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Abstract

Emerging infectious diseases and climate change are two of the major chal-
lenges in 21st century. Although over the past decades, highly-resolved math-
ematical models have contributed in understanding dynamics of infectious
diseases and are of great aid when it comes to finding suitable intervention
measures, they may need substantial computational effort and produce sig-
nificant CO2 emissions. Two popular modeling approaches for mitigating
infectious disease dynamics are agent-based and differential equation-based
models. Agent-based models (ABMs) offer an arbitrary level of detail and
are thus able to capture heterogeneous human contact behavior and mobil-
ity patterns. However, insights on individual-level dynamics come with high
computational effort that scales with the number of agents. On the other
hand, (differential) equation-based models (EBMs) are computationally effi-
cient even for large populations due to their complexity being independent of
the population size. Yet, equation-based models are restricted in their granu-
larity as they assume a (to some extent) homogeneous and well-mixed popula-
tion. To manage the trade-off between computational complexity and level of
detail, we propose spatial- and temporal-hybrid models that use agent-based
models only in an area or time frame of interest. To account for relevant in-
fluences to disease dynamics, e.g., from outside, due to commuting activities,
we use equation-based models, only adding moderate computational costs.
Our hybridization approach demonstrates significant reduction in computa-
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tional effort by up to 98% – without losing the required depth in information
in the focus frame. The hybrid models used in our numerical simulations are
based on two recently proposed models, however, any suitable combination of
ABM-EBM could be used, too. Concluding, hybrid epidemiological models
can provide insights on the individual scale where necessary, using aggre-
gated models where possible, thereby making an important contribution to
green computing.

Keywords:

1. Introduction

Two of the major 21st century’s challenges are accelerating climate change [1]
and emerging infectious diseases with an expected increase in frequency of
epidemics and pandemics [2]. As these challenges are driven by the same un-
derlying causes, sets of proposed counteractions might go hand-in-hand [2, 3].
In order to assess counteractions and support decision-makers, mathemati-
cal models are viable tools that have been used extensively in both domains.
Models can help to understand the situation at hand and to analyze po-
tential future developments, which often cannot be conducted in classical
experiments. The recent COVID-19 pandemic has demonstrated the benefit
of mathematical models to analyze ongoing infectious disease dynamics and
to evaluate potential scenarios, see, e.g., [4, 5, 6]. Extensive testing strategies
maintaining mobility as a social good, have, for instance, been studied in [7].
The set of mathematical models to epidemiological emergencies is diverse
and ranges from classical statistical models such as generalized regression
models, through equation-based [4, 8], metapopulation [9, 10], and agent-
based [11, 5, 12, 13] models to machine and deep learning models [14, 15].
Equation- or metapopulation-based models using sets of ordinary [4, 10] or
integro-differential-equation-based models [8] are well established methods
that have been used by hundreds of work groups worldwide to analyze in-
fectious disease dynamics. Their advantages are the ease of analysis, their
well-understood character and the low computational requirements which do
not depend on the number of persons in the population but on the num-
ber of different subpopulations. However, their insight on the individual
level dynamics or on (singular) stochastic effects is limited and they also
fail in the beginning of an outbreak when the number of infected is small.
Agent- or individual-based models, on the other hand, allow the stochastic
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simulation of individual behavior and reaction to diseases, in a social and
immunological dimension, see, e.g., [5, 16]. Though, this comes at the cost
of superlinear complexity. While the energy consumption corresponding to
computational cost can be reduced through, e.g., optimizations on the cache
level [17] or the optimal use of heterogeneous hardware structures such as
SIMD registers [18], we here propose a complementary approach to directly
avoid less impactful computations through the development of well-designed
hybridization concepts.

The authors of [12] demonstrated that the inclusion of disease import,
i.e., the infections caused by travelers and commuters, is an important factor
to explain disease dynamics. Via the metapopulation approach in [7], it was
shown how large the effects of disease import can become if testing is not
done properly. Using simple statistics for disease import can be a suitable
first step in improving model precision in a considered focus region. However,
if disease import is subject to change through interventions, disease dynamics
in coupled regions are advised to also be modeled dynamically.

In this work, we will present a generic framework for spatial-and temporal-
hybrid epidemiological modeling, combining any pair of suitable fine-granular
agent-based and coarse-granular equation- or metapopulation based models.
We will then suggest a particular combination of two suitable models sug-
gested recently in [19]. We will present results on a more theoretical quadwell
geometry and a more realistic case of the city of Munich with its surrounding
counties. In this context, we will simulate a COVID-19-like disease with pa-
rameters motivated by [10]. However, as the scope of the current paper is the
disease-agnostic introduction of novel hybrid models, no further parameter
refinement for COVID-19 has been performed. Let us note that any other
disease model can be put in our framework. We will show that our hybrid
modeling approach can account for individual developing disease dynamics,
otherwise modeled with pure agent-based models, while drastically reducing
computational effort. We will provide discussions, limitations, and directions
for future research before we eventually draw a conclusion.

