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In this brief article | show how the notion of coarse grainargl the Renormalization Group

enter naturally in the dynamics of genetic systems, in aldr in the presence of recombi-
nation. | show how the latter induces a dynamics whereinseograined and fine grained
degrees of freedom are naturally linked as a function of tiéaeling to a hierarchical dy-
namics that has a Feynman-diagrammatic representatiohow fow this coarse grained
formulation can be exploited to obtain new results.

PACS: 05.10.Cc, 87.10.+e, 87.23.Kg, 89.75.-k

1 Introduction

The Renormalization Group (RG), in its many diverse guibes, proved to be an immensely
powerful and useful tool in the treatment of systems with yndegrees of freedom; with ap-
plications covering a huge gamut, from relativistic quamtiield theory to the asymptotics of
differential equations. In this short article | discusstweo arena where the RG appears in a very
natural way - genetic dynamics.

By genetic dynamics | mean the dynamics of string-, or tike-bbjects whose evolution
is governed by a set of genetic operators, the most commorhwhvare selection, mutation
and recombination. Selection and mutation have been aexéynstudied by physicists (see
for example [1]). Recombination however remains relagiwghtouched, although it has been
extensively studied in biology (see for example [2]). Théethreas of interest are population
genetics, and associated fields, and evolutionary conipatdh both fields of interest one may
be dealing with many, many degrees of freedom and hence theahBG motivation of reducing
degrees of freedom is valid. For instance, a typical prdteisO(10*) aminoacids.

Here, | will concentrate more on showing that recombinatiaturally induces a coarse
graining and the subsequent dynamics possesses a hieedrstnucture wherein genetic con-
figurations are related in the past to more coarse graineetigetbuilding blocks”. | show that
such coarse grainings have a RG structure and lead to nelisraed insights that can be, and
have been, profitably used - principally in evolutionary @utation. Although the flavour of
this article is quite different many of the results and mogtads can be found in the following
articles [3-7].
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2 Genetic Dynamics

Consider the dynamics of a populatiov (t) = {c;(t)} C G of strings of equal length N,
whereg is the configuration space of string states &nd¢)} is the set of “genotypes” present
in the population at time. For simplicity we will assume binary bits, though nothing shall
present depends on this fact. We may naturally repreGeat a N-dimensional hypercube,
a natural metric being the Hamming distance, strings aasatiwith adjacent vertices being
Hamming distance one apart. Theé string loci form a complete orthonormal basis for the
hypercube.

The population evolves in discrete time under the actionroéeolution operatof<, the
action of which depends on the specific “genetic” operatorslived. Here, we will consider the
three canonical operators - selection, mutation and reawatibn - whereupon we have

Mt +1) = H{fi}, AMD)}, {px}, )M(2) 1)

In this case depends on the reproductive fitness landsc@pg, the populatiod M(¢)} and
the set of parameter$py. }, that govern the other genetic operators; e.g. mutatiorrecom-
bination probabilities. For selectioR;(t + 1) = P/(t) = F;; P;(t), whereF;; is the fitness
matrix andP; (¢) is the probability of finding the string; at timet. One of the most widely used
selection schemes is proportional selection where therdigsais given byF;; = (f;/f(t))ds,
wheref(t) is the average population fitness. It is usually consideseal@nary operator.

Mutation is also a unary operator and, typically, is such évary string bit flips to its com-
plement with probability,,, every generation. Recombination, in distinction, is a birgerator
(although higher cardinality can be considered) and is sata “child” string is formed by tak-
ing a certain number of bits from one “parent” string and tbmplement from another “parent”
string. For example, one can forhi11 from parents 010 and0101 by taking the first and third
bits from 1010 and the complementary second and fourth bits ffiditi. One may specify the
bits taken from the first parent using a recombination “mask” In the above example the re-
combination mask i$010 which signifies take bits one and three from the first pargrediied
by the position of the ones) and two and four from the second.

