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take References
over proportional to
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degree of the node. Similarly, the payoff of a defector is bi. Figure 1 illustrates a
hypothetical example of this updating. Yellow nodes represent cooperators, while black
nodes represent defectors. The ? Node is the node chosen at random to die, and nodes
C and D are competing for the empty site in the next time step. For the following
simulations, a Watts-Strogatz network with rewiring probability equal to O (a ring) was
used to play Prisoner’s Dilemma based on this rule. For the imitation updating, a node is
chosen at random to become active, then one of the neighboring nodes of the active
node is chosen at random and the active node simply takes the strategy of that node.
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