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In this work we analyze the evolution of voluntary vaccioatin networked populations by entangling the
spreading dynamics of an influenza-like disease with arugieolary framework taking place at the end of each
influenza season so that individuals take or not the vaagdoatheir previous experience. Our framework thus
put in competition two well-known dynamical properties ocdke-free networks: the fast propagation of diseases
and the promotion of cooperative behaviors. Our resultsrghat when vaccine is perfect scale-free networks
enhance the vaccination behavior with respect to randophgnaith homogeneous connectivity patterns. How-
ever, when imperfection appears we find a cross-over eftetttat the number of infected (vaccinated) individ-
uals increases (decreases) with respect to homogeneousk&tthus showing up the competition between the
aforementioned properties of scale-free graphs.

PACS numbers: 89.75.Fb, 05.70.Fh

I. INTRODUCTION ical networks since in social contexts vaccination is tgfic
voluntary. Thus, the study of the immunization of a popula-

The advent of network sciende [1, 2] has provided, an imiion demands to include the ways vaccination and risky be-
portant set of computational and statistical physics téols haviors compete and spread across individuals. To 'FhIS aim,
describing the probleraf epidemic spreading by incorporat- ©némay consider game theory to formulate a social dilemma
ing the realistic interaction patterns of the constituaitso- N terms of the benefits associated to each of the behaviors:
cial and technological systems [3]. Classical approaches tvaccination or not. Within this framework individuals aet r
epidemiologyl[4, 5] rely on the use of the theory of phase-trantionally, i.e., by choosing their strategy after an evahrabf
sitions and critical phenomena, so to unveil the onset aed ththeir potential benefits. This evaluation is done by comsige
macroscopic impact of epidemic outbreaks. Recently, thes#€ir perception of the risk to contract the disease. Fot-wel
techniques have been pervasively adapted to study a variefj)ixed populations recent results show! [25-30] that volynta
of critical phenomena on top of networks [6]. vaccination is not efficient to reach eff|C|ent_ immunization

The main contribution of the former line of research to epi-However, this kind of approach was generalized to networks
demiology has been the development of a generalized meal3d] unveiling an enhancement of voluntary vaccination.
field framework in which general patterns of interactions ca ~ The former game theoretical approach considers that agents
be included. In particular, it was shown [7+-12] that for seal aim at maximizing their own benefits. However, the deci-
free networks [in which the probability distribution of iag ~ sions of individuals can evolve in time depending on the epi-
a node withk neighbors follows a power-law? (k) ~ k=]  demic incidence observed in the population. In this frame-
the epidemic onset was anticipated as compared to sulsstrat@ork agents are prone to adopt the strategies that are expect
with more regular (or homogeneous) connectivity patternsto perform better based on the information available. This
Moreover, whemy < 3 (as most of social and technologi- evolutionary avenue has been recently adopted to the vacci-
cal networks show [13, 14]) and for large enough (thermodyation dilemma. A first evolutionary avenue is presented in
namic limit) systems, the epidemic onset vanishes, meaninf$2-+34] where both disease transmission and vaccinating be
that even a very small fraction of infected elements withlsma havior evolve in time simultaneously. The evolution for the
infective power can spread a disease to a macroscopic part tfction of vaccinated individuals is driven by the diffece of
the population by a sequence of contagions between neighbopayoffs between vaccinated and non-vaccinated agenta (as i
of the network, as it happens in human contdcts([15-18].  the case of the well-known replicator equation of evolugign

