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When a fraction of a population becomes immune to an infectious disease, the population-wide
infection risk decreases nonlinearly due to collective protection known as herd immunity. Studies
based on mean-field models suggest that natural infection in a heterogeneous population may induce
herd immunity more efficiently than homogeneous immunization. Here, we use network epidemic
models to show that the opposite can also be the case. We identify two competing mechanisms driv-
ing disease-induced herd immunity in networks: the high density of immunity among socially active
individuals enhances the herd immunity effect, while the topological localization of immune indi-
viduals weakens it. The effect of localization is stronger in networks embedded in low-dimensional
space, which can make disease-induced immunity less effective than random immunization. Our
results highlight the role of networks in shaping herd immunity and call for careful examination of
model predictions that inform public health policies.

I. INTRODUCTION

A key challenge in infectious disease control is to pro-
tect a population by conferring immunity [1–6]. When
some individuals gain immunity and become no longer
susceptible to a disease, their presence has a nonlinear
impact on the level of protection for the population as a
whole. Individuals without immunity also benefit from
the reduced risk of infection because they are less likely
to come into contact with others who could transmit the
disease. In particular, there is a critical proportion of im-
mune individuals above which the chain of transmission
cannot be sustained; hence, the disease cannot invade
the population. This concept is known in epidemiology
as herd immunity [7–11].

The theoretical understanding of herd immunity
through mathematical modeling emerged in the
1970s [11]. The main focus then was on estimating
the vaccine coverage necessary for disease elimination.
A simple expression for estimating the herd immunity
threshold was obtained using a basic model that assumes
random immunization of a homogeneous, fully mixed
population [12]. At the same time, much theoretical
effort has been devoted to bridging the gap between
such simplifying assumptions and the heterogeneity of
real-world populations [8, 12–17]. Such population het-
erogeneity can be leveraged to design efficient, targeted
vaccination strategies.

More recently, the notion of disease-induced herd im-
munity has gained attention, particularly in the context
of the COVID-19 pandemic [18–21], for which no vaccine
was available at the early stage. Here, immunity is ac-
quired through natural infection instead of vaccination.
If one assumes a homogeneous and fully mixed popula-
tion, disease-induced and vaccination-induced herd im-
munity are mathematically equivalent. However, this
equivalence breaks down when variation in contact pat-
terns is introduced. Britton et al. [18] showed that the
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threshold for disease-induced herd immunity in a hetero-
geneous population is considerably lower than expected
in the homogeneous case; similar conclusions were drawn
by several studies that adopted data-driven modeling
approaches [19–21]. The essential reason for the lower
threshold is that individuals with more contacts are more
likely to get infected and become immune in an outbreak;
epidemic spread thus effectively acts as targeted immu-
nization.
However, these results are derived using either differen-

tial equation models or network models where edges are
randomly drawn at every time step. In such modeling
approaches, correlations at small scales are disregarded
even if population heterogeneity is considered, and in-
teractions essentially take place in a mean-field manner.
While these assumptions provide a convenient starting
point, they are seldom met in real-world populations. In
reality, interactions often occur repeatedly between the
same pairs of individuals and are heavily influenced by
social and spatial constraints. Such characteristics are
better captured by modeling the contact structure as a
static network that encodes these constraints [22, 23].
In this study, we use network epidemic models to re-

examine how immunity induced by a past epidemic af-
fects the outcome of future epidemics. Building on earlier
studies that demonstrate the role of network structure in
disease-induced herd immunity [24–28], we aim to un-
pack the mechanisms shaping the herd immunity effect
induced by natural infection in comparison to random
immunization and clarify the difference between network
epidemic models and mean-field models, particularly fo-
cusing on the role of spatial embeddedness.
Our key discovery is that in network models, disease-

induced immunity is driven not only by preferential im-
munity among socially active individuals—as already
identified in mean-field models—but also by another,
counteracting mechanism inherent to network models. In
an outbreak originating from a single source (an initially
infected individual), the set of individuals who become
infected is necessarily topologically contiguous in the net-
work; see Fig. 1A for a schematic illustration. This local-
ization of immunity gives rise to mixing heterogeneities
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akin to those discussed in the context of vaccination and
other interventions [29–33]. We find that these corre-
lations between the epidemic states of individuals and
their network positions have a major impact on the herd
immunity effect and can, in fact, be strong enough to
offset the advantage of disease-induced immunity over
random immunization for homogeneous and/or spatially
embedded networks. However, notably, they cannot be
accounted for by mean-field models as typically used in
the literature.

We first introduce the model of epidemic dynamics and
the network structures and formalize how we quantify the
effect of herd immunity in the network setting. We then
show that the net effectiveness of disease-induced herd
immunity is determined by the competition between the
two competing mechanisms: high density of immunity
among highly connected nodes and localization of immu-
nity within the network. After illustrating the strength
of each effect in configuration model networks with dif-
ferent levels of degree heterogeneity, we quantify the ef-
fect of localization as a function of the level of spatial
embedding. Finally, using real-world contact data, we
show that the mean-field model can underestimate the
herd immunity threshold of a networked population. We
finish by discussing the implications of our findings.

II. METHODS

A. Epidemic dynamics and immunity

We use the canonical susceptible-infected-recovered
(SIR) model to describe the dynamics of non-recurrent
epidemics. Individuals and the contacts between them
are represented as nodes and edges in an undirected con-
tact network of size N . We assume that the contact
network is quenched, i.e., remains static throughout the
epidemic timescale. The dynamical state of each node
is either susceptible, infected, or removed, and this state
is updated in continuous time. Transmission occurs be-
tween each connected pair of an infected node and a
susceptible node independently at rate β, after which
the susceptible node becomes infected, while an infected
node recovers at rate γ. Once recovered, the nodes are
fully immune, i.e., they can no longer become infected
or transmit the disease, and are thus effectively removed
from the system. In what follows, we set γ = 1 unless
specified otherwise.

