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Abstract

An accurate and timely estimate of the reproduction ratio R of an infectious disease

epidemic is crucial to make projections on its evolution and set up the appropriate public

health response. Estimates of R routinely come from statistical inference on timelines

of cases or their proxies like symptomatic cases, hospitalizatons, deaths. Here, however,

we prove that these estimates of R may not be accurate if the population is made up

of spatially distinct communities, as the interplay between space and mobility may hide

the true epidemic evolution from surveillance data. This means that surveillance may

underestimate R over long periods, to the point of mistaking a growing epidemic for

a subsiding one, misinforming public health response. To overcome this, we propose a

correction to be applied to surveillance data that removes this bias and ensures an accurate

estimate of R across all epidemic phases. We use COVID-19 as case study; our results,

however, apply to any epidemic where mobility is a driver of circulation, including major

challenges of the next decades: respiratory infections (influenza, SARS-CoV-2, emerging

pathogens), vector-borne diseases (arboviruses). Our findings will help set up public

health response to these threats, by improving epidemic monitoring and surveillance.
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Main text

The reproduction ratio R is arguably the most used indicator to monitor the trend in the

evolution of an infectious disease epidemic. R is the average number of secondary cases

that each case generates: When it is larger than one, the epidemic wave is growing; when

instead it is lower than one, it is subsiding [1, 2]. The reproduction ratio also measures the

effectiveness of public health interventions, whose overarching goal is to bring an uncon-

strained epidemic (R > 1) below the epidemic threshold of R = 1: Accurately estimating

the reproduction ratio is thus necessary to ascertain the current epidemic evolution, pre-

dict short-term trends, perform scenario analysis and plan public health action [3–7]. The

standard way to measure R is to infer it from data coming from epidemiological surveil-

lance [8–12]. These data may be timelines of detected cases or their proxies, like hospital-

izations or deaths, and this approach applies to diseases spanning radically different epi-

demiology, transmission routes and burden, like influenza [13, 14], measles [15], COVID-

19 [16], Ebola [17], cholera [18], dengue [19], malaria [20]. The resulting surveillance-

based estimates of R are routinely used to design interventions [21]: Notwithstanding,

we argue in this study that surveillance data may lead to biased estimates of the reproduc-

tion ratio in spatially structured populations, where geographically distinct communities

(e.g., cities) are connected though human mobility. We will show that the complex inter-

play between spatial heterogeneities in transmissibility and the mixing network driven by

human mobility hide the true dynamic structure of the epidemic process from population-

level surveillance data. This mirrors the nature of most mathematical models of epidemic

spread: they integrate space and spatial data at high resolution [22–27], but they find it

harder to do the reverse, which is extracting high-resolution information from limited and

coarse-grained surveillance data in the absence of knowledge of the underlying spatial

dynamics is [28–30]. Crucially, this means that inference on surveillance data may ei-

ther overestimate or underestimate it over long periods. This is of great public health

relevance: measuring for instance a reproduction ratio below one when the true value is

above would falsely signal that the epidemic is under control. Here, we study this bias,

identify its origin and compute its magnitude. Then, we propose a correction to case in-

cidence data that removes this bias and ensures that surveillance-based estimates of the

reproduction ratio consistently give the true reproduction ratio of the epidemic. Our the-

oretical findings apply to any epidemic featuring relatively short generation time and for

which mobility is a contributing factor in shaping its circulation within and across com-

munities. This covers some of the global health threats that are being worst affected by

climate change and demographic trends: viruses responsible for respiratory infections
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– including SARS-CoV-2 and influenza – [31], vector-borne pathogens – including the

arboviruses dengue, chikungunya, Zika [32, 33], and emergence events of new viruses or

new viral strains [34]. To test and illustrate our findings, we use the French COVID-19

epidemic (see Fig. 1) before the advent of vaccination as a case study.

Theoretical formalism

The Galton–Watson branching process is a customary framework to model epidemic

spread [35–37]. Let I(0) be the initial number of cases, I(1) the expected number of cases

that the initial cases generate, and, generally, let I(t) be the expected number of cases in

the t-th generation. By definition of the reproduction ratio, we have that I(t) = RI(t−1),

which implies that I(t) = RtI(0). This equation means that the number of cases grows

exponentially if R > 1. In any real outbreak other factors, like acquired immunity,

seasonal effects or public-health interventions, will at some point curb this exponential

growth by changing the value of R. Notwithstanding, we may assume R to be fairly con-

stant either in the early phase of an outbreak, when those effects have not yet kicked in, or

when the timescale at which immunity and mixing change is much longer than epidemic

evolution [38, 39].