Apart from the theoretical value of the above finding, its 9ames|[35, 36]), being the latter determined by the epidemic
direct implicationson public health campaigns and the secu-incidence at that time. A second evolutionary approachds pr
rity of technological networks such as the Internet demand ®0sed in|[37]. In this case, inspired on seasonal influehea, t
deeper understanding about the influence that diverseaontahumber of vaccinated individuals remains constant dutieg t
patterns have on disease dynamics, its co-evolu@riﬂp, 2@uration of the influenza season. After each season, ingdivid
and the design of new algorithms for immunization and vac-2ls evaluate the payoffs based on the incidence of the diseas
cination policies. Typically, these studies aim at ideyitify in the last season and decide whether to vaccinate or not for
the most efficient way for reducing the impact of an epidemicthe next seasons.
by the vaccination/immunization of the minimal number of Here we take a similar avenue to thatlof|[37] regarding the
nodes. To this aim, different methods to identify the most im dynamical setup and the motivation: the vaccination for sea
portant nodes to be immunized have been proposed [21-24Jsonal influeza. However, the way in which payoffs are con-

The former works concern the immunization of technolog-structed and the way individuals choose their strategpy|


http://arxiv.org/abs/1303.3502v2

the typical setup of evolutionary gamés|[85| 36]. This setup
originally presented irl [38] for the vaccination dilemmane
siders that individuals are assigned a payoff that is solel
based on the personal experience during the last season.
addition, the strategic choice is based on the imitatioho$é
individuals with better payoffs. Thus, we do not considatth
individuals follow a rational derivation of the payoffs ass

i inati i i i Upptiz @i Evaluation of Payoffs Outcome of
C|at(_ed to vaccination _and risky behavior based on thg mfor Strategies Yy Epidemic Spreading
mation available. This allow us to connect the vaccinatio Wby =D BE=E -
dilemma with other studies on the evolutionary game dynam ~— ;V“’“ — T =;° o
ics of social dilemmas [35, B6]. o

In the recent years, the study of the evolutionary game dy-

namics of social dilemmas on structured populations([39-41riG. 1: (color online). Resuming sequence of the evolutipmic-
have shown that cooperation (here related to vaccinat®n) iture of our model. The top box descibes the epidemic sprgautin
favored when the interactions among individuals take th@fo cess. The bottom one, instead, displays the payoffs acetetby
of scale-free networks [42,143]. Inspired in this resultthis  the agents according to theirategy Arrows denote the causal order
work we explore the spread of vaccination behavior acrossf the evolutionary process.

networks with homogeneous and heterogeneous (scale-free)