The resultant dynamical equation describing the evolubicihe probability distribution for
this system is

Pi(t+1) =Py Pi(t) )

whereP/ (t) is the probability to find strings of type; after selection and crossover.

The mutation matrix?, has matrix element®;; = pﬁf(“”(l — Py ) V4" () whered/!
is the Hamming distance between the two strings. For mutddismming distance is clearly a
very natural metric. Note that (2) also applies for a finitpplation if we interpret the left hand
side of (2) as the expected proportion of genotypéo be found at + 1 while any P;(¢) on the
right hand side are to be considered as the actual propsfibamd at.

Explicitly Pi(t) is given by

Pualt) = Pt + S A (m) P PL() (3)

2This is not a restriction. The extension to non-fixed lengtings and trees has been considered by Poli and collab-
orators in the context of Genetic Programming (see [8] faaent exposition).
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where\;;x(m) is an interaction term between strings, that depends onatteplar crossover

maskm, andenN:1 is the sum over all possible recombination maskse M, M being the
space of masks. Generically;;, can be divided into two terms, one associated with string
destruction )\, , and the other)§;, , associated with string construction. Taking as target the
string111, an example of the former isl1 + 000 — 110 + 001 while for the latter an example

is the inverse of this process. To write these processes expiieitly we denote the set of bits
inherited by an offspring from parent; asS and the bits inherited from pareay, i.e. the set

cr — S, by C. Naturally,S andC both depend on the particular crossover mask chosen. Then,

ALy = —pe(m)din (1 — 65))CELL, (m) = —pe(m)din (1 — 8:)0(d2 (i, 7)0(d2 (i, ) (4)
and
N = pelm)(1 = 855)(1 = 64)CE%, (m) =

L) (1§ b — 8y 3 i )3 (i, k) + 62 i )S(E (i, k)] (5)

2

wherep.(m) is the probability to implement the mask and the coeﬁicientséli)cj (m) and

Cg)ck (m), represent the probabilities that, given thatwas one of the parents, it is destroyed
by the crossover process, and the probability that givenrtdither parent was; it is created
by recombination.d? (i, j) is the Hamming distance between the stringsand ¢; measured
only over the setS, with the other arguments in (4) and (5) being similarly dedin Note that

Cél)cj (m) andcg)ck (m) are properties of the crossover process itself and therg@iopulation
independent. It is clear that for recombination Hammingagtise is not a natural metric. For
example, consider two parent stringsl 1111111 and0000000000. A one-point crossover im-
plemented between the last two bits leads to offsptingl 111110 and0000000001 which are
Hamming distance one from the respective parents. An ggpalbable crossover between the
fifth and six bits however, leads td 11100000 and0000011111, which are Hamming distance
five away from the parents. For a given\;;; is a2”-dimensional matrix, but is very sparse,
there being onlyD(2") non-zero elements. Thus, the microscopic representatioery ineffi-
cient, there being very few ways of creating a given targe®opmbination of strings. The vast
majority of string recombination events are neutral in thal lead to no non-trivial interaction.

The equations (2) and (3) yield an exact expression for thleaiility distribution governing
the evolution for arbitrary selection, mutation and cre®so It takes into account exactly the
effects of destruction and construction of strings.

3 Coarse-Grained Evolution Equations

The dynamics of the previous section is describe@Bycoupled, non-linear difference equa-
tions representing the microscopic degrees of freedonthiesstrings themselves. In the absence
of recombination, the equations are essentially linear asds well known, the resulting selec-
tion/mutation problem can be recast in the guise of a twoedisional, inhomogeneous statistical
mechanics problem, where powerful techniques such asahsfer matrix approach can be in-
voked. However, save in very simple problems, such as arlifitsess landscape, even this
simpler problem is formidable. Recombination adds an dairar of complexity. Naturally, in
such problems one always wishes to find the correct effedtgeees of freedom so as to be able
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to affect an effective reduction in the dimensionality of ffroblem. Such reductions can some-
times come about in a relatively trivial fashion, for ingtenif there is an underlying symmetry
that is preserved by the action of the genetic operatorss d¢turs for instance with selection
and the genotype-phenotype map. As fitness acts at the pipénttvel then a natural coarse
graining from genotypes to phenotypes occurs. This synynigtnot necessarily preserved by
the other genetic operators. As a concrete example corssfitaess landscape where the fithess
is given by the number of ones on the string (a simple parastagm this case the dynamics
can be rewritten in terms of th¥ phenotypes rather th@? genotypes. The equation of motion
for selection only is then

