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Abstract

In this paper we study invasion probabilities and invasion times of cooperative parasites
spreading in spatially structured host populations. The spatial structure of the host popula-
tion is given by a random geometric graph on [0,1]", n € N, with a Poisson(N)-distributed
number of vertices and in which vertices are connected over an edge when they have a dis-
tance of at most ry € © (N%) for some 0 < 8 < 1 and N — oco. At a host infection many
parasites are generated and parasites move along edges to neighbouring hosts. We assume
that parasites have to cooperate to infect hosts, in the sense that at least two parasites need
to attack a host simultaneously. We find lower and upper bounds on the invasion probability
of the parasites in terms of survival probabilities of branching processes with cooperation.
Furthermore, we characterize the asymptotic invasion time.

An important ingredient of the proofs is a comparison with infection dynamics of coop-
erative parasites in host populations structured according to a complete graph, i.e. in well-
mixed host populations. For these infection processes we can show that invasion probabilities
are asymptotically equal to survival probabilities of branching processes with cooperation.
Furthermore, we build in the proofs on techniques developed in [BP22], where an analogous
invasion process has been studied for host populations structured according to a configuration
model.

We substantiate our results with simulations.

Keywords: spatial host population structure, cooperation, host-parasite population dynamics,
invasion probability, random geometric graph, invasion time

1 Introduction

Understanding the dynamics of infection processes is a highly relevant and active research field.
In this study we are particularly interested in the spread of cooperative parasites in spatially
structured host populations. Cooperative behaviour is observed in many biological systems, see
[RK10]. The main biological motivation for our model stems from observations made on phages,
that is viruses infecting bacteria. Bacteria own various mechanisms to defend against phages.
Defense on the basis of CRISPR-Cas system is widespread in bacteria. Certain phages, called
anti-CRISPR phages, can overcome these defense mechanism by cooperation. Only when anti-
CRISPR-phages infect simultaneously or subsequently a CRISPR-resistant bacterium the infection
gets likely to be successful, see [L18] [B1S].

Besides the motivation stemming from application, models which incorporate cooperative
mechanisms are also highly interesting from a mathematical point. For example Gonzalez Casanova,
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Pardo and Perez [GPP21] show that for a branching process with cooperation the survival proba-
bility is positive as long as the probability to generate offspring for pairs of individuals is non-zero.
In case of survival it explodes in finite time. In the papers [Neu94], [Nob92] and more recently
[MSS20] mean-field limits of systems with cooperative reproduction are studied. Mach et al. find
in [MSS20] that the mean-field equation corresponding to certain interacting particles with co-
operation can have more fixed points than the corresponding mean-field equations of classical
infection models such as the contact process. This can be seen as evidence that in the microscopic
model there could exist more extremal invariant laws as compared to the non-cooperative infection
models. Sturm and Swart studied in [SS15] such a cooperative microscopic model. To be precise
they considered a nearest neighbour cooperative branching-coalescing random walk on Z. In com-
parison with the classical branching-coalescing random walk a subcritical phase exists, where the
system ends up with only one particle. Superficially, this cooperative branching-coalescing sys-
tem seems to be similar to a contact process, but a closer look reveals some apparent differences.
For example [SS15] show that the decay rates in the subecritical regime are polynomial and not
exponentially as for the contact process.

In [BP22] the invasion of cooperative parasites in host populations structured according to
a configuration model was studied. In this paper a parameter regime was considered, in which
parasites have many offspring and a parasite can reach many, but not all hosts. In the critical scale
this resulted in an invasion process, which could be approximated initially by a Galton Watson
process with roughly Poisson offspring numbers. We show in [BP22], that the invasion probability
is asymptotically equal to the survival probability of this approximating Galton-Watson process.

In this manuscript we consider the spread of cooperative parasites in host populations that
have a finite-dimensional spatial structure. More precisely, we assume that the (immobile) hosts
are distributed on an n-dimensional cube [0, 1]™ according to a Poisson point process. Parasites
can move in every generation up to some fixed distance in space and attack the hosts located in
this region. As in [BP22] we consider a parameter regime, in which parasites have many offspring
and can reach many, but not all hosts, as well as hosts need to be attacked jointly by parasites for
successful parasite reproduction.

However, in contrast to the case considered in [BP22] the invasion process is already in the
initial phase badly approximated by a Galton-Watson process. The reason is that parasites gen-
erated in different hosts have in the spatial setting often a good chance to cooperate, because
infected hosts are located close to each other. To arrive at lower and upper bounds on the inva-
sion probability we compare the spread with infection dynamics caused by cooperative parasites
spreading on complete graphs. The number of vertices of these complete graphs yield upper and
lower bounds on the number of hosts, with which parasites generated on different hosts can co-
operate. We show that the invasion probabilities of these infection processes on complete graphs
are asymptotically equal to survival probabilities of certain branching processes with cooperation,
a result that is of interest on its own. Furthermore, we show that the spatial infection processes
can be coupled from above and below with these branching processes with cooperation until either
the parasite population dies or a sufficiently large amount of hosts are infected so that afterwards
with high probability (i.e. asymptotically with probability 1, abbreviated as whp in the following)
the parasite population will spread through the whole host population.

Once a sufficiently large number of hosts is infected, we show that the parasite population
spreads with high probability at linear, almost maximal speed. As in the considered scaling
the initial phase, which is decisive for survival of the parasite population, takes place only on a
negligible amount of space, invasion time is basically determined by the time frame in which the
parasite population spreads linearly fast. This yields our asymptotic result on the invasion time.
Here again a clear difference to the model in [BP22] occurs, in which the final phase of invasion is
finished after a constant number of steps.

By means of simulations we study the fit of the upper and lower bound on the invasion prob-
ability and our prediction for the invasion time. Interestingly, we find that the upper bound on
the invasion probability matches very well with simulated invasion probabilities.



2 Main results

2.1 Model definition and main theorems

Consider the n-dimensional cube [0, 1]™, which we will denote by M = M,, in the following. Mea-
sure distances on M according to the maximum metric denoted by p, i.e. for z = (21, ...,2,),y =
(Y15, yn) € [0,1]™ we have p(x,y) = max;=1, . n{|x; — y;|}. Consider a homogeneous Poisson
point process with intensity N on [0, 1]™, in particular the number of Poisson points contained in
a set S C [0,1]™ of volume s is Poisson distributed with parameter sN. Denote the set of the
Poisson points by V = V). Build a random geometric graph on [0,1]" by connecting all points
in VIV over an edge which have a distance of at most 7y with respect to the metric p. Denote the
set of edges by £ = £¥) and the random geometric graph by G = GIV) = glrv) = (YIV) g(V)),

On G we consider the following infection process. At the beginning place on each vertex a
host. These hosts can get infected with parasites. Choose the vertex zg = :v(()N) € V closest to
the center of the cube [0,1]". We assume that the host on this vertex gets infected in the first
generation g = 0. This means that the host dies and vy offspring parasites are generated on xg.
Then the infection process continues in discrete generations. At the beginning of each generation
each parasite chooses uniformly at random and independently of all other parasites an edge, that
is adjacent to the vertex on which the parasite is located. Along this edge the parasite moves
to the neighbouring vertex and attacks the host on this vertex, if a host is still available. After
movement of parasites, offspring parasites are generated and hosts die according to the following
rules. If a vertex is occupied by a host and at least two parasites attack the host, the host on the
vertex gets infected, dies and vy parasites are generated. If only a single parasite attacks a host,
it dies and the host stays alive. If a parasite arrives at an unoccupied vertex, it dies.

If a vertex is occupied/not occupied with a host, in the following we will call these vertices
occupied/unoccupied vertices. Sometimes we also speak of susceptible/so far uninfected vertices, if
a host on a vertex did not yet get infected. Similar, we say that a vertez is infected, if the host on
the vertex is in the current generation infected.

Denote by S, = S,EN) eV, I, = ISN) and Ry = R(gN), resp., the occupied and uninfected,
the infected and the unoccupied, resp., vertices in generation g. We set Sy := |S,|, I := |Z4| and

R, :=|R,|. Furthermore TEJN) =39 1™ is the number hosts that got infected till generation

g. Let T=T13) = (1{™) ;50 and T = v = (TéN))gZO be the corresponding processes.
To state our main results about the infection process we need the definition of branching

processes with cooperation in discrete time.

Definition 2.1 (Branching process with cooperation in discrete time). Let £, and L. be two
probability distributions on No. A discrete-time branching process with cooperation (DBPC, for
short) Z = (Zg)g>0 with offspring distribution L, and cooperation distribution L. is recursively
defined as follows. Assume Zg =k a.s. for some k € N, then for any g > 1 Z4 is defined as

Zg_l Z_q_l
Zg = Z Xgi+ Z Yy,
i=1

4,J=1,i>j

where (Xgi)gi and (Yyij)g.i; are sequences of independent and identically distributed random
variables with Xg,; ~ L, and Yy ; ; ~ L.. We denote by Z = (Z)4>0 the total size process, i.e.

In the following we will denote the probability weights of the distributions L, and L., resp., by
(Pk,0)keN, and (Pr,c)keN,, Tesp-

Remark 2.2. Branching processes with cooperation have been mostly studied in continuous time
in more general settings, like branching process with (pairwise) interactions, see e.g. [S49),



|K02],]K03], [GPP21)], [OP20] and [CLCZI2]. In particular, in [K02] formula for extinction prob-
abilities for the case of branching processes with cooperation have been determined, see Remark
2.9

A central object for our results is a DBPC with Poisson offspring and cooperation distributions
or rather its survival probability. Therefore, we fix in the next definition some notation for these
processes.

Definition 2.3 (DBPC with Poisson offspring and cooperation distributions). Let a > 0. Denote
by P o DBPC with offspring distribution L, ~ Poi(%) and the cooperation distribution L, ~
Poi(a?). Furthermore, we denote by m(a) the survival probability of P(*).

Denote by
dN = (27‘]\7)”N,

which is the expected number of vertices a vertex of GMV) (with an asymptotically non-vanishing
distance to the boundary of M) is connected to in dimension n. Furthermore, denote by

EWN) .= {Hg €Ny : T;N) >u- #V(N)}

the event that at least a proportion u of the host population dies during the infection process.
Our main result is the following theorem.

Theorem 2.4. Consider the above defined sequence of infection processes (I(N))NE]N on [0,1]"

for somen € N. Assume ry = %N% for some 0 < <1 and let 0 < u < 1. Then it holds:
1) Invasion probability
(Z) If’l)N S 0(\/dN)

lim P (Efj”) =0.

N—00
(i) If vy ~ av/dn for some 0 < a < oo

™ (\/%) < liminfP (E&N)) < limsupP (E&N)) < m(a).

N—o0 N—oo
(iii) If V< olvy)

lim P (Ejj“) ~ 1

N—o0

2) Invasion time
Assume vy ~ av/dy for some 0 < a < oo.

Denote by
T = inf {g e NI, = v}
Then
1 1 €
: | <«\N) | =N (N) = 1.
A}gnoo]P’ <{27‘NJ <7V <L ’VQTN-‘ +0 (max <log(log(N)), 2 TV < o0 1

B
£-1

with en = (N n

+5>, for any § > 0.



Remark 2.5. (i) In 1) (ii) we obtain bounds for limianP(E,SN)) and limsup P (E&N)). We

believe that the limit of P (quN)> exists. Simulations suggest that the upper bound provides
a good approzimation of the actual invasion probability, see Section[2.3 An analysis of the
initial phase of the epidemic, when infected parasites start to spread around the initially
infected vertex, would be helpful to understand if the upper bound indeed gives the correct

asymptotic. In case this is true, immediately also the existence of the limit P (EQ(LN)) for
N — oo would follow.

(i) In Lemma below, we prove, that for any a > 0 the survival probability 7 (a) of a DBPC
P as defined in Definition is strictly positive. Therefore, the invasion probability is
in Case 1) (ii) of Theorem for any a > 0 strictly positive. This contrasts the situation
studied in [BP22] where for % <1 the invasion probability is asymptotically 0 (for a host
population structured according to a configuration model instead of a random geometric graph

on [0,1]™).

(iii) Extinction probabilities of branching processes with cooperation in continuous time have been
characterised in certain cases in [K03]. In particular, for branching processes with cooper-
ation in continuous time with offspring and cooperation events occurring at the same rate
and a Poi(p) and Poi()), respectively, offspring and cooperation distribution the extinction
probability for a process started in 1 solves the equation

qz/}(ﬁdu.

1 “ hi(v) —wv
= —— 761
é(u) o) a2 P (/uo ha(o) — o2 )
hi is the generating function of a Poi(u) distributed random variable and ho the generating

function of the random variable Y = X + 2 where X ~ Poi(\). Furthermore, K is a curve
in the complex u-plane meeting the condition

Here

/ %ew(hg(u) —u?)p(u)du = 0.
K

and ug is the starting point of K.

(iv) We assume in our model that a parasite dies, if it moves to an unoccupied vertex. This
assumption is not essential, it just simplifies some proofs. Our results still hold true if one
e.g. assumes that a parasite, which moves to an unoccupied vertex, stays alive and moves
forward in the next generation.

Remark 2.6. (Host populations structured according to random geometric graphs on Riemannian
manifolds) Instead of considering the spread of the parasite population in host populations struc-
tured according to a random geometric graph on an n-dimensional cube it is natural to assume
that the host population is located on a manifold. We can generalize our model to this setting as
follows. Let (M’,g) be a compact, connected orientable, n-dimensional Riemannian manifold with
Riemannian metric g. Assume without loss of generality that vol(M') = 1, where vol(M') denotes
the volume of M' calculated according to the volume from induced by g. Denote furthermore by
o’ the metric on M’ induced by g. Consider a homogeneous Poisson point process with intensity
N on M’ (for this point process the number of vertices contained in a set S C M’ with volume
vol(S) = s is Poisson distributed with parameter sN ). We denote the set of the Poisson points by
V' = V') and build a random geometric graph on M’ by connecting all points in V) over an
edge which have a distance of at most rn with respect to the metric p'. Denote the set of edges by

& =&Y and the random geometric graph by G’ = G'™) = g/"¥) = (V’(N),E’(N)).



Given G' we can consider an infection process (with the components (Sy,Z;,R;)) in the same
way in which we defined it on the random graph on the cube.

Denote by
y ,/Tn/2 ( )n N
N ‘& N )
r(z)
which is the expected number of vertices a vertex of GV is connected to in dimension n (if the

distance of the vertex to the boundary of M’ is asymptotically non-vanishing, in case M' has a
boundary) and let p € M'. Denote by

= max{p’

7(p) = max{p(¢, p)}

the mazimal distance between p and any other point g € M. Furthermore, denote as before by
u

B ._ {Elg ENg: 10 > #v’(N>} :

Then we believe that the following statements hold at least for n € {1,2}.
Assume that rny = F(%)N% for some 0 < B <1 andr >0, let 0 < u < 1. Assume the

/2

infection process is started in a vertex xéN) e V™) that has asymptotically a positive distance to
the boundary of M' (if M' has a boundary).

1) Invasion probability

(i) If vy € o(\/dy)

lim P (E&N)> =0.

N—o0

(1t) If un ~ a\/dy for some 0 < a < oo

T (ﬁ) < l}wgofp (E&N)> <limsupP (E&N)) < m(a).

N— 00
(1) If \/dy € o(vy,)

lim P (Efj”) =1

N—00

2) Invasion time: Assume vy ~ a\/dy for some 0 < a < 0.
Denote by 7™ = inf {g € 1N|7;N) = #V’(N)}. Then

AV [ () N
Pl 2| <M< 2" Z2] 10 (max (1og(log(N)), 7"2>) ‘T’( ) < o0
N

N N
— 1,
N—o0
8
with exy = [ N™5 10 ), for any 6 > 0.

The main reason that these results should hold is that the decision if eventually invasion takes
place is failed in a neighbourhood of xy that has asymptotically a negligible volume, since only
N°¢ many hosts need to get infected to show that whp subsequently the whole host population gets
infected and N many hosts are directly connected to xg for € > 0 small enough. Therefore, at the
beginning the invasion process is essentially the same as a corresponding process on [0,1]™ with
distances measured according to the Fuclidean distance. Indeed, for any sequence hy — 0 it holds



wol(Bry (x) _ 4 _
vol(Bh y, (0)) 6(n+2)
radius hy centered in x € M' and vol(BhN (0)) denotes the volume of an n-dimensional Euclidean
ball of radius hy centered in 0 and S the scalar curvature in x, see [C84)], Section XII.8. Since M’
is compact and scalar curvature is a continuous function on M', scalar curvature of M’ is bounded
from above and below. In particular, for hy = ry the number of points connected to x € V' is
,L/H)TN + O(N7%"2), since vol (B, (0)) = (:fl)rN

In Theorem we consider the maximum metric to measure distances between two points.
With this metric we easily can cover M with balls (that are cubes as well) to control the spread
of parasites across M. A similar construction is also possible with Euclidean balls (at least in the
case n € {1,2}), the notation is just a bit more complicated. Therefore, considering the Euclidean
metric or mazimum metric should not influence the invasion probability as long as the ratio of the
expected number of vertices contained in a ball and the number of offspring parasites generated at
infection is asymptotically the same. The invasion time in general differs for two different metrics,
because the function T(p) depends on the metric.

h3; + o(h%;), where vol(By, (x)) denotes the volume of a (geodesic) ball of

Poisson distributed with parameter N & ¥

Next we want to give a sketch of the proof of Theorem [2.4] which is formally proven in Section
The proof of the lower bound on the invasion probability is based on an asymptotic result on
the invasion probability of an analogously defined infection process when the host population is
not structured according to a random geometric graph on the cube, but according to a complete
graph. This model mimics the spread of cooperative parasite in well-mixed host populations and
is neither covered by the parameter regime considered in [BP22] nor by Theorem [2.4] Therefore
the result is of interest on its own. We state it next.