connectivity patterns. Our results show that when vaca@ne i

perfect scale-free networks enhance the vaccination @hav A. Disease spreading

with respect to homogeneous graphs, thus reducing the impac

of the disease on the population. However, when vaccine is The first of the stages of our dynamical setup is based on
imperfect we find a cross-over effect, and homogeneous nethe evolution of a Susceptible-Exposed-Infected-ReVer
works outperform scale-freenes This latter scenario reveals (SEIR) model[4]5]. This model captures the dynamics of
an interesting competition between the rapid spread of botthfluenza-type infections. Susceptible nodes have notimeen
diseases and cooperative behaviors in scale-free graphs.  fected and are healthy. They catch the disease via direet con
tact with Exposed neighbors at a rate Exposed nodes are
supposed to carry the virus although they still do not digpla
symptoms of the disease, thus these individuals are highly i
Il. THE MODEL fectious during this incubation period. Exposed ndossome
Infected with some ratg’ which typically is the inverse time
) ) - of the incubation period of the disease. Infected nodeshen t
As introduced above, to incoporate the competition beyther hand, although still carrying the virus are here agsim
tween disease spreading and evolutionary dynamics on top @l to be infectious. In particular, we consider that dutinig
a network we entangle these two dynamical frameworks byyeriod they remain isolated from the rest of the population.
producing an iterative sequence of a two-stage process. Iging]ly, Infected nodes pass to the Recovered state wighurat
both stages the interaction pattern among individuals is deyat is the inverse duration time of the convalescence gerio
scribed by a complex networkgepingthe same network  \jith the above rules we consider that each noiiteracts
for both the dynamical setups). This network is given by angimyitaneously with its:; neighbors per unit time. Thus, for a
(IV > N) Adjacency matrix4;; so that when two individuals  network described by the Adjacency matrly; the effective
interactA;; = 1, whereasd;; = 0 otherwise In this way, the  ,ropapility that a Susceptible nodeets the disease per unit
numberk; of neighbors (contacts) of a given node, sa¥s  time is given by:
given bykl = Zjvzl Aij.
In this work we will consider two of the most paradigmatic Pi p=1-(1- )\)Zj-‘;l Ay (1)
network models: Erdés-Rényi (ER) graphs [44] and Basiaba
Albert (BA) networks [45]. The former class of graphs arewherez; = 1 when nodej is Exposed and; = 0 otherwise.
described by a Poisson degree distributi(#), so that most  Here, in order to mimic the transmission of ordinary influenz
of the nodes have a connectivity close to the mean vélue we have sef)/’ = 0.33, since the time elapsed between ex-
On the other hand, BA networks display a power-law degregosure to the virus and development of symptoms is two to
distribution of the form,P(k) ~ k=3, thus incorporating the three days. In addition we take= 0.2 since the symptoms
scale-free (SF) property of real-world networks. The imple of uncomplicated influenza illness resolve after a period of
mentation of our dynamical setup aims at revealing the diffe to 7 days, so that the average permanence in the Infected state
ences between the heterogeneous degree pattern disptayeds .~ = 5 days.
SF and the rather homogeneous structure of ER grapbs. The addition of vaccinated individuals to the formulation
this aim, for both ER and SF networks, the average conneaf our SEIR model implies that initially there is subset 0Su
tivity of the nodes is set tok) = 6. Below we introduce the ceptible individuals (representing a fractidv, of the total
rules governing the two-stage dynamics that it is also $slegtc  population) that are less prone to catch the disease than non
in Fig.[d. vaccinated Susceptible ones. In particular, we considgrah



vaccinated individual is infected during a single contaithw

1
an Exposed one at a rake v, wherey € [0, 1] is a parameter A 0.8
thatmodulateghe quality of the \{accine, being perfept when o 8:2 SF =
~ = 0 and useless foy = 1. In this way, the probability that 0.2 ER —e—
. . .. ' . . . . 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
a vaccinated individualis infected per unit time reads: 0 005 01 045 02 025 03 035 04
, A
Pi,p=1-(1—y- 3% A, @) ‘
. ) 031 1=0.35
Once the values of the epidemic paramejeend ./, the o« 0.2
quality v of the vaccine and the fractiaNy, of vaccinated in- 0.1 “
dividuals are set, we leaveas the relevant control parameter 0 bt L
of the SEIR model. In addition, the relevant order parameter 0 500 1000 1500 2000
of the dynamics is the fractioR of nodes that got infected generations

once the epidemic process dies out, so that the macroscopic ) S
behavior is capturetly the curveR()\). For a given value FIG. 2: (color online). The top panel shows the epidemic wiag
of \ one starts from an initial state in which a small fraction {£2)(}) for ER and SF networks when vaccination is not allowed.
(here the5%) of the population is set as Exposed. Then the.The bottom panel shows the evolution of tinaction of Recovered

L . . - individuals, R, with the generations of the evolutionary dynamics.
SEIR dynamics is iterated until no individuals remaither The network is SF and the rate of infection per contact is 0.35,
as Exposed or Infected.

whereas vaccination is perfegt= 0 and it has a cost = 0.1.

