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Abstract

We consider a generalized version of the birth-death (BD) and death-birth (DB)
processes introduced by Kaveh, Komarova, and Kohandel (2015), in which two constant
fitnesses, one for birth and the other for death, describe the selection mechanism
of the population. Rather than constant fitnesses, in this paper we consider more
general frequency-dependent fitness functions (allowing any smooth functions) under
the weak-selection regime. A particular case arises in evolutionary games on graphs,
where the fitness functions are linear combinations of the frequencies of types. For a
large population structured as a star graph, we provide approximations for the fixation
probability which are solutions of certain ODEs (or systems of ODEs). For the DB
case, we prove that our approximation has an error of order 1/N , where N is the size
of the population.

The general BD and DB processes contain, as special cases, the BD-* and DB-
* (where * can be either B or D) processes described in Hadjichrysanthou, Broom,
and Rychtář (2011) — this class includes many examples of update rules used in the
literature. Our analysis shows how the star graph may act as an amplifier, suppres-
sor, or remains isothermal depending on the scaling of the initial mutant placement.
We identify an analytical threshold for this transition and illustrate it through appli-
cations to evolutionary games, which further highlight asymmetric structural effects
across different game types. Numerical examples show that our fixation probabil-
ity approximations remain accurate even for moderate population sizes and across a
wide range of frequency-dependent fitness functions, extending well beyond previously
studied linear cases derived from evolutionary games, or constant fitness scenarios.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Background
The use of stochastic processes to understand the evolutionary dynamics goes back
at least to Galton (Watson and Galton, 1875), who devised a process to model the
extinction of aristocratic family names, and that today bears his name. Early in
the twentieth century, Wright and Fisher introduced a stochastic process that was
a watershed in the study of mathematical population genetics — now known as the
Wright-Fisher (WF) process (Wright, 1938, 1937).

Later on, in the early sixties, Moran devised a simplified process as alternative to
the WF process: a birth-death process now known as the Moran process (Moran, 1962).
The Moran process considers a finite well-mixed population where each individual can
interact with every other individual, with two types (or traits), and such that mutations
are not considered. As a result, two homogeneous states turn out to be absorbing, i.e.,
the dynamics eventually reaches one of them — when this happens we say that the
corresponding type has fixed. This can also be considered as a special case of the
Kimura class of processes studied in Chalub and Souza (2017), and for processes in
this class an important issue is the computation of the fixation probability, i.e. the
probability that a given type will fix conditional on the current state of the population.

Although the original Moran process only considers constant fitnesses, the more
recent versions involve frequency dependent fitnesses — cf. Lieberman et al. (2005);
Chalub and Souza (2009); Assaf and Mobilia (2010); Mobilia and Assaf (2010); Nowak
et al. (2004); Taylor et al. (2004); Traulsen et al. (2006). The classical Moran process
and other models that assume well-mixed populations can be seen as an interacting
population dynamics on complete graphs, in which any pair of individuals can be in
interaction with each other. However when the interactions are restricted to certain
pairs of individuals, this can be generalized to the spatial model, where the interaction
can only occur between two neighbours in a given graph.

The use of well-mixed populations has been studied as early as the results in Erdos
and Rényi (1960); Nagylaki and Lucier (1980); Barabási and Albert (1999). In 2005,
Lieberman et al. (2005) brought the study of population dynamics on graphs to the
mainstream of evolutionary game theory.

The computation of the fixation probability in this framework is more involved
though — Lieberman et al. (2005) identified the class of isothermal graphs, which
are a subset of regular graphs for which the fixation probability can be calculated in
a similar way to the complete graph. Due to this difficulty, Lieberman et al. (2005)
studied the fixation probability when there is only one mutant in a star graph (invasion
probability), and found an approximation when the fitness is constant and the number
of leaves is large. Broom and Rychtář (2008) found the exact formula for the invasion
probability in a star graph and its asymptotics revisiting the asymptotic results in
Lieberman et al. (2005). The latter computation was amended in Chalub (2016). The
exact formula for the fixation probability for any initial state was later given in Monk
et al. (2014).

There are two versions of the Moran process on graphs, differing by the order in
which birth and death events occur. In the Birth-Death (BD) process, an individual
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is first chosen with a probability proportional to its birth fitness to reproduce. Subse-
quently, an individual among its neighbors is chosen with a probability proportional to
its death fitness (death propensity) to die, and then be replaced by the new offspring.
On the other hand, in the Death-Birth (DB) process, an individual is first chosen with
a probability proportional to its death fitness to die, then an individual among its
neighbors is selected with a probability proportional to its birth fitness to reproduce,
and its offspring replace the individual that died. For different updating mechanism
versions, see Hadjichrysanthou et al. (2011).

Population structure can introduce diverse phenomena in evolution. Comparing an
evolutionary process on a given graph (and its invasion probabilities) with the corre-
sponding process on the complete graph under a constant fitness function, Lieberman
et al. (2005) introduced the notions of accelerator and suppressor graphs. In this con-
text, Lieberman et al. proved that the star graph with a BD update mechanism is
an accelerator of evolution, meaning that it amplifies the effects of natural selection.
On the other hand, Kaveh et al. (2015) and Hindersin and Traulsen (2015) showed
that DB processes on star graphs act as suppressors of evolution. Similarly, Pattni
et al. (2015) studied several classes of graphs and updating rules that have the same
probability of fixation as the standard Moran process in a complete graph, when fitness
is constant. In particular, these processes have the same invasion probability for each
N .

Existing literature predominantly focuses on models for which birth and death
fitnesses are constant or linear functions, as in classical evolutionary game theory.
However, in this paper, instead of constant fitness values as seen in Kaveh et al. (2015)
and Pattni et al. (2015), or linear functions, we consider much more general frequency-
dependent fitness functions for both birth and death. These functions can be any
smooth functions of the frequency of types. For a large population, our study provides
continuous approximations for the fixation probability in star graphs with general birth
and death fitnesses under the weak-selection regime. For the DB process, we prove that
our continuous approximation for the fixation probability is of order 1/N , where N is
the size of the population. It is worth noting that although continuous approximations
are provided, we do not consider an infinite population limit here. In this vein, our
approach is similar to the one in Chalub and Souza (2016), however, our techniques
diverge significantly.

We also investigate how population structure affects the invasion dynamics of rare
mutants, focusing on the behavior of the ratio between fixation probabilities in the
star graph and in the complete graph. Our analysis shows that the star can act as
an amplifier, suppressor, or behave isothermally, depending on how the initial mutant
is distributed—whether placed deterministically at the center, uniformly at random,
or according to a vanishing probability scaling. For the DB process, we derive an
explicit analytical threshold that separates suppressor and amplifier regimes, and we
demonstrate how this threshold depends on the selection intensity and the choice
of fitness functions. These findings highlight a subtle interplay between selection,
structure, and initial conditions that had not been fully captured in prior work.

In addition, we present a series of numerical examples that confirm the accuracy and
flexibility of our continuous approximations for fixation probabilities, even for moderate
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population sizes. These examples showcase the broader applicability of our approach
beyond previously studied linear or constant-fitness settings. Together, our results
contribute to a more complete understanding of evolutionary dynamics in structured
populations under general fitness functions.

1.2 Outline
The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the preliminaries and formu-
lates the problem. In Section 3, we derive continuous approximations for the fixation
probability for both the BD and DB processes, considering general functions for birth
and death fitnesses under weak-selection regime. For the DB process, we establish in
Theorem 1 that the approximation error is of order 1/N , with the proof provided in
Appendix A. For the BD process, we obtain an approximation closely resembling the
BD process on a complete graph, as shown in Chalub and Souza (2016). In Section 4,
we examine the asymptotic qualitative behavior of a structured population as a star
graph when fitness is a linear function defined by a payoff matrix. In Section 5, we
analyze the invasion probability—the likelihood that a single mutant eventually fixes
in the population. Finally, Section 6 presents numerical examples illustrating that the
approximations derived in Section 3 for both DB and BD processes closely match the
fixation probability.

1.3 On the notations used
In the following, we write M = [mij ] to denote a matrix in Rn×n, and M t for the
transpose of M . We also write | · | for the vector infinity norm in Rn and ∥·∥ to denote
the corresponding matrix norm, which is given by ∥M∥ = max1≤i≤n

∑n
j=1 |mij |, i.e.,

the maximum absolute row sum of the matrix. It will be convenient to regard a vector
v as a matrix in Rn×1, whose entries will be written as vi1 := vi. Also, we denote by
In the n× n identity matrix. We drop the subscript when it is clear.

2 Evolutionary dynamics on graphs
2.1 Preliminaries
Consider a finite population of N individuals divided into two types (traits), A, the
wild-type or resident, and B, the mutant. Assume that each sub-population is homo-
geneous, i.e. there is no advantage of any particular individual with respect to others
with the same type. The number of individuals is always assumed to be constant. The
population is structured, which means that each individual may interact, in different
ways, with other individuals in the population according to the geometric structure of
a graph that represents the interaction pattern of a given population.

More precisely, let G = (V,E) be a finite, simple (without loops and parallel edges),
undirected and connected graph, where V is the set of vertices and E is the set of edges.
One unique individual lives at each vertex of the graph G, and the vertices i and j
are connected if an interaction is possible between the individuals living at them. In
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other words, each individual only interacts with its neighbours. A special case of this,
namely the classical Moran process, is the model for which interactions are allowed for
every pair of individuals, i.e., the underlying graph is complete. For simplicity, we call
an individual sited at the vertex i the individual i.

Let R+ be the set of all strictly positive real numbers, and C∞([0, 1],R+) be the
space of all smooth (infinitely times differentiable) functions from the closed interval
[0, 1] to R+. Let φA1 , φA2 : [0, 1] −→ R+ be frequency dependent fitness functions
(φA1 , φA2 ∈ C∞([0, 1],R+)) such that φA1 (x) and φA2 (x) represent the birth fitness and
the death fitness (or death propensity) of type A, respectively, when there exist (1−x)N
individuals of type A in the population for x ∈ {0, 1/N, 2/N, ..., 1}. In order to balance
selection and stochastic drift when the population is large, we assume that we are in
the weak-selection regime. In other words, let φB1 , φB2 : [0, 1] −→ R+ be functions in
C∞([0, 1],R+), and for i = 1, 2, define ρi : [0, 1] −→ R with

φBi (x) = φAi (x) +
ρi(x)

N
.

This implies in ρi ∈ C∞([0, 1],R), for i = 1, 2. Note that φB1 (x) and φB2 (x) represent
the birth fitness and the death fitness of type B, respectively, when there exist xN
individuals of type B in the population for x ∈ {0, 1/N, 2/N, ..., 1}. In what follows,
it will be convenient as a simplification device to define φi : [0, 1] −→ R+ by

φi(x) :=
φBi (x)

φAi (x)
= 1 +

ψi(x)

N
,

where ψi(x) = ρi(x)/φ
A
i (x), for i = 1, 2. We assume that φAi , φBi (i = 1, 2) are

chosen such that ψ1, ψ2 ∈ C∞([0, 1],R). Then, in practice, we consider that the fitness
functions for B are φ1 and φ2, and the fitness functions for A are both equal to 1.