We are interested in comparing two different scenar-
ios in which immunity is introduced into a fully suscep-
tible population. In the first scenario, individuals gain
immunity through contracting the disease. An epidemic
spreads from a randomly selected seed node until it even-
tually dies out, making the nodes that have experienced
infection immune to future epidemics. In the second sce-
nario, we model homogeneous immunization by randomly
selecting susceptible individuals to be permanently im-
munized and moving them directly to the recovered com-

partment.
Regardless of how immunity is induced, its effective-

ness at the population level is defined by its ability to
prevent future outbreaks from spreading in the popula-
tion or to reduce their size. In general, subsequent out-
breaks can be caused by a variant of the original pathogen
that is more contagious than the original. Consider an
infection that cannot infect the immune individuals but
spreads among the susceptible ones with a transmission
rate greater than β. If a fraction π0 of the population
has already acquired immunity through natural infection
or immunization, this post-immunity epidemic cannot be
larger than 1 − π0 due to direct protection. This is the
size of the residual subgraph [24] induced by the still sus-
ceptible nodes.
The actual size of the post-immunity epidemic depends

on the contagiousness of the disease. Even if the disease
is contagious enough to be always transmitted from an in-
fected individual to a susceptible neighbor, the epidemic
still cannot grow larger than the largest connected com-
ponent of the residual subgraph, which we call the giant
residual component for short and denote its relative size
by π1. In the limit of large population size, every con-
nected component in the residual graph except the giant
one, if it exists at all, covers a vanishing fraction of the
population. The nodes in one of the small components
of the residual graph are, therefore, almost certainly pro-
tected from future epidemics of arbitrary contagiousness,
even though they are not themselves immune. This rep-
resents the herd immunity effect, which can be quanti-
fied by the sum of the sizes of the small components or,
equivalently, the difference in size between the residual
subgraph and its giant component (see Fig. 1B).
The herd immunity effect can vary depending on the

specific distribution of immune nodes on the network
even if their relative size π0 is the same. In particular, we
focus on two aspects of immunity distribution: its bias
towards high-degree nodes and its topological localiza-
tion. We quantify the first with the ratio between the
mean degree of immune nodes to the mean degree of the
entire network, denoted by ⟨k⟩R, and the second with the
share of edges residing between the immune and residual
subgraphs, denoted by ρSR. When immune nodes are
more likely to be adjacent to each other in the network,
there are fewer edges at the interface between the two
subgraphs. Conversely, the number of edges at the inter-
face grows as the mixing between immune and susceptible
nodes becomes more heterophilic.

B. Network structures

Epidemic dynamics is largely influenced by the individ-
ual variance in contact and transmission patterns [34–36],
which translates to the heterogeneity of node degrees in
the contact network. The paradigmatic network model
used to express degree heterogeneity is called the con-
figuration model, where the distribution of node degrees
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FIG. 1. Models. (A) Comparison between the distributions of the same number of immune nodes induced by an epidemic
and by a random immunization in a random geometric graph. Immune nodes are colored red, while susceptible nodes are
light blue if they belong to the largest component of the residual subgraph and gray otherwise. The edges not included in the
residual graph are represented by dashed lines, with light red edges connecting two immune nodes and purple edges connecting
an immune node and a residual node. (B) Schematic illustration of the quantitative definition of herd immunity using the
relationship between the immune fraction π0 and the giant residual component size π1. (C) Network models used in this study,
positioned according to their level of degree heterogeneity (vertical axis) and spatiality (horizontal axis).

solely determines the network structure [37]. In a con-
figuration model network, the structure is locally tree-
like, meaning that the likelihood of a node being part
of a finite-length cycle diminishes as the network size
increases. This feature often simplifies analytical calcu-
lations and makes the model more tractable.

However, real-world contact networks through which
diseases are transmitted are hardly tree-like; rather, they
are characterized by the abundance of short cycles. This
is because contact and transmission between individuals
can only occur when individuals are physically close to
each other. If two individuals have a common neighbor
in the contact network, they are likely to be in proximity
in space, which implies a high probability that they are
also connected to each other. As a result, many triangles
and short cycles are formed.

Here, we explore a wide range of network structures,
focusing on degree heterogeneity and spatial embedded-

ness. Figure 1C illustrates these two features. Degree
heterogeneity refers to the variance in node connectivity.
Node degrees are as homogeneous as possible when all
nodes have the same number of neighbors, i.e., the degree
distribution is degenerate, as in random regular graphs
(RRGs) and lattices. In Erdős-Rényi graphs (ERGs)
and random geometric graphs (RGGs), the degrees are
moderately heterogeneous and follow Poisson distribu-
tions, where the variance is equal to the mean. At the
more heterogeneous end of the spectrum, the network is
characterized by the presence of nodes with significantly
more connections than average. We use negative bino-
mial distributions (parameterized by dispersion parame-
ter r; smaller r represents higher degree heterogeneity)
to represent such high heterogeneity. For all the network
models, we fix the mean degree ⟨k⟩ = 6.

Spatial embeddedness, or spatiality, refers to the ex-
tent to which the underlying geometric configuration of
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nodes within a metric space determines the connectivity
between them. Here, each node occupies a position in the
underlying space. In a highly spatial network, nodes are
more likely to be linked to each other if they are closer in
the space. The least spatial networks belong to the fam-
ily of configuration network models, such as RRGs and
ERGs, which represent maximum randomness under the
given degree distribution. Lattices and RGGs are at the
other end of the spectrum where spatiality is highest be-
cause nodes are connected if and only if their positions
are within a certain distance.

We adopt two different approaches to interpolate con-
tinuously between spatial and random networks. We
use an edge randomization scheme to tune the spatial-
ity for relatively homogeneous networks with degenerate
and Poisson degree distributions. Starting with an in-
stance of a network model with the highest spatiality,
i.e., a lattice or an RGG, we rewire fraction ϕ of all edges
by exchanging the endpoints of two randomly selected
edges [38]. This process, commonly known as the double
edge swap, preserves the degree of each node and allows
us to adjust the spatiality without altering the original
degree distribution. By completely randomizing edges
(i.e., ϕ = 1), the double edge swap operation transforms
a lattice into an RRG and an RGG into an ERG.

To explore the spatial network topologies with higher
levels of degree heterogeneity, we adopt the heteroge-
neous random geometric graph (HRGG) model proposed
by Boguñá et al. [39], which allows us to control the de-
gree distribution and spatiality independently. In the
HRGG model, each node is assigned an expected de-
gree and a position in a metric space, which is here as-
sumed to be a two-dimensional unit square with periodic
boundaries. Given the expected degrees and positions,
the model generates random networks that satisfy the
following properties: (i) the degree of each node is a
Poisson random variable with expectation equal to the
expected degree assigned to the node; (ii) the spatiality
of the network is expressed as the propensity of nodes to
form local connections in the underlying space, which is
governed by an independent parameter called the tem-
perature τ > 0. Low values of τ imply that nodes in
proximity are more likely to be linked, and thus, the gen-
erated network is more strongly embedded in the space.
On the other hand, in the limit of τ → ∞, the edges
are agnostic to the positions of nodes in the underlying
space, making the model equivalent to the configuration
model. We use this model to generate networks with
Poisson and negative binomial degree distributions with
varying levels of spatiality. Note that this model cannot
generate networks with a degree distribution more ho-
mogeneous than Poisson. See Supplementary Text B for
details about the HRGG model.