In the case of a population composed of N spatial communities, we may define the

vector I(t) ∈ RN , whose component I(t)i is the number of cases in generation t and

community i. Likewise, the reproduction operator R ∈ RN,N encodes, in its component

Rij , the average number of cases generated among the residents of community i, by a

case belonging to community j [40]. This definition of R, and the results that we are

going to derive from it, applies to any epidemic and disease. The specific parametrization

of R will instead depend on the specific transmission dynamics and natural history of the

disease: for directly-transmitted diseases R typically depends on mixing patterns among

communities [41]; for vector-borne diseases the local abundance of the host vectors, mod-

ulating the effective transmissibility, needs to be factored in, too [32, 42]. The expected

epidemic evolution then follows the equation

I(t) = RtI(0). (1)

I(t) encodes both the total number of cases in the population in generation t and its spatial

distribution. We define the former as the number Itot(t) =
∑

i I(t)i and the latter as the

vector x(t) ∈ RN whose components are x(t)i = I(t)i/Itot(t).

The reproduction ratio R of this process is the spectral radius of R (i.e., the largest

among the absolute values of its eigenvalues) [43], which is itself also a (nondegenerate)
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eigenvalue, because R is by definition nonnegative and can be assumed irreducible (see

Supplementary Methods Section 1.3) so that the Perron-Frobenius theorem holds [44].

We also define v as the Perron (right) eigenvector associated with R. v is strictly positive

(vi > 0) and we normalize it so that
∑

i vi = 1.

Measuring the true reproduction ratio of the system thus requires knowledge of the

spectral structure of R, i.e., of the spatial structure of the epidemic. Surveillance instead

measures the reproduction ratio from the evolution of the incidence of infections or their

proxies. This may happen globally, at the level of the entire population, or locally in

each community. In our framework, the population-level observed reproduction ratio is

S(t) = Itot(t + 1)/Itot(t), i.e., the generational growth rate. The local community-level

observed reproduction ratio is instead si(t) = I(t+ 1)i/I(t)i.

A simple observation then underpins our study: in general S(t) and si(t) may be

different from R, the spectral radius of R, and, if that is the case, surveillance will not

measure the true reproduction ratio.

To explore this, we will first determine the conditions leading to an unbiased measure

of the reproduction ratio: S(t) = R.

When the true and observed reproduction ratios match

By virtue of the Perron-Frobenius theorem, Rt → Rtvv∗ asymptotically at large t, where

v∗ is the dual of v (easily computable as the left Perron eigenvector of R) and normal-

ized so that v∗v = 1. Asymptotically then equation (1) becomes I(t) → [v∗I(0)]Rtv,

which implies that x(t) → v, S(t) → R and si(t) → R. The epidemic dynamics thus

brings the spatial distribution of cases toward v, which we will refer to as the equilibrium

spatial distribution of infections. Thus, for any epidemic dynamics, if cases are spatially

distributed as the equilibrium distribution (x = v), then the error is zero and the true

reproduction ratio is measured both globally (S = R) and locally si = R. Fig.1b shows

evidence of the convergence to v during the COVID-19 epidemic in France in late 2020

and early 2021. We used mobility data from Meta [45], a multinational technology com-

pany, to estimate R for the 94 departments of mainland France, excluding Corsica (see

Reconstruction of the reproduction operator from data). We reconstructed x from surveil-

lance data released by the French public health authority (see Supplementary Methods

Section 1.1). In a period when R was fairly constant (required by our formalism) the

angle between x and v consistently decreased. Such angle, however, never got to zero

because then R changed, and, consistently, the equilibrium distribution v changed. The

description of the whole course of an epidemic wave indeed requires a time-varying R
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a b

Fig.1|Convergence to the equilibrium spatial distribution of infections. a, The weekly number of new

COVID-19-related hospitalizations per 100,000 residents is reported from week 10 of 2020 (Mar 2, 2020 to

Jan 30, 2022). Each curve is that of one of the 94 departments (administrative level 2) of mainland France

excluding the region of Corsica. The area in gray goes from week 2 to week 9 of 2021 (Jan 11 to Mar 7). b,

The orange curve (left y axis) reports the weekly cosine distance between v (computed from mobility data

from that week - see Reconstruction of the reproduction operator from data) and its average (v̄) on the time

interval in gray (the same as in a). The cosine distance between v and v̄ is defined as 1− v · v̄/ (∥v∥∥v̄∥).
The green curve (right y axis) reports the cosine distance between v̄ and the weekly spatial distribution of

COVID-19 cases x in French departments reconstructed from hospitalizations - details in Supplementary

Methods Section 1.1. The two inset maps show the spatial distribution x in week 2 and week 9 of 2021,

respectively (edges of the time interval in gray).

and that is beyond the scope of this study. Locally in time, however, in periods during

which R is fairly constant, the system will evolve towards the equilibrium distribution

determined by the Perron eigenvector of R at that time.