2.2 Birth-death and Death-birth processes on graphs
A simple stochastic process is intuitively taken as one where each population update
consists of two events: the birth of a single individual and the death of a single individ-
ual. The order of these events does matter and the difference may be quite significant
in non-complete graphs. We follow Kaveh et al. (2015), and consider a BD and DB
processes allowing for selection both on birth and death. This formulation contains as
special cases the BD-* and DB-* (where * can be either B or D) processes described
in Hadjichrysanthou et al. (2011), which in turn include many examples of update
rules used in the literature. Unlike the constant rates for birth and death as in Kaveh
et al. (2015), this paper considers general frequency-dependent birth and death fitness
functions in C∞([0, 1],R+).

A general BD process in a structured population is defined as the following Markov
chain. At each step, an individual i is selected from the population to reproduce with
probability proportional to its birth fitness, and an individual among the neighbours
of i, say j, is selected to die with probability proportional to its death fitness among all
neighbours of i. Upon a selection event for i and j, the individual j dies and is replaced
by an offspring of individual i. Given a population of N individuals structured as a
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graph G = (V,E), with k mutants living on a subset K ⊂ V , the probability that a
new mutant appears – that is a resident individual living on V \K dies and be replaced
by an offspring of a mutant living on K in the BD mechanism – is given by

P
BD
K (k → k + 1) =

φ1(
k
N )

kφ1(
k
N ) +N − k

∑
i∈K

di − ni

niφ2(
k
N ) + di − ni

,

where di is the degree of vertex i, and ni = ni(K) is the number of mutant neighbours
of vertex i. Likewise, the probability that a new wild-type appears in the BD process
is

P
BD
K (k → k − 1) =

1

kφ1(
k
N ) +N − k

∑
i∈V \K

niφ2(
k
N )

niφ2(
k
N ) + di − ni

.

The mechanism of a general DB process in a structured population is the opposite
of the BD process. At each step, first an individual i is selected from the population
to die with probability proportional to its death fitness, and then an individual among
the neighbours of i, say j, is selected, to reproduce, with probability proportional to
its birth fitness among all neighbours of i. Upon a selective event, individual i dies
and is replaced by an offspring of individual j. Given a population of N individuals
structured as a graph G with k mutants, the probability that a new mutant appears
in the DB process is

P
DB
K (k → k + 1) =

1

kφ2(
k
N ) +N − k

∑
i∈V \K

niφ1(
k
N )

niφ1(
k
N ) + di − ni

,

and the probability that in the DB process a new wild-type appears is

P
DB
K (k → k − 1) =

φ2(
k
N )

kφ2(
k
N ) +N − k

∑
i∈K

di − ni

niφ1(
k
N ) + di − ni

.

As we mentioned before, in the general BD and DB processes, the two homogeneous
states are absorbing, so the dynamics eventually reaches one of them and when this
happens we say that the corresponding type has fixed. The fixation probability is the
probability that a given type will fix given the current state of the population. In this
paper, we develop a method to estimate the fixation probability of the BD and DB
processes for populations on finite star graphs with general birth and death fitnesses
under the weak-selection regime.

A star graph with N vertices is a connected undirected simple graph that has only
one vertex of degree N − 1, called the center, while all the other vertices, leaves, have
degree one. Since the permutations on leaves give isomorphic graphs, the dynamics
of the process can be described by the number of mutants at the leaves and the type
of the individual living at the center. In the BD process, we denote by pBD,N1,x (resp.
pDB,N1,x in the DB process) the fixation probability of type B when the initial state of
the process is the star graph with a mutant, B, living at its center and xN mutants
living at the leaves. Similarly, denote by pBD,N2,x (resp. pDB,N2,x in the DB process) the
fixation probability of B when the initial state is the star graph with a wild-type,
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A, at its center and xN mutants living at its leaves. In the sequel, by removing the
superscripts “BD” and “DB” in a statement, an equation, etc., we mean it is true for
both BD and DB processes. From the one-step analysis of the fixation probabilities,
we can obtain the following 2N recursive equations

pN1,x = ax(z)p
N
2,x + bx(z)p

N
1,x+z

pN2,x = cx(z)p
N
2,x−z + dx(z)p

N
1,x

(1)

for x ∈ {0, z, 2z, ..., 1 − z} and z = 1/N , with boundary conditions pN2,0 = 0 and
pN1,1−z = 1, where ax, bx, cx and dx are continuous functions on z ∈ [0, δ], δ > z defined
for the BD process as

aBDx (z) :=
1− z + xzψ2(x+ z)

1 + xzψ2(x+ z) + z2ψ1(x+ z)
,

bBDx (z) :=
z + z2ψ1(x+ z)

1 + xzψ2(x+ z) + z2ψ1(x+ z)
,

cBDx (z) :=
z(1 + zψ2(x))

(1 + zψ1(x))(1− z + xzψ2(x)) + z(1 + zψ2(x))
,

dBDx (z) :=
(1 + zψ1(x))(1− z + xzψ2(x))

(1 + zψ1(x))(1− z + xzψ2(x)) + z(1 + zψ2(x))
,

(2)

and for DB process as

aDBx (z) :=
z(1 + zψ2(x+ z))

1 + xzψ1(x+ z) + z2ψ2(x+ z))
,

bDBx (z) :=
1− z + xzψ1(x+ z)

1 + xzψ1(x+ z) + z2ψ2(x+ z))
,

cDBx (z) :=
(1 + zψ2(x))(1− z + xzψ1(x))

(1 + zψ2(x))(1− z + xzψ1(x)) + z(1 + zψ1(x))
,

dDBx (z) :=
z(1 + zψ1(x))

(1 + zψ2(x))(1− z + xzψ1(x)) + z(1 + zψ1(x))
.

(3)

Note that in the original BD and DB processes, there is a positive probability of
not jumping at each step, i.e. the individuals selected for birth and death may be of
the same type, resulting in no change. However if the process is not in the absorbing
states, then with probability one, it eventually jumps to another state in finite time.
So by considering transition probabilities conditioned on jumping to another state, we
can construct a new Markov chain that leaves the current state with probability one at
each step. More precisely, the transition probability of jumping to a neighbour for the
new reduced Markov chain is the conditional probability of jumping to that neighbour
provided that a jump occurs. It is clear that the fixation probabilities of mutants for
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the original BD and DB processes are the same as those in the reduced Markov chains.
We denote by L the conditional transition probability matrix on the star graph with
dimension 2N × 2N . For each fixed N , L is defined as follows

Lij =



1, if i = j = 1 or i = j = 2N ;
c(i−1)z(z), if j = i− 1 and 2 ≤ i ≤ N ;

d(i−1)z(z), if j = N + i and 2 ≤ i ≤ N ;

a(i−N−1)z(z), if j = i−N and N + 1 ≤ i ≤ 2N − 1;

b(i−N−1)z(z), if j = i+ 1 and N + 1 ≤ i ≤ 2N − 1;

0, otherwise.

where ax, bx, cx and dx are defined in (2) for the BD process and in (3) for the DB
process. Also, we define M := L− I and denote by

F =



pN2,0
pN2,z
...

pN2,1−z
pN1,0
pN1,z
...

pN1,1−z


the fixation probability vector. Note that, LF = F and so MF = 0.

We are now ready to find continuous approximation candidates for the fixation
probabilities for both the BD and DB processes on a star graph under the weak-
selection regime. In the next section, we see that although the method to derive
our continuous approximation of the fixation probability is quite similar for both the
BD and DB processes, the resulting approximations have distinct forms. For the DB
process, we establish in Theorem 1 that the error of the approximation is of order 1/N .
As for the BD process, we find an approximation very similar to the BD process on a
complete graph, as given in Chalub and Souza (2016).

3 Finding continuous approximation candidates
In order to find continuous approximation candidates for the fixation probability for
the BD and DB processes on a star graph, we first suppose that there exist smooth
functions q1, q2 : [0, 1]× [0, δ] −→ [0, 1] such that

ax(z)q2(x, z) + bx(z)q1(x+ z, z)− q1(x, z) = 0

cx(z)q2(x− z, z) + dx(z)q1(x, z)− q2(x, z) = 0
(4)

Since ax, bx, cx and dx are smooth functions, for a sufficiently small z, we can use
the Taylor series at point (x, 0) and rewrite each equation in (4) as a Taylor polynomial.
As the equations in (4) are equal to zero, the coefficient of each order of the Taylor
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polynomial is equal to zero. We analyze the coefficients of each equation and their
relations in order to find smooth functions such that, when they are evaluated on
the grid {0, z, 2z, ..., 1− z}, they provide an approximation of the fixation probability
vector. For each process, BD and DB, the analysis has its peculiarities which will be
explained in the following subsections in detail.

3.1 The continuous approximation candidate of the fixa-
tion probability for a DB process
In the DB process, the constant term of the Taylor series of both equations in (4)
vanishes. Letting f1(x) := q1(x, 0) and f2(x) := q2(x, 0), then the system of coefficients
of first-order is equivalent to

f2(x)− f1(x) + f ′1(x) = 0

f1(x)− f2(x)− f ′2(x) = 0
(5)

Thus, the solution for this system, considering the initial conditions f1(1− z) = 1
and f2(0) = 0, is 

f1(x) =
x+ 1

2− z

f2(x) =
x

2− z

(6)

Now, using (6) in the coefficients of second-order and letting g1(x) := ∂q1
∂z (x, 0) and

g2(x) :=
∂q2
∂z (x, 0), we obtain

g2(x) + g′1(x)− g1(x) =
1− xψ1(x) + ψ2(x)

2− z

g1(x)− g′2(x)− g2(x) =
(x− 1)ψ1(x) + ψ2(x)− 1

2− z

(7)

The solution for (7), with initial conditions g1(1− z) = 0 and g2(0) = 0, is

g1(x) :=
(1 + x)(1− z)

(2− z)2

∫ 1−z

0
1 + ψ1(k)− (1 + 2k)ψ2(k)dk

− x

(2− z)

∫ x

0
1 + ψ1(k)− (1 + 2k)ψ2(k)dk −

1 + x

2− z

∫ 1−z

x
1 + (1− 2k)ψ2(k)dk

and

g2(x) :=
(1− z)x

(2− z)2

∫ 1−z

0
1 + ψ1(k)− (1 + 2k)ψ2(k)dk

− x

2− z

∫ 1−z

x
1 + (1− 2k)ψ2(k)dk +

1− x

2− z

∫ x

0
1 + ψ1(k)− (1 + 2k)ψ2(k)dk.
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Let FDB be the vector such that FDBi = f2((i− 1)z) + zg2((i− 1)z) for 1 ≤ i ≤ N

and FDBi = f1((i−N − 1)z) + zg1((i−N − 1)z) for N + 1 ≤ i ≤ 2N .
We are now ready to state the main theorem of this paper whose proof is given in

Appendix A.

Theorem 1. Let FDB be a vector defined as above, then∥∥∥FDB − F
DB
∥∥∥ ≤ Cz,

for a constant C.

Remark 1. Note that, for general frequency–dependent fitness, the discrete fixation
vector is unlikely to be available in closed form. On the other hand, its numerical
computation requires the solution of a system with 2N equations, which is impractical
for large N even in the case of constant fitness. Theorem 1 shows that the solution of
the continuous ODE system uniformly approximates the entire discrete fixation vector
with an O(1/N) error. Consequently, fixation probabilities can be computed from the
explicit ODE solution instead of solving the 2N -equation system. Thus, Theorem 1
provides a rigorously controlled O(1/N)-accurate bridge from the discrete model to a
solvable continuous ODE formulation in the general frequency-dependent setting.

