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When a fraction of a population becomes immune to an infectious disease, the risk of widespread
outbreaks decreases non-linearly as a result of the collective protection known as herd immunity.
Typically, immunity to a disease can be acquired through natural infection or vaccination. It has
been argued that natural infection in a heterogeneous population may induce a stronger herd immu-
nity effect than homogeneous vaccination, because the early stages of transmission would primarily
affect highly interactive individuals, leading to more efficient suppression of subsequent infections.
In this study, we provide a comprehensive assessment of the herd immunity effect by analyzing
the behavior of the susceptible-infected-recovered (SIR) model on static contact networks. We find
that the effectiveness of disease-induced herd immunity is shaped by two competing mechanisms:
While it exploits degree heterogeneity in the contact network to efficiently target highly connected
individuals for immunity, it also introduces mixing heterogeneity between immune and susceptible
individuals, weakening herd immunity. By controlling the degree of spatial embeddedness of the
contact network structure, we find that spatial structure generally makes herd immunity stronger
and also enhances the advantage of the herd immunity effect induced by random immunization over
the disease-induced one in networks with low degree heterogeneity. These findings provide valuable
insights into the complexity of herd immunity and have implications for designing effective disease
control strategies.

INTRODUCTION

When an infectious disease is transmitted directly
through contact between individuals, conferring immu-
nity on individuals has a non-linear impact on the level
of protection of the population as a whole. Even if the
disease is transmissible enough to spread through an im-
munologically naive population, it may stop circulating
when a fraction of the population is immune due to ei-
ther previous infection or vaccination. This phenomenon
is called “herd immunity”, as it represents a collective ef-
fect where the immune individuals convey protection to
the entire population. There are parallels between herd
immunity and percolation phenomena, where a continu-
ous phase transition separates the two phases in which
the disease dies out and in which it spreads through a
finite fraction of the population [1–5].

Historically, the threshold for herd immunity has been
calculated assuming a population that is homogeneous in
terms of mixing and consequently in terms of the number
of contacts per individual (degree): everyone can ran-
domly interact with everyone else, giving rise to Pois-
son degree distribution. Importantly, it has also been
assumed that there is no structure in how immunity is
distributed in the population. However, these assump-
tions are overly simplistic when applied to real-world
populations—in reality, contact patterns are not uniform
and random, mixing within the population is typically
heterogeneous [6–9], and immunity may not be uniformly
distributed [10, 11].

Many of such heterogeneities are readily captured by
the complex networks of contacts through which the dis-
ease spreads. Network epidemiology has revealed the sig-
nificant impact of heterogeneity on epidemic spread, chal-

lenging simplistic assumptions of homogeneity [2, 12–14].
For instance, in scale-free networks, the threshold can be
as low as one, implying that containment is impossible
unless the entire population acquires immunity. On the
other hand, population heterogeneity can be leveraged
to design targeted and efficient immunization strategies.
Furthermore, a recent study by Britton et al. [15] demon-
strated that, when immunity is induced by natural infec-
tion, population heterogeneity may lead to a lower herd
immunity threshold than expected under homogeneous
mixing because the disease spreads among highly inter-
active individuals at the early stage of the epidemic, re-
sulting in more efficient immunization of these influential
hubs.
However, in addition to degree heterogeneity, the

structural aspects of the contact network need to be
addressed. Random immunization through vaccination
that is agnostic to individual attributes distributes im-
munity uniformly throughout the population; in contrast,
natural immunity is inherently localized in the contact
network. This is because those who get infected in an
outbreak that originates from a single source are con-
nected to each other in a chain of transmission, neces-
sarily forming a connected subgraph in the contact net-
work. This gives rise to mixing heterogeneities between
immune and susceptible individuals, akin to those dis-
cussed in the context of vaccination and other interven-
tions [10, 11, 16–18]. The consequences of such localiza-
tion for herd immunity have not yet been explored in a
systematic way [19–21].
Our aim in this paper is to conduct a comprehensive

analysis of herd immunity induced by natural infection
on contact networks by comparing it to the benchmark of
herd immunity induced by random immunization. Build-
ing on the framework introduced by Newman [22], we
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FIG. 1. (a) Nodes immunized by an epidemic outbreak (red)
on a random geometric graph. The dashed edges and the
red solid line indicate the interface between susceptible and
immune nodes. (b) The same number of randomly immunized
nodes (blue) on the same graph, resulting in a larger number
of interface edges.

