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Mathematical modeling of disease outbreaks can infer the future trajectory of an epidemic, which
can inform policy decisions. Another task is inferring the origin of a disease, which is relatively
difficult with current mathematical models. Such frameworks—across varying levels of complexity—
are typically sensitive to input data on epidemic parameters, case-counts and mortality rates, which
are generally noisy and incomplete. To alleviate these limitations, we propose a maximum entropy
framework that fits epidemiological models, provides a calibrated infection origin probabilities, and
is robust to noise due to a prior belief model. Maximum entropy is agnostic to the parameters
or model structure used and allows for flexible use when faced with sparse data conditions and
incomplete knowledge in the dynamical phase of disease-spread, providing for more reliable modeling
at early stages of outbreaks. We evaluate the performance of our model by predicting future disease
trajectories in synthetic graph networks and the real mobility network of New York state. In
addition, unlike existing approaches, we demonstrate that the method can be used to infer the origin
of the outbreak with accurate confidence. Indeed, despite the prevalent belief on the feasibility
of contact-tracing being limited to the initial stages of an outbreak, we report the possibility of
reconstructing early disease dynamics, including the epidemic seed, at advanced stages.

I. INTRODUCTION

The spread of SARS-CoV-2 virus constitutes the most
recent example of the vulnerability of modern society to
the spread of communicable diseases [1–3]. In particu-
lar, the combination of features such as extensive trans-
and intra-national transportation networks, shortening
travel-time between faraway regions [4–6], the existence
of important socioeconomic inequities [7–9] and the phe-
nomenon of rapid urbanization [10, 11] have conspired
to give rise to the unprecedented speed at which SARS-
CoV-2 has advanced, becoming a global threat within a
few months of the (reported) initial outbreak.

The risk of significant harm to society from an epi-
demic is increased when there is an initial lack of
knowledge about the epidemiological features of a novel
pathogen, limiting the use effective of medical treatments
or vaccines to slow down progression at the early stages
of the outbreak. Indeed, early attempts at mitigation re-
sorted to non-pharmaceutical interventions such as rec-
ommending hand-washing, hygienic measures, social dis-
tancing, travel restrictions, and population confinement
via stay-at-home orders [12–14]. A key tool for devising
and assessing the effectiveness of such measures is math-
ematical modeling of the epidemic trajectories under var-
ious scenarios. The advantage of such models are two-
fold: on the one hand, epidemic models provide short-
term forecasts on the evolution of an outbreak, providing
useful information to assess the potential harmfulness of
the pathogen and act accordingly to reduce their impact.
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On the other hand, the different layers of complexity in-
troduced in the epidemic models has boosted their use as
benchmarks to devise cost-effective non-pharmaceutical
interventions aimed at hindering the spread of the dis-
ease [15, 16].

Regardless of their stochastic or deterministic na-
ture [17–19], the successful application of epidemic mod-
els to provide reliable forecasts is tightly linked with the
correct estimation of their relevant parameters. Early on
in an epidemic, the key parameters describing the spread
of the infection are highly uncertain and this uncertainty
can severely impact the predicted outcomes [20]. This be-
comes particularly relevant in the context of highly com-
plex compartmental models that produce wildly-varying
degenerate trajectories in the short-term dynamics, even
for small changes in the parameter-estimates [21, 22].
While, this degeneracy dissipates in the long-term dy-
namics due to exponential growth encoded in the equa-
tions, even minor inaccuracies in the epidemic parame-
ters limits reliable predictions to at most a few weeks
in the future [23]. Given this, the practical efficacy of
epidemiological models is in providing a range of possi-
ble outcomes, rather than producing precise quantitative
predictions [24].

Multiple ways to infer epidemiological parameters have
been proposed in the literature. One typical method is
to use maximum likelihood approaches, where parameter
values are chosen to maximize the likelihood of observing
the experimentally-measured data (observations), given
some prior distribution on the parameters [25, 26]. A
disadvantage of this method is that the functional form
of the likelihood function must be known or approxi-
mated to perform maximization. Another approach is
least-squares fitting, which employs various optimization
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Figure 1. High-level model overview. a) Model inputs: an SEAIR compartmental epidemiological model, prior belief of
the epidemiological parameters, and a set of sparse observations that come from disease screening tests. The contact network
in a metapopulation can be represented as a network graph. The infection starts at an unknown origin and spreads through
the network. We generate a large set of trajectories and explore the epidemic trajectory space over a high variance prior belief
for the epidemiology parameters. The large variance is represented as the shaded areas with 80% confidence intervals. The
infections starts in a single node in each trajectory series but that node varies over the next trajectories. b) Model outputs:
MaxEnt re-weighted ensemble of trajectories given the observations, posterior distributions of the parameters and predicted
infection origin. The re-weighted trajectories allow us to predict how the disease spreads through the network and infer the
location for the source of infection.

methods, including but not limited to: Markov chain
Monte Carlo [27–30], sequential Monte Carlo [31–33],
trajectory matching [34–38] and machine learning meth-
ods like support vector machines [39]. Other approaches
include generalized profiling [40], approximate Bayesian
computation [41–43], derivative-free optimization [44, 45]
and Bayesian inference [46–50]. Furthermore, most of
the epidemiological models in the literature focus on for-
ward dynamics of the diffusion of the pathogen through
the network, while the backward-dynamics problem of
identifying the diffusion source has been comparatively
less studied [51–53]. Such an analysis bears significant
importance in guiding systematic contact-tracing and in-
creasing the chance of early containment of an outbreak.