But there exists a class of operators R for which the error is globally zero even out of

equilibrium (x ̸= v). First, let us rewrite the observed reproduction ratio in matrix form

as

S(t) =
Itot(t+ 1)

Itot(t)
= FTRx(t), (2)

where we introduced F as the unit column vector (Fi = 1∀i). If we assume that v∗ = FT

(v∗i = 1) then we can apply R leftwards in equation (2) and get S(t) = R at any time

and for any spatial distribution x. Now, the requirement v∗ = FT imposes that R is

proportional to a left-stochastic matrix: indeed FTR = RFT means
∑

j Rji = R, so that

each column sums to R. ri ≡
∑

j Rji is by definition the expected number of secondary

cases generated by a case resident of i regardless of where they are generated. If ri

is constant, every case, anywhere, has the same overall transmission potential: ri =

R ∀i. If this is the case, the observed reproduction ratio is unbiased regardless of the

spatial epidemic coupling among communities. This implies that only the combination of

spatial epidemic coupling and spatial heterogeneity in transmission potential may cause a
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a b

c d

Fig.2|Comparison of the true and measured reproduction ratios. We generated stochastic simulations

of a COVID-19-like epidemic in France using a metapopulation model, whereby we divided the French

population in 94 spatial communities corresponding to the department of mainland France minus Corsica,

and modeled within- and between-community mixing using mobility data by Meta. See Epidemic simu-

lations for details on how we built R from mobility data and on the epidemic spread model. R (yellow)

is the true reproduction ratio, S (red) is the observed reproduction ratio as described in the paper, si are

the locally observed reproduction ratios, and EpiEstim (purple) is the reproduction ratio computed from

incidence data using the EpiEstim package [11] (see Supplementary Methods Section 1.4 for details). Two

initial conditions are tested: in a and c 100 initial cases are seeded in the department of Paris, while in b
and d 100 initial cases are seeded among departments proportionally to their population. We run 1000 runs

of the stochastic model, and plot medians with solid lines and 95% confidence intervals with shaded areas.

For the si, confidence intervals are omitted for readability.

global difference between the observed and the true reproduction ratios. Notably, locally-

measured reproduction ratios may instead differ from R even in the case v∗ = FT .

When the true and observed reproduction ratios do not

match

We now focus on the out-of-equilibrium dynamics (x(t) ̸= v) and measure the bias in the

estimate of R as the relative difference between the observed and the true reproduction

ratios

∆(t) =
S(t)−R

R
. (3)

We call Λα (α = 1, · · · , N − 1) the (possibly degenerate) eigenvalues of R other than R

and, by Perron-Frobenius theorem, |Λα| < R. With calculations reported in Calculation
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of ∆(t): proof of equation (4), we find that

∆(t) = C(t)
∑

α

zα

(
1− Λα

R

)(
Λα

R

)t

, (4)

where C(t) is positive and asymptotically constant, and zα is a (possibly complex) num-

ber proportional to the scalar product between F and the projection of the initial condi-

tion x(0) on the α-th mode. The modes in equation (4) for which Λα ≈ R, or that are

almost orthogonal to the initial configuration x(0), are suppressed from the start and do

not bias the estimate of the reproduction ratio. The other modes, instead, possibly bias

the reproduction ratio with an effect that becomes smaller as the epidemic evolves, with a

characteristic decay time τα = 1/ log (R/|Λα|). In addition, those modes for which Λα is

not real and positive have an oscillating term. Specifically, if Λα has a nonzero imaginary

part, then its complex conjugate is also an eigenvalue and their combined contribution

oscillates with period Tα = 2π/|θα|, where θα = arg Λα (with θα ∈ (−π, π]). This also

holds for negative eigenvalues (θα = π) – see Calculation of ∆(t): proof of equation (4)

for a detailed calculation. These modes with θα ̸= 0 will induce visible oscillations in

∆(t) if they oscillate faster than their characteristic decay time. We can quantify this by

requiring the oscillation period to be smaller than the decay time: Tα ≤ τα. This gives the

inequality
|Λα|
R

≥ e−
|θα|
2π ≥ e−

1
2 ≈ 0.61, (5)

where the lower bound in equation (5) occurs when Λα is real and negative (θα = π).

To test the predictions of our theory in a realistic scenario, we considered again the

COVID-19 epidemic in France and built a stochastic metapopulation model using the

same mobility data as in Fig. 1b. The details of the model are reported in Epidemic

simulations. We measured the true and the observed reproduction ratios, reported in

Fig. 2, which shows that surveillance-based estimates may remain consistently biased for

a long period and, depending on where the epidemic wave started (initial conditions), they

may either overestimate or underestimate the true reproduction ratio. The case depicted

in Fig. 2b is particularly concerning: during the first month of the simulated epidemic,

surveillance records a lower-than-one reproduction ratio which would mistakenly point to

a subsiding outbreak. In reality, the true reproduction ratio is fixed to well above one, and

only after two months of simulated epidemic does the surveillance based estimate reach

the true value. Alongside the estimate of S given within the framework of the Galton-

Watson process (equation (2)), in Fig. 2a,b we also provide an estimate of the observed

reproduction ratio by feeding incident cases to the library EpiEstim [11], one of the most

popular tools to compute the reproduction ratio from surveillance data. The fact that the
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two measures overlap confirms that the Galton-Watson process correctly reproduces the

phenomenology under study even in realistic scenarios. Notwithstanding, more detailed

frameworks [43, 46, 47] could be used to study the impact of heterogeneous generation

intervals.