employ the susceptible-infected-recovered (SIR) dynam-
ics as the epidemic model and measure the largest possi-
ble epidemic size after removing the recovered nodes. We
show that the net effectiveness of disease-induced herd
immunity is determined by the interplay of two compet-
ing mechanisms: the preferential immunization of highly
connected nodes by the epidemic and the localization of
immune nodes within the contact network. The former
makes the herd immunity effect stronger, while the latter
makes it weaker. Refer to Fig. 1 for visualization.

We illustrate the presence of the two mechanisms by
inspecting the mean degree in the residual subgraph and
the cut size between the removed and residual subgraphs.
We analytically show that within the configuration model
family of networks, the natural infection and random im-
munization yield herd immunity of equal effectiveness,
specifically in Erdős-Rényi (ER) contact networks, even
though they result in different mean residual degrees and
cut sizes. Natural infection has an advantage over ran-
dom immunization in networks with higher degree het-
erogeneity, while the opposite is true for networks with a
more homogeneous degree distribution.

We further extend the comparison between natural in-
fection and random immunization across various network
geometries. Namely, we explore a wide spectrum of net-
works by systematically varying the levels of degree het-
erogeneity and spatial embeddedness of the network. In-
terestingly, when the spatially constrained network struc-
ture is gradually perturbed through random rewiring of
edges, we find a non-monotonous behavior in both the
strength of disease-induced herd immunity and its rela-
tive advantage over random immunization.

MODEL

Epidemic dynamics and immunity

The susceptible-infected-recovered (SIR) model is a
canonical compartmental model for non-recurrent epi-
demics. The individuals and the contacts between them
are represented as nodes and edges in a static, undirected
contact network of size N . Each node can be in one
of three states: susceptible, infected, or recovered. The
dynamics run in continuous time. Transmission occurs
between each connected pair of an infected node and a
susceptible node independently at rate β, after which the
susceptible node becomes infected. An infected node re-
covers at rate γ, losing the ability to infect its neighbors.
After recovery, nodes gain immunity and never become
infected again, meaning that they are effectively removed
from the system. The probability T that transmission oc-
curs on an edge between an infected node and a suscepti-
ble node is given by T = β/(β + γ) [2]. In the following,
we set γ = 1 without loss of generality.

We consider two scenarios for introducing immunity
into a fully susceptible population. In the first scenario,
individuals gain immunity through infection and subse-
quent recovery. We randomly select a seed node to be
initially infected. After the disease spreads from this
primary source of infection and eventually dies out, we
remove the recovered nodes (i.e., those who experienced
infection) from the contact network. The second scenario
is random immunization, where we randomly select indi-
viduals to be immunized and removed from the contact
network.

Regardless of how immunity is induced, its effective-
ness at the population level is defined by its ability to pre-
vent future occurrences of diseases from invading the pop-
ulation and to reduce the size of epidemics. Specifically,
consider a disease that spreads among susceptible indi-
viduals with a transmission rate that is potentially larger
than β but cannot infect the immune (and removed) in-
dividuals. If immunity is conferred on a fraction C of the
population, either by natural infection or immunization,
the subsequent epidemic cannot be larger than 1− C as
a result of individual protection. In fact, 1 − C is the
size of the subgraph induced by the nodes that remained
susceptible, which we call residual subgraph. The actual
size of the epidemic depends on the contagiousness of the
disease, but it is further upper bounded by the size C ′ of
the giant component of the residual subgraph, or resid-
ual giant component for short. Since the removed nodes,
which account for a fraction C, are protected by individ-
ual immunity, the difference ∆ = 1 − C − C ′ between
the sizes of the residual subgraph and its giant compo-
nent quantifies the herd immunity effect in the case where
the transmission rate is infinitely large. See Fig. 2 for a
schematic illustration.
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FIG. 2. A schematic figure of individual immunity, herd im-
munity, and residual giant component in a contact network.
The immune population of size (fraction) C, indicated by red,
is directly protected by individual immunity. The residual
graph, indicated by grey nodes, may consist of multiple con-
nected components and there is at most one giant component
that single-handedly occupy a finite fraction of the graph. Its
size C′ defines the upper bound for the size of a subsequent
epidemic. The sum of the sizes of the other components, de-
noted by ∆, quantifies the herd immunity effect because they
are not directly protected by individual immunity, yet pro-
tected from a major post-immunity epidemic.

