] —z. A
stmilar procedure can be applied to the other intervals, resulting in z(t) € X(x),
where

{0.6 —z(t)} if z(t) € [0, 35),

[0.6,0.7] — x(t) 4f =(t) = 0.35,

{0.7—=z(t)} zf z(t) € (0.35,0.75),
(10) X(@) =< [07.1] —x(t) ifa(t) =0.75,

{1-=z(t)} zf z(t) € (0.75,0.85),

[0.4,1] —x(t)  if =(t) = 0.85,

{04 —z(t)} if z(t) € (0.85,1].

At equilibrium, we have 0 € X (z*). So we can find the equilibrium by investi-
gating all of the intervals in . The image of the first interval [0,0.35) under X
s (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 1 = 0.7 as 0 € X(0.7). Following the same procedure, we find two additional
equilibrium points x5 = 0.75 and =% = 0.85 for the abstract dynamics.

In view of @D, the value x7 equals the summation of p1 and p}, i.e., the pop-
ulation proportions of those subpopulations whose preferred strategy at x7 is 1.
FEvaluating @ at © = x¥, we see that x7 = (0.6,0,0.1) is an equilibrium point for
the population dynamics.

The point x% equals the threshold of the coordinating subpopulation 2 and the
population state x5 = (0.6,0.05,0.1) is an equilibrium point for @ At x5, except
for coordinating subpopulation 2, members of the same subpopulations adopt the
same strategy, i.e., T31 = p1, Ty g = P

Finally, the point x5 = 0.85 equals the anticoordinating subpopulation’s threshold
and x} = (0.45,0.3,0.1) is also an equilibrium for the population dynamics. At x3,
except for the anticoordinating subpopulation, members of the same subpopulations
adopt the same strategy, i.e., T3 o = ph, T35 = p-

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; (resp. p;) 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 7/ (resp. 7;),
ie.,

J 7
k=1 k=1
where j € [p'], i € [p], and we define py =po =p_1=p"_1 =0, Py =Py, Ppr1 =
Po, o1 =T7p=0,and o =7, = L.
Assumption 1. The thresholds of the subpopulations are unique and satisfy the
following:

VE € [plU{0}Vl € [pTU{0}(pr +9) & {7151 oy Ths oo -1 Tr })-
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In words, it is assumed that the summation of the cumulative population pro-
portion of first k anticoordinating subpopulations and first [ 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 . Under Assumptz'on
the evolution of the population proportion of 1-players, i.e., x(t), is governed by

(11) i€ X(z),
i1 +p5pi+ 9] —a if Ji(z = 17),
X(z) = pi + Py, pi + 9] — = if 3z =T0),

{pi +pj — (1)}
Zf 317_](([ € (ma‘X{T_y/'vTi+1}7min{T]{+177—i}))a
where for x = 7;, j equals max{k|r; < 7;} and for x = 7;, i equals max{k|r} < 71}

We refer to as the abstract dynamics.

5.3. Equilibrium points. Inspired by the definitions in [41] and based on Exam-
ple f] 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

cV = (pl,...7pi,0,...,O,p;,...7p/1).
The abstract state  at ¢ is denoted by ¢ = p; + p;. The state at which no
coordinating (resp. anticoordinating) agents adopt strategy 1, is denoted by c?
(resp. ¢%). In Example [5| @} (resp. z}) is a clean-cut equilibrium point for (9)
(resp. (10)) and equals c'! (resp. c'l).

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 4 such that all coordinating (resp. anticoordinating) subpopulations
with a threshold less (resp. greater) than that of subpopulation ¢ play strategy
1, we have a ruffled anticoordinator-driven population state (as this equilibrium
would not exist in the absence of anticoordinators):

aij = (,017--'7pi—177-’i - (p; +pi—1)307"'507p_/jv"'7p/1)7

where j equals max{k|r] < 7;}. The abstract state at a” is denoted by a* = 7;.
In Example 5| 3 (resp. z3%) is a ruffled anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point
for (9) (resp. (10)) and equals a'? (resp. a'?).

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 = (pla'“ apiaoa"'voaTJ/' - (p;'—l +Pi)»P;—1 >p/1)a
14



where i = max{k € [p]|7} < 74}. The abstract state at 0"/ is denoted by 0" = 7/.
In Example 5, x3 (resp. z3) is a ruffled anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point
for (9) (resp. (10)) and equals 0'? (resp. o'2).

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 and are either clean-cut,
anticoordinator-driven or coordinator-driven population states.

(2) ¢ (resp. ) is an equilibrium of (resp. ) iff

(12) max{7;y1,7;} < P+ pi < min{7r;, 7},
(3) a¥ (resp. a¥) is an equilibrium (resp. (7)) iff
(13) 0 <7 — () +pic1) < pi.
(4) 0% (resp. 0¥) is an equilibrium (resp. (@) iff
(14) pi + i <7 < pi+p)

According to Lemma |2 for every equilibrium of the semicontinuous population
dynamics, e.g., c*7, there is exactly one associated equilibrium in the abstract dy-
namics, i.e., c.