Finally, Fig. 2c and Fig. 2d show that locally measured reproduction ratios converge

to the true value at different times and with different speeds, and that, at the same mo-

ment in time, some communities may overestimate R and some underestimate it. This

last point can actually be proven to be always the case. The Collatz-Wielandt inequal-

ities tell us that, for any spatial distribution of cases x, mini|xi ̸=0(Rx)i/xi ≤ R and

maxi|xi ̸=0(Rx)i/xi ≥ R. Given that si = (Rx)i/xi, out of equilibrium there will always

be at least one community overestimating the true reproduction ratio (si > R) and one

underestimating it (si < R).

Fig. 2 shows no oscillations in the sign of ∆(t), compatible with the fact that the op-

erator R we built from mobility data has only real and positive eigenvalues. We extended

our analysis to 32 European countries: 24 members of the European Union (excluding

Cyprus, Ireland and Latvia for lack of data) plus Albania, Bosnia and Hercegovina, Ice-

land, Montenegro, Norway, Serbia, Sweden, UK - see details in Supplementary Figure

1. For all of them we built the operator R using colocation and population data at the

admin-2 level, similarly to what we did for France. We found at least one real, negative

eigenvalue in 11 out of 32 countries, but nowhere did they cause visible oscillations, as

the oscillation period was always larger than twice the decay time. We did not find non-

real eigenvalues. This begs the question whether oscillations are actually observable in

real systems. To rigorously determine the conditions for a specific spectrum in a generic

nonnegative matrix is not possible, except for specific or low-dimensional cases [48]. We

can, however, plausibly associate the presence of an oscillating mode with period Tα to

the existence of a cycle of approximate length Tα in the (weighted, directed) network

which has R as its adjacency matrix [49, 50]. Slow oscillations (large Tα) would then

require the presence of long cycles in R, which are unlikely to be generated by the re-

current mobility patterns that drive the spatial spread of epidemic outbreaks following

pathogen importation [26, 51]. Fast oscillations, and in particular those generated by real,

negative eigenvalues, may instead be more common. They would require epidemics that

are strongly coupled, i.e., where pairs of communities exist in which infected residents

generate, on average, more cases in the other community than in their own, but this is not

the case in the countries we examined and for the spatial resolution we considered.

In the absence of oscillations, the observed reproduction ratio consistently either over-

estimates or underestimates the true reproduction ratio, as ∆(t) decays to zero without
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ever changing sign. In this case, we can determine the sign of the bias from the initial

condition: ∆(0) =
∑

j rjx(0)j − R. By the Perron-Frobenius theorem, jmin, jmax exist

so that rjmin
≤ R and rjmax ≥ R. Thus, the initial location of cases will completely de-

termine the sign of the error that surveillance will make. If the epidemic starts jmax – or

in general in communities with high transmission potential –, surveillance will consis-

tently overestimate the true reproduction ratio until the bias decays to zero. Conversely,

if it starts in jmin – or in communities with low transmission potential –, surveillance will

underestimate R.

Correction to surveillance data

So far we have proven that surveillance-based estimates of the reproduction ratio may be

biased. We will now propose a way to correct for this bias. Equation (2) computes, within

our simplified model, the reproduction ratio in terms of the overall observed incidence

of cases Itot(t). This can also be trivially interpreted as proportional to the unweighted

average of the incidence across communities: Itot(t) = N (
∑

i Ii(t)/N). From this, we

define a new modified incidence using an average weighted by the entries of the Perron

dual vector:

I
(v)
tot (t) = N

(∑
i v

∗
i Ii(t)∑
i v

∗
i

)
= N

∑

i

v∗i Ii(t) = Nv∗I(t). (6)

We now define a new modified observed reproduction ratio using the modified inci-

dence (I(v)tot (t)) – compare this with equation (2):

S(v)(t) =
I
(v)
tot (t+ 1)

I
(v)
tot (t)

=
v∗I(t+ 1)

v∗I(t)
=

v∗RI(t)

v∗I(t)
= R

v∗I(t)

v∗I(t)
= R. (7)

The practical advantage for epidemic monitoring is clear: our correction gives an un-

biased estimate of the reproduction ratio from surveillance data all along the epidemic

wave, unlike traditional measures. It has, however, two potential drawbacks. The former

is that if the initial epidemic seeding occurs in communities where v∗i is small, then v∗I(t)

will be very small: stochastic fluctuations would then cause large changes in S(v). In that

case then S(v) may well be accurate, but not precise. Luckily, however, no initial condi-

tion can be orthogonal to v∗ whose entries are strictly positive, so even if v∗x is initially

small, it is likely to increase quickly and with it the precision of the measurement. In

Fig. 3 we show that S(v) accurately measures the true reproduction ratio from the begin-

ning of the epidemic wave, in the case of the simulated epidemics of Fig. 2. Notably,
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a b

Fig.3|Corrected reproduction ratio. This figure uses the same stochastic epidemic model as in Fig. 2

and the same initial conditions, i.e., panels a and b correspond to panels a and b in Fig.2 respectively.