Network structure

For analytical tractability, networks are often assumed
to be locally tree-like, meaning that the likelihood of a
node being part of a finite-length cycle diminishes as the
network size increases. This simplifies analysis, espe-
cially for configuration model networks where the net-
work structure is solely determined by the distribution
of node degrees.

However, the real-world contact networks through
which infectious diseases spread are hardly tree-like.
Rather, they are characterized by the abundance of short
cycles, which stems from the fact that contacts are heav-
ily influenced by physical space; transmission only occurs
when individuals are in physical proximity to each other,
resulting in network structures that deviate from the lo-
cally tree-like assumption and exhibit a higher prevalence
of triangles and other short cycles.

In this study, we aim to explore a wide range of net-
work geometries, focusing on two key characteristics: de-
gree heterogeneity (variations in node connectivity) and
spatial embeddedness. Figure 3 illustrates these fea-
tures. Spatial embeddedness refers to the geometric ar-
rangement of the network within a specific metric space.
The least spatial networks belong to the configuration
model family, representing maximum randomness under
the given degree distribution. This includes random reg-
ular graphs (RRGs) and Erdős-Rényi (ER) networks. On
the other end of the spectrum, lattices and random geo-
metric graphs (RGGs) exhibit the highest spatiality.

To continuously connect the two extremes of the spa-
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FIG. 3. Network models used in this paper, positioned accord-
ing to their level of degree heterogeneity and spatiality. The
three arrows indicate directions of sweeps conducted through
rewiring randomization.

tiality spectrum, we employ edge randomization proce-
dures. We start with an instance of a network model
with the highest spatiality, namely a lattice or an RGG,
and rewire fraction ϕ of the edges. The rewiring process
is carried out either by exchanging the endpoints of two
randomly selected edges (double edge swap) [23], or by
removing a random edge and adding an edge between
a randomly selected unconnected pair of nodes (random
rewiring). The former preserves the degree of each node,
while the latter only preserves the total number of edges
in the network but not the individual node degrees. By
completely shuffling edges (i.e., ϕ = 1), the double edge
swap operation transforms a lattice into an RRG and an
RGG into an ER network. On the other hand, random
rewiring effectively generates an ER network at ϕ = 1,
irrespective of the initial structure.

PREFERENTIAL BUT LOCALIZED IMMUNITY

Let us first focus on the herd immunity effect in config-
uration model networks, where the degree distribution is
the only determinant of the network structure. Because
of the locally tree-like property of configuration model
networks, we can use the analytical framework to map
epidemic spreading to bond percolation process and solve
self-consistent equations to derive and calculate relevant
quantities, such as the expected sizes of an outbreak and
the giant component in the residual subgraph [2, 22]. We
begin with defining the probability generating functions
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(PGFs) of the degree distribution pk and the excess de-
gree distribution qk:

F0(x) =

∞∑
k=0

pkx
k, F1(x) =

∞∑
k=0

qkx
k =

F ′
0(x)

F ′
0(1)

.

When the immunity of nodes is induced by natural
infection with transmission probability T , probability u
that a random edge does not transmit the disease during
the first outbreak satisfies a self-consistency equation [2]:
u = 1− T + TF1(u). A node is susceptible after the first
outbreak (and thus in the residual subgraph) if each of its
neighbors either (i) does not become infected (in which
case the edge between them remains S-S), which happens
with probability F1(u), or (ii) becomes infected but fails
to infect the node (in which case the edge between them is
S-R), which happens with probability (1−F1(u))(1−T ) =
u− F1(u). Since the probability of being in the residual
subgraph is F0(u), the degree distribution P (m) of the
residual graph is given by [22]

P (m) =
1

F0(u)

∞∑
k=m

pk

(
k

m

)
[F1(u)]

m[u− F1(u)]
k−m.