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 Q°¢, Q% and Q°, 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 @ in the ascending order of their associated equilibrium points
in the abstract dynamics. Hence, we have

G <q<...<qq

where ¢} is the abstract state at q; € QU Q° for k € [Q]. A set M C X, is
attractive under differential inclusion from a set U C X, if for each solution
x(t) with (0) € U and each open e-neighborhood of M, there exists time T > 0
such that x(¢) falls in e-neighborhood of M for all ¢ > T' [42]. The union of all sets
in X4, 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 AT} in the abstract dynamics, between every two anticoordinator-
driven and/or clean-cut equilibria ¢;; and g;,,, k € [Q — 1], there exists exactly one
coordinator-driven equilibrium, which we denote by gj, , ;. The associated equi-
librium in the semicontinuous dynamics is denoted by qj ;- Define ¢5, = 0 and

dqo+1 = 1-
Theorem 2. Consider the semicontinuous population dynamics and its asso-

ciated abstract dynamics (11). Under Assumptz'on
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(1) Each qj_y y,k €{2,...,Q}, is unstable, and each q, k € [Q], is asymptoti-
cally stable with the basin of attraction

Alqy) = {x € X5l € (G110 Topr1) )
(2) The limit set of every point in {x € Xslv = qf 1} for k € [Q—1] is
either of gy, Qi 1, 0T G} 311}

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
and the associated abstract dynamics ,
(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 @

Proposition 3. If Assumption[] holds, the Birkhoff center of the dynamical system
induced by the semicontinuous population dynamics 18

(15) BCy = Q°UQ"UQ".

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

(16) BCeo= Q°U Q°.

As for the population of anticoordinators, the result would be BCy, = Q% U
Q°. 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= (,017 cee ,prlamin{Tp - ppflvpp}v 07 RS O)
In view of Lemma [2] the condition for the existence of this equilibrium would be
Pp—1 < Tp and 741 < 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

(17) BC4 = {q}.

So far, the steady-state behaviour of the semicontinuous population dynamics
@ was determined. The following section determines the asymptotic behaviour of
the discrete population dynamics 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 . Under Assumption 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

e BC,; if the population is a mizture of coordinating and anticoordinating
subpopulations;

e BC, if the population consists of anticoordinating subpopulations;

e BC( if the population consists of coordinating subpopulations.

In words, consider a population of coordinators and anticoordinators who up-
date their decisions asynchronously based on and , 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 . Under Assump-
tion[1), the ratio of the cardinality of every limit set to the population size N vanishes
as N — oo.

Remark 5. Assumption[]] ensures that Q°, Q%, and Q° are distinct. Otherwise,
the following possible cases may happen: (i) The threshold of benchmark antico-
ordinating subpopulation i equals p} + pi—1 (resp. pj + pi). In this case, the
equilibria a" and c~Y7 (resp. ¢ ) match and remain stable. (ii) The thresh-
old of benchmark coordinating subpopulation j equals P;‘71 + p; (resp. p;- + pi)-
In this case, the equilibria 0" and c'9—1 (resp. ¢ ) 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 7; for the abstract dynamics could be either stable or unstable depending on
the value of max{pj,l + pi,pj + pifl} — 7. If pi—1+pi < T < Pyt pio1, itis
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={xc X V¢ {i,P—j+1} 27 =a 27 +28  =7—(pjo1+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 — oo.

Revisiting Example 2. Consider the associated semicontinuous population dy-

namics with the finite population dynamics introduced in Example [3 Based on

Lemma[3, the mean dynamics admit only one equilibrium point at x = 11 which

is an anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point. Therefore, according to Corollary[]
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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[ll As seen,
x(t) approaches 1. 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., imy_ o0 limg 00 2N (k) — 71, which is in line with Theorem @ 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 p = (2/28,3/28,3/28,6/28,8/28,3/28,3/28). The thresholds of the
anticoordinating subpopulations are 71 = 0.929, 70 = 6/7, 73 = 0.357, and those
of coordinators are 71 = 0.05, 75 = 0.321, 74 = 0.5, 71 = 0.643. When the popu-
lation size N equals 28 or 56 (which is the next larger valid size; see Remark @),
the population proportion of 1-players either reaches xN = 11/28 and remains there
or fluctuates around zN = 6/7. However, for larger populations, the fluctuation
disappears.

Semicontinuous population dynamics. In view of Lemma [3 the semi-
continuous population dynamics associated with the described discrete population
dynamics admit three equilibrium points; one clean-cut equilibrium point c*2 at
(2/28,3/28,0,0,0,3/28,3/28) with the corresponding abstract state c** equals 11/28,
one anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point a®* at (2/28,2/28,0,6/28,8/28,3/28,3/28)
with the corresponding abstract state a** equal to 6/7, and one coordinator-driven
equilibrium point 0%® at (2/28,3/28,0,0,3/28,3/28,3/28) with the corresponding
abstract state 0*® equal to the threshold of coordinating subpopulation 3, 0.5. Ac-
cording to Theorem |3, except for a set of initial conditions of measure zero, the pop-
ulation state converges to either of c®2 or a?*, depending on the initial condition—
Figure [5, As for the discrete population dynamics, the observed fluctuations are
around a** 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 c¢*2.

