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Epidemic models are crucial to understand how an infectious disease spreads in a population,
and to devise the best containment strategies. Compartmental models can provide a fine-grained
description of the evolution of an epidemic when microscopic information on the network of contacts
among individuals is available. However, coarser-grained descriptions prove also to be useful in many
aspects. They allow to derive closed expressions for key parameters, such as the basic reproduction
number, to understand the relationship between the model parameters, and also to derive fast and
reliable predictions of macroscopic observables for a disease outbreak. The so-called population
models can be developed at different levels of coarse-graining, so that it is crucial to determine: i)
to which extent and how the existing correlations in the contact network have to be included in these
models, and ii) what is their impact on the model ability to reproduce and predict the time evolution
of the populations at the various stage of the disease. In this work, we address these questions
through a systematic analysis of two discrete-time SEAIR (Susceptible-Exposed-Asymptomatic-
Infected-Recovered) population models: the first one developed assuming statistical independence
at the level of individuals, and the other one assuming independence at the level of pairs. We
provide a detailed derivation and analysis of both models, focusing on their capability to reproduce
an epidemic process on different synthetic networks, and then comparing their predictions under
scenarios of increasing complexity. We find that, although both models can fit the time evolution of
the compartment populations obtained through microscopic simulations, the epidemic parameters
adopted by the individual-based model for this purpose may significantly differ from those of the
microscopic simulations. However, pair-based model provides not only more reliable predictions of
the dynamical evolution of the variables, but also a good estimation of the epidemic parameters. The
difference between the two models is even more evident in the particularly challenging scenario when
one or more variables are not measurable, and therefore are not available for model tuning. This
occurs for instance with asymptomatic infectious individuals in the case of COVID-19, an issue that
has become extremely relevant during the recent pandemic. Under these conditions, the pairwise
model again proves to perform much better than the individual-based representation, provided that
it is fed with adequate information which, for instance, to be collected, may require a more detailed
contact tracing. Overall, our results thus hallmark the importance of acquiring the proper empirical
data to fully unfold the potentialities of models incorporating more sophisticated assumptions on
the correlations among nodes in the contact network.

I. INTRODUCTION

The last decades have witnessed the emergence of new
infectious diseases and the resurgence of old ones [1–
3]. Examples include the outbreak of Ebola in West
Africa [4], the epidemic of Zika virus in North and South
America [5], and the global spreading of respiratory dis-
eases such as influenza A(H1N1) [6] and, more recently,
COVID-19 [7, 8], all of which have risen international
public health concern. In this context, mathematical
modeling of disease spreading has played a fundamen-
tal role in the understanding, control and prevention of
epidemic outbreaks, guiding the policy-making processes
through quantitative analyses [9–11]. As the spreading
of an infectious disease within a population is heavily
affected by the precise patterns of contacts among indi-
viduals and by their mobility habits, complex networks,

which allow to represent the intricate structure of hu-
man interactions [12–14], are a fundamental tool for an-
alyzing the dynamics of an epidemic. A variety of tech-
niques exists to model the dynamics of a disease spread-
ing on a network [10, 11], ranging from macroscopic com-
partmental models based on ordinary differential equa-
tions [15, 16], to more sophisticated data-driven agent-
based microscopic simulations [17–19] and metapopula-
tion structured models [20, 21]. In particular, determinis-
tic representations of compartmental models can be for-
mulated, aiming at describing the epidemic process in
terms of the temporal evolution of the probabilities that
a node is in a given state. To this purpose, one can adopt
either a top-down approach, which consists in defining all
the possible configurations of the network and the mech-
anisms ruling transitions from one network state to an-
other, or a bottom-up approach, focusing instead on the
state of single nodes [11]. The latter approach leads to
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a hierarchy of coupled differential/master equations. In-
deed, the dynamics of a node typically depends on the
state of the node itself and of its neighbors, thus on the
state of pairs of nodes, which in turns depends on triples,
in a hierarchy of dynamical correlations and dependen-
cies.

Such hierarchies are very common in kinetic and sta-
tistical physics. For example, classical derivation of the
Boltzmann equation of rarefied gas dynamics is based
on the so-called BBGKY hierarchy, formally obtained by
the integration of the Liouville equation of a system of
N particles undergoing binary collisions: the evolution
equation for the k-particle distribution function depends
on the (k + 1)-particle distribution function [22]. As an-
other example, in Extended Thermodynamics, the evolu-
tion equations of moments of order k of the distribution
function depend on the moments of order k + 1 [23]. In
all cases, to be of practical use the hierarchies have to
be truncated by introducing some approximation. For
instance, in the case of the Boltzmann equation, the hi-
erarchy is closed at the level of single particle distribution
function by the so-called Stosszahlansatz and propagation
of chaos, while in extended thermodynamics, the closure
is usually based on the so-called maximum entropy prin-
ciple [22, 23].

In the context of mathematical epidemiology, similar
bottom-up approaches have been adopted to develop in-
dividual and pair-based continuous-time models on net-
works, and applied, for instance, to the SIR process in
the homogeneous [24] and heterogeneous [25] mean-field
approximation. Individual and pair-based approxima-
tions for the SIR process have also been analyzed in the
discrete-time case where, unlike the standard continuous-
time BBGKY-type hierarchy, the master equations de-
scribing the dynamics of the system are expressed in
terms of joint probabilities, whose order is governed by
the network structure itself via the degrees of individ-
ual nodes [26], thus resulting in a richer although more
complicated mathematical structure. A relevant ques-
tion concerning these kinds of hierarchies is at which or-
der one needs to truncate them in order to get accurate
predictions about an epidemic process. Indeed, while it
has been shown how to close the system of equations at
various orders [27], it is less clear how the chosen ap-
proximation affects the features of the model, and, more
specifically, its ability to forecast the dynamical evolu-
tion of the state variables. In particular, a systematic
analysis of the reliability of the predictions obtained by
different hierarchy closures and under different hypothe-
ses on the quantity and quality of available data, is still
lacking. Indeed, the problem of data availability is of
utmost importance in the context of the COVID-19 pan-
demic, where the epidemic process has been proven dif-
ficult to characterize and the mechanisms at work have
not yet been fully unveiled [28–30]. In this paper we ad-
dress the issues above focusing on the SEAIR model, a
compartmental model with five compartments. This is a
generalization of the SIR model accounting for two criti-

cal features of infectious diseases such as the COVID-19,
namely the existence of a latency period and the presence
of asymptomatic carriers. While being rather simple, the
SEAIR model allows to study the crucial case of two
infectious population, namely the symptomatic and the
asymptomatic, with the latter that, given the difficulties
in its measurement, had a significant role in the COVID-
19 pandemic [8, 31–33]. In more detail, first we derive
the discrete-time master equations for the SEAIR model
with two different orders of approximation, closing the
system both at the level of individuals (individual-based
population models) and at the level of pairs (pair-based
population models), and deriving the corresponding set
of master equations. We then compare these two ap-
proximations, analyzing to which extent they can capture
the temporal evolution of the SEAIR epidemic process.
To do so, we consider scenarios of increasing complex-
ity, with the hypotheses on the amount of available data
gradually becoming more strict from case to case.

The paper is organized as follows. First, we de-
scribe the microscopic mechanisms underlying the epi-
demic process and discuss the mathematical modeling
approaches to describe it in Sec. II. We then derive an
individual-based and a pair-based version of the SEAIR
model in Sec. III. Assuming to know the epidemiological
characteristics, in Sec. IV we compare the ability of the
models in reproducing the dynamics of an outbreak. In
Sec. V we analyse the predictive capability of the models
when parts of the information on the epidemic are not
available. Finally, we summarize and discuss the main
findings of the work in Sec. VI

II. MODELING AN EPIDEMIC PROCESS

In compartmental models the population is partitioned
into several states, namely the compartments, represent-
ing the different stages of the disease course. For in-
stance, in the SIR model, which is one of the simplest
compartmental models, an individual can either be sus-
ceptible (S), infected (I), or recovered/removed (R). To
model the spreading of a disease within a population,
the most important step is to characterize the processes
governing the transitions of individuals from one disease
stage, to another i.e. from a compartment to another
[10]. In the SIR model, the contagion is defined by two
fundamental mechanisms. First, we have a two-body
nonlinear process, representing the infection of a suscep-
tible individual (S) by an infected one (I), which acts as
a mediator of the transition. Second, we have a one-body
linear process, describing the recovery (R) of an infected
individual (I). The transitions from one compartment to
another can be formally expressed with the following ki-
netic equations

S + I
β→ I + I

I
µ→ R,

(1)
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where β and µ represent, in the case of a continuous-time
model, the transition rates for the infection and recov-
ery processes, while they can be interpreted as transition
probabilities in the case of a discrete-time model. These
are two tunable control parameters of the model, which
can be fixed based on the previous knowledge we have
of the disease under study. For instance, the parameter
regulating the recovery process, i.e. µ, can be set from
the knowledge of the typical infectious period of the dis-
ease, i.e. the average time during which an individual
remains infectious before recovering. In a discrete time
model, µ represents the probability that an infected indi-
vidual recovers in a time unit ∆t, typically one day. The
expected number of time units for recovery is therefore
1/µ. The infectious period for influenza, for example,
commonly lasts about 2-8 days, while, for smallpox, it
can last over 20 days [34], resulting in a smaller value
of µ for smallpox, compared to the value characterizing
influenza.

From compartmental models the basic reproduction
number, R0, of an infectious disease [35] can be evalu-
ated. This parameter, which represents the average num-
ber of secondary infections produced by an infectious in-
dividual at an early stage of an epidemic, is of utmost rel-
evance in mathematical biology, as it determines whether
an infection can spread across the population. Quanti-
tatively, when R0 < 1, i.e. when the number of new
infections per infectious individual is less than one, the
infection is not able to spread. Otherwise, when R0 > 1,
an epidemic outbreak can occur [36]. In the simple case of
the SIR model, R0 is given by the ratio between the infec-
tion and the recovery rates/probabilities, i.e. R0 = β/µ.

In this paper we consider a discrete-time compartmen-
tal model with five compartments, in which, at any time,
an individual can be either susceptible (S), exposed to
the disease but still unable to spread it (E), asymp-
tomatic infectious (A), symptomatic infectious (I), or re-
covered/removed (R). We refer to this compartmental
model as the SEAIR model [37, 38]. This is a general-
ization of the SIR model, as it incorporates two addi-
tional states, i.e. the E and A compartments, which de-
scribe two essential aspects of several infectious diseases,
namely the existence of a latency period and the presence
of asymptomatic carriers [39]. In particular, the presence
of infectious individuals with no symptoms of the disease
(state A) may play a critical role in an epidemic out-
break, as it has been observed, for instance, in the recent
COVID-19 pandemic [8, 31–33]. In the SEAIR model
the progress of an individual through the disease stages
is determined by the following kinetic equations

S +A
βA→ E +A

S + I
βI→ E + I

E
αEA→ A

A
αAI→ I

A
µA→ R

I
µI→ R.

(2)

that are graphically illustrated in the flow diagram of
Fig. 1. At variance with the SIR model, the SEAIR
model accounts for two different types of infection mech-
anisms, as a susceptible individual (in state S) may be
infected upon a contact with either an asymptomatic (in
state A) or a symptomatic (in state I) infectious individ-
ual. These processes are described by the first two kinetic
equations, and are governed by two infection probabili-
ties, βA and βI respectively, which may take different
values.

These probabilities depend on several factors. For rel-
atively short time step ∆t of the discrete-time model, we
can imagine that the probability βA that a susceptible
individual gets infected by an asymptomatic one in such
a time step can be expressed as βA = νA×pA×∆t, where
νA represents the rate of encounters of an asymptomatic
individual with other individuals, and pA the probabil-
ity that one such encounter transmits the infection. The
contact frequency depends on the awareness of the health
condition: susceptible individuals tend to avoid contacts
with symptomatic people more than with other suscepti-
ble or asymptomatic individuals. Furthermore, the prob-
ability that one encounter transmits the infection, pA,
depends both on the intrinsic transmissibility of the dis-
ease, and on the preventive measures adopted, such as so-
cial distancing, use of masks and disinfectant, and so on
[40]. For example, in the case of COVID-19, it has been
shown that the absence of symptoms, such as coughing
and sneezing, applies a smaller a-priori transmissibility of
the disease, and therefore a small value of pI . It is there-
fore reasonable to assume βA < βI [41, 42]. However,
as asymptomatic individuals can be unaware about their
condition, there are high chances that they will main-
tain their habitual social behavior. Therefore, as asymp-
tomatic individuals can spread the virus without know-
ing it, they constitute an important public-health risk.
Indeed, it is reasonable to consider βA > βI , assuming
that there is a higher chance of dangerous contacts with
subjects with no symptoms, thus incorporating such in-
creased contact rates in the value of the transmission
probability pA, and consequently on βA [43]. Hence, the
possibility to tune separately the values of the two pa-
rameters βI and βA, and to consider both the regime with
βA > βI and the one with βA < βI , is an important as-
pect of the SEAIR model. The other important feature,
which makes the SEAIR different from the SIR model,
is the addition of the E compartment accounting for the
presence of individuals exposed to the disease but still un-
able to spread it. Notice, from the flow diagram in Fig. 1,
that in the SEIAR model the newly infected individuals
first move to the E state, meaning that they are not im-
mediately able to spread the disease. Before becoming
infectious, the exposed individuals undergo a latency pe-
riod, after which they are able to spread the disease as
asymptomatic carriers. The transition from E to A is
governed by the probability αEA, which is the parame-
ter controlling the average duration of the latency period
τ = ∆t/αEA. Asymptomatic individuals can eventually
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develop symptoms, and this is taken into account by the
transition from state A to state I, which takes place with
probability αAI . Subsequently, the individuals recover,
or are removed, either with or without having previously
shown symptoms, with two different probabilities, µI and
µA respectively. In conclusion, the SEAIR model is based
on five compartments and is ruled by six different tunable
parameters βA, βI , αEA, αAI , µA, µI .