2. Materials and methods

In this section, we first introduce generic models. Second, we describe
the framework idea of temporal and hybrid modeling which in third place
will be realized with a combination of two suitable models.
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2.1. Introduction to model types

Models for epidemic, pandemic, or endemic scenarios can be realized in
many ways and widely used model types are based on equations, metapopu-
lation, or agent-based approaches. The development of a model or a model
selection is always based on the (research) question at hand and all partic-
ular models have their corresponding advantages and disadvantages. In the
following section, we do not want to focus on a particular model but generi-
cally describe different model types. Note furthermore that in this paper, the
term equation-based models will be limited to ordinary differential equations
(ODEs) although other types of equation-based models are possible.

2.1.1. Equation- and metapopulation-based models

Simple ODE-based models. In the following, we strict ourselves to equa-
tions given by ordinary differential equations (ODEs). In corresponding mod-
els, we subdivide the population in different infection states or compartments
and denote the set of infection states as Z := {z1, . . . , znI

} with nI the num-
ber of infection states. Let Ni(t) ∈ R≥0 be the number of individuals in
infection state i ∈ Z and N(t) = (Ni(t))i∈Z ∈ RnI

≥0 the system state at time
t. For each infection state transition or adoption i → j, i.e., from compart-
ment i to compartment j, we define adoption rate functions f̂i,j : RnI

≥0 → R≥0,
i, j ∈ Z. These are just zero if no adoption from i to j is possible, otherwise,
they define the (out)flow from i to j. The adoption dynamics are then given
by ordinary differential equations of the form

d

dt
Ni(t) =

∑
j∈Z
i ̸=j

(f̂j,i(N(t))− f̂i,j(N(t))). (1)

We now provide a brief summary on further extensions of the initial model
that might be of interest when combined with a particular agent-based model
in our hybridization approach.

Sociodemographic stratification. The inherent assumption in the previously
introduced formulation is homogeneous mixing of the population. To ac-
count for sociodemographic influences, e.g., age-dependent transmission or
sex/gender- and income-dependent severity outcomes, we can further subdi-
vide the compartments. Then, e.g., zi,r,s, i = 1, . . . , nI , represents infection
state zi for a pair (r, s) ∈ {1, . . . , nA}× {1, . . . , nE} in the sociodemographic
dimensions age, with nA groups, and income, with nE groups. With this
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extension, all adoption rates additionally depend on the sociodemographic
groups. For an ODE-based model with different age groups, see, e.g., [10].

Contact location stratification. In order to stratify for different contact and
transmission settings, we can use location-resolved contact data [20] to sub-
divide the total number of contacts by contacts in, e.g., school, workplaces, or
home locations. For a model with different contact locations, see, e.g., [10].

Circulating pathogens, variants stratification, and immunization history. In
case of multiple circulating pathogens or variants of a pathogen like SARS-
CoV-2 variants, coexistence and interactions of infections might be consid-
ered as well. In this case, one out of many approaches is to use one set of in-
fection states Zl := {z1, . . . , znIl

} for any pathogen or variant l ∈ {1, . . . , nV }.
For an example with eight modeled variants in Ethiopia, see [21]. Further-
more, subpopulations with different immunization histories and protection
levels can be used [6, 22].

Example. To visualize our generic introduction, we provide an example of
the most simple ODE-SIR model without any further stratification. There,
we have Z = {S, I, R}. The adoption rate functions are, first, f̂S,I(t) =

ϕ ρNI(t)
NS(t)
na

, where ρ is the average transmission probability per contact,
ϕ the average number of contacts in unit time and na the total population
size. Secondly, we have f̂I,R(t) =

NI(t)
TI

where TI is the average time a person
stays infected. All other adoption rate functions are zero.

Metapopulation models. Metapopulations can be used to leverage sim-
ple, spatially-agnostic ODE-based models to spatially-resolved models. For
that, we extend the previous definitions by defining the system state N by

N(t) =
(
N

(k)
i (t)

)
i∈Z,1≤k≤nR

∈ RnI×nR with N
(k)
i (t) the number of individuals

in infection state i and regional entity k. In the following, we simply denote
regional entities of any size as regions. The adoption rate functions f

(k)
i,j are

then also dependent on region k and can be defined differently for different
approaches.