An approach that circumvents these difficulties is a
well-known method from statistical mechanics, maximum
entropy (MaxEnt) biasing. MaxEnt has been proven
to be successful in various settings such as molecular
dynamics simulations [54–56], ecology [57–60], nuclear
magnetic resonance spectroscopy [61, 62], x-ray diffrac-
tion [63, 64], electron microscopy [65, 66], economics [67]

and neuroscience [68–71]. This method uses the principle
of entropy to measure the difference between two distri-
butions or trajectories and applies a change using La-
grange multipliers to alter a given distribution to match
a target one, while maximizing the entropy (and thus,
effecting minimal change) [72]. This approach is highly
promising in the context of epidemic modeling, as it
mitigates the need for designing complex compartmental
models and having to make a lot of simplifying assump-
tions. As remarked in [73]: “What has been produced the
day before often must be completely revised the day after
because a new piece of information has arrived”. This
approach relies more on daily (weekly) evidence, rather
than relying on uncertain early estimates of disease pa-
rameters, especially at the early stages of an epidemic
outbreak. A few instances of applying MaxEnt to char-
acterize epidemic spreading exist in the literature. In [74]
MaxEnt is used to bias the epidemic curves generated
by mean-field SIS and SIR compartmental models to
reproduce a set of empirical observations and uncover
probability distributions used for contagion and recovery
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events. Harding et al. [75] propose a MaxEnt approach
to modify a SIS framework running on a contact network
to model the time-varying nature of human mobility in
response to the diffusion of an epidemic outbreak.

Here, we explore the use of MaxEnt biasing when more
layers of complexity are added to the dynamic equations
governing the advance of an epidemic. To do so, we
consider a more elaborated compartmental scheme, the
SEAIR model, running on metapopulations [76, 77] to
accommodate different realistic features such as human
mobility, the relevance of the incubation period of one
pathogen or the existence of asymptomatic infectious in-
dividuals [1]. We show that MaxEnt biasing allows for
both predicting future trajectories as well as inferring the
source of infection. In Fig. 1 we represent a high-level
overview of the framework. Graphs in this work were
generated using NetworkX [78]. Model inputs include a
compartmental epidemiology model, prior belief for its
parameters and a set of sparse observations. The prior
belief on the model parameters can include a relatively
large variance, making our approach highly applicable to
risk assessment analysis at the early stages of the out-
break, where the true parameters are unknown. The ob-
servations are weekly average data obtained by disease
test screenings that contain random noise. This noise
accounts for the uncertainty associated with the number
of infected individuals due to the variance of testing poli-
cies across a metapopulation. The output is the MaxEnt
re-weighted trajectories that are used for inference on the
epidemic spread and the source of infection. Using this
method applies minimal change to the model’s original
output, without altering the parameters directly. The
premise of this change is that the original model is treated
as well-trusted but only slightly incorrect, with the in-
tent of improving predictive accuracy for future events
by matching the model’s output to experimental data
(observations). However, experimental data is known to
contain systematic error, so we include a formulation of
MaxEnt that accounts for some bias. This method is ag-
nostic to the functional form of the original model; given
that it re-weights paths produced by sampling model pa-
rameters, which can be done a priori, it can be treated
as a black box. This also has the advantage that the
method’s computational complexity scales with only the
number of paths sampled and number of target functions,
rather than the number of model parameters [72].

The manuscript is organized as follows. In Sec. II A, we
describe the theory of MaxEnt applied to a general model

function, P (~θ) with parameters ~θ, and describe the pro-
cedure for MaxEnt path biasing. In Sec. II B we describe
the underlying equations of the SEAIR model occurring
on a metapopulation framework. In Sec. III we present
results on both synthetic and real-world metapopulation
mobility networks and demonstrate how the method can
predict infection spread, make a high certainty infer-
ence on the source of an epidemic using the posterior re-
weighted trajectory from the MaxEnt approach. In par-
ticular, we demonstrate that this inference can be done

even in late stages of the disease dynamics. In Sec. IV we
end with a discussion of the implications of our findings.

II. THEORY

A. Maximum Entropy with Uncertainty

Consider for a given simulator f(~θ) with a set of pa-

rameters ~θ, we have a prior distribution of parameters

P (~θ). For example, the function f(~θ) can be a system of
ODEs in a compartmental epidemiology model. Given a
set of N observations with uncertainty εk, where {ḡ}k,

k ∈ [1, . . . , N ], we constrain our prior model P (~θ) such
that:

∫
d~θ d~εP ′(~θ)(gk[f(~θ)] + εk) = E[gk + εk] = ḡk∀k (1)

This means that we want the average over the poste-

rior distribution P ′(~θ) to match the observation data
with some allowable disagreement based on {εk}. Note
that unlike in Bayesian frameworks, the mentioned aver-
age disagreement with the data is optional (i.e P0(εk) =
δ(εk = 0)). However, in our settings, the Laplace distri-
bution prior P0(ε) is used to account for this error with
a given standard deviation σ0, thus:

P0(ε) =
e
−ε2
2σ20√
2πσ0

(2)

The posterior distribution P ′(θ) that satisfies N con-
straints is given by [56, 79–81]:

P ′(~θ,~ε) = 1
Z′P (~θ)

∏N
k e
−λkgk[f(~θ)]e−λkεkP0(εk), (3)

Z ′ =
∫

d~θ d~εP (~θ)P0(ε)e−
∑
k λk(g[f(

~θ)]+εk), (4)

where Z ′ is a normalization constant and λk values are
iteratively updated using gradient descent to satisfy the
constraint E[gk + εk] = ḡk. The MaxEnt framework sug-
gests a strong belief in our prior distribution of param-
eters in this setting, which reflects the use of approxi-
mately correct parameters. Consider health emergencies
like COVID-19 global pandemic. At the initial phase of
the outbreak, little to no information is available on the
pathogen, its transmissibility and the general parame-
ters that describe how the infection spreads. However,
one can make an educated guess for the average values of
these parameters and make reliable predictions by tak-
ing advantage of the ensemble of outcomes from MaxEnt,
whose means agree with observed data. In this setting,
the observations can be the number of confirmed dis-
ease, given some random noise to account for uncertainty.
More information on the MaxEnt model implemented in
this study can be found in the work of Barrett et al. [72].
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B. Epidemic Model

