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Mutation mitigates finite-size effects in spatial evolutionary games
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Agent-based simulations are essential for studying cooperation on spatial networks. However,
finite-size effects—random fluctuations due to limited network sizes—can cause certain strategies
to unexpectedly dominate or disappear, leading to unreliable outcomes. While enlarging network
sizes or carefully preparing initial states can reduce these effects, both approaches require significant
computational resources. In this study, we demonstrate that incorporating mutation into simula-
tions on limited networks offers an effective and resource-efficient alternative. Using spatial optional
public goods games and a more intricate tolerance-based variant, we find that rare mutations pre-
serve inherently stable equilibria. When equilibria are affected by finite-size effects, introducing
moderate mutation rates prevent finite-size-induced strategy dominance or extinction, producing
results consistent with large-network simulations. Our findings position mutation as a practical
tool for improving the reliability of agent-based models and emphasize the importance of mutation

sensitivity analysis in managing finite-size effects across spatial networks.

INTRODUCTION

Understanding how cooperation emerges and persists
among unrelated individuals is a fundamental question,
as cooperation involves personal costs to benefit others,
potentially disadvantaging cooperators relative to selfish
individuals [1]. This puzzle has been examined across
multiple disciplines, each offering unique insights into the
survival of cooperation. Experimental economists often
study cooperation in one-shot, anonymous scenarios to
reveal intrinsic cooperative tendencies. Their theories
draw on social norms [2, 3], prosocial preferences [4, 5],
or even attributions of cooperative behavior to confusion
or error [6, 7]. In contrast, evolutionary game theory
investigates how cooperation can emerge and stabilize as
an evolutionary equilibrium through mechanisms such as
kin selection [8], direct reciprocity [9], indirect reciprocity
based on reputation [10], network reciprocity [11, 12], and
group selection [13]. Of these, network reciprocity has
been especially influential in explaining how structured
populations can sustain cooperation.

Network reciprocity, originally derived from studies on
regular lattices, suggests that cooperators can form clus-
ters within networks, supporting each other and resisting
exploitation by defectors. This concept has garnered sig-
nificant attention from researchers in statistical physics,
applied mathematics, and computer science, who have
further developed theories of cooperation from multiple
perspectives. First, they explore how various network
structures—such as regular lattices [14], scale-free net-
works [15], temporal networks [16], and higher-order net-
works [17]—affect the conditions under which coopera-
tion survives. A central focus is determining, through

* steven_shen91@hotmail.com

T shi_lei65@hotmail.com

mathematical analyses, the conditions under which co-
operation persists, often characterized by relationships
between the benefit-to-cost ratio and network features
like average degree [18] or degree distribution heterogene-
ity [19]. Second, they examine whether and how net-
work reciprocity addresses evolutionary challenges that
are difficult to resolve in well-mixed populations, such
as second-order free-rider problems [20] and strong reci-
procity, which investigates whether punishing defectors
and rewarding cooperators are linked traits in individu-
als [21]. Third, they investigate coevolutionary games,
where strategies, individual traits, or network structures
evolve simultaneously, shedding light on how cooperation
persists in complex scenarios [22]. While analytical meth-
ods have advanced in modeling cooperation on spatial
networks and identifying survival conditions, they remain
constrained by simplified assumptions, such as weak se-
lection. Under weak selection, theorists approximate the
natural selection process as a first-order perturbation of
neutral drift, essentially ignoring higher-order nonlinear
effects on evolution [18, 19]. Agent-based models, by
contrast, allow for the simulation of complex and non-
linear dynamics without the restrictive assumptions of
weak selection, making them essential for studying spa-
tial evolutionary games under a wider range of condi-
tions and providing insights that complement analytical
approaches [23].

However, a significant challenge in using agent-based
models to study spatial evolutionary games is the finite-
size effect. This refers to random fluctuations caused
by limited network sizes, which can lead to unexpected
strategy extinctions and make results highly sensitive to
network size [24-26]. Traditional methods to address
these effects include carefully preparing initial states [20]
or conducting comprehensive stability analyses of subsys-
tem competition [27]. While effective, these approaches
often require large systems to achieve accurate, size-
independent results, significantly increasing computa-
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tional demands.