As the disease can only spread through encounters be-
tween infectious and susceptible individuals, the progress
of an epidemic outbreak ultimately depends on the pat-
terns of contacts among the individual themselves. These
are strongly ruled not only by social habits, but also
by the geographical distributions of the individuals and
by the way these distributions change in time. Humans
travel across a hierarchy of characteristic spatial scales,
such as neighbourhoods, cities and countries, so that
their highly heterogeneous mobility influences the way
in which they interact [44–48]. Therefore, a crucial as-
pect of any realistic modeling of epidemic spreading is
how to model the contact patterns within a population.
Large-scale agent-based simulations [19] and structured
metapopulation models based on data-driven mobility
schemes at the interpopulation level [49] are usually com-
plemented by models amenable to mathematical analysis
[50] that capture the influence of human behaviour and
the existence of complex social structures. In this con-
text, complex networks [14] have revealed particularly
useful as they allow to represent the physical contact
patterns that result from real movements of individuals
between specific locations [17], and also to investigate in
a controlled way how the social structure of a population
affects the evolution and outcome of an epidemic.

Here, we will focus on network modelling of disease
spreading. Namely, we will implement the stochastic
processes that describe the infectious disease on an undi-
rected graph G = (V, E), with N = |V| nodes and K = |E|
links. In the following we will indicate as G = {gij}
(with gij = 1 if node i and j are connected, while gij = 0
otherwise) the N × N adjacency matrix of such graph.
In this framework, each node i ∈ V of the graph rep-
resents an individual of the population, and can be in
one of the five different states of SEAIR model. Each
edge (i, j) ∈ E represents a contact along which the in-
fection can take place. Nodes change states according to
Eqs. (2), where the first two kinetic equations are im-
plemented over the links of the graph. Different graph
topologies will be studied in this article. For simplicity,
however, the graphs considered here will always be fixed
in time, which means that the pattern of contacts is as-
sumed not to change during the evolution of the disease.
This is, however, a strong assumption, as humans tend
to react to a disease by avoiding contacts with infected
individuals. This leads to a rewiring of links depending
on the states of the nodes that affects the dynamics of
the disease, which in turn influences the rewiring pro-
cess. Temporal networks and time-varying graphs are an
important subfield of network science [51–53], and sim-

FIG. 1. Graphical representation of the SEAIR model consid-
ered in this work. The model has five compartments, repre-
senting the susceptible (S), exposed (E), asymptomatic infec-
tious (A), symptomatic infectious (I), and recovered/removed
(R) state. Allowed transitions from one state to another are
indicated by arrows, so that the flow diagram of the model
can be represented as a directed graph with an associated ad-
jacency matrix AI (see Section III B). Transition probabilities
are governed by the six parameters reported close to the ar-
rows and in Eq. 2. Edges in black represent linear transitions
between states, while the edge in red refers to the nonlinear
one.

ple epidemic models, such as the SIS, have been studied
on temporal networks [54, 55] and on adaptive networks,
i.e. on networks whose structure is coevolving with the
disease [56]. Although the SEAIR model can be straight-
forwardly implemented on a time-varying graph, this is
beyond the scope of this paper.

The dynamics of the disease spreading on a network
can be studied in several different ways [10, 11]. Focus-
ing on probabilistic methods, one can decide to investi-
gate a system numerically, performing extensive stochas-
tic simulations of the epidemic process on the network,
or, alternatively, one can develop a deterministic repre-
sentation of the process, writing the evolution equations
for the probability that the network is in a given state.
In general, the deterministic equations can be derived at
the level of each single node or at the population (mean-
field) level. The first approach requires to consider a
large number of evolution equations that can be imprac-
tical and computationally costly to integrate. Further-
more, empirical data on both the contact network and
the state of the nodes may be limited or unavailable. For
instance, the information on the state of the individuals
is usually provided at a coarser grain, i.e. at a popula-
tion level [43, 57]. Finally, from a microscopic stochastic
simulation on a large network, it is more difficult to un-
derstand how the emerging collective behavior is related
to the underlying parameters, which could be better in-
terpreted by a mesoscopic coarse-grained modeling. For
these reasons, it is common to assume that the individ-
uals are homogeneously mixed and interact with each
other completely at random. Under this hypothesis, each
node of the network can be considered statistically equiv-
alent to any other, which permits to describe the system
at a population level, drastically reducing the number of
evolution equations.
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In Section III, we develop two population-level models
for the contact-based SEAIR epidemic process described
in Eqs. (2). First, we assume statistical independence at
the level of nodes, deriving a model we refer to as the
individual-based SEAIR model. Next, we assume statis-
tical independence at the level of node pairs, crucially
incorporating the dynamical correlations within the net-
work in a model we refer to as the pair-based (or pairwise)
SEAIR model.

III. POPULATION-LEVEL MODELS

To begin with, here we discuss the dynamical vari-
ables characterizing the individual-based and the pair-
wise SEAIR models. For the individual-based model, the
description of the system is carried out at the level of sin-
gle individuals, i.e. the nodes, while for the pairwise, one
has to express the dynamics at the level of pairs of in-
dividuals, i.e. the edges. Mathematically, this means to
write a set of master equations governing the temporal
evolution of either the probability that a node is in a
given compartment, in the case of an individual-based
model, or the probability that an edge is in a certain
state, in the case of a pairwise model. Let us denote as Ω
the set of possible compartments, i.e., Ω = {S,E,A, I,R}
in the SEAIR model. Adopting a standard notation [11],
we indicate as 〈Xi〉t the probability that a node i be-
longs to the compartment X ∈ Ω at time t. For the sake
of convenience, let us denote as U the state of a node
which is not infectious, namely a node that belongs to
either S, E or R. We denote with 〈Ui〉t the probability
that a node i is the state U at time t. Such a proba-
bility can be evaluated as 〈Ui〉t = 〈Si〉t + 〈Ei〉t + 〈Ri〉t.
Under the homogeneous mixing hypothesis, each node of
the network is assumed to be statistically equivalent to
any other, meaning that 〈Xi〉t = 〈Xj〉t for i, j = 1, . . . N .
Hence, for the population level model, we can drop the
node index, as we have

〈Xi〉t = 〈X〉t =
[X]t
N

, ∀i = 1, . . . N, ∀X ∈ Ω, (3)

where [X]t represents the expected number of individuals
in the compartment X at time t, and N is the number of
individuals in the population. Here, 〈X〉t is the probabil-
ity that a generic node of the network is found in the state
X at time t, and represents the fundamental variable of
the individual-based model. Analogously, the probability
that a generic node is in a non-infectious state U at time
t is 〈U〉t = 〈S〉t + 〈E〉t + 〈R〉t.

Similarly, we denote as 〈XiYj〉 the probability that the
edge (i, j) is in state (Xi, Yj). Again, in a mean-field
approximation, we can drop the indices as we have

〈XiYj〉t = 〈XY 〉t =
[XY ]t

2K
,∀i, j = 1, . . . N, X, Y ∈ Ω

(4)
where [XY ]t represents the expected number of pairs in
state (X,Y ) at time t, K is the number of edges in the

network, and 〈XY 〉t represents the probability that a
generic link of the network is found in the state (X,Y )
at time t. The quantities 〈XY 〉t, with X,Y ∈ Ω, will be
the fundamental variables of the pair-based model. Note
that from Eq. (4) it follows that 〈XY 〉t = 〈Y X〉t. The
individual (node) state probabilities in any compartment,
〈X〉t, can be obtained as the marginal probabilities of the
pair (edge) state probabilities as

〈X〉t =
∑
Y ∈Ω

〈XY 〉t. (5)

In the most general case, the notation 〈Xi1Yi2 . . . Zin〉t
denotes the probability that a given connected sub-
graph induced by nodes i1,i2,. . .,in is found in the state
(Xi1Yi2 . . . Zin) at time t. Once again, under the homo-
geneous mixing hypothesis, we can write such a quantity
as 〈XY . . . Z〉t.

Now, in order to develop an individual-based model for
the SEAIR dynamics, one has to write a set of equation
describing how the individual state probabilities 〈X〉t in
Eq. (3) evolve in time. To do so, however, it is neces-
sary to introduce an hypothesis of statistical indepen-
dence at the level of the individuals. Indeed, the in-
fection processes described in Eq. (2) require to consider
the joint probability that an individual is susceptible and
that one of its contacts in the network is infectious, ei-
ther asymptomatic or symptomatic, i.e. the probabilities
〈SA〉t and 〈SI〉t, respectively. Therefore, to write a set
of equations involving only the individual state proba-
bilities, i.e. a closed-form expression, one has to express
these higher-order probabilities in terms of the quantities
〈X〉t. Mathematically, this is done by assuming statisti-
cal independence at the level of the nodes, i.e. writing
〈XY 〉t ≈ 〈X〉t〈Y 〉t. However, this assumption overlooks
the impact of dynamical correlations that indeed exist
within the contact network, e.g. infected nodes are more
likely to be in contact with other infected nodes [11].

To take these correlations into account, one can de-
velop a pair-based model of the SEAIR dynamics, de-
scribing how the pair state probabilities in Eq. (4) evolve
in time [10]. As we will see thereafter, even the pairwise
model will require to express some high-order joint prob-
abilities in terms of lower-order probabilities, in this case
〈X〉t and 〈XY 〉t.

In the rest of this section, we formulate the master
equations for both the individual-based and the pairwise
models, and discuss under which hypotheses a closed set
of equations can be obtained.

A. Individual-based SEAIR model

Here we derive the individual-based population-level
model of the SEAIR epidemic process. As previously
discussed, under the hypothesis of homogeneous mixing,
we can write a set of evolution equations at the popula-
tion level for the probability 〈X〉t that a generic node in
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the network belongs to a given compartment X at time t.
Following the transition diagram in Fig. 1, we can write
the master equations (also known as rate equations) of
the system as

〈S〉t+1 = 〈S〉t −ΠS→E
〈E〉t+1 = 〈E〉t + ΠS→E −ΠE→A
〈A〉t+1 = 〈A〉t + ΠE→A −ΠA→I −ΠA→R
〈I〉t+1 = 〈I〉t + ΠA→I −ΠI→R
〈R〉t+1 = 〈R〉t + ΠI→R + ΠA→R,

(6)

where the term ΠX→Y denotes the probability that at a
generic node there is a transition from state X at time t
to state Y at time t+ 1.

As we have seen, in the epidemic process defined by
the kinetic equations in Eq. (2) we identify two classes
of transitions. On the one hand, we have the class of
two-body nonlinear processes, for which the transition
of a given node from one compartment to another needs
to be mediated by the interactions with other nodes, as
the node can only be infected by one of its neighbors.
On the other hand, we have the class of one-body lin-
ear processes, for which the transitions of an individual
from a state to another does not depend on the state
of its contacts. Consistently, we distinguish two kinds
of transition probabilities, with the one-body processes
being described by linear probability terms, whereas the
two-body processes give rise to nonlinear terms.

Let us first consider an example of linear transition.
The probability of moving from state I to state R, which
corresponds to the recovery process of a symptomatic
individual, can be written as

ΠI→R = 〈I〉tµI , (7)

where µI represents the recovery probability for the
symptomatic individuals. As the recovery of a symp-
tomatic individual does not depend on the state of the
other individuals, the transition probability is only de-
termined by the probability of being in state I at time t,
i.e. the term is linear in 〈I〉t. Similarly, we can write the
remaining linear transition probabilities as

ΠE→A = 〈E〉tαEA
ΠA→I = 〈A〉tαAI
ΠA→R = 〈A〉tµA,

(8)

where αEA, αAI and µA represent the probability that
an individual becomes infectious, develops symptoms and
recovers while asymptomatic, respectively.

As an example of nonlinear term, let us now consider
the transition probability regulating the infection of a
susceptible individual, i.e. the probability ΠS→E . At
variance with the recovery processes, an infection can
only occur if a susceptible individual interacts with an
infectious one. In other words, the transition probability
of a node from state S to state E depends on the state
of its nearest neighbors. Therefore, in order to express
this term at a population level, we should first develop a

S

I
A

I

A

U

U

FIG. 2. Graphical representation of a node i with its k neigh-
bors. Here, nA indicates the number of neighbors of i in state
A, and, similarly, nI those in state I.

node-level description, and thereafter introduce the ho-
mogeneous mixing hypothesis. To do this, let us denote
the probability that a node i moves from state S to state
E at time t as ΠSi→Ei

. If we consider the simple case
of a node i of degree ki = 1, i.e. connected to only one
other node, say j, we can write the transition probability
as

ΠSi→Ei
= 〈SiIj〉tβI + 〈SiAj〉tβA. (9)

In the case where ki = 2, we have instead

ΠSi→Ei
= 〈SiIj1Uj2〉t[1− (1− βI)]

+〈SiUj1Ij2〉t[1− (1− βI)]
+〈SiIj1Ij2〉t[1− (1− βI)2]
+〈SiAj1Uj2〉t[1− (1− βA)]
+〈SiUj1Aj2〉t[1− (1− βA)]
+〈SiAj1Aj2〉t[1− (1− βA)2]
+〈SiIj1Aj2〉t[1− (1− βI)(1− βA)]
+〈SiAj1Ij2〉t[1− (1− βI)(1− βA)].