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 . 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 @ approaches 7i. 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 71.

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.

REFERENCES

[1] Z. Cao, H. Gao, X. Qu, M. Yang, and X. Yang, “Fashion, cooperation, and social interac-
tions,” PLoS One, vol. 8, no. 1, p. e49441, 2013.

[2] H. Blanton, A. E. Stuart, and R. J. Van den Eijnden, “An introduction to deviance-regulation
theory: The effect of behavioral norms on message framing,” Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy Bulletin, vol. 27, no. 7, pp. 848-858, 2001.

19



(3]
[4]

(5]
(6]

(7]

(8]

Population state

Population state

Time

Figure 5. Example IEI. The solution of the semicontinuous
population dynamics for two different initial conditions. The
upper panel shows the evolution of the population state which con-
verges to clean-cut equilibrium point ¢*? = (2,3,0,0,0,3,3)/28 and the
lower one depicts the evolution of the population state converging to
the anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point a** = (2,2,0,6,8, 3, 3)/28,
where the corresponding population proportion of 1-players equals 72 =
6/7. The observed non-smoothness in the evolution of some subpopu-
lations is due to the change in their preferred strategy. For example, in
the upper panel, at time zero, the abstract state is below 75 (resp. 73)
resulting in 25 < 0 (&3 > 0). As abstract state increases and exceeds 73
(resp. 73), the preferred strategy of coordinating (resp. anticoordinat-
ing) subpopulation 2 (resp. 3) changes to 1 (resp. 2) yielding @5 > 0
(resp. 4¢3 < 0).

G. Como, S. Durand, and F. Fagnani, “Optimal targeting in super-modular games,” IEEE
Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 67, no. 12, pp. 6366—6380, 2022.

L. Arditti, G. Como, F. Fagnani, and M. Vanelli, “Equilibria and learning dynamics in mixed
network coordination/anti-coordination games,” in 2021 60th IEEE Conference on Decision
and Control (CDC), 2021, pp. 4982-4987.

M. Granovetter, “Threshold models of collective behavior,” American journal of sociology,
vol. 83, no. 6, pp. 1420-1443, 1978.

M. Vanelli, L. Arditti, G. Como, and F. Fagnani, “On games with coordinating and anti-
coordinating agents,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, vol. 53, no. 2, pp. 10975-10 980, 2020.

Y. Zhu, C. Xia, and Z. Chen, “Nash equilibrium in iterated multiplayer games under asyn-
chronous best-response dynamics,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 68, no. 9,
pp. 5798-5805, 2023.

Y. Zhu, Z. Zhang, C. Xia, and Z. Chen, “Equilibrium analysis and incentive-based control of
the anticoordinating networked game dynamics,” Automatica, vol. 147, p. 110707, 2023.

20



(9]
(10]
[11]
(12]
(13]

(14]

(15]

[16]
(17]

18]

[19]

Population t = oo

Discrete

Coordinating Equilibrates population of
Anticoordinating Equilibrates finite size N
Mixture of both May Fluctuate

Population t - oo

Coordinating  Equilibrates Discrete
Anticoordinating  Equilibrates population
Mixture of both  The fluctuates N — oo

vanish

Stochastic
approximation
theory

Population t — o0

Semicontinuous
population
dynamics

Coordinating .
Anticoordinating Equilibrates
Mixture of both

Figure 2. [Revisit]-The connection between the asymptotic be-
haviour of finite populations of interacting agents evolving
based on (3) and their associated semicontinuous population
dynamics (7)) based on Stochastic approximation theory.

S. Arefizadeh, S. Arefizadeh, S. R. Etesami, and S. Bolouki, “Robustness of dynamics in
games: A contraction mapping decomposition approach,” Automatica, vol. 155, p. 111142,
2023.

P. Guo, Y. Wang, and H. Li, “Algebraic formulation and strategy optimization for a class of
evolutionary networked games via semi-tensor product method,” Automatica, vol. 49, no. 11,
pp. 3384-3389, 2013.

D. Cheng, “On finite potential games,” Automatica, vol. 50, no. 7, pp. 1793-1801, 2014.
J.-E. Feng, Y. Li, S. Fu, and H. Lyu, “New method for disturbance decoupling of boolean
networks,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 67, no. 9, pp. 4794-4800, 2022.
P. Ramazi and M. Cao, “Convergence of linear threshold decision-making dynamics in finite
heterogeneous populations,” Automatica, vol. 119, p. 109063, 2020.

——, “Asynchronous decision-making dynamics under best-response update rule in finite
heterogeneous populations,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 63, no. 3, pp.
742-751, 2018.

P. Ramazi and M. H. Roohi, “Characterizing oscillations in heterogeneous populations of
coordinators and anticoordinators,” Automatica, vol. 154, p. 111068, 2023.

W. H. Sandholm, Population games and evolutionary dynamics. MIT press, 2010.

G. Como, F. Fagnani, and L. Zino, “Imitation dynamics in population games on community
networks,” IEEE Transactions on Control of Network Systems, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 65-76, 2021.
D. Madeo and C. Mocenni, “Game interactions and dynamics on networked populations,”
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 60, no. 7, pp. 1801-1810, 2015.