In agent-based simulations, mutations are often ex-
cluded to observe clear phase transitions, a critical fo-
cus in statistical physics for understanding critical phe-
nomena. While this approach simplifies the analysis of
dynamic transitions, it poses challenges for evolutionary
game theory, where truly stable outcomes must resist in-
vasion by mutant strategies to demonstrate evolution-
ary stability. Furthermore, relying on large network sizes
to mitigate finite-size effects increases computational de-
mands and may not accurately represent real-world sys-
tems, which are finite and subject to mutations or be-
havioral noise.

While mutation has been incorporated in several stud-
ies to address finite-size effects in spatial evolutionary
games [28, 29], the underlying mechanisms remain poorly
understood. Specifically, it remains unclear how and why
mutation mitigates these effects, and how to determine
mutation rates in advance to address finite-size effects for
given network sizes. In this study, we systematically ex-
plore whether incorporating mutation can mitigate finite-
size effects in agent-based simulations with limited net-
work sizes. We begin with a spatial optional public goods
game [24], where players choose to cooperate by con-
tributing to a common pool, defect by contributing noth-
ing, or act as loners who opt out and receive a fixed pay-
off. Contributions are multiplied by an enhancement fac-
tor and shared among cooperators and defectors. To test
the robustness of mutation in addressing finite-size ef-
fects, we introduce a more complex tolerance-based vari-
ant of the optional public goods game [27, 30]. In this
version, players adopt additional strategies: they coop-
erate only if the number of defectors in their group re-
mains below a specified tolerance threshold; otherwise,
they act as loners. This expansion increases the strategy
space to eight distinct strategies, adding complexity to
the dynamics.

Focusing on limited network sizes, we first confirm
that finite-size effects significantly impact phase bound-
aries and find that these effects can be effectively mit-
igated by introducing mutation in agent-based simula-
tions. Specifically, rare mutations preserve equilibrium
stability when the equilibria are inherently stable. How-
ever, when equilibria are vulnerable to finite-size effects,
introducing a moderate mutation rate helps maintain
competition among strategies by reintroducing strategies
that have occasionally gone extinct, ultimately yielding
results comparable to those in large networks. While the
efficacy of this approach depends on network size and
may not universally resolve finite-size issues, our find-
ings suggest that incorporating mutation offers a cost-
effective means to mitigate finite-size effects and achieve
reliable results without relying on large networks. Given
the difficulty of determining an appropriate network size
to counter finite-size effects in advance, especially in the
absence of prior analytical results, we propose mutation
sensitivity analysis as a general strategy for managing
finite-size effects and enhancing the reliability of agent-

based simulations.

MODEL AND METHODS

The agent-based modeling approach for spatial evolu-
tionary games typically comprises four key components:
(i) population structure, (ii) game model, (iii) action se-
lection, and (iv) simulation settings. Below, we briefly
describe each of these components.

Population structure

In the simulation, a population of size N is considered
and placed on a regular two-dimensional lattice. Each
player’s neighborhood followed the von Neumann con-
figuration, meaning each player was connected to four
neighbors: left, right, up, and down. Periodic boundary
conditions are applied, ensuring that players in the last
row (or column) are connected to those in the first row
(or column) in a lattice.

Game model

a. Spatial optional public goods game. In the op-
tional public goods game (PGG), cooperators (C') con-
tribute an amount ¢ to a common pool, defectors (D)
contribute nothing, and loners (L) opt out of the game,
abstaining from the benefits of public goods while re-
ceiving a non-negative payoff o. The total contributions
in the common pool are multiplied by a synergy factor
r and distributed equally among participants (excluding
loners), regardless of their contributions. The payoff for
a player x with strategy s, € {C, D, L} is given by:

rCNe : _
m c if Sy = O
— TCNe : _
I, = § o5 ifs, =D . (1)
o if s, =L

where n., ng, and n; denote the number of cooperators,
defectors, and loners within the group, respectively, with
ne + ng +n; = n, where n = 5 is the group size.