3.2 The continuous approximation candidate of the fixa-
tion probability for a BD process
In the BD process, the constant term of the Taylor series for (4) are

−q1(x, 0) + q2(x, 0) = 0

q1(x, 0)− q2(x, 0) = 0
(8)

Therefore, q1(x, 0) = q2(x, 0). Let f(x) := q1(x, 0). Replacing q1(x, 0) and q2(x, 0) by
f(x) in coefficients of first-order, we obtain

−∂q1
∂z

(x, 0) +
∂q2
∂z

(x, 0) = 0

∂q1
∂z

(x, 0)− ∂q2
∂z

(x, 0) = 0

(9)

Thus, ∂q1∂z (x, 0) =
∂q2
∂z (x, 0) =: g(x), and so the coefficients of second-order are given

by 
1

2

(
2f ′(x)− ∂2q1

∂z2
(x, 0) +

∂2q2
∂z2

(x, 0)

)
= 0

1

2

(
−2f ′(x) +

∂2q1
∂z2

(x, 0)− ∂2q2
∂z2

(x, 0)

)
= 0

(10)

10



Recall that h(x) := ∂2q1
∂z2

(x, 0). From any of two equations in (10) we obtain that
∂2q2
∂z2

(x, 0) = h(x)− 2f ′(x). So, the coefficients of third-order can be written as
(1 + ψ1(x)− xψ2(x))f

′(x) + g′(x) +
1

2
f ′′(x)− 1

6

∂3q1
∂z3

(x, 0) +
1

6

∂3q2
∂z3

(x, 0) = 0

(ψ1(x)− 1 + (x− 1)ψ2(x))f
′(x)− g′(x) +

1

2
f ′′(x) +

1

6

∂3q1
∂z3

(x, 0)− 1

6

∂3q2
∂z3

(x, 0) = 0

(11)
Summing the equations in (11), gives rise to the ODE

(2ψ1(x)− ψ2(x))f
′(x) + f ′′(x) = 0, (12)

whose solution, with boundary conditions f(0) = q2(0, 0) = 0 and f(1 − z) = q1(1 −
z, 0) = 1, is

f(x) =

∫ x
0 e

−
∫ s
0 (2ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))drds∫ 1−z

0 e−
∫ s
0 (2ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))drds

. (13)

Also, letting k(x) = ∂3q1
∂z3

(x, 0), from (11) and (12) we have ∂3q2
∂z3

(x, 0) = k(x) +
6f ′(x)((x − 1/2)ψ2(x) − 1) − 6g′(x). We continue the analysis one step more for
coefficients of fourth-order and we obtain the ODE

(2ψ1(x)− ψ2(x))g
′(x) + g′′(x) =

1

2
(1− 2x)ψ2(x)f

′′(x)+

f ′(x)
(
ψ′
1(x) + ψ1(x)(−2xψ2(x) + ψ2(x)− 2)

−ψ1(x)
2 − xψ′

2(x) + xψ2(x)
2 + ψ2(x)

)
.

(14)

where the r.h.s. is equal to

ḡ(x) =
e−

∫ x
0 2ψ1(r)+ψ2(r)dr∫ 1−z̄

0 e−
∫ s
0 2ψ1(r)+ψ2(r)drds

×(
ψ2(x) +

1

2
ψ2
2(x)− 2ψ1(x)− ψ2

1(x) + ψ′
1(x)− xψ′

2(x)

)
.

So, the solution for (14) with initial condition g(1− z) = g(0) = 0 is

g(x) =

∫ x

0

(
e−

∫ s
0 (2ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))dr

)(
C +

∫ s

0
ḡ(k)e

∫ k2
0 (2ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))drdk

)
ds,

where

C =
−
∫ 1−z
0

∫ s
0 ḡ(k)e

∫ k
0 (2ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))drdkds∫ 1−z

0 e−
∫ 1
s (2ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))drds

.

In the next sections, we consider the approximate fixation probability vector FBD

such that FBDi = f((i − 1)z) + zg((i − 1)z) for 1 ≤ i ≤ N and F
BD
i = f((i − N −

1)z) + zg((i−N − 1)z) for N + 1 ≤ i ≤ 2N .
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3.2.1 Comparing with the complete graph case
In the BD process, Chalub and Souza (2016) showed that an approximation of the
fixation probability for a large well-mixed population (structured as a complete graph)
is equal to ∫ x

0 e
−

∫ y
0 (ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))drdy∫ 1

0 e
−

∫ y
0 (ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))drdy

, (15)

and this is a solution of the ODE

(ψ1(x)− ψ2(x))f
′(x) + f ′′(x) = 0. (16)

Note that our approximation of the fixation probability for the star graph is quite
similar to (15); the difference is that we have a constant 2 multiplying the function
ψ1. Let w = 1 − x and f(w) := 1 − f(1 − w) be the approximation of the fixation
probability for type A. Then from (16), in the complete graph we have

(ψ2(1− w)− ψ1(1− w))f
′
(w) + f

′′
(w) = 0.

Therefore, in the case of a complete graph, approximating the fixation probability
for type A is equivalent to considering the birth fitness function of B as the death
fitness function of A, and vice versa. However, this equivalence does not hold in the
star graph due to the presence of a constant 2 multiplying ψ1. In fact, in the star
graph, we not only need to switch the ψ1(x) and ψ2(x) functions but also adjust them
accordingly. More precisely, the function ψ̄1(x) associated with the birth fitness of type
A should be considered as twice of ψ2(x) function associated with the death fitness
of B. Similarly, the ψ̄2(x) function related to the death fitness of type A should be
half of ψ1(x) function related to the birth fitness of B. Figure 1 provides an example
illustrating this equivalence.

3.3 Alternative fitnesses parameterizations
Note that in the DB process, if instead of φA1 = 1 and φB1 = 1 + ψ1/N , we consider
φA1 = 1 + ψA1 /N and φB1 = 1 + ψB1 /N , the system of ODEs (5) does not change and
(7) reduces to

g2(x) + g′1(x)− g1(x) =
−x(ψB1 (x)− ψA1 (x)) + ψB2 (x)− ψA2 (x) + 1

2− z
,

g1(x)− g′2(x)− g2(x) =
(x− 1)(ψB1 (x)− ψA1 (x)) + ψB2 (x)− ψA2 − 1

2− z
.

(17)

Therefore, (7) is equivalent to (17) for ψ1 = (ψB1 − ψA1 ) and ψ2 = (ψB2 − ψA2 ). Now,
suppose that the fitness of the individual occupying the center is different from the
fitness of those occupying the leaves. More explicitly, let φA1 (x) = 1 + ψA1 (x)/N (re-
spectively, φB1 (x) = 1 + ψB1 (x)/N) be the birth fitness function for an individual of
type A (resp., B) when it occupies one of the leaves, and let φCA1 (x) = 1+ ψCA1 (x)/N
(resp., φCB1 (x) = 1 + ψCB1 (x)/N) when it occupies the center, in a population with

12



Fixation prob.whenψ1(x) = 10 (x-0.5) andψ2(x) = x+1
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˜
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Figure 1: The approximate fixation probability f(x), where x represents the
proportion of individuals of type B living at the leaves, is plotted for three
distinct cases in the BD process for the population size N = 100. In the first
case (shown in red), the birth fitness function of B is φ1(x) = 1+ ψ1(x)

N
, where

ψ1(x) = 10(x− 0.5), and the death fitness function of B is φ2(x) = 1+ ψ2(x)
N

,
where ψ2(x) = x + 1. In the second case (shown in blue), the birth fitness
function of B is φ̃1(x) = 1 − ψ2(x)

N
, and the death fitness function of B is

φ̃2(x) = 1 − ψ1(x)
N

. Finally, in the third case (shown in green), which is
equivalent to the first case, the birth fitness function of type B is φ̄1(x) =

1− 1
2
ψ2(x)
N

, and the death fitness function of type B is φ̄2(x) = 1− 2ψ1(x)
N

.

xN individuals of type B. Similar notation can be easily defined for the death fitness
functions. As a result (7) reduces to

g2(x) + g′1(x)− g1(x) =
−x(ψB1 (x)− ψA1 (x)) + ψCB2 (x)− ψA2 (x) + 1

2− z

g1(x)− g′2(x)− g2(x) =
(x− 1)(ψB1 (x)− ψA1 (x)) + ψB2 (x)− ψCA2 − 1

2− z
.

(18)

Thus, (17) is a particular case of (18), when ψCA2 = ψA2 (x) and ψCB2 = ψB2 (x).
This is similar for the BD process. If instead of φA1 = 1 and φB1 = 1 + ψ1/N we

consider φA1 = 1 + ψA1 /N and φB1 = 1 + ψB1 /N , then (12) is equivalent to

[2(ψB1 (x)− ψA1 (x))− (ψB2 (x)− ψA2 (x))]f
′(x) + f ′′(x) = 0. (19)

Also, in the case that the individuals at the center and the leaves have different fitness
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functions, (12) is equivalent to

[(ψB1 (x)− ψA1 (x)) + (ψCB1 (x)− ψCA1 (x))− (ψB2 (x)− ψA2 (x))]f
′(x) + f ′′(x) = 0. (20)

So, (19) is a particular case of (20), when ψCA1 = ψA1 (x) and ψCB1 = ψB1 (x).

3.4 Comparing the BD and DB processes on Star graph
While the final forms of the approximations for the BD and DB processes may look
quite different, they are in fact derived using the same underlying methodology. The
divergence in the final formulas arises from the opposite ways in which the two update
rules interact with the geometry of the star graph.

The star can be viewed as a structured population in which the N − 1 leaves only
interact indirectly through the central vertex. In the BD process, a mutant leaf can
increase the leaf mutant count only after two successive reproduction events: first, the
mutant leaf must be selected to reproduce, and in the following step, the center must
in turn be chosen to reproduce. These consecutive, coordinated “leaf → center → leaf”
events occur with probability one but require a long waiting time. Since the center
has the same individual reproduction probability (depending on fitness) as any single
leaf, it is much less likely to be chosen for reproduction than the leaves collectively.
As a result, it often changes type many times before the number of mutants among
the leaves increases or decreases. Fixation is therefore governed by these long-waiting
coordinated events.

In contrast, the DB process reverses the order of events: death occurs first, and
the replacement individual is chosen proportionally to fitness. When the center carries
a mutant, it can repeatedly replace neighboring leaves before it is itself removed,
exerting a strong directional influence on the periphery. Mutant expansion is thus
dominated by frequent “center → leaf” replacements, rather than long waiting periods
for two-step sequences expected in the BD process. It often takes a long time for the
center itself to change type, and between such switches, it drives the replacement of
surrounding leaves one after another. The resulting continuous approximation reflects
this asymmetry and thus differs significantly from its BD counterpart.

4 Fitness functions given by 2-player games
In this section, we focus on the BD process on a star graph in the particular case where
the fitnesses are linear functions of the frequencies, determined by 2-player games with
weak-selection. We follow Chalub and Souza (2016) to show that the asymptotic
qualitative behavior of a population structured as a star graph is the same as that
structured as a complete graph. In fact, for large N , if we only consider the leaves, we
expect the behavior of the population in the star graph be quite similar to that in the
complete graph, as the center of the star has the role of connecting leaves, i.e. leaves
interact with each other through the center.

Consider the case that ψ2(x) = 0 and ψ1 = (ψB1 −ψA1 ), where ψB1 and ψA1 are given
by the 2× 2 positive pay-off matrix
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A B

A a b
B c d

that is, ψA1 (x) = ax+ b(1− x) and ψB1 (x) = cx+ d(1− x). This is equivalent to write
ψ1 as ψ1(x) = γ(x− x∗), where γ = (−a+ b+ c− d) and x∗ = (b− d)/γ.