Medians and 95% confidence intervals are computed and shown over 1000 runs. We compare the standard

reproduction ratio measured from surveillance data – both in the Galton-Watson formalism (red) and with

EpiEstim (purple) on incidence data – and the corresponding v∗-corrected estimates: Galton-Watson for-

malism (blue) and with EpiEstim (light blue) on modified incidence data I
(v)
tot .

Fig. 3 also shows that if you feed I
(v)
tot (t) to EpiEstim instead of Itot(t) you will also com-

pletely remove the bias on the estimate of the reproduction ratio. Our proposed modified

incidence can then be readily incorporated to standard tools for public health surveillance,

to improve their accuracy.

The latter potential drawback is that our correction requires knowing v∗. We argue,

however, that this does not require knowing or measuring R in real time (from which

R could then be directly measured) and that a good estimate of v∗ for epidemic moni-

toring can be computed during peace time, from past population and mobility data (pre-

epidemic, or from data collected during earlier epidemic phases). Indeed v∗ is more stable

than R for the fact that any change happening homogeneously across communities (e.g.,

changes in the rate of immunity, public health interventions) would change the latter, not

the former. Fig. 4 compares the standard observed reproduction ratio of COVID-19 in

France between late 2020 and March 2021 to our correction. The former is computed

with EpiEstim on inferred case incidence, the latter is computed with EpiEstim on the

corrected incidence I
(v)
tot , with v∗ computed from past mobility data. Notably, we tested

different choices of v∗ going back up to August 2020, i.e., five months prior to the pe-

riod under study, which confirms that our correction is robust to using past mobility data

to reconstruct v∗. Our correction seems to point to the fact that traditional surveillance

underestimated the true reproduction ratio of COVID-19 in France during January and

February 2021. This underestimation is even more consequential because surveillance

recorded a lower-than-one reproduction ratio during more than two weeks (see also offi-

cial reports from that time [52]), indicating a subsiding epidemic wave. This is at odds
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Fig.4|Application of the proposed correction to COVID-19 data in France. The pink curve reports the

reproduction ratio of COVID-19 in France obtained from country-level incidence of cases, in the same time

interval as in Fig. 1b, using the package EpiEstim. The blue curves reports the corrected reproduction ratio

obtained by feeding EpiEstim the corrected incidence as in Eq. (6). For this, the Perron dual vector v∗ is

reconstructed from mobility data at different times prior the observation period, specified in the legend as

week ranges of year 2020. The shaded areas are the 95% credibility intervals computed by EpiEstim. For

readability, only those of the pink curve and the darkest blue curve are shown. The different blue curves are

hardly distinguishable because they overlap. See Reconstruction of the reproduction operator from data for

a detailed explanation on how to compute v∗ from data.

with what we know happened: a growing epidemic wave – the French third wave – that

led to a national lockdown, enforced on April 3 2021, i.e., immediately after the time

window depicted in Fig. 4. Our corrected reproduction ratio would have instead consis-

tently signaled a growing epidemic wave throughout the first three months of 2021. This

discrepancy carries great significance when put into the context of the debate over public

health response at that time. In early 2021 a national curfew was in effect but cases were

rising due to the introduction and gradual takeover of the Alpha variant of SARS-CoV-

2. Authorities were wary of additional restrictions and were relying on mass vaccination

despite models suggesting that it might not be enough [53] – only 3% of the population

had received at least one dose by mid February [52] (week 6 of 2021 in Fig. 4). It is con-

ceivable, albeit circumstantial, that the fact that surveillance underestimated the severity

of the wave could have contributed to delaying the enforcement of stricter movement

restrictions, which became anyway inevitable later in April.

Our study describes a practicable way to improve the accuracy of the information

that flows from epidemiological surveillance to public health policymakers. And better

information may lead to more effective policies for preventing and controlling epidemic

threats.
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Methods

Calculation of ∆(t): proof of equation (4)

Combining equation (1) and equation (2) we get the time evolution of the observed repro-

duction ratio:

S(t) =
FTRt+1x(0)

FTRtx(0)
. (8)

We insert this into equation (3) and get

∆(t) =
1

R

FT (R−R)Rtx(0)

FTRtx(0)
. (9)

We introduce the eigenvectors of R (other than v): wα eigenvector with corresponding

eigenvalue Λα. Analogously we define the corresponding dual vector w∗
α. Then, we

decompose FT in the dual basis: FT = v∗ +
∑

α

(
FTwα

)
w∗

α. Using this decomposition

in equation (9) and applying R leftwards on the dual eigenvectors we get

∆(t) = −
FT

[∑
α

(
Λα

R

)t (
1− Λα

R

)
wαw

∗
α

]
x(0)

FT
[
vv∗ +

∑
α

(
Λα

R

)t
wαw∗

α

]
x(0)

. (10)

The denominator is C(t) in equation (4):

C(t) =
1

FT
[
vv∗ +

∑
α

(
Λα

R

)t
wαw∗

α

]
x(0)

. (11)