Consider a complete graph with Dy vertices. On the complete graph we consider the same
infection process as on the random geometric graph. We assume that at infection Vy many
parasites are generated. As in the case of the random geometric graph we count the number of

. . —(N . .
infected hosts up to generation g, that we denote here by J é ), and we are interested in the event

F&N) that eventually a proportion u of the host population gets infected, i.e.
FN) = {3geNg: 7" > u-Dy}.

We show that the invasion probability is in the critical regime asymptotically equal to the survival
probability of a branching process with cooperation.

Theorem 2.7. Assume Dy € © (Nﬁ) for some 0 < B < 1. The following invasion regimes hold:
(i) Assume Viy € o (V/Dn). Then for all 0 <u <1

lim P (F(N)) —0.
N —o0

(i) Assume Viy ~ ay/Dy for some 0 < a < co. Then the invasion probability of parasites satisfies
forall0<u<1

lim P (F(N)) m(a) > 0.

N—oc0

(iii) Assume /Dy € o(Vy). Then

lim P (FM) =1
N—o0

The proof of Theorem [2.7]is given in Section[d Next we sketch the proofs of Theorem [2.4] and
27

Hereinafter we often will use the following terminology. We call an infection a CoSame infec-
tion (for cooperation from the same edge), if a host gets infected by two parasites (originating
from the same vertex) that moved along the same edge to the vertex on which the infected host
is located on, and we call an infection a CoDiff infection (for cooperation from different edges), if



a host gets infected by two parasites that moved along different edges to the vertex the infected
host is located on.

Sketch of the proof of Theorem Case (ii): To arrive at an upper bound on the invasion
probability we couple whp the total number of currently infected and currently empty vertices

J from above with the total size of a DBPC Z(LN) until Z&M remains constant or reaches at
least the level £y for a sequence £ with £y — oo sufficiently slowly, see Proposition The

probability to reach with ZiN) the level ¢y is asymptotically equal to m(a), see Proposition
as the appproximating DBPC has asymptotically the survival probability 7(a). In case the level
¢ is reached we upper bound the probability by 1, that afterwards also the remaining hosts get
infected.

For the lower bound we couple whp J from below with a DBPC Z(N)

that has asymptotically

the survival probability 7( f) of a DBPC P< 2) until Zl M remains constant or reaches the level

¢y for some sequence ¢ with £y € O(N®) and £ > 0 small enough, see Proposition and
Proposition [£.7] As for the lower bound the probability to reach the level ¢y is asymptotically
equal to m( f) When the level ¢y is reached we show that the total number of empty vertices

grows in a finite number of generations to a level N =z %9 for some small § > 0 whp, see Lemmam
Afterwards the remaining hosts get infected whp in a single generation. Indeed, the probability
that a particular vertex gets attacked by at most one parasite can be (roughly) upper bounded by

(v NB/2+8)2 (v NB/2+8)2 L
1 - 2z (VNN’&/2+6)2 1 -z 1 95
1—— SELEARARAN § — ~exp (-N%/2
( DN> i 2 Dy Dy =P (=NF/2),

since roughly (VNN B/ 2+5)2 /2 many pairs of parasites can be formed. Hence, the probability that
at least one vertex is attacked by at most one parasites can be upper bounded by (roughly)

N exp (7N25/2) — 0,

see Lemma for details.

Case (i): We show that with asymptotically probability 1 the parasite population does not survive
the first generation.

Case (iii): We show that we can whp couple from below Z with the total size process of a Galton-
Watson process with approximately Poi(a?/2) offspring distribution until N® hosts get infected
or the parasite population dies out for any 0 < a@ < 8 and any a > 0. By choosing o > 3/2 we
can show that once the level N is reached whp after one more generation the remaining hosts
get infected. Since the probability to reach the level N¢ is asymptotically equal to the survival
probability ¢, of a Galton-Watson process with Poi(a?/2) offspring distribution and ¢, tends to
1 for a — oo the result follows.

We proceed with a sketch of the proof of Theorem [2.7}

Claim 1) (ii) and Claim 2): For our upper bound on the survival probability we couple (as in the
case of the complete graph) Z with a DBPC with offspring and cooperation distributions that are
approximately Poisson distributions until a certain number ¢ of hosts get infected or the parasite
population dies out, for a sequence ¢ — oo sufficiently slowly, see Proposition 5.1} The parameter
of the approximating Poisson distribution for the offspring distribution is roughly %-, since if all
vertices are occupied with hosts the number of CoSame infections is on average approxnnately
(vg ) iy . The Poisson parameter of the cooperation distribution is roughly a2, since cooperation is
maxunal if two balls centered around vertices, on which parasites have been generated in the same
generation, are completely overlapplng In case of a complete overlap the number of cooperation
events is on average roughly v2 N— ~ a?. Then we show that the probability to reach with the
upper DBPC the level ¢y is asymptotlcally equal to the survival probability of the DBPC. This
yields the upper bound, since again we upper bound the probability to infect the remaining hosts
afterwards by 1.



For the lower bound we consider the spread of the parasites restricted to a certain complete
neighbourhood C(vg) of the vertex zo, that gets initially infected. The set C(xg) contains all Pois-
son points with a distance rn/2 to zg. Since any two points in C(xo) have a distance of at most
rny any two points are connected over an edge, in other words the restriction of G to points
in C(xg) is a complete graph. Consequently, also the infection process restricted to C(xp) is an
infection process on a complete graph. In particular, we can apply Theorem [2.7] to show that
the probability to infect at least N® vertices can be asymptotically lower bounded by the survival

probability 7 ( \/‘;7) of a DBPC P(\/%) The parameter of the offspring distribution is roughly
% since (“Y) pairs of parasites can be generated per infected hosts and the probability that for
on¥1s 2 ) P p g p p y

pair of parasites both parasites hit the same vertex and that the vertex lies in C(zg) is roughly

G2V 1, the number of CoSame infecti host s roughly (%) G20 N1, a2

@7 dy > S0 the number of CoSame infections per host is roughly (%)) ‘2w 5 FoT -
2

Similarly the parameter for the cooperation distribution is (vN)2 Q%ﬁ ~ g=. Once N° many

hosts are infected we show that after at most O(log(log(N)) many further generations the infec-
tion process expands from xy by a distance 7y (1 —o (1)) per generation, see also Figure@ Indeed,
we show in Section that once the complete r-neighbourhood of a vertex gets infected, we

n

_1-8/2 4
can move the front from this vertex on in each generation by a distance ry <1 — NW) for

some ¢ > 0 small enough (which is the scale of the maximal distance possible). Consequently,
after roughly at most 1 many generations the complete cube is infected. On the

1-8/2
2r (1—71\’7 o
N N

other hand the invasion time is lower bounded by ﬁ, since parasites can move in any generation
at most at a distance ry and the infection starts in the center of the cube. This explains our
Claim 2) on the invasion time.

Case (i): As in the case of the complete graph we show that with asymptotically probability 1 the
parasite population does not survive the first generation.

Case (iii): Again as in the case of the complete graph we show that we can whp couple from below
T with the total size process of a Galton-Watson process with approximately Pois(a?/2) offspring
distribution until N?" hosts get infected or the parasite population dies out for any 0 < 8’ < 8
and any a > 0. In addition we can show that when the level NV A" is reached there exists a ball of
radius 7y which contains at least N7’ /log(N) infected hosts. By choosing 8’ > 3/2 we can show
that once the level N#" is reached whp after one more generation the remaining hosts in this ball
get infected. Afterwards the infection expands by a distance ry (1 —o(1)) in every generation whp
(similar as in Case (ii)) until the remaining hosts are all infected. Since the probability to reach
the level N7 is asymptotically equal to the survival probability ¢, of a Galton-Watson process
with Pois(a?/2) offspring distribution and ¢, tends to 1 for a — oo the result follows.

2.2 Simulating spatial invasion of cooperative parasites

We supplement our findings with simulation results for moderately sized, finite N. We simulated
invasion of parasites in host populations structured according to random geometric graphs on (i)
the interval [0, 1] with the euclidean metric (which agrees with the maximum metric, since n = 1),
(ii) the square [0, 1]? using the maximum metric, (iii) the unit 2-sphere S? using spherical distances
(to substantiate our conjecture given in Remark at least by means of simulations).

To ease computations in the case of the 2-sphere, we generate points on the unit 2-sphere S2,

instead of the sphere with radius \/% which would has as required in Remark a surface area

(aka volume) of 1. This simplification benefits both generation and evaluation of point distances in
our implementation of the process and only requires appropriate rescaling. The distance between
two points x and y is then simply given by arccos(z - y) as the radius is of length 1. Uniform points
on S? can be generated by a two-step scheme in which first the polar angles (6, ¢) are sampled
using inverse transform sampling. To this end, let Uy, U be independent random variables with
Up,Uy ~ U(0,1). We compute § = 27 - U; and ¢ = arccos(l — 2 - Uz) and obtain Cartesian
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Figure 1: Simulated invasion probabilities with a host population structured by a random geo-
metric graph (RGG, for short) on [0,1] (left) and [0, 1]? (right) for N = 10° and 8 = 0.7 as well

as simulated survival probabilities 7w ( \/‘;7) and 7 (a).

coordinates by a standard transformation.

In general, storing and operating on an explicit representation of G takes space in the order
of |EM)| rendering parameter combinations of N and dy = 2N? infeasible for general-purpose
compute architectures in case Ndy ~ 2N'*# gets prohibitively large. Optimizations, however,
are possible by implicit representations of G using the coordinates of V(V). Realizations of this
are straight-forward for the interval [0, 1] and can be adapted using Quadtrees for 2-dimensional
spaces [S84].

Invasion probabilities
In Theorem we claim that for 0 < a < co and vy ~ avdn

(%) <liminfP (EXMY) <limsupP (EXY)) < 7(a).
(V) < i e (£1) (5)

N—o00

In |[Figure 1| and [Figure 2| simulation results are depicted that show the fraction of cases, in
which the host population got completely infected, for parasites spreading in host populations
structured according to random geometric graphs on the interval [0, 1], the square [0,1]?> and
the sphere S2. In the simulations we assume that survival took place, if the DBPC attains size

N. The simulated survival probabilities 7 ( \/27) and 7 (a) are based on 10000, 1000 and 200,

resp. simulations for each value of a for a RGG on [0,1], [0,1]?> and S?, resp. They appear
to be appropriate upper and lower bounds of the simulated invasion probabilities. The upper
bound gives a particularly good approximation to the invasion probability. For the upper bound
one assumes that the chance for two parasites, which have been generated on different vertices,
to cooperate is roughly %, which is actually only true if the distance of the two vertices is 0.
Therefore it might be surprising that the upper bound gives such a good fit. However, since
parasites perform symmetric random walks a large part of parasites stays in a neighbourhood of
xo and parasites that are close together have due to CoDiff infections a higher chance to generate
offspring, which implies that parasites located in densely populated regions have in general more
offspring parasites than parasites located in sparsely populated regions. This effect remains until
a significant proportion of the host population in a rp-ball gets infected, but at this time point
invasion is essentially already decided. Consequently, the probability that a typical pair of parasites
produces CoDiff infections could be in the initial phase pretty close to d

Our asymptotic upper bound of the invasion probability does only depend on the ratio of the
number vy of parasites generated on a vertex and the (asymptotic) number of direct neighbours

10
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Figure 2: Fraction of successful invasions for N = 10% and 8 = 0.7 of infection processes spreading
on host populations structured by a RGG on S? (left) and for comparison on [0, 1], [0, 1]? and S?
(right).
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Figure 3: Simulated invasion probabilities with a host population structured by a complete graph
for N =10% and 8 = 0.7 as well as simulated survival probabilities 7 (%) and 7 (a).

of a typical vertex, but neither depends on the dimension nor (in the setting considered in Remark
on the curvature of the manifold. We suppose that this is also the case for the invasion
probabilities. In we present a direct comparison of simulated invasion probabilities for
infection process on [0, 1], [0,1]? and S? and see that the probabilities are very close to each other
(even for finite N).

Finally we simulated invasion probabilities of the infection processes on the complete graphs
that we use for a coupling from below. In one can observe that the simulated invasion

probabilities match very well with the probabilities 7 (%) and 7 (a) of the corresponding DBPCs.

Invasion time

In [Figure 4] and [Figure 5| we present the invasion time of simulated infection processes on the
interval [0, 1], square [0, 1]? and sphere S?, respectively. For reference we plot also the asymptotic
order of the invasion times derived in Theorem [2.4] and Remark 2.6} In we observe a
matching overlap that improves for increasing IV for all considered values of a in the 1-dimensional
case.

For large 8 values the simulations showcase a higher invasion time than predicted. This can be

11
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Figure 4: Invasion time on random geometric graphs on [0,1] for N = 106 (left) and N = 107
(right) with varying a and g.

explained as follows: We show in Theorem [2.4] that the invasion time is asymptotically proportional
to N'=P. In particular, the larger 3 is the shorter is the invasion time. For N — oo invasion
is dominated by the time necessary to reach from a infinitesimally small neighbourhood of z¢
points close to the boundary of [0,1]" or in the setting of Remark the point that has the
largest distance to the host that got initially infected. The initial phase until for the first time all
direct neighbours of a vertex get infected is only of order loglog(/N). For S close to 1 and finite N
however both time frames are of approximately the same length, which explains the deviation from
the theoretical prediction where the initial phase is ignored. In we plotted the invasion
time when the initial phase is removed. One observes that for intermediate and larger values of 3
the gap between the predicted and simulated invasion time disappears. For larger values of 3 the
simulated invasion times lie slightly below the predicted invasion times. Probably this is caused
by parasites spreading the infection further before the initial phase is over.

Also for small S values we observe that simulated invasion times are generally higher than the
predicted ones, even when the initial phases are removed. This deviation is particularly pronounced
for invasion on [0, 1], where the maximum metric is used. This can be explained as follows. As we
pointed out in the sketch of the proof of Theorem [2.4]the parasite population expands furthest due
to parasites born at the boundary of an ry neighbourhood. When on the square the maximum
distance is used ry-squares on the diagonal can get infected fastest by parasites at the corners of
neighbouring ry-squares. However, when N is not large, the number of parasites located in the
corners is pretty small, so that they might be not able to move the front forward as quickly as
predicted for N — oo.

This behavior is further studied in where the progress of the infection process is
tracked along boxes of radius 7y /2 on the unit-square [0, 1]? for different values of 3. The larger
[ the more vertices are located at the corners. For = 0.7 and 8 = 0.5 one observes that after
the initial phase the parasite population expands linearly (almost) by a factor 1 (as predicted),
while for 8 = 0.3 (when in each box with edge length ry only ~ N3 ~ 63 vertices are contained)
the population expands also linearly, but only by a factor of (almost) 2.

In the following the manuscript is structured as follows. In Section [3] we show several properties

(of sequences) of DBPCs that we will need in the subsequent section. Afterwards in Section [4] we
will prove Theorem [2.7} Finally in the last section we will prepare and give the proof of Theorem

12
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Figure 6: Distance reached for successful invasions on [0,1]? with N = 106.

3 Discrete branching processes with cooperation

In this section we collect properties of (sequences of) DBPC, that we need in the following. Some
of the statements are well-known or have been proven in [BP22] for Galton-Watson processes. As
for these statements the proof techniques are similar, we do not give the proofs in the main text,
but provide them in the supplementary material.

We start with the extinction-explosion principle, which is well-known for branching processes
and also holds for DBPCs.

Lemma 3.1. (Extinction-explosion principle for DBPCs) Let Z be a DBPC satisfying p1,, # 1
and (po,o,p1.c) # (1,1). Then there exists a nullset N such that

{VgeNy:Z;,>0} C{VieN,3go € No,Vg>g0: 2, >i} UN.

For the proof one shows that all states but 0 are transient states. Details of the proof can be
found in the supplementary material.
Before we proceed we introduce some useful notation. We denote the expectation of and the

variance w.r.t. the offspring distribution by i, and v, and for the cooperation distributions by .
and v,.

In contrast to Galton-Watson process DBPC we aim to show that except for pathological cases
a DBPC always has a positive survival probability.

13



Lemma 3.2. Let Z be a DBPC with pig, ic, Vo, Ve > 0. Suppose Zg =k >0, k € N, then Z has a
positive survival probability, i.e.

P(Z, >0Vg>0) > 0.

The proof of Lemma is based on the next lemma, which we immediately formulate in a
more general setting to be able to apply it also later in another context and which basically states
that if a DBPC attains a certain level, then in subsequent generations the size will up to a constant
factor (that does not depend on the size) be squared in the next generations due to cooperation
with a certain non-vanishing probability.

In the subsequent sections we will deal often with sequences of DBPCs rather, than a single
process. We will often need the following assumption to be fulfilled.

Assumption 3.3. Let ( (N))N N be a sequence of DBPCs for which M(N) ugN), VéN) VéN) denote
the expectations and the variances of the offspring and cooperation distributions. We assume that

(N)

Ho NCN) V(N) (N) — Hos ey Vo, Ve > 0.