If γ < 0 and 0 < x∗ < 1, we have the coexistence case. If γ > 0 and 0 < x∗ < 1,
the game is called coordination (or continuation game), when the two types have the
same or corresponding fitnesses. If ψ1 > 0, it is said that type B dominates type A,
and if ψ1 < 0, type A dominates type B.

For κ = κN > 0, indicating the selection intensity, let us now modify our birth
fitness function by φ1 = 1 + κ−1ψ1/N . In the case that κ−1 ≫ 1, let θs = sψ1 for
s = 1, 2, and let ϕκ1 be the approximate fixation probability for the complete graph
given in (15) (Chalub and Souza (2016)) and ϕκ2 be our approximation for the star graph
in the BD case with the above fitness functions. Following the same lines of argument
in Chalub and Souza (2016), for the dominance case, if θs > 0, B is dominant and

ϕκs (x) = 1− exp(−θs(0)x/κ) +O(κ). (21)

In fact, typeB dominates in the star graph faster than in the complete graph. Similarly,
if θs < 0, A is dominant and

ϕκs (x) = exp(θs(1)(1− x)/κ) +O(κ). (22)

So, in the star graph, type A dominates slower than in the complete graph. An example
is given in Figure 2.

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Star graph

Complete graph

Neutral

Figure 2: Approximations for the fixation probability in the star graph, in
blue, and in the complete graph in orange. The fixation probability for
the neutral case is given in green. On the left: N = 1000, κ−1 = 10,
ψ1(x) = (x − 1.5) and ψ2 = 0; A dominates. On the right: N = 1000,
κ−1 = 10, ψ1(x) = (x+ 0.5) and ψ2 = 0; B dominates.

In the coexistence case, if
∫ 1
0 θs(r)dr ≪ −κ, the asymptotic approximation is given

by (21). If
∫ 1
0 θs(r)dr ≫ κ, the asymptotic approximation is given by (22). Finally, if∫ 1

0 θs(r)dr ∼ κ, we have

ϕκs (x) =
C

C + λ
exp(θs(1)(1− x)/κ) +

λ

C + λ
(1− exp(−θs(0)x/κ)) +O(κ), (23)
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with θs(0) > 0 > θs(1), where C = exp(κ−1
∫ 1
0 θs(r)dr), and λ = |θs(1)|/θs(0).

In the coordination case, θ also has a unique root x∗, with θ′(x∗) > 0, and we have

ϕκs (x) =

N
(√

θ′s(x
∗)

κ (x− x∗)

)
−N

(
−
√

θ′s(x
∗)

κ x∗
)

N
(√

θ′s(x
∗)

κ (1− x∗)

)
−N

(
−
√

θ′s(x
∗)

κ x∗
) +O(

√
κ) (24)

where N (x) = 1√
2π

∫ x
−∞ e−y

2/2dy is the normal cumulative distribution function. An
example is given in Figure 3.

When κ = 1,

ϕ′′s(x) =
−sψ1(x)e

−s
∫ r
0 ψ(r)dr∫ 1

0 e
−s

∫ r
0 ψ(r)dr

implies that A is dominant for a convex function ϕs, and B is dominant for a concave
function ϕs. If ϕs has an inflection point with the concave part coming first (on the left
of the inflation point) and the convex part coming next (on the right of the inflation
point), the game is a coexistence game. Finally, if ϕs has an inflection point with the
convex part coming first (on the left) and the concave part coming next (on the right),
the game is a coordination game.

In the DB process, if κ is of order less thanN−1, then the behavior of the population
does not essentially depend on the fitness functions.

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Star graph

Complete graph

Neutral

Figure 3: Approximations for the fixation probability in the star graph, in
blue, and in the complete graph in orange, for the BD process. The fixation
probability for the neutral case is given in green. On the left: N = 1000,
κ−1 = 10, ψ1(x) = (0.5− x) and ψ2 = 0; we have the coexistence game. On
the right: N = 1000, κ−1 = 10, ψ1(x) = (x − 0.5) and ψ2 = 0; we have the
coordination game.

5 Invasion probability
Consider the approximate fixation probability vectors for the star graph introduced
in Section 3. Recall that z̄ = 1/N , and let ϕ1(z̄) and ϕ2,ρ(z̄) denote the approximate
invasion probabilities of a single mutant on a complete graph (given in (15)) and a
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star graph of the same size, respectively, where the sub-index ρ = ρN in the latter
denotes the probability that a single mutant in the population occupies the center of
the star. Here, by a complete graph, we mean a graph in which every pair of vertices
is connected by an edge, and, additionally, there is a loop at each vertex.

In this section, we analyze the limiting behavior of the ratio of invasion probabilities
in the star and complete graphs under weak selection, for both DB and BD processes.
Specifically, we study the limit

lim
z̄→0

ϕ2,ρ(z̄)

ϕ1(z̄)
(equivalently, as N → ∞),

for both the BD and DB processes, and under different regimes for the probability ρ
that the initial mutant appears at the center of the star. This limit characterizes how
the population structure influences the success of rare mutants, depending not only
on the update rule (BD or DB) and the spatial location of the initial mutation, but
also on how the probability ρ is chosen. Based on the value of this limit, the star
graph may act as an amplifier or suppressor of selection, or have the same asymptotic
invasion probability as the complete graph.

Formally, for a complete graph with N vertices, let h̃N (i) denote the fixation prob-
ability of the mutant when the initial configuration includes exactly i mutants and
N − i residents. We say that the mutant type B is asymptotically stronger (weaker,
respectively) than the resident type A, denoting by B ≻ A (A ≻ B, respectively, if
lim infN h̃2N (N) > 1/2 (lim supN h̃2N (N) < 1/2, respectively). We write A ∼ B if
limN→∞ h̃2N (N) = 1/2.

To see a particular case of this, recall that under the reduced Markov chain on the
complete graph, the probability of increasing the number of mutants from k to k + 1
is

φ1(k/N)

φ1(k/N) + φ2(k/N)
,

and the probability of decreasing from k to k − 1 is

φ2(k/N)

φ1(k/N) + φ2(k/N)
.

This means that the probability of increasing mutants exceeds that of decreasing
them for all states if and only if ψ1 −ψ2 > 0. In this case we say B is stronger than A
for all configurations. This is stronger than the “stronger” concept we defined above,
and clearly implies B ≻ A. Similarly if ψ1 − ψ2 < 0 we say A is stronger than B
for all configurations which implies A ≻ B. Finally, we say the process is neutral if
ψ1 − ψ2 = 0. Under neutrality, we have A ∼ B.

Suppose that the limit β = β(ψ1, ψ2) := limz̄→0 ϕ2,ρ(z̄)/ϕ1(z̄) exists. We say that
the star graph is an amplifier of selection under the BD (or DB) process if B ≻ A and
β > 1, or if A ≻ B and β < 1. That is, the star structure strengthens the impact
of selection, making the fitter type even more likely to fix than under the complete
graph.

Conversely, we say it is a suppressor of selection if B ≻ A and β < 1, or if A ≻ B
and β > 1. We say the star graph is asymptotically invasion probability preserving
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(or a preserver for short), if β = 1. This usage is consistent with the fact that, for
constant fitness, the class of processes that are invasion probability preserving can be
larger than the isothermal graphs as observed in Pattni et al. (2015).

This can be summarized as follows. Assume that h2N (N) converges as N → ∞
and let

τ = τ(ψ1, ψ2) = sign

(
lim
N→∞

h̃2N (N)− 1

2

)
,

where sign(x) = 1 if x > 0, sign(x) = −1 if x < 0, and sign(x) = 0 if x = 0. We call
βτ the magnitude of amplification-suppression.

Definition 1. Suppose that the limit β exists. We say that the star graph is:
i) an amplifier of selection if βτ > 1,

ii) a suppressor of selection if βτ < 1,
iii) and asymptotically invasion probability preserving if β = 1.

This notion naturally extends beyond the star graph: the same classification can be
applied to any structured population, as long as a suitable limit of the ratio of fixation
(or invasion) probabilities is well-defined.

Note that (iii) in the above definition is stronger than βτ = 1, as the latter is
equivalent to either β = 1 (being a preserver) or τ = 0 (being neutral). Also note
that, for both BD and DB processes, there are cases in which the process with fitness
functions ψ1 and ψ2 is neutral on the complete graph (well-mixed population), while
it is not neutral on the star graph. In this case, we may have β > 1 or β < 1.

We begin with a brief explanation of the invasion probability in the complete graph
in Subsection 5.1, which serves as the baseline for comparison. We then analyze the
ratio of invasion probabilities between the star and the complete graph, starting with
the DB process in Subsection 5.2, followed by the BD process in Subsection 5.3.

5.1 Invasion probability in the complete graph
We assume that the unique mutant resides at the center of the star with probability
ρ = ρN ∈ [0, 1]. Since the center is a distinguished vertex in the star, it is natural to
compare the invasion probability in the star with that in the complete graph under
the assumption that a distinguished vertex is chosen for the mutant to reside with
probability ρ. More precisely, consider a bijective map ζ from the star graph with
n− 1 leaves to the complete graph with n vertices. The image of the center of the star
under ζ becomes a distinguished vertex in the complete graph, which we refer to as
the root of the complete graph under ζ. The distribution

(ρ, (1− ρ)/(N − 1), . . . , (1− ρ)/(N − 1))

for selecting the site of a single initial mutant in the star graph can be pushed forward
through ζ to define a corresponding distribution on the complete graph: the root is
selected with probability ρ, and each of the other vertices with probability (1−ρ)/(N−
1). However, due to the symmetry of the complete graph, the specific choice of ζ and ρ
does not affect the invasion probability of a single mutant. In other words, the invasion
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probability on the complete graph is independent of the particular choices of ζ and ρ.
Furthermore, the invasion probability of a single mutant in a complete graph of size n
is the same under both the BD and DB processes.

For a complete graph with N vertices, recall that h̃(i) = h̃N (i) denotes the fixation
probability of the mutant when the initial configuration includes exactly i mutants and
N − i residents. For i = 1, . . . , N − 1, we have

h̃(i) = pi · h̃(i+ 1) + qi · h̃(i− 1),

with boundary conditions h̃(N) = 1, h̃(0) = 0, where

pNi = pi :=
φ1(i/N)

φ1(1/N) + φ2(i/N)
=

1 + ψ1

(
i
N

)
/N

2 +
(
ψ1

(
i
N

)
+ ψ2

(
i
N

))
/N

(25)

is the probability that, conditional on having i mutants in the current state, a resident
dies and is replaced by an offspring of a mutant, so that the number of mutants
increases by 1. Similarly, for i = 1, . . . , N − 1, qNi = qi := 1− pi is the probability that
the Markov chain jumps from state i mutants to i+ 1 mutants at the first jump.

From (1), letting ∆j = h̃(j)− h̃(j − 1), we get ∆j+1 = (qj/pj)∆j . Hence,

∆j+1 =

(
j∏
r=1

qr
pr

)
h̃(1),

and then

1 = h̃(N) = h̃(1) +
N−1∑
j=1

∆j+1 = h̃(1)

(
1 +

N−1∑
i=1

i∏
r=1

qr
pr

)
.