The two methods both induce randomness in the con-
nection patterns between nodes embedded in space, but
in different ways. We use the mean length of edges to
evaluate the spatiality of the generated networks in a uni-
fied manner. The length dij of the edge between nodes i

and j is the Euclidean distance between the positions of i
and j in the underlying space, and ⟨d⟩ denotes the mean
length of all edges. A completely rewired network with
ϕ = 1 and a “hot” HRGG with τ → ∞ are equivalent
to the configuration model; in such cases, the mean edge
length is equal to the expected distance d∗ between two
random points:

d∗ = 4

∫ 1
2

0

∫ 1
2

0

√
x2 + y2 dxdy

=

√
2 + ln

(√
2 + 1

)

6
≃ 0.3826 . . . .

(1)

On the other hand, when ϕ = 0 or τ → 0, each node is
connected exclusively to other nodes in their proximity;
therefore ⟨d⟩ → 0 in the large system size limit. Between
these two extremes, ⟨d⟩ responds monotonically as a func-
tion of ϕ or τ . We adopt ⟨d⟩/d∗ as the normalized mea-
sure that represents the randomness of a network with
respect to the underlying space.

C. Numerical and analytical methods

In our numerical simulations, we compute the outcome
of the SIR model by mapping it to an epidemic perco-
lation network [40], a directed network that encodes the
stochastic epidemic dynamics on the original network.
This mapping significantly simplifies the numerical anal-
ysis; for instance, all the nodes that will be infected in
an outbreak can be obtained as the descendants of the
initially infected nodes in the epidemic percolation net-
work.
We derive the message-passing formalism for bond per-

colation [41] to analytically calculate relevant quantities,
such as π1, ⟨k⟩R, and ρSR. For configuration model
networks, this method is equivalent to the probability
generating function method for solving bond percola-
tion [24, 42]. We discuss the details of the message-
passing formalism in Supplementary Text C.

III. RESULTS

A. Localization of disease-induced immunity
significantly weakens herd immunity

We first focus on the herd immunity effect in configu-
ration model networks, where the degree distribution is
the only defining feature. We study, in increasing order
of degree heterogeneity, random regular graphs (RRGs),
Erdős-Rényi random graphs (ERGs), and the configura-
tion model networks with negative binomial degree dis-
tributions. For each of the network ensembles, we first
calculate the expected size π0 of a large epidemic (an
outbreak that infects a finite fraction of the population)
as a function of transmission rate β. Then, we compute
the size of the giant residual component, π1, for three
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cases: after removing the nodes that are infected in the
epidemic, after removing the same number of nodes but
randomly, and after removing the same number of nodes
with the same degrees but randomly. We refer to the
third case as the proportional immunization. The results
of analytical and numerical calculations are summarized
in the left columns of Fig. 2.

For RRGs, we observe that, strikingly, the herd immu-
nity effect induced by natural infection is weaker than
that of random immunization; the residual subgraph is
always larger in the case of disease-induced immunity
(Fig. 2A). As RRGs have no degree heterogeneity and
their structure is entirely random, the herd immunity ef-
fect is entirely dictated by the localization of immunity in
the wake of the outbreak. The contiguous nature of the
subgraph covered by disease-induced immunity is clearly
visible in the smaller size ρSR of the interface between
the immune and residual subgraph.

When the contact network is an ERG in which node
degrees are moderately heterogeneous, disease-induced
immunity and random immunization result in a giant
residual component of the same size. Although the herd
immunity effect is strengthened by the fact that the out-
break preferentially leaves high-degree nodes immune, it
is weakened to an equal extent by the topological conti-
guity of the outbreak. Both effects are visible in Fig. 2C:
the average degree ⟨k⟩R of immune nodes is higher for
disease-induced immunity, but the size of the susceptible-
immune interface ρSR is smaller. The equality of the
two herd immunity effects can be shown analytically; we
prove in Supplementary Text D that the Poisson distri-
bution is, in fact, the unique degree distribution of the
configuration model in which the two effects exactly offset
each other. The giant residual component size under pro-
portional immunization implies that the herd immunity
effect would be stronger if only the effect of preference
for high-degree nodes is taken into account. This leads to
the important conclusion that neglecting the localization
effect overestimates the strength of disease-induced herd
immunity.

As the degree heterogeneity of the contact network in-
creases, the advantage of disease-induced immunity in
being able to exploit the heterogeneity and to reside
preferentially among high-degree nodes outweighs the lo-
calization effect, as seen in the results for configuration
model networks with a negative binomial degree distri-
bution with dispersion parameter r = 3 (Fig. 2E). Im-
portantly, disease-induced herd immunity is still signif-
icantly weaker than what would be expected from the
degrees of immune nodes alone. This is clearly visible
in the difference in the size of the giant residual com-
ponent for disease-induced immunity and proportional
immunization, as well as in the average degrees of im-
munized nodes and interface sizes. Qualitatively similar
results are obtained for scale-free networks, corroborat-
ing our findings (Fig. S1A).

To conclude, the net effect of disease-induced herd im-
munity is determined by the competition between pref-

erential immunity among high-degree nodes and immu-
nity localization. We observe that localization signifi-
cantly weakens herd immunity for all the studied net-
works; the fact that proportional immunization, which
represents the pure effect of preference for high-degree
nodes of disease-induced immunity without dynamical
correlations, always results in smaller giant residual com-
ponent underpins that localization is another factor that
defines the strength of disease-induced herd immunity.

B. Spatiality further weakens disease-induced herd
immunity by enhancing localization

Unlike the configuration model networks studied so far,
real-world contact networks are constrained by physical
space and are therefore effectively lower dimensional. As
the ratio of surface area to volume is smaller in lower
dimensions, one can expect that the susceptible-immune
interface under disease-induced immunity is smaller and
the effect of localization is more pronounced in networks
embedded in low-dimensional space. Accordingly, we ex-
pect disease-induced herd immunity to be weaker in spa-
tial networks. To study this, we numerically investigate
the herd immunity effect in regular lattices, random ge-
ometric graphs (RGGs), and heterogeneous random geo-
metric graphs (HRGGs).
We observe that for regular lattices, disease-induced

immunity leads to a larger giant residual component than
random or proportional immunization (Fig. 2B), simi-
larly to the case for RRGs. The smaller size of the inter-
face, ρSR, implies that the effect of localization is stronger
in a regular lattice than in an RRG due to its lower di-
mensionality.
For RGGs, the gap between disease-induced immu-

nity and random immunization is even larger, confirm-
ing the above hypothesis and implying a greater advan-
tage of random immunization over disease-induced im-
munity in efficiently shrinking the giant residual compo-
nent (Fig. 2D). In an RGG, the immune nodes under
disease-induced immunity have very small interface with
the residual nodes, indicating that they are highly lo-
calized. Although disease-induced immunity can exploit
the modest heterogeneity of the Poisson degree distribu-
tion, the impact of localization is much more pronounced,
overriding the effect of preference for high-degree nodes.
This is in contrast to the case of ERGs, the configuration
model counterpart of RGGs, where the effects of the two
mechanisms exactly cancel each other out. Note that in
RGGs, the two mechanisms are correlated; preference for
high-degree nodes amplifies localization because of degree
correlations.
The impact of spatial embeddedness is particularly ev-

ident for networks with higher degree heterogeneity. For
HRGGs with negative binomial degree distribution with
dispersion parameter r = 3 and temperature τ = 0.05,
which amounts to ⟨d⟩/d∗ = 0.01, the herd immunity
effect induced by natural infection is weaker than that