(10)

In the general case when node i is connected to k other
nodes, i.e. ki = k, as shown in Fig. 2, we can write the
transition probability as

ΠSi→Ei = 〈SiIj1Uj2 . . . Ujk〉t[1− (1− βI)]
+〈SiUj1Ij2 . . . Ujk〉t[1− (1− βI)]
+ . . .
+〈SiUj1Uj2 . . . Ijk〉t[1− (1− βI)]
+〈SiAj1Uj2 . . . Ujk〉t[1− (1− βA)]
+ . . .
+〈SiUj1Uj2 . . . Ajk〉t[1− (1− βA)]
+〈SiIj1Ij2 . . . Ujk〉t[1− (1− βI)2]
+ . . .
+〈SiIj1Uj2 . . . Ijk〉t[1− (1− βI)2]
+〈SiIj1Aj2 . . . Ujk〉t[1− (1− βI)(1− βA)]
+ . . .
+〈SiAj1Aj2 . . . Ajk〉t[1− (1− βA)k],

(11)
where βA and βI are the infection probabilities for the
asymptomatic and symptomatic, respectively. Each term
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on the right-hand side is the product of two terms,
namely the joint probability that node i belongs to the
state S and its neighborhood is in a certain state, mul-
tiplied by the conditional probability that i gets infected
over the next time step, given that particular state of its
neighborhood.

Now, going back to Eqs. (6), we note that they are
exact but not closed, because Eq. (11) involves the joint
probability of the (k + 1)-uple formed by the node and
its k neighbors. Indeed, the evolution of such joint prob-
ability, in turn, would depend on the joint probability
of larger set of nodes, giving rise to a hierarchy of cou-
pled equations of increasing complexity. As mentioned in
the Introduction, this type of hierarchies are very com-
mon in statistical physics. Examples are the BBGKY
hierarchy in kinetic theory [22], and the moment hierar-
chy in extended thermodynamics [23]. As it would be
unpractical or even impossible to deal with the full hier-
archy of evolution equations, it is common to close the
system by expressing the higher-order joint probabilities
in terms of lower-order ones. In the context of epidemic
models, various closure methods have been adopted to
develop individual and pair based models of continuous-
time stochastic systems, both in the homogeneous and
heterogeneous mean field approximation [11, 24, 25].

In this section, we close the system of equations (6)
at the level of individual nodes by assuming statistical
independence of their states. Under this hypothesis, we
can approximate the (k + 1)-body joint probabilities as:

〈SiXj1Yj2 . . . Zjk〉t ≈ 〈Si〉t〈Xj1〉t〈Yj2〉t . . . 〈Zjk〉t. (12)

Given the expressions in Eq. (12) we can rewrite the joint
probability terms appearing in Eq. (11). Then, by con-
sidering the individuals within the populations to be ho-
mogeneously mixed and by assuming that the number
of contacts of each node is fixed and equal to k (i.e.
ki = k ∀i), after some algebra (see Appendix A for
details), we can express the population-level transition
probability from state S to state E as

ΠS→E ≈ 〈S〉t
[
1− (1− βA〈A〉t − βI〈I〉t)k

]
. (13)

To summarize, a closed-form, individual-based
population-level SEAIR model is obtained by replacing
in Eq. (6) the transition term ΠS→E as in Eq. (13), and
the linear transition probabilities given by Eq. (7) and
Eq. (8).

To conclude, hereafter we report the value of the ba-
sic reproduction number, i.e. R0, which permits to de-
termine whether the infectious disease is able to spread
across the population. We compute it by using the next-
generation matrix (NGM) approach [35, 58], developed
for discrete-time epidemic models [59] (more details on
the method are reported in Appendix D). We have

R0 =
k (αAIβI + µIβA)

µI (αAI + µA)
. (14)

FIG. 3. Graphical representation of the twenty-five different
pair states (i.e. states of pairs of node) of the pairwise SEAIR
model, and of all the possible transitions from one state to an-
other described by a directed flow graph with an associated
adjacency matrix AP . Edges in black represent linear tran-
sitions between states, while edges in red refer to nonlinear
ones.

B. Pair-based SEAIR model

At variance with the individual-based model of Section
III A, for which we have obtained the master equations
for the individual probabilities 〈X〉t, in order to derive a
pair-based (or pairwise) population-level SEAIR model,
we need to write down a closed set of equations describing
the temporal evolution of the pair probabilities 〈XY 〉t.
To do so, we first need to list all the possible transitions
that may occur among the pair states. This conceptual
step is not straightforward, as the number of ways in
which a pair can move from one state to another accord-
ing to Eq. (2) is considerably larger than in the case of
individual transitions. For instance, a pair in state (S, S)
can progress either to one of the states (S,E) or (E,S),
when only one node of the pair is infected, or to the state
(E,E), when both nodes are infected at the same time.
Let us come back for a moment to the diagram of the
individual transitions shown in Fig. 1. We can interpret
the flow diagram as a directed graph and associate to it
an adjacency matrix AI . If we label the model compart-
ments such that S is indexed by 1, E by 2, and so on,
then we have that (AI)nm = 1 (with n,m = 1, . . . 5) if
there is a transition from compartment m to compart-
ment n, and (AI)nm = 0 otherwise. Note that, for any
n, (AI)nn = 1, as an individual in state n can remain in
it, although, for the sake of clarity, the self-loops are not
represented in Fig. 1. Therefore, the adjacency matrix



8

AI corresponding to the diagram in Fig. 1 is given by

AI =


1 1 0 0 0
0 1 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1
0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 0 1



Analogously, the flow diagram at the level of pair tran-
sitions can be represented by an adjacency matrix AP .
Remarkably, since the transition of a pair from a state
to another is determined by the progress of an individ-
ual from a compartment to another, we can evaluate the

matrix AP from the matrix AI as

AP = AI ⊗AI .

where the symbol ⊗ denotes the matrix direct product
(also known as Kronecker product). In components, ma-
trix AP is given as

(AP )(i,`),(j,m) = (AI)i,j (AI)`,m

which means that there is a link from pair (i, `) to pair
(j,m) in the pairwise graph if and only if there exist both
edges (i, j) and (`,m) in the individual graph. The set of
all the possible (twenty-five) different pair states in the
pairwise SEAIR model is shown in Fig. 3, together with
the flow diagram associated to the adjacency matrix AP .
Again, as in Fig. 1, self-loops are not displayed. Finally,
from this diagram, we can write the master equations for
the pairwise SEAIR model as

〈SS〉t+1 = 〈SS〉t − 2ΠSS→SE −ΠSS→EE

〈SE〉t+1 = 〈SE〉t + ΠSS→SE −ΠSE→SA −ΠSE→EA −ΠSE→EE

〈SA〉t+1 = 〈SA〉t + ΠSE→SA −ΠSA→EA −ΠSA→ER −ΠSA→SR −ΠSA→EI −ΠSA→SI

〈SI〉t+1 = 〈SI〉t + ΠSA→SI −ΠSI→SR −ΠSI→EI −ΠSI→ER

〈SR〉t+1 = 〈SR〉t + ΠSA→SR + ΠSI→SR −ΠSR→ER

〈EE〉t+1 = 〈EE〉t + ΠSS→EE + 2ΠSE→EE − 2ΠEE→EA −ΠEE→AA

〈EA〉t+1 = 〈EA〉t + ΠSE→EA + ΠEE→EA + ΠSA→EA −ΠEA→AA −ΠEA→AI −ΠEA→AR −ΠEA→ER −ΠEA→EI

〈EI〉t+1 = 〈EI〉t + ΠSA→EI + ΠSI→EI + ΠEA→EI −ΠEI→AI −ΠEI→ER −ΠEI→AR

〈ER〉t+1 = 〈ER〉t + ΠSI→ER + ΠEA→ER + ΠSA→ER + ΠSR→ER + ΠEI→ER −ΠER→AR

〈AA〉t+1 = 〈AA〉t + 2ΠEA→AA + ΠEE→AA −ΠAA→II − 2ΠAA→IR − 2ΠAA→AI − 2ΠAA→AR −ΠAA→RR

〈AI〉t+1 = 〈AI〉t + ΠAA→AI + ΠEA→AI + ΠEI→AI −ΠAI→IR −ΠAI→RR −ΠAI→AR −ΠAI→II

〈AR〉t+1 = 〈AR〉t + ΠAI→AR + ΠER→AR + ΠEA→AR + ΠAA→AR + ΠEI→AR −ΠAR→IR −ΠAR→RR

〈II〉t+1 = 〈II〉t + ΠAA→II + 2ΠAI→II − 2ΠII→IR −ΠII→RR

〈IR〉t+1 = 〈IR〉t + ΠII→IR + ΠAA→IR + ΠAR→IR + ΠAI→IR −ΠIR→RR

〈RR〉t+1 = 〈RR〉t + ΠII→RR + 2ΠIR→RR + ΠAA→RR + 2ΠAI→RR + 2ΠAR→RR,
(15)

where the term ΠXY→X′Y ′ represents the transition
probability from the pair state (X,Y ) to the pair state
(X ′, Y ′). Note that, as 〈XY 〉t = 〈Y X〉t, we have that
ΠXY→X′Y ′ = ΠY X→Y ′X′ . Due to the symmetries in
the pair states, the equations for the states (X ′, Y ′) and
(Y ′, X ′) are equivalent. For this reason, we have only re-
ported here the system of fifteen distinct equations (over
the total of twenty-five) needed to fully characterize the
system.

As for the individual-based model, we distinguish two
classes of transition probabilities, i.e. linear and nonlin-
ear ones. In particular, the class of nonlinear transition
probabilities consists of all the terms involving at least
one node in state S, as the probability of being infected
(and consequently the probability of remaining suscepti-
ble) depends on the state of the nearest neighbors of the

node.
Again, let us first consider the linear transition prob-

abilities. As an example we focus on the case of two
symptomatic infected individuals, one of which recovers
while the other remains infectious, i.e. on the transition
from state (I, I) to state (I,R). The probability of such
transition can be written as:

ΠII→IR = 〈II〉t(1− µI)µI = ΠII→RI , (16)

where the term (1− µI)µI considers the two indepen-
dent processes taking place in the pair transition, namely
the recovery of the first node of the pair, occurring with
probability µI , and the persistence of the infection in the
second, occurring with probability (1− µI).

As an example of nonlinear transition probability, let
us consider the transition from state (S,E) to state
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(E,A), i.e. the case of a susceptible node connected to an
exposed one, with the former that gets infected, while the
latter becomes asymptomatic infectious. Similarly to the
individual-based model formulation, as the infection of a
susceptible node depends on the state of its neighbors,
we first need to develop a node-level description of the
process. Hence, let us denote the susceptible node as i,
the exposed node as j, and derive the expression for the
probability, ΠSiEj→EiAj , that the pair (i, j) moves from
state (Si, Ej) to state (Ei, Aj) at time t. We assume that
the nodes i and j are connected on the contact graph
G, i.e. according to the adjacency matrix G = {gij},
and we consider the subgraph induced by the pair (i, j).
Such subgraph consists of nodes i and j and of all their
L neighbours. An example in which node i is in state S,
node j is in state E and ki = kj = k is shown in Fig. 4

The transition probability can be written as:

ΠSiEj→EiAj
= 〈SiEjIh1

Uh2
. . . UhL

〉t[1− (1− gih1
βI)]

+〈SiEjUh1
Ih2

. . . UhL
〉t[1− (1− gih2

βI)]αEA
+ . . .
+〈SiEjUh1

Uh2
. . . IhL

〉t[1− (1− gihL
βI)]αEA

+〈SiEjAh1
Uh2

. . . UhL
〉t[1− (1− gih1

βA)]αEA
+ . . .
+〈SiEjUh1

Uh2
. . . AhL

〉t[1− (1− gihL
βA)]αEA

+〈SiEjIh1
Ih2

. . . UhL
〉t[1− (1− gih1

βI)(1− gih2
βI)]

+ . . .
+〈SiEjIh1

Uh2
. . . IhL

〉t[1− (1− gih1
βI)(1− gihL

βI)]
+〈SiEjIh1

Ah2
. . . UhL

〉t[1− (1− gih1
βI)(1− gih2

βA)]
+ . . .

+〈SiEjAh1Ah2 . . . AhL
〉t[1−

∏L
n=1(1− gihnβA)]αEA,

(17)
where h1, h2, ..., hL label the L nodes in the neighbor-
hood of link (i, j).

Each term on the right-hand side of Eq. (17) is given
by the probability that the subgraph induced by (i, j) is
in a certain configuration, conditional to (i, j) being in
state (Si, Ej), times a term which, in turn, is given by
the product of the probability that node i gets infected
and the probability that node j becomes infectious over
the next time step. The different terms in Eq. (17) take
into account all the possible different states of the neigh-
bourhood of link (i, j).