In a strict spatial optional PGG, a focal player’s payoff
is accumulated over n = 5 games, with PGG groups cen-
tered around the focal player and each of her four neigh-
bors. In the original spatial optional PGG [24], only a
simplified scenario is considered, where the payoff is de-
termined by a a single, representative PGG involving the
focal player and her four nearest neighbors. Furthermore,
when there is only one participating player in the group
(i.e., when n.+mng = 1), the player receives the exit pay-
off o, similar to the loners. We adopt these consistent
settings of ref. [24] in our investigation.



b. tolerance-based wvariant of optional public goods
game. The tolerance-based variant of the optional pub-
lic goods game introduces eight strategies [30]. In addi-
tion to traditional cooperators, defectors, and loners, it
includes tolerance-based conditional cooperators (M,,).
A player adopting strategy M, acts as a cooperator con-
tribute to common pool if the number of defectors in the
group is below their tolerance level n € {0,1,2,...,n—1};
otherwise, they act as a loner. Tolerance-based strategies
incur a fixed cost -, representing the cost of monitoring
group composition.

The total number of contributors (T'C) is given by:

n—1

nre =nc+ Yy din, .- (2)

n=0

where §, = 1 if ng (the number of defectors) is less than
or equal to the tolerance level n, and d,, = 1 otherwise.
Specifically, a lonely contributor cannot generate the syn-
ergistic benefits of collective efforts, so the public pool is
not multiplied (equivalent to r = 1), and the public pool
only increases by a factor of r (where 1 < 1 < n) when
there are at least two contributors [30]. The payoff for
each strategy in a single PGG is calculated as:
_ r(enrc)

Pp = np+nrc
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Following Ref. [30], we adopt strict spatial games.
A player’s total payoft II,, with a strategy s, €
{C,D, L, My, My, My, M3, My} is the sum of payoffs ac-
cumulated from 5 groups, including the player’s own
group and the groups formed by their four neighbors.

Action selection

Following Refs. [24, 30], we adopt the imitation up-
dating rule for the spatial optional public goods game
and the teaching updating rule for the tolerance-based
variant. Both rules are similar but differ in perspective:
in the imitation rule, focal players learn the strategy of
their neighbors, whereas in the teaching rule, focal play-
ers enforce their strategy on their neighbors.

Specifically, let II;, denote the total payoff of a focal
player z and Il the payoff of a randomly selected neigh-
bor y. The probability of player x imitating the strategy
of neighbor y follows the Fermi rule:

1
- 1+exp[(Ily, — I, +7)/K]
Similarly, the probability of player x enforcing their strat-

egy s, on neighbor y (or equivalently, the probability of
player y imitating player z) is:

(4)

w(sy — Sg)

1
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w(sy — 8y) =

Here, k represents the irrationality of selection, and 7 is
the cost of strategy change. Consistent with prior stud-
ies, we set K = 7 = 0.1 for the spatial optional public
goods game, following Ref. [24], and K = 0.5,7 = 0 for
the tolerance-based variant, following Ref. [30].

Inclusion of mutation. We incorporated mutation, or
behavioral noise, into the action selection process. With
probability p, the focal player x mutates to another strat-
egy randomly chosen from the available strategy space.
Otherwise, they update their strategy based on Eq. 4 or
Eqg. 5, depending on the model.

Simulation settings

Simulations were conducted over a series of Monte
Carlo time steps. In each time step, a focal player was
randomly selected to play the game with all their neigh-
bors. Subsequently, one of the focal player’s neighbors
was randomly chosen to play the game with their own
neighbors. The payoffs of the focal player and the se-
lected neighbor were then compared to determine the
outcome: either the focal player imitates the neighbor’s
strategy (imitation rule in the optional PGG model) or
enforces their own strategy on the neighbor (teaching rule
in the tolerance-based variant). Consistent with the set-
ting of previous Refs. [24, 30], we fixed ¢ =1 and o = 1.

Single simulations ran over 10° time steps, with strat-
egy abundances averaged over the final 5000 time steps.
The population size in the study typically consisted of
2002 players, but varied from 502 to 8002 players to to ex-
amine the influence of network size. Each data point are
averaged from 100 independent realizations. Throughout
this work, we refer to networks with N = 2002 or smaller
as ‘small networks’, and networks with N = 20002
or larger as ‘large networks’. Intermediate sizes (e.g.,
N = 800?) are explicitly noted when discussed.