6

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1

RRG

After epidemic
After random immun.
After prop. immun.

0.5

1

1.5

k
R/

k

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.5

SR

A

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1

ERG

0.5

1

1.5

k
R/

k

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.5

SR

C

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1

Config.
negative binomial

0.5

1

1.5

k
R/

k

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.5

SR

E

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1

Lattice

After epidemic
After random immun.
After prop. immun.

0.5

1

1.5

k
R/

k

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.5

SR

B

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1

RGG

0.5

1

1.5

k
R/

k

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.5

SR

D

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
1

Spatial
negative binomial

0.5

1

1.5

k
R/

k

0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.0

0.5

SR

F

FIG. 2. Comparison of herd immunity effects. The contact network has N = 104 nodes and average degree ⟨k⟩ = 6 for
all models. The negative binomial degree distributions (third row) have a dispersion parameter of r = 3. The spatial negative
binomial networks (F) are generated with τ = 0.05. For each set of panels, the left panel shows the size π1 of the giant residual
component, the upper right panel shows the normalized number of edges ρSR between the immune and residual subgraphs, and
the lower right panel shows the average degree ⟨k⟩R of immune nodes. The colors of the symbols indicate natural infection
(red), random immunization (blue), and proportional immunization (yellow). The symbols represent numerical results, and the
lines in the panels on the left column indicate theoretical predictions.

achieved by random immunization (Fig. 2F). Juxtaposed
against the configuration model counterpart, where the
opposite result is found, this highlights that the spatial-
ity of the contact network can boost the effect of localiza-
tion to the extent that it overcomes the counteracting ef-
fects of preferential immunity among high-degree nodes,
thus reversing the outcome. In scale-free HRGGs, char-
acterized by even higher degree heterogeneity, disease-
induced immunity still proves more efficient than random
immunization in dismantling the giant residual compo-
nent (Fig. S1B). Even then, there is a significant gap be-
tween π1 for disease-induced immunity and proportional
immunization, highlighting the impact of immunity lo-
calization.

We have so far established that the low-dimensional
topology of the contact network diminishes the disease-
induced herd immunity effect by amplifying immunity lo-
calization. We next ask: How strongly does the network
need to be embedded in space for the effect of preferen-
tial immunity among high-degree nodes to be outweighed
by the effect of immunity localization? To this end,
we compare the effectiveness of disease-induced immu-
nity and random immunization across the spatiality spec-
trum. We use the edge rewiring process and the HRGG
model with varying temperatures to continuously cover
the spectrum of spatiality. As a common measure of spa-
tiality across two schemes, we use the normalized mean
edge length ⟨d⟩/d∗ as described in Methods. We repre-
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sent the effectiveness of herd immunity by the minimum
fraction of nodes that need to be immune to eliminate
the giant residual component: πc = min{π0 | π1 = 0}. In
other words, even a disease with an infinitely large trans-
mission rate cannot invade the population if π0 ≥ πc.
Thus, πc represents the worst-case bound for the herd
immunity threshold. Here, we numerically identify πc as
the minimum value of π0 that leads to π1 ≤ 0.01. We let

π
(d)
c and π

(r)
c denote the threshold under disease-induced

immunity and random immunization, respectively.
Figure 3A shows the difference between the herd im-

munity thresholds of random immunization and disease-

induced immunity, π
(r)
c −π(d)

c , as a function of normalized
mean edge length ⟨d⟩/d∗ for different degree distribu-

tions. Positive values indicate that π
(d)
c is smaller, there-

fore natural infection induces a stronger herd immunity
effect compared to random immunization, while negative
values imply the opposite. For every degree distribu-
tion, the difference between the thresholds increases with
spatiality. In other words, the spatiality of the contact
network decreases the relative advantage (or increases
the relative disadvantage) of disease-induced immunity.
Fig. 3B shows that the distribution of disease-induced
immunity becomes increasingly localized with spatiality,
implying that the negative influence of low dimensional-
ity on the disease-induced herd immunity effect is medi-
ated by immunity localization.

As we have already seen, for Poisson degree distribu-
tions, the two immunity scenarios induce an equal herd
immunity effect without spatiality (i.e., at ⟨d⟩/d∗ = 1).
For more heterogeneous networks, there is a crossover
from the regime where disease-induced immunity is more

effective (π
(d)
c < π

(r)
c ) to the regime where random immu-

nization becomes more advantageous (π
(d)
c > π

(r)
c ) as the

network becomes more spatial. As the degree distribu-
tion becomes broader, as in negative binomial distribu-
tions with increasing variance (i.e., decreasing dispersion
parameter), the crossover point shifts toward the spatial
end, indicating that a higher level of spatiality is required
to counterbalance the effect of degree heterogeneity (see
also Fig. S1B). This highlights the competition between
degree heterogeneity and spatiality of the contact net-
work in determining the strength of disease-induced herd
immunity.

C. Herd immunity threshold in empirical
population

To underscore the difference between the mean-field
and network models in estimating the herd immunity
threshold, we compare two age-structured models in-
formed by empirical data: a mean-field model and a
network model of SIR dynamics, both with the same
age structure and age-specific contact patterns. The age
structure is captured by the proportion pi of the popula-
tion in each age group i, while the contact patterns are
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represented by the contact matrix M , of which element
Mij represents the average number of contacts an indi-
vidual in age group i makes with individuals in age group
j. For the contacts between groups to be symmetric, we
impose on the contact matrix piMij = pjMji.
The mean-field model is defined by the following set of

differential equations:

ṡi = −λisi,
ẏi = λisi − γyi,

ṙi = γyi.