M. A. Mabrok, “Passivity analysis of replicator dynamics and its variations,” IEEE Trans-
actions on Automatic Control, vol. 66, no. 8, pp. 3879-3884, 2021.

21



[20]
21]
22)
23)
[24]
[25)

[26]

27)

(28]
29]
30]
(31]
(32]

33]

(34]

(35]

(36]

(37)
(38]

(39]
[40]

[41]

[42]
[43]

[44]

P. Ramazi and M. Cao, “Global convergence for replicator dynamics of repeated snowdrift
games,” IEEFE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 66, no. 1, pp. 291-298, 2021.

J. Hofbauer, “Stability for the best response dynamics,” Technical Report, 1995, university
of Vienna.

R. Golman and S. E. Page, “Basins of attraction and equilibrium selection under different
learning rules,” Journal of evolutionary economics, vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 49-72, 2010.

B. Swenson, R. Murray, and S. Kar, “On best-response dynamics in potential games,” SIAM
Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 56, no. 4, pp. 2734-2767, 2018.

U. Berger, “Two more classes of games with the continuous-time fictitious play property,”
Games and Economic Behavior, vol. 60, no. 2, pp. 247-261, 2007.

G. Theodorakopoulos, J.-Y. Le Boudec, and J. S. Baras, “Selfish response to epidemic prop-
agation,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 58, no. 2, pp. 363-376, 2012.

W. S. Rossi, G. Como, and F. Fagnani, “Threshold models of cascades in large-scale net-
works,” IEEE Transactions on Network Science and Engineering, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 158-172,
2019.

C. Ravazzi, G. Como, M. Garetto, E. Leonardi, and A. Tarable, “Asynchronous semianony-
mous dynamics over large-scale networks,” SIAM Journal on Applied Dynamical Systems,
vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 13001343, 2023.

S. Pei, R. Cressman, and B. Zhang, “Dynamic games on networks with heterogeneous play-
ers,” Boyu, Dynamic Games on Networks with Heterogeneous Players, 2022.

M. Benaim, 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.

M. Benaim, “Recursive algorithms, urn processes and chaining number of chain recurrent
sets,” Ergodic Theory and Dynamical Systems, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 53-87, 1998.

M. Benaim and J. W. Weibull, “Deterministic approximation of stochastic evolution in
games,” Econometrica, vol. 71, no. 3, pp. 873-903, 2003.

M. Benaim and J. Weibull, “Mean-field approximation of stochastic population processes in
games,” hal-00435515, 2009.

G. Roth and W. H. Sandholm, “Stochastic approximations with constant step size and differ-
ential inclusions,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 51, no. 1, pp. 525-555,
2013.

P. Ramazi, J. Riehl, and M. Cao, “Networks of conforming or nonconforming individuals
tend to reach satisfactory decisions,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, vol.
113, no. 46, pp. 12985-12990, 2016.

Y. Ibuka, M. Li, J. Vietri, G. B. Chapman, and A. P. Galvani, “Free-riding behavior in
vaccination decisions: an experimental study,” PloS one, vol. 9, no. 1, p. e87164, 2014.

J. Seanehia, C. Treibich, C. Holmberg, J. Miller-Nordhorn, V. Casin, J. Raude, and J. E.
Mueller, “Quantifying population preferences around vaccination against severe but rare dis-
eases: A conjoint analysis among french university students, 2016,” Vaccine, vol. 35, no. 20,
pp. 2676-2684, 2017.

A. Klappenecker, “Markov chains,” Texas AM University, Texas, 2018.

J. Cortes, “Discontinuous dynamical systems,” IEEE Control systems magazine, vol. 28,
no. 3, pp. 36-73, 2008.

G. V. Smirnov, Introduction to the Theory of Differential Inclusions. American Mathemat-
ical Soc., 2002, vol. 41.

N. Sakhaei, Z. Maleki, and P. Ramazi, “Equilibration analysis and control of coordinating
decision-making populations,” 2022.

P. Ramazi and M. Cao, “Asynchronous decision-making dynamics under best-response update
rule in finite heterogeneous populations,” IEEFE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 63,
no. 3, pp. 742-751, 2017.

C. G. Mayhew and A. R. Teel, “On the topological structure of attraction basins for differ-
ential inclusions,” Systems €& Control Letters, vol. 60, no. 12, pp. 1045-1050, 2011.

H. Le, M. Rajaee, and P. Ramazi, “Heterogeneous mixed populations of coordinating, anti-
coordinating, and imitating individuals,” 2022.