RESULTS
Spatial optional public goods game

Agent-based simulations of the spatial optional pub-
lic goods game on a 2000 x 2000 square lattice without
mutation, as conducted in Ref. [24], identify precise crit-
ical values of the synergy factor r that delineate distinct
phases. Specifically, » = 2 marks the transition from
the pure loner phase to a mixed phase of cooperators,
defectors, and loners, while » = 4.6005 signifies the shift
from the mixed phase to the cooperation-defection phase.
These critical values, indicated by arrows in Fig. 1, serve
as benchmark outcomes for comparison.

Building on these findings, we conducted simulations
on a smaller 200 x 200 lattice to explore the impact of
finite-size effects. Without mutation, finite-size effects
lead to deviations in critical values, as highlighted by the
gray regions in Fig. 1. Introducing mutation into these
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FIG. 1. In spatial optional public goods games, finite-
size effects in small networks near phase transition
boundaries are counteracted by introducing muta-
tion, producing results consistent with larger net-
works. The figure shows strategy frequencies versus synergy
factor r for a small network size N = 200%; dots indicate
outcomes without mutation, and solid lines represent out-
comes with a mutation rate of ;4 = 107°. Black arrows at
r = 2.0 and r = 4.6005 mark critical values from large net-
works (N = 2000?) as reported in Ref. [24], separating phases
of pure L, C + D + L, and C + D. Gray regions indicate
discrepancies due to finite-size effects.

smaller lattice simulations effectively mitigates finite-size
effects, producing results comparable to those from larger
networks. For example, a mutation rate of u = 107°
aligns the critical values of r with those observed in the
2000 x 2000 lattice. Furthermore, mutation preserves
strategy frequencies in regions unaffected by finite-size
effects while correcting distortions in the critical regions.

Mutation’s ability to promote strategy diversity is cen-
tral to its effectiveness. By enabling the reemergence of
strategies that occasionally disappear due to finite-size
effects, mutation restores evolutionary dynamics and sta-
bilizes strategy levels to match those observed in large
networks. At r = 2.02, finite-size effects in small net-
works lead to the extinction of defectors (Fig. 2 (a)),
while at r = 4.6, loners may disappear entirely (Fig. 2
(c)). These extinctions disrupt the stable coexistence
of three strategies observed in large networks. How-
ever, mutation reintroduces these lost strategies, restor-
ing balance. For instance, at r = 2.02, defectors reintro-
duced by mutation prevent the dominance of cooperation
(Fig. 2 (b)). Similarly, at » = 4.6, reintroduced loners
correct the defector-cooperator coexistence observed in
small networks (Fig. 2 (d)). This stabilization ensures
that strategy levels closely align with those observed in
large networks.

A detailed analysis of varying mutation levels reveals
that certain mutation rates effectively mitigate finite-size
effects, with the range of effective mutation rates expand-
ing as the linear system size increases. Asshown in Fig. 3,
a ‘window of mutations’ exists where the results closely
match the reference outcomes from a 2000 x 2000 lat-
tice. For an N = 502 lattice, effective mutation rates

4

range from approximately 107° to 1073 at » = 2.02 and
from about 5 x 1076 to 1075 at r = 4.6. For a larger
N = 200? lattice, these ranges shift to approximately
1077 to 107* at r = 2.02 and remain roughly 10~7 to
107° at r = 4.6. The upper limit indicates where muta-
tions begin to significantly alter the system’s dynamics,
while the lower threshold represents the minimum muta-
tion rate required to address finite-size effects. Mutation
rates outside these ranges result in strategy frequencies
that deviate significantly from those observed in large
networks. Comparisons between N = 502 and N = 2002
reveal that the valid mutation window broadens as the
system size increases. This finding suggests that beyond
a certain system size, the mutation rate required to miti-
gate finite-size effects stabilizes at a fixed range, allowing
reliable results without further adjustments.