B. Evolutionary Dynamics here we assume that individuals are not fully rational and, i

stead of deciding their behavior on expectations, theyvevol
Once the SEIR dynamics dies out we consider that the sedheir strategies based on their previous experience.
sonal influenza period has passed. Before the next SEIR dy- Evolutionary dynamics provides the framework to imple-
namics starts, individuals evaluate whether to vaccinate oment the dynamical evolution of strategies. In particldarit
not for the next season. At this point evolutionary dynamicss usually done in evolutionary social dilemmas on netwprks
takes place by assigning to each of the individuals a payoff each individual, say, chooses at random one of its first neigh-
(¢ = 1,...,N) that depends on their experience accumulatedbors, sayj, and compares their payoffs and=; respec-
during the last SEIR propagation. As shown in Hi§j. 1, theretively. Then, the probability that agenttakes the strategy
are four possibilities: of j, s;, for the next season increases with their payoff differ-
) ) o ) ) encem; —m;). One of the most used frameworks to calculate
(i) Vaccinated individuals that remain healthy during the;g probability is that of the Fermi-like rulk [46,147], irhich

last season have payoff= —c (wherecis a cost asso-  he probability that the strategy of the neighbjcis adopted
ciated to the vaccine). by i reads:

(i) Vaccinated individuals that were infected during the last 1
— — — i i PS. g = R
season have payoif = —c¢ — T} (whereT7 is the time 7% T T exp A —m)]

units that the individual remain in the Infected state).
. . . . where( is a parameter that allows 8panbetween random
(iii) Individuals that did not vaccinated and remain healthy(ﬂ < 1) and strong selectiord(> 1). Here we adopted —

during the season have payaeft= 0. 1 and checked that our results are quite robust under changes
(iv) Non-vaccinated individuals that were infected are as®f 8- The update of strategies takes place simultaneously for
signed a payoffr = —T7. all the agentsOncethe new strategies are taken, _the payoffs
are set to zero and the SEIR dynamics starts again with a new
The costc associated to the vaccination is related to differ-fraction Vi, of vaccinated susceptible individuals.
ent issues such as the time spent to get vaccinated (viacPubli Finally, let us note that we iterate the sequence of the two-
Health Services) or the probability that the vaccine casgless  stage process (SEIR dynamics and Evolutionary Dynamics)
effects. To illustrate the vaccination dilemma let us show &or a number of steps (generatioriage enough to reach a
very simple situation of a susceptible agéimtcontact withan  steadystate for the relevant observables: the average fraction
exposed agent. In this situation the expected payoffidien  of recovered(R), and vaccinated individual$Vy/). In addi-
having taken the vaccine is;” = —(1—yX)c—~yA(c+1/p)  tion, at the beginning of each generation we randomly assign
(here we assume th&t; ~ 1/u). On the other hand, if the individuals that are vaccinated (so that they constitoué
agent has adopted a risky behavior, its expected payoff turn®5% of the population) and those that are initially set as Ex-
into: > = —\/p. Thus, in this single pairwise encounter, posed (reaching the% of the total population). It is worth
the rational choice is not to take the vaccine for any costsnentioning that in real cases a small fraction of the popula-
¢ > M1 — v)/p. This simple situation clearly reveals the tion gain permanent immunity from the exposure to the virus
Vaccination Dilemma. However, in a networked populationin the last generation. In our case we do not consider such
the situation is rather more complex and, more importantlyjnherited immunity to the new strain

®3)



FIG. 3: (color online). The contour plots show the averagetion of RecoveredR) (top) and VaccinatedNy ) (bottom) individuals as a
function of the infection rate\ and the vaccine quality for SF networks. From left to right the panels correspondiffergnt vaccination
costs:c = 0.1 [panels (a) and (d); = 0.5 [panels (b) and (e)] and= 1.0 [panels (c) and (f)]. As the cost increases we note that theatlv
fraction of vaccinated individuals decreases while thaRe€overed nodes increases. Interestingly when 0.1 there is a range of low
values €y < 0.1) for which the epidemic threshold disappears and the diseasnot spread for any value Jf

I11. RESULTS demic falls but vaccinated individuals are tempted not ke ta
the vaccine due to the higher benefits of risky individuals.
fThis leads to a progressive increase of the infectidesa¢ted

the SEIR model without vaccinated individuals. In the topPY the increase of?) that reverse the balance of benefits be-

: : tween risky and vaccinated individuals. This rise-andikfat
anel of Fi we show the average fractid?) of recovered
P oLP g la) : ]havior together with the significative duration of this tsant

regime reveal the importance of risk perception in voluntar
Svaccination.