(2)

Here, si, yi, ri denotes the proportion of susceptible, in-
fected, and recovered individuals in age group i, respec-
tively, and satisfies si + yi + ri = 1; λi is the force of
infection to which an individual in age group i is subject,
which is calculated as

λi = βMF

∑

j

Mijyj , (3)
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where βMF denotes the transmission rate of the mean-
field model. In this model, the basic reproduction num-
ber can be computed as [43]

R0 =
βMF

γ
Λ(M), (4)

where Λ(·) denotes the spectral radius. By linearizing
Eq. (2) around si and yi → 0, we obtain the condition
that disease with transmission rate βMF cannot invade
the population:

βMF

γ
Λ
(
diag(s)M

)
≤ 1, (5)

where s denotes the vector of which ith element is
si. Thus, this condition represents the herd immunity
threshold, with the left-hand side representing the effec-
tive reproduction number.

Figure 4A shows the mean-field model simulation of
an epidemic with R0 = 3 in the population of Finland
in 2007. The age structure [44] and contact matrix [35,
45] are stratified into 16 age groups. By the time the
population reaches the herd immunity threshold defined
by Eq. (5), 54.1% of the total population has contracted
the disease. However, due to the heterogeneity of contact
patterns within the population, there is a large variance
in attack rate between age groups, ranging from 10.4%
among those over 75 years of age to 73.6% among 25–29
year olds.

We formulate the corresponding network model as fol-
lows. The population of N individuals is divided into
age groups, each with ni ≃ Npi individuals. The contact
network is generated by a stochastic block model (SBM).
The standard SBM assumes that the probability that in-
dividuals are linked to each other depends only on the
groups they belong to. It is defined by the number of
individuals ni in each group i and the edge probability
Bij between an individual in group i and an individual
in group j. The edge probability is related to the contact
matrix as

Bij = aMij/nj , (6)

where a is the coefficient that controls the total num-
ber of edges in the network. In addition to the age-
stratified contact patterns, we further incorporate spa-
tiality by considering a mixture of the SBM and the
HRGG model parameterized by temperature τ ; see Sup-
plementary Text E for details.

Using the same age structure and contact matrix of
Finland, we construct the contact network with N = 2×
104 and a = 1. For this setup, the normalized mean edge
length ⟨d⟩/d∗ decreases nonlinearly with inverse temper-
ature from ⟨d⟩/d∗ = 1 for τ−1 = 0 to ⟨d⟩/d∗ = 0.31 for
τ−1 = 3 and ⟨d⟩/d∗ = 0.16 for τ−1 = 10. We let an
epidemic of R0 = 3 evolve in the network until it reaches
the herd immunity threshold defined by Eq. (5), at which
point we halt the transmission process and let every in-
fected individual recover. Once the population is free of

infection, we reintroduce the disease into the population
by infecting a random individual who remained suscep-
tible during the first epidemic. If the population has al-
ready reached herd immunity during the first outbreak,
the disease will be quickly eliminated, and there will be
no epidemic resurgence that infects a finite fraction of
the population.
Figure 4B shows the cumulative incidence during the

first epidemic and after reintroduction of the disease ac-
cording to the network model. The size of the first epi-
demic is hardly affected by spatiality, varying from an av-
erage of 54.2% for τ−1 = 0 to 55.2% for τ−1 = 10, which
is also consistent with the results of the mean-field model.
Upon reintroduction of the disease, simulations for stan-
dard SBM networks (τ−1 = 0) indicate the occurrence of
a relatively small epidemic, affecting an additional 2.8%
on average. When the network is spatially embedded, we
observe a larger resurgence, infecting up to 13.8% of the
population. This suggests that the population is still in
the epidemic phase, even though the number of immune
individuals should be sufficient to achieve herd immu-
nity according to the mean-field model. In other words,
the mean-field model underestimates the herd immunity
threshold of networked populations in such a scenario,
especially when they are spatially embedded.

IV. CONCLUSION

We studied the effectiveness of disease-induced immu-
nity compared to random immunization. First, we com-
pared the herd immunity effect in configuration model
networks under the two scenarios, showing that disease-
induced immunity provides weaker protection than ran-
dom immunization in the absence of degree heterogene-
ity, while they induce equally effective herd immunity
effect in Erdős-Rényi graphs. This is due to the “tug-of-
war” between two antagonistic mechanisms that shape
disease-induced herd immunity in networks. While an
epidemic preferentially infects and removes high-degree
nodes, which enhances the herd immunity effect, it can
only spread over a topologically contiguous part of the
network, which reduces the herd immunity effect. Our
results indicate that the effect of immunity localization
is significant enough to outweigh the preferential immu-
nity among high-degree nodes in homogeneous networks,
while in heterogeneous networks, it attenuates collective
protection to a lower level than what is expected from
the degree distribution of immune nodes alone.
The effect of localization was generally larger for spa-

tially embedded networks. Notably, even if the degree
follows a heterogeneous distribution for which disease-
induced immunity induces a stronger herd immunity ef-
fect in the configuration model, this advantage may be
overturned, and disease-induced immunity may prove less
effective. Using the edge rewiring model and the het-
erogeneous random geometric graph model to interpo-
late the spectrum of spatiality, we found that increas-
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FIG. 4. Comparing mean-field and network epidemic models of the empirical population of Finland. (A) Mean-
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ing spatiality generally makes disease-induced herd im-
munity harder to achieve compared to random immu-
nization. The competition between spatiality and degree
heterogeneity of the network is evident from the fact that
the former needs to be compensated for by the latter for
disease-induced immunity to be more effective than ran-
dom immunization. In sum, our results suggest that the
two underlying mechanisms of disease-induced herd im-
munity are each influenced by one of the two features of
network topology: while degree heterogeneity promotes
the effect of preferential immunity among high-degree
nodes, spatial embeddedness enhances the effect of im-
munity localization.

Finally, the comparison between the mean-field model
and the network model, both informed by empirical con-
tact patterns, shows the discrepancy in the estimate of
the herd immunity threshold. Even when the mean-
field model deems that the population has reached herd
immunity through natural infection, the network model
may predict that the disease can reinvade the population.
In other words, the mean-field model estimates a lower
threshold and a stronger herd immunity effect than the
network model.

The tension between the two models stems from the
fact that the mean-field model does not account for
dynamical correlations between the epidemic states of
nodes. It implicitly assumes that the population is mixed

much faster than the epidemic dynamics. The network
model, on the other hand, represents the slow-mixing
regime; the contact partner of each individual remains
the same throughout the epidemic. This gives rise to
dynamical correlations that manifest themselves in the
localized distribution of immune nodes after the disease
has spread.