N—o0

Lemma 3.4. Let (Z(N)) y be a sequence of DBPCs which satisfies Assumption E Further-
more, set fi(k) = K for 1 > 1, then there exists Ny € N such that for any N > Ny, g € N,

) 2 11 )

MeNandeL::( L(8 + v)?] it holds that
M M
N)
P(ﬂ {me > fi(k )} ( Z(M) :k> 21‘[(1
i=1
The claim can be shown by several applications of Tchebychev’s inequality, details can be
found in the supplementary material.

i=1
Now we can proof Lemma

Proof of Lemma[3.2 First of all p,, . > 0 implies that poe,po. < 1 and v,,v. > 0 that
P1.0,P1.c # 1. This fact and since L := [p=1(8 4+ v))?] is finite allow us to find a p; > 0 such that
for any x € {1,...,L — 1} it exists an g € N such that

Applying Lemma for ZN) = Z one obtains
M
Zgri > fi( ’Z =k _
(ﬂ{ g+i > filk g ) E( 8+u)21 1>

for k£ > L. By continuity of P we have

) 0o 3
P Zi>iL’Z:L >TI(1-—2——) >0,
(O{ i > L2, ) (- )
where it follows that the right-hand side is strictly positive by comparison with a geometric sum.
We have that -
(W Zgsi > Fi(L)} N {Zy > L} € {Z, > 0 ¥g > 0},

i=1

then by Markov property and monotonicity we get

P(Z, > 0Vg > 0) > P(Z,; > 0Vi > 0|Z, = L)P,(Z, > L) > 0.

14



The next lemma claims that reaching a level by that tends to oo (arbitrarily slowly) with N
implies that the DBPC survives whp.

Lemma 3.5. Let (Z(N))NeNo

(bN)nen be a sequence of positive numbers with by — 0o as N — oo. Then for all g € N it holds
that

be a sequence of DBPCs which satisfy Assumption and let
P(Z) >0viz0 |z =by) — 1.

The proof relies on Lemma we provide a detailed proof in the supplementary material.

Finally we are able to derive results on the expansion speed in case of survival. The next
lemma shows that for any sequence Ky — oo reaching the level K or dying out is at most of
order log(log(Kn))g(N) with g(N) — oo arbitrarily slowly.

Lemma 3.6. Let (Z(N))NGN0 be a sequence of DBPC's which satisfy Assumption. Let (KN) yen

be a sequence satisfying Kny — oo as N — oco. Assume ZSN) =z for some x € {1,...., Kn — 1}.
Furthermore, assume that there exists an Ng > 0 such that

- () ™) _
Juf P (Z1 > L)z = m) >0, (3.1)

for all N > Ny, where L =: [u=*(8 +v)?]. Denote by
Ty 0 = inf{g € N: Z0N) =0 or Z{M) > Ky}.

Then there exist constants q € (0,1), C > 0, and Ny € N such that for all N > Ny and for all
g(N) = o0

P (k0 < Cg(N)log(log(Kn))) > 1 — qla™J,

Proof. We show that there exists pg > 0,C, N7 € N (independent of N), such that for all N > Ny
and all z € {1,..., Ky — 1}

Py (Try,0 < Clog(log(Kn))) > po. (3.2)

From this follows, that for all £k € N
k
P, (T y,0 < kClog(log(Kn))) Zl—po “Lpo.

In particular for k = g(N)

Lg(N)]
P (Thy,0 < Cg(N)log(log(Kn))) = D (1=po) 'po =1~ (1= py) o™

i=1
It remains to show (3.2). Since L is finite and does not depend on N we find a p; such that for
any z € {1,...,L — 1}
P (ZéN) =0or ZéN) > L\Z!S]ji = x) > p1,

due to Equation (3.1).

Consequently, we can lower bound the time to reach the state 0 or a state > L by a geometrically
distributed random variable with success probability p; for any = € {1,...,L — 1}. Reasoning as
above shows that the waiting time to hit 0 or a state > L is with probability 1 — o(1) bounded by
loglog(Kn).
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We show next, that if Z;N) > L after Cy loglog(K ) further generations the level K will be
reached with some probability > 0 for any N large enough. We use Lemma[3.4] for this. Recall

that f;(k) = " Lemma implies that for k > L and M = C'loglog(K ) it follows that

82i_1

Cloglog(Kn) C'loglog(Kn)

pl N {20 snaw}lz =k = ]I (1—4(8+3V)2i1)>p2>0-

i=1 i=1

Now by (6.4) we know that f;(k) > u~18(8 + V)T. Thus, by choosing C' = % we have that

log

fC log log(KN)(k) >

Since log(8) > 1 we get that fc1og10g(iy) (k) > Kn for N large enough, which yields the claim. [

The next proposition improves the statement of the last lemma. It claims, that in at most an
order of log(log(Kn)) generations whp the level K is reached or 0 is hit.

Proposition 3.7. Let (Z(N))NeNo be a sequence of DBPCs which satisfy Assumption |3.9 Let

(KN)nen be a sequence satisfying Ky — oo as N — co. Assume Z(()N) = x for some x €
{1,..., Ky — 1}. Furthermore, assume that there exists a No > 0 such that

inf P (Z{N) > 1|z = 35) >0,
N>No

for all N > Ny, where L =: [u=*(8 + v)?]. Denote by
Ty 0 = inf{g e N: ZN) =0 or Z{N) > Ky}
Then there exists a constant C > 0 such that

P (7xy,0 < Clog(log(Kn))) — 1.

Proof. Let by = log(Ky) such that applying Lemmato by and g(N) = % we obtain
that

P (5 0 < log(log(Kx))) > 1 —¢ld@™ — 1. (3.3)

N—o00

For N large enough such that by > L we have according to (6.5)) that
Cloglog(Kn) C'loglog(Kn)

48
(N e} I ()

=1 =1

By definition we have for all i € N that f;(by) = bap® 7 Taking i = Clog(log(N)) with

g2 1
C= @ gives that
; S (b o€ log(log(K N )) 8 (ban log(K n) 8 os(t)

and log (bNT“) > 1 for N large enough, such that fciog(og(ry))(On) > K.
And because fy(by) = by we also have that
Clog(log(Kn)) 48y 48y \ € leslog(Kn)) log(log(Kn))
721(bn)p bk log“(Kn)pu? ) N—oo

- (3.4)
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Using the strong Markov property at the stopping time 73, o gives that

1
P (rievo < (14 g ) 108008(80) ) = P (0 < lonllon(Rn), 28, =0)

log(2)
+P (o0 < log(log(Kn)), 200 = by ) P ( < L log(log(En))IZSY = b
by,0 = 108UO0g\AN)), £, s = ON KN’Oflog(Q) glloglis v 0 N
— 1,
N—o0

according to (3.3) and (3.4).
O

The following lemma states that the probability of reaching an arbitrary high level, that tends
to oo as N — 00, at some generation or up to some generation is asymptotically equal to the
survival probability for a sequence of DBPCs.

Proposition 3.8. Consider a sequence of DBPC (Z(N))

NeN
tributions (pg\g)) keNo and (p,(c]?)k N respectively, which satisfies Assumption Furthermore,
p

let Z be a DBPC with offspring and cooperation distribution (p;w)kENO and (pk.c keN, - Assume

that pg\i) — Dk,o and p,(f\i) — Di,c as N — oo for all k > 0.

Then for any N-valued sequence (an)nen with ay — oo it holds that

with offspring and cooperation dis-

. (N T . (N
I&E)I})OP(VQEN().Z‘(S )>O) —]\}%P(HQENO.Zé )ZaN)
= lim P (Elg €Ny : 7;1\[) > GN)
N—o00
= ﬂ"
where w denotes the survival probability of Z.

We provide the proof in the supplementary material.

4 Invasion of cooperative parasites in host populations struc-
tured by a complete graph

In this section we prepare and give the proof of Theorem

We will often use the inequalities exp(—z) > 1 —z > exp(—x) exp(—2?), exp(—z) < 1 — 2z for
z € [0, 1] and Bernoulli’s inequality (1 4 x)" > 1+ iz for i € N and > —1 in this and the next
section.

Furthermore we will compare the infection dynamics happening within one generation often
with balls-into-boxes experiments. The following lemma gives control about certain events hap-
pening in these experiments.

Lemma 4.1. Let £m§¥), (V3), (By), (&y), (D)) be non-negative sequences with 0 < m’y < hly <
VY

/
Oy and assume 5h
N

€ o(1). Consider Dy —m/y bozes and m/\ V) balls. Assume the balls are

put independently and purely at random into the boxes. Consider the event C,ghg\”), that k many
of the first Dy — Iy bozes contain exactly two balls and the remaining bozes contain at most one
ball. We have for all k <l

UV ()
P(W' = k)exp <— B <P (Ck )

N
k 2
(VRPN L V=200 RV
2D/, k! 2D/, DY,
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(miy Vi —20%)°

where W' is Poisson distributed with parameter 57
N

A proof can be found in the supplementary material.

In the following we will denote by W(EJXL) a Poisson distributed random variable with parame-

ter % for any m € N and similarly by Wc( m a Poisson distributed random variable with

m(VN—20n)?

parameter Dn

4.1 Results to arrive at upper bounds for invasion probabilities

To derive an upper bound on the invasion probability we estimate from above the total number
of infected hosts by the total size of a branching process with cooperation with offspring and
cooperation distributions that are approximately Poisson distributed.

Definition 4.2. (Upper DBPC)
7

(1). Let ZN) = (Zé{:?) . be a branching process with
g€No

N)

cooperation with Z(() = 1 almost surely, and offspring and cooperation distribution with probability

weights pEf}Q = (piﬁk) Jene and pyc = (pgjz)c>jeN0, respectively with

N N Vi
pg,u)o =P (Wo( 1) - )exp ( D2N> ’
N

for all0 < j </{n and

(N) (N)
pEN-l—luo'* Zp,uo’

as well as

oV
p%)c =P (Wc(l) = )exp( 2 Jl\f)QN),
N

for all 0 < 5 < /Iy and

(N .,
pZNi-luc'i ij,uc
Denote by ng) = (Zéﬁ))geN where Z( ) ! 0Z (N) , that is Z( . gwes the total size of Z(

accumulated till generation g.

In the next proposition, we show that the total size of the infection process 7(N) can be coupled
whp from above with the total size of the DBPC of Definition M Z(LN) up to the first random
generation at which ZELN) reaches the size {y (for {5 — oo not too fast) or the process ZY) dies
out.

Proposition 4.3. Consider a sequence ({n)ycy with {n N—> 0o satisfying €N oy € o(1). In-

troduce the stopping time
Té(z]vv,)o = inf {9 €No: 7;],\;) > Uy or ZIN) = O} ,
Then

7 7

g,u’

lim P

(NN —
N—o00 ( vn<7—é ) _17

N0
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and

lim IP(J(N)) _olz((m _0) = 1and Jim ]P’<J((N)) > on[7N 229 > _ 1

N —oc0 Ton 00t Ten 0 Ten 0 Ten,0
Proof. Up to generation U§g’)0 = inf{g € Ny : TgN) > {n or IéN) = 0} the total number of para-
sites that are moving in the graph is upper bounded by ¢ V. Consider the following experiment
with Dy —£n boxes, {5V balls. Assume that balls are thrown uniformly at random in the boxes.
The probability that there exists a box with at least 3 balls in can be upper bounded as follows
. 3\3 1 E}n)vvzz\gf
P (3 1 box with more than 3 balls) < Dy ({xVy) 3~ ——— — 0.
(Dn —¢N) Dy

This means that with the assumed scaling of ¢y it is unlikely that such an event occurs before
generation T ( )

pairs of paraswes
Now consider a complete graph with exactly 1 < my < £y infected vertices and at most £ — 1
empty or infected vertices. The probability that k, 0 < k < ¢y infections are generated can be
estimated from above by the probability that & boxes are filled with at least two balls and the re-
maining boxes are filled by at most one ball in the following balls-into-boxes experiment: consider
Dy —mpy boxes and my Vv balls. Place the balls uniformly at random into the boxes. Denote by

. Consequently for whp couplings, we can only focus on infections generated by

C’,iN) the event that k boxes contain exactly two balls and all other boxes contain at most one ball.

By Lemma with Dy = Dy, mly = my,Vy = Vv and hly = mn we can estimate for

my 2 2
2 2\ k 2 5 173
(M) ~ my (Vv — 20y) 1 2 VN _KNVN
P (Ck ) > ( 5D 7 &P ( —my 5D exp Dz, (4.1)
again for N large enough, and for my =1
VN — QEN)2 1 (VN —20N)? oV
[P’(C(N) > (W =267 L VN — 2N)7 _ININ 4.2
K ) = 2Dy ]t P 2Dy ) P\ D3, (42)
In order to prove that J ) can be coupled with ZiN) such that ZELN) dominates 7(N), we show

that P(Z(Y) , = k2N = my) < (@).

Consider independent random variables (X Z(N))Z N and ( ((l J; ) (i) EN2 with probability weights
(N) (N) .
Du,o and py, respectively.
(V) N) _ _ (N)

P (2. = KZE) =my) =P ZX S

t,j=1,1>j
mnN my
= > P (ZX§N> = k) Py v -k
ko,ke: i=1 i,j=1,i>j

kotke=k,ko,kc>0

€5 V. m BV
= > rwi) = ko>eXp< my s N) PV = ke exp (—2( 2N> }V);V)
’ N

ko,ke: N
kotkc=k,ko,kc>0

Ve N

= exp (‘m?\, JB?\[N) P(W‘S%)N = ko) 'P(Wtim)zv(mN—l) = ke)
o0rkct
kotke=Fk,ko,ke20

Ve
_ 2 *NVN Ny _
= exp <—mN D12v )IP( om2, ) (4 3)
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where we have used that

mn mn £5 3
P (Z xMN = k) = > lH P(WSY = ki) exp < ZBZN)
i=1 i=1 N

(B yevesim py Vi1 oy =

5 13
= exp (—mNENV > (WISJXL)N =k)
D%

y @)
(4,5)°

5 3
Since exp ( 2DZN> ox p( BVEY > exp _m?\/ ZD‘Q/N) exp (_(mN)(V—N%N
N

and a similar reasoning for Y,

forl <mpy <

2D N
{xn and N large enough, we have that . 4.3]) for my > 2 and .> . for my =1 for N
large enough. Thus, because of the Markov property we can successively couple the two processes
4 7 (N)
until Z,, ~ reaches the level ¢y . O

Using the previous Section [3| we will show that for the upper DBPC defined in Definition
[42] the probability of reaching an arbitrary high number of individuals up to a generation is
asymptotically the same as the survival probability of a DBPC whose offspring and cooperation

distributions are respectively Poi ( 2) and Poi(a?) distributed.

Proposition 4.4. (Probability for the total size of the upper DBPC to reach a level by ).

Consider a sequence (bN)NeN with by N—> oo and assume that Vy ~ a/Dy for 0 < a < oo.
— 00

Then, we have
lim P (Elg e Ny :7;1\;) > bN) = m(a).
N—o00 ?

Proof. The claim follows as an application of Proposition Thus, we need to check that
the sequence (ZgN))

(N)

NeN
convergence of Pjuo — pj( ) for every j € Ny. Note that for a given j we can choose N large

enough, such that j < /y and hence

N N) . Vi
pg u)o - ]P)(W(E,I) = J) exp (_ ]l\;?\[N> .

satisfies the assumption of Proposition Let us first consider the

2
We now set uy := %. By the choice of £ and since we assumed that Vi ~ av/ Dy we

have uy — % Thus, by continuity it follows that

1 ARIE: a2\’ 1 a? a
Jj- o _*N'N - o — .
()" et “N)exp( D} >N300<2> j!exp( 2> p3<\/§>'

Thus, we showed that pgjz)o — D; (%) as N — oo for every j € N. Analogously one can show

that p( ) p;(a?) as N — oo for every j € N. Next we need to check that the first and second

J,u,c
moment of the offspring and cooperation distribution converge.

Let X (™) be distributed according to the offspring distributions (pg u)o) . of the upper DBPC
J>

(ZN)). Then

In+1

[(N)} ij%?o




Since Iy — oo, we have

UN J—
R DD T
j=0
It follows that
5173\ & 1 ., /513 In—1 (un)’ _, a2
exp( D2 )Z:: UN (71)'6 N—uNeXp<— DIQV) JZZ(:) il e UN —>7
and
VR (V)
(€N+1 ij £N+]-) (1—6Xp (— D]2V )P(Wo,l <€N)>~
Now by Markov’s inequality follows that
E[(W,1)?] un +u
P(WY <ey)=P(Wi)2<i)>1-——2 2 -1 NN
(i <) = (i 2 ) 20 OBy e
Hence
BV In+1
(b +1) Zpypo 1) (1 (B ) 4 a2
N N
(€N+1)£5 V3 2 In +1
< ——F—— + (un +uy) 0.
D3, N
Consequently
™), @
E [X } -

as N — oo. Similarly, we have for the second moment

]E{(X(N)ﬂ _ %jz (un)’ %e_w exp ( 511\/)‘2/3) by +1 (1 - ij N 0)

Jj=0

The second term again vanishes in the limit by the same argument as before just that we use the
2 3
Markov inequality for the third moment such that ]P’(W(EJY) <Iy)>1- %, which yields
’ N
that

(b +1)263,V3 Iy +1)?
(n +1)? 1*21"(?0 —%HUN+3U?V+U?V)(N€%%O,
N N

as N — oo and
VS In Y €5 V3 In— 2 In— 1
exp ( N ) Z 2 N — exp ( D2 ) uUuN | Un Z .

Now one can show analogously as before that

E[(X™)?] - “; + %4.

For the expectations and the second moments of the cooperation distributions one argues
analogously, except that one shows convergence to a? and a? + a*, respectively. O
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4.2 Lower bound on the invasion probability on a complete graph
4.2.1 Lower bound on the probability to infect at least N° many hosts

We first aim to show that the total number of infected hosts until the parasite population dies out
or N¢ hosts are infected for € > 0 small enough can be lower bounded by the total size process of
a DBPC. This DBPC we introduce next.