Similarly to what observed in the individual-based
model, given the current form of the transition proba-
bility, also Eqs. (15) are exact but not closed. This time,
however, we close the system equations at the level of
links by assuming statistical independence in the states
of node pairs. In other words, to close the system we
need to find an approximating function F that allows to
write the higher-order joint probability as

〈SiEjXh1
. . . YhL−1

ZhL
〉t ≈ F (〈SiEj〉t, . . . , 〈YhL−1

ZhL
〉t)

(18)
At variance with the individual-based model, for which
the expression of F is straightforward, several moment
closures exist for the pairwise model, whose quality de-
pends on the topology of the underlying contact network
[60]. Here we consider a closure which is exact under
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I

I

UU
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\

FIG. 4. Graphical representation of the subgraph induced
by a link (i, j). Note that we are considering a configuration
where each of the two nodes has k neighbors and there are
no triangular loops, so that L = 2k − 2. Here, node i is in
state S, node j is in state E, nA (mA) indicates the number of
neighbors of i (of j) in state A, and, similarly, nI (mI) those
in state I.

the assumption that the network contains no cycles of
any order. Though this assumption does not hold in real
finite systems, the closure above provides a valuable ap-
proximation for the analysis of dynamic processes in large
sparse networks (such as sparse random regular graphs
and Erdös-Renyi random graphs), in which the number
of cycles is negligibly small. Taking into account these
considerations, the subgraph Gij = (Vij , Eij) induced by
(i, j) is in the form shown in Fig. 4, and, according to
Ref. [26], the following approximating function F can be
adopted

F (〈SiEj〉t, . . . , 〈YhL−1
ZhL
〉t) =

∏
(n,m)∈Eij

〈NnMm〉t

〈Si〉
ki−1
t 〈Ej〉

kj−1

t

,

(19)
Note that the numerator consists in the product of the
state probabilities of each link in Eij . Note also that 〈Si〉t
and 〈Ej〉t are the marginals probabilities evaluated from
Eq. (5) and that the closure in Eq. (19) is consistent with
e marginal probabilities it is constructed from, namely

∑
Xh1

,Yh2
,...ZhL

∈Ω

F (〈SiEj〉t, . . . , 〈YhL−1
ZhL
〉t) = 〈Si, Ej〉t

(20)
The joint probabilities in Eq. (17) can then be rewrit-
ten using the expression of the approximating function
in Eq. (19). We can finally introduce the homogeneous
mixing hypothesis to formulate the master equations at
the level of population, which permits to drop the node
indices in the probability terms. Assuming each node to
be connected to k neighbors, after some manipulation=s
(detailed in Appendix B), we can write the transition
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probability ΠSE→EA as

ΠSE→EA ≈ 〈SE〉t
k−1∑
p=1

p∑
n=0

〈SA〉nt 〈SI〉
p−n
t 〈SU〉k−1−p

t

〈S〉k−1
t

×
(
k−1
p

)(
p
n

)
[1− (1− βA)n(1− βI)p−n]

×
k−1∑
q=0

q∑
m=0

〈EA〉mt 〈EI〉
q−m
t 〈EU〉k−1−q

t

〈E〉k−1
t

(
k−1
q

)(
q
m

)
αEA.

(21)

This can be further simplified, so to write an expression
which is similar to the one obtained for the individual-
based model, i.e. Eq. (13). We have

ΠSE→EA ≈ 〈SE〉t
[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1
]

×αEA.
(22)

Note that as the transition of an individual from state E
to state A is independent on the state of the neighbors,
the transition probability does not depend on the state
probabilities 〈EX〉 but on αEA only.

The other transition terms appearing in Eq. (15) are
in the form of Eq. (16), if linear, or of Eq. (22), if nonlin-
ear, and are derived following similar arguments. They
are fully reported in Appendix C. Eq. (15) along with
Eq. (16) and Eqs. (C1)-(C10) represent a closed set of
equations for the pairwise population-level SEAIR model.

We conclude the Section, as done for the individual-
based model, here we report the expression of the ba-
sic reproduction number for the pairwise SEAIR model,
evaluated through the NGM approach (see Appendix D).
In this case we have

R0 =
(k − 1) {αAIβI (1− βA) + βA [1− (1− βI) (1− µI)]}
[1− (1− βA) (1− αAI − µA)] [1− (1− βI) (1− µI)]

(23)

IV. REPRODUCING THE EVOLUTION OF AN
EPIDEMIC

The individual-based and the pairwise model provide
an approximate description of a disease spreading over a
network. Our goal is now to study to which extent, and
under which conditions, these approximate descriptions
can capture the time evolution of an epidemic outbreak.
We will do this by performing different types of test. In
this section we will first concentrate on the simpler case in
which the parameters that regulate the disease spreading
are known, while in the next section we will consider the
case in which such parameters need to be extracted from
the data.

Under the assumption that the model parameters are
given, we follow the time course of the disease using the
different models, starting from the same initial condi-
tions, and compare their capacity in predicting different
aspects of a disease outbreak, such as the time of the epi-
demic peak, its height, and the final number of infected
individuals. To illustrate the results of our analysis, we

FIG. 5. Comparison between stochastic simulations,
individual-based model (orange solid line) and pair-based
model (blue solid line) for a random r-regular graph with
N = 500 nodes and r = 5. Both the numerical simula-
tions and the models dynamics are evaluated with βI = 0.4,
βA = 0.6, αEA = 0.3, αAI = 0.2, µA = 0.15, µI = 0.3,
S(0) = 99.98, E(0) = 0, A(0) = 0.01, I(0) = 0.01, R(0) = 0.
The stochastic simulations are represented as solid gray lines,
while the average is plotted as a dashed black line.

focus on two different network topologies, namely a ran-
dom r-regular graph and an Erdös-Renyi (ER) graph
[14]. We start with random regular graphs that, for
their characteristics, are the network topologies that best
match the hypothesis under the derivation of the closure
(19). Indeed, in a random r-regular graph each node has
the same degree, equal to r, and the degree distribution
is a Kronecker delta, i.e., P (k) = δr,k. In addition, the
expected number of triangles is asymptotically equal to
(r−1)3/6 [61], therefore, their effect is negligible in large
networks.

To simulate the epidemic process on a network, we
consider, for each time step, the kinetic equations at the
level of single nodes. At each iteration we inspect all
the nodes in states E, A and I. For each of them, we
run a Bernoulli process to determine whether the node
transits to another state or not. Additionally, for each of
the nodes in states A or I we consider each of their sus-
ceptible neighbors to determine if it gets infected or not,
with probability βA or βI , respectively. These stochastic
simulations are performed on networks with N = 500
nodes and r = 5. The initialization of the stochastic
process is done by uniformly sampling 2% of the nodes
and assuming them to be infected. Half of these infec-
tious nodes were initialized as asymptomatic infectious
individuals, while the other half as symptomatic ones.
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FIG. 6. Comparison between stochastic simulations,
individual-based model (orange solid line) and pair-based
model (blue solid line) for an Erdös-Renyi graph with N =
500 nodes and p = 0.01. The numerical simulations and
the model dynamics are evaluated using the same settings
of Fig. 5. The stochastic simulations are represented as solid
gray lines, while the average is plotted as a dashed black line.

All the remaining nodes were set in the susceptible state.
For each case study investigated, a number M of runs
of the stochastic simulations is considered, each time re-
initializing the network by randomly choosing the nodes
to set in the A or I state.

As an example, the evolution of the disease obtained
for a given set of parameters, namely βI = 0.4, βA = 0.6,
αEA = 0.3, αAI = 0.2, µA = 0.15, µI = 0.3, S(0) =
99.98, E(0) = 0, A(0) = 0.01, I(0) = 0.01, R(0) = 0,
is shown in Fig. 5. Each of the five dynamical variables
of the SEAIR model, namely the percentage of nodes re-
spectively in the S, E, A, I and R state, are reported.
The results of M = 1000 stochastic simulations are rep-
resented as grey lines, while the average is plotted as
a dashed black line. The evolution predicted by the
individual- and the pair-based model are also reported
as orange and blue solid lines, respectively, with the blue
solid line, which appears to be almost superimposed to
the dashed black line. We observe that the individual-
based model substantially overestimates the number of
infections, whereas the dynamics predicted by the pair-
wise model well reproduces the average behavior of the
stochastic simulations. These findings are in agreement
with the results obtained for the SIR model in Ref. [26],
supporting the conclusion that pairwise models are very
good approximations of the dynamics of an epidemic on
random regular graphs independently from the specific
type of epidemic process considered.

In order to show how the two models perform on a
network that deviates from the assumptions underlying
the derivation of the pairwise model, we here consider
ER random graphs. In this case, the degree distribution
is notably binomial peaked at 〈k〉 = Np, where p is the
probability that a link between two nodes exists. Notice
that, while for random r-regular graphs the degree distri-
bution is a Kronecker delta, for ER graphs the variance
on the node degrees is nonzero, i.e., σ2 = Np(1−p). Sim-
ilarly to the case of random regular graphs, triangles can
also be neglected in ER random graphs, as their expected
number is asymptotically equal to 〈k〉3/6 [14]. Again, we
fix the set of parameters (e.g. the same as in the previ-
ous example) and we compare the time evolution of the
epidemics obtained for the individual-based and pairwise
models to the results of M = 1000 runs of the stochastic
process on ER random networks with N = 500 nodes
and p = 0.01. Fig. 6 shows that, despite being less accu-
rate than in the previous example, the dynamics of the
pairwise model is still in good agreement with the aver-
age behavior of the stochastic simulations, whereas the
individual-based model fails to reproduce several features
of the time evolution of the epidemic outbreak. Ideed for
both network topologies considered above, the compar-
ison between the models and the stochastic simulations
shows that the individual-based model overestimates the
total number of carriers of the disease, and underesti-
mates the peak time and the duration of the epidemic
process. This is consistent with the results of a more sys-
tematic analysis that we have carried out by varying the
model parameters.

Figs. 7 and 8 illustrate some of the results of this anal-
ysis for the case of random r-regular graphs, where, in
particular, we have varied the infection probability for
the asymptomatic individuals in the range βA ∈ [0, 1] for
different values of βI , and monitored several macroscopic
quantities of interest, such as the final size of the recov-
ered population, and the value and time of the peak in
the number of symptomatic infected individuals. Note
that, in this case, we have considered a larger network,
i.e. N = 2000, and a smaller fraction of initial infected
individuals, i.e. 10−3, so to better analyze the behavior
of the system at an early stage of the epidemic outbreak.

Let us first study the behavior of the final size of re-
covered population, i.e. R∞ (Fig. 7). Coherently with
the previous results, as the individual-based model over-
estimates the number of infections occurring at each time
step, the final size of recovered individuals is close to one
even for relatively small values of βA (see for instance the
case in which βI = 0.9), failing to predict the exact value
R∞. At the same time, the pairwise model provides a
good prediction of R∞ for different values of βI and in
the entire range of βA considered. Similarly, concerning
the size and the time of the peak of symptomatic individ-
uals, (Fig. 8), we observe that pairwise model is able to
give better predictions compared to the individual-based
one. Again, the individual-based model overestimates
the size of the peak and anticipates its actual time, while
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FIG. 7. Final size of the recovered population R∞ as a function of βA, for different of βI . The numerical simulations are
performed on a random r-regular graphs with N = 2000 nodes and r = 3, with αEA = 0.3, αAI = 0.2, µA = 0.4, µI = 0.5. The
solid lines represent the value of R∞ as predicted by the individual-based (orange) and by the pairwise model (blue), while the
black dashed line represents the average value of R∞ over M = 1000 stochastic simulations. The vertical dashed lines represent
the value of βA at which the value of R0 is equal to one for both the individual-based (orange) and pairwise model (blue).

the pairwise model is in good agreement with the numer-
ical simulations. The differences between the peak time
observed in the stochastic simulations and that predicted
by the pairwise model around βA ≈ 0.32 are mainly due
the phenomenon of stochastic fade-out [62] that is more
pronounced for R0 slightly greater than one.

A further remarkable aspect of the pairwise model is
that it provides a more precise estimation of the critical
values of βA and βI at which the epidemic outbreak oc-
curs. In both figures and for both deterministic models,
we also display the value of βA for which, given the value
of the other parameters, the basic reproduction number
R0 goes to zero. We observe that the pairwise model
seems to correctly predict the threshold value of βA, for
different βI . Contrarily, the individual-based model pre-
dicts smaller threshold values, meaning that there is a
range of βA for which the model wrongly forecasts the
onset of an epidemic outbreak. In particular, as shown in
Fig. 7, for βI > 0.4 the individual-based model does not
admit a stable disease-free equilibrium, i.e. the infection
always spreads for any value of βA, while the pairwise
model correctly predicts the epidemic threshold.

Altogether, the results presented in this section clearly
show that taking into account the correlations in the net-
work of contacts is a fundamental step for an accurate de-
scription of the spreading of an epidemic in a population.
Indeed the pairwise model outperforms the individual-
based one, especially in reproducing the real evolution
of the disease. Still, it is worth noting that the analysis
presented above has been carried out under the ideal con-
dition that all parameters and variables are known. In
practice, however, this can be an oversimplifying and un-
realistic hypothesis. For instance, some epidemiological
parameters, such as the infection probabilities, may be
hard to measure directly, and thus need to be estimated
from empirical data on the disease spreading. Further-
more, some of the system variables can be unmeasurable.
For example, it may not be possible to trace infected in-
dividuals during the incubation period, as the carriers
themselves may be unaware of having been exposed to
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FIG. 8. Size (left) and time (right) of the peak in the number
of symptomatic individuals, as a function of βA, for βI = 0.3.
The numerical simulations are performed with the same set-
tings of Fig. 7. The solid colored lines refers to the individual-
based (orange) and the pairwise model (blue), while the black
dashed line represents the stochastic simulations. The verti-
cal dashed lines represent the value of βA at which R0 = 1
for both the individual-based (orange) and pairwise model
(blue).

the disease. These considerations motivate the analy-
sis that will be presented in the next section, where we
will compare the deterministic models adopting a differ-
ent perspective. Instead of assessing the discrepancies in
the dynamics given the epidemiological parameters, we
will fit the models to data from numerical simulations
and analyze the differences in the predictions of both the
parameters of the model and the evolution of the state
variables.