Pn(t+1):%

where we denote phenotypesbythe number of ones, ant(t) is the average number of ones
in the population at timeé. The solution of these difference equations is

Pa(t) (6)

ntP,(0)
S nt Py (0)

Another example is that of the Eigen model, where the fitn@sddcape is degenerate for all
genotypes except one, the master sequence. At the leveleatiea only, given that there are
only two phenotypes, there is a reduction in the size of thdigoration space fro@™ to 2,
i.e. a reduction in the number of degrees of freedom ffgrnto 1. However, if we include in
the effect of mutation we see there is an induced breakinigeofjenotype-phenotype symmetry
due to the fact that strings close to the master sequence rimtiteg distance have a higher
“effective” fitness [9].

As mentioned in the previous section, the string represientéor recombination is very
inefficient due to the sparsity of the interaction matrix.isTis an indication that strings are not
the natural effective degrees of freedom for recombinat8mwhat are? To form the stririg 1
with a recombination mask00 one can join stringd11, 110, 101 and 100 with either111 or
011. In other words, for the first parent the second and third &liles are unimportant and for
the second the first bit value is unimportant. Thus, it is retio coarse grain over those strings
that give rise to the desired target for a given mask. Suchseegrained variables are known
as “schemata”, which we will denote gy, and are equivalent to, for instance, “block spins” in
traditional statistical mechanics RG applications. Thegimal probability,P; (), represents the
probability of finding the schemg at timet. A specific schema is determined by summing over
those bit positions that are not part of the schema. One miagtdeuch a bit position by a
Thus, 11x represents the two stringd1 and110. The number of definite bits of the schema
defines its order]N,, while the distance between the outermost defining bits egfits length.
Thus,*11 % %0 * x hasN, = 3 andl = 5.

As there exisBY possible schemata a full schemata basis is overcompletelhasibeing
non-orthonormal and corresponds to the space of all pessibtked spins. However, the space
of schemata is not the natural one for recombination as wik st If one picks arbitrarily
a vertex ing, associated with a string;, one may perform a linear coordinate transformation
A : G — G to a basis consisting of all schemata that contgin For instance, for two bits
G = {11,10,01,00}, while G = {11, 1%, %1, %x}. The invertible matrix\ is such that\;; = 1
< c¢; € &. We denote the associated coordinate basis the BuildingkBlasis (BBB). The
BBB is complete but clearly not orthonormal. Note that theasec,; by construction is a fixed

Pu(t) = (7)
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point of this transformation. Apart from the vertey, note that points iy correspond to higher
dimensional objects ig. For instance]lx andx1 are one-planes ig while xx is the whole
space. In the BBB one finds

Pe(t+1) = P{(t) + ) Xiji(m)Pj(t) i (1) (8)

whereXijx(m) = AgirNirjw A7 A, Aiji(m) has the property that for a given mask only
interactions between BBs that construct the target scheenaom-zero. i.eﬁijk(m) =0, unless
k corresponds to a schema which is the complementth respect ta. For example, for two
bits, if we choose as verteii, then11 may interact only with«x, while 1x may interact only
with 1. In G this has the interesting interpretation that for a targbesta& of dimensionality
(N — d) only geometric objects “dual” in thé-dimensional subspace gfthat corresponds to
¢ may interact. i.e. &-dimensional object recombines only with & — d — k)-dimensional
object. Additionally, a( N — d)-dimensional object may only be formed by the interaction of
higher dimensional objects. In this sense interactionastive geometric intersection of higher
dimensional objects. For example, the pdihtan be formed by the intersection of the two lines
1x andx1. Similarly, 1111 can be formed via intersection of the three-planexx with the line
x111 or via the intersection of the two two-plangbk x andx = 11.