Epidemic spreading can be represented as a reaction-
diffusion process where the reaction term refers to the
contagion events triggered by the interaction between
infected and susceptible hosts whereas the diffusion
phase corresponds to the spatial dissemination of the
population across the system under study. In this
sense, metapopulations, originally introduced in the field
of ecology, represent a convenient framework, balanc-
ing complexity with analytical tractability, to account
for the impact of mobility on epidemic spreading [82–
84]. Metapopulations are comprised of spatial patches
(nodes) where local populations interact in a mean-field
manner, connected via flows (edges) corresponding to
movement of individuals between patches. The spatial
resolution of the spatial patch may vary (neighborhoods,
zip-codes, districts, cities etc.) depending upon the gran-
ularity of the input data, or the scale at which the dynam-
ics are being modeled. In what is to follow, we assume
that our metapopulation is composed of NP patches and
that each patch i is populated by ni residents.

To model the disease spread, we consider a variant
of the Susceptible-Exposed-Infected-Removed (SEIR)
model to account for the existence of (A)symptomatic
individuals. With the addition of compartment A, our
model is denoted as the SEAIR model. The choice
for this particular flavor of compartments was inspired
by its relevance in modeling the evolution of the cur-
rent COVID-19 pandemic [85, 86]. The schematic of the
model is detailed in Fig. 2. Susceptible individuals be-
come exposed by having contacts with asymptomatic and
infectious agents with probability of Π. Let β and β′ be
infectivity rates for I-S and A-S contacts, respectively.
Once exposed, susceptible agents turn into asymptomatic
or infected at rate η. The fraction of infected (symp-
tomatic) individuals is denoted with ε. Finally, they re-
cover or die at escape rate µ and become resolved. Note
that once resolved, the individuals have lifelong immu-
nity and can no longer be infected.

Considering mobility, we follow the movement-
interaction-return scheme introduced in [87] to reflect the
impact of commuting mobility on epidemic spreading. At
the movement stage, the individuals decide whether to
move or not with a probability p, which is identified as
the degree of mobility of the population. If they move,
they choose their destination according to the flows en-
coded in the links of the metapopulation. Following the
redistribution of the population, contagion and recovery
processes take place at the interaction stage, modifying
the epidemic state of the population accordingly. Finally,
to reflect the recurrent nature of daily human movements,
all the agents come back to their associated residential
areas.

The spreading process is represented through a tem-
porally discretized ODE that includes the spatial distri-
bution of the population as well as their mobility pat-
terns [88]. Here we aim at characterizing the evolu-

tion of the fraction of agents in state m (where m ∈
{S,E,A, I,R}) associated with each node i, denoted in
the following by ρmi (t). The temporal evolution of these
quantities are given by:

ρSi (t+ 1) = (1−Πi(t))ρ
S
i (t) (5)

ρEi (t+ 1) = (1− η)ρEi (t) + ρSi (t)Πi(t) (6)

ρAi (t+ 1) = (1− ε)ηρEi (t) + (1− µ)ρAi (t) , (7)

ρIi (t+ 1) = εηρEi (t) + (1− µ)ρIi (t) , (8)

ρRi (t+ 1) = ρRi (t) + µ
[
ρIi (t) + ρAi (t)

]
. (9)

Πi(t) denotes the probability that a susceptible agent
associated with node i contracts the disease by making
contacts with an asymptomatic or infected individual.
Under our assumptions regarding human mobility, it can
be expressed as:

Πi(t) = (1− p)Pi(t) + p

NP∑

j=1

RijPj(t) (10)

The first term in Eq. 10 accounts for the probability of
contracting the disease within the residential node, while
the second term contains the contractions from neighbor-
ing nodes. Therefore, note that p = 1 corresponds to a
scenario where all the agents follow their usual commut-
ing patterns whereas p = 0 represents a controlled sce-
nario where mobility is fully suppressed and every agent
remains in its associated node. In this work, we work in
the uncontrolled scenario and fix p = 1 throughout the
entire manuscript. In this case, the movements are dic-
tated by the entries of the origin-destination (OD) matrix
R, whose elements Rij denote the probability for one in-
dividual residing in patch i moving to j. Assuming that
the number of trips recorded between both locations in
a real dataset is given by Tij , these probabilities are eas-
ily computed as Rij = Tij/

∑
j

Tij . Likewise, Pi(t) is the

probability of getting the disease in node i at time t and p
accounts for the degree of mobility of individuals. Under

Figure 2. SEAIR compartmental scheme. Populations
in each patch can be any of Susceptible , Exposed , Asymp-
tomatic, Infected and Resolved. Susceptible (S) individuals
can get exposed (E) to the disease through I-S and A-S con-
tacts with infectivity rates β and β′. Once exposed, they
become asymptomatic (A) or infected (I) at rate η. They
finally recover or die at rate µ and become resolved (R). ε ac-
counts for the fraction of infected (symptomatic) individuals.
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the well-mixed assumption, Pi(t) is written as:

Pi(t) = 1−
NP∏

j=1

(1−β)
zf(

n
eff
i
ai

)
nIj→i(t)

n
eff
i (1−β′)

zf(
n
eff
i
ai

)
nAj→i(t)

n
eff
i ,

(11)
where nmj→i is the number of infectious agents going

from j to i belonging to the compartment m and ai de-

notes the area of node i. In turn, neffi encodes the effec-
tive population of patch i after population movements.
In particular:

nAj→i(t) = njρ
A
j (t) [(1− p)δij + pRji] (12)

nIj→i(t) = njρ
I
j (t) [(1− p)δij + pRji] (13)

neffi =

NP∑

j=1

nj [(1− p)δij + pRji] (14)