V. DEALING WITH INCOMPLETE
INFORMATION

In this section we concentrate on the case in which the
epidemiological parameters are not known a priori, but
need to be extracted from data. We will consider three
separate cases in increasing order of complexity. We first
start with the hypothesis that all the variables are known
and they are so in the whole time interval considered.
Then, we examine the case in which all the variables
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are known, but only up to a certain time. Finally, we
assume that only a subset of the system variables is ef-
fectively available for fitting. For each of the three cases,
we consider the problem of determining the parameters
by fitting the available data and, whenever appropriate,
that of predicting the temporal evolution of the system
variables. The main focus would be again to compare the
results of the individual-based and of the pairwise model.

A. Identifying the epidemiological parameters

We first study the problem of evaluating the epidemio-
logical parameters when all the state variables are known
for the entire course of the outbreak. As epidemic spread-
ing models are often applied to the study of novel infec-
tious diseases, they can be crucial for the determination
of the more elusive epidemiological parameters, such as
the infection probabilities or the incubation period, for
which direct measurements can be difficult to perform.
For this reason it is fundamental to assess the reliabil-
ity of the estimation of the epidemiological parameters
when using a model to fit the data. Here, we perform a
series of numerical experiments aimed at comparing the
individual-based and the pairwise deterministic SEAIR
model in performing this task. We proceed in the fol-
lowing way. We fix a set of epidemiological parameters
p = (βA, βI , αEA, αAI , µA, µI), which are assumed to be
unknown to the deterministic models and need to be de-
termined through the fit (note that, instead, the initial
conditions are assumed to be known quantities). The
synthetic data are obtained by running a series of micro-
scopic simulations on a given contact network and av-
eraging the results over M different realizations of the
stochastic process. The time-series obtained in this way
plays the role of the empirical data that the deterministic
models have to reproduce at their best. Note that, since
real data usually consists in the daily/weekly number of
individuals in a given state [57], as synthetic time-series
we consider the temporal evolution of the fractions of
individuals in each compartment, which we will denote
with Xt. Therefore, to determine the epidemiological
parameters, we have to fit the corresponding quantities
〈X〉t to the synthetic data Xt. It is important to remark
that for the individual-based model these correspond to
the state variables of the system, whereas for the pairwise
model they are function of the state variables (the pair
probabilities), through relation (5). For each of the two
models we perform an optimization procedure to derive
the set of parameters p̂ that yield the smallest fitting er-
ror. The model parameters are estimated by minimizing
the root mean squared error (RMSE)

Efit =

√√√√ 1

|Ω′|T
∑
X∈Ω′

T∑
t=1

(〈X〉t −Xt)2 (24)

between the time-series produced by the deterministic
model, generically represented as 〈X〉t, and the corre-

FIG. 9. Comparison between stochastic simulations,
individual-based model (orange solid line) and pair-based
model (blue solid line) when all the state variables are fit-
ted over the entire course of the epidemic. The stochastic
simulations are run on a random r-regular graph, with the
same settings of Fig. 5. The stochastic simulations are rep-
resented as solid gray lines, while the average is plotted as a
dashed black line.

sponding average Xt of the microscopic simulations. We
denote with Ω′ the set of compartments to which we fit
the models, which in general can differ from Ω. In this
first example, we will consider Ω′ = Ω, so that |Ω′| = 5.
The length of the simulation, T , is chosen such that
the system has reached a stationary state, i.e. the epi-
demic outbreak has ended, as every infected individual
has eventually recovered. Finally, as a measure of the
discrepancy between the model estimation and the actual
parameters we evaluate the quantity D(p) = ‖p−p̂‖/

√
6,

where ‖v‖ denotes the Euclidean norm and 6 is the num-
ber of components in vector p [63].

An example of the results is shown in Fig. 9, where the
model predictions are reported together with the numer-
ical simulations in the case of random r-regular graphs
with N = 500 nodes and r = 3 and of the set of parame-
ters listed in the figure caption. Averages over M = 1000
runs of the stochastic microscopic simulation have been
considered. The system is initialized by picking a number
of randomly selected nodes corresponding to the 2% of
the total population and setting their initial state, either
as asymptomatic (A) or infected (I) with equal probabil-
ity. Fig. 9 shows that the dynamical evolution of the state
variables generated by both the individual-based and the
pairwise model are in good agreement with the stochastic
simulation, with the pairwise model still providing bet-
ter results. Indeed, for the individual-based model we
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FIG. 10. Error D(p) in the estimation of the epidemiological parameters as a function of βA and βI for the individual-based
(left) and the pairwise (right) SEAIR models. The deterministic models are fitted to stochastic simulations performed on a
r-regular graphs with N = 500 and r = 3, with αEA = 0.3, αAI = 0.2, µA = 0.15 and µI = 0.3.

obtain E ind
fit = 9.0 · 10−5, while for the pairwise model

we have Epair
fit = 3.7 · 10−7. In addition, the parameters

extracted with the individual-based model significantly
deviate from the “real ones” used to generate the data to
fit. Conversely the trajectories of the pairwise model that
best fit the data are obtained with parameters close to
those used in the microscopic simulation. If we consider,
for instance, the infection probabilities, which have been
set to βA = 0.6 and βI = 0.4, we find that the param-

eters evaluated through the pairwise model (β̂A = 0.59,

β̂I = 0.35) are in a good agreement with the epidemiolog-
ical ones, whereas the estimates of the individual-based

model (β̂A = 4.32 · 10−6, β̂I = 0.63) substantially differ
from them. Now, if we consider the value of D(p), for the
pairwise model we find Dpair(p) = 9.3 ·10−4, whereas for
the individual-based model we obtain Dind(p) = 0.17.
Hence, both the fitting error Efit and the discrepancy
in the estimation of the parameters D(p) obtained by
adopting the pairwise model are about two orders of mag-
nitude smaller than the corresponding ones deduced by
the individual-based model, so we conclude that the pair-
wise approximation provides a more reliable “prediction”
of the epidemiological parameters.

These results are consistent with the conclusions of the
previous section. In fact, when the deterministic mod-
els are informed of the epidemiological parameters, then
the dynamics of the pairwise model closely matches the
microscopic simulations, whereas the individual-based
model largely overestimates the number of infections oc-
curring at each time step. In the case considered in this
section in which the epidemiological parameters are as-
sumed to be unknown, both models are able to generate
time-series that are close to the real time evolution of the
epidemics. But in order to do so, the individual-based

model has to use a set of parameters that significantly
differs from that of the stochastic simulations. Still, the
individual-based model has a higher fitting error. In the
pairwise case, instead, when the parameters are known,
the model behavior is close to that of the microscopic
simulations, such that, when the parameters are obtained
through fitting, their estimates slightly differ from those
used to generate the data.

Fig. 9 provides an illustrative example obtained for a
single set of the epidemiological parameters. As the error
in the parameter estimation does depend, in general, on
the vector p itself, we have repeated the previous analy-
sis on the same contact network represented by a random
r-regular graph with N = 500 and r = 3, but considering
different sets of epidemiological parameters. In particu-
lar, we have systematically varied two parameters of the
system, βA and βI , which are the ones ruling the disease
transmission. For each pair (βA, βI) we have calculated
the average over M = 1000 runs of the stochastic epi-
demic process, applied the fitting procedure for the two
deterministic models, and computed the error D(p).

Fig. 10 displays D(p) as a function of βA and βI . Two
things are worth noticing. Firstly, the estimation error
for the pairwise model (on the right) is generally lower
compared to that of the individual-based model (on the
left). Second, the value of D(p) for the individual-based
model depends smoothly on p, whereas, for the pair-
wise model, such a dependence appears to be strongly
affected by random fluctuations, because of its much
smaller value.

Overall, the previous results show that the pairwise
approximation provides a more reliable estimation in the
entire space of parameters. This suggests that the use of
a pairwise model is preferable even when the epidemiolog-
ical parameters of an infectious diseases are not known.
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B. Forecasting the epidemic evolution

So far, we have seen how to extract the epidemio-
logical parameters when data on the entire course of
the epidemic spreading are available. However, math-
ematical models are also useful to forecast the evolu-
tion of a disease spreading [7, 28, 64]. For instance,
they play a crucial role in policy making, as their pre-
dictive power allows to estimate in advance the possi-
ble effects of different containment measures. On the
grounds of this, here we compare the capability of the
individual-based and of the pairwise models in forecast-
ing the progress of an epidemic when empirical data is
only available for a limited time interval. Similarly to the
previous case, we assume all the epidemiological parame-
ters p = (βA, βI , αEA, αAI , µA, µI) are unknown quanti-
ties to be determined by fitting the deterministic models
to the numerical simulations. This time, however, in-
stead of considering the time-series St, Et, At, It, and
Rt, over the entire time range T = 55, we fit the models
over a limited time interval [0, Tfit]. Then, we compare
how the SEAIR models predict the evolution of the state
variables in the remaining time interval [Tfit, T ]. Again,
the fit is performed by minimizing the mean squared er-
ror (RMSE) between the predicted and the simulated
time-series, where the average of M = 1000 microscopic
simulations on a random r-regular graph with r = 3 and
N = 500 nodes is used as the ground truth. We initialize
the process by setting 1% of the network nodes in the A
state, and another 1% of them in the I state.

As a first example, we fit the SEAIR models up to
Tfin = 20, and illustrate in Fig. 11 the evolution of
the state variables. Both the individual-based and the
pairwise model reproduce quite well the temporal evo-
lution of St, Et, At and Rt. However, as concerns the
fraction symptomatic infectious It, the individual-based
model forecasting appears less reliable, while the pair-
wise model correctly predicts the time course of the vari-
able. Moreover, if we consider the value of D(p), we
can see that, in order to reproduce the system dynamics,
the individual-based model has to rely on a set of epi-
demiological parameters that are substantially different
from the one used to run the stochastic simulations. On
the contrary, the pairwise model remains able to predict
the correct set of parameters. Indeed, for the individual-
based model we find Dind(p) = 0.20, while we obtain
Dpair(p) = 2.4 · 10−3 for the pairwise model.

In the previous example, we have compared the predic-
tions of the deterministic models to the numerical simu-
lations of the epidemic process by taking a single value
of Tfit only. However, as the performance of the models
may depend on the particular value of Tfit considered,
a more systematic analysis is required. We do this by
varying the value of the fitting time interval in the range
Tfit ∈ [2, 50], and monitoring the prediction error on the
state variables in the time interval [Tfit, T = 55]. As a
measure of the model performance we consider the mean
squared error between the predicted and the simulated

FIG. 11. Comparison between stochastic simulations,
individual-based model (orange solid line) and pair-based
model (blue solid line) when all the state variables are fitted
up to Tfit = 20 (red dotted line). The stochastic simulations
are run on a random r-regular graph, with the same settings
of Fig. 5. The stochastic simulations are represented as solid
gray lines, while the average is plotted as a dashed black line.
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FIG. 12. Value of the prediction error Epred as a function of
the fitting range Tfit, for both the individual-based (orange)
and the pairwise (blue) models.

time-series relative to all the state probabilities, namely

Epred =

√√√√ 1

|Ω|(T − Tfit)

∑
X∈Ω

T∑
t=Tfit+1

(〈X〉t −Xt)2 (25)

Note that, since we consider a mean squared error, the
value of Epred should not depend on the length of the
time interval itself.

Fig. 12 shows the results. Two aspects are worth re-
marking. First, the value of Epred relative to the pair-
wise model is generally lower compared to that of the
individual-based model, meaning that the former pro-
vides more reliable predictions on the temporal evolu-
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tion on the state variables. Second, the performance of
the individual-based model is heavily influenced by the
value of Tfit, with the prediction error that decreases as
the fitting time interval increases. Instead, the pairwise
model provides a good prediction on the system dynam-
ics even when it has at disposal only a limited amount
of data, as one can see from the value of Epred, which
remains stable in the entire range of values of Tfit.

In conclusion the pairwise model provides a more re-
liable forecasting of the temporal evolution of the state
variables than the individual-based model. Furthermore,
in those cases where the performances of the two models
are comparable, the pairwise model yields a better pre-
diction of the epidemiological parameters, consistently
with the results obtained in the previous subsection.

C. Estimating the unmeasurable variables

Finally, we work under the worst condition (among
those investigated), in which some of the dynamical vari-
ables are not measurable. At variance with the previous
case study, where we have evaluated the epidemiological
parameters assuming to be able to measure each com-
partment X ∈ Ω, here we suppose to be able to measure
only a subset of them, fitting the deterministic models to
the corresponding time series only. Understanding how
the models perform under these circumstances is of cru-
cial practical relevance in the context of outbreaks such
as that of COVID-19, where the disease is also spread by
asymptomatic carriers that are difficult to trace.

In the analysis of the SEAIR models, we assume to
be able to detect those individuals who are either symp-
tomatic infectious (I) or recovered (R), considering un-
measurable the other states. We can consider two cases,
which represent different degrees of data availability. In
the first case, since empirical data are usually provided
at an individual level, we assume the fractions of symp-
tomatic and recovered individuals (It, and Rt) to be
available data, while the fractions of susceptible, exposed
and asymptomatic individuals (St, Et, and At) are un-
known. Notice that we are here assuming to be able to
trace the asymptomatic individuals once they recover.
This corresponds to the ideal case in which serological
tests are systematically performed on the population, al-
lowing to detect those individuals who have recovered
without having been diagnosed with the disease. Ac-
cordingly, to evaluate the epidemiological parameters,
we fit the variables 〈I〉t and 〈R〉t to the corresponding
time series. As discussed in Section V A, there is a fun-
damental difference in the way in which the individual-
based and the pairwise models are fitted. Indeed, while
in the individual-based model the probabilities 〈X〉t are
the state variables, in the pairwise model these quantities
are derived from the pair probabilities through relation
(5). This means that, at variance with the individual-
based model, for the pairwise model a function of the
state variables is used in the data fitting.