Definition 4.5. (Lower discrete branching process with cooperation)

4
Let by — o0 and s < § < 1 satisfying M € o(1). Let Z§N) = (Z(]Z)) be
N—roo Dy ] 9%/ geNo

a branching process with interaction wzth Z (N)

distributions (N) _ ( (.N)> and ( (N)> with
Pro Pjto) ien, p& Pjte) en,

= 1 almost surely, and offspring and cooperation

) NV
A0, = P =y (a5 ).
N

forall0 < j <fn and

(V)

In
._ (V)
pOEo' _ij,f,o’
j=1

as well as

IN Vi
b= POV = jyesp (355 ).
N

forall0 < j </tn and

In
N) (N)
e =1 D P
j=1

Denote by ZEN) = (Z(N)) where 7;{\2) =
g€Ng ’

7o ZZ(JZ), that is 7;],\? gives the total size of

ZgN) accumulated till generation g.

Proposition 4.6. Consider a sequence ({x)yey and 3 < 8 < 1 with {y = N¢ N ® fore >0
— 00

such that Ww € o(1). Introduce the stopping time
N

O’éi\,[’)o ;= inf {g € Ny : 7;{\? >N or Zéf\g) = O} .
Then

lim P (J(N) > 78 vg < <N>) —1. (4.4)

N—oc0

Proof. As in the proof of Proposition Vi = o(1) it is unlikely, that up to the

first generation, at which the total infection process reaches size £, an infection occurs due to
more than a pair of parasites. Consequently for a coupling whp we can only focus on infections
generated by pairs of parasites, and do not need to treat infections generated by at least 3 parasites.
Now consider a complete graph with exactly my < ¢y infected vertices and with at most / — 1
empty or infected vertices. The number of new infections generated on such a graph in the next
generation can be lower bounded by the number of infections arising in the following experiment:
Consider Dy boxes and myVy balls. Distribute the balls uniformly at random into the boxes.
Assume a new infection is created for each of the first Dy — ¢5 boxes that contains at least two
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balls. Let A,,, be the number of infections generated in this experiment and let By, be the event
that exactly k& of the Dy — £ first boxes contain exactly two balls and all other boxes have at
most one ball. We have

P (I = Al g =m) =1
and

P(A, = k) > P(By).

We will show below that there exists a constant C; > 0 such that for IV large enough

N N
‘IP(Bk) _P (Z_;QJZ = Kz :m)’ (4.5)
< (m?vvj%>k leXp <_m?\,vﬁ,> <01VN€§\[) Clé§1vVN
- 2D N k! 2Dy D(ISV D?V
for any k£ with 0 < k < {y.
Since
¢ E
ZN <m?VV]\2,> l'exp ( m%Vﬁ,) (Clngéﬁ\,) + Clgjl\(;VN § 2C1€ZVVN 50
= 2Dy k! 2Dy Dy, D¢, D$,
we can couple the balls into boxes experiment with the lower DBPC ZéN), such that given that
{Zéf\? = m} the event B,(fN) occurs whp, if {Z;[_&e =k} for any k € {0,...¢n} and vice-versa. We

can repeat this argument till Jég)o whp. Indeed, by Proposition it exists Cy > 0 such that
P (Uég)o <y log(log(ﬁN))) — 1, as by analogous arguments as in the proof of Proposition it

)

can be shown that the first and second moment of Z{JZ is uniformly bounded in N. Since

5 Cs loglog(¢n)
(1 B 201£NVN> o

DYy
it follows that we can couple whp subsequently performed balls into boxes problems and ZEN) for
any generation g < Uég)oa which implies (4.4]).
So to finish the proof it remains to show (4.5)).
We start by controlling the probabilities of the events By. By Lemma with Dy, = Dy,
my =my, Vi = Vy and hfy =y we can estimate

(maVa)2\* 1 (mnVi — 205)? 02 Vy
< (/L) = Ay =) N ,
P(Bx) < < 9Dx o P 9DN *P\"py ) (4.6)
and
(V) BV
P(By) >P(Wgy ' =k)exp | — op (4.7)
N

(mNVN72€N)2

3D and N large

for a Poisson distributed random variable WéN) with parameter
enough.
(N

Next we control the transition probabilities of Z, ). Consider independent random variables

(X.(N)) - and (Y(N)) ~ with probability weights pEJZ) and pé]\cf)
S 1<J ’ ?

v (4.9 respectively.
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We have

4
P(x{V =0)=1- ipﬂ}o
=1- Zexp ( éNVN) P (Wéﬁ,) :j)
=1+exp <—3£%‘6/N> exp(— Zexp ( NVN) WO(7 ) _ ])

N
14 14
= exp (3 %‘;N) exp(—un) + exp < ) (N) >IN+ 1) +1—exp <3%‘(st) .
N N

We define the constant i) = exp (— 3ZNV VP(W, (N) >y +1)+1—exp(—358%0) We
N

ug (V) NV
have IP(W >€N+1) EC’)((&),) SO Co 6@( 5 ) where we used that {5 ~ N¢, and thus
: N

‘N
% decays exponentially fast in N.

Let us recall that by definition

I 14
P (Xi(N) = k;) = Me*“N exp (—3 %VN) + cgN)]l{k:O}.

3
N

0 <k </{y. We see that for 0 < k, < ¢ it holds that

]P)%Xi(N):ko: Z H]P’ xM =
Sxas) £ Tirnen),

k1+ +k7m.7k

which allows is to derive the lower and upper bound

P (Z XZ-(N) = k;o> > exp (—3mN E%‘;N) P (WO(JXT)N = ko) and (4.8)
i=1 N

mn
P <ZX§N) - k) < exp (—3mN€]lV)‘;N> P (Wg,,gN =k ) +my ).
; N

where W(SJXL)N ~ Poi(myun) and if k1 + ... + kp,y, = ko, then the number of k; with k; = 0 is at
most my.
Now we obtain analogously as before that

InNV;
P (Y1(,]2V) = 0) = exp (3 JZ)éN> exp(—uy) + V)
N

where the constant is defined as

INV - LNV LNV
(N) .— <_3NN>IP> N) >y _ <_ N N) NVN
M i=exp Y >In+1)+1—exp|—3 €0 ,

DY, ( ) D%, DY,

with YV) ~ Poi(2uy). Similarly as before we arrive at the lower and upper bound

my
(N) _ S Ny _ ofmN\ NV
P ij;qy(m ke _P(WC,(MQN) k) exp< 3( 2) 7, (4.9)
P Z VN = ke | <P (W) =k )exp (-3 ma ) IV () v
1,j=1,1<g () a C,(mZN) ‘ 2 D?\/’ 2 ©



So in summary we have

N N
P (2 =Mz =) =

ZX(N+ Z YZJ)

1,j=1,i<g

_ 3 P <mZN x®™ = k> P % Y = ke
kokekotke=k,ko,ke>0 i ’

i=1 i,j=1,i<j
and hence using (4.8]) and (4.9)) for any 0 < k < ¢y we have for an appropriate constant C > 0

N INVN N N
P(Wo(,m)?v = k)exp ( 3mA DY, ) <P (Z(+) 10 = k|Zg(z,€) = mN)

(4.10)
14
POVLY), = k) exp (=3 30 ) 4 Bocl 4 el 4 el
LN DN
Ny ENVN CE‘}VVN
P(Woym?v—k)exp( 3m3 DY, ) Dy,

Subtracting upper and lower, resp., bounds of the transition probabilities of ZEN) from the lower
and upper, resp. bounds of P(By) and taking the modulus yields (4.5). Indeed, by . and -
we have for a constant C' > 0 that may change from line to line

Pz}, = k2% = my) —P(By)

5 1/3 4
< P(Wo(]:;)? =k) (exp (3m?\, é%‘;}v) — exp <€NVN)> + ClnVy
My
N

DY Dy
o (V2N L (myVn)? GV OV
=\ 2py ) HOP\" 2Dy ) DY T DY

. Vi —20n)2 2 V3 2mA N V)
since exp (_W) < exp (_mN N ) exp myinVN

2 2
DN ) < exp (‘ W;IZJKN) (1 + ENVN) for N
large enough and for an appropriate constant C' > 0 (that may differ from the constant C' used
above) for N large enough. Furthermore, we see that

k
PWN), = k) = (”M> 1 (
o,m?\,

Zex mN(VN72€N)2
2Dx k:' P 2DN
k
Z m?\,Vﬁ, 1— 2£ L exp _mN(VN - 251\[)2
m2,V2\"* 1 my (Vi — 200)2\  CU4V,
> NVYN —exp| - N\VN N _ NVN
~\ 2Dy ) K 2Dy Dy

where we used again Bernoulli’s inequality in the second inequality. Now we have for N large
enough by (6) and (EI0)

P(By) — P(Z&iz = k|2 = my)

v2\" 1 m% (Vi — 20002\ (203 Vy 663,V
< NV~ 1 My N N
_<2DN) k!eXp< *

2Dy

Dy Dy
ClA VN
DY,
< (m?\,vﬁ[)klexp (_mﬁvvﬁ) 03, Vy CZ?VVN'
=\ 2Dx ) & 2Dy D3, D3,
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This yields the claim.
O

As a counterpart of Proposition[£.4] we show that the total size of the lower DBPC of Definition
[45|reaches a level tending to infinity with asymptotically the survival probability of a DBPC whose

offspring and cooperation distributions are respectively Poi (%) and Poi(a?) distributed.

Proposition 4.7. (Probability for the Total Size of the Lower BPI to Reach a Level ky ).
Consider a sequence (kN)NeN with kn N% oo and Vy ~ av/Dy. Then, we have
— 00

lim P (Elg eNg: 20 > kN) = n(a).
N — o0 ’

Proof. This Proposition is shown by the same line of argument as Proposition [£.4] i.e. basically
one applies Lemma [3.8 O

4.2.2 Final phase of an epidemic on a complete graph

In this subsection we are going to show that if the total size of the infection process reaches the
level N¢ for € > 0, then in a finite number of generations, all the hosts are killed. For that we will
intensively use the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.8. Let ¢1(N), p2(N) and ¢3(N) such that ;(N) = o(Dy) fori € {1,2} and p3(N) =
o(Vn). Let H(N) such that it exists € > 0 such that N = o(H(N)) and H(N) = o (v/Dn).
Consider the following experiment: Assume H(N)(Vy — @3(N)) balls are distributed purely at
random into Dy — p1(N) bozes. Denote by GWN) the number of boxes among the first Dy —
©1(N) — p2(N) bozes that contain at least 2 balls. Then it holds:

(i) Define ¢ := inf {z >2:H(N)*l=o (x/DNi_l) } Assume f1(N) satisfies log(H(N)Vy) =
o(f1(N)). Then we have

HAN) _ ) L (HN)H
P (fl( <G ) >1-06 (DNe_l . (4.11)
(i) Let fo(N) — oco. Then we have

P(G™) < HAN)L(N)) 2 1-0 (£ (). (4.12)

A proof can be found in the supplementary material.
Now, introduce

F(N) .— inf{g € Ny :7;1\[) > Na},

(v v s N
;= inf Ng:J > — 5.
it g €0 2 S

Proposition 4.9.

P (™ <7VFM <o) o 1,

N—o00

Proof. If for any generation before 7V ) the number of infected vertices is strictly smaller than
loévm then this would mean that the number of generations until the total size of the infection

process reaches the level N¢ is at least log(N). But this contradicts the fact that it exists a
constant C' > 0 such that

P (?(N) < Clog(log(N)) 7™ < oo) — 1,

which follows from coupling from below with the DBPC of Definition [£.5] and Proposition O
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Lemma 4.10. We have

(N) N¢ —(N) N2£ _
IED(‘]T<N>>1og<zv>“’f<”’< <o) oL

Proof. By definition at generation 7(N) the number of infected vertices is at least %. At

generation 7(™) — 1, whp we have 7(71(\2)71 < NF¥¢ because otherwise we have a contradiction to
Proposition [£.9] Then to bound from above the total number of infected vertices up to generation
7N it suffices to add to N° an upper bound on the number of new infections generated at
generation 7(M). This upper bound is obtained by an application of Lemma with H(N) =
%, ©1(N) = N¢, @2(N) =0, p3(N) = 0, fo(N) = Llog(N) and an arbitrary function f;
satisfying the condition of Lemma

Indeed, since before generation 7(V) the total number of parasites on the graph is at most %v N
the number of new infections generated is controlled from above using the previous experiment. [J

Next choose € > 0 such that for all & € N, 2~¢ +# g Then define k as the largest k € N
satisfying 2¢*1e < B. In particular it holds 2Ffle > g because otherwise 2¥t2¢ < S which
contradicts the definition of k.

Lemma 4.11. Let k € [0,k]. We have

N2ke o N2k+1e
P (J“V) > Ty <

=(N) 1
T(N)Jrk - logak(N)v = log(N) T < OO) — 9

where we set ag :=1, and for all k > 1 we set ay := 2a,_1 + 2.

Proof. We prove the claim via induction over k. For k = 0 the claim follows by Lemmal[£.10] Next
we prove the claim for k£ 4 1 assuming the claim holds for all 0 < j < k.

For the lower bound on the number of infected vertices at generation 7(N) + k + 1, apply Lemma

ke k+1g
with HV) = s, p1(N) = 0, (V) = A2, 9a(N) = 0, f1(N) = log*(N) and
an arbitrary function fs with f3(IN) — oo, which yields that the number of infected vertices at

. . ke \2 2ht
generation 7(N) 4+ k + 1 is whp at least of order 1og21(N) (logj;Y’k(N)) = loé\g‘k‘*'l(N)'

Indeed by considering Dy boxes we lower bound the probability for a parasite to attack an oc-
cupied vertex, which is ﬁ in the case of the complete graph. According to the induction
hypothesis we have considered whp by Lemma the minimal number of parasites which is

N2k5
log™k (N)

Vn. In the balls into boxes experiment new infections are (only) counted when reaching

k+1 e
one of the Dy — ]&W first boxes whereas in the original process there are at least this number
of occupied vertices.

To arrive at the upper bound on the number of empty vertices, apply Lemma [4.8 with H(N) =

k+15
ey #1(N) = H(N), ¢a(N) = 0, p3(N) = 0, fo(N) = log(N) and an arbitrary function

f1 that satisfies the conditions of Lemma [4.8] since in the previous upper bound the number of
k+1,
empty vertices is bounded by ]l\igW' So according to Lemma [4.8] the number of empty vertices

k41, 2 k42,
at generation 7(N) 4k 4 1 is whp at most of order log(N) (ﬁzg(N) ) = ZX)Z(N) . O

Applying Lemma with k = k we obtain

N2E5 o N2' €
P <J<N> > T < 7™ < oo) 1.

TMNM+k = Jog“F(N)’ TNk = log(N

~—
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Define § = % (2E+15 — g) > 0. In the next Lemma we show that at generation k + 1 the number
of infected vertices is at least of order N5+9.

Lemma 4.12.

N B8 _
P (JLN)%+1 > NSO o oo) S

Proof. Here we apply again Lemma [£.8] to obtain this lower bound. More precisely with the

ks k+15
following set of parameters: H(N) = l()gj\(/;QW’ ©1(N) =0, po(N) = ]&W’ p3(N) =0, f1(N)=

2 : . . N2E+1£ B.s
log”(N) and an arbitrary function fs. We obtain that whp I v 7., > o F () > Nzt9 by

definition of 4. O

In the next lemma we show that in one more generation whp any vertex will be reached by at
least 2 parasites, in other words each of the remaining hosts gets infected whp.

Lemma 4.13.

P (7(773)4_%_‘_2 = DN|?(N) < oo) — 1.

Proof. We aim to show that all hosts that have not been infected so far, get infected whp in

generation 7(N) + &k 4+ 2. According to Lemma [4.12| we have whp ']ﬁ\;’)HEH > N&+5. Hence

we have whp at least my = N gJF‘SVN parasites that may infect the remaining hosts. So, the
probability that an up to generation 7¥) + & + 2 uninfected host gets attacked by at most one
of the my parasites (and hence with high probability remains uninfected) can be estimated from

above by
1 o\™ 1o\t 1
1— 1— S —
( DN—1> +( DN—1> "NDy 1

= O(N° exp(—aN?)),

o my — NP2Pvy  NP2NSayDy A6 NP2 s
because F = S—p5 2 ~ Dx =aN P = O(N?).

The number of uninfected hosts at the beginning of generation 7¥) + % + 2 is at most Dy.
Consequently, the probability that at least one of these hosts remains uninfected till the end of
generation 7(N) 4+ & + 2 can be estimated from above by a probability proportional to

Dy N?exp(—aN®) = o(1),

which yields the claim of Lemma {4.13 O

4.3 Proof of Theorem (ii)

Now we have all necessary ingredients to prove Theorem (ii).
The first step is to show

lim sup P (FlsN)) < w(a). (4.13)

N—o0
For a sequence ({y) ¢y introduce the event
FZ(IIVV) = {Hg € Ny : j;N) > éN} .
Then it follows that for all 0 < v < 1 and any sequence ¢y < uDy we have

P (F1§N>) <P (FZ(]JVV)) . (4.14)
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4
Taking a sequence £y satisfying ¢y — oo and ¢ VN € o(1) we have by Proposition that

P(FY) <P(39€No: Zy) > tx) +0(1). (4.15)

Proposition [.4] gives that

7(]\]

. )
lim P (Elg €Ny Z0) > £N> = n(a). (4.16)

In summary combining (4.14)), (4.15) and (4.16|) gives exactly (4.13).

The second step is to show

(N)) > a
1}5%151?(1? )_n<\/27). (4.17)

Proposition [f.6] combined with Proposition [£.7] gives that

. FN) e
1}51330f1p(ageN,Ig ZN)ZW( ) (4.18)

a
A /27L
for £ > 0 small enough. Then Lemmald.13|yields that conditioned on the event {3 g € N, TéN) > N°¢

whp all the vertices on the graph finally get infected. Combined with (4.18]) the claim of (4.17)
follows.