Given that the object dual to a vertex is always the trividdesna,*...x, where all bits are
coarse grained, anBi(x...x, t) = 1, then it is instructive to combine the term linearf(¢) with
it's pure selection counterpart. One obtains for an anyits&ringc;

oN

PC(CZ" t) = (1 _pC)Pl(Civt) + ZPC(m)P/(CiS(m)vt)P/(CiC(m)’ t) (9)

m=1

wherep. = > p.(m) and we have returned to a less abstract notat®fic; (m), t) is the
probability to select the BB:{(m) and P’(c¢ (m), t) the probability to select the BBS (m).
Both ¢f(m) andc§(m) are elements of the BBB. The above equation clearly shovisr¢ha
combination is most naturally considered in terms of the BBBe (2 — 1) destruction terms
associated with¢,, have been reduced to only one term while (2& — 1)2 construction terms
have also been reduced to one term. Of course, we must remémabéhe coarse grained av-
erages ot:¢(m) andcs (m) contain2” terms, still, the reduction in complication is enormous.
Thus, we see that recombination as an operator naturalbdntes the idea of a coarse graining.
Inserting (9) in (2) we can then try to solve for the dynamidswever, in order to do that we
must know the time dependence of the BB schemétan) andcy (m). Although the number
of BB basis elements &Y we may generalize and consider the evolution of an arbiseingma,
&. To do this we need to sum Witﬁ:cpf on both sides of the equation (2). This can simply

be done to obtain [3-5] again the form (2), where this timeitigex : runs only over theV>

elements of the schema partition and where again= pan(”)(l — po) V4" @9) | this
case howeveig is the Hamming distance between the two schemata. For oestéor three bit
strings the schemata partition associated with the firsthaindl bits is{1 « 1,1« 0,0 % 1,0 % 0}.

In this casel}}, = 1 anddf} = 2. P.({,t) = > - Pe(ci,t) is the probability of finding the
schemat after selection and crossover. Note the form invariancéefequation after coarse
graining. To complete the transformation to schema dynamé&need the schema analog of (9).
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This also can be obtained by acting WE}jCD£ on both sides of the equation. One obtains

Rt = (1 p P+ 3 p )P, 0P im0 (10)

me My

where¢® (m) represents the part of the schegimherited from the first parent argf (m) that
part inherited from the secondl,, (&) is the number of crossover masks that affect/,. being
the set of such masksv,, is the total number of masks with.(m) # 0. Obviously, these
guantities depend on the type of crossover implemented apdaperties of the schema such as
defining length.

Thus, we see that the evolution equation for schemata is fiovariant there being only a
simple multiplicative renormalization of the crossoveolpability p.. This form invariance, first
shown in [3], demonstrates that BB schemata in general arefarped set of coarse grained
variables and more particularly the BBB is a preferred biasise presence of recombination. It
has also been shown [10] that schemata, more generalljh@a@nty coarse graining that leads
to invariance in the presence of mutation and recombination

Considering again the structure of (9) and (10) we see thiahlas associated with a certain
degree of coarse graining are related to BB “precursorsfi gaalier time, which in their turn ...
etc. This hierarchical structure terminates at order ons &Bthese are unaffected by crossover.
Thus, for example, the level one BB combinationsidt, i.e. BBs that lead directly upon
recombinationtd 11 are:11x : xx 1, 1 x 1 : x1x and1 % % : x11. The level two BBs aré x x,
x1x andx % 1. Thus a typical construction process is that BBsx andx1x recombine at = t;
to form the BB11x which at some later tim& recombines with the BB * 1 to form the string
111.

