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Abstract
We evaluated how hub selection policy that gives priority to agents with higher degrees, which are likely to
become super-spreader, affects the final epidemic size and the social average payoff by introducing public
assistance into vaccination game. We can say that hub selection policy is effective to suppress disease spreading
when giving subsidy to only cooperators and independent of the agent’s strategy. In case of forcing defectors to
commit vaccination, however, we found that hub selection policy doesn’t always bring better result than fringe
selection policy.
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