We start our discussion by briefly reporting the behavior o

the rate of infection per contact, for ER and SF networks of
N = 1000. From this figure it becomes clear that SF network
accelerates the onsgt of the epidemic regime as compared

to ER graphs.

Let us now focus on the cas# SE networks to evaluate A- Macroscopic behavior of vaccine taking in SF networks
the impact that voluntary vaccination (under an evolutigna
framework) has on the immunization of the system. In the Now we analyze the behavior after the transient regime. To
bottom panel of Figl]2 we show the evolution of the fractionthis aim we compute the average fraction of vaccinafégd)
of recovered individualg: for a sequence 02000 genera- and RecoveredR) individual in the steady state as a func-
tions. The rate of infection used in this simulation is set totion of A and the qualityy of the vaccine.For each couple
A = 0.35 which, as the top panel shows, corresponds to @f values §, ) we have runl00 simulations (each of them
situation in which almost all the population has been irddct comprising2000 generations)in Fig.[3 we report these func-
(R) ~ 1 when no vaccination is allowed. Instead, when in-tions for several vaccine costsn SF networks. In particular,
dividuals can decide whether to take the vaccination (undethe panels in the top show the diagrat# (), ~) and those
the aforementioned evolutionary rules) we show that the epiin the bottom show Ny ) (), ). From left to right the panels
demic phase does not appe&r{ 0) since the population has correspond to the following vaccine costs= 0.1, 0.5 and
evolutionarily adopted the vaccination strategy. 1.0.

Remarkably, the transient regime (lasting arodfd gen- Let us focus on those diagrams corresponding te 0.1
erations) shows an interesting pattern of rise-and-falisfe  [panels (a) and (d)]. The functioR(), ~) shows that for val-
number of recovered individuaR. This behavior points out ues ofy € [0, 0.1] (roughly perfect vaccination) the epidemic
that, before vaccination prevails, the population displap  threshold disappears sin¢&) ~ 0 for all the values of\. In
oscillating behavior between vaccination and risky bebyavi its turn, we note from panel (d) that for this latter regioe th
Obviously, when many people vaccinate (falls in R) the epi-fraction of vaccinated individuals is rough{yvy) ~ 1 except



for very low values of\ for which the disease cannot spread
even when no immunization is present. If we increase furthe
the value ofy we recover the epidemic onsgt whose values
decreases as the vaccine get worse, i.ey,iasreases. In ad-
dition, the vaccination behavior decreases so that for engiv
value of~ the advantage provided by vaccines is not usefu
anymore forA > A.. Obviously, fory = 1 we recover the
usual diagramRi()), shown in the top panel of Fid 1, for
SF networks since the vaccine provides no advantage and,
shown in panel (d), almost no individual in the network holds
the vaccination strategyiving (Ny) ~ 0 for all A values.

As we increase the cost of the vaccinecte= 0.5 [panels
(b) and (e)] and: = 1.0 [panels (c) and (f)] we observe that
the overallfractionof Recovered (Vaccinated) individuals in-
creases (decreases). Remarkably, the maximum vatuéoof
which there is no epidemic threshold decreases wihd for
¢ = 1.0 we cannot appreciate this effect. It is interesting to
note that the usual epidemic diagram of SF networks withou
immunization is recovered for lower valuespfFor instance,
in panel (b) we note that foy > 0.6 the curveR()\) does not
change whereas from panel (e) we note that, within this re
gion, individuals do not vaccinate anymofé, ) = 0).