4 Renormalization Group

In the previous section we saw that coarse grained variailes very naturally in genetic dy-
namics and gave as examples the genotype-phenotype maglsmata. We can formalize
these considerations by formally introducing a generatsmagraining operatdR (n, ') which
coarse grains from the variabjeo the variable;’. In this case

R(n,n")P(n,t) = P(n',t) R(n,n")P(n,t) = P(n",t) (11)
However, given thak(n', n”)P(r/,t) = P(n",t) we deduce that
R(n,n") = R(n,n" )R, n") (12)

i.e. the space of coarse grainings has a semi-group steucilrus, we see that one can natu-
rally introduce the RG into the study of genetic dynamicse Raturalness of a particular RG
transformation will be to a large extent determined by hogvdiinamics looks under this coarse
graining. Considering (1) for the pdf of the dynamics theregithatR (n,n")P(n,t) = P(/,t)

the dynamics under a coarse graining is governe®by, ' )H, P(n,t), where#,, is the dy-
namical operator associated with the variabjesf this can be written in the forr{,, P(n’, t)
with suitable renormalizations then the dynamics is forwac@nt or invariant under this coarse
graining. As we have seen, for selection only the dynamicwarian® when passing from geno-
typic to phenotypic variables, while for schemata the wiigleamics is form invariant, although

3In this case it is strictly invariant not just form invariaa there is no renormalization necessary of any parameter or
variable.
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there is a non-trivial renormalization of the fithess laragsras well as a simple renormalization
of the recombination probability. In the case of recomborahote also that the coarse graining
operator associated with the BBs satisfies

R(n,n') = R0, 0" )R(n, 1) (13)

whereR(n*,n’®) represents the action of the coarse graining on theSBBhile R(n°,7'¢)
represents the action on the BB

5 Resultsfrom the coar se grained formalism

One of the strengths of the present coarse grained forronliatthat much can be deduced simply
by inspection of the hierarchical structure of the basierigias. Introducing 2" -dimensional
population vectorP(¢), whose elements arB(c;, t), i = 1,...,2", equation (2) can then be
written in the form

P(t+1)= )+ ch YWj(m, t) (14)

where the selection-crossover destruction-mutationimd¥ . (t) = PF(t). The selection -
crossover destruction matrik,(¢), is diagonal, and takes into account selection and theutestr
tive component of crossover. Explicitly, for proportiorsalectionF;(t) = (f(c:)/f(t))(1 —

pc). Finally, the “source” matrix is given bifm, t) = P’(cg(m), t)P’'(c{(m),t). The interpre-
tation of this equation is thgtm, t) is a source which creates strings (or schemata) by bringing
BBs together, while the first term on the right hand side tefiiow the strings themselves are
propagated into the next generation, the destructive taffesrossover renormalizing the fitness
of the strings.

As shown in [3-5], compared to a representation based ore{&) a formal solution of
(9) in the absence of mutation and for 1-point crossover aondgotional selection yields much
valuable qualitative information, such as a simple prodbefringer’s theorem and an extension
of it to the weak selection regime. Explicitly, we have

P(t) = [[ Win +ch Z H j(m,n) (15)

n=0 n=01i=n+1

Due to the form invariance of the equations this solutiorualty holds true for arbitrary
schemata. The only changes are that the vectors are of dmei%, the matrices of dimension
2Nz« 2Nz the sum over masks for the construction terms is only owes#t)M,. and that the
BBs in j(m,t) are those of the schema rather than the entire string.