FIG. 13. Comparison between stochastic simulations,
individual-based model (orange solid line) and pair-based
model (blue solid line) when the measurable state variables
are fitted over the entire time course of the epidemic pro-
cess (i.e. Tfit = T ). The stochastic simulations are run on
a random r-regular graph, with the same settings of Fig. 5,
and their results are represented as solid gray lines, while the
average is plotted as a dashed black line.

In the second case, in addition to It and Rt, we assume
to have a larger set of measured time series, including,
in particular, some of the pair variables. Indeed, when
we have information on the contact network structure,
if we are able to detect those individuals that are either
in state I or in state R, we can also measure the pairs
formed by individuals in one of these two states. To ac-
count for this scenario, we have considered the fraction of
pairs composed either by symptomatic or recovered indi-
viduals as measurable variables, i.e. IIt, IRt, and RRt,
while the remaining fractions are considered unknown (as
implicitly assumed before). Under these hypotheses, for
the pairwise model these data do not have to be fitted
as a function of the state variables, since they can be di-
rectly associated to the corresponding (measurable) pair
variables 〈II〉t, 〈IR〉t, and 〈RR〉t. Summing up, in this
second case, we fit the individual-based model to It and
Rt, and the pairwise model to It, Rt, IIt, IRt and RRt.

We begin our analysis from this latter case, which relies
on the assumption that the contact network structure is
known. Then we discuss the implications of fitting the
pairwise model when such data are not available.

The dynamics of the SEAIR models is ultimately de-
termined by two sets of quantities, namely the epidemio-
logical parameters p and the initial condition of the state
variables. Since, in the previous sections, we have as-
sumed all the dynamical variables to be known at any
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FIG. 14. Comparison between stochastic simulations,
individual-based model (orange solid line) and pair-based
model (blue solid line) when the measurable state variables
are fitted up to Tfit = 20 (red dotted line). The stochastic
simulations are run on a random r-regular graph, with the
same settings of Fig. 5, and their results are represented as
solid gray lines, while the average is plotted as a dashed black
line.

time, we have considered the initial conditions as known
quantities, fitting the SEAIR models to empirical data
only to evaluate p. Now, as some of the variables are un-
known, also their initial conditions need to be estimated
from the fit. It is worth noting that the pairwise model
has a larger number of unknown initial conditions com-
pared to the individual-based model. This means that,
at variance with the cases in Sections V A and V B, where
the number of unknown parameters was equal for both
models, in the present scenario one needs to determine a
larger set of parameters for the pairwise model.

We start by considering Fig. 13 and Fig. 14, in which
we compare the prediction of the individual-based and
of the pairwise model to the stochastic simulations, for
two different values of Tfit. As in the previous case, the
numerical data are generated performing M = 1000 mi-
croscopic simulations on a random r-regular graph with
N = 500 and r = 3, and taking the average dynamics
as the ground truth. First, we discuss the case Tfit = T ,
that represents an important case study occurring in the
analysis of past epidemic outbreaks. In this scenario, we
assume we know the dynamics of the measurable vari-
ables It and Rt over the entire time course of the epi-
demic, while the other variables remain unknown. In
other words, we here analyze the capability of the mod-
els to determine the temporal evolution of the unmea-
surable variables once the epidemic outbreak is over. As
shown in Fig. 13, the pairwise model is in a much better

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Tfit

10−1

10−2

10−3

10−4

10−5


un

m

Pairwise
Individual

FIG. 15. Value of the prediction error Eunm as a function of
the fitting range Tfit, for both the individual-based (orange)
and the pairwise (blue) models.

agreement with the stochastic simulations compared to
the individual-based one.

Conversely, to illustrate an example in which data is
only available for a limited time interval, we consider the
case Tfit = 20. The results for this case study are dis-
played in Fig. 14. First, we note that, compared to the
individual-based model, the pairwise model better fore-
casts the temporal evolution of the measurable variables
It and Rt. Second, the pairwise model provides a good
prediction of the time course of the unknown variables.
In particular, we remark that the pairwise model predic-
tion of both At and St is in good agreement with the
numerical simulations. As regards the probability of be-
ing exposed 〈E〉t, though it overestimates the average
behavior of the stochastic simulations Et, we note that
time series predicted by the pairwise model represents
a significant improvement compared to the prediction of
the individual-based model. Overall, the pairwise model
provides a reliable prediction of the dynamics of both
measured and unmeasured variables, outperforming the
individual-based model.

Then, we study the predictive capability of the deter-
ministic models as function of Tfit. Fig. 15 displays, for
both the individual-based and the pairwise models, the
prediction error Eunm on the unmeasured individual-level
time series, namely

Eunm =

√√√√ 1

|Θ|(T + 1)

∑
X∈Θ

T∑
t=0

(〈X〉t −Xt)2 (26)

where Θ = Ω \ Ω′ = {S,E,A} represents the set of un-
measured compartments. Note that, since we are inter-
ested in the prediction over the entire course of the epi-
demic, we considered the range [0, T ].

Consistently with the previous results, we note that,
for different values of Tfit, the pairwise model generally
provides a lower value of Eunm compared to individual-
based model, meaning that the former furnishes a more
reliable prediction of the temporal evolution of the un-
known variables.

The results discussed so far indicate that the pairwise
model outperforms the individual-based model in pre-
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FIG. 16. Comparison between stochastic simulations (dashed
black), individual-based model (solid orange) and pairwise
model for the prediction of the asymptomatic state of Fig. 14.
The pairwise model has been fitted both including (solid blue)
and excluding (dashed-dotted blue) the time series IIt, IRt

and RRt from the set of measurable variables. Note that the
solid blue line is superimposed to the dashed black one.

dicting the dynamics of the fractions of individuals in the
unmeasured compartments. However, in order to obtain
a more reliable prediction on quantities that are difficult
or even impossible to measure, e.g. the asymptomatic in-
fectious population, it is necessary to gather more and
different data about the quantities that are accessible.
In particular, here we assumed we are able to measure
not only the fraction of individuals that are symptomatic
infectious or recovered, but also the fraction of couples
formed by individuals in one of those states.

To conclude, we discuss how important these data are
for the prediction, by showing what happens when they
are not available. Fig. 16 displays the prediction of the
fraction of asymptomatic infectious At (which we as-
sumed to be unmeasurable) by the individual-based and
pairwise model. While the individual-based model is fit-
ted only to It and Rt, the pairwise model is fitted either
using or not the fractions of pairs IRt, IRt and RRt.
As it can be noticed, when only the individual proba-
bilities are fitted, the pairwise model is not able to pro-
vide a good prediction for At, performing as badly as the
individual-based model.

Overall, the results of this section suggest that using a
model that accounts for the dynamical correlations exist-
ing within the contact network can ensure a more accu-
rate evaluation of the unknown quantities of the system.
However, this approach demands to gather more refined
data on how the disease spreads through the network it-
self, using, for instance, more detailed contact tracing
techniques [65].

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have developed two discrete-time
population-level SEAIR models, providing a coarse
grained description of the spreading of an infectious dis-
ease through a network of contacts. First, under the hy-
pothesis of statistical independence at the level of nodes,

we have derived the master equations for an individual-
based model. Second, we have considered a more com-
plex pairwise approximation, describing the system at
the level of node pairs. This allowed us to account for
the dynamical correlations existing within the contact
network.

Assuming we know the epidemiological parameters
characterizing the disease spreading, we have compared
the deterministic models to numerical simulations of the
epidemic dynamics. We have analyzed to which degree
the predictions of the SEAIR models agreed with the
results of stochastic simulations carried out over two dif-
ferent network topologies, namely the random r-regular
graph and the Erdös-Renyi graph. Consistently with pre-
vious research [26], we found that the pairwise model is
able to reproduce, for both topologies, the temporal evo-
lution of the state variables, whereas the individual-based
model overestimates the number of new infections occur-
ring at each time step. This result was consistently ob-
served when important parameters of the model, such as
the symptomatic and asymptomatic transmission proba-
bilities, were varied.

We have then considered the more realistic case in
which the epidemiological parameters are unknown and
need to be estimated by fitting the SEAIR models to em-
pirical data. We have examined three case studies of in-
creasing complexity. First, we have assumed to know the
time-course of all the state variables for the entire dura-
tion of the epidemic outbreak, analyzing the capability of
the deterministic models to estimate the epidemiological
parameters. Compared to the individual-based model,
the pairwise model performed better, as the error on the
parameters resulted generally lower and independent on
their specific value chosen for the numerical simulations.
This aspect is crucial in those practical situations where
one needs to know the exact value of the parameters, for
instance to evaluate the possible effects of issuing/lifting
a containment policy, which can be assumed to have an
impact only on specific parameters (for instance, the obli-
gation to wear a face mask likely affects only the trans-
mission probabilities βA and βI).

Second, we have assumed to know the dynamics of the
state variables for a limited time interval only, analyzing
the capability of both the individual and the pairwise
model to forecast the evolution of the pandemic. Our
results show that the individual-based model is not able
to correctly forecast the dynamics of all the state vari-
ables, while the prediction of the pairwise model is in
good agreement with the numerical simulations. Further-
more, the pairwise model still provides a better estimate
of the epidemiological parameters even under these con-
ditions. This higher reliability of the pairwise approach
can play a fundamental role in the policy-making pro-
cess, where accurately forecasting the evolution of the
epidemic is crucial.

Third, we considered a more realistic scenario, as-
suming we are able to measure only a subset of the
model compartments. In particular, we have assumed
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to know the fractions of symptomatic infected and re-
covered nodes, i.e. It and Rt. Additionally, we have
considered to be able to measure the pairs in which the
nodes are either in the infectious symptomatic or in the
recovered states, i.e. IIt, IRt and RRt. With this in-
formation available, the fractions of individuals in the
unmeasured compartments, i.e. St, Et and At, as pre-
dicted by the pairwise model were found in good agree-
ment with the numerical simulations. On the contrary,
the individual-based model was not able to estimate their
temporal evolution. Since the asymptomatic individuals
can constitute a public-health risk, as they are able to
spread the virus without knowing it, and since they can
be difficult to trace, assessing their number within the
population becomes crucial, and the pairwise approach
can provide an important instrument to cope with their
presence.

Overall, the results presented in this paper show that
the pairwise modeling paradigm is a reliable tool for es-
timating the epidemiological parameters and forecast-
ing the evolution of the epidemics. In particular, we
showed that a pairwise approach, altogether with ad-
ditional information regarding the contacts of the in-
fectious individuals, provides a much better prediction
of the unmeasurable variables of the system compared
to an individual-based one. Moreover, such a modeling
approach allows one to evaluate the size of the asymp-
tomatic population, which, in the context of the COVID-
19 pandemic, represents a critical issue. To fulfill this
objective, the pairwise model requires to refine the data
collection procedures so as to include information on the
network structure. For this reason, extending the use
of contact tracing techniques can play a crucial role in
informing mathematical modeling, thus leading to more
reliable predictions on the course of epidemics.

Finally, we note that the generality of the approach
here discussed paves the way to applications to other
classes of epidemic models (possibly including other com-
partments or an explicit dependency of the contact net-
works on time), which are possible directions for future
work.
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APPENDIX A: DERIVATION OF EQ. (13)

Here we show how to obtain the expression for the
nonlinear transition probability ΠSE→EA of the pairwise
SEAIR model, i.e. Eq. (13). To start with, we introduce

the homogeneous mixing hypothesis to write Eq. (11) at
the level of population, thus dropping the indices in the
probability terms. This yields

ΠS→E ≈ 〈SIU . . . U〉t[1− (1− βI)]
+〈SUI . . . U〉t[1− (1− βI)]
+ . . .

+〈SUU . . . I〉t[1− (1− βI)]
+〈SAU . . . U〉t[1− (1− βA)]
+ . . .

+〈SUU . . . A〉t[1− (1− βA)]
+〈SII . . . U〉t[1− (1− βI)2]
+ . . .

+〈SIU . . . I〉t[1− (1− βI)2]
+〈SIA . . . U〉t[1− (1− βI)(1− βA)]
+ . . .
+〈SAA . . . A〉t[1− (1− βA)k].

(A1)

As explained in Section III A, given the expression in
Eq. (A1), the system (6) is not closed. To close it at
the level of individuals, we consider the approximation
in Eq. (12), which can be also rewritten at a population-
level by dropping the node indices. By substituting this
expression in Eq. (A1), we get

ΠS→E ≈ 〈S〉t〈I〉t〈U〉t . . . 〈U〉t[1− (1− βI)]
+〈S〉t〈U〉t〈I〉t . . . 〈U〉t[1− (1− βI)]
+ . . .

+〈S〉t〈U〉t〈U〉t . . . 〈I〉t[1− (1− βI)]
+〈S〉t〈A〉t〈U〉t . . . 〈U〉t[1− (1− βA)]

+ . . .

+〈S〉t〈U〉t〈U〉t . . . 〈A〉t[1− (1− βA)]

+〈S〉t〈I〉t〈I〉t . . . 〈U〉t[1− (1− βI)2]

+ . . .