We emphasize that our aim is not to claim that the
network model better reflects reality. Rather, we believe
that the real-world human population lies somewhere in
between; most people would have repeated contact with
the slowly changing set of others (family, friends, col-
leagues) but would also encounter random strangers in
public places. Our work demonstrates that model-based
estimates of the herd immunity effect induced by disease
spreading will vary depending on whether or not the dy-
namical correlations are taken into account. When pop-
ulation heterogeneity is relatively low or when contacts
are mostly made between those who are spatially close
to each other, disease-induced immunity may offer no
advantage over random immunization. Our work sheds
light on the role of contact networks and calls for careful
examination of the herd immunity effect obtained from
models that implicitly or explicitly disregard dynamical
correlations, particularly because these assumptions can
result in overestimating the strength of herd immunity.
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A. EDGE REWIRING

The edge rewiring process is implemented according to the double edge swap procedure [1]. In this method, we
select two edges e1 = (u1, v1) and e2 = (u2, v2) uniformly at random from all edges in the network. To avoid bias
in the order of the endpoints, we may swap the endpoint with probability 1/2, changing (u, v) to (v, u). Next, we
exchange the endpoints of the selected edges to propose new edges enew1 = (u1, v2) and e

new
2 = (u2, v1). If e

new
1 or enew2

is a self-loop, or if either edge already exists in the network, we reject the proposed edges. Otherwise, we accept them
and replace e1 and e2 with enew1 and enew2 . This process is repeated until a fraction ϕ of all edges have been rewired.
In the process of randomly selecting pairs of edges, we prioritize edges that have not yet been chosen. We do this by
making a permutated list of edges and going through it to sequentially select two edges. If less than a fraction ϕ of
the edges have been rewired after a round of swaps, we continue the swapping process by permuting the list of edges
again, this time including edges that were swapped in the previous round. This approach maintains the priority of
unswapped edges while ensuring that each edge has an equal chance of being selected.

B. HETEROGENEOUS RANDOM GEOMETRIC GRAPHS

The heterogeneous random geometric graph proposed by Boguñá et al. [2] is a model for generating networks with
heterogeneous degrees and tunable spatial embeddedness. In this model, each node i in a network of size n is assigned
a point xi in the underlying manifold and a non-negative weight wi, which is a function of its expected degree κi. In
addition, the model is globally parameterized by temperature τ , which governs the strength of spatial embeddedness,
and a coefficient µ̂, controlling the expected number of edges (that is, relating weight w to expected degree κ). The
probability that a pair of nodes i and j are connected by an edge is given by a Fermi-Dirac distribution:

pij = p(|xi − xj |, wi, wj)

=
1

exp(τ−1 ln |xi − xj |+ wi + wj) + 1

=
1

{|xi − xj | exp[τ(wi + wj)]}1/τ + 1
,

(1)

where |x−x′| denotes the Euclidean distance between points x and x′. In the following, we assume that the expected
degree κi of each node i is independently drawn from a distribution with mean ⟨k⟩, and consequently wi is also an
independent random variable distributed as f(w). We also assume that the point of each node is distributed uniformly
and independently on a d-dimensional unit hypercube with periodic boundary conditions (i.e., a d-dimensional unit
hypertorus). Note that this differs from the original assumption in Boguñá et al. [2], where the underlying space
grows as the number of nodes n increases so that the density of points in the space is kept to unity. For simplicity,
we consider the case of d = 2.

We assume, without loss of generality, that a node with weight w is at the origin. In circular coordinates in R2,
the volume element at radius r is rdrdθ and the number of nodes in the annulus [r, r+dr] is 2πnrdr. By integrating
over the space, we get the expected degree κ of the focal node as a function of w:

κ(w) = 2πn

∫
dw′ f(w′)

∫ ∞

0

dr p(r, w,w′)r, (2)

Equation (2) converges for τ < 1/d and diverges for τ ≥ 1/d. For τ < 1/d, we can change the variable as
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2

t = r exp[τ(w + w′)] and obtain

κ(w) = 2πn

∫
dw′ f(w′) exp [−2τ(w + w′)]

∫ ∞

0

tdt

t1/τ + 1

= 2πne−2τw
〈
e−2τw

〉 ∫ ∞

0

tdt

t1/τ + 1

= 2πne−2τw
〈
e−2τw

〉 πτ

sin(2πτ)
.

(3)

Taking average over w, we find

〈
e−2τw

〉
=

[
sin(2πτ)

2π2nτ
⟨k⟩

]1/2
. (4)

Plugging this back into Eq. (3) yields

w = − 1

2τ

(
lnκ+

1

2
ln µ̂

)
, (5)

µ̂ =
sin(2πτ)

2π2nτ⟨k⟩ . (6)

The connection probability is written, now as a function of κi and κj , as

pij =
1

[ |xi − xj |
(µ̂κiκj)1/2

]1/τ
+ 1

. (7)

For an arbitrary dimension d, the above results are generalized as

w = − 1

dτ

(
lnκ+

1

2
ln µ̂

)
, (8)

µ̂ =
Γ(d/2) sin(dπτ)

2π1+d/2nτ⟨k⟩ , (9)

pij =
1

[ |xi − xj |
(µ̂κiκj)1/d

]1/τ
+ 1

. (10)

For τ ≥ 1/d, the range of integral in Eq. (2) should be limited inside the hypercube centered at the origin, i.e.

[−1/2, 1/2]d. For r ≤ 1/2, the entire annulus is in the integrated region; for 1/2 < r ≤ 1/
√
2, however, fraction

θ(r) = 1−4 arccos(1/2r)/π of the annulus is in the region; for r > 1/
√
2, the annulus is completely outside the region.

The expected degree is then given by

κ(w) = 2πn

∫
dw′ f(w′)

[∫ 1
2

0

p(r, w,w′)rdr +
∫ 1√

2

1
2

θ(r)p(r, w,w′)rdr

]
. (11)

This cannot be easily integrated, but we can approximate it, for example, by neglecting 1 in the denominator of
Eq. (1) and integrate up to 1/2 with respect to r:

κ(w) ≈ 2πn

∫
dw′ f(w′)

∫ 1/2

0

dr e−(w+w′)r1−β

=
2πne−w ⟨e−w⟩
(2− 1/τ)22−1/τ

.