Note that the product in Eq. 11 accounts for the proba-
bility for an individual not getting infected while staying
in node i and the exponent represents the number of con-
tacts made with the infectious individuals from compart-
ments A and I. Function f accounts for the dependence
of the number of contacts on the population density (x)
of each node. Our choice for this function is:

f(x) = 2− e−ξx . (15)

where ξ is a constant, accounting for how the number of
contacts depend on the population density of one area.
Throughout the manuscript, we fix ξ = 5 · 10−3 square
miles. Finally, z is a normalization function to ensure
that the average number of contacts across the whole
population is 〈k〉. Therefore:

z =
NTOT 〈k〉

NP∑
i=1

neffi f
(
neffi

si

) , (16)

where NTOT is the total number of individuals across the

metapopulation, i.e., NTOT =
NP∑
j=1

nj and si denotes the

area for node i.

III. RESULTS

In what it is to follow, with an initial guess on the
epidemiological parameters and a set of observations, we
apply our method to address two fundamental problems
in epidemiology modeling: 1. Early assessment of the
potential spread, 2. Identifying the origin of the out-
break. For observations, we consider weekly averages for
fraction of the population in compartments I and R. We
choose these two compartments, given that these are the
most likely for which somewhat reliable estimates can
be made from real-world data. Nevertheless, it is well
documented [89] that such estimates are noisy and their

fidelity varies from region to region and therefore to ac-
count for this, To account for the some degree of uncer-
tainty about the data, we add multiplicative noise with a
mean 1 and standard deviation 0.05 to the observations
obtained from the ground truth trajectory. The sampling
process tries to explore the trajectory space by adjusting
the epidemiological parameters such as β, β′, ε, η and
µ from normal or truncated normal distributions,while
varying the infection seed across different spatial patches,
as well as accounting for a small variance in the mobility
flows. Finally, Maxent re-weights the ensemble trajec-
tories, maximizing entropy subject to the observations
and determining the most probable state of the network.
We consider a Laplace distribution prior (Eq. 2) with
standard deviation of 1 to allow some disagreement be-
tween the MaxEnt fit and the observations. The Max-
Ent implementation is done using Adam optimizer[90]
with starting learning rate of 10−2 and reduced learning
rate on plateau callback (factor of 0.9, patience of 10 and
minimum learning rate of 10−4) for 1000 epochs. To as-
sess the model’s performance we compare the predictions
against a ground truth trajectory derived from known
pre-selected parameters. Knowledge of the ground-truth
enables a proof-of-concept analysis to assess model per-
formance under different scenarios. The ones we consider
are density of the network, temporal window of observa-
tions, the number of observations and variations in mo-
bility flow of observations with respect to the infection
seeded origin. As performance metrics we consider:

• Forward dynamics: To compare the predicted
trajectory against the known ground truth trajec-
tory we measure the KL-divergence, defined as

Dtraj
KL =

1

TNP

T∑

t=0

NP∑

i=1

∑

m

ρmi (t) log

(
ρmi (t)

ρ̂mi (t)

)
. (17)

Here T is the total time in the epidemic trajectory
and m is the label for the compartments. The term
ρ̂mi (t) is the model’s prediction for the probability
of an individual associated with patch i to belong
to a compartment m at time t and ρmi (t) is the
corresponding value for the ground truth trajectory.

• Backward dynamics: The accuracy of the model
in making the correct prediction with respect to the
ground-truth source of infection (P0). This can be
treated as a binary multi-class classification prob-
lem, where the correct prediction of the true origin
node is regarded as the true positive (TP) class and
every other prediction falls into the false positive
(FP) class. Given this, the accuracy (α) is defined
as

α =
TP

TP + FP
. (18)

The posterior probabilities P0 for nodes are ob-
tained by summing over the MaxEnt posterior
weights for each node seeded as the infection
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Figure 3. Predicting forward and backward dynamics in a synthetic contact network a) A sparse synthetic metapop-
ulation network with NP = 10 patches and edge-connection probabillity τ = 0.4. Nodes indicate spatial regions (containing
a fully-mixed population) and directed edges represent mobility flows. The infection is seeded in a single individual residing
in Node 1 (highlighted in yellow) at time t = 0. Each node is colored according to their P0 probabilities (the probability of
being the source of infection) as calculated by the model. The model predicts that node 1 is the most probable source with
76% certainty. b) Dashed curves represent the ground truth trajectories in each patch for the SEAIR model over a period of
250-days (each time-unit t is considered a single day). Highlighted panels and blue circles represent observations. Solid lines
curves represent the average over the MaxEnt re-weighted ensemble of trajectories and the shaded areas represent the ±33%
and ±67% quantiles. Model predictions match well with ground truth trajectories (Dtraj

KL = 8× 10−3).

source—compartment E—in the sampled trajecto-
ries ensemble at t = 0, and the largest value among
the set corresponds to P0 probability. To assess
performance, we use the top-k posterior probabili-
ties P0, and the frequency of true positive predic-
tions as our metric. For instance, for k = 5, the
model’s prediction for P0 is classified as a true pos-
itive if the infection-source is among the top five
values of P0 probabilities and a false positive oth-
erwise.

We employ our method on two systems: a synthetic
metapopulation network, and the mobility network of
New York state at the resolution of counties.

A. Synthetic Contact Networks

The 10-node metapopulation (NP = 10) is represented
as a directed graph in Fig. 3a, where each node (patch)
in the network represents a town or city in the metapop-
ulation and the directed edges account for mobility flows
between them. The nodes are connected at random with
a connection probability τ = 0.4, such that on average
each node is connected to four other patches (consider-
ing both in- and out-flows). The area of each node, the
population, and entries of the mobility matrix are sam-
pled from normal distributions with parameters listed in
Table I .