+〈S〉t〈I〉t〈U〉t . . . 〈I〉t[1− (1− βI)2]

+〈S〉t〈I〉t〈A〉t . . . 〈U〉t[1− (1− βI)(1− βA)]

+ . . .

+〈S〉t〈A〉t〈A〉t . . . 〈A〉t[1− (1− βA)k],

(A2)

which can rewritten as

ΠS→E ≈
(
k
1

)(
1
0

)
〈S〉t〈I〉t〈U〉k−1

t [1− (1− βI)]
+
(
k
1

)(
1
1

)
〈S〉t〈A〉t〈U〉k−1

t [1− (1− βA)]

+
(
k
2

)(
2
0

)
〈S〉t〈I〉2t 〈U〉k−2

t [1− (1− βI)2]

+
(
k
2

)(
2
1

)
〈S〉t〈I〉t〈A〉t〈U〉k−2

t [1− (1− βI)(1− βA)]

+ . . .

+
(
k
k

)(
k
k

)
〈S〉t〈A〉kt [1− (1− βA)k].

(A3)
Note that each term is characterized by the product of
two binomial factors, i.e.

(
k
p

)(
p
n

)
. The first one indicates

the number of ways p infected nodes can be chosen among
the k neighbors of a node, while the second corresponds
to the number of ways n asymptomatic infectious nodes
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can be chosen among the p infected neighbors. More
compactly, we can write

ΠS→E ≈ 〈S〉t
k∑
p=1

p∑
n=0

(
k
p

)(
p
n

)
〈A〉nt 〈I〉

p−n
t 〈U〉k−pt

× [1− (1− βA)n(1− βI)p−n] .
(A4)

Given that 〈U〉t = 1 − 〈A〉t − 〈I〉t, it is worth not-

ing that the term
(
k
p

)(
p
n

)
〈A〉nt 〈I〉

p−n
t 〈U〉k−pt corresponds

to the probability mass function of the multinomial dis-
tribution (see [66], Chapter 6). With this in mind, we
can manipulate Eq. (A4) so to have

ΠS→E ≈ 〈S〉t[1−
k∑
p=0

p∑
n=0

(
k
p

)(
p
n

)
〈A〉nt 〈I〉

p−n
t 〈U〉k−pt

× (1− βA)
n

(1− βI)p−n]

= 〈S〉t{1−
k∑
p=0

p∑
n=0

(
k
p

)(
p
n

)
〈U〉k−pt

×[〈A〉t(1− βA)]n[〈I〉t(1− βI)]p−n}

= 〈S〉t

[
1−

k∑
p=0

p∑
n=0

k!
n!(p−n)!(k−p)!x

k−p
1 xn2x

p−n
3

]
,

(A5)
where we have defined x1 = 〈U〉t, x2 = 〈A〉t(1 − βA)
and x3 = 〈I〉t(1 − βI). Note also that we added to the
summation the term relative to p = 0, since this is equal
to zero, and that we have considered that summing the
probability mass function over all the possible values of
p and n gives one. By recalling the multinomial theorem

(x1 + x2 + x3)k =
∑

n1+n2+n3=k

k!

n1!n2!n3!

3∏
i=1

xni
i , (A6)

we can simplify Eq. (A5), obtaining

ΠS→E ≈ 〈S〉t[1− (x1 + x2 + x3)k]. (A7)

Finally, by substituting x1+x2+x3 = 1−βA〈A〉t−βI〈I〉t
(note again that 〈U〉t = 1 − 〈A〉t − 〈I〉t), we obtain for
ΠS→E the expression in Eq. (13).

APPENDIX B: DERIVATION OF EQ. (22)

Here we derive the expression for the nonlinear transi-
tion probability ΠSE→EA of the pairwise SEAIR model,
i.e. Eq. (22). We begin by considering Eq. (17), introduc-
ing the assumption that no triangular loops exist within
the network and that the population is homogeneously
mixed. In this case, all nodes have the same number of
neighbors, k, so that the number of neighbors of a pair
of nodes is L = 2k− 2. A graphical representation of the
subgraph induced by the pair in state (S,E) under these
hypotheses is provided in Fig. 4. Eq. (17) can written as

ΠSE→EA ≈ 〈SEIU . . . U〉t[1− (1− βI)]αEA
+〈SEUI . . . U〉t[1− (1− βI)]αEA
+ . . .
+〈SE U . . . UI︸ ︷︷ ︸

k−1

U . . . U︸ ︷︷ ︸
k−1

〉t[1− (1− βI)]αEA

+〈SEA . . . U〉t[1− (1− βA)]αEA

+ . . .
+〈SEU . . . UAU . . . U〉t[1− (1− βA)]αEA
+〈SEII . . . U〉t[1− (1− βI)2]αEA
+ . . .
+〈SEIU . . . I〉t[1− (1− βI)]αEA
+〈SEIA . . . U〉t[1− (1− βI)(1− βA)]αEA
+ . . .
+〈SEAA . . . A〉t[1− (1− βA)k−1]αEA.

(B1)

Each term 〈SE . . . Z〉t counts L+ 2 = 2k elements. The
first two, i.e. S and E, represent the state of the pair of
nodes inducing the subgraph, the following k−1 indicate
the state of the neighborhood of the first node (the one in
state S), while the remaining k−1 denote the state of the
neighborhood of the second node (in state E). Eq. (B1)
can be simplified taking into account the property of sym-
metry of the joint probabilities. Indeed, since under the
homogeneous mixing hypothesis the nodes of the neigh-
borhood are statistically equivalent to one another, the
probability terms only depend on the number of infected
nodes in each neighborhood, while they do not depend
on which particular node is infected. For example, when
only one symptomatic infectious node is present in the
subgraph, assuming it to be connected to the node in
state S, we have k − 1 equivalent terms, namely

〈SEIUU . . . U〉t = 〈SEUIU . . . U〉t = . . .
. . . = 〈SE UU . . . UI︸ ︷︷ ︸

k−1

U . . . U〉t. (B2)

Therefore, we can rewrite Eq. (B1) as

ΠSE→EA ≈
〈SEIUU . . . U〉t

(
k−1

1

)(
1
0

)(
k−1

0

)(
0
0

)
[1− (1− βI)]αEA

+〈SEAU . . . U〉t
(
k−1

1

)(
1
0

)(
k−1

0

)(
0
0

)
[1− (1− βA)]αEA

+〈SEII . . . U〉t
(
k−1

2

)(
2
0

)(
k−1

0

)(
0
0

)
[1− (1− βI)2]αEA

+〈SEIU . . . I〉t
(
k−1

1

)(
1
0

)(
k−1

1

)(
1
0

)
[1− (1− βI)]αEA

+〈SEIA . . . U〉t
(
k−1

2

)(
2
1

)(
k−1

0

)(
0
0

)
×[1− (1− βI)(1− βA)]αEA

+ . . .

+〈SEAA . . . A〉t
(
k−1
k−1

)(
k−1
k−1

)(
k−1
k−1

)(
k−1
k−1

)
×[1− (1− βA)k]αEA.

(B3)
We note that each term is characterized by the product of
four binomial factors, i.e.

(
k−1
p

)(
p
n

)(
k−1
q

)(
q
m

)
, represent-

ing the number of possible combinations of the neighbor-
ing nodes. The first two binomial coefficients are relative
to the neighborhood of the node in state S, while the oth-
ers concern the neighbors of the node in state E. For each
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of them, the first binomial factor indicates the number
of ways p (or q) infected nodes can be chosen among the
k − 1 neighbors of a node, while the second corresponds
to the number of ways n (or m) asymptomatic infectious
nodes can be chosen among the p (or q) infected neigh-
bors.

As explained in Section III B, given the expression in
Eq. (B1), the system (15) is not closed. To close it at the
level of pairs, we consider the approximation in Eq. (19),
which can be also rewritten at a population-level by drop-
ping the node indices. With reference to the configura-
tion of Fig. 4, we can approximate the probability that
the node S is connected to nI neighbors in state I, to nA
neighbors in state A, and to k − 1 − nI − nA neighbors
in state U , while the node in state E is connected to mI

neighbors in state I, to mA neighbors in state A, and to
k − 1−mI −mA neighbors in state U , as follows

F (〈SE〉t, . . . , 〈EA〉t) = 〈SE〉t

× 〈SA〉
nA
t 〈SI〉

nI
t 〈SU〉

k−1−nA−nI
t

〈S〉k−1
t

× 〈EA〉
mA
t 〈EI〉mI

t 〈EU〉k−1−mA−mI
t

〈E〉k−1
t

.

(B4)

By substituting the closure (B4) in Eq. (B3), we obtain
the expression for the transition probability in Eq. (21).
As the transition of an individual from state E to state A
is independent on the state of the neighbors, we expect
the transition probability ΠSE→EA to be independent of
the state probabilities 〈EX〉. Consistently, we note that
the second double summation term, which accounts for
all the possible configurations of the neighborhood of the
node in state E, sums to one. To show this, we first define
the quantities

εA =
〈EA〉t
〈E〉t

, εI =
〈EI〉t
〈E〉t

, εU =
〈EU〉t
〈E〉t

, (B5)

which represent the probability that a node in state E is
connected either to a node in state A, I or U, respectively,
divided by the probability of being in state E. With this
new notation, the relation on the marginal probabilities
〈E〉t = 〈EA〉t + 〈EI〉t + 〈EU〉t now reads

εA + εI + εU = 1. (B6)

Note that, despite it is not explicitly indicated, the terms
εA, εI and εU clearly depend on time.

Each term of the second double summation in Eq. (21)
can now be rewritten as

〈EA〉mt 〈EI〉
q−m
t 〈EU〉k−1−q

t

〈E〉k−1
t

(
k−1
q

)(
q
m

)
=

εmA ε
q−m
I εk−1−q

U
(k−1)!

m!(q−m)!(k−1−q)! ,

(B7)

which corresponds to the probability mass function as-
sociated to the multinomial distribution. Since we sum
over all the possible values of q and m, the second sum-
mation in Eq. (21), as we expect, is equal to one. We can

thus rewrite the equation as

ΠSE→EA ≈ 〈SE〉t
k−1∑
p=1

p∑
n=0

〈SA〉nt 〈SI〉
p−n
t 〈SU〉k−1−p

t

〈S〉k−1
t

×
(
k−1
p

)(
p
n

)
[1− (1− βA)n(1− βI)p−n]αEA.

(B8)

This expression can be further simplified. First, similarly
to what we have done for the state probabilities 〈EX〉,
we introduce the notation

σA =
〈SA〉t
〈S〉t

, σI =
〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

, σU =
〈SU〉t
〈S〉t

. (B9)

Then, we can manipulate Eq. (B8) so to have

ΠSE→EA ≈ 〈SE〉t[1−
k−1∑
p=0

p∑
n=0

σnAσ
p−n
I σk−1−p

U

× (k−1)!
n!(p−n)! (1− βA)n(1− βI)p−n]αEA

= 〈SE〉t{1−
k−1∑
p=0

p∑
n=0

(k−1)!
n!(p−n)!(k−1−p)!σ

k−1−p
U

×[σA(1− βA)]n[σI(1− βI)]p−n}αEA

= 〈SE〉t[1−
k−1∑
p=0

p∑
n=0

(k−1)!
n!(p−n)!(k−1−p)!x

k−1−p
1 xn2x

p−n
3 ]αEA,

(B10)
where we have defined x1 = σU , x2 = σA(1 − βA) and
x3 = σI(1−βI). Note also that we added to the summa-
tion the term relative to p = 0, since this is equal to zero.
By using the multinomial theorem (A6) of power k − 1,
we can greatly simplify the expression of the transition
probability as

ΠSE→EA ≈ 〈SE〉t[1− (x1 + x2 + x3)k−1]αEA. (B11)

Finally, by substituting x1 + x2 + x3 = 1− βAσA − βIσI
(note that σU = 1 − σA − σI), and by returning to the
usual notation for the state probabilities, we obtain for
ΠSE→EA the expression in Eq. (22).

APPENDIX C: PAIRWISE POPULATION-LEVEL
TRANSITION TERMS.

Here we present the complete list of the transition
probability terms of the SEAIR pairwise model at the
population-level. These terms can be derived in a way
analogous to Eq. (17), following the algebraic passages
detailed in Appendix B. We begin by considering the
nonlinear terms, and in particular the probability that a
link in state (S, S) transits to another state. i.e. (E,E)
or (S,E). Let us first write an expression for the term
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ΠSS→EE in the form of Eq. (21). We have

ΠSS→EE ≈ 〈SS〉t
k−1∑
p=1

p∑
n=0

〈SA〉nt 〈SI〉
p−n
t 〈SU〉k−1−p

t

〈S〉k−1
t

×
(
k−1
p

)(
p
n

)
[1− (1− βA)n(1− βI)p−n]

×
k−1∑
q=1

q∑
m=0

〈SA〉mt 〈SI〉
q−m
t 〈SU〉k−1−q

t

〈S〉k−1
t

×
(
k−1
q

)(
q
m

)
[1− (1− βA)m(1− βI)q−m],

(C1)

where we note that the two double summation are equal.
Similarly to what we have done for the expression of
ΠSE→EA, we can rewrite the previous equation as

ΠSS→EE ≈ 〈SS〉t
[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1
]2

,

(C2)
where the second power comes from the fact that both
nodes undergo the same transition, i.e. S → E. The term
in the square bracket represents the probability that a
node in state S is infected by at least one of its neighbors,
which can be either in state A or in state I. Therefore,
to write the expression of ΠSS→SE , we have to consider
the probability of the complementary event, namely the
probability that none of the infected neighbors transmits
the disease to the susceptible node. We thus have

ΠSS→SE = 〈SS〉t
[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1
]

×
(

1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI
〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

.