4.4 Proof of Theorem [2.7](i)

In this subsection we prove Theorem [2.7(i). Recall that in this case Vx € o(v/Dn).

We initially start with one 1nd1v1dual, ie. I(g ) = 1. We determine the probability that
the parasite population gets extinct after one generation. For that we consider the following
experiment, where we distribute uniformly at random Vj balls into D —1 boxes. The probability
of extinction after one generation is the same as the probability of the event that all boxes contain
at most one ball. Thus, we get that

™y (Dy — 1)! vy
PR =0 = Gy T v — 1% 2O <_2(DNN—1))’

where the inequality was proven in the proof of Proposition |4.3 E We assumed that Vi € o(v/Dn)

which implies that — 0 as N — oo, and thus the right hand side converges to 1. On

2(D -1
the other hand for any u € (0,1] and N large enough an obvious upper bound for the invasion

probability is P (F&N )) <1-P (Jl(N ) = o). This implies that

lim P(FM) <1- lim P(JY =0) 0.

N—o00

4.5 Proof of Theorem 2.7 (iii)

In this subsection we are going to prove Theorem (iii). In this case /Dy € o(Vy). The proof
is based on using a coupling from below of the total size of the infection process with the total
size of a Galton-Watson process whose offspring distribution is close to a Poi ( ) distribution
until a level N, with 0 < a < (3 is reached or until the process dies out. This coupling is possible
for any a > 0 which yields that the total size of the infection process reaches the level N with
asymptotically probability 1. Then by choosing o > /2 one shows that there exists a generation in
which there are at least N® infected individuals, for some & > 3 /2. In the subsequent generation,
all remaining hosts are infected, in the same manner as in Subsection
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We will show

. —(N)
lim P (3 27, = Dy) =1
Aim P39 €No: Jy N ,
which shows the claim of Theorem [2.7(iii).
The first step is to couple (S(N),j(N),R(N)) to an infection process (S(N),j(N),’R(N)), in
which infections are only generated by pairs of parasites originating from the same vertex, but not
if a host gets infected only by parasites stemming from different vertices. We will show that

TN URM ¢ 7M™ URM, vg € N,. (4.19)

For every vertex x we only need to determine once to which neighbours the Vi offspring

parasites move, since afterwards the vertex cannot be used anymore. We denote by ’H(N)
{1,...,Dn}\{z} the set of all vertices which are occupied by at least two or more of the Vy
offspring parasites generated on x after their movement. With this we can build the coupling of
the two processes step by step. We consider for both processes the initial configuration where only
vertex 1 is currently infected and all other vertices are susceptible, i.e.

N N N o(N) F(N S(N
(S, N R = (88, I RV = ({2,..., Dn}, {13, 0).

Then assume that we constructed the process until generation g > 0. Then from g to g + 1 the
dynamics are as follows

e = |J HINEMURM), S =8SMN\FE)  and  RUD =RMUIM.
:CEJ(N)

In words every vertex y € HgN) which is attacked by at least two parasites that are originating
from a single vertex = € Jg(N) is added to J, (ivl) , except for vertices which were already attacked
at a previous generation, i.e. y € Jy 7Ny R(N). Furthermore, all previously infected hosts Jy 7N

are declared as removed and all vertices which were infected in this generation jg(fl) are removed
from the set of susceptible vertices.

In the process (S V), g RN )) cooperation from different infected vertices for the spread
of the epidemic is allowed. Since we defined movement parasites independent from the generation
at which vertices get infected, we have

TN URM ¢ g URM vg € Ny, (4.20)

almost surely. As by cooperation only more infections are generated, it is not possible that a
vertex x which is susceptible for both processes at a generation g gets infected at generation g +1
for the process (S(N), j(N),R(N)) but not for the process (S(N)7 j(N),’R(N)).

The infection process (S () g(N) RN )) is monotone with respect to the parameter Vi, in
contrast to the original process (S(N),J(N),R(N)). Now let a > 0 and consider nga) = av/Dn

as well as (g(N’“),j(N’“),ﬁ(Nﬂ)) to be the analogously defined infection process. Infections
are only generated by pairs parasites originating from the same vertex as well as the number
of parasites generated at an infection event is Vjs,a). Since we assume that Dy € o(Vy) it fol-

lows for N large enough that VJE,a) < Vn. Thus, by monotonicity it follows that we can couple
(S(N’“),j(N’“),R(N’“)) and (S(N),J(N),R(N)), such that

R(N,a) | 7(Na) RIN) () 7(N)
Ry UTy Y <Ry U Ty (4.21)
For the sequence of processes (g(N’“), j(N’“), ﬁ(N’“)) we can show (by a coupling with Galton-

Watson processes) that the probability to infect eventually N host is asymptotically lower
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bounded by the survival probability ¢, of a Galton-Watson process with Poi(%) offspring distri-
bution. The proof of this statement can be found in the proof of Lemmal6.3] where this statement
is formulated, in the supplementary material (since it can be shown by very similar arguments
that have been used to show Proposition 4.7 in [BP22]).

Because this result is true for any a > 0, taking the limit when a goes to oo gives, together

with (4.21)) and (4.20)

. —=(N) a
: > =1. .
Jim P (ag eNg: TV >N ) 1 (4.22)
Now let g < a < f and introduce

F%\Q = inf{g € Ny :j!(]N) > N"} ,

™) . g s N }
Tare = inf eNg:J > .

N {g T g’ (V)

Then one can show as in Proposition [£.9] that

P (T}VZX) <7 < oo) -1
Indeed, if for any generation before ?5\1,\9 the number of infected vertices is strictly smaller than
% then this would mean that the number of generations to reach the level N® for the total
size of the infection process is at least log2(N ). But this is in contradiction with the couplings of
(4.20) and (6.12)) and Lemma 5.5 from [BP22].
Then using a similar approach as in the proof of Lemma [4.13] one shows that

P (7:%3) = DY) < oo) 1. (4.23)

Finally combining (4.22)) and (4.23) it follows that
P <E|g €Ny Sj;N) = DN) — 1,

which completes the proof.

5 Invasion on a random geometric graph on [0, 1]"

To start with we show that G(N) is with high probability fully connected and is fairly dense in the
sense that the number of vertices contained in every ball of radius ry is of order N¥.

Lemma 5.1. 1. The graph GV = (VIN) €W s fully connected with high probability as
N — oo.

2. Let %Hﬂ <y < B. Then, it holds that

lim P(V™) A B,y (2)] = NP — (n+ DN va e [N 1— INP1") =1 and
N—0c0
lim PV A B,y (2)] < NP+ (2n+ )N+ Vo e [ANF1 1 - INF1]") = 1,

N—o0

Proof of Lemma[5.1. Choose 0 < v < 8 and 0 < £ < /2. The idea of the proof is to define
disjoint boxes B(l) with | = (I1,...,1,) € N with side length N which cover the whole unit
box, i.e. [0,1]™ C |J B(I). In the second step we gain control on the asymptotic number of Poisson
points contained in every box simultaneously, i.e. we will show with the help of Lemma that
every box contains N7+ N7/2T¢ many points with high probability. A technical problem is that we
defined our Poisson point set VI¥) only on [0,1]™. Not for every N are we able to perfectly cover
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the unit box with our boxes B(l) such that [0,1]" = [J B(). Thus, we need to extend our Poisson
point set. This can be easily done by sampling independent Poisson points with intensity measure
Ndz on [0,2]™\[0,1]”. We denote this Poisson point set by V4. Now we set V5, := V) UV, so
V} is a Poisson point set on [0,2]" with intensity measure Ndz.

Let us set M := {0,..., kaTv]}" and M := {0,..., LNFTWJ}” . Define boxes of side length
N+ by setting B(l) = [O,N%)” + 1, where [ € M. Set k := |[M| and k := |M]|. For these

boxes we have
U B0 coa"c | B0
leM leM

Set Xy :=|B(0) N V4|, where 0 = (0,...,0) € R" then

X ol 7
IP( AN = Nt < [BU)nVE| < N7 + N%+s}) —P(N"2 Xy - N7 < 1),
leM
According to Lemma where we control the size of Poisson random variables via moderate
deviations,

lim filog (IP’(N_;Y_E\XN - N7 >1)) =1

n—soo N2¢€
This implies that

2e

log (P(N~2%| Xy — N| > 1)) = —— (1 + h(N*))

1=y

= |™ with Bernoulli’s inequality

where h(z) € o(1) as z — oco. Since k = [N

2e

(- BV 3~ N> 1) 2 1 [V e (-

(1 A(N%))) > 1

as N — oo. Thus, we have shown that all boxes (B(l)),.3; simultaneously contain with high
probability N7 &+ N2 ¢ many Poisson points as N — oc.

1. The first claim is a direct consequence of what we just showed. Let | € M, i.e. we consider a
box B(I) C [0,1]", then it follows that every vertex 2 € V™) contained in B(l) is connected
to every other vertex contained in the same box B(l) since v < (. This means that the
vertices in a box B(l) form a complete graph for every | € M. Furthermore, for N large
enough it holds that 2N <N %, and thus every vertex contained in a box B(l) is
connected to every vertex contained in all adjacent boxes B(I’).Thus, we have shown that
the random geometric graph with vertex set VIV 0| J,c,, B(1) forms a connected graph with
high probability. It only remains to argue that every vertex € V) 1[0, 1]\ U, B(D)
is connected to its neighbouring box. Note that a vertex z € V) 1 [0,1]"\ e, B() it
holds B, (x) N U,cps B(l) # 0 since v < 3. Hence, for N large enough these vertices are
connected to its closest box B(l) with high probability, since with high probability every box
B(l) is non-empty for N — oo.

2. Every ball B, (z) C [0,1] contains LNLTJ” many boxes of length N =". This means that
with high probability every ball B, (z) C [0,1] contains at least LNH%J"(NV — N3te)
many vertices. Note that

B—~

N5 H(NT = N3+e) >(N*

(n—1)B+~
n

—1)"(NY = N2*+) = N® —nN +R_(N),

where R_(N) = —NP=3+¢ 4 o(NF~3+2). Since

v _(n=1)B+y 2
’B_§< n {:}(n+2)BS’Y
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for all n > 1, and thus we can choose € small enough such that R_(N) consists only of lower
order terms with the leading order term having a negative sign. This means that for N large
enough it follows that

[N M(NT = N#+e) > NP — (n+ 1)NP-3+e,

If B, (x) C [0,1], then it is covered by (| N o
as before that

| 4+2)™ many boxes. Thus, we obtain similar

1)/ +v

Y| 4 2) (N — N3+e) < NP 4 2o N2 4 R (N),

(N
where Ry (N) = NB-3+e 4 O(NB_%+E) such that we again for N large enough we get that

B—xv

(LN

(n—=1)B+~

| +2)"(N" = N2+) < NP 4+ 2n + 1)N

O

Remark 5.2. The optimal choice of v to minimize the order of the error term is to choose
close to 2_%”6, which leads to an order close to

boBpe_(ntl),

But the result of Lemma[5.1] does not allow for this choice. Thus, one reasonable choice would for

example be v = 3in,8, then we get that the order of the error term is

LoD (22

which yields for n =1 the value %5,

5.1 Upper bound on the invasion probability

To derive an upper bound on the invasion probability we couple whp the total number of infected
hosts from above with the total size of a DBPC whose laws are approximately Poisson distributed
until the DBPC dies out or reaches at least the level /.

Let dn ¢ := NP — (n+1 )Nn+dﬁ and x4 = NP+ (2n +1 )Nﬁgﬁ According to Lemma
and Remark . whp every ball B, contains at least dy ¢ and at most du,, vertices x € yw

Definition 5.3. (Upper DBPC)

Let £ —> oo satisfying {n € o(loglog N). Let Zg ) = (Z_(g )) be a branching process with
9g€Ny

interaction wzth Z(N) =1 almost surely, and offspring and cooperation distribution with probability

weights pu,o) = (pgjz)o)jEN and py,c = (p§Nu)C) . respectively with
0 J 0

0 (=B (BN LB (20
0 20N 4 SN0 7! 20N Py ,

for all0 < j </{n and

(N) _
PonFiuo = I_ijuo’

as well as
_ 22 In p2 J 922 In 2
pgli)c — ((UN %) (1 2 £N>> 'lexp ( (on —£%) (1 2 €N>> :
’ ONu ONe J! ON,u N
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for all0 < j </{n and

(N .
pZN-i-luc'_ ijuc'
Denote by ZELN) = (7;]_\;)) where 7; u) = ZSIZ), that is Zéu gives the total size of
’ gE€Ng ’

Z™) accumulated till generation g.

Proposition 5.4. (Probability for the total size of the upper DBPC to reach a level ay ).
Consider a sequence (LLN)NGN with an N—> oo and assume that vy ~ av/dy for 0 < a < oo.
—00

Then, we have

lim P (ag €Ny : 20

> aN) = 7(a).
Proof. This proposition is proven analogously as Proposition [£.4] i.e. one can show that the as-
sumptions of Lemma [3.8] are satisfied and then the claim is a consequence of this lemma. O

Proposition 5.5. Consider a sequence ({n)ycy with {n N O satisfying € € o(loglog(N)).
—00

Introduce the stopping time
7)) = inf {g eNg: ZN) >ty or Z(N) = 0} _

Then 7(N) ) ( :
dim P(T <7 vg < 7)) =1
and

lim P (I(N - O‘Z = 0) —1.
zN oxu

N —o0 LN 0

Proof. For the proof couple the infection process with another model, that uses the same infection
rules but assumes that every generation empty vertices are reoccupied by an host. This increases
only the number of infections. Denote by IV) = (I éN)) geN, the corresponding process that counts

the number of infections generated in this modified model. We have I, éN) < f(gN) a.s. Next we

show that féN) < Zg(,f:? whp for all g < Te(](\),). We say that in generation g we have k )

infections, if féN) = k and we say that in generation g we have k ZgN) infections, if Zé%) = k.

Start with generation g = 0. Since initially only a single vertex is infected, in the first generation
only CoSame infections are possible. As in [BP22] we can couple I; M) with 2N such that

1,u

P (fl(N) < Z§’Nu)) >1- o( ) for any € > 0, see Proposition 3.2 in [BP22]. Next we proceed

iteratively. Assume in generatlon g m = my vertices are I infected. If m = 1 we can use
the coupling as in generation 0 and add independently additional CoSame and CoDiff infections
according to the distribution DBPC in Z&N), if Z{Z) >1

If m > 1, let vy, ..., v, be the infected vertices and denote by D; the set and by D; the number
of vertices in the ball of radius rx around vertex v; for ¢ = 1,...,m. For y € {0,1}" denote by D,
the set and by D, the number of vertices that are contained in all balls that are centered around
vertices v;, @ € 1,...,m which have a 1 at the i-th position of the vector y and are not contained
in the other balls. So for example for m = 3 Dgg; gives the number of vertices that are contained
only in the ball around vertex 3, but not in the balls centered around vertex 1 and 2.

For a vector © = (@1, ..., %m, 1,2, 1,3, -os Tm—1,m) € Nm+(7§') denote by E, the event that
(i) in the next generation x; CoSame infections occur caused by exactly two parasites generated
on vertex v; for ¢ = 1,...,m, x;; Codiff infections occur caused by exactly two parasites being
generated on vertex v; and vertex v; for ¢,j € {1,...,m} with ¢ < j and all other vertices get
attacked by at most one parasite.
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To determine the probability of the event E, we distinguish different cases. Let for y € {0,1}™
denote by zy ; the number of CoSame infections caused by parasites generated on vertex ¢ attacking
vertices in D as well as by z7 ; ; the number of CoDiff infections generated by parasites from vertex
i and j that are attacking vertices in Dy as well as 2} ; the number of parasites originating from
vertex j and attacking a vertex without any other parasite in D;. The probability of E, is given
by the sum of the probabilities of infection patterns corresponding to vectors (x Dy (xlc” j)y and

(Tryig)isj With >0 a0, = @i, >0 @y, = x5 and xj, i = = 0, if the ith or ]th coordinate of y

is 0, su.c'hthat Dy.—§y.>0withg o+ ZJ Sit1 g, ; for allyE{O 1}™. The
probability of an infection pattern according to the vectors 2 = (x5 )y and ¢ = (27 ; )y j
is given by the product of the three factors p,(x°, x¢), p.(x°, z¢) and p,(x°, x¢) representing the
CoSame, CoDiff and single infections with

=1 (7)o i, 25 2

=1 Y,1°

where T, ; = ZJ 17y ;- The factor (x)--- (vazgxiq)) gives the number of possibilities
to choose x; palrs of parasites from the vy parasites generated on vertex i, for ¢ = 1,...,m,
dﬁyi% w0 gives the number of possibilities to choose for zj ; pairs of parasites a locatlon
in Dy, when we already distributed the pairs of parasites generated on vertices j = 1,...,i — 1 on

D,. D,lmi is the probability to place the pairs of parasites exactly on these locations in D .

%z‘j)! (vn _£2,z‘,j>!
=11 H ’

— Ly zi ) (v — Lo — T 5)!

i=1j= z+l
H (Dy _@y,i,j)! <1>%:M (1>$%M 1
Y (Dy — Lyij — 5”;”)' D; D; (Ty,i,5)!

with xl g = 2T "‘Ze iv1 Tigand Ty ; 5 = 2%"‘22 188,55 Ly i 5 Zk 1%y, k+Z Ze kb1 Ty 0T
!
St i+1%y - The factor (o 1)) 7 gives the number of possibilities to choose x; ; parasites

(ON—2y ; j—Tij
from the parasites generated on vertex ¢, when the parasites for the CoSame infections as well

as the parasites for the CoDiff infections of the vertex pairs (i,i + 1), ..., (i,j — 1) have already

been determined. The factor Dy =2y J)’

D, ] (I ol gives the number of possibilities to choose
7y i y ©,J

in Dy the zj ; ; locations for the pairs of paraswes generating a CoDiff infection from vertex i

and j, when the locations for the CoSame infections as well as for the CoDiff infections of vertex

pairs (1,2), ..., (¢,j — 1) have already been determined. Finally, the factor (%) o (ﬁ) s
i J
the probability to place the pairs of parasites generating the CoDiff infections on exactly these

locations.

m

m i—1 r
_ H D; —2z; — Zj:i—l—l Li,j — Zj:l xi,] D Z] 1 ng vy +1
B D; D; '

i=1

pr is the probability to place the remaining parasites all onto different vertices.