The interpretation of (15) follows naturally from that o#(1 Considering first the case with-
out mutation, the first term on the right hand side gives uptbbability for propagating a string
or schema fromt = 0 to ¢ without being destroyed by crossover. In other wcﬂf;;lo W,(n)is
the Greens function or propagator #r In the second ternj(m, n), each element is associated
with the creation of a string or schema at timevia the juxtaposition of two BBs associated
with a maskm. The factorHt 'W, () is the probability to propagate the resultant string or
schema without crossover destruction from its creatioimae & to £. The sum over masks and
n is simply the sum over all possible creation events in theadyins.
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This formulation lends itself very naturally to a diagrantimaepresentation and the for-
mulation of a set of “Feynman rules” which allow for the cdltion of P(¢,¢t) in the BBB.
Here for simplicity and transparency we write them fgr = 0. The generalization to “matrix”
propagators in the presence of mutation is straightforward

1) Draw all possible connected tree diagrams that contritng
2) For each diagram to each internal line attach a propagator

Ryt t) = 1 = p 2lidyoe 1T 5, L0
M et

3) To each vertex assign a weight

C TG f(Em)n) P
/\ZJk—pC( ) f(n) f(n) 5(dk+dz (N dj))

4) Carry out the integration over time for all vertices

In the aboved; represents the dimensionality of the schemals a simple example con-
sider two bit strings angp. = 1. Consider the pdf fodl. In this case there are only two
diagrams; the diagram corresponding to propagatioii dfself from¢ = 0 to ¢ and the forma-
tion of 11 by recombination ofix andx1 at timet’, 0 < ¢’ < ¢. In this caseFy;(¢,0) = 0,
F1.(t,0) = Hf;lo(f(l*, n)/f(n)) and similarly forx1. For the interactions the only non-zero
vertex isA,. ..., = (f(1x,n)/f(n))(f(*1,n)/f(n)). The diagrammatic series is naturally
a perturbation series in the number of BB recombination &veim the case of a flat fitness
landscape the entire diagrammatic series can be exactlynrased for an arbitrary string in the
continuous time limit to find [6]

N-—-1
npct pct

Plent) = 3" e ¥5(1 - o #EV=rtpi 4 1) o

n=0

whereP(n + 1) is an initial condition and represents a partition over trebpbilities for finding

(N — n) building blocks att = 0. For a givenn there are¥-*C,, such terms. For instance,
for 11, P(2) = P(11,0) andP(1) = P(1%,0)P(x1,0). Note that the simple dynamical form
arises because of the use of the BBB. One can\uigerewrite the above result in a string basis.
The resulting expression is far more complicated in thatiymeamical factors for a given string
combination are complicated combinations of those astautiaith the BBB. Note also that the
fixed point is non-perturbative in. indicating that the asymptotic dynamics cannot be accessed
perturbatively. This is why it was necessary to sum the ewlingrammatic series.

The tendency of recombination is to destroy correlatiotaeen different loci in the popula-
tion. Selection, depending on the landscape, can induckations, hence there is a competition.
In the case of weak selection and strong crossover (16) stt@atorrelations asymptotically
decay and hence the effective degrees of freedom-ahemata. Higher order schemata can
be taken as perturbations around this decorrelated limithé case of a recombination oper-
ator that mixes freely all bits within the entire populati@enepool recombination) then these
perturbations are zero and theschemata give an exact description of the dynamics. Under
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these circumstances one may solve the dynamics exactlyding mutation, for certain fithess
landscapes, such as a linear fitness landscape [7].

6 Conclusions

We have here briefly tried to lay out why RG concepts and tephes can be useful when study-
ing the dynamics of genetic systems. | showed that genetiamycs can be profitable studied in
the context of coarse grained degrees of freedom. What ituaah@oarse graining was seen to
depend on the genetic operators present. We saw that fantecation the equations of motion
were form invariant under a schemata coarse graining anthib&BB was a preferred one lead-
ing to a recombination dynamics where effective degreeseafdfom are related to more coarse
grained BBs. We showed that the hierarchical nature of rédaation led to a natural formu-
lation in terms of Feynman diagrams with an associated seephman rules. We also briefly
mentioned some concrete results that emerge naturally dreoarse grained formulation. We
strongly believe that the RG has an important role to playewetbping a more quantitative un-
derstanding of the dynamics of genetic systems and hope wi#ibe interesting devlopments
to report at the next RG conference.
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