B. SF versusER networks: Theimportance of vaccine quality

Having reported the macroscopic behavior in SF network
as concerns the influence of the vaccine quality and its cos
we now focus on the dependence on the networked su
strate in which both the disease and the vaccination stesteg
spread. To this aim, we compare the behavior in SF and E
networks in order to measure the role of degree heterogen
ity on the vaccination behavioimportantly, we have consid-
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FIG. 4: (color online). Epidemi¢R)(\) (top panels) and Vacci-
nation (Nv )(A) (bottom panels) diagrams for ER and SF networks
(N = 10", (k) = 6) when the vaccine is perfecy (= 0). The cost
associated to the vaccine are- 0.5 (left panels) and = 1.0 (right
panels).

S

gemic on epidemics on networkSF graphs are always more
jrone to the spread of diseases than ER ones. Furthermore,
om the diagramgNy ) () we note that the vaccination onset
tarts earlier for SF graphs, as their natural epidemistiuiel

gre smaller than that of E@nhes

For values of\ above the natural epidemic threshold, the

ered SF networks as obtained from the Barabasi-Albert inodéiumber of Recovered nodes decreases dramatically in both
[@] after a Comp|ete randomization preserving the dewee S networks. Here, the risk of infection becomes Iarger and in-
quence of the nodes. In this way, we obtain SF networks wittflividuals start to adopt the vaccination strategy as dragra
P(k) ~ k=3 without any kind of degree-degree correlations (Nv)(A) in panels (c) and (d) show. However, vaccination be-
that could influence the dynamical behavior. In addition, wehavior spreads easier in SF networks than in ER graphs and it
have increased the size of the networks considered (in ordég quite remarkable that, for this regime, the number of Reco

to fully exploit the heterogeneous property of SF netwot&s)

ered nodes in ER graphs is always (for any valug)diigher

than in SF networks. Thus cooperative behavior, by taking
the vaccine, spreads better in SF networks, in agreememt wit
those studies about cooperation and social dilemmas in com-

N = 10* nodes.

We first explore the case of perfect vaccinations 0. In
Fig.[4 we show the diagram{)(\) (top) and(Ny)(A) (bot-
tom) for two different vaccination costs: = 0.5 [panels (a) Plex networks|[42, 43].
and (c)] ande = 1.0 [panels (b) and (d)]. In these panels In Fig. [H we explore the scenario of imperfect vaccination
we also show the standard deviations around the average valensideringy = 0.12. This regime shows the competition be-
ues reported. From the panels we observe that SF networks&een two well-known effects: the aforementioned preveden
outperform ER graphs since the overall average number aff cooperative behaviors in SF networks (with respect to ER
recovered (vaccinated) individuals is smaller (higherBia  graphs) and their weakness to the spread of diseases (again
networks. In particular, the epidemic diagragi®)(A) dis-  with respect to ER graphs). This competition appears as a
play a clear peak around the respective epidemic thresholdsrossover between the behavior of b¢i) (A) and (Ny ) ()

A, of the original (without vaccination) graphs. Up to this in SF and ER networks. In panels (a) and (b) we show that
point\ < A., the epidemic does not spread and thus vaccinathe curves(R)(\) (after the peak close to the natural epi-
tion behavior is not observed either as shown in the diagramdemic thresholds of both networks) cross at sothealues,
(Ny)(A). The peak thus point out that the risk is so small thatwhich decreases with the cost of the vaceinPanels (c) and
vaccination behavior do not show up ateédingto a burst  (d) show also a crossover behavior f@¥y )(\), which ap-

of infections which reaches higher values in ER graphs. Thipears with some delay with respect to that occurrini*dor
result seems counterintuitive, since from titerature on epi-  (R)(\). Note that this crossover is well defined since the stan-



IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we have analyzed the evolution of voluntary
vaccination in networked populations. At variance withsela
sical approaches we have considered an evolutionary frame-
work so that individuals facing the vaccination dilemma do
not take the most rational strategy by considering the bisnefi
0 02 04 o6 o8 1 associated to each choice. On the contrary, they are consid-

o ered as replicating agents that imitate the strategieslo@se
1 their previous experience. To this aim we have entangled the

<R>
<R>

09 [@ 7 spreading dynamics of an influenza-like disease with an evo-

gj’; rf lutionary framework taking place at the end of each season.
A N 06 /f 1 Our results show that when vaccine is perfect (so that vacci-
z z 08 i nated individuals do not get infected) scale-free netwerks

03| |t SF. 1 hance both the vaccination behavior and the effective immu-

o2f f R nization of the population as compared with random graphs

oL with homogeneous connectivity patterns.