The PGFs of the degree and excess degree of the residual
graph are given by

G0(x) =
F0(u+ (x− 1)F1(u))

F0(u)
,

G1(x) =
F1(u+ (x− 1)F1(u))

F1(u)
,

respectively. We obtain the size C ′ of the giant compo-
nent in the residual graph as C ′ = (1 − C)(1 − G0(v)),
where v is the solution of self-consistent equation v =
G1(v).
This framework allows us to calculate not only the

fraction of nodes in each state but also the fraction of
edges between nodes in each state. For instance, a ran-
dom edge will have a removed node on one end and
a susceptible node on the other end with probability
F1(u)(1−F1(u))(1−T ). Therefore, the fraction of edges
between susceptible and removed nodes is

ρSR = 2F1(u)(u− F1(u)), (1)

where factor 2 accounts for the arbitrariness in choosing
the ends of the edge.

If the immunity is instead induced by random immu-
nization of coverage C, the immunity of neighbors are
independent, so the residual degree m is distributed as

P (m) =

∞∑
k=m

pk

(
k

m

)
(1− C)mCk−m.

Following the same recipe, the PGFs of the degree and
excess degree of the residual graph are given by

H0(x) = F0(x(1− C) + C),

H1(x) = F1(x(1− C) + C).

0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
transmission rate 

0.0

0.5

1.0

siz
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C
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first epidemic
C ′ after
immunization

FIG. 4. The outbreak size C of the first epidemic (gray),
the largest possible epidemic size C′ after the first epidemic
(red), and after randomly immunizing the same number of
nodes as in the first epidemic (blue), plotted as a function of
transmission rate β of the first epidemic. The contact network
is modeled by the regular random graph with N = 105 nodes
and degree k = 6. The symbols represent numerical results,
and the lines indicate theoretical predictions.

The size C of the giant component in the residual graph
is given by C ′ = (1 − C)(1 − H0(v)), v = H1(v). The
fraction of edges between susceptible and removed edges
is simply

ρSR = 2C(1− C). (2)

To see the impact of localization of the disease-induced
immunity on herd immunity, we first look at regular ran-
dom graphs in which every node has the same degree d.
The PGFs of the contact network are given by

F0(x) = xd, F1(x) = xd−1.

By numerically solving the self-consistent equations, we
obtain a theoretical prediction for C ′, which is corrobo-
rated by numerical results as shown in Fig. 4. The nu-
merical results are obtained by averaging over 50 differ-
ent realizations. Our results clearly show that the giant
component of the residual graph is smaller after random
immunization compared to the case where immunity is
induced by natural infection. This means that, in the
absence of degree heterogeneity, random immunization
provides a significant advantage in building herd immu-
nity compared to relying on natural infection.
Next, let us discuss the case where the contact net-

work is an instance of the Erdős-Rényi (ER) network.
In a large ER network, the degree distribution is a Pois-
son distribution, i.e., the degree and excess degree are
generated by the same PGF:

F0(x) = F1(x) = exp(m(x− 1)),

where m is the mean degree. In this case, the PGF of the
residual degree is the same for disease-induced immunity
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and random immunization:

G0(x) = H0(x) = exp[mem(u−1)(x− 1)].

In other words, the residual graphs in the two scenarios
have the same degree distribution, and therefore, the ef-
fect of herd immunity is equal. This is again supported
by the results from numerical simulation (see Fig. 5(b)).
Interestingly, even in this case, the fraction of edges be-
tween susceptible and removed nodes, ρSR, is smaller in
the case of disease-induced immunity, indicating localiza-
tion of the first epidemic (Fig. 5(f)). However, the impact
of localization is canceled out by the effect of preferential
infection and immunization of high-degree nodes, which
is represented by the larger average degree of removed
nodes (Fig. 5(j)).