The infection is initially seeded in patch 1 (node with
the yellow edge in Fig. 3a) with a single individual ex-

posed to the disease at t = 0. The parameters for this
ground truth trajectory are chosen to be: β′ = 0.025,
β = 0.05, ε = 0.6, η = 1

1.2 and µ = 1
7 . In Fig 3b we

show as dashed curves the trajectory of the ground truth
SEAIR model for all 10 nodes for a period of T = 250
days. We define a distribution of the parameters and ex-
plore the trajectory space. These distributions and their
Kernel density estimation plots can be found in Table
S1 and Fig. S1 in supporting material. For all 8,192
sampled trajectories, we assume a uniform probability of
infection, and randomly choose a patch, and an individ-
ual in that patch as the infection seed (see Fig. S2 in
supporting material). As observations we consider a to-
tal of 50 data points (weekly-averages) from the I and R
compartments within an observation window of (50, 140)
days. The highlighted panels and blue circles in Fig. 3b
mark the five randomly chosen patches and the observa-
tions, respectively.

We use the MaxEnt framework, to re-weight the en-
semble of trajectories to agree best with the observed
data-points and obtain the P0 probability by summing
all the weights for each exposed node in the sampled tra-
jectories at t = 0. The re-weighted average over the sam-
pled trajectories are shown as solid curves in Fig. 3b, and
the shaded area marks the ±33% and ±67% quantiles.
The calculated Dtraj

KL of 8×10−3 indicates close agreement
between model predictions and the ground truth trajec-
tory. In Fig. 3a we also show nodes colored by their value
of P0 probability, indicating that the algorithm predicts
node 1 (the true-origin of infection) as the most probable
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Table I. Distributions of input parameters for the synthetic contact network ground truth trajectory.

Parameter Distribution Mean Std Min Max
Area Normal 2× 103 103 300 –

Populations Normal 5× 105 3× 105 – –
Tij(i = j) Normal 105 3× 103 0 –
Tij(i 6= j) Normal 102 5× 101 0 –

source with a certainty of 76%.

1. Effect of network density

Next we check the accuracy of the model as a function
of the density of connections between nodes. We tune the
connection probability in the range 0.25 ≤ τ ≤ 1 to sam-
ple the spectrum between a sparse and fully-connected
network. We redo our simulations over 8,000 different
networks in this range, and for each trajectory choose a
random node from which to seed the infection. All other
relevant parameters are kept the same. In Fig.4a we plot
Dtraj

KL as a function of τ , where the solid lines indicate the
mode over 200 samples for a given τ , and the shaded areas
mark the 30% confidence interval. The region marked in
green corresponds to the True positives (TP) where the
algorithm correctly identifies the true infection-seed as
the most probable source, whereas the region marked in
blue corresponds to False Positives (FP) when the true
source was not identified as the most probable. Here we
use a k = 1 acceptance criteria, a rather stringent condi-
tion, as even when the true source is identified as the sec-
ond most probable, it is still marked FP. The low values
of Dtraj

KL indicates that irrespective of the correct identi-
fication of the infection-seed, the predicted and ground
truth trajectories match well, independent of network
density. Note that this is true for the chosen observa-
tions obtained in the (50, 140) day temporal window and
will be further discussed later.

Additionally, we find high values of P0 for TP, that
is (mostly) independent of the connection probability τ ,
while for FP, we find low values of P0 that get progres-
sively worse with increasing τ (Fig. 4b). The model’s
calibration is assessed in the reliability diagram shown in
Fig. 4c, where we plot the accuracy α as a function of P0.
The case of a perfectly calibrated model, where α changes
linearly with certainty is shown as the orange dashed line.
The figure indicates that the model is more accurate than
it believes, in a conservative manner. Finally, in Fig. 4d
we plot α as a function of τ finding that the model’s per-
formance degrades in high-density networks, which is to
be expected given that dense networks have more com-
plexity in their mobility flows. Nevertheless, at worst, the
model shows ≈ 60% accuracy in a fully-connected graph.
Indeed, for a wide-range of connection probabilities (cor-
responding to realistic settings) we find an accuracy in
the range of 80− 90%.

2. Effect of temporal window of observations

Next we evaluate the model’s performance as a func-
tion of the temporal window in which observations are
made. Current understanding of epidemic dynamics, sug-
gests that contact-tracing is effective only in the initial
stages of the outbreak, and any information on the in-
fection source is lost at later times. Indeed, in [51] an
approximation to this temporal horizon, thor, was de-
rived for the SIR model. Adapting the formulation to
the SEAIR model, leads to an expression of the form:

thor = λ−1max log

(
NTOT

cmax

)
, (19)

where λmax corresponds to the leading eigenvalue of the
linearized system of ODEs governing the evolution of the
dynamics and cmax a constant needed to fix the infec-
tious seeds at the beginning of the outbreak (see Ap-
pendix A for a complete derivation). We consider a
sparse (τ = 0.4) and dense (τ = 1) network and check
for the presence of such a temporal horizon, by shifting
the 5-week observation period within the range T = 250,
collecting 50 data points (5 points from each of com-
partments I and R for 5 random nodes). As a robust-
ness check, we exclude the true-infection source from our
observed samples. In Figs. 5a,b, we plot Dtraj

KL and P0

as a function of the mid-point of observations for each
5-week window (200 sample runs in each bin), where
curves indicate the mode and shapes refer to dense (cir-
cles) and sparse (inverted triangles) networks. Curves
are split into TP (green) and FP (blue). In the fig-
ure, we show the k = 3 acceptance criteria, and in
Fig. S3 in the SI we show the case for a k = 1 ac-
ceptance criteria. In Fig. 5c, we plot the accuracy α as a
function of the mid-point of observations. As expected,
the figure indicates high accuracy at the early stages of
the outbreak (marked Region A), and decreases as the
epidemic progresses. Considering the set of parameters
(β, β′, µ, 〈k〉, ε, η) = (0.05, 0.025, 17 , 10, 0.6, 1

1.2 ) and a seed
composed of a single exposed individual at the beginning
of the outbreak, we obtain cmax = 0.372 and thor = 90.9
days marked as a red vertical dashed line.