S. Lalley, “Markov chains,” The University of Chicago, 2018. [Online]. Available:
http://galton.uchicago.edu/~lalley /Courses/383/index.html

22


http://galton.uchicago.edu/~lalley/Courses/383/index.html

APPENDIX

7.1. Proof of Proposition

Proof. To prove, it suffices to show that P[X;41 = 2N (k + 1)|X = zN(k)] = PgN(k),wN(kH)'
That is to show that the probability the population dynamics reach the state
yN at index k + 1 from the state =N at index k equals the transition probability
PJz\IN,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 @ 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
pp — N if strategy 1 is the tendentious strategy of subpopulation p’s agents, i.e.,
u(p,xV) = 1, and equals zero otherwise, i.e., u(p,zN) = 2. O

7.2. Proof of Lemma The proof of Lemma [I| is inspired by the steps taken
in (33| Example 4.1].

Proof. By considering the sequence (4)nen as the vanishing sequence of € > 0,

it suffices to show that there exist <VN )1 and (U )i such that the conditions in
Definition [3] are met. As for the first condltlon of Definition [3] the state space over
which @ evolves, X 44, is bounded and closed, i.e., is compact. Every interval [0, p;],
j € Pl is convex so their Cartesian product X4, is also convex. As the state space
over which (X )k evolves is also a subset of X, the first condition of Deﬁnltlonls
satisfied. Let v (zN) denote the expected increment per time unit ¢ of the Markov
chain (XN ). when the Markov state is at . Since k= LNtJ there are N transition
per unit time resulting in VN( NY = NIE[X,’C“Jrl X,’;‘ | X} xN]. The p'* element
of Vﬁ, 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 @, there are two possible changes, i.e., ﬁ step increment
1
or § step reduction, which results in v (zV) = N(§(pp — 2))(2 — u(p,z")) —
1
5 (@D (u(p, ) —1))) and consequently, v} (zN) = p, (2 u(p, zN))—z}). The second

1 1 1
condltlon of Definition |3| is satlsﬁed by U k+1 =NXY,, — X} - IE[X,QJrl - X |
XN = zN]) resulting in X,CJr1 — XN 1U,’;‘+1 = ﬁuw(w). Regarding the third

condition, at each x, l/N( ) should belong to the d-distance of the image of
over a d—neighborhood of . 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 @, v (x) lies within the d-distance of the image of a selection from ()
over a d-neighborhood of x, so does it lie for the whole differential inclusion ([7)).
As a result, we can focus on a selection from rather than the whole differential
inclusion . We, hence, consider a selection from denoted by & = v(x) where
v is a P-dimensional function and its p*™* element vp equals p, — x, if 1 is the
tendentious strategy of subpopulation p and equals —z,if the tendentious strategy
of subpopulation p is 2. This results in v,(x) = p,(2 — u(p, x)) — z,. The expected
increment per unit of time, ¥, is the same as the function v(x). As a result, the
third condition is satisfied by selecting y equal to . As for the last condition, in

1
view of Example 4.1 in [33], it can be shown that (U}') is a martingale difference
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1 1
sequence. On the other hand, for all &k, [UY| < /XFP_ (14 p;)? and hence U} 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. Tt holds that x = Zgzlxk and 0 < z < 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 7 the union of the set {0,1} with the set of all subpopulations’ thresholds.
When z ¢ T, there exist ¢ € {0,1,...,p+ 1} and j € {0,1,...,p" + 1} where
z € (7},m) such that 74y < = < 7/, In view of (@), in this case, V(z) is a
singleton and for all 0 < [ < i anticoordinating subpopulations, ©; = p; —
and for the remaining anticoordinating subpopulations, i.e., i < I < p, &; = —z;.
Similarly, for coordinating subpopulations, ; = p; —x; forall p <l <P —j+1
and &; = —x; for all P — j+ 1 < I < P. By summing over the elements of &, we
have & = Xf_ @y = p; + pj — . Therefore, for z € (7},7), X(z) = {p; +p} — }
which is the same as the last case of X in . When z € T, three cases may
happen: =z = TJ/-, x =7, or x € {0,1}. When = = 7;, based on , except for
V;, the elements of V(x) are single-valued and contain either p; — x; or —z;. More
specifically, for anticoordinating subpopulations, we have &; = p; — z; for [ < i and
2y = —x; for i <1 < p. As for coordinating subpopulations, assume that the set
{k € [Pl < 7} is not empty and let j = max{k € [p']|7}, < 7;}. Then, for {
satisfying p < [ and P+ 1 —1 < j, &; will be equal to p; — x; and for [ satisfying
Jj<P+1-1<yp, i wil be equal to —z; If {k € [p’]|7, < 7;} is empty, then
@, for [ > p will be equal to —z;. Summing over the elements of & except the ‘"
element, yields p;_1 +p;. —(x—x;). Asfor l =i, we have &; € [—x;, p; —x;] yielding
& € (pi—1+p; —z,p; +p; — ). Therefore, X'(z) = [pi—1 +p; —x,p; +p}; —z], which
is the same as the first case of X in . If z = T]{ , a similar reasoning results in
X(z) = [pi +p;_; — x,p; +p} — x|, which is the same as the second case of X' in
(11). Finally, when = € {0,1}, a similar reasoning yields & = p, — x if z = 0 and
T = p;, —x if x = 1. These two are equivalent to the first two cases of X in as
o1 =7p=0and 7, ., =7 = 1. O