C(t) is always strictly positive because it is proportional to FTRtx(0) and tends to

v∗x(0), i.e., the component of the initial condition onto the eigenspace of the Perron

eigenvalue. This component is always nonzero because no x(0) is nonnegative (as it is a

spatial distribution of cases) and no nonnegative vector can be orthogonal to a strictly pos-

itive vector. It is thus the numerator which gives the trend and sign of ∆(t). Equation (10)

then gives the value of the factors zα in equation (4):

zα = −FT (wαw
∗
α)x(0) (12)

In the case of degenerate eigenvalue one should simply replace wαw
∗
α with the appropriate

projector over the whole eigenspace. Note that, as discussed before, the denominator in

equation (10) is always real and positive so any complex phase of zα must arise from Λα

and wαw
∗
α.
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Calculation of ∆(t): τα, Tα

We isolate in equation (4) the contribution of each mode Mα(t): ∆(t) =
∑

α Mα(t),

where

Mα(t) = Mα(0)

(
Λα

R

)t

= Mα(0)

( |Λα|
R

)t

eiθαt = Mα(0)e
−t/ταeiθαt, (13)

where we used the definition of τα given in the main text. The decaying term with char-

acteristic time τα is visible.

If Λα is real and positive then θα = 0 and the oscillating term vanishes. If Λα is real

and negative then θα = π and the oscillating term becomes an alternating sign: eiθαt =

(−1)t. This is an oscillation with period Tα = 2, which is compatible with the definition

of Tα given in the main text. Finally, if Λα ̸∈ R, then then Λ̄α is also an eigenvalue, where

the bar denotes complex conjugation. We will call ᾱ the index corresponding to that

eigenvalue: Λᾱ = Λ̄α. Also, the projector over the eigenspace of Λᾱ is the elementwise

complex conjugate of the projector over the eigenspace of Λα, meaning that zᾱ = z̄α, and

thus Mᾱ = M̄α(0). Then α, ᾱ contribute in pair, as follows:

Mα(t) +Mᾱ(t) = e−t/τα
[
Mα(0)e

iθαt +Mᾱ(0)e
−iθαt

]

= 2e−t/τα |Mα(0)|Re eiθαt+ϕα = 2e−t/τα cos

(
2π

Tα

t+ ϕα

)
. (14)

Here we used the definition of Tα given in the main text, explicitly showing the emergence

of the oscillating term with period Tα.

Reconstruction of the reproduction operator from data

The main data used for the reconstruction of reproduction operators for mainland France

are Meta Colocation Maps[45]. They give the probability pij that a randomly chosen

person that is resident of community i and a randomly chosen person resident of com-

munity j are both located in a same 600m × 600m square, during a randomly chosen

five-minutes time window, in a given week. Note that diagonal elements pii quantify the

mixing within each community. From these diagonal probabilities we discounted spu-

rious co-location time due to people staying at home in spatially contiguous dwellings

using Movement Range Maps (see Data availability and Supplementary Methods Section

1.2). The data were provided at the resolution of departments (ADM 2). To reconstruct

R from these data, we assumed that the expected number of secondary cases generated

among the residents of community i, by a case who is resident of community j, is given

13



by Rij = Cpijni, where ni is the population of spatial patch i, and C is an overall trans-

missibility parameter. Notably, while the value of the spectral radius of R clearly depends

on C, the left and right Perron eigenvectors v and v∗ do not, and depend solely on the

data.

Epidemic simulations

The model of epidemic spread used in simulations is a stochastic discrete-time metapop-

ulation model whereby spatially distinct communities are linked through mobility[26, 27,

54, 55]. We use a synthetic population based on census data from the National Institute

of Statistics and Economic Studies (INSEE) in France. We divide this population in 94

spatial communities corresponding to the departments of mainland France except Cor-

sica. Meta Colocation Maps [45] and Movement Range Maps are used to reconstruct the

coupling pij between communities i and j and the within-community i mixing pii. We

use a compartmental model of COVID-19 from [56]. We compute the reproduction ratio

for our model according to the next generation method [57], obtaining:

R = ρ(K)
β

µ
(1− psc + βIpsc) , (15)

where ρ(K) is the spectral radius of the matrix Kij = pijni, ni is the population of

community i, µ is the recovery rate, psc is the probability of sub-clinical infections and

βI is the factor by which the transmissibility of sub-clinical cases is reduced (see [56]).

The other parameters are also taken from [56], and the overall transmission rate β is set

so that R = 1.5.

Data availability

Meta Colocation Maps and Meta Movement Range Maps, which were used to reconstruct

reproduction operators and to infer between- and within-community mixing for stochastic

simulations can be requested at https://dataforgood.facebook.com/dfg/

tools/colocation-maps and https://dataforgood.facebook.com/dfg/

tools/movement-range-maps respectively. Hospital admission data in France

are available at https://www.data.gouv.fr. French census data can be found

at https://www.insee.fr. All websites accessed June 2023.
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10. Obadia, T., Haneef, R. & Boëlle, P.-Y. The R0 package: a toolbox to estimate repro-

duction numbers for epidemic outbreaks. BMC Medical Informatics and Decision

Making 12, 147. ISSN: 1472-6947 (Dec. 2012).