Surprisingly, as one crosses thor a non-monotonic trend
is observed and a new peak in the accuracy is observed at
later times (t ≈ 150) in both sparse and dense networks,
marked as Region B. To the best of our knowledge, this
peak in accuracy at advanced stages of the epidemic evo-
lution, where information can be recovered on the in-
fection source, has not been reported before. Indeed,
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Figure 4. Effect of network density on model performance. Epidemic-evolution on 8,000 synthetic metapopulation
networks with connection probabilities in the range 0.25 ≤ τ ≤ 1. All other parameters kept the same. a) Performance of

forward-dynamics, Dtraj
KL as a function of τ . Solid lines indicate the mode and the shaded areas mark shows the 30% confidence

interval. Green marks the region where the model indicates the true-seed as the most probable infection source, and blue
otherwise. b) The P0 probability as a function of τ , lines and shaded regions the same as in a). c) Reliability diagram for the
model, where the dashed line represents a perfectly calibrated model where accuracy α changes linearly with certainty. The
model’s predictions falls into the green shaded conservative region, suggesting that it is more accurate than it believes. d)
Accuracy α as a function of the connection probability τ , indicating a performance drop as one moves from sparse to dense
graphs (given the same number of observations).

this region also corresponds to the lowest values of Dtraj
KL

indicating the closest match to the ground truth trajec-
tory, and thus an optimal window in which to simulta-
neously infer the most accurate information in forward-
and backward-dynamics (panels a and b in Fig. 5, re-
spectively). A possible explanation for this phenomenon
is that it corresponds to region with the highest gradients
in epidemic curves (Fig. 3b), whereas the low-gradients
of the trajectories at other values of t provides the model
with insufficient information to perform a reliable infer-
ence.

B. Mobility Network of New York State

In this section, we apply our formalism to characterize
the spread of infectious diseases across a real metapopu-
lation, the network of commuters across New York state
at the spatial resolution of counties, of which there are
62. The mobility flows between counties, as well as their
respective areas and populations are obtained from the
United States LODES commuting database [91]. Our fo-

cus here is on assessing the performance of the method in
detecting the spatial location of the infection-seed given
more complex and realistic mobility patterns. We first
generate the ground truth trajectory according to the
following epidemic parameters: β′ = 0.029, β = 0.052,
ε = 0.586, η = 1

2.493 , 〈k〉 = 10 and µ = 1
1.49 , and then

collect observations corresponding to weekly averages of
populations in compartments I and R. Observations are
collected from specific counties and are drawn from the
(60, 140) day temporal window.

1. Effect of the number of observations

Given that the number of observations is directly
linked to epidemic-surveillance efforts, we first check the
performance of our model as a function of the number
of counties from which data is collected. Specifically, we
test the accuracy of identifying the correct spatial ori-
gin of the infection-seed as we increase the number of
counties observed. We choose three counties with differ-
ent population densities in which to seed the infection:
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Figure 5. Effect of observations temporal window on model performance. Epidemic-evolution on 8,000 synthetic
metapopulation sparse and dense networks, with τ of 0.4 and 1, respectively. Green shows true positive predictions and blue
accounts for false positives in sparse (triangle) and dense (circle) networks, given a top-3 acceptance criteria. Each point in
panels a and b represent the mode over 200 samples at the corresponding mid-point observation period. a) Forward dynamics

predictions assessment using Dtraj
KL between the MaxEnt re-weighted trajectory and ground truth. b) Mode values for the P0

probabilities. c) Accuracy vs mid-point observation period. Model’s accuracy drops as observations are obtained from time
values beyond early stages of the outbreak (stage A) but increases again at more advanced time periods (stage B) and beyond
the time horizon (thor), where thor (adapted from [51]), is a reported fundamental limit beyond which no algorithm can detect
the true origin of infection.

Hamilton (2.74 per square mile), Monroe (1.14× 103 per
square mile), and Kings (3.72×104 per square mile). We
collect 10 samples from each county (randomly chosen)
and vary the number of counties observed from 1, 5 and
25. We do not necessarily exclude the seed counties from
our randomly chosen observations.

In Fig. 6 we plot the counties colored according to their
values of the posterior probability P0. The top row repre-
sents observations from a single county, the middle row
from 5 counties and the bottom row 25 counties. The
true-origin is marked as a downward yellow triangle, and
the observations by blue circles. The three columns cor-
respond to the different infection seeds. In each case,
we show Dtraj

KL , P0 for the true-origin and how the model
ranks it as a likely source of infection, as well as the mod-
els prediction for the top-ranked county in terms of the
posterior probability P0. For all three infection-sources,
observations from a single county yields poor results for
Dtraj

KL , and the model ranks the true-origin quite low as
a probable source (16 for Hamilton, 58 for Monroe and
6 for Kings). Sampling from 5 counties results in a con-
siderable increase in performance for the first two coun-
ties (6 for Hamilton, 5 for Monroe) while for Kings the
model correctly identifies it at the most likely origin. We
also note about an order of magnitude decrease in Dtraj

KL
for all three counties indicating good agreement with the
forward dynamics. Finally, sampling from 25 counties re-
sults in the best performance where in addition to Kings,
the model correctly identifies Hamilton as a true infection
source, while for the case of Monroe the model ranks it as
the third most likely origin. We see further improvements
in matching the forward dynamics with further decreases

in Dtraj
KL (about two orders of magnitude as compared to

observing as single county). As an illustrative example
we show the full trajectory-set for Monroe county true-
origin with 250 observations in Fig. S4 in the supporting
material.