Therefore, for i = 1, . . . , N ,

h̃N (i) =
1 +N · J̄i,N
1 +N · J̄N,N

, (2)

where

J̄i,N =
1

N

i−1∑
j=1

j∏
r=1

qr
pr
, i = 1, . . . , N.

Note that, by convention, we assume
∑0

j=1 xj = 0 for any sequence (xj). The next
step is to find the asymptotics for h̃(i). For u, s ∈ [0, 1], let

χ(u) := ψ2(u)− ψ1(u),

ξ(y) := exp

(∫ y

0
χ(u) du

)
,

J (s) :=

∫ s

0
ξ(y) dy.

Proposition 1. For any i = 1, . . . , N , we have

h̃N (i) =
J (i/N)

J (1)
+O(N−1).
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Proof. See Appendix B.

Remark 2. In particular,
ϕ1(z̄) :=

J (1/N)

J (1)
,

and the actual invasion probability of a mutant, in the complete graph of size N , is
ϕ1(z̄) +O(N−1).

Remark 3. If i = i(N) is such that i/N → s ∈ [0, 1], then

h̃N (i) =
J (s)

J (1)
+O(N−1).

In addition, it is clear that

Nh̃N (1) → (J (1))−1 as N → ∞.

5.2 Invasion in the star graph: DB process
In the DB process, a large population has a much higher chance to resist against the
invasion of a mutant occupying a leaf than one occupying the center. In fact, the
fixation probability of a single mutant starting at a leaf is approximately 1/(2N). On
the other hand, if a mutant invades the center, it has approximately 1/2 chance to
fix. Letting ρ be the probability that a single mutant in the population occupies the
center, our approximate invasion probability in the DB process is

ϕ2,ρ(z) = ρ

(
N

2N − 1
+
g1(0)

N

)
+ (1− ρ)

(
1

2N − 1
+
g2(1/N)

N

)
.

From Theorem 1, the actual invasion probability of a mutant is given by

ϕ̃2,ρ(z̄) := ρFN+1 + (1− ρ)F2 = ρP1,0 + (1− ρ)P2,Z̄ = ϕ2,ρ(z̄) +O(N−1).

We observe that, in the DB process, the limit of the ratio of invasion probabilities
between the star and the complete graph diverges as N → ∞, provided that ρ is
constant and strictly positive (i.e., independent of N). That is,

lim
N→∞

ϕ̃2,ρ(z̄)

h̃N (1)
= lim

N→∞

ϕ2,ρ(z̄)

ϕ1(z̄)
= ∞ if ρ > 0 is constant.

This shows that if B ≻ A, the star graph functions as an amplifier of selection
under the DB process for any constant ρ > 0 and for general fitness functions ψ1 and
ψ2. Similarly, it is a suppressor of selection, if A ≻ B and ρ > 0 is constant.

By contrast, in prior studies where the initial mutant is assumed to be placed
uniformly at random across all vertices, the probability of occupying the center is
ρ = 1/N . Under this regime, the star graph becomes a suppressor of selection, if
B ≻ A and an amplifier of selection if A ≻ B.

While the limiting uniform placement case has been studied before, general regimes
for ρ = ρN appear not to have been systematically analyzed. To better understand the
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transition between these regimes, we assume ρN → 0 as N → ∞, and study different
scaling regimes of ρN . First, consider ρN = O(1/N), i.e., NρN → α ∈ [0,∞). In this
regime, the ratio between the star and complete graph fixation probabilities becomes

lim
N→∞

ϕ̃2,ρ(z̄)

h̃N (1)
=
α+ 1 + C̃

2

∫ 1

0
e−

∫ y
0 (ψ1(u)−ψ2(u)) dudy

× lim
z→0

1

N
∫ z
0 e

−
∫ y
0 (ψ1(u)−ψ2(u)) dudy

=
α+ 1 + C̃

2

∫ 1

0
e−

∫ y
0 (ψ1(u)−ψ2(u)) dudy, (26)

for some constant C̃ = C̃(ψ1, ψ2), where C ′ comes from the error of the approximate
invasion probability when the unique mutant resides in a leaf, that is, the error is of
order

1

2N − 1
+
g2(1/N)

N
− P2,z̄ =

C̃

N
+ o(N−1).

Based on numerical examples, we conjecture that C̃ = 0 and the error of the invasion
probability is of order o(N−1).

Although the expression on the right of (26) is a finite value, it can be greater than,
equal to, or smaller than 1 depending on the values of C̃ (that we conjecture is 0) and
α and the behavior of the exponential integral. Therefore, in this regime, the star
graph may act as an amplifier, a suppressor, or a preserver, depending on the fitness
functions ψ1 and ψ2.

Now consider the case ρN ≫ 1/N , i.e., NρN → ∞ (for instance, ρN = 1/
√
N). In

this regime, as N → ∞, we have

lim
N→∞

ϕ̃2,ρ(z̄)

h̃N (1)
= lim

N→∞

ρNN
∫ 1
0 e

−
∫ y
0 (ψ1(u)−ψ2(u)) dudy

2N
∫ 1/N
0 e−

∫ y
0 (ψ1(u)−ψ2(u)) dudy

= ∞,

and hence the star graph acts as an amplifier of selection in this scaling regime if
B ≻ A, and as a suppressor if A ≻ B.

This result shows that even sublinear probabilities for the initial mutant to oc-
cupy the center of the star graph—such as ρN = 1/

√
N—are sufficient to generate

amplification in large populations if B ≻ A. The analysis demonstrates a nontrivial
asymptotic transition: any scaling of ρN that decays more slowly than 1/N leads to
amplification if B ≻ A. This includes the case where ρN is constant and positive (i.e.,
ρN = ρ > 0), as such a choice also satisfies NρN → ∞.

From this analysis, we can deduce the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Consider the DB process on the star graph with N vertices. Suppose
B ≻ A, and let ρN be such that α = limN→∞NρN ∈ [0,∞]. Then there exists a finite
C > 0 such that

i) If α > C, the star is an amplifier of selection;
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ii) If α = C, the star is a preserver;
iii) If α < C, the star is a suppressor of selection.

Remark 4. The case A ≻ B can be treated similarly.

Remark 5. The constant C depends on ψ1 and ψ2, and can be computed if we have
more information about the error ϕ̃2,ρ(z̄)−ϕ2,ρ(z̄). The numerical values of C are given
later in this section. As mentioned in the discussion before the theorem, we conjecture
C̃ = 0 in (26). Assuming that C̃ vanishes, we can compute the exact value of C in
Theorem 2. More explicitly, from (26) C should satisfy (C + 1)J (1)/2 = 1, implying

C = (2− J (1))/J (1).

.

Remark 6. Under the neutrality assumption in the complete graph, i.e. ψ1 −ψ2 = 0,
we have C = 1, that is, for ρ = 1/N the star graph becomes a preserver.

To illustrate the implications of Theorem 2 and to gain intuition about the de-
pendence of invasion success on model parameters, we begin with a simple example
where the difference of the fitness functions is constant, that is, ψ1(x) − ψ2(x) = r,
for x ∈ [0, 1], with r constant. This setting represents a linear selection gradient in-
dependent of frequency and provides a useful reference for more complex dynamics.
As mentioned before, if r > 0, then B ≻ A; if r < 0, then A ≻ B; and if r = 0,
then A ∼ B. In other words, we have τ = sign(r) . We also consider a scaling of the
initial mutant placement probability ρN = α/N , where α ≥ 0. This corresponds to a
regime where the center receives a small but non-negligible probability of mutation,
and allows us to explore how the value of α affects whether the star graph acts as an
amplifier or suppressor. In this case, β = (1− e−r)(1 + α)/(2r) (see Figure 4).

Figure 4 (a) shows the three-dimensional surface of the ratio of the limit β =
limN→∞ ϕ2,ρ/ϕ1 as a function of (r, α), and Figure 4 (b) shows the corresponding
contour plot for βτ , where as before,

τ = sign

(
J (1/2)

J (1)
− 1

2

)
.

The results reveal a transition between suppressor and amplifier behavior that depends
jointly on both parameters. Specifically, for each fixed value of r, there exists a critical
value of α at which the star graph switches from acting as a suppressor (or amplifier)
to acting as an amplifier (or suppressor, respectively). This transition occurs along the
curve

α = α(r) =
2r + e−r − 1

1− e−r
,

which corresponds to the level set where the invasion probability ratio equals one, i.e.
β = 1. This determines the value of C in Theorem 2 and Remark 5, and corresponds
to the regimes under which the DB process on the star graph is a preserver. Further-
more, this analytical threshold is derived from Theorem 2 and matches the empirical
transition curve in the plots. Even in this simple case, the star graph exhibits a rich
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Figure 4: Limit of the ratio of invasion probabilities β = limz̄→0 ϕ2,ρ/ϕ1 in the
DB process for ψ1(x)−ψ2(x) = r, with ρN = α/N , over the parameter ranges
−3 ≤ r ≤ 3 and 0 ≤ α ≤ 5. (a) 3D surface plot of the limit ratio β in orange.
(b) Contour plot of βτ , for r ̸= 0, where the color scale indicates whether the
star graph acts as an amplifier (red) or a suppressor (blue) relative to the
complete graph. The dashed line correspond to β = 1.

spectrum of structural effects depending on selection intensity and initial mutation
placement.

As a next example, we now consider the class of frequency-dependent fitness func-
tions derived from 2 × 2 evolutionary games under weak selection, as discussed in
Section 4. In this setting, the fitness difference ψ1 takes the form ψ1(x) = γ(x − x∗)
and ψ2 = 0, with γ, x∗ ∈ R. We also let ρN = 1/N . This parametrization arises
from a payoff matrix under weak selection, and it captures all classical game types:
dominance, coexistence, and coordination.

In this case, we have B ≻ A if γ > 0 and x∗ < 1/2, or if γ < 0 and x∗ > 1/2.
Similarly, A ≻ B if γ > 0 and x∗ > 1/2, or if γ < 0 and x∗ < 1/2. To see this, from
(25), note that the probability of increasing the number of mutants from k to k+1 in
the complete graph of size N is

pNk =
1 + γ(x−x∗)

N

2 + γ(x−x∗)
N

,

for x = k/N . Therefore, pNk > 1/2 if and only if γ(x− x∗) > 0; pNk < 1/2 if and only
if γ(x− x∗) < 0; and pNk = 1/2 if and only if γ(x− x∗) = 0. As result, a positive value
of ψ1(x) = γ(x− x∗) benefits type B at state x, and a negative value of that benefits
type A at x. Hence, assuming x∗ < 1/2, and γ > 0 benefits type B for a larger range
[max{x∗, 0}, 1], implying B ≻ A. Similarly, x∗ > 1/2 and γ > 0 benefits type A on
a longer interval [0,min{x∗, 1}], implying A ≻ B. The case for γ < 0 can be treated
similarly. This can be summarized in the following way:

i) B ≻ A iff γ(12 − x∗) > 0;
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Figure 5: Contour plot of βτ for the DB process, where the fitness functions
are derived from a two-player game with weak selection. We consider ψ1(x) =
γ(x − x∗), ψ2(x) = 0 and ρN = 1/N , a parametrization that captures all
classical game types (dominance, coexistence, and coordination) arising from
2× 2 payoff matrices. The domain spans −2 < γ < 2 and −2 < x∗ < 2, and
the color scale indicates whether the star graph acts as an amplifier (red)
and suppressor (blue) relative to the complete graph.

ii) A ≻ B iff γ(12 − x∗) < 0;

iii) A ∼ B iff γ(12 − x∗) = 0.
Therefore,

τ = sign

(
J (1/2)

J (1)
− 1

2

)
= sign

(
γ

(
1

2
− x∗

))
. (27)

One could also directly see this by algebraicly proving that J (1/2)/J (1)− 1/2 = 0 if
and only if γ(1/2− x∗) = 0.