(12)

Similarly to the case of τ < 1/d, we find

〈
e−w

〉
=

[
(2− 1/τ)22−1/τ

2πn
⟨k⟩

]1/2
, (13)
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which leads to

w = −
(
lnκ+

1

2
ln µ̂

)
, (14)

µ̂ =
(2− 1/τ)22−1/τ

2πn⟨k⟩ . (15)

In most cases, this gives a good approximation for the value of µ̂; we can use this approximation as an initial guess
and numerically optimize µ̂ to achieve the desired edge density. The connection probability is then given by

pij =
1

|xi − xj |1/τ
µ̂κiκj

+ 1

. (16)

For arbitrary dimension d, only the formula for µ̂ needs to be changed:

µ̂ =
Γ(d/2)(d− 1/τ)2d−1/τ

2πd/2n⟨k⟩ . (17)

C. MESSAGE PASSING FORMALISM

Let us first focus on the herd immunity effect in locally tree-like networks. For these networks, we can use the
framework to map the epidemic dynamics to a bond percolation process [3] to analytically calculate relevant quantities,
such as the expected sizes of an outbreak and the giant component in the residual subgraph.

We outline the message passing method for percolation [4], which is generally valid for locally tree-like networks.
Then, we derive the expression for the family of configuration model networks, where the degree distribution is the
only determinant of the network structure.

A. Message passing framework

Let χi be the indicator function of node i’s presence in the residual graph. In other words,

χi =

{
1 if i is not immune,

0 if i is immune.
(18)

Similarly, let us define indicator function ζi where ζi = 1 if i is not immune and not in the giant component of the
residual graph, and ζi = 0 otherwise. Node i in the residual graph is not part of the giant component of the residual
graph if every neighbor j is either immune (χj = 0) or not connected to the giant component in the absence of i
(ζj→i = 1), leading to

P (ζi = 1 | χi = 1) =
∏

j∈Ni

[P (χj = 0 | χi = 1) + P (ζj→i = 1 | χi = 1)]. (19)

The sum and product rules dictate that the second term in the product of the rhs can be expressed as

P (ζj→i = 1 | χi = 1) = P (ζj→i = 1 | χj = 1)P (χj = 1 | χi = 1). (20)

Note that P (ζj→i = 1 | χj = 0) = 0 since χj = 0 implies ζj→i = 0.
When the immunity of nodes is induced by natural infection with transmission probability T , the probability ψi

that node i is not infected during the first outbreak and thus in the residual graph is given by

ψi =
∏

j∈Ni

(1− T + Tψj→i), (21)

where ψj→i denotes the probability that node j is not infected during the outbreak in the absence of i, which satisfies
the following message passing equation:

ψj→i =
∏

ℓ∈Nj\i
(1− T + Tψℓ→j). (22)
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The joint probability that adjacent nodes i and j are both in the residual graph is given by

P (χi = χj = 1) = ψi→jψj→i. (23)

(Note that P (χi = χj = 1) ̸= ψiψj→i because probabilities ψi and ψj→i are not independent.) This lets us calculate
the conditional distribution

P (χj = 1 | χi = 1) =
ψj→i

1− T + Tψj→i
, (24)

and

P (χj = 0 | χi = 1) = 1− ψj→i

1− T + Tψj→i
. (25)

Plugging these into Eq. (19), we obtain

λi =
∏

j∈Ni

[
1− ψj→i(1− λj→i)

1− T + Tψj→i

]
, (26)

where we define λi = P (ζi = 1 | χi = 1) and λj→i = P (ζj→i = 1 | χj = 1). The message passing equation for λj→i is
written as

λj→i =
∏

ℓ∈Nj\i

[
1− ψℓ→j(1− λℓ→j)

1− T + Tψℓ→j

]
. (27)

If the immunity is instead induced by random immunization of coverage Π, the immunity of neighbors are inde-
pendent, indicating

P (χj = 1 | χi = 1) = 1−Π, (28)

and

P (χj = 0 | χi = 1) = Π. (29)

We have the following message passing equations:

λi =
∏

j∈Ni

[Π + (1−Π)λj→i] (30)

and

λj→i =
∏

ℓ∈Ni\j
[Π + (1−Π)λℓ→j ]. (31)

We can numerically obtain probability ψj→i in an iterative manner, and then use them to solve λj→i and subse-
quently λi. The expected size of the giant component in the residual graph is calculated as

[
∑

i ψi][
∑

i(1− λi)]

N2
. (32)

B. Expressions for configuration model networks

The message-passing framework allows us to calculate probabilities associated with each node and edge for a given
network structure. However, we may be more interested in averaged quantities over nodes and edges across an
ensemble of networks rather than individual nodes and edges in a specific network. To this end, we derive expressions
for the configuration model network ensemble, where the degree distribution pk is the only determinant of the network
structure. For later convenience, we introduce the probability generating function (PGF) for the degree distribution
pk as F0(x) =

∑
k pkx

k. Similarly, the PGF for the excess degree distribution, defined as

qk =
(k + 1)pk+1

⟨k⟩ , (33)
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is denoted by F1(x) =
∑

k qkx
k.

By taking the average over all nodes for both sides of Eq. (21), the probability that a random focal node is not
infected by the first outbreak is expressed as

ψ =
∑

k

pk(1− T + T ψ̃)k = F0(u), (34)

where ψ̃ denotes the average probability that a neighbor of the focal node would not be infected by the first outbreak
if it was not connected to the focal node, and u = 1 − T + T ψ̃ represents the probability that each edge does not
transmit the disease. Similarly, averaging both sides of Eq. (22) over all nodes yields

ψ̃ =
∑

k

qk(1− T + T ψ̃)k = F1(u). (35)

We let λ denote the probability that a random node in the residual graph is not in the giant component. Similarly,
λ̃ denotes the probability that a random neighbor of the focal node, given that the neighbor is in the residual graph,
would not be in the giant component if it were not adjacent to the focal node. Averaging Eqs. (26) and (27) over
every residual node, which has degree k with probability pku

k and excess degree k with probability qku
k, we arrive at

λ =
1∑

k pku
k

∑

k

pku
k

[
1− ψ̃(1− λ̃)

u

]k

=
F0(u− (1− λ̃)F1(u))

F0(u)

(36)

and

λ̃ =
1∑

k qku
k

∑

k

qku
k

[
1− ψ̃(1− λ̃)

u

]k

=
F1(u− (1− λ̃)F1(u))

F1(u)
.

(37)

This is consistent with formulas derived by Newman [5].
This framework allows us to count the nodes in each state as well as the edges between nodes in each state. For

example, a node with degree k is immune after an outbreak with probability 1−uk, from which we obtain the expected
degree of an immune node as

⟨k⟩R =
1

1− F0(u)

∞∑

k=0

kpk(1− uk)

=
F ′
0(1)− uF ′

0(u)

1− F0(u)
.

