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Abstract

A series of simulations elucidates how link severing protocols, in the co-evolutionay model based on Ultimamum
Games, affect on social equilibriums. We expand the basic concept of Ultimamum Gmaes by defining the amplifying
factor; b that boosts an offer to neighbors; p, where one can reproduce the intensive social mechanism amplified by
mutual interdependence, or say reciprocity. The result reveals that the game equilibrium implying social efficiency is
significantly influenced by which link severing protocols in the process of evolving network topology is assumed.
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2. Model
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3. Results
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Fig.1 Average p and g at equilibrium on each w. (a) & (b) are p and
q in case of b=1.0, while () & (d) indicating same in case of b=2.0.
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Fig.2 Average p versus average g at equilibrium on each w. Each plot is
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