Incorporating fixed intermediate mutation rates sig-
nificantly reduces the network size required to mitigate
finite-size effects, though the effectiveness of these rates
varies with network size. Without mutation, finite-size
effects persist at r = 2.02 even as lattice size increases
from N = 502 to N = 800%2. While results at r = 2.02
remain stable for N < 8002 (Fig. 4 (a)), they still deviate
from those observed on a 2000 x 2000 lattice. At r = 4.6,
finite-size effects diminish at N = 8002, where results
align closely with those from 2000 x 2000, but small dis-
crepancies persist for N < 800% (Fig. 4 (c)). These find-
ings highlight the difficulty of mitigating finite-size ef-
fects solely by increasing network size, as determining an
appropriate lattice size can be challenging, and residual
discrepancies may persist even when results appear sta-
ble. In contrast, incorporating mutation achieves consis-
tent results with much smaller networks, requiring only
N =2002 at r = 2.02 and N = 502 at r = 4.6 (Fig. 4(b)
and (d)). Moreover, with mutation, results remain stable
for network sizes above approximately N = 2002.

Overall, these results demonstrate that incorporat-
ing mutation in agent-based simulations with small net-
work sizes effectively mitigates finite-size effects, produc-
ing outcomes consistent with the referenced results from
large networks (e.g., N = 2000?) adapted from Ref. [24].
However, mutation is not a universal solution; its effec-
tiveness depends on factors such as network size, mu-
tation rate, and key game parameters like the synergy
factor. To further validate the robustness and generality
of these findings, we extend this approach to the spatial
tolerance-based variant of optional public goods games
in the subsequent analysis.

Robustness check: tolerance-based variant of
optional public goods game

The tolerance-based variant of public goods games
(PGGs), with its eight competing strategies, introduces
significantly more complex evolutionary dynamics and
phase transitions compared to the simpler three-strategy
optional PGG. Simulations reported in Ref. [30] used lat-
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FIG. 2. In the optional public goods game, including mutation in agent-based simulations restores previously
extinct strategies and aligns strategy frequencies with reference results from a network size of N = 2000%. The
figure depicts the frequency of each strategy over time for N = 200%. Panels (a) and (c) show results without mutation, while
(b) and (d) show results with mutation. Top panels use r = 2.02; bottom panels use r = 4.6. Parameters are set as o = 1 and
p = 107°. Horizontal dashed lines denote stable frequencies from large populations (N = 2000%) as reported in Ref. [24].

tice sizes of 2400 x 2400 or larger to ensure that results
were independent of network size, reflecting the need for
large-scale simulations in the absence of mutation.

Despite the added complexity, our comparative analy-
sis demonstrates that the results of the tolerance-based
variant closely align with those of the simpler spatial op-
tional PGG model (Figures S1-S4 in the Supplementary
Information), with two notable exceptions. First, incor-
porating a mutation rate of 4 = 1076 in agent-based sim-
ulations on a square lattice of size 2002 does not fully re-
solve finite-size effects, leaving a gap compared to results
obtained from a 2400% lattice. To conserve computa-
tional resources, we did not extend simulations to match
the outcomes from the larger lattice. However, adjusting
both the network size and mutation rate is expected to
achieve consistency with the referenced results, as sug-
gested by Figures S3 and S4 in the Supplementary Infor-
mation. Second, for smaller network sizes (e.g., N = 502,
as shown in Figure S3(b)), identifying an intermediate
mutation range that reproduces results consistent with
larger networks is not feasible. These observations high-
light the critical importance of carefully selecting network
size and mutation rates when using mutation to address
finite-size effects.

Nevertheless, the tolerance-based variant reinforces
our main conclusion: mutation enables agent-based sim-
ulations on small networks to effectively mitigate finite-
size effects, offering a robust approach even in systems
with complex evolutionary dynamics. In practice, de-
termining network-size-independent results is often chal-
lenging, particularly in the absence of prior analytical
insights. To address this, we recommend performing
mutation-sensitivity analyses across a range of network
sizes in spatial evolutionary games. This approach en-
sures robust mitigation of finite-size effects without re-
quiring excessively large networks, as in the method of
solely increasing network size, and enhances the reliabil-
ity of simulation outcomes, even in the face of complex
dynamics.