16



11. Cori, A., Ferguson, N. M., Fraser, C. & Cauchemez, S. A New Framework and Soft-

ware to Estimate Time-Varying Reproduction Numbers During Epidemics. Ameri-

can Journal of Epidemiology 178, 1505–1512. ISSN: 0002-9262 (Nov. 2013).

12. Thompson, R. N. et al. Improved inference of time-varying reproduction numbers

during infectious disease outbreaks. en. Epidemics 29, 100356. ISSN: 1755-4365

(Dec. 2019).

13. Biggerstaff, M., Cauchemez, S., Reed, C., Gambhir, M. & Finelli, L. Estimates of

the reproduction number for seasonal, pandemic, and zoonotic influenza: a system-

atic review of the literature. BMC Infectious Diseases 14, 480. ISSN: 1471-2334

(Sept. 2014).

14. Thompson, R., Wood, J. G., Tempia, S. & Muscatello, D. J. Global variation in early

epidemic growth rates and reproduction number of seasonal influenza. en. Interna-

tional Journal of Infectious Diseases 122, 382–388. ISSN: 1201-9712 (Sept. 2022).

15. Guerra, F. M. et al. The basic reproduction number (R0) of measles: a systematic

review. English. The Lancet Infectious Diseases 17. Publisher: Elsevier, e420–e428.

ISSN: 1473-3099, 1474-4457 (Dec. 2017).

16. Li, Y. et al. The temporal association of introducing and lifting non-pharmaceutical

interventions with the time-varying reproduction number (R) of SARS-CoV-2: a

modelling study across 131 countries. English. The Lancet Infectious Diseases 21.
Publisher: Elsevier, 193–202. ISSN: 1473-3099, 1474-4457 (Feb. 2021).

17. Maganga, G. D. et al. Ebola Virus Disease in the Democratic Republic of Congo.

New England Journal of Medicine 371. Publisher: Massachusetts Medical Society,

2083–2091. ISSN: 0028-4793 (Nov. 2014).

18. Mukandavire, Z. et al. Estimating the reproductive numbers for the 2008–2009

cholera outbreaks in Zimbabwe. en. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sci-

ences 108, 8767–8772. ISSN: 0027-8424, 1091-6490 (May 2011).

19. Codeço, C. T., Villela, D. A. M. & Coelho, F. C. Estimating the effective reproduc-

tion number of dengue considering temperature-dependent generation intervals. en.

Epidemics 25, 101–111. ISSN: 1755-4365 (Dec. 2018).

20. Routledge, I. et al. Estimating spatiotemporally varying malaria reproduction num-

bers in a near elimination setting. en. Nature Communications 9. Number: 1 Pub-

lisher: Nature Publishing Group, 2476. ISSN: 2041-1723 (June 2018).

21. Introducing a coherent European framework for tuning COVID-19 response mea-

sures en. Mar. 2021.

17



22. Hufnagel, L., Brockmann, D. & Geisel, T. Forecast and control of epidemics in a

globalized world. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 101. Publisher:

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 15124–15129 (Oct. 2004).

23. Balcan, D. & Vespignani, A. Phase transitions in contagion processes mediated by

recurrent mobility patterns. en. Nature Physics 7. Number: 7 Publisher: Nature Pub-

lishing Group, 581–586. ISSN: 1745-2481 (July 2011).

24. Pastor-Satorras, R., Castellano, C., Van Mieghem, P. & Vespignani, A. Epidemic

processes in complex networks. Reviews of Modern Physics 87, 925–979. ISSN:

15390756 (2015).

25. Soriano-Paños, D., Lotero, L., Arenas, A. & Gómez-Gardeñes, J. Spreading Pro-
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1 Supplementary Methods

1.1 Estimate of incidence from hospital admissions data

We estimate the incidence of COVID-19 infections (number of new infections per time

interval per unit of population) in France from hospital admission data [1, 2]. Analo-

gously to what we did in Ref. [2], we reconstruct incident infections I(t) from incident

hospitalizations H(t) as follows: I(t) = H(t + 7)/0.032, where 0.032 is the average

fraction of hospitalisations per infectious case and 7 is the average time from infection to

hospitalization [3]. Hospitalization data come from the French Public Health Authority

(Santé Publique France) and are accessible at https://www.data.gouv.fr.