To analyse the above probabilities, consider only those configurations (zj ;)y.i, (¥ ; ;)y.i,; With
positive entries for vectors y for which 1/D, € o(1/(dn)'~¢) for some £ > 0 (independently of N)
and only values xz;,z; ; < ¢y, because the sum of the remaining probabilities is O(dy°). Under
this assumption we can estimate

o oy - B2 Dy - BN 1
po>HH( ) D (5.1)
' |

i=1 Yy’
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ty _ (vw— ZN)Z Dy -ty 52

2 p,- We can write

Then by setting

2 \2 m p2
for Poi(ay;) distributed random variables Y; with an; = (ngs_zf[:) (1 - QDZiN) Since an,; >

922 m 2 m . .
(UgéNé,fL’) (1 — 25;3;) =: ay we have (0.1) > [[;2; P(Y = ;) exp(an) with Y ~ Poi(an).
Similarly, we have

m m D, — g2\ Fvid 1 \%vei

> H H _ £2 22 H (%NHN) (5N’u) P
i=1j=i+ Yy

> H H ]P(YQ = xi,j) eXp(ZaN)

1

+

-
Il
_

J=1

with Y5 ~ Poi(2ay).

Furthermore p, > exp (—m2

aN) for NV large enough, since m > 2. Consequently, we have

(HIP’Yl_a: H H ]P’YQ—ZEM>

k=1/{=k+1

Furthermore, we have
P(Uy g<on Ez) =1 —0(1),

where we write < ly, if ; < ¢y and x; j < £y for all 4,5 € {1,...,m} with j > .
Since for any 0 < k < {y

P (2 = klZ{) = m)

g—1lu

= Z H Ylf:czH HIP’YQ—iL’M

(m) i=1 k=1/4=k+1

m+
zeN Ty w3 2y T =k

we can couple (I,) and (Z,.,), such that I, < Z,,, whp for any g < 7/ o. O

5.2 Lower bound on the invasion probability
5.2.1 Establishing invasion

In this section we show that in the random geometric graph the level N¢ is reached with at least
the probability with which a well chosen lower DBPC reaches this level.

Consider the ball of radius “J* centered in the initial infected vertex. According to Lemma
and this ball contains whp at least g’—f —(2n + l)N%gﬁ and at most g—f + (2n+ 1)N%sﬁ

vertices. We are interested in the probability that at least N¢ get infected for some 0 < € < %
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Definition 5.6. (Sub infection process)

Let x. be the center point of [0,1]™ and xg € VIN) be the vertex with the smallest distance to x..
The sub-infection process JWN) = (Jg)g>0 is defined on the complete neighbourhood C(x.) of x.,
introduced in the sketch of the proof of Theorem that is contained in the ball B, jo(x.). We

set JO(N) = {zo} N B, 2(zc) C I(()N). Assume the process is defined up to generation g > 0.
Then conditional on U(Sr(nN),I,giN),R%V), N o < g) let jg(j_vf C I!Ei\_q be the set of all infected
hosts contained in B, /2(x.) generated by previously infected hosts x & ._7g(N). We again set

I = |jg(N)| for all g > 0.
Note that by Lemma the the ball B, />(x.) is not empty.
For any sequence (an)nen define
N) .. 7N
TéN) .—1nf{gEN.I£(7 ) zaN},

7((111\5) ;= inf {g eN: TgN) > aN} .
Lemma 5.7. (Coupling between JN) and an infection process on a complete graph)

Let (HéN)) be an infection process on a complete graph as in Section with EN vertices
g€Ng

5. . . L~ nt2 8 . .
where dy is the number of vertices in B (%\’), and with Uy := Pt — N3 2 offspring parasites. In

particular we have vy ~ \/% (IN. Then one can show that 7™ can be coupled whp from below

with HN) until T(N) reaches the size N¢, more precisely

P (Vg < 7ne, V) = HM) — 1.
N —oc0
Proof. The complete graph has the same number of vertices as the number of vertices contained
in B (%\’) Every time that an infection in the process J) occurs, vy parasites are generated,
but only those that are moving to vertices in B (%V) will create infections that are counted in the
sub infection process J). We need to control from below how many among the vy parasites
will move to a vertex in B (%\’) This control needs to hold for at most N¢ infections. Using
a similar approach as in Lemma [6.5] and Remark [5.1] we can show that for each of at most N¢

infections, the number of parasites, that are moving to vertices within B(*3"), is bounded from

n B n
below by % — Nwiss whp, where we used that there are whp between g—i\{ + (2n + l)NTﬁﬁ

vertices in B (%") and between dy + (2n + l)N%gB many neighbors for each of the infected
vertices. Consequently, as we have set vy = gf — N ] only less less infection con be created
in the infection process H™) compared to JN).

The only problem that could happen to make the coupling fail is that one infection generated
from V) is on an empty vertex (generated due to J (V) or due to the global process IV )). This
creates no infection in J®) but it is actually be counted in H™). However, such an event is
possible only if in the original process, two pairs of parasites are pointing to the same vertex in
B (%V) (at the same or at different generations). In particular this event is contained in the event
that at least one vertex in B (%V) is hit by at least four parasites up to generation 7y-. But
until generation 7 e less than N¢ vertices get infected cumulative over all generations. So it is
possible to estimate from above the probability that such an event happens before generation 7 ye
by estimating the probability of the event A in the following experiment: Assume N¢vy balls
placed uniformly at random into dy boxes and we are interested in the event A that it exists
(at least) one box containing at least four balls. Indeed, the probability of the event A gives an
upper bound, all balls (corresponding to parasites in the original process) are put into dn boxes
(parasites have a large choice of vertices to move to). This increases the probability for one box

to contain four balls.
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We upper bounded the probability of A as follows
P (4)

4
d n 1 N4s
< <N +(2n + 1)Nn¢§ﬁ> (Neuy)* — = o( ) — 0,
on t;% _ (2n + 1)N7n+3ﬁ dn N—oo

because € < %

So JV) can be coupled with H™) such that whp HéN) < Jg(N) for all g < 7T pe. O

Lemma 5.8. Using Lemma and the results of Section[], one can show that

o —(N) . a
> >
1}5&1&@(3961\1,19 _N)_w(ﬁ>,

\/T) is the survival probability of a DBPC with offspring and cooperation distribution

Poi (%) and Poi (;—j)

where m (

5.2.2 Increasing from a total number of N¢ infections to N%+% infections within a
single box

Cover the space with non-overlapping boxes, such that all boxes except those having with the
boundary of [0,1]™ a non-empty intersection, have an edge length r and such that one of the

boxes is centered around x(()N). Label the boxes and denote by K the set of labels and by V,EN) the
set of vertices in box k. Furthermore, denote by LSN)(k) the number of infected vertices in box k

in generation g.
Lemma 5.9.

’?S\J,\Q < oo) — 1.

NE
P(3g <7V 3k e K, 1M (k) >
(gTNv e rTg ()—log(N)

Proof. For any sequence (ay)nen introduce the following set
Bl(llx) ={keK:3g< aN,ISEN)(kJ) > 1}

At each generation a parasite may move a distance of at most ry. So in dimension n, in ay
generations, the number of balls of diameter ry that can be reached is (2ay + 1)™. This gives

that | BN | < (2ay + 1)™.
Using the coupling from below with the DBPC until generation 7%\9 and applying Proposition
to the DBPC we obtain that it exists C' > 0 such that

P (?%i) < C'log(log(N))[7Y < oo) 1. (5.2)

Combining these two results we obtain that whp ’B:(\,IV))‘ < (2Clog(log(N)) + 1)".
NE

(NV)

If for any generation before 7 1\?2 )

the number of infected individuals in any of the balls of BEJ(\J[V is
TNE

smaller than LN), this would mean that the total number of infected individuals up to generation

log(
75\]/\9 would be upper bounded by % (2Clog(log(N)) +1)" log " (N) = o(N*®), which gives a

contradiction. O

Next let o¥) be the stopping time, at which for the first time in one of the balls at least L)

log(N
hosts get infected

€
o) = inf{g eEN: ke K, IM (k) > N }
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The last lemma exactly states that

P (o) < PR <o0) 1.

N—o0

Now we will show that after a finite number of generations after generation o(N)| there is whp one
box with at least N3 +9 infected vertices, where § > 0 is small enough.

To achieve this goal, we will argue in the same way as we have done in Subsection [4.2.2)

Choose € > 0 such that for all g € N, 29 # g Then define g as the largest g € N satisfying
29+1e < B. In particular we have 2971 > g because otherwise we would have 2972¢ < 3 which is
a contradiction with the definition of g.

Define

NE
V) .= K: 1N (k) > :
s {k €K I 2 o (5.3)

the set of boxes that contaln at least ; ( N) infected vertices in generation o) . By definition of

o) if oY) < o0 then SM) is not empty almost surely.

Lemma 5.10. We have

—=(N)
( o= IOg(lu)

Proof By definition, at generation o) —1 the number of infected vertices in each box i is at most
and the total number of boxes that have been infected is at most whp (2C log(log(N)) + 1)".

log(N )
To show that I S_( 13) < g(z ;,), we will control the number of infections in each box by applying a
similar argument as in Lemma in the context of the complete graph.

. —(N . ..
At generation oY) —1 whp we have T S_( 13)71 < N°¢ because otherwise we would have a contradiction

to Lemma Then to bound from above at generation o) the total number of infected vertices
up to this generation, it suffices to add to N¢ an upper bound on the number of new infections
generated in generation o).

In each box, there are at most log( N) vy parasites that will move. Because of the sizes of the boxes,
each box can receive infections from outside only due to its 3" — 1 neighbouring boxes. To arrive at
an upper bound on the number of new infections generated in a box one can compare the situation
e —(2n+ 1)N%§ﬁ — N¢ boxes.

Put (3" —1) %UN balls into the boxes purely at random and count the number of boxes that

contain at least two balls. Applying Lemma Equation (4.12)) with H(N) = (3" —1) %,

P1(IN) = N%, pa(N) =0, p3(N) =0 fo(N) = (Bnil)Q (2010;80‘%;](\/]\),))“)“, we obtain the result for

each box. Choosing fo(N) = © (%) and because whp at most (2C loglog((N)) +1)" =

O (log(log(N))) boxes got so far infected, whp the result is true for all the boxes, according to
Lemma see Equation (4.12)). This implies that the number of empty vertices at generation

o is whp at most - ogllog + 2 = -
) i wh (3~ 1 255 (:Clogllog(N) +1)" (V) = iy -

with the following balls-into-boxes experiment: Consider dy :=

Lemma 5.11. Let g € [0,g] we have

N2gs N29+15

(Vk € S(N) I (1\2)+q(k) > W, and IO_(N)+g < m F(N) OO) — 1,

where ag = 1 and for all g > 1, a9 = 2ag_1 + 2.

Proof. The proof is obtained by induction. First for g = 0 the result is given by Lemma [5.10
Then let g < g—1, assume the result is obtained for 0 < j < g. Now we will show the result for g+1.
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To derive the lower bound on the number of infected vertices in a box k € SO at genera-
tion o) + g + 1, one can consider only the infections generated due to infected vertices inside

this box. According to the induction hypothesis there are at least ; infected vertices in the

"9 (N )
95

box. Among the parasites generated on these vertices, at least bgzﬁ 2%1) N — N %) of them will

move the vertices in the box. Then it suffices to apply Lemma Equation (4.11)) where dy in this

n e 9+1g
Lemma is equal to 5w NB—i—(27”L—i—1)Nn;J:§’@7 with H(N) = 5= 1c1>\§N)7 ©1(N) =0, p2(N) = II\Z;W=

w3(N) = N % , (V) = 102%,9}”, which gives that the number of infected vertices at generation

" 9. 2 g+1,
o) 4+ g+ 1 is whp at least of order 102 b (i X ) =

(V) \ 27 Tog=a (™) Togma I (N - Decause there are whp

at most O (log(log(N))) boxes in SN) and by Equation (&.11]) of Lemma the statement holds
whp for all boxes in SV,

n+2
Indeed considering Q%N B+ (@2n+1)N #+55 ball lower bounds the probability for a parasite to move

to an occupied vertex, because whp there are at most 1 L NP+ (2n+1)N Wb many vertices in the
box. Furthermore, according to the induction assumptlon we have considered the minimal number

29¢
of parasites which is Toa™a (V) J\L N ( oy — IN s) and new infections are counted when reaching one of
g+
the 5% Ldy — % first boxes whereas in the original process there are at least this number of
occupied vertices.

To derive the upper bound on the number of empty vertices, we control for each box the number
of new infections generated in generation o¥) + g 4+ 1. Since b-induction the number of empty

29+1,

vertices in generatlon o) +gis ]l\t[)g(N) whp, we apply Lemma |4.8 Equation (4 with H(N) =

n 1y N20F _ N2te _ _ _ 1 log(N)
(3 1) log(N) (V) = log(N) P2(N) =0, pa(N) =0, 2N} = e <2log%+2( )+g+2)n ’

estimate the number of new infection in generation o™ + g + 1 in each box in B! <N)>+g+1 The
29+2,

log(

lemma yields that in each box there are at most og? (V) ( T
2log 2 (N)+g+2

)n new infections whp.

Since there are whp at most (2C log(log(N)) + g + 2)" boxes and since fo(N) = © (log(N)%H)

+
whp for all boxes the number of new infections is bounded from above by 1N : 0 ( log ™)

2log 7+ (N)+g+2> "
see Equation (4 of Lemma Consequently, the total number of empty vertices at generation

[REN (N)
U(N)+g+11swhpatmost N "

2e

29+
= (2Clog(log(N)) + g +2)" < {oxy- U

log

og*(N) (2 log 72 (N)+g+2)

Applying Lemma, forg=g

N2§€ N2§+15
P <Vk € SM I, (k) > e, and T 5 <

=(N) 1
= logay(N), c(N)4g = IOg(N) T < OO) — 1.

Define § = 1 (2§+15 - g) > 0. In the next lemma we show that at generation ¢(™) 4+ g + 1 the

number of infected vertices in each box of S®V) is at least of order N §+6‘

Lemma 5.12.

P (Vk € SMIW), L (k) > N3+ < oo) 1.
Proof. Here we apply again Lemma [4.8] to obtain this lower bound. More precisely with the
15

e g+
following set of parameters: H(N) = 5= logNzW, ©1(N) =0, ga2(N) = ﬁgﬁ’ w3(N) = "N,

+ €
fi(N) = lozgnflv) We obtain that whp I.v) 51 > N

log™9+1(N)

> N5+, by definition of 4. O
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5.2.3 ”Pulled travelling wave” epidemic spread:

We start with a general lemma that we will use multiple times in this subsection. It says that
when a box of diameter £ is fully infected, then in the next generation, all the vertices in the
neighboring area of diameter 2ry — ¢ are visited by at least two parasites whp.

Lemma 5.13. Consider a box of diameter en centered around a point x € [0,1]", denoted by
By, where ey € © (N’ 175/2*‘;) for & > 0 small enough. Assume that the proportion of currently

infected vertices in this box is asymptotically 1. Then in the next generation it follows that all the
vertices on the box centered around x with diameter 2ry — en, denoted by By, are visited by at

least 2 parasites with probability at least 1 — O (ER/NUN exp <7(2f7§)nv1v)>.

Proof. We estimate from above the probability that at least one vertex is visited by at most 1
parasite in the following generation. Denote by K; the number of vertices in B;. One shows
with the same kind of arguments as in Lemma h that (2ry —en)"N — (2n + I)N%ﬁ <K <
(2ry —en)"N + (2n+ l)N%gﬁ € O(dy) whp. Denote by K; = (2ry —en)"N — (2n+ l)N%gB.
Similarly, within By whp at least e, Nuy/2 € ©(e"Nvy) parasites are generated, denote this
number by K. Since Bs is contained in By and B; has diameter 2ry — ey every vertex in Bs is

connected over an edge to any vertex in By. Hence, the probability p that a particular vertex in
B, gets attacked by at most one parasite generated in Bs can be estimated from above by

1\% 1\
pe (1o 1) v (1o )T L
( K, dn; K,

1 ey Nun/2 1 enNun/2—-1 1
<(1-— 2e N 1—— —_—.
—< K1> T ”N( Kl) K,

Consequently, we can estimate from above the probability that at least one of the vertices gets
attacked by at most one parasite by

1 ET&N’UN/Q 1 ER;N’UN/Qfl 1
K 1— — 2e™ N 1— — —_—
! ( K1> TN ”N( Kl) K,

eO (5?VNUN exp (— (22\\[’)”01\;)) ,

from which follows the claim. O

This lemma implies that within one generation all vertices in the box B; get attacked by at
least two parasites whp from parasites generated on vertices in Bs, since € is chosen such that
eron/r% ~ N™. In particular this means that if in By almost all the vertices that are not
contained in B; (which is asymptotically completely infected) are still occupied by a host, then all
these hosts in By get infected in the next generation. This allows us to repeat the same argument

subsequently. Due to the exponential decay of the error term O (5}{,]\7 VN €XP (—%v;ﬂ) we

can apply this argument for many boxes, in particular for the 2" N'~# many boxes of diameter
rn. In particular, this implies that we can show that a pulled traveling wave in any direction is
created by repeating the argument, as long as the invasion is not stopped by a region in which no
susceptible hosts are available anymore and which cannot be crossed by parasites.