EFFECT OF SPATIALITY ON HERD IMMUNITY

In the previous section, we limited ourselves to the
family of configuration model networks, which are char-
acterized by the locally tree-like property and thus pro-
vide analytical insights into the impact of the degree dis-
tribution on the strength of herd immunity. In this sec-
tion, we explore a wider range of network structures by
introducing spatiality. In particular, we investigate the
effect of spatial structure on herd immunity by studying
canonical spatial graphs, namely lattices and random ge-
ometric graphs, and by systematically interpolating the
spatial-to-tree-like spectrum of network structures via
random rewiring of edges.

First, we consider contact networks modeled by tri-
angular lattices and random geometric graphs (RGGs)
with an average degree of ⟨k⟩ = 6. Figure. 5(c) com-
pares the size C ′ of the giant component in the resid-
ual graph in lattices. We see mixed results when com-
paring the two strategies: Natural infection results in
smaller C ′ than random immunization when the frac-
tion C of removed nodes is small, while the trend is re-
versed as C becomes closer to the transition point, al-
though the difference between the two strategies is small
over the entire range of C. The strong localization of
the removed nodes for the disease-induced immunity is
manifested in the fraction of boundary edges, shown in
Fig. 5(g). For RGGs, we find that random immuniza-
tion is much more effective in dismantling the residual
giant component compared to disease-induced immunity,
as shown in Fig. 5(d). Although the disease-induced im-
munity can exploit the degree heterogeneity of RGGs,
the localization of disease-induced immunity is even more
emphasized (Fig. 5(h)), overtaking the effect of preferen-
tial removal of high-degree nodes (Fig. 5(l)).

Next, we investigate how different levels of spatiality
affect the herd immunity effect. To this end, we use the
edge rewiring method described in the Model section.

Specifically, we apply the degree-preserving process (dou-
ble edge swaps) to transform the contact network struc-
ture from a lattice to an RRG and from an RGG to an ER
network; in addition, we use the non-degree-preserving
process (random rewiring) for transformation from a lat-
tice to an ER network. To summarize the effectiveness of
herd immunity for each value of ϕ, we introduce C∗, the
minimum fraction of nodes that need to be removed to
dismantle the residual giant component, i.e., C ′ = 0. In
other words, even a disease with an infinitely large trans-
mission rate cannot invade the population if C ≥ C∗;
thus, C∗ represents the herd immunity threshold in the
worst case. Here, we numerically identify C∗ by observ-
ing the value of C when ∆ is the largest.

Figure 6 shows C∗ as a function of rewiring probability
ϕ for each rewiring path. Each data point represents 50
independent realizations of the contact network struc-
ture at a given ϕ. We see that for each path, random
immunization leads to smaller C∗ than disease-induced
immunity over the entire range of ϕ except for the case of
the ER network, for which C∗ is equal in both scenarios.
This confirms our previous findings for the configuration
networks that random immunization provides a greater
benefit to herd immunity when the degree distribution
is more homogeneous than the Poisson distribution. We
also find that the C∗ is generally smaller for spatial net-
works (on the left end) compared to configuration net-
works (on the right end). The difference between ϕ = 0
and ϕ = 1 is most pronounced for the case of random im-
munization in the RGG and ER network, but the same
trend is seen for all of the scenarios and rewiring paths.

By inspecting threshold C∗ as a function of rewiring
probability ϕ, we find that it is not linear and, in many
cases, not even monotonic. This is especially true for ran-
dom immunization, where C∗ is minimized at the inter-
mediate values of ϕ. Compared to random immunization,
C∗ changes more modestly in the case of disease-induced
immunity. As a result, the difference in the transition
points under the two scenarios is greatest in the region
where ϕ takes intermediate values. This can be explained
as follows: When a small number of edges are rewired
(0 < ϕ ≪ 1), the network is locally full of short cycles,
and these local neighborhoods are bridged by a few long-
range edges. When natural infection induces immunity in
such a network, large pockets of susceptibles will remain
in the network after the first outbreak if the infection
fails to spread across the bridging edges. On the other
hand, random immunization will have an equal ability to
block infection in every local neighborhood, so the effect
of low-dimensionality that makes percolation more diffi-
cult becomes predominant, leading to smaller values of
C∗.
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f ) (g) (h)

(i) (j) (k) (l)