0 02 04 06 08 1 By considering vaccine imperfection we obtain two re-

markable results. First, we have shown that, for scalerfete
works and low vaccine costs, there is a threshold value #or th
vaccine imperfection so that, for values lower than thisshr
10%, (k) = 6) when the vaccine is not perfect & 0.12). The cost old, \{accination behavior spans across the populatipnta'ﬂd i
associated to the vaccine are- 0.5 (left panels) and = 1.0 (right ~ POSSible to suppress the disease for all the infection proba
pane|s)l The imperfection of the vaccine causes two cresspune b|||t|es. |nstead When vaccine |mperfect|0n becomeS Iarge,
for (R) and the other one fofNv-), between the performance of SF agents are less prone to take it and the disease takes advan-
networks and ER graphs. tage of this risky behavior to spreawlore efficiently across

the population.

The other interesting result concerns the comparison be-
dard deviations around the average val(ies and (Nv/) are  tween scale-free and homogeneous networks. We have shown
extremely low. that when imperfection appears the better performance of

The behavior forA < A* showsthe same trends for  scale-free network is broken and there is a cross-overtestec
the perfect vaccination case. SF networks outperform ERhat the number of infected (vaccinated) individuals iases
graphs showing a larger number of vaccinated individuads an(decreases) with respect to homogeneous networks Wign
a smaller number of infections. Howevéor the imperfect  |arge enough. This cross-over results from the competifon
vaccine ¢ > 0) the growth of) affects both non-vaccinated two well-known dynamical properties of scale-free netveork
and vaccinated individuals. Under such conditions, thesvir the fast propagation of diseases and the promotion of coop-
finds in the SF networks a better backbone to propadate erative behaviors. Thus, the ability of scale-free netwark
this way, panels (a) and (b) show that the failure of vac@mat promoting cooperative behaviors (here represented asgayi
starts to become evident in SF networks\at The smaller the cost of taking vaccine) is threatened when payoffs are de
benefits provided by the imperfection of the vaccine cause th pendent on a related dynamical process (here the spredding o

the number of vaccinated individuals starts to decrease aft g disease) whose evolution is also affected (here enhahbged)
A*. Being larger the number of infectiomie tothe imper-  the heterogeneity of the network.

fect vaccine in SF networks, as shown for- \*, the fall of
vaccinated individuals occurs in SF networks at smaller val
ues of A than in ER graphs, giving rise to the crossover for
(Ny) shown in panels (c) and (d).

Itis quite remarkable that for largevalues and for = 1.0
[panels (b) and (d)] the number of vaccinated individualsva  J.G.G. acknowledges the hospitality of UPTC and useful
ishes and the values ¢R) goes close to onia a similar way  discussions with S.L. Dorado and L.M. Floria. This work
as in the original network (without vaccination). Obvioysl has been partially supported by the Spanish MINECO un-
as the vaccine costincreases, the solutiofR) ~ 1 spans der projects FIS2011-25167 and FIS2012-38266-C02-01, by
across a larger interval of values so that for large enough the Comunidad de Aragbn (Grupo FENOL) and the UPTC
c there is no vaccinated individual in the population and ongProyecto Capital Semilla). J.G.G. is supported by MINECO
finally recovers the typicalR)()\) diagram of Fig[P2.(a). through the Ramon y Cajal program.

FIG. 5: (color online).Epidemi¢R) (\) (top panels) and Vaccination
(Nv)(X) (bottom panels) diagrams for ER and SF networks
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