We note the difference in accuracy of the model when
assessing Hamilton and Monroe counties. Hamilton de-
spite being a much more sparsely populated area than
Monroe, was correctly identified as the true source,
whereas Monroe was ranked third. The reason for this
discrepancy is that Hamilton was also included in the
sample of 25 counties as an input to the model, whereas
Monroe was excluded from its observation set. The like-
lihood of the model to correctly guess the true source
increases greatly when the source itself is included as an
observation, a feature also seen in our synthetic metapop-
ulation networks. On the other hand, the ability of the
model to identify Monroe as the third most likely source
is notable given that no information on Monroe was avail-
able to the model. Indeed, Erie county, adjacent to Mon-
roe was marked as the most likely source of infection.
Kings county is an outlier compared to the other two,
in that already with a single observed county the model
marked it amongst the upper 10% of posterior proba-
bilities P0. Certainly there are more people in Kings
(it has the highest population density by far among the
three counties) but also it is coterminous with Brooklyn,
and a popular destination for residents of other coun-
ties. Therefore there is a higher likelihood of mixing of
populations from different parts of the state.
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Figure 6. Effect of number of observations on model performance. Epidemic-evolution in the real mobility network of
New York state. Yellow downward triangle represents the true origin of infection and blue circles show the counties observed.
The P0 predictions are ranked based on their probabilities. The most probable and true origin ranks, as well as the Dtraj

KL

values are shown for each simulation. For example, in the simulation with Kings county as the true origin with 10 observations,
model’s most probable prediction for the infection source is Essex county with P prob

0 of 0.023, while the true origin is ranked

6th with P prob
0 of 0.021. Starting from the first row to bottom, with the increase of the number of observations, model is able

to infer the true origin of P0 among the top-5 most probable predictions and obtain a well fit to the ground truth trajectory,
balancing both future and backward dynamics predictions.

2. Dependence of accuracy on effective proximity

Given the latter observation, we next check whether
the strength of mobility flows (both in and out) between
counties plays a role in the model’s accuracy. Two lo-
cations are strongly connected if there are many people
traveling between them, and therefore we define an effec-
tive proximity matrix φ with elements given by

φij =
1

Rij +Rji
, (20)

where R is the OD matrix, and we take into account
both in- and out-flows. In this setting counties that are
strongly connected by mobility flows have low values of
φij and are therefore more proximal in mobility space.
We next seed the infection in location i and sample from
a single county j (including the source), ranked in in-
creasing order according to their value of φij with the

rank of i corresponding to 1. We then generate 8,000
trajectories with a randomly sampled true origin, and
plot the accuracy α as a function of effective proximity
to the origin county in Fig. 7. Each point in the fig-
ure corresponds to the average over 180 realizations. We
clearly see a monotonically decreasing trend; sampling
from counties further away from the origin-county leads
to a sharp decline in accuracy saturating at around the
7th furthest county. The trend is expected given that
locations further away from the source in mobility space,
experience delays in arrivals of infectious cases. This lag
results in the observation of degenerate epidemic trajec-
tories, thus making the inference less accurate.
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Figure 7. Effect of mobility-strength between coun-
ties on accuracy in the mobility network of New York
state. The accuracy of the model as a function of the effec-
tive proximity φ (Eq. (20). Each point represents the average
over 180 runs of the model with a randomly selected true ori-
gin county and 10 sampled trajectories from a single county.
The horizontal axis corresponds to the ranking of the values
of φ. Rank-1 corresponds to the case when the observations
are made from the source county.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

This paper has provided, to the best of the authors’
knowledge, the first systematic study of both backward
and forward dynamics inference on contagion process in
contact networks. We have applied the statistical me-
chanics principle of maximum entropy to the conven-
tional SEAIR epidemiology models to re-weight disease
trajectories and obtain the best fit to a set of observa-
tions, while making reliable predictions on the true source
of the outbreak. The novelty of this work lies within
working well under the sparse-data regime and highly
uncertain initial parameter priors, making our method
highly suitable for studying disease dynamics. Finally,
the method proposed here is independent of the underly-
ing compartmental model. While we presented our work
in the context of epidemics, the approach is easily gen-
eralizable to similar classes of spreading processes. For
example, a single computer virus can infect millions of
other computers through the Internet. An isolated fail-
ure in an electrical power grid network can result a city-
wide blackout. Misinformation or a baleful rumor can
spread through social networks and cause terror and in-
convenience. In all these scenarios, the contagion process
[92, 93] could identify the source of the risk on the net-
work and quarantine its harmful effects [94–97].
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Appendix A: Derivation for Time Horizon

For the sake of comparison, we now compute the thor
value for our compartmental model, according to the ra-
tionale followed in [51]. Mathematically, the authors de-
fine the time horizon as the time at which the number
of infectious individuals, whose evolution is assumed to
follow the early stage dynamics of the outbreak, scales
to the entire population. To simplify the analysis, we
make a mean-field approach and neglect the contact het-
erogeneities existing across the different patches of the
metapopulation. At this limit, the dynamics is com-
pletely characterized by the fraction of the population
in each compartment m at each time step t, denoted in
the following by ρm(t). Specifically:

ρS(t+ 1) = (1−Π(t))ρS(t) (A1)

ρE(t+ 1) = (1− η)ρE(t) + ρS(t)Π(t) (A2)

ρA(t+ 1) = (1− ε)ηρE(t) + (1− µ)ρA(t) , (A3)

ρI(t+ 1) = εηρE(t) + (1− µ)ρI(t) , (A4)