However, such a region with a non-trivial proportion of hosts killed and with a diameter of at least
ry — en (such that it cannot be crossed by a travelling wave whp) cannot arise, because if in a
box of size rny — ey at least ky, with ky — oo arbitrarily slowly, hosts get infected by couplings
with DBPCs (which have a positive survival probability) we can show that in this region either a
new infection wave is started or a travelling wave is hitting the box. Consequently boxes cannot
be slowly depleted and we will reach the boundary of [0,1]™ whp after at most

v~ (o () 4
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many generations.

5.3 Proof of Theorem 1) (ii):

Now we have all necessary materials to prove Theorem 1) (ii).
The first step is to show

lim sup P (E&N)> < w(a). (5.5)

N—00

For a sequence ({y) ¢y introduce the event
Then it follows that for all 0 < v < 1 and any sequence £y < u|V(N)| we have
P (E;M) <P (E§N>) . (5.6)
N
Taking a sequence ¢y satisfying £y — oo and ¢x € log(log(NN)) we have by Proposition that
P (Egjj)) <P (Elg €Ny Z0) > eN) +o(1). (5.7)
Proposition [5.4] gives that
. () _
lim P(JgeNy:Z,, >In)=mn(a) (5.8)

N —o0

In summary combining (5.6)), (5.7) and (5.8)) gives exactly (5.5]).

The second step is to show

- (N)) S a
l}&l&fﬂ” (Eu > (\/27 . (5.9)
Lemma 5.8| gives that
. —(N) E) a
> > . .
lim inf P (Elg eNIV > N) > x (\/27> (5.10)

Then Lemma allows to get that for all boxes in the set SN, see (5.3) for its definition, in
a random generation the infection level in these boxes is at least of order NA/2t9 as mentioned
below

P (vkes™, I (k) = NEFEN <o) 1,

Then arguing as in the proof of Lemma [{.13]one can show that all the vertices in the boxes of the
set SOV get killed in one more generation, that is to say

—(N
P (vk € SN, T3 ga(k) = V1) = 1.

And finally using the results from Subsection [5.2.3] one shows that whp every vertex eventually
gets infected conditioned on the event {7V) < oo}, which combined with (5.10) gives (5.9).

5.4 Proof of Theorem 1) (i)

Assume vy € 0 (\/d ) Then using a similar approach as in Subsection which is to show that
whp there are no infected individuals at generation 1, one obtains the result.
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5.5 Proof of Theorem 1) (iii)

In this section we assume v/dy € o(vy). We will prove that
lim P (Elg eNg: TV = |v<N>|> — 1
N—o00

Proof. The proof is split into two parts. First we argue that we can reach with high probability a
level N@ for any a < f8 in a time of order log? (N). In the second part we show that similar as in
the critical scaling the host population is killed by a traveling wave.

For the first part we closely follow the proof of Lelnma and the proof strategy in Subsection
We build in the same way an infection process (S V), ZN) RN )), in which infections are only
transmitted due to parasites originating from the same vertex and U](\?) = a/dy = aN 5 many
parasites are generated. This means a host is only infected if at least two parasites which originate
from the same vertex attack the host simultaneously. Note that dy € o(vy), which means that for
every a > 0 there exists an IV large enough such that vj(\(;) < wvy. Thus, analogously as we showed

in Subsection for every a > 0 we can couple this process to the original infection process
(S(N),I(N),R(N)) such that

IM URM c M URM Vg € Ny,

for N large enough. Denote by H;N) the number of vertices which get attacked by at least two
parasites originating from z. Denote by deg(z) the degree of vertex x € YNV) . Then
o (5 Y) deg(x)!

I
P =) 25 o)~ o) e

where we only consider infections resulting from cooperation from the same edge and ignore
infections generated by groups of 3 or more parasites, since these events happen with a negligible

probability. Recall that oy, = N? — (n + 1)N%5, SnNu=N’+(2n+ 1)N%ﬁ and set
AW = L5y < deg(z) < oy, Yz € VI

By Lemma it follows that IP’(A(N)) — 1 as N — oo. Thus, y¢ and dy,,, act as a uniform
lower and upper bound on deg(x) for all 2 € VYY) with high probability and we can again conclude
analogously as in Proposition 3.5 in [BP22] that

T (" 37Y) deg(x)!
kldeg(z)k  (deg(z) — k — vy )!deg(z)v~—F

(UN — 2aN)2 b 1 ’UJZV 1
> (N SAN)T) N Y (- —
- ( 2deg(z) ! P 2deg(z) deg(z)®
(’UN — 20,1\/)2 b 1 1)12\[ 1
> (v —Zan)" ) 2 - 1— —
= ( 20N kP T 26y, 8,

for 0 < k < ay. This suggests that we can couple the process (\féN) U ﬁ’(N)|9)g>0 with an

appropriately chosen branching process until we reach a level N with o < 5.

Definition 5.14. (Modified lower Galton-Watson Process) Let 0 < § < % and (an)nyen be a

sequence with ay — oo and ay € 0<N§). Furthermore assume (Yn)nen s a [0, 1]-valued

(N) _ (y(V)
1 - (Ytq,l )gGNo
mized binomial offspring distribution Bz'n(Y(N)7 1— 19N), where the probability weights (ﬁ,(CN))

of?(N) are for all1 < j<apn

~(N) (”UN — QG,N)2 k 1 e ’U?V 1 1
. = —_—m — ex — —_——_——
b 20N kP T 26y, )
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sequence with 9y — 0 as N — oco. Let Y be a Galton-Watson process with

keNy




and

an
(N (N
e =1y Y
j=1
Denote by ?;{\l[) = ‘:720 YZ.(;V) the total size of the Galton-Watson process until generation g and
by Y, = (?;{\l]))geNo the corresponding process.

Now let 0 < a < B and define EE\I,\Q = inf{g € Np: |f,£N) UﬁgN)| > N‘X}. One can show
similarly as in proof of Lemma Equation (6.12)) that

]P(@N) URM| > X vg g&%@) -1

as N — oco. Indeed, as in the proof of Lemma [6.3| essentially we need to control the probability
that a) an already empty vertex is re-attacked by at least two parasites moving along the same
edge or b) a vertex gets simultaneously attacked by several pairs of parasites moving along the
same edge.

In the following we will call pairs of parasites moving along the same edge packs of parasites.
Similar as before we need to determine that each pack of parasites generated by an infected
vertex before generation ES\J,\Q is involved in one of the events a) or b) (independently of the other
packs of parasites) with probability at most ¢¥y. In this case we can remove packs of parasites
with probability ¥ such that the number of new infections generated by an infected hosts can
with high probability be bounded from below by the number of offspring drawn according to the
distribution with weights (Pg\l[))keNo from Definition ﬂ for any generation n < EE\Z,\Q.

Next we determine an upi)er bound on the probabilities of the events a) and b).

a) Before generation ES\J,\Q the probability that a pack of parasites originating from a vertex x

attacks an already empty vertex is bounded from above by

N < N N c @( 1 )
deg(x) = 0%, NB — (d+1)N 5P Noze )"
b) Before generation EE\J,\Q, the number of empty vertices in the graph is smaller than N%. The

probability that two packs of parasites coming from 2 different vertices z and y attack the
same vertex is bound by

|V DN\, 3} 1 1 L
deg(z)deg(y) = deg(z) A deg(y) = o Q(Nﬁ)’

where N, = {y € VIV : 2 € £} denotes the neighbourhood of z € VV). An application
of Markov’s inequality yields that the total number of packs of parasites generated before
generation EE\J,\Q is with high probability bounded by N“log(N), as in Lemma 4.8 in [BP22].

Hence, each pack of parasites is involved in an event of type b) with probability at most
Nlog(N) - ()~ = © (5520,

SN‘,, NB—«
parasites is involved in one of the events of type a) or b). For o« < 8 we have 9 € o(1). By the
exact same line of arguments as in Lemma [6.3| one can conclude that

Set ¥y = 28 1eV) £ g (log(N)), then 9 is an upper bound on the probability that a pack of

lim P (ag eNg: T > Na) —1 (5.11)

N—o0

for any o < . Using the same approach as in the proof of Lemma/5.9) where the only difference is
a coupling from below with Galton-Watson processes instead of DBPC, one can show that under
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—(N @
the event {Elg €Ny : Ié ) > NO‘} it exists a box of diameter 7y, in which at least logf!iN) hosts
got infected.
Taking g < a < f and using a similar approach as in the proof of Lemma one shows that it
exists a box of diameter ry where all the hosts are killed and the number of infected individuals
is of the order N”. Then arguing as in Subsection [5.2.3 one shows that whp every vertices are

killed by the infection process. Combined with (5.11: the result follows. O

5.6 Proof of Theorem 2)

Proof of Theorem 2). At each generation a parasite can move at most to a distance ry meaning

.. . . . =N . .
that the minimal number of generations the infection process I( ) needs for killing every host is
at least the number of boxes of diameter ry that separates the initial vertex to the boundaries of
the domain. In dimension n, using the max norm, this number is exactly ﬁ, giving the result

P (L% <TWM) =1
According to (5.2), Lemma and applying a similar reasoning as in Lemma one shows
that it exists C' > 0 such that

P (O'(N) < Clog(log(N))’a(N) < oo) — 1,

N—o00

(N)

where o) = inf {g eN:3keK,T

(k) = |V(N)(k)|}. Moreover Equation (5.4)) gives that

after time o) the remaining time up to total infection is upper bounded by ﬁ (1 +0 (%))
Combining these two facts gives that

P (T(N) < {211 +0 (max <log(10g(N)), ?)) ‘T(N) < oo> — 1.

TN N

O
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6 Supplementary material

Proof of Lemma[3.1 If pp, = 0 the result follows by applying the extinction-explosion princi-
ple to the super-critical Galton-Watson process formed by the offspring generated by the initial
individual. Due to assumption p; , # 1 this process is super-critical.

For the remaining cases we will show that all states except 0 are transient states, which yields
the result.

Assume that pg , # 0 and that py . = 0. Note that this means that we get at least one offspring

from every possible cooperation of parents. Thus if we have Z, = k parents, we get at least @
many offspring due to cooperation. But it holds that @ > k for k > 4. Thus, if at some
generation n we have that Z, > 4, then we know that Z,; > Z; almost surely. This implies that

46



Zg4 — 00 as n — oo almost surely, if Z,, > 4 for some gy € IN. On the other hand since we exclude
that pp, = 1 and p; . = 1 we have

P(0< Z,<3l0< Zyg1 <3) <c

for some ¢ < 1. Consequently, the event {0 < Z, < 3Vn > 0} is a null-set and so all states but 0
are transient.

Assume that pg, > 0 and pg . > 0. Let us assume that in some generation gy we have Z,, =k
for some k > 1. If the process dies out in the next generation it enters the trap 0 such that it can
never return to k. Thus, an obvious lower bound for the probability to never hit k again is

k
P(Zy 4 kVg > g0l Zg0 = k) > Pl p2) > 0

for k > 1. But this already implies that P(Z, = k for some g > go|Z,4, = k) < 1, i.e. the state k

is transient.
O

A consequence of the extinction-explosion principle is the following lemma, which states that
the probability of reaching an arbitrary high level, that tends to co, at some generation or up to
some generation is asymptotically the same as surviving. It is a special case of Proposition [3.8
We need it to prove Proposition [3.8 and other statements.

Lemma 6.1. Let Z be a DBPC with survival probability = > 0 and satisfying p1, # 1 and
(0,0, P1,c) # (1,1). Then for any sequence (by)nen satisfying by — oo we have

lim P(3g€No:Z, > by) = lim P(3geNo: Z, > by) =
— 00

N—o0

The proof follows basically along the same arguments as the corresponding Lemma 3.7 in
[BP22].

Proof of Lemma[6.1. First we will show that P(3g € Ng: Z, > by) — 7. By the extinction-
explosion principle for DBPC, proven in Lemma we have that 7 < P(3g € N: Z; > bn).
Then

=P (Z; > 0,Vg € Ny)
=P{3geNy:Z;,>by}N{Z, >0,Vg € No})
=P({3geNy:Z; >bn})P({Zy >0,Vg € No}|{Fg e Ng: Z; > bn}).

Using the strong Markov property, one can show that
]P)({Zq > O,Vg S N0}|{3g € Np: Zg > bN}) > P(Zg > O,Vg S N0|ZO = bN)

Then because the interaction is a cooperative one, a DBPC starting in by can be coupled with
by independent DBPCs starting in 1 such that we get

P(AgeN: Z,=0|Zy = by) < (P(3g e N: Z, = 0|Zy = 1))’V
Introducing ¢ < 1 as the extinction probability of the DBPC, we finally obtain
m>P ({39 € No: Zy > by}) (1-a™).
It follows that
™

P({3g €No: 2y 2 by}) < o — 0 =

Hence we have shown that

P(H3geNy:Z,>by) — . (6.1)

N—o0
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For proving the remaining equality it remains to show that
P({3geNo:Z,2bnfn{3gem: Z,=0}) =o(1)

due to the extinction-explosion principle for DBPCs. Let (cy)nen be a sequence with ¢y N—> 00
—00

and 2 — oo and consider the subsets
°N N—ooo

AW ::{ElgGNO:?gaN, Ji<g, Zich}ﬂ JgeNy: Zg:0},

—_—

BW) .= {ngNO:Zqsz, Vi<g, Zi<cN}ﬂ Jdg€eNp: Zg:O}.
By definition

{396N0:7g2bN}ﬂ{ﬂgeN0: Zg:O} = AN |y B,
The extinction-explosion principle together with yields that

P(A(M)gp({ageN Zgch}m{ageNo, Zgzo}) = 0.

N—o0

Furthermore
BWN) {ZLLNJ > 0} N {3 geNy, Z, = 0},
°N

which gives

IP’(B(N)C) >P ({Zm :0} ¥ {vg €N, Z, > 0})
:P({Zliw :o}) +]P>({vgeN, Z, >0})

—1,
because for any sequence uy — oo we have P (Z,, = 0) — 1—m, which follows by monotonicity of

the events since {Zy41 = 0} C {Z, = 0} for all g > 0. Hence, we have P (A uB™) — 0. O

N —o0

Proof of Lemma[3. We set

k k+1
E(k) = ]E[Zg‘Zg—l =k] = (k/uo =+ <2>,Uc) > ( 9 )Nv
k E+1
Vk) = V(Zy|Zy—1 = k) = (kuo n <2)1/C> ( ) ),,,
where p := min{p,, i} and v := max{v,, v.}.

Since we assumed that the first and second moments of the offspring and cooperation distri-
butions converge, it exists a Ny such that

;(’g(k;l)@ <EM(k)  and V() < g(k(k;%>

IN

for N > Ny. By Tchebychev’s inequality for any k& > L we have

kK EMN (k)
N (N) _ N N) _
EMN (k)| (n
>P (’Z;M - E<N>(k)) < T‘Z;,{ = k:)
~ 4V N (k) . 48(k(k + 1)v) _ 48v
(EM)(K))* ~ (k(k+1Dp)* = kK
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We choose f;(k) = ky”yil, where fo(k) = k. We see that by this choice we have the relation

82" —1

1271(;6)/1 B k2i*1ﬂ2i*1—1 2# B k2iu2i—2 g k2i’u2i—1 ™
8 - 821‘—1_1 - 82i_2 8 - 82i_1 - fl( ) (63)

8

Furthermore, we assumed that k > p~1(8 + v)?, and therefore

fi(k) = BB 34 0)* (840 88+ 1)
? ]2 -1 21821 1 u821—1 L

Now applying (6.2]) and (6.3]) recursively implies that

P<ﬁ{w>ﬂ }\Zm_k>>n( ) -110-0) 69

i=1 =

and by (6.4) it follows f;(k)u > 8(8 4 v)?', which yields that

M M 3
(A s =) = B (- )

i=1
where we used that v(8 + )™t < 1. O

Proof of Lemma[3.5. By Lemma follows that if Ny is large enough such that by > L =
[n=1(8 4+ v)?] for all N > Ny,

J(a[CEEN IZEE S (R !

i=1 =

2t i
where f;(by) = bf‘é,‘ff;_l and fo(by) = by. Without loss of generality we can assume that by is
monotonically increasing in N, which implies that log (1 — )2(27:)/) is monotonically increasing to

0 as N — oo. Furthermore, note that for IV large enough inf;> ﬁiﬁm < %, and thus

O>Zlog< ) Zfz 00,

for all N large enough, where we used that 1 —z > e~2* for « € [0, ]. Now by using continuity
of exp(-) and log(-) and applying the monotone convergence theorem we obtain that

i e (1o (TL( = ) ) ) =0 (o (i, (1= o)) =

L2y _, ] 39 N — oo for all i > 1. O

since 1 — ACSM

Proof of Proposition[3.8 Due to Assumption we have that neither pg{\g) = 1 nor (p(() O),pgj\i)) #

(1,1) for N large enough. Due to Lemma 3.1, for an arbitrary (by)nyen such that by — 0o we
have that it exists Ay such that P(Ay) = 0 and

(Vg eNg: Z™) > 0P\An € {3g € Ng: Z(™) > by}

Then using Lemma [3.5] we obtain that

({Elg €N : ZM) > by} {3g e Ny : 20N = 0}) 0.
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Consequently using that P(|Jycy An) = 0 it follows that if the limit exists it satisfies
. (N _ 1 . (N
Jim P (Vg eNo: 2N >0) = lim P(IgeNo: 2™ > by).