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 ¢ €
(max{7}, 741}, min{7} ,,7;}) and based on, 0 € X(c¥), implying that ¢/ is
an equilibrium of . (Necessity) Should ¢ be an equilibrium of the abstract
dynamics, then 0 € X' (¢¥). One of the three cases of X in must be active for
x = . The first two cases of X cannot be active because of Assumption So
the third one must hold, implying that ¢/ € (max{7}, 7;11}, min{7},,,7}), which
is equivalent to . 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 . 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 z* is an equilibrium point fo but is neither
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clean-cut, anticoordinator-driven, nor coordinator-driven. At x = x* one of the
cases of X in should be active. If the first case is active, we have z* = 7; and
as it is an equilibrium point 0 € X'(x*). This results in p; 1 +pj < 7 < p; + ),
which is equivalent to , but we assumed that £* 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 results in a contradiction. So the only
remaining possibility is that z* € (max{7}, 7i11}, min{7,;,7}). At this interval &
equals p; —l—p; —z. Hence, to have 0 € X(z*), p; —HJS» —2* should be zero resulting in
¥ =p;,+ p}. 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 z* should be either
clean-cut, anticoordinator-driven, or coordinator-driven. Now, we prove the lemma
for the equilibrium points of the semicontinuous population dynamics . Part 2)
(Sufficiency) Should hold, ¢¥ is an equilibrium point for the abstract dynamics,
i.e., 0 € X(c") and considering the cases of X in ([I), X'(c¢"/) is a singleton resulting
#(c¥) = 0. By plugging c¢¥ into (7)) where z = ¢, we see that 0 € V(c¥) and
hence ¢/ is an equilibrium point for (7). (Necessity) Should ¢* be an equilibrium
point for (7)), 0 € V(c¥) and since at & = ¢, V is a singleton, @(c*/) = 0 which
results in © = 0 and in turn, = ¢. We earlier showed that is a necessary
condition to have ¢ an equilibrium point for the abstract dynamics. This proves
the necessity part. Part 8) (Sufficiency) Assume that holds. By plugging
a" into , we see that 0 € V(a”/) and hence a”/ is an equilibrium point for .
(Necessity) Should a”/ be an equilibrium point for (7), 0 € V(a) and consequently
0 € V;(a¥). This results in 0 € [—aij, pi— a::j] and by plugging aij =T7i— (pi-1+p})
into [—azj, i — aﬁj], we have 0 € [—7; +p;—1 + p;-, Pi —Ti +pi1+ p;] This results
in p;—1 +p; < 7 < +p; +pj 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 should be either of these three types. Suppose «*
is an equilibrium point for @ but is neither clean-cut, anticoordinator-driven, nor
coordinator-driven. Now, based on the value of z*, two cases may happen. Case 1)
¥ equals a threshold. Suppose that x* equals the threshold of one anticoordinating
subpopulation, say i. From 0 € V(z*) we have 0 € V,(x*) for [ € [P], where for
I # i, Vi(x*) is a singleton and therefore to have 0 € Vi(z*), 2} must equal p,
forl <diorp <land 0 < P+1-1 < j; and 2] must equal 0, otherwise,
where j = max{k € [p’]|7), < 7} and j = 0 if the set is empty. Therefore,
r —xf =P+ p;. On the other hand, z* = 7; resulting in =} =7, — p; —Pi1

which is in turn equal to a? . This results in that a* must be equivalent to a*

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

7.5. Lemma A [1l
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Lemma A1l. Consider the abstract dynamics (11). Between every two consecu-
tive anticoordinator-driven and/or clean-cut equilibria, ¢;_, and ¢i, k € {2,...,Q},
there exists one coordinator-driven equilibrium qj;_q satisfying g _; < To1.k < G-

Proof. We prove by contradiction. Consider two consecutive clean-cut or anticoordinator-
driven equilibrium points ¢;_; < ¢j. Assume on the contrary that there ex-
ist no coordinator-driven equilibrium points between ¢;_; and ¢f. In view of
the possible cases of X in (1)), f(z) = max{yly € X(z)} will be negative for
z € (q_y,d;_,), where d;_, is lower bounded by min{7;, 74, }, ie, df >
min{ﬁ;kil,qufl}, where i;kfl
G = ¢ and 7‘;}971 = Tj{+1, Tgn_1 = Ti—1 When g¢;_, is anticoordinator-driven,
i.e., ¢;_, = a”. Based on the value of min{7, ,7,_,}, two cases may happen:

Case 1) min{7,  , 7 _,} = 74 _, and consequently for a small enough ¢ > 0,

o — _ * e :
= Tit1> Tq, = Ti when g, is clean-cut, ie.,

f(f4e . —€) < 0. The sign of f(7, , + &) cannot be positive as 7, , is the
threshold of an anticoordinating subpopulation and considering the cases of X’ in
, the value of & at x = 7; + € is not greater than its value at x = 7, — € for
any i € [p]. Therefore, the sign of f does not change around = = 7, ,. Ac-
tually, no matter how many thresholds of anticoordinating subpopulations (non
benchmark subpopulations) are in the interval (g;_;,q;), the sign of f will not
change in the neighborhood of them. So, in this case, f(7,,_, + €) remains nega-
tive. Case 2) min{7; 7, _,} =7, , and consequently for a small enough & > 0,

qk—1

f(7._,—€) < 0 and considering the second case of X in (1)), the sign of f(-) changes