Figure 5 shows a contour plot of βτ for τ ̸= 0, over the domain −2 < γ < 2
and −2 < x∗ < 2, where β = limz̄→0 ϕ2,ρ(z̄)/ϕ1(z̄) as before. The color scale reflects
whether the star graph acts as an amplifier of selection (red, ratio > 1), a suppressor
(blue, ratio < 1), or a preserver(ratio ≈ 1). The figure illustrates a clear symmetry in
how structure affects invasion outcomes. In the case of dominance of B or A, that is
when either x∗ < 0, or x∗ > 2, the star is a suppressor of selection. In the coexistence
regime (γ < 0, x∗ ∈ (0, 1)), or the coordination regime (γ > 0, x∗ ∈ (0, 1)), the star
can behave as an amplifier, a preserver, or suppressor, depending on the value of x∗.
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In fact, in these cases the star transitions from suppressor to a preserverto amplifier
to a preserverto suppressor as x∗ increases. The star is an amplifier of selection when
(γ, x) is chosen from the area between two curves passing through (γ, x) = (0, 1/3) and
(γ, x) = (0, 1/2) (these curves remain very close to the lines x∗ = 1/3 and x∗ = 1/2 in
this area), and it is a suppressor of selection when the parameters are chosen from out
of this closed area.

5.3 Invasion in the star graph: BD process
In the BD process, the approximate fixation probability of a single mutant at the
center is of order N−2, or more precisely it is equal to N−2f ′(0). This is much smaller
than this probability in the DB process. On the other hand, the approximate fixation
probability of a single mutant at a leaf is f(1/N). Therefore, the approximate invasion
probability in the BD process is

ϕ2,ρ(z̄) :=
ρf ′(0)

N2
+ (1− ρ)f(1/N),

where again ρ = ρN is the probability that the single mutant occupies the center. Note
that

β = lim
z̄→0

ϕ2,ρ(z̄)

ϕ1(z̄)
= lim

z̄→0

∫ z̄
0 e

−
∫ s
0 (2ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))drds

J (z̄)
· lim
z̄→0

J (1)∫ 1−z
0 e−

∫ s
0 (2ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))drds

,

where the first limit on the right equals 1. Therefore,

β = lim
z̄→0

ϕ2,ρ(z̄)

ϕ1(z̄)
=

∫ 1
0 e

−
∫ s
0 (ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))drds∫ 1

0 e
−

∫ s
0 (2ψ1(r)−ψ2(r))drds

.

Note that ψ2 −ψ1 = ψ2 − 2ψ1 iff ψ1 = 0. Therefore, if ψ1 = 0 then β = 1; if ψ1 > 0
then β > 1, if ψ1 < 0 then β < 1. On the other hand, we know if ψ1 > ψ2 then B ≻ A,
if ψ1 < ψ2 then A ≻ B, if ψ1 = ψ2 then A ∼ B. As a result, the star graph under BD
is an amplifier if

ψ1 > 0 ≥ ψ2, or ψ1 > ψ2 > 0, or ψ2 ≥ 0 > ψ1, or 0 > ψ2 > ψ1.

It is a suppressor if 0 > ψ1 > ψ2 or ψ2 > ψ1 > 0. It is a preserverif ψ1 = 0.
In particular, letting ρ = 1/N , for the BD process on the star graph with ψ1 = r >

0, constant, and ψ2 = 0, the approximate invasion probability for a uniformly selected
mutant site is

ϕ2,ρ(z̄) =
e−2rz(1− z + e2rz(−1 + z − 4rz3))

−1 + e2r(−1+z)
.

Then we have,
β =

2er

1 + er
,

which is an increasing function and for r > 0, this limit is greater than 1. Therefore,
the star is an amplifier of selection for a sufficiently large population, when the site of
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the initial single mutant is chosen uniformly at random, and r > 0.

For a general ρ, the limit of the invasion probability in the star over the invasion
probability in the complete graph is

β =
2er(1− ρ)

1 + er
, (28)

as z tends to zero; see Figure 6 for the plot of (28). From Figure 6, we can see that,
for a sufficiently large population, if the probability ρ of choosing the center is smaller
than 1

2(1− e
−r), the expression in (28) is greater than 1 which means that, for the BD

process, the star is an amplifier of selection for a sufficiently large population. On the
contrary, if ρ > 1

2(1− e−r), then the star becomes a suppressor under the BD process.
For ρ = 1

2(1 − e−r), we have 2er(1 − ρ)(1 + er)−1 = 1, meaning that the star is a
preserverin this case.

r

r

ρ

(a) (b)

ρ

Figure 6: Limit of the ratio of invasion probabilities β = limz̄→0 ϕ2,ρ/ϕ1 in
the BD process for ψ1(x) = r > 0 and ψ2(x) = 0, over the parameter ranges
0 ≤ r ≤ 3 and 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1. (a) 3D surface plot of the limit ratio (28)
in orange. (b) Contour plot of the same limit ratio, where the color scale
indicates whether the star graph acts as an amplifier (red) or a suppressor
(blue) relative to the complete graph.

The discussion above can be summarized as follows. Consider the BD process on
the star graph with N vertices. Suppose ψ1 = r > 0 and ψ2 = 0. Suppose the
center (each leaf, respectively) is selected with probability 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1 (with probability
(1− ρ)/(N − 1), respectively) to be resided by a single mutant in the population:

i) If ρ < 1
2(1−e

−r), then the star is an amplifier of selection for sufficiently large N .

ii) If ρ > 1
2(1−e

−r), then the star is a suppressor of selection for sufficiently large N .

iii) If ρ = 1
2(1− e−r), then the star is a preserver.
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In particular, if there is a single mutant in the population that resides at a uniformly
random vertex of the star, then, for sufficiently large N , the star is an amplifier of
selection under the BD mechanism.

We now consider the class of frequency-dependent fitness functions derived from
2×2 evolutionary games under weak selection, as introduced in Section 4. We consider
ψ1(x) = γ(x − x∗), ψ2(x) = 0 and ρN = 1/N , with −2 < γ < 2 and −1 < x∗ < 2.
This parametrization captures all classical game types: dominance, coexistence, and
coordination.
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Figure 7: Contour plot of βτ for the BD process, with fitness functions derived
from a 2× 2 evolutionary game under weak selection: ψ1(x) = γ(x−x∗) and
ψ2(x) = 0. The domain spans −2 < γ < 2 and −1 < x∗ < 2. The color
scale indicates whether the star graph acts as an amplifier (red) or suppressor
(blue) relative to the complete graph.

Figure 7 presents a contour plot of βτ for τ ̸= 0 in the BD process, over the
domain −2 < γ < 2 and −1 < x∗ < 2. The color scale indicates whether the star
graph acts as an amplifier (red, ratio > 1) or suppressor (blue, ratio < 1) of selection,
or a preserver(ratio ≈ 1). Interestingly, the qualitative pattern is, in many ways,
the reverse of the DB case. While the DB process tends to amplify selection in the
coexistence and coordination regimes and suppress it in the dominance regimes, the
BD process does the opposite: in both dominance regimes (x∗ < 0 or x∗ > 2), the
star acts as an amplifier of selection. Meanwhile, in the coordination and coexistence
regimes (x∗ ∈ (0, 1)), the star graph can act as a suppressor, a preserver, or amplifier,
depending on γ and x∗. As in the DB case, the transition between regimes occurs
near the lines x∗ = 1/3 and x∗ = 1/2, but the amplification and suppression zones are
inverted.
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6 Numerical examples
In this section, we present some numerical examples indicating that our approxima-
tions, given in Section 3, for both the BD and the DB processes are quite close to the
exact fixation probability vectors, even for a relatively small population size N . For
each example, we compare the exact fixation probability obtained from solving the
equation LF = F (feasible for not so large N) to our continuous approximate fixation
probability.

Our analysis begins with one simple example of a frequency-dependent fitness func-
tion, where both the birth and death fitnesses are linear. Specifically, in Figure 8 we
consider the BD process with ψ1(x) = 2(x− 0.5) and ψ2(x) = x+1, which means that
the birth fitness function is φ1(x) = 1+ 2(x− 0.5)/N and the death fitness function is
φ2(x) = 1 + (x+ 1)/N .
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Figure 8: The continuous approximation (in black) compared to the exact
fixation probability for a population structured as a star graph in the BD
process, for N = 20, 40, 60, 100. The green triangles represent the fixation
probability of a population structured as a star with a mutant in the center,
and in red circles represent the fixation probability when the center is a
resident. In these examples, ψ1(x) = 2(x− 0.5) and ψ2(x) = x+ 1.

Figure 8 illustrates this example for the BD process with different population sizes,
N = 20, 40, 60, and 100. We can clearly observe that, as N increases, our approximate
fixation probability (represented as a solid line) gradually approaches the exact fixation
probability (represented by red circles when the center is a resident, and by green
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triangles when the center is a mutant). To quantitatively assess the accuracy of our
approximation, we calculate the error defined as ∥FBD−F

BD∥, where FBD denotes the
exact fixation probability vector and F

BD denotes the approximate fixation probability
vector for the BD process. Table 1 presents the values of this error for different
population sizes. As the population size N grows, we observe a corresponding decrease
in the error, confirming the convergence of our approximation.

Table 1: The fixation probability error for the BD process, i.e. ∥F BD−F
BD∥

where F BD denotes the exact fixation probability vector and F
BD denotes

the approximate fixation probability vector for the BD process.

N 20 40 60 80 100 200
Error 0.02036 0.01033 0.00693 0.00522 0.00418 0.0021

In Figure 9, we compare the fixation probability in the DB process with different
population sizes using the same fitness functions as those used in the BD process.
Similarly to the BD process, we observe that the error decreases and it is of order
smaller than 1/N as the population size N increases, see Table 2.

Table 2: The fixation probability error for the DB process, i.e. ∥FDB−F
DB∥

where FDB denotes the exact fixation probability vector and F
DB denotes

the approximate fixation probability vector for the DB process.

N 20 40 60 80 100 200
Error 0.00284 0.00073 0.00033 0.00019 0.00012 0.00003

Furthermore, the comparison of Figures 8 and 9 highlights a clear distinction be-
tween the mechanisms of the BD and DB processes. In the DB process, the presence of
a mutant or resident at the center leads to a drastic difference. When a mutant starts
from the center, the invasion probability is close to 1/2, while an invasion starting
from a leaf diminishes significantly and approaches zero.

In contrast to previous results in the literature, which just focused on linear or
constant fitness functions, our study extends its scope to include a wider range of
frequency-dependent fitness functions. For instance,in the BD process, we compare
four distinct fitness function types: constant, linear, polynomial, and Gaussian, as
shown in Figure 10.