(38)

Another quantity of interest is the number of edges at the susceptible-immune interface. For this, we calculate the
probability that a random edge connects a susceptible node and an immune node, given by

ρSR = 2F1(u)(1− F1(u))(1− T )

= 2F1(u)(u− F1(u)).
(39)

Here, F1(u) and 1− F1(u) represent the probability that a node would be susceptible or immune, respectively, after
the first outbreak if not for the edge in question, 1 − T is the probability of no transmission on the edge, and the
factor 2 accounts for the arbitrariness in choosing the susceptible end node.

The probabilities for random immunization can also be calculated from the message-passing equations. By averaging
Eqs. (30) and (31), we have

λ = F0(Π + (1−Π)λ̃) (40)

and

λ̃ = F1(Π + (1−Π)λ̃). (41)
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The number of edges at the interface can be easily calculated:

ρSR = 2Π(1−Π) (42)

If the immunization coverage is equal to the size of the epidemic as Π = 1− ψ, we have

λ = F0(1− (1− λ̃)F0(u)) (43)

and

λ̃ = F1(1− (1− λ̃)F0(u)). (44)

In the manuscript, we also consider proportional immunization, where the degree distribution of immune nodes is
exactly the same as the disease-induced case, but otherwise they are chosen randomly in the network. The probability
that a node with degree k is in the residual graph is uk and the probability that a random neighbor of a node is
immunized is given by

1

⟨k⟩
∑

k

kpk(1− uk) = 1− uF1(u). (45)

This allows us to formulate the averaged version of the message passing equations in a manner similar to Eqs. (36)
and (37):

λ =
1∑

k pku
k

∑

k

pku
k
[
1− uF1(u) + uF1(u)λ̃

]k

=
F0(u− (1− λ̃)u2F1(u))

F0(u)

(46)

and

λ̃ =
1∑

k qku
k

∑

k

qku
k
[
1− uF1(u) + uF1(u)λ̃

]k

=
F1(u− (1− λ̃)u2F1(u))

F1(u)
.

(47)

Since in this case the dynamical states of neighbor nodes are not correlated, the number of edges at the interface is
given by

ρSR = uF1(u)(1− uF1(u)). (48)

D. PROOF FOR EQUALLY EFFECTIVE HERD IMMUNITY EFFECT AFTER NATURAL
INFECTION AND RANDOM IMMUNIZATION IN ERDŐS-RÉNYI GRAPHS

Based on the results from the previous section, we see that the residual giant component size of a configuration
model network is equal for disease-induced immunity and random immunization if and only if

F0(u− (1− x)F1(u)) = F0(u)F0(1 + (1− x)F0(u)) (49)

for any u and x, both within [0, 1]. Our goal is to identify the degree distribution generated by F0 that satisfies this
condition. The two sides of Eq. (49) can be expanded as

lhs =
∑

k

pk[u+ (x− 1)F1(u)]
k

=
∑

m

[
F1(u)

u

]m
(x− 1)m

∞∑

k=m

(
k

m

)
pku

k,

(50)



7

and

rhs = F0(u)
∑

k

pk[1 + (x− 1)F0(u)]
k

=
∑

m

[F0(u)]
m+1

(x− 1)m
∞∑

k=m

(
k

m

)
pk.

(51)

Seeing each side of Eq. (49) as a polynomial function of x − 1, it follows from the polynomial identity that the
corresponding coefficients must be equal, that is

[
F1(u)

u

]m ∞∑

k=m

(
k

m

)
pku

k = [F0(u)]
m+1

∞∑

k=m

(
k

m

)
pk (52)

for any m. For m = 0, Eq. (52) is an identity; both sides equals F0(u). For m = 1, the lhs of Eq. (52) is equal to
F1(u)F0

′(u) while the rhs is equal to [F0(u)]
2F0

′(1). Equating the two sides and using F1(u) = F0
′(u)/F0

′(1), we get

F0(u) = F1(u) = F0
′(u)/⟨k⟩, (53)

where ⟨k⟩ = F0
′(1) is the mean degree. The only case where this relation holds true for any u is when

F0(u) = exp[(u− 1)⟨k⟩], (54)

that is, the degree distribution is Poisson. In fact, one can easily show that this generating function satisfies the
condition Eq. (49).

E. SPATIAL STOCHASTIC BLOCK MODEL

The stochastic block model (SBM) describes an ensemble of undirected networks generated as follows. Consider a
complete graph of N nodes, where each node belongs to one of K groups. Let Ni be the size of group i. An SBM
network is obtained by filtering the edges of the complete graph according to a symmetric K×K matrix B, such that
each of the NiNj edges between groups i and j (i ̸= j) is retained independently with probability Bij , and each of

the
(
Ni

2

)
edges within group i is independently kept with probability Bii. As a result, the network becomes sparser,

reducing from
(
N
2

)
edges in the complete graph to an expected

m =

K∑

i=1



(
Ni

2

)
Bii +

∑

j ̸=i

NiNjBij


 (55)

edges, corresponding to edge density δ = m/
(
N
2

)
.

We combine the heterogeneous random geometric graph (HRGG) model and the SBM by letting the HRGG model
undertake part of this edge filtering process. Specifically, we assign each node a random point in a metric space
independently of the group it belongs to, and generate a HRGG where the expected degree of each node is 2ηm/N ,
i.e., an expected ηm edges in total, with η > 1. This network is then further filtered by the SBM with an inflated
block matrix

B′ =
1

ηδ
B, (56)

so that the expected number of edges is equal to m. In this two-stage filtering process, the HRGG model reduces
edges by a factor of ηδ while the SBM reduces them by a factor of 1/η. The value of η is bounded as

δmax(B) ≤ η ≤ 1

δ
. (57)

The first inequality derives from the requirement that each element of B′ should not exceed one and the second
inequality ensures that the intermediate HRGG is not denser than the complete graph. The coefficient η controls the
relative contribution of SBM in the filtering process; we set η = 1/

√
δ to balance the contribution of the two models.
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FIG. S1. Comparison of herd immunity effects in scale-free networks. (A) The configuration model network; (B) The
heterogeneous random geometric graph model with τ = 0.05. The contact network has N = 104 nodes. The degree distribution
has mean ⟨k⟩ = 6 and a tail k ∼ kα with exponent α = 3.1. The panels, colors, and symbols are the same as in Fig. ??.
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FIG. S2. Difference between the herd immunity thresholds as a function of degree heterogeneity and spatiality
of the contact network. Contact networks are generated by the HRGG model with negative binomial degree distributions,
parameterized by temperature τ (horizontal axis) and dispersion parameter r (vertical axis). Colors represent the difference
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(r)
c − π

(d)
c .

[1] B. K. Fosdick, D. B. Larremore, J. Nishimura, and J. Ugander, Configuring Random Graph Models with Fixed Degree
Sequences, SIAM Review 60, 315 (2018).
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