DISCUSSIONS

Our study addresses finite-size effects in agent-based
modeling of spatial evolutionary games by introducing
mutation into simulations with small network sizes. Us-
ing the spatial public goods game and its tolerance-
based variant as examples, we demonstrate that intro-
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FIG. 3. Intermediate mutation levels yield strategy frequencies consistent with reference results from large
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Strategy frequencies are shown as functions of the mutation rate u for two network sizes: N = 502 in panels (a) and (b), and
N = 200? in panels (c) and (d). Error bars indicate standard deviations across 100 independent runs. The horizontal dashed
line represents reference outcomes from a large population (N = 20002), as reported in Ref. [24]. The shaded region denotes
mutation rates where results converge to large population outcomes, effectively mitigating finite-size effects. Parameters are
set to r = 2.02 for the left panels, and r = 4.6 for the right panels.

ducing mutation into small networks offers a simple and
cost-effective alternative to resource-intensive large net-
works [20, 27]. We found that rare mutations do not al-
ter evolutionary outcomes when these are stable. When
equilibria are affected by finite-size effects, intermedi-
ate mutation levels yield results consistent with those
from large networks, effectively counteracting finite-size
effects. Notably, the effectiveness of including mutation
in agent-based simulations depends on both network size
and mutation rate. Given the difficulty of determining
network-independent results in advance, especially with-
out prior analytical benchmarks, incorporating mutation
and performing a mutation-sensitivity analysis across dif-
ferent network sizes offers a practical and efficient ap-
proach to ensure reliable outcomes.

The implications of our findings extend beyond the op-
tional public goods game and its specific variant to a
broader class of spatial evolutionary games. We focused
on the spatial optional public goods game because it is a
foundational and classical model that exemplifies finite-
size effects and underscores the necessity of large network
sizes to mitigate them. The tolerance-based variant, with

its eight competing strategies, further underscores the
challenges of finite-size effects and serves as a robust test
case for evaluating the solutions of subsystem competi-
tion [27]. Finite-size effects are also prevalent in rock-
paper-scissors-type Lotka—Volterra systems [31-33] and
other multi-strategy evolutionary games [25, 34], such as
public goods games with peer or pool punishment and
multi-strategy extensions of the prisoner’s dilemma. Al-
though we did not extend our approach to other spatial
evolutionary games, we propose that incorporating mu-
tation to address finite-size effects is broadly applicable
and independent of specific game details. By reintroduc-
ing extinct strategies and maintaining fair competition,
mutation promotes strategy diversity, offering a viable al-
ternative to relying solely on large networks to enhance
strategy survival. Future studies could explore the ap-
plicability of this approach to other spatial evolutionary
game models and further investigate its potential.

Introducing mutation introduces stochasticity that
prevents strategies from going extinct, which may ob-
scure exact phase diagrams and phase transitions—a cen-
tral focus in statistical physics—but facilitates the study
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of more complex spatial evolutionary games. While con-
cepts such as phase transitions and self-organization pro-
vide valuable insights into complex systems, they often
restrict spatial evolutionary game studies to small strat-
egy spaces, typically with four or fewer strategies. This
limitation arises because determining phase transition
points in games with more complex strategy spaces is
challenging due to finite-size effects, particularly in the
absence of analytical methods. By shifting the focus from
strictly physical phenomena and employing mutation-
sensitive analysis to enhance the reliability of agent-based
simulations, researchers can explore more intricate evo-
lutionary games on structured networks without requir-
ing extensive computational resources to overcome finite-
size effects. For instance, in well-mixed populations, the
optional public goods game with a comprehensive pun-
ishment set—comprising 24 strategies where cooperators,
defectors, and loners can punish one another—shows high
levels of antisocial punishment, exceeding those observed
in games with limited punishment sets [35]. While such
games have been extensively studied in well-mixed popu-
lations, their counterparts on structured networks remain

poorly understood and are often constrained to simpli-
fied punishment strategy spaces [20]. We are currently
applying this approach to study these complex strategy
sets on structured networks, and our work is in progress.