On the left-hand side, we examine the approximate fixation probability across vary-
ing birth fitness functions: (I) constant ψ1(x) = 0.5; (II) linear ψ1(x) = 0.5 + x; (III)
polynomial ψ1(x) = 0.5 + x + x3 + x5; and Gaussian ψ1(x) = 0.5 + 6e−40x2 . In each
of these scenarios, ψ2(x) = 0.5 + x. Conversely, on the right-hand side, we shift our
focus, maintaining birth fitness as ψ1(x) = 0.5 + x, while manipulating death fitness
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Figure 9: The continuous approximation (in black) compared to the exact
fixation probability (in green triangles) for a population structured as a star
graph when the center is a mutant, in the DB process. When the center is
a resident, the continuous approximation and the exact fixation probability
are given in gray and red circles, respectively. The fitness functions are
ψ1(x) = 2(x− 0.5) and ψ2(x) = x+ 1, for N = 20, 40, 60, 100.

as follows: (V) constant ψ2(x) = 0.5; (VI) linear ψ2(x) = 0.5 + x; (VII) polynomial
ψ2(x) = 0.5 + x+ x3 + x5; and (VIII) Gaussian ψ2(x) = 0.5 + 6e−40x2 .

Note that the Gaussian fitness function is greater than the polynomial fitness func-
tion for x ∈ (0, u), where u ≈ 0.27, and eventually falls below the polynomial fitness for
x ∈ (u, 1]. On the other hand, the fixation probability is a function of fitness, such that
the higher the birth fitness at a state x, the greater the chance of fixation starting at
x. Therefore, we anticipate that the difference in fixation probabilities under Gaussian
fitness and polynomial fitness changes sign from positive to negative. It is important
to observe that this change of sign does not occur exactly at u, but rather at u′ ≥ u,
which can be approximated as u′ ≈ 0.35 when comparing (III) and (IV) cases. With
this perspective in view, we also expect the fixation probability in case (III) to always
exceed the fixation probability in case (II), and the latter to always exceed that in case
(I) when starting at the same state x.

On the contrary, in the BD process, a higher death fitness at a state x leads to a
smaller chance of fixation initiating at x. Consequently, on the right-hand side, the
situation is reversed. More precisely, in case (V), the fixation probability is greater
than that in case (VI), and the latter is greater than the probability in case (VII)
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Figure 10: Examples of the approximate fixation probability for various fit-
ness functions in the BD process. On the left, we have ψ2(x) = 0.5 + x
and four different birth fitnesses: (I) constant ψ1(x) = 0.5; (II) linear
ψ1(x) = 0.5 + x; (III) polynomial ψ1(x) = 0.5 + x + x3 + x5; and (IV)
Gaussian ψ1(x) = 0.5 + 6e−40x2 . On the right, we have ψ1(x) = 0.5 + x
and four different death fitnesses: (V) constant ψ2(x) = 0.5; (VI) linear
ψ2(x) = 0.5 + x; (VII) polynomial ψ2(x) = 0.5 + x + x3 + x5; and (VIII)
Gaussian ψ2(x) = 0.5+ 6e−40x2 . In all of these scenarios, the population size
is N = 100.

when starting from the same state x. On the other hand, a sign change for the differ-
ence of fixation probabilities under Gaussian and polynomial death fitnesses occurs at
approximately u′ ≈ 0.28, as observed when comparing (VII) and (VIII).

The comparison between the left and right sides of Figure 10 serves to emphasize the
points discussed in Section 3.2.1. As mentioned, one cannot approximate the fixation
probability of A by switching the birth fitness of B and the death fitness of A and vice
versa as seen in the case of the complete graph. We also note that, the difference of
the fixation probabilities for any two cases on the left-hand side is greater than the
difference of fixation probabilities for any two analogous cases on the right-hand side.

We now present some similar examples for the DB process in Figure 11. On the left-
hand side, we explore the approximate fixation probability for different birth fitness
functions: (I) constant ψ1(x) = 5; (II) linear ψ1(x) = 5 + 10x; (III) polynomial
ψ1(x) = 5 + 10x + 10x3 + 10x5; and (IV) Gaussian ψ1(x) = 5 + 60e−40x2 . In each of
these cases, ψ2(x) = 5 + 10x. On the other hand, on the right-hand side, our focus
shifts to maintaining birth fitness as ψ1(x) = 5 + 10x, while adjusting death fitness
as follows: (V) constant ψ2(x) = 5; (VI) linear ψ2(x) = 5 + 10x; (VII) polynomial
ψ2(x) = 5 + 10x+ 10x3 + 10x5; and (VIII) Gaussian ψ2(x) = 5 + 60e−40x2 .

As in the BD case, the fixation probability for the DB process depends on its fitness.
More specifically, a higher birth fitness at a state x corresponds to an increased chance
of fixation starting at x, while a higher death fitness at x leads to a smaller chance of
fixation starting at that state. Therefore, as in the BD process, we expect the fixation
probability in scenario (III) consistently exceeds that in scenario (II), and the latter
always surpasses the probability in scenario (I) when initiating from the same state
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Figure 11: Examples of the approximate fixation probability for various fit-
ness functions in the DB process. On the left, we have ψ2(x) = 5 + 10x and
four types of birth fitness: (I) constant ψ1(x) = 5; (II) linear ψ1(x) = 5+10x;
(III) polynomial ψ1(x) = 5 + 10x+ 10x3 + 10x5; and (IV) Gaussian ψ1(x) =
5+ 60e−40x2 . On the right, we have ψ1(x) = 5+ 10x and four types of death
fitness: (V) constant ψ2(x) = 5; (VI) linear ψ2(x) = 5 + 10x; (VII) polyno-
mial ψ2(x) = 5+10x+10x3+10x5; and (VIII) Gaussian ψ2(x) = 5+60e−40x2 .
In all of these scenarios, the population size is N = 100.

x. Furthermore, we expect that the fixation probability in scenario (V) will always be
greater than that in scenario (VI), with the latter being consistently higher than the
probability in scenario (VII) under the same starting state x.

This extended analysis broadens our understanding beyond the limitations of linear
or constant fitness functions prevalent in prior research, thereby shedding light on the
dynamics of more complicated frequency-dependent fitness functions.

7 Discussion
In contrast to previous results in the literature, which only consider constant or linear
fitness functions (cf. Lieberman et al. (2005); Broom and Rychtář (2008); Houch-
mandzadeh and Vallade (2011); Monk et al. (2014); Kaveh et al. (2015); Hindersin
and Traulsen (2015)), this paper provides continuous approximations for the fixation
probability of large populations living on the star graph, considering general frequency-
dependent (smooth) birth and death fitness functions under the weak-selection regime.
As an application, we compare various types of fitness functions, including constant,
linear, polynomial, and Gaussian functions, as presented in Section 6. The success
of our methodology relies on the assumption of a large but finite population and the
high symmetry of the population structure, such as that of the star graph. Due to the
symmetry and automorphism of the star graph, the dynamics and fixation probability
can be described by a system of recursive equations, with the number of equations
being twice the population size. As we seek a continuous approximation, the analysis
reduces to a system of two ordinary differential equations. In general, this method can
be extended to populations with other structures, as long as the graph representing
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the interactions of the population is relatively simple, allowing the fixation probabil-
ity to be expressed as a system of a relatively small number of recursive equations.
For more on the number of mutant-resident configurations, see Broom and Rychtář
(2008). Of course, the technical details for determining the order of error will vary for
each specific graph and update mechanism. However, we expect that it will be easy to
verify through numerical examples that the error of the approximation is small.

As we have seen in this study, the details for determining the order of the error of
the approximation differ between the BD and the DB processes. In the DB case, we
proved that the approximation error is of order 1/N , where N represents the size of the
population. That is, the larger the population, the smaller the error. In the BD case,
we found a very similar approximate fixation probability as in the complete graph
presented in Chalub and Souza (2016). In both updating mechanisms, throughout
various numerical examples, we illustrated that our approximations are quite close to
the exact fixation probability even for populations that are not very large.

While the methodology used to derive our continuous approximation of the fixation
probability is similar for both the BD and DB processes, the resulting approximations
exhibit distinct forms. This fact is due to fundamental differences in how the two
update rules interact with the star graph structure. The star can be viewed as a
structured population in which the N − 1 leaves only interact indirectly through the
central node. In the BD process, the center has the same individual reproduction
probability (depending on fitness) as any single leaf, making it much less likely to
be chosen for reproduction than the leaves collectively. As a result, it often changes
state numuruse times before the number of mutants among the leaves increases or
decreases. This creates a dynamic where changes in mutant frequency are driven by
rare, coordinated events. In contrast, in the DB process, the death event occurs first,
and the replacing individual is chosen proportionally to fitness. As a result, the type
occupying the center can repeatedly convert neighboring leaves before being selected
for death. This creates a process where the central node exerts strong directional
influence on the leaf population, and fixation dynamics are driven by asymmetric
transitions favoring the type in the center. Because of this directional asymmetry,
the effective dynamics meaningfully differ between BD and DB, and the respective
approximations must be tailored to capture these distinct behaviors.

In this paper, we only consider the simplest case where we have undirected connec-
tions between two vertices. Note that a straightforward generalization is to consider a
directed star graph in which all arcs heading to one of the leaves have the same weight,
say w1, and all arcs heading to the center of the star have another weight, say w2.
It is evident that we can approach this scenario similarly and achieve similar results
to those presented in this paper. However, if we assign distinct weights to each arc
of the star, despite its simple structure, we would forfeit the advantage of the star
graph’s symmetry. This is because, to compute the fixation probability, we must have
knowledge of all the weights, preventing us from simplifying the analysis into a system
of recursive equations where the number of equations is merely twice the population
size.

As mentioned above, our fixation probability approximation for the BD process,
when the population resides on a star graph, is very similar to the approximation
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provided by Chalub and Souza (2016) for populations living on complete graphs. Con-
sequently, we can infer that the asymptotic qualitative behavior of a population struc-
tured as a star graph mirrors that of a population structured as a complete graph.
This comparison is highlighted in Section 4, especially when the fitness is determined
by a linear function derived from a two-player game under weak-selection conditions.
Furthermore, we specifically investigated whether the star graph acts as an amplifier
or a suppressor of selection, providing a detailed analysis of invasion probabilities in
Section 5. This section includes a threshold-based criterion for distinguishing between
amplification and suppression regimes, depending on selection intensity and the initial
position of the mutant. While we focused on fixation probabilities throughout the pa-
per, our analytical framework can also be adapted to study fixation times. Extending
our methodology in that direction could offer new insights into the expected time to
fixation in structured populations.

Beyond its traditional applications in population genetics, the Moran process on
graphs, which includes both birth-death and death-birth update mechanisms, plays an
essential role in comprehending the dynamics of cancer evolution. By modeling the
evolutionary trajectories and interactions between normal and tumor cell populations
within spatially constrained environments, the Moran process on graphs offers valu-
able insights into tumor growth dynamics (Kaveh et al., 2015; Nanda and Durrett,
2017; Coggan and Page, 2022; Broom and Rychtář, 2022; Wölfl et al., 2022). These
insights are crucial for understanding the dynamics of stem cells and the significance
of structures capable of either suppressing somatic evolution leading to cancer or am-
plifying selection pressures (Lieberman et al., 2005; Hindersin et al., 2016; Tkadlec
et al., 2021; Sharma and Traulsen, 2022). Furthermore, in this paper, we enhanced
the existing models in the literature by offering new approximate fixation probabil-
ities for a population residing on a star graph, considering general birth and death
fitness functions. This enhancement provides greater flexibility in selecting birth and
death fitness parameters, thereby improving the model’s fit when applied to real data
analyses.
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Appendix A Proof of Theorem 1
This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1. First, note that we can rewrite the
matrix L as follows

L =

 1 0t 0

α L̃ β
0 0t 1


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where 0 is the null vector of dimension 2N − 2, L̃ is a matrix with dimension 2N −
2× 2N − 2, α is a vector of dimension 2N − 2 such that α1 = cz, αN = a0 and αi = 0
for all i different than 1 and N , and β is a vector of dimension 2N − 2 such that
βN−1 = d(N−1)z, β2N−2 = b(N−2)z and βi = 0 for all i other than N − 1 and 2N − 2.
The following result from Chalub and Souza (2017) shows that there exists a unique
fixation probability vector F t = [0 F̃ t 1]t, where F̃ is a vector of dimension 2N − 2,
since pN2,0 = 0 and pN1,1−z = 1.