Let (cn)nen be a sequence with ¢y — oo and lc’—z — 00. In order to show, if the limit exists,
that

lim IP(EIgeNO N>>bN)_ lim ]P’(EIgeNo z )>bN)

it remains to show that

P (Elg eNo: Z" > by and Vi < g,z < cN> 0. (6.6)

In particular if ?IEJA\:) :=inf{g € Ny : Z(gN) > by} we have

_ b
P(EgENO:Z( >byand Vi < g, 7 ( )<CN)<]P’<’VCN“§TZ()]]X)<OO>.
g N

But according to PI‘OpOblthnlt follows that P ( (V) < C'log (log (by) |7'b ) — 1. Soin

)
particular taking ¢y — oo such that log(log(byx)) = o(z—N) implies that P <[a] < 71(727) < oo) — 0,

which gives .

To conclude the proof it only remains to show that

lim ]P’(EIgENO ZWN )sz):ﬁ.

N —oc0

(N)

Note that > -, |p — Pk,ol <2, and thus by dominated convergences follows that

oo
li (N)
Ngnoo kZO |pk,o

Analogously follows that limy_ s Z;ozo \pg\i) — Pi,c|] = 0. From this follows that for a given
sequence (Kn)nyen C N such that Ky — oo as N — oo we find a sequence (en) ycy With ey — 0
as N — oo and with

KN KN
N N
max (Z \p,(c}o) — Pk.ol, Z |P§C7C) , > < EN, (6.7)
k=0 k=0
o0 oo

X( Z Pk, Z pk,c> < EN-

k=Kn+1 k=Kn+1

Note that this implies
o9} KN
(N N N
Z <l S 0 - pro) Z Pro < | D) — pro)| +en < 2.

k=Kn+1 k=Kn+1 k=Kn+1 k=0

By the exact same calculation we get the same bound for the sum of pg’? from Ky +1 to oo and

this yields that
max( Z p,(cj?, Z p,&?) < 2en. (6.8)
k=Kn+1 k=Kn+1

a0



We know by assumption that ey — 0. Consider now a sequence (ex) y ¢y such that ey — oo and
ened — 0. The first step is to prove that

. () _
Jim P (Elg eNy: 20 > eN) _ (6.9)

We start by showing that whp. the sequence of DBPC (Z(N))NGN and the limiting DBPC Z
can be exactly coupled until their total size reaches the level by or they both die out. Introduce
the stopping time of the first generation that the total size of Z reaches the level ey or that it
dies out as

Ten,0 1= inf{g € Ny :Zg >eNorZy= 0}.
By definition we have that almost surely Z?QN,WI < en which means that in order to make

an exact coupling between ZY) and Z until generation Ten 0, there are at most e% offspring
and cooperation independent random variables to couple. Till this point we have not specified
the joint distribution of the offspring and cooperation random variables (X;,Y] r)ien j<r and
(Xi(N),}’ijcv))ieN,j<k. We couple them in such a way that P(X; # XZ-(N)) and P(Y; 1 # YJ(],X))
are minimized. For a single random variable this can be done for each pair recursively via the
maximal coupling, see Theorem 2.9 in [Vanl6], such that

1 o) 1 KN
P(Xi # X) = 5 Dok —prol <2en and (Vi £ YR) = 5 30 In) — peol < 2ew,
k=0 k=0

where we used the bounds from (6.7) and . Since these are families of independent random
variables and also the offspring and cooperation random variables across different generations are
independent, the probability that the e% relevant offspring and cooperation independent random

variables are equal is lower bounded by (1 — 2ex)°~ — 1 by the choice of (ex). In summary we
have

P(ZN = 7,99 <Fero) > (1 2en)N > 1 (6.10)

as N — oo. Let us now define the event Cy := {7§N) = Z4,V¥g < Teno}. We see that by
monotonicity and Lemma [6.1] that

P{3geNg:Z,>en}NCN)<PEgENy: Z, >en) = 7
as N — 0o. On the other hand, by monotonicity and Equation we see that
P{3geNo:Z;>en}NCY) <PEg <Teyo: 7;1\]) #Zg) =0
as N — oo. This yields that
J&iian({Hg ENyg:Zy;>en}NCn) = A}iﬁmooIP’(Elg ENg:Z,>en)=m.
But Cy states that the Z and Z®) are coupled until 7, ~.0, and therefore we also know that

P({3g € No: Zy > en} N Cn) =P({3g € N : Z0") > ex} N Cy)
for all N > 0. But this equality already implies Equation (6.9), i.e.
lim P({3g € Ny :ZEJN) >en}) =T
N—o00 -
This concludes the proof since we have shown it for by = e and since we have shown it for one

specific choice it follows also for an arbitrary sequence (by ) yen because of the extinction-explosion
principle shown in Lemma [3.1 O
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Lemma 6.2. Consider sequence (Dy), (VN), (mn), (fn), (gn), (hn) such that VN ~ a\/Dy, 0 <

hn < fn, gy, my > 0 and for ky := max{my, fn,gn} it holds kj“_g;/f% € o(1). Then
N

(Dn — fn)! . (mnVn — gn)? kN VR
—>exp| ————Fr— | exp | —— 53
(DN—fN — (mNVN—gN))!(DN—hN)mNVN gnN 2D N DN
2 4173
ol )
N N
On the other hand we have
(Dn — fn)! < exp [ — (mnVn —gn)* oxp [N VN
(Dn — fv — (mNVN — gn))(Dy — hy)mwVn—on = P 2DN P Dy )’

Proof of Lemma[6.3 For completeness we show the inequality
1 —x > exp(—z) exp(—z?)
for z € [0, 3] first. We have
1 —x+2%/2 > exp(—x),

SO
2

(1—x) <1+2(1:17_x)

> > exp(—z)

which is equivalent to
1

—
(1 + Q(ffz))
2

x
+2(1—x)_ + 27 < exp(x”)

1 -2z >exp(—zx)

We have

which yields
1 — 2 > exp(—x) exp(—x?).

We use this inequality to estimate

(Dn — fn)!
(Dn — fn — (mnVN — gn))!(Dn — hy)maV—9n

:<1_|_hN_fN),___,<1+ hn — In _mNVN—gN—l)

DN—hN DN—hN DN_hN
m VN—gN—l .
—(fn —hN)(mNVN — gN) N i
> _ v
> exp ( D —hn exp ; D —Tin

coxp [ - (I = maVy 2m v
p Dy — hy NVN
(myVy — gn)’ ky Ve
> _NENTN  INT _
= €eXp ( 2DN €xp D]QV ’

knVy
DY

using ﬁ <1+ 2z for x € [0,1/2] and X—JIVV < . Then we also have that
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(Dn — fn)!
(Dn = fn — (mnVN — gn))(Dn — hy)maV—9n

myVN—gn—1 .

—(fn —hn)(mnVN = gn) " i
< _ E v
= ( Dy — hy P pt Dy — hy

< exp (_(mNVN —gN — 1)2>

2Dn

< exp  (myVy = gn)? exp myVy
= 9Dx Dy )

Proof of Lemma[{.1. We have that
k m/ Vi —2(i—1
p (o) = i (") (D — hiy)!
k Dy —mhF (D =y — DDl — )"
(Dly — mly — k)!
(D —mly = k) = (my Vi — 2k)[(Dly — mly)™v Vi =2k

In particular applying Lemma with fx = m/ly +k, gy = 2k, and hy = m/y, one obtains that
k ’ ARV 7 \2 ARV
(h'y) my VA 1 m (m\ Vi — 28y) miV,
P(Ck N ) < ( Z%EVN 7 P Z’ND—Z exp [ NN __T NI éVD’N N ) exp gng
RN I opl \2 1 2y71
< (mN‘//N> l‘exp (_(mNVN : 20y) )exp Uy IVN )
oD}, ) K 2D, DYy
Applying again Lemma with fy = m/ly +k, gy = 2k and hy = m/y we obtain

2\ ¥ 12 R VIAY 14 1713
(W)Y ~ (my Vi — 20y) 1 _ Uy _ (my V) UNV'N
P(Ck )—( 2Dy P\ A | P 2Dy, )P\ T D
(m/ Vi —20))° * 1 (M Vi — 20%)? vV
> N'N 2N 'eXp(_ NYN N >exp _ NI2N _
2D, k! 2D, D'%,

Proof of Lemma[{.8 Denote by Sy = Dy — ¢1(N) — ¢2(N), by = Dy — ¢1(N), and h(N) :=
H(N)(vy — ¢3(N)). Introduce for all ¢ < by the random variable GEN) which counts the number

O
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of balls in box i. We have

= exp (h(N) log (1 - bl)) l1+ %]:)1 _1&]
[ e ()] (o)
4o

() o ().

Combining this previous computation and the fact that Sy = n (N) = O(H?%(N)) gives that

E {Guv)] —E lij; 1o}

By using Markov Inequality we obtain that

S (1 P (G§N> < 1)) = O (H*(N)).

E[GM] 1
PNRN) O <f2<zv>> 7

P (G(N) > H2(N) fg(N)) <

which gives exactly (4.12]).
Due to the scaling of H(N) it could happen that some boxes have more than 3 balls in it. In order

to deal with such a fact introduce
) i—1
0= inf {1 >2: H(N)*l =0 (\/DN )} .

Now we have

0+1 (4177041 {41
P (3 <bn, G > 04 1) <bNh(2VZ+)1:@<WV> :@(H(N)e_l> —0,
N N VDN

by definition of . Then under the event {Vi < by, GEN) < é}, getting GV) = k is obtained via

different scenarios: any k packs of balls of a number between 2 and ¢ and all the other remaining
balls are alone. This number of scenarios is easily upper bounded by k*, because for all 2 < j < ¢
the number of boxes getting exactly j balls is upper bounded by k. Choosing the packs of balls

H* (N)VN

and where they are going is upper bounded by . The number of remaining balls to be

placed on different boxes is lower bounded by h(N ) — kf. At the end we get that

H2(N) i H(N) R(N)—kt

p(G<N>SM){v¢§bN,Gis€}> < Y EEM W ] (1—?)<6 11)

k=0 i=0 N

Also using that Hh(N) we (1 ﬁ) = exp (Zh(N) Hog (1 - —N)) and that log(1 —z) < —z for
all z € [0,1), one can show, using that h(N) = o(by), that for all k < H?(N)f{ *(N) that

h(N)—k¢ ; h(N)—k¢ ; h(N)—H?(N)¢ ;
1-— | < - — | < - .
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2

Because Z?S(YFHQ(N)Z % ~ mébij\gﬁv ~ H?*(N)%, it follows that for N large enough we have

h(N)—H?(N)¢ 9

exp |~ Y bi Sexp<—H2(N)(1).

i=0 N

Then using the natural bound k* (H(N)Vy)* < HZ(N) (H(N)Vy)T W8 g anl k<
H?(N)f{ H(N), we get that for N large enough

2 —
(6.11) < exp <H2(N)(Z) H2HD(N) (H(N) V)T 0 e

= exp < HZiN) [a2 _ 4€f1—1(N) log (H(N)VN)}) H2(€+1)(N)

< exp <H2(é\mz> ;

where for the last inequality we use that log(H (N)Vx) = o(f1(N)).
Finally to conclude the proof we have

2 2
]P’(G(N) < (N)> <P (3 <tw, 6N = 041) +1P><G<N> < W) <y gé})

- fi(N) f1(N)
<o <H<N>>
vVDn

Lemma 6.3. Let0 < a < 8, a > 0 and consider the sequence of processes (g(N’a), j(N’“), ﬁ(N’“))
defined in Section[[.5 It holds

lim P({3g > 0: RV > N°}) > g,
N—oc0

O

N

where @, denotes the survival probability of a Galton-Watson process with Poi(a;) offspring
distribution.

In the proof of Lemma we will couple (g(N’“), j(N’a),ﬁ(N’“))N with the Galton-Watson
process defined next.

Definition 6.4. (Lower Galton-Watson Process)
Let0 <6 < % and (by)nNen be a sequence with by — oo and ay € o (\/DN). Furthermore assume

(ON)nen is a [0,1]-valued sequence with O — 0. Let Xl(N) = (Xéf;[))gENo be a Galton-Watson

process with mized binomial offspring distribution Bz’n(f((N)7 179N)7 where the probability weights
(ZA){kN))keND of)N((N) are for all1 < j < by

SN _ <(V15[a) — 2bN)2)j 1 - (Vjsfa)>2 (1 ) 1) |

P 2Dy ! 2Dy DY,
and ,
N
N N
-3
j=1

N
keN ole( ), and by
Y;{\l]) = >, Xi(’jlv) the total size of the Galton-Watson process until generation g and X; =

Denote by @l(N) the generating function of the offspring distribution (p,(ej\l]))

—(N
(Xa(hl))geNo the corresponding process.
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Proof of Lemma[6.3. Introduce Eg\],\f,) = inf {g € Np : | Ty JMa) (Na | > Na}. We are going to
show that
P(@Nﬂ) URM| > X vy <5§§i)) —1 (6.12)

for the process XZ(N) defined in Definition
Consider Dy — 1 boxes, assume Vy many balls are put uniformly at random into the boxes.

Denote by C](-N) the event that exactly j boxes contain at least 2 balls. One can show using similar
calculations as in the proof of Proposition 3.5 of [BP22] that

i <P (CV) v < <an,

This means that whenever a vertex x gets infected one can estimate from below how many of its
neighbors are visited by at least 2 of its Vv parasites, which we call a pack of parasites, by the

corresponding number of offspring in the Galton-Watson process X( ) , since p =1- ZfN 1D ~jN).

However, in the process (S(N a),J (Nsa) ,R(N “)) “ghost” infections may occur, when a) an
already empty vertex is attacked by at least 2 parasites coming from the same infected vertex, or
when b) a vertex is attacked by at least two packs of parasites coming from different vertices.

We show next that each pack of parasites of size at least 2 generated by an infected vertex
before generation cr( N)'is involved in one of the events a) or b) (independently of the other packs
of parasites) with probability at most fy. Consequently, by removing packs of parasites with
probability 65 the number of new infection generated by an infected hosts can with high probability
be bounded from below by the number of offspring drawn according to the distribution with weights
(p,g{\;)) ken, from Definition for any generation n < 65\1,\9.

Now we upper bound the probabilities of the events a) and b).

a) Before generation agva the probablhty that a pack of parasites goes to an empty vertex is

bounded from above by pN— = O (57==)-

b) Before generation EE\J,\;), the number of empty vertices in the graph is smaller than N%. The

probability that two packs of parasites coming from 2 different vertices attack the same
vertex is # =0 (ﬁ) Using Markov inequality one can show that the total number

—2
of packs of parasites generated before generation E%\Q is with high probability bounded by

N%log(N), as in Lemma 4.8 in [BP22]. Hence, each pack of parasites is involved in an event
of type b) with probability at most N*log(N) - DNl*Q =0 (lj%%(i)).

In summary, Oy = 2% (C] (log(N)) yields an upper bound on the probability that a pack

of parasites is involved in one of the events of type a) or b). Since a < 8 we have Ox € o(1).
Then taking the Galton Watson process XI(N) of Definition H with 0 = 2% we have ex-

2
actly proven (|6.12)).

As in the proof of Proposition 3 3 of [BP22] one can show the uniform convergence of ‘D(N) to the
generating function of a Poi(%- ) distribution, such that applying Lemma 3.7 of [BP22] gives that

lim P (Elg eNg: X)) > N“) = a. (6.13)

N—oc0

Combining (6.12)) and (6.13) we get that

liminf P (3g € No : [RV)| > N*) > .
N—o00
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For the proof of Lemma [6.5] we have to control moderate deviations of Poisson distributed
random variables.

Lemma 6.5. Let 0 <y <1, N € N and X ~ Poi(N7) then for any 0 < e < /2 it holds that

) .
H zt+ey) —

The proof of Lemma [5.1] we base on the following lemma.

Lemma 6. 6 Let X = (X;) be a Poisson process with intensity 1 on [0,00) and a(t) be a function
such that ( y o0 and \(f) — 00. Then for every Borel-set B C R it holds that

t 1 x?
li log (P —=(X; —t) e B)) < — inf — d
1?;?.}%(75) °g< (a(t)( 1=t € )) nf 5 an
1 2
_ _ > —
hgloglf () log (P(a(t)(Xt t)eB)) zlgg 5

where B denote the interior and B the closure of B.

Proof of Lemma[6.6. This is a direct consequence of Theorem 1.1° found in [Gao96]. We will now
check the conditions of this theorem. First denote by Y; = X; —t the compensated Poisson process,
note that (Y;);>0 is a martingale. Let § > 0 not it holds that

E 5 Y, - Y, <s) =E 5 YD1,
[exp(sgjggﬂlt N]o(Ya:u<s)] [exp(oigglltl)]

where we used that the Poisson process has independent and stationary increments and that
Yy = 0. Furthermore it holds that

]E[exp (50S<1£1 |Y}\)] < E[exp (6X1)]e = exp(exp(9)),

where we used that X; is a monotone process and that the moment generating function of a
Poisson distribution with parameter 1 is given through ¢ — exp(e’ —1). This provides (A1)’. The
second condition (A2)" follows from the fact that

]EE(YSH — V)2~ 1o, u< s)} = EEYf] —1=0,

where we again used again that the process has stationary and independent increments. Now the
claimed moderate deviation principle follows from Theorem 1.17 in [Gao96]. O

Proof of Lemma[6.5. This follows directly from Proposition choose a(t) = t%Jr%, B =[0,1]°
and consider the subsequent (Xyv — N7)n>o instead of (X; —¢);>0. Then plugging the choices
in we get that

1 e 1
1\/1£nooNTlog( (| X =N7[> N> )):*5

which provides the claim. O
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