in a neighborhood of a coordinating subpopulation’s threshold only if 71(;]«—1 satis-

fies , ie., ?ékil 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;ﬂl. Putting the results of Case I and Case 2 together, we
conclude that d:_l = g}, i.e., the sign of f(z) remains negative for z € (g}_,,q})-
On the other hand, considering , , and the cases of X in , it can be
concluded that f(z) = min{yly € X(x)} > 0 for z € (d, ,q}), where d, is upper
bounded by max{f;;c,?qk}, where 7‘;; =T, Ty = Tm+1 when ¢} is clean-cut, i.e.,
g; = ¢™" and similarly 7‘;; =T}, Tg. = Tm+1 When ¢} is anticoordinator-driven,
ie., ¢ = a™" As x decreases, according to the cases of A" in , the change of the
sign of f(z) 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 . However, we assumed it would not be the case.
Hence, we conclude that the sign of f(x) is positive for € (g;_;, ¢;). This is a con-
tradiction as we already reached the conclusion that the sign of f(z) is negative for
x € (g5_q,q)). Putting these arguments together, it is concluded that between two
consecutive clean-cut or anticoordinator-driven equilibrium points, ¢j_;,q;,, there
exists a coordinator-driven equilibrium point denoted by gj_; ;. 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, g;_; and ¢, there exists a coordinator-driven equilibrium
point, gz, , such that ¢;_; < gz, < g. On the other hand, based Lemma
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
26
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clean-cut or anticoordinator-driven equilibrium points of the semicontinuous pop-
ulation dynamics q;_; and qj, there exists a coordinator-driven equilibrium point
q,”;_Lk such that ¢;_; < q;_lyk < qj- [l

7.6. Proof of Theorem As for Part 1, the instability of coordinator-driven
equilibria is shown by providing an initial condition from which for a small e,
there exists no J§ 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 qj_, , = 0%, consider the following initial condition ®(0) =
0" + 0*ep_j11 for an arbitrarily small 6* € (0,min{7},, 7} — 7). The corre-
sponding abstract state z(0) will then belong to (7}, min{7],,,7;}). Pick € to be
equal to 0.5(min{7}, 7, p; + p;} — 7/). In view of (7)), at such z(0), V(z) is
a singleton. Moreover, considering the structure of 0%, at x(0) we have i; = 0
forl € {1,...,P—4,P—j+42,...,P}. Indeed, the equation & = 0 holds true
as long as z € (7, min{7},,7i}). On the other hand, #(0) > 7/ and in view
of , we have p_j11(t) = p; —xp_j+1(t) > 0, for all ¢ < ¢/, where ¢t =
inf{t > Olzp—;11(t) = min{e ;, p}}}, where a; ; = min{7} 1,7} — (pi +p;-1). If
min{a; j, pi} = a;j, then x(t') = min{7/,,,7}. Otherwise, z(t') = p; +p;. In
either case, we observe that |z(t') — 77| is greater than the selected value for ¢, i.e.,
0.5(min{7} 1, 7i,p; + p;} — 7j), and the value of 6* does not impact the value of
x(t'). This indicates instability of 0%/ and in turn o%. As for stability property of
the other two types of equilibrium points, first we show for the abstract dynam-
ics. Let Vi(z) : Ry - Ry = %(m — g})?, where ¢} = p; + p if gj; is clean-cut, i.e.,
g = ¢ and q; = 7; if it is anticoordinator-driven, i.e., ¢} = a'. The set-valued de-
rivative of Vi (z) w.r.t (11) will be D(z) = {(z —¢})v|v € X(x)} [38]. We also have
F(z) = max{yly € X(2)} < 0 for @ € (g5, 4 p41) and f(z) = min{yly € X(2)} > 0
for x € (q;_y 4. q}) (vefer to the proof of Lemma A . Hence, maxD(z) < 0 for
T € (q5_1 4 G pr1)/1a5}- According to [38, Theorem 1], g is a strongly asymp-
totically stable equilibrium point for . Also the basin of attraction of gj, will
be (q5_1 kG k1) As for g (vesp. q3), we have f(0) > 0 (resp. f(1) < 0)
and this case can be handled similarly which results in A(qy) = [0,q7 ) (resp.
A(qg) = (qg_14:1])- Now, we show the asymptotic stability of qj when it is an
anticoordinator-driven equilibrium point, i.e., qf = a’’. The case where qj is
clean-cut can be handled similarly. We show that for every € > 0, there exists
a § > 0 such that if |z(0) — a¥| < &, then |z(t) — a¥”| < ¢ for all t > 0 and
|z(t) —a| — 0 as t — oo. Consider a small enough e > 0, such that at an -
neighborhood of a%, for | € [P] — {i}, Vi(x) is a singleton and i; = p; — z; for
I < i or for [ satisfying both p <l and 0 < P+ 1 —1 < j. For the remaining [’s,
#; = —x;. From the stability of the abstract dynamics, the existence of §, > 0
follows such that |2(0) — a¥/| < 4, results in |z(t) — a¥| < € for t > 0. As a result,
for I € [P] — {i}, the final value of z; is afj and consequently x; will approach afj
exponentially, i.e., |z;(t) — afj\ < (z(0) — afj)e*t7 for t > 0. On the other hand,
we know that for any y,z € R, |y + z| < |y| + |2|. Hence, in view of |z; — al’|
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= |(z — a") = Sipi(z; — a)|, we have |z; — al| < |(z — a¥)| + [Sipi(z; — a)|.
Consequently, |z(t) —a™|? < (|z(t) — a| + |Sizi (21 — a”)])? + Zisi|z — @) |2, for
t > 0. On the other hand, starting from §,-neighborhood of a*, |z(t) — a¥| is
bounded by P max; |2;(0) — a}| resulting in |z(t) — a”|? < (Pmax; |,(0) — a’| +
(P — 1) max; |2;(0) — af’ [e")? + (P — 1) max; |2,(0) — a’[2e=2" and |z(t) — a¥| <
max; |2;(0) — a;’ |/(P+ (P — 1)e~%)2 + (P — 1)e~2, for ¢ > 0. Hence, a¥ is stable
because by choosing § = min{d,/P,e/\/(P+ (P —1))2+ (P — 1)}, for all ¢t > 0,
we have |z(t) — a¥| < € and consequently |z(t) — a¥| < . As for asymptotic
stability, we have |z(t) — a”|? < (|z(t) — a”| 4+ (P — 1) max; |7,(0) — a}’ |e™*)? +
(P — 1) max; |2;(0) — a}’|2e~2, for t > 0. Since each term in the right hand side
approaches zero, we have lim |z(t) — a¥| — 0 as t — co. Now, we obtain the
basin of attraction of qf. (i) It is straightforward to show that if 2(0) falls in the
basin of attraction gj, the abstract dynamics will converge to an arbitrary small
neighborhood of ¢;, in a finite time. Now, depending on the types of ¢j, two cases
may happen: Case 1) ¢} = c, ie., q;, is clean-cut, then let ¢ = £y be the time
moment at which the abstract state x enters a small enough e-neighborhood of ¢j,
such that for I < i or ! > max{P —j + 1,p + 1}, we have @; = p; — z; and for the
remaining [’s, we have #; = —z;. Then for ¢ > tg, the asymptotic value of x; for
| € [P] is the same as that of at ;. Moreover, each x; approaches ¢;” exponentially.
As a result, for ¢ > to we have |x(t) — qf| < Cexp(—t), for some constant C. Case
2) q; = a, ie., gy is anticoordinator-driven. Then, a time moment similar to %o
defined in Case I exists such that for I € [P] — {i}, |z:(t) — a’| < Cexp(—t), for
some constant C' and t > to. Therefore, it is straightforward to show that for any
arbitrary small €;, after some finite time t; + to, |z;(t) — q;.| < e + (P — 1)e; for
t >ty +to resulting in |2(t) — q}| < (e + (P — 1)e1)? + (P — 1)€}. Having this and
(i) we conclude that in both cases 1 and 2, for any arbitrary e-neighborhood of qj,
time T' > 0 can be found such that for all ¢ > T, |x(t) — qj| < e. As a result, the
basin of attraction of point g; equals {z € Xss|r € (g5_; 4, qf 111)}- The basins
of attraction of qj and qq can be obtained similarly. Part 2) When z(0) = g;_ .,