Recent research on direct reciprocity, which tradition-
ally assumes rare mutations, has shown that relaxing this
assumption reveals the hidden cooperation-promoting
role of mutation [36]. Together with our findings, this
underscores mutation’s critical yet often overlooked role
in shaping evolutionary dynamics, especially in simpli-
fied models where mutation is neglected. Future stud-
ies should move beyond mutation-free or rare-mutation
assumptions to embrace more realistic scenarios, which
may reveal previously hidden outcomes. We hope our re-
sults inspire further exploration of complex spatial evo-
lutionary games and deepen our understanding of coop-
eration in structured populations.

Our findings have broader implications for addressing
finite-size effects in fields like network synchronization
and disease spreading [37]. Traditional methods in these
areas include finite-size scaling to understand system-size
dependencies and enlarging networks to reduce fluctua-



tions [38—41]. Since mutation in evolutionary games mit-
igates finite-size effects by maintaining strategy diver-
sity, could analogous mechanisms promoting diversity or
stochasticity be applied here? For example, might vari-
ability in oscillator phases or coupling strengths enhance
synchronization in small networks? Could heterogene-
ity in transmission rates or recovery times influence epi-
demic thresholds in small populations? Exploring these
possibilities may deepen our understanding of finite-size
effects across disciplines and lead to more robust models
in network dynamics.
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“MUTATION MITIGATES FINITE-SIZE EFFECTS IN SPATIAL EVOLUTIONARY GAMES”
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FIG. S1. In the tolerance-based variant of PGGs, mutation addresses finite-size effects, particularly along
phase boundaries. The figure shows the frequencies of each strategy as a function of the synergy factor r. Panels (a) and (c)
present results for a small population size N = 200%; dots indicate outcomes without mutation, and solid lines show outcomes
with mutation. Panels (b) and (d) display reference results for a large population size N = 2400? and are adapted from
Ref. [30]. The results with mutation in the small population closely align with the reference results. Gray areas in (a) and (c)
highlight finite-size effects, showing discrepancies between small and large network results. Parameters for panels (a) and (b)
are set to v = 0.1 and = 0.35 for panels (c) and (d). Other parameters are set as 0 = 1, K = 0.5, p = 107% and 7 = 0. Panels
(b) and (d) reprinted from Ref. [30] under the Creative Commons Attribution 3.0 Unported (CC BY 3.0).
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FIG. S2. In the tolerance-based variant of PGGs, mutation preserves stable outcomes and revives extinct
strategies in small networks, ensuring fair competition and consistency with large-network results. The figure
depicts the frequency of each strategy over time for N = 2002. Panels (a) and (c) show results without mutation, while (b) and
(d) show results with mutation. Top panels use r = 2.8; bottom panels use r = 2.81. Parameters are set as o = 1, v = 0.35,
k= 0.5, p = 107% and 7 = 0. Horizontal dashed lines denote stable frequencies from large populations (N = 240()2) as reported
in Ref. [30].
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FIG. S3. Mutation effectively mitigates finite-size effects in the tolerance-based variant of PGGs. Mutation at
intermediate rates and appropriate network sizes effectively addresses finite-size issues in small networks. Strategy frequencies
are shown as functions of the mutation rate y for two network sizes: N = 50 in panels (a) and (b), and N = 2007 in panels (c)
and (d). Error bars indicate standard deviations across 100 independent runs. The horizontal dashed line represents reference
outcomes from a large population (N = 2400%), as reported in Ref. [30]. The shaded region denotes mutation rates where
results converge to large population outcomes, effectively mitigating finite-size effects. Parameters are set as r = 2.2, v = 0.1
for the left panels, and r = 2.81, v = 0.35 for the right panels.
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FIG. S4. In the tolerance-based variant of PGGs, the effectiveness of mutation in mitigating finite-size effects
remains robust for network sizes above a certain threshold at a fixed mutation rate. The figure shows the frequencies
of each strategy as a function of population size N. Error bars represent the standard deviation from 100 independent runs,
and the horizontal dashed line shows reference outcomes from a large population (N = 2400%) as reported in Ref. [30]. The
shaded region indicates the range of network sizes where mutation results align with those in large populations, effectively
resolving finite-size effects. Mutation rate is fixed at p = 1075, The parameters are set as 7 = 2.2 and v = 0.1 for panel (a)
and (c), r = 2.2, and v = 0.1 for panel (b) and (d).
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