(C3)
Then, we account for all the possible transitions of links
in state (S,E). Starting from the expression for ΠSE→EA
in Eq. (22), we can write the remaining terms by consid-
ering the probability of the complementary events, ob-
taining

ΠSE→EE ≈

〈SE〉t
[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1
]

(1− αEA) ,

ΠSE→SA ≈

〈SE〉t
(

1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI
〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

αEA

(C4)
We now consider the possible transitions from state
(S,A). Let us take into account the probability term
ΠSA→EI and let us come back for a moment to the ex-
pression with the double summation. This reads

ΠSA→EI ≈ 〈SA〉t
k−1∑
p=0

p∑
n=0

(
k−1
p

)(
p
n

) 〈SI〉p−n
t 〈SA〉nt 〈SI〉

k−1−n
t

〈S〉k−1
t

×
[
1− (1− βA)

n+1
(1− βI)p−n

]
αAI ,

(C5)

where we have already written the probability that the
node in state A transits to state I as αAI (see Appendix
B for more details). It is worth pointing out that, dif-
ferently from the previous cases, the previous expression
has a term (1 − βA) raised to (n + 1)-th power, which
comes from the fact that, as we are considering the links
in state (S,A), the node in state S will always have an
infectious neighbor. Following the same algebraic steps
described in Appendix B, it is easy to verify that this
expression can be simplified as

ΠSA→EI ≈

〈SA〉t
[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

(1− βA)

]
αAI .

(C6)
Once again, by considering the probability of the com-
plementary events, we can write the remaining transition
probabilities for the state (S,A). Note that, since a node
in state A can transit to two different states, i.e. to state
I with probability αAI and state R with probability µA,
the probability that the node remains in state A is given
by (1− αAI − µA). We have

ΠSA→ER ≈

〈SA〉t
[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

(1− βA)

]
µA,

ΠSA→EA ≈

〈SA〉t
[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

(1− βA)

]
× (1− αAI − µA) ,

ΠSA→SI ≈

〈SA〉t
(

1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI
〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

(1− βA)αAI ,

ΠSA→SR ≈

〈SA〉t
(

1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI
〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

(1− βA)µA.

(C7)
Analogously to the previous case, it is easy to write the
transition probability terms from the state (S, I). We
have

ΠSI→ER ≈

〈SI〉t
[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

(1− βI)
]
µI ,

ΠSI→EI ≈

〈SI〉t
[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

(1− βI)
]

(1− µI) ,

ΠSI→SR ≈

〈SI〉t
(

1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI
〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

(1− βI)µI ,

(C8)
As concerns the state (S,R), as R is an absorbing state,
i.e. the node remains in R with probability equal to 1, the
only possible transition is determined by the probability
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that the node in state S transits to state E, namely

ΠSR→ER ≈ 〈SR〉t
[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1
]
.

(C9)

Finally, we report the linear transition probability
terms appearing in Eq. (15). All these terms can be ex-
pressed in the form of Eq. (16), so that they read:

ΠEE→AA = 〈EE〉tα2
EA,

ΠEE→EA = 〈EE〉t(1− αEA)αEA,

ΠEA→AI = 〈EA〉tαEAαAI ,
ΠEA→AR = 〈EA〉tαEAµA,
ΠEA→AA = 〈EA〉tαEA(1− µA − αAI),
ΠEA→EI = 〈EA〉t(1− αEA)αAI ,
ΠEA→ER = 〈EA〉t(1− αEA)µA,

ΠEI→AR = 〈EI〉tαEAµI ,
ΠEI→AI = 〈EI〉tαEA(1− µI),
ΠEI→ER = 〈EI〉t(1− αEA)µI ,

ΠER→AR = 〈ER〉tαEA,

ΠAA→II = 〈AA〉tα2
AI ,

ΠAA→IR = 〈AA〉tαAIµA,
ΠAA→RR = 〈AA〉tµ2

A,
ΠAA→AI = 〈AA〉t(1− µA − αAI)αAI ,
ΠAA→AR = 〈AA〉t(1− µA − αAI)µA,
ΠAI→IR = 〈AI〉t[αAIµI + µA(1− µI)],
ΠAI→RR = 〈AI〉tµAµI ,
ΠAI→II = 〈AI〉tαAI(1− µI),
ΠAI→AR = 〈AI〉t(1− µA − αAI)µI ,
ΠAR→IR = 〈AR〉tαAI ,
ΠAR→RR = 〈AR〉tµA,
ΠII→RR = 〈II〉tµ2

I ,
ΠII→IR = 〈II〉t(1− µI)µI ,
ΠIR→RR = 〈IR〉tµI .

(C10)

Note that the probability ΠAI→IR consists of two terms
as there are two possible ways in which a link in state
(A, I) can transits to state (I,R). First, the node in state
A can transits in state I (the asymptomatic infectious in-
dividual develops the symptoms) while the node in state
I transits to state R (the symptomatic infectious individ-
ual recovers). Second, the node in state A can transits to
state R (the asymptomatic infectious individual recovers)
while the node in state I remains in it. In other words, a
link in state (A, I) can transits either to state (I,R) or to
state (R, I), according to different probabilities. Coher-
ently, a link can transit to the state (I,R) coming from
two different states, namely (A, I) and (I, A), according
to the same probabilities, which justifies the use of a sin-
gle transition probability term ΠAI→IR in Eq. (15).

APPENDIX D: DERIVATION OF R0

In this Appendix, we show how to derive the expres-
sion of R0 for both the individual-based and the pairwise
SEAIR model. To do so, we use the next-generation ma-
trix (NGM) approach [35], developed for discrete-time
epidemic models [59]. To begin with, we briefly discuss
the method, and then we apply it to the deterministic
models introduced in our work.

To to calculate the basic reproduction number, rather
than the full system of master equations, the subsystem
describing the evolution of the infected states may be
considered. Here, we follow the terminology used in [35]
and indicate with the term ’infected states’ those com-
partments that are infectious (A and I) or have been
exposed to the disease (E). As a vanishing fraction of in-
dividuals in an infected state indicates that the infection
dies out, R0 can be derived studying the condition under
which the disease-free equilibrium (DFE), i.e. the equi-
librium at which the fraction of individuals in an infected
compartment is zero, becomes unstable. Note that this
equilibrium always exists. Hence, in the context of the
SEAIR models, instead of considering all the states, we
will only focus on the variables involving the E, A and I
compartments. Hereafter, we will generally denote with
X(t) ∈ Rd the vector containing the value of the subsys-
tem dynamical variables at time t. To study the stabil-
ity of the DFE, one can linearize the infected subsystem
around it, writing the corresponding master equations as

X(t+ 1) = (T + Σ)X(t), (D1)

where T is called the transmission matrix, as it accounts
for the nonlinear probability terms, i.e. the disease trans-
mission, while Σ is the transition one, which accounts
for the linear transitions within the system. From the
matrices T and Σ, the so-called next-generation matrix
(NGM) [35] can be computed as

K = T (1d − Σ)−1, (D2)

where 1d is the identity matrix of size d. The basic repro-
duction number can be calculated as the spectral radius
of this matrix

R0 = ρ(T (1d − Σ)−1) = ρ(K). (D3)

In fact, it is possible to prove that if R0 < 1 the DFE
is asymptotically stable, whereas it is unstable if R0 > 1
[35, 58, 59, 67].

Individual-based model

Here we show how to construct the NGM for the
individual-based SEAIR model. In this case, to calcu-
late the value of R0 we can focus on the dynamics of
〈E〉t, 〈A〉t and 〈I〉t, which are the variables representing
the fraction of infected individuals within the population.
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Thus, we define X(t) = (〈E〉t, 〈A〉t, 〈I〉t)T . Linearizing
around the DFE the equations relative to the infected
subsystem in Eqs. (6), we obtain the following transmis-
sion and transition matrices:

T =

0 βAk βIk
0 0 0
0 0 0

 , (D4)

and

Σ =

1− αEA 0 0
αEA 1− αAI − µA 0

0 αAI 1− µI

 . (D5)

Considering (D2), we finally derive that the NGM is
given by

K =

k(αAIβI+µIβA)
µI(αAI+µA)

k(αAIβI+µIβA)
µI(αAI+µA)

βIk
µI

0 0 0
0 0 0

 , (D6)

whose spectral radius ρ(K) gives the value ofR0 reported
in Eq. (14).

Pairwise model

Here, we calculate the NGM for the pairwise SEAIR
model. As mentioned above, we have to focus on all
variables involving the E, A and I compartments, which
in the pairwise model are the pair probabilities 〈EX〉t,
〈AX〉t and 〈IX〉t, with X ∈ Ω. However, the subsystem
of interest consists of a set of twelve master equations
of Eqs. (15), which can be unfeasible to deal with. To
reduce the number of equations, we can do the following
consideration. Given the relation on the marginal prob-
abilities (5), when the pair probabilities approach zero,
the individual probabilities go to zero as well. In other
words, if no link in the network has one infected node
at one of its end, then no node in the network will be
infected. Therefore, considering Eq. (5) and the expres-
sion of the transition probabilities, i.e. Eqs. (16), (22)
and (C1)-(C10), we can rewrite the system (15) as

〈S〉t+1 = 〈S〉t − 〈S〉tπS
〈E〉t+1 = 〈E〉t + 〈S〉tπS − 〈E〉tαEA
〈A〉t+1 = 〈A〉t + 〈E〉tαEA − 〈A〉tαAI − 〈A〉tµA
〈I〉t+1 = 〈I〉t + 〈A〉tαAI − 〈I〉tµI
〈R〉t+1 = 〈R〉t + 〈A〉tµA + 〈I〉tµI
〈SS〉t+1 = 〈SS〉t − 2〈SS〉tπSS(1− πSS)− 〈SS〉tπ2

SS

〈SE〉t+1 = 〈SE〉t + 〈SS〉tπSS(1− πSS)− 〈SE〉tαEA
−〈SE〉tπSS(1− αEA)

〈SA〉t+1 = 〈SA〉t + 〈SE〉t(1− πSS)αEA − 〈SA〉tπSA
−〈SA〉t(1− πSA)(αAI + µA)

〈SI〉t+1 = 〈SI〉t + 〈SA〉t(1− πSA)αAI − 〈SI〉tπSI
−〈SI〉t(1− πSI)µI ,

(D7)

where, for the purpose of simplification, we have used the
notation

πS =

[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k]
πSS =

[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1
]

πSA =

[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

(1− βA)

]
πSI =

[
1−

(
1− βA 〈SA〉t〈S〉t − βI

〈SI〉t
〈S〉t

)k−1

(1− βI)
]
.

(D8)
Note that Eqs. (D7) represent a closed set of equations.
As we are interested in analyzing the early stage of the
epidemic, we can linearize the infected subsystem, which
consists in the equations describing the dynamics of 〈E〉t,
〈A〉t, 〈I〉t, 〈SE〉t, 〈SA〉t, 〈SI〉t, around the DFE, char-
acterized by 〈S〉t+1 ≈ 〈SS〉t+1 ≈ 1, while all the other
variables approaches zero. We find

〈E〉t+1 ≈ 〈E〉t(1− αEA)

+(k − 1)(βA〈SA〉t + βI〈SI〉t)
〈A〉t+1 ≈ 〈E〉tαEA + 〈A〉t(1− αAI − µA)

〈I〉t+1 ≈ 〈A〉tαAI + 〈I〉t(1− µI)
〈SE〉t+1 ≈ 〈SE〉t(1− αEA)

+(k − 1)(βA〈SA〉t + βI〈SI〉t)
〈SA〉t+1 ≈ 〈SA〉t(1− βA)(1− αAI − µA) + 〈SE〉tαEA
〈SI〉t+1 ≈ 〈SI〉t(1− βI)(1− µI) + 〈SA〉t(1− βA)αAI ,

(D9)
from which we can compute the transmission and tran-
sition matrices as

T =


0 0 0 0 βAk βIk
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 βA (k − 1) βI (k − 1)
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

 , (D10)

and
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Σ =


1− αEA 0 0 0 0 0
αEA 1− αAI − µA 0 0 0 0

0 αAI 1− µI 0 0 0
0 0 0 1− αEA 0 0
0 0 0 αEA (1− βA) (1− αAI − µA) 0
0 0 0 0 αAI (1− βA) (1− βI) (1− µI)

 . (D11)

Finally, given the matrices T and Σ, we calculate the NGM matrix through (D2), obtaining

K =


0 0 0 k{αAIβI(1−βA)+βA[1−(1−βI)(1−µI)]}

[1−(1−βA)(1−αAI−µA)][1−(1−βI)(1−µI)]
k{αAIβI(1−βA)+βA[1−(1−βI)(1−µI)]}

[1−(1−βA)(1−αAI−µA)][1−(1−βI)(1−µI)]
βIk

1−(1−βI)(1−µI)

0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 (k−1){αAIβI(1−βA)+βA[1−(1−βI)(1−µI)]}
[1−(1−βA)(1−αAI−µA)][1−(1−βI)(1−µI)]

(k−1){αAIβI(1−βA)+βA[1−(1−βI)(1−µI)]}
[1−(1−βA)(1−αAI−µA)][1−(1−βI)(1−µI)]

βI(k−1)
1−(1−βI)(1−µI)

0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

 ,

(D12)

The last step is to compute the spectral radius ρ((K))
that gives the expression of the basic reproduction num-

ber R0 for the pairwise SEAIR model reported in
Eq. (23).
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