FIG. 5. Comparison of disease-induced immunity and random immunization as a function of the fraction C of removed nodes
in four different networks: regular random graphs (RRG), Erdős–Rényi graphs (ER), triangular lattices (Lattice), and random
geometric graphs (RGG). The size N = 105 and the average degree ⟨k⟩ = 6 in all networks. The top row shows the residual
giant component size C′ after the first epidemic (red) and after random immunization (blue). The center and the bottom rows
show the fraction ρSR of edges between susceptible and removed nodes and the average degree ⟨k⟩R of the removed nodes,
respectively. The symbols represent numerical results and the lines denote theoretical predictions.

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 6. Threshold C∗ as a function of edge rewiring proba-
bility ϕ for disease-induced immunity (red) and random im-
munization (blue). Edge rewiring is performed on three dif-
ferent rewiring paths, correspondingly labeled in Fig. 3: (a)
from random geometric graph (RGG) to Erdős-Rényi network
(ER) by double edge swaps; (b) from lattice to ER by double
edge swaps; (c) from lattice to regular random graph (RRG)
by random rewiring. The size N = 105 and the average de-
gree ⟨k⟩ = 6 in all networks.

CONCLUSION

In this paper, we investigated the effectiveness of
disease-induced immunity as compared to random immu-
nization. First, we analytically compared the herd immu-
nity effect, quantified by the size of the giant component

in the residual graph, under the two scenarios in config-
uration model networks. We found that disease-induced
immunity leads to a weaker effect than random immu-
nization in the absence of degree heterogeneity, while
both of them lead to an equivalent amount of herd immu-
nity for Erdős-Rényi networks. This is a consequence of
the competition between the two mechanisms that shape
disease-induced herd immunity: while an epidemic pref-
erentially infects and removes high-degree nodes, mak-
ing the herd immunity effect stronger, it is contiguous
and localized in the contact network, making herd im-
munity weaker. The presence of these two mechanisms
is captured by the fraction of edges between susceptible
and removed nodes and the average degree of removed
nodes, respectively. Our results show that the impact
of localization outweighs that of preferential removal of
high-degree nodes in weakly heterogeneous networks.

We further examined the role of the spatiality of the
contact network structure on herd immunity. By scan-
ning through the spectrum of spatiality by rewiring edges
of lattices and random geometric graphs, we find that
spatial network structure generally makes herd immu-
nity stronger. The influence of space is particularly pro-
nounced in the case of random immunization, giving
it an additional advantage over disease-induced immu-
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nity. Furthermore, we found a non-monotonic behav-
ior in the effectiveness of herd immunity as a function
of edge rewiring probability. Throughout the rewiring
process, the small-world property emerges as long-range
connections form within the network [24, 25]. The con-
nection between the small-world property and herd im-
munity would be an interesting direction for further in-
vestigation.

We note that a similar line of research has been ex-
plored in the pioneering work by Ferrari et al. [19]. How-
ever, their work is based on observation of numerical sim-
ulations and rather ad hoc quantification. Furthermore,
the network structures considered are limited to a few
representative ones corresponding to discrete points in
the space of network geometries we study here. Our con-
tribution in this work is to elucidate the origins of the
variation in herd immunity strength, to provide theoret-
ical support for evaluating the effectiveness of disease-
induced herd immunity, and to cover the full range of
network geometries in order to provide a fuller picture
of the strength and weakness of disease-induced herd im-
munity.

In order to further advance our understanding of
disease-induced herd immunity, future research should
explore the implications of our findings for networks
with stronger degree heterogeneity, such as scale-free net-
works. Although this line of research is particularly rele-
vant for real-world applications since most empirical con-
tact networks are known to be degree heterogeneous, the
challenge would be to develop a network model that al-
lows for both tunable degrees of degree heterogeneity
and spatiality. In addition, investigating the herd im-
munity effect in real-world social networks, which often
exhibit various structural features, such as communities,
core-periphery structures, and households, would provide
valuable insights into the epidemic dynamics in a more
realistic setting. Such studies would help bridge the gap
between theoretical models and practical applications,
contributing to the development of effective strategies for
disease control and prevention.
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