Proposition 2 (Chalub and Souza (2017)). Let M̃ = L̃ − Ĩ. Then, there exists a
unique vector F̃ ∈ RN−2, with 0 < (F̃ )i < 1, such that F t = [0 F̃ t 1]t, with MF = 0.
It satisfies

F̃ = −M̃−1β.

So we are reduced to estimate F̃ . To this end, let F̃
DB

i−1 = F
DB
i for i = 2, . . . , 2N−1

as defined in Section 3.1. Using Proposition 2, we get

∥F̃ − F̃ ∥ = ∥ − M̃−1β − F̃ ∥ = ∥M̃−1(−β − M̃F̃ )∥ ≤ ∥M̃−1∥∥β + M̃F̃ ∥. (29)

Hence, in order to estimate the error ∥F̃ − F̃ ∥, we need appropriate upper bounds
for ∥M̃−1∥ and ∥β + M̃F̃ ∥. This is done in Proposition 4 and Proposition 5. To see
the details for the DB process, we write M̃ = zM̃0 + z2M̃1, where M̃0 is the matrix
defined by

(
M̃0

)
ij
=



−1/z, if i = j;
−1 + 1/z, if j = i− 1 and 2 ≤ i ≤ N − 1;
1, if j = N + i and 1 ≤ i ≤ N − 2;
1, if j = i−N and N + 1 ≤ i ≤ 2N − 2;
−1 + 1/z, if j = i+ 1 and N ≤ i ≤ 2N − 3;
0, otherwise.

(30)

Note that zM̃0 = M̃ in the neutral case, i.e. when ψ1 ≡ 0 and ψ2 ≡ 0. In order to
define M̃1 we need Hadamard’s Lemma.

Lemma 1 (Hadamard’s Lemma (Bruce and Giblin, 1992)). Let f : Uz0 ⊂ R −→ R be
a smooth function, where Uz0 is an open neighbourhood of z0 and suppose f (p)(z0) = 0
for all p with 1 ≤ p ≤ k. Then there exist a smooth function f : Uz0 −→ R such that

f(z) = f(z0) + (z − z0)
k+1f(z)

for all z ∈ Uz0. When k = 0 there are no such p and the result also holds.

Applying Hadamard’s Lemma to ax(z)− z, for k = 1 and z0 = 0, we obtain

ax(z)− z = z2
∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
sa′′x(zsu)dsdu.
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Similarity, we rewrite all equations in (3) as

bx(z) = 1− z + z2
∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
sb′′x(zsu)dsdu,

cx(z) = 1− z + z2
∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
sc′′x(zsu)dsdu,

dx(z) = z + z2
∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
sd′′x(zsu)dsdu.

(31)

Now we can define M̃1 as follows

(
M̃1

)
ij
=



∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
sc′′iz(zsu)dsdu

∣∣∣
z=z

, if j = i− 1 and 2 ≤ i ≤ N − 1;

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
sd′′iz(zsu)dsdu

∣∣∣
z=z

, if j = N + i and 1 ≤ i ≤ N − 2;

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
sa′′(i−N)z(zsu)dsdu

∣∣∣
z=z

, if j = i−N and N < i ≤ 2N − 2;

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
sb′′(i−N)z(zsu)dsdu

∣∣∣
z=z

, if j = i+ 1 and N ≤ i ≤ 2N − 3;

0, otherwise.

The next lemma shows there exist an upper bound for M̃1 that does not depend
on z.

Lemma 2. There exist a constant C1 independent of z such that ∥M̃1∥ ≤ C1.

Proof. Note that the function inside the integral of each term of matrix M̃1 is a
continuous function. Then, for variables u, s ∈ [0, 1] and z < 1, there exist a maximum
value that does not depend on z. Therefore, each term of M̃1 is bounded by a constant
independent of z and so, the result follows.

We use the lemma bellow to find an upper bound for ∥M̃−1
0 ∥ in Proposition 3.

Lemma 3 (Stoyan and Tako (1993)). Let K ∈ Rn×n be a matrix with non-positive
off-diagonal elements, i.e. Kij ≤ 0 for i ̸= j, and suppose there exists a positive vector
r > 0 with Kr > 0, then

∥K−1∥ ≤ ∥r∥
min

i=1,...,n
(Kr)i

.

Proposition 3. Let M̃0 be the matrix defined in (30). Then ∥M̃−1
0 ∥ ≤ 1.
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Proof. First note that each off-diagonal element of the matrix −M̃0 is non-positive.
Now, consider the vector r such that rj = z(N − 1 − (N − 1 − j)2/(N − 1)) for
j = 1, ..., N − 1 and rj = z(N − 1 − (j − N)2/(N − 1)) for j = N, ..., 2N − 2. Then
(−M̃0r)i = 1 for i = 1, ..., 2N − 2. Also, ∥r∥ = z(N − 1). Therefore, from Lemma 3,
∥M̃−1

0 ∥ ≤ 1.

We are now ready to find upper bounds for ∥M̃−1∥ and ∥β+M̃F̃ ∥ in the following
propositions.
Proposition 4. There exists a constant C, independent of z, for which

∥M̃−1∥ ≤ C/z.

Proof. Note that M̃−1 = z−1(I+zM̃−1
0 M̃1)

−1M̃−1
0 . Using Proposition 3 and Lemma 2,

and for a sufficiently small z (big N), we have

∥zM̃−1
0 M̃1∥ ≤ z∥M̃1∥ ≤ C2 < 1.

Therefore, from a property of Neumann series,

(I + zM̃−1
0 M̃1)

−1 =

∞∑
i=0

(−zM̃−1
0 M̃1)

i.

Thus,
∥M̃−1∥ ≤ z−1∥(M̃0 + zM̃1)

−1∥

≤ z−1
∞∑
i=0

∥(zM̃−1
0 M̃1)

i∥

= z−1 1

1− C2
< z−1C.

Proposition 5. With the notation as in (29), there exists a constant C2 that does not
depend on z, such that

∥β + M̃F̃ ∥ ≤ z2C2.

Proof. In order to simplify computations, we write ax(z) = z + z2γax , bx(z) = 1− z +
z2γbx , cx(z) = 1− z + z2γcx and dx(z) = z + z2γdx , where γax , γbx , γcx and γdx can be
deduced from equations in (31). Also we remind the reader that f1(x) = (x+1)/(2−z),
f2(x) = x/(2−z), and g1(x) and g2(x) are defined in Subsection 3.1. For 2 ≤ i ≤ N−2

and x = iz, (β + M̃F̃ )i is equal to
cx(z)(f2(x− z) + zg2(x− z))− (f2(x) + zg2(x)) + dx(z)(f1(x) + zg1(x))

= (1− z + z2γcx)

(
x− z

2− z
+ zg2(x− z)

)
−
(

x

2− z
+ zg2(x)

)
+(z + z2γdx)

(
x+ 1

2− z
+ zg1(x)

)
= z(g2(x− z)− g2(x)) + z2

(
1

2− z
− g2(x− z) +

x

2− z
γcx + g1(x) +

x+ 1

2− z
γdx

)
+z3

(
g2(x− z)− γcx

2− z
+ γdxg1(x)

)
≤ z(g2(x− z)− g2(x)) + z2C1
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where C1 is a constant that is independent of z. It is not hard to see that g2(x− z)−
g2(x) = zg(x), where g(x) is a continuous function and so g2(x− z)− g2(x) ≤ zC2, for
x ∈ [0, 1]. Also,

(β + M̃F̃ )1 = −(f2(z) + zg2(z)) + dz(z)(f1(z) + zg1(z)) ≤ −zg2(z) + z2C3,

and we can deduce that g2(z) ≤ zC4. Finally, (β + M̃F̃ )N−1 is equal to

c1−z(z)(f2(1− 2z) + zg2(1− 2z))− (f2(1− z) + zg2(1− z)) + d1−z(z)

≤ z(z + g2(1− 2z)− g2(1− z)) + z2C5.

Therefore, (β+M̃F̃ )i ≤ z2C6, for 1 ≤ i ≤ N−1. Similarly, for eachN ≤ i ≤ 2N−2,
we have (β + M̃F̃ )i ≤ z2C. Thus, the result follows.

Proof of Theorem 1. Using Propositions 4 and 5 in (29), and recalling that F 1 = 0
and F 2N = 1, we conclude that the approximation of the fixation probability vector
given by F is of order z and so Theorem 1 holds.

Appendix B Proof of Proposition 1
Let Q(N)

r = qr
pr

and P (N)
j = Pj =

∏j
r=1Qr for j = 1, . . . , N . We have

Qr = 1 +
1

N
χ
( r
N

)
+O(N−2).

Then,

logPj =

j∑
r=1

logQr

=

j∑
r=1

log

(
1 +

1

N
χ
( r
N

)
+O(N−2)

)

=

j∑
r=1

(
1

N
χ
( r
N

)
+O(N−2)

)

=
1

N

j∑
r=1

χ
( r
N

)
+O(N−1). (32)

Hence,

Pj = exp

(
1

N

j∑
r=1

χ
( r
N

))(
1 +O(N−1)

)
= exp

(
1

N

j∑
r=1

χ
( r
N

))
+O(N−1).
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Therefore,

Ji,N =
1

N

i−1∑
j=1

exp

(
1

N

j∑
r=1

χ
( r
N

))
+O(N−1).

From (32),

logPj −
∫ j

N

0
χ(s) ds =

(
logPj −

1

N

j∑
r=1

χ
( r
N

))

+

(
1

N

j∑
r=1

χ
( r
N

)
−
∫ j

N

0
χ(s) ds

)
= O(N−1).

Thus, recalling the definition of ξ before Proposition 1,

Pj = ξ

(
j

N

)
exp

(
O(N−1)

)
= ξ

(
j

N

)(
1 +O(N−1)

)
. (33)

Using the bound ∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
i−1∑
j=1

ξ

(
j

N

)
− J

(
i

N

) ∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥ξ′∥∞
2N

= O(N−1), (34)

where ∥ξ′∥∞ = sups∈[0,1]|ξ′(s)| is the sup-norm of the derivative of ξ. Also,∣∣∣∣∣Ji,N − 1

N

i−1∑
j=1

ξ

(
j

N

) ∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

N

i−1∑
j=1

|Pj − ξ

(
j

N

)
| = O(N−1). (35)

It follows from (34) and (35) that

Ji,N = J
(
i

N

)
+O(N−1), JN,N = J (1) +O(N−1).

But we have, for i = 1, . . . , N ,

h̃N (i)−
J ( iN )

J (1)
=

1 +NJ ( iN ) +O(1)

1 +NJ (1) +O(1)
−

J ( iN )

J (1)

=
J (1)− J ( iN ) +O(1)

N(J (1))2 +O(1)
= O(N−1).
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