d;_1, = 07, two cases may happen. Case 1) The abstract state z remains at
q;;_lzk. Then for I # j, Vi(x) is a singleton and &; is p; — a; for I < i or for [ > p
and P4+1—j < [; and #; is is —a; for the remaining I’s. As a result, for I € [P]—{j},
the final value of z; is ofj and consequently x; will approach ofj exponentially. Then
for any arbitrary small ¢, in a finite time 7' we have |z;(t) — o}’| < & for t > T and
subsequently |z;(t) — oéj\ < |2(t) — 0¥ | + Sz |(24(t) — 0))| < (P — 1)e resulting in
|z(t) — 0] < e/P(P —1) for t > T. Hence, 0% is the limit point. Case 2) The
abstract state x leaves g;_; ;. Then, the provided reasoning for the case x #* To1.k
will be applicable resulting in qj_; or qj to be the limit point. Overall, the limit
set of qp_y 5, is {af_y, a1 ko Ak} .

7.7. Proof of Proposition

Proof. Based on Theorem |2 the set Q¢ U Q® U Q° contains the limit sets of all «

in X4s. 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 Q°U Q®* U Q°. As a results, the Birkhoff center of the population dynamics

will be equal to Q°U Q* U Q°. (]
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7.8. Proof of Theorem [3l

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

1
chain (X)), with transition probabilities formulated in (6). (i) Based on Lemma
1
the collection of ((XY)i)nen is a GSAP for (7). (iii) The transition probabilities
of the population dynamics Markov chain @ 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)), [44]. The existence of
a weak limit point for a sequence of invariant probability measures <“%>ﬁe A of
1
the collection of Markov chains ((X})x)nen is guaranteed by Bolzano-Weierstrass

theorem. (iv) Proposition [3| specifies the Birkhoff centers of . Theorem 1| and
(i)- (iv) together complete the proof. O
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