Implicit exchange between metapopulations. One way of realizing spatial reso-
lution is modeling regional influences implicitly through inclusion of external
populations in the adoption rate functions f̂

(k)
i,j through f̂

(k)
i,j : RnI×nR

≥0 → R≥0.

That means the local population
(
N

(k)
i (t)

)
i∈Z

is only implicitly influenced

by N
(l)
i through f̂

(k)
i,j , l ̸= k. An important property of this approach is that
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the global infectious disease dynamics can be modeled within one larger ODE
system. A corresponding model can be found in, e.g, [9].

Explicit exchange between metapopulations. A contrasting approach to realize
metapopulation models is to explicitly exchange local populations. This can
be done by combining initially decoupled equations giving disease dynam-
ics in the different regions with a particular mobility model that explicitly
changes the populations N

(k)
i at discrete time points ts ∈ [0,∞). Introducing

spatial exchange functions g
(k,l)
i : [0,∞) → R for any pair of regions (k, l),

k ̸= l and infection state i ∈ Z, we define

N
(k)
i (ts) = N

(k)
i (ts) +

∑
l ̸=k

g
(k,l)
i (ts). (2)

The updated values for N
(k)
i are then used to simulate from ts until the

next discrete exchange point. In these cases, we can define adoption rate
functions on the space of local populations as f̂

(k)
i,j : RnI

≥0 → R≥0. Note
that in these approaches, we explicitly have noncontinuous subpopulation
trajectories and numerical integrators have to be stopped and restarted at
exchange points. However, when only a limited number of discrete exchange
points are chosen, the increased number of restarts is not to be considered
critical. Corresponding models can be found in [10, 19]. While the authors
of [10] use a deterministic approach to ensure that return travel is made at
predefined time points with a close approximation of initial commuters, the
authors of [19] use stochastic jump processes for spatial exchange without
enforcing corresponding returns.

Remark 1. Note that the previous classification and metapopulation exam-
ples are guided by the referenced papers and might only offer an incomplete
view as also other approaches could be possible. For instance, one could also
think of realizing explicit mobility exchange within one large ODE system.

2.1.2. Agent-based models

The nature of agent-based modeling is to capture more intuitively and
to model in a direct manner individual (human) properties and interactions.
Corresponding models have already been explored before the availability of
modern computers; see, e.g., [23]. The authors of [24] have set up a so far
nonexisting taxonomy for agent-based models (ABMs) in infectious diseases
and considered if particular ABMs included modules or submodels for society,
transportation, and environment.
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Remark 2. In the following, we provide our understanding of an ABM. An
agent-based model (ABM) consists of a finite number of agents α1, . . . , αna

and an environment in which and to which an agent reacts. Furthermore,

• an agent is characterized by a finite number of features that determine
an agent’s state,

• an agent interacts with other agents and their joint environment ac-
cording to interaction rules,

• the state of an agent or the environment changes through interactions
or with time.

The previously introduced stratifications for equation-based models can
be realized in ABMs directly through features of the agents. These can com-
prise the age, sex/gender, income, infection state, or immunization history.
In particular, infection states or immunization history can directly be en-
riched with information on the particular pathogen or virus and the virus
variant.

Also in contrast to equation-based modeling, many states from features
naturally live or can live on a continuous (e.g., a location or a position,
timings of past infections or vaccinations) or fine-granular discrete (e.g., age
in years) scale.

2.2. A framework of hybrid modeling

The essential motivation to use equation-based models combined with
agent-based models for disease dynamics is to reduce the computational effort
of a model on individual level which scales superlinear with the number of
considered agents or individuals.

We introduce two different types of hybrid epidemiological models: spatial-
hybrid and temporal-hybrid models. These approaches do not exclude each
other so that also spatio-temporal-hybrid models can be realized. Both hy-
bridization approaches are shown in Fig. 1.

A requirement to the two models used is that we can define a mapping
between them. In its simplest form, the coarse-granular model may be ob-
tained by projection from the fine model. In a more elaborated setting, we
need to map fine-granular, continuous features like viral load to a discrete,
coarse-granular definition. Naturally, going from fine-to-coarse is easier as
information gets reduced. Going from coarse-to-fine either needs sampling
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(a) (b)

Figure 1: Design sketch of a spatial-hybrid model (a) and a temporal-hybrid
model (b). Large gray disks represents (sub)regions, with possible population exchanges
indicated by arrows. The population is represented by small disks for agents and bar charts
for ODE compartments. Red indicates infected agents or population shares, gray indicