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This is a condition that is usually associated with a disregard for other people. The affected individuals may also disregard their social obligations and violate the rights of other people. This disorder begins at childhood or even at early adolescence and will progress to maturity. World Health Organization also refers to this condition as Dissocial Personality Disorder and associates it with a lack of concern for other people’s emotions and feelings. It is argued to be closely related to sociopathy and psychopathy. Individuals suffering from this condition tend to engage themselves in criminal offenses such as robberies, assaults and might manipulate people for their pleasure and gain. 
However, these symptoms tend to go away with age. Checklist-Revised (PCL-R), based on an earlier prototype, has revealed two stable oblique factors. Factor one consists of interpersonal and emotional character traits such as superficial glamour pathological lying, lack of contrition, and unsympathetic. These traits are regarded by clinicians as characteristics associated with psychopaths. Factor two shows aspects of psychopathy such as poor behavioral control, irresponsibility, depending on others, need for stimulation, and impetuousness. These are highly correlated with diagnoses of APD. The pattern of their behavior tends to be repetitive and consistent.

PREVALENCE
Antisocial Personality Disorder has been reported to occur in societies with broadly different social and economic systems over all ages, meaning that this condition is not influenced by modern civilization and development. The occurrence of APD in the United States is stable, 2%, and out of this, prevalence is slightly higher among men 3% compared to women, 1-2%. Prevalence is slightly higher in the urban areas than the rural areas and evenly distributed amongst ethnic communities as the condition does not show a high occurrence in specific communities in the United States. This trend has also been observed not only in the United States but also in other countries.
People with this disorder account for 50-60% of inmates incarcerated in federal prisons in the United States and 75% of male inmates in Canadian federal prisons, this means that they are largely responsible for criminal activities and also other crimes that have not been reported. (Colman, et al, 1997)An attempt can be made to explain the persistence of people with APD where there is a mathematical model constructed to simulate the evolution of the anti-social behavior and therefore clarify the dynamic process which can be used to control it. This model works by idealizing a phenomenon. This phenomenon is complicated to comprehend hence it is simplified by a mathematical structure whose basic elements and rules are specified and other characteristics can be worked out by formal reasoning. 
For the model to be useful, it must capture the important features of the phenomenon and generate insights that go beyond a mere common understanding of it. (Ogloff, et al, 2015). It is suggested that cheating and competitive behavior as expressed by individuals with APD may be due to natural selection. This is an evolutionary process that results from the interaction of the genetic makeup of the individual and the environment. This leads to a stable group of minorities with manipulative characteristics and predatory behavior while interacting with other people. 
Incorporation of evolutionary models using a well-known prisoner’s dilemma between individuals whereby one may choose to be cooperative or to be uncooperative. In this game, the highest score comes when one player chooses not to cooperate while the other one chooses to cooperate whereas the lowest score is obtained from cooperation while the other one chooses not to cooperate. Both players are better off if they both choose to cooperate than when they choose not to cooperate. 
However, the Prisoner’s Dilemma game has several loopholes hence inappropriate since a two persons’ game cannot be used to describe a multi-person condition. Secondly, if many people are paired, the evolutionary stable equilibrium that results, not a small number of minorities consistently choose the non-cooperative strategy but also other members of the population do so. Thirdly, this game the non-cooperating strategy does not provide a convincing model of the typical anti-social and predatory behavior that is associated with individuals suffering from APD.                                                                                                                                          
People interact with each other in pairs in an entire community with a strategic structure of chicken. The assumption that the payoffs represent the units of Darwinian fitness is made and an inclination to choose C or D is partly heritable, in an attempt to explain the evolution of APD (Colman, et al, 1997). These two assumptions insinuate that the person who receives a larger recompense following their choice between C and D, is most likely going to sire many off-springs who will make the same decision and the player who receives a smaller recompense will sire relatively few off-springs who will adopt the same. Strategies that result in high yields will tend to increase in relative frequency in the population and strategies will less success will tend to decrease.
Patterns of behavior will tend to change due to natural selection since individuals tend to learn and imitate, which is not genetic. Dawkins referred to these patterns acquired through social evolution as memes to resemble genes. These are sustained by mimicry and memory. Memes are self-replicating just like genes and under suitable conditions, they produce numerous copies of themselves, some are fitter than others as observed in people who adopt them and they tend to survive in the struggle for existence.
Social evolution can thrive more rapidly than biological evolution because the former is not limited by the reproductive rate of the species and an inclination to choose the cooperative C strategy or the antisocial D strategy in chicken type interactions can function as a meme and spread by social evolution (Ogloff, et al, 2015). The evolutionary model of APD is neutral, whether evolution is social or biological, therefore cannot be termed to be heritable, although there is some evidence that there is a genetic component responsible.
The population does evolve to a fixed equilibrium with a stable fraction of people who habitually develop antisocial behavior and with suitable payoffs, the fraction of the antisocial individuals correspond to the known prevalence of people living with APD. An unexpected result is finding that the prevalence is low when the relative gain from behaving anti-socially towards a cooperator is much smaller than the relative loss to the cooperator. The Prisoner’s dilemma game cannot be able to provide a convincing explanation of this phenomenon but the multi-person compound game based on chicken provides a possible explanation. The Chicken game is typically dangerous and this makes it natural and maybe the perfect choice for modeling the sociobiology of APD.
The multi-person compound game possesses a stable evolutionary equilibrium in which a fraction of the population chooses the cooperative strategy and the rest chooses an anti-social strategy and with reasonable parameters, the latter fraction is approximately 2%, and this corresponds to the approximate prevalence of APD. This insinuates that when more than 2% of the population shows APD-type antisocial behavior, cooperative behavior rewards better perhaps because anti-social behavior is too dangerous in such environments. When less than 2% of the population expresses anti-social behavior then that means that the risks of retaliation are minimal and hence, this behavior rewards better.
Of importance is not the specific numerical value since the percentage of people living with APD in the United States is slightly higher than 2% (Colman, et al, 1997), but the fact that the trend does not favor any specific ethnic group and instead shows a uniform distribution. The factors determining the equilibrium proportion in any community will include the determinants of rewards in the basic game, for instance, heavily populated urban centers provide great anonymity as compared to rural areas, and therefore, the former might offer better conditions for anti-social behavior which will nourish well and perhaps go unnoticed hence the payoffs for choosing D over C are higher. This may explain the increased prevalence in urban areas as compared to the rural areas.
A stable Model equilibrium exists in every community but the exact parameters and thus concise of the model and therefore proportions of cooperative and anti-social behavior at the equilibrium depend on local circumstances. There are two possible explanations of the mixed strategy equilibrium in this type of evolutionary game. It's either the population evolves to two distinct forms of cooperative and anti-social phenotypes which in percentage translates to 98% and 2% respectively as shown in the study model or it evolves to a form whereby every individual shows an inclination to behave either cooperatively or anti-socially in the required proportions.                                                     
The first interpretation has a higher probability of being correct in this case since most individuals rarely or never show symptoms of APD, once they have attained maturity because APD cannot be diagnosed before one has reached adulthood (Black, 2015). If this model is to be applied in the real world, especially the western countries, then an interesting discovery can be made such that, the relative gain attained from expressing exploitative and manipulative behavior is low as compared to the loss suffered by individuals on the receiving end. 
For instance, in case of a robbery, the person mugging people may gain little material possession but the people being robbed might suffer a lot including loss of life. This model requires the person to express the antisocial behavior to have much less gain as compared to the loss incurred by the victim. No single explanation from this model can explain or account for the criminal behavior in most large communities but a percentage of this anti-social behavior can be attributed to people living with APD.
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