ρR(t+ 1) = ρR(t) + µ
[
ρI(t) + ρA(t)

]
, (A5)

with

Π(t) = 1− (1− β)〈k〉ρ
I(t)(1− β′)〈k〉ρA(t) , (A6)

At the early stages of the outbreak, the number of af-
fected individuals is negligible compared with the size of
the population. Therefore, we can assume that ρm � 1,
with m = {E,A, I,R}. This turns the latter expression
into:

Π(t) ' 〈k〉(βρI(t) + β′ρA(t)) , (A7)

where we have considered that β, β′ � 1 as well. Intro-
ducing the latter expression into Eq. (A2) and neglecting
O(ρ2) terms lead to

ρE(t+1) = (1−η)ρE(t)+β〈k〉ρI(t)+β′〈k〉ρA(t) . (A8)
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For the sake of simplicity, it is convenient at this point
to rewrite the equations in terms of the occupation of
each compartment m, denoted by m(t). In particular,
restricting ourselves to the infectious or potentially in-
fectious individuals, we have that

Ė = −ηE + β′〈k〉A+ β〈k〉I , (A9)

Ȧ = (1− ε)ηE − µ)A , (A10)

İ = εηE − µ)I , (A11)

where we have defined ṁ = m(t + 1) − m(t). Conse-
quently, the evolution of the system is given by:

~x(t) =
3∑

i=1

ci~vie
λit , (A12)

being λi and ~vi each of the eigenvalues and their associ-
ated eigenvectors respectively and ci the integration con-
stants needed to fix the initial conditions to run the dy-
namics. Albeit the latter expression constitutes the exact

evolution of the system, the long-term dynamics is com-
pletely determined by the largest eigenvalue λmax and its
associated eigenvector ~vmax. Therefore, we can assume
that:

~x(t) ≈ cmax~vmaxeλmaxt , (A13)

with

λmax =

√
(η − µ)2 + 4〈k〉η ((1− ε)β′ + εβ)− (η + µ)

2
.

(A14)
Without loss of generality, we set the component of the
eigenvector associated with the symptomatic infectious
compartment to vImax = 1. Finally, equating the number
of symptomatic infectious individuals to the population
size, we derive the time horizon thor which reads as:

thor = λ−1max log

(
NTOT

cmax

)
. (A15)
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I. SUPPORTING TABLES

Table S1: Distributions of input parameters for sampled ensemble of trajectories.

Parameter Distribution Mean Std Min Max

Area Constant Arearef – – –

Populations Constant Populationsref – – –

Tij(i = j) Truncated normal Tref 102 0 1010

Tij(i 6= j) Truncated normal Tref 102 0 1010

βA Truncated normal 5× 10−3 10−1 5× 10−3 8× 10−2

βI Truncated normal 5× 10−3 10−1 5× 10−3 8× 10−2

ε Truncated normal 5× 10−1 5× 10−1 5× 10−5 1

η−1 Truncated normal 1 2 8× 10−1 20

µ−1
A Truncated normal 6 2 8× 10−1 20

µ−1
I Truncated normal 6 2 8× 10−1 20

ρEi (t = 0) Constant 1
ni

– – –

II. SUPPORTING FIGURES

Figure S1: Kernel density estimation plots of epidemiological parameters for the 10-node synthetic

metapopulation model. Parameters include βA, βI , ε, η−1, µ−1
A and µ−1

I

Color blue marks prior, red shows posterior and green dashed lines accounts for ground truth.
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Figure S2: Sampled ensemble of epidemic trajectories in synthetic sparse metapopulation network a) A sparse

synthetic metapopulation network with Np = 10 and edge-connection probabillity τ = 0.4. Nodes indicate spatial

regions (containing a fully-mixed population) and directed edges represent mobility flows. The infection is seeded in a

single individual residing in Node 1 (highlighted in yellow) at time t = 0. Each node is colored according to their prior

P0 probability. For all 8,192 sampled trajectories, we assume a uniform probability of infection, and randomly choose a

patch, and an individual in that patch as the infection seed. b) Dashed curves represent the ground truth trajectories in

each patch for the SEAIR model over a period of 250-days (each time-unit t is considered a single day). Solid lines

curves represent the average over the MaxEnt prior weights for the ensemble of trajectories and the shaded areas

represent the ±33% and ±67% quantiles.
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Figure S3: Effect of observations temporal window on model performance. Epidemic-evolution on 8,000 synthetic

metapopulation sparse and dense networks, with τ of 0.4 and 1, respectively. Green shows true positive predictions and

blue accounts for false positives in sparse (triangle) and dense (circle) networks, given a top-1 acceptance criteria. Each

point in panels a and b represent the mode over 200 samples at the corresponding mid-point observation period. a)

Forward dynamics predictions assessment using Dtraj
KL between the MaxEnt re-weighted trajectory and ground truth. b)

Mode values for the P0 origin inference certainty. c) Accuracy vs mid-point observation period. Model’s accuracy drops

as observations are obtained from time values beyond early stages of the outbreak (stage A) but increases again at more

advanced time periods (stage B) and beyond the time horizon (thor), where thor (adapted from [51], is a reported

fundamental limit beyond which no algorithm can detect the true origin of infection.
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Figure S4: Posterior MaxEnt re-weighted trajectory in Monroe county, NY with 250 observations. Dashed line

shows the ground truth SEAIR 250-day trajectory of the infection for the whole metapopulation. The infection is

initially seeded in Monroe county by introducing a single exposed agent at time zero. Yellow highlighted panels show

the observed patches and the red markers represent the noisy observations. Note that y axis is in log scale. Solid lines are

the mean and shaded area shows ±33% and ±67% quantiles in the MaxEnt reweighted ensemble of trajectories.

Comparing the ground truth with MaxEnt fit (Dtraj
KL = 7× 10−3).