1.2 Correction to within-community Colocation Maps

In the case of densely populated spatial patches, home-staying co-locations are likely to

consistently increase the within-community mixing measured by Meta Colocation Maps

[4]. Analogously to what we did in Ref. [2], we hence correct diagonal p entries using

Meta Movement Range Maps (see Data availability). Movement Range Maps give the

average fraction spi of residents of community i that do not leave a given 600m× 600m

tile for the whole day. To be precise, data points include observations from 8 pm to

7:59 pm of the next day in local time. The probability p
(sp)
ii to observe home-staying

co-locations in community i is given by the ratio between the number of observed co-

locations in that community, and all possible co-locations in it. In turn, the number of

observed co-locations in i is given by the couples of people remaining home in each tile

times the number of tiles in that patch. Then:

p
(sp)
ii =

(spidiA)(spidiA− 1)mi

ni(ni − 1)
, (1)

where di is the population density in community i, A = 0.36 km2 is the area of a single

tile, mi is the number of tiles occupied by community i and ni is i’s population. We

subtract p(sp)ii to pii for each i.

1.3 On the applicability of the Perron-Frobenius theorem

The Perron-Frobenius theorem as used in the main paper requires that the matrix be

strictly positive (Rij > 0), or nonnegative (Rij ≥ 0) and irreducible. In our case R

may not be strictly positive if, for some i, j, cases from i generate no cases in j, so we

shall prove here that it is irreducible, or that it can be made irreducible. A nonnegative

2



matrix is irreducible if and only if its associated directed graph is strongly connected [5].

The associated graph of R is that which has a link between nodes i, j if Rij > 0. In

general, a suitable permutation of the node indices will bring R to the following form,

which mirrors the general bow-tie structure of the associated directed graph:

R =




Tu 0 0

B1 Rscc 0

B2 B3 Td


 . (2)

where the blocks Tu,Td are lower diagonal and Rscc is the adjacency submatrix of

strongly connected component. The spectrum of R is then the union of the diagonal

elements of Tu,Td and the spectrum of Rscc. Now three options are possible. First, if

R, the spectral radius of R and true reproduction ratio, is among the diagonal elements of

Td this means that there is one community that sustains the epidemic and at most exports

cases to other sink communities (remember Td is lower diagonal), so it is a trivial case

with no actual epidemic dynamics between communities.

Second, if R belongs to the spectrum of Rscc, then we shall write the Perron eigenvector

in blocks as follows:

v =




vu

vscc

vd


 . (3)

If we write by blocks the eigenvector equation Rv = Rv, on the top block we have

Tuvu = Rvu, whose only solution is vu = 0 as R is not an eigenvalue of Tu. This means

Rsccvscc = Rvscc, and vd = (R−Td)
−1B3vscc, this being nonsingular because R is not

an eigenvalue of Td. The dynamics is thus completely determined by the strongly con-

nected component, and we can restrict our study to Rscc, which represents by definition a

strongly-connected graph and as such is irreducible, proving our initial claim.

Finally, if R is among the diagonal elements of Tu again this means that there is one

community that generates cases and exports them, possibly through several steps, to the

strongly-connected component. Again this is seeding part is trivial and underlies no ac-

tual epidemic dynamics between communities, so that again we can restrict our study to

Rscc.

1.4 Generation interval and EpiEstim settings

The generation interval is the time between infection and subsequent transmission to an-

other individual. Estimating R through the R-package EpiEstim requires feeding the gen-

eration interval distribution associated to the disease[4]. We obtain here the generation

3



interval for our epidemic model.

The compartmental model we use (see Methods and Ref. [6]) has a rate of transition

from the E to the I compartment (ϵ) and a recovery rate µ. We also define an effective

transmissibility µR (see Eq. (15) of main paper). Let τ be the generation time. Let

the probability that a transmission event occurs exactly after τ has passed since primary

infection be P (t)dt. Also, let τE be the time one stays in the E compartment: τE ∼
Exp(ϵ), and τI be the time one stays in the I compartment: τI ∼ Exp(µ). Conditioning

on τE, τI , we have

P (τ |τE, τI)dt = µRdtθ(τ − τE)θ(τI + τE − τ), (4)

where θ is the Heaviside’s function. So now we marginalize and get the generation time

distributio P (τ):

P (τ) =

∫ ∞

0

dτEdτIP (τ |τE, τI)P (τE)P (τI) =
µϵR

µ− ϵ

(
e−ϵτ − e−µτ

)
. (5)

Note that a discrete distribution is required by the EpiEstim package. We choose to com-

pute it over 50 bins in the interval [0, 49]. The time window over which to estimate R is

set to be a week. In all simulations, we assign the estimate for R returned for the week

interval [t, t + 6] to the day t + 3. Also, given the smaller precision of early estimates,

as reported in the documentation [4], we arbitrarily choose not to plot EpiEstim points

associated to the first two weeks from the start of the synthetic epidemic.

4



2 Supplementary Figure

Fig.1|Decay time and oscillation period of the modes of ∆ = S −R for selected European countries.
The color shows the value, for each country, maxα τα/Tα, where τα, Tα are defined in the main paper and

are, respectively, the decay time and the oscillation period of the αth mode. 32 countries are included:

24 members of the European Union (excluding Cyprus, Ireland and Latvia for lack of data) plus Albania,

Bosnia and Herzegovina, Iceland, Montenegro, Norway, Serbia, Sweden, UK (see Data availability). Coun-

tries with real positive eigenvalues only are colored in white (Tα = ∞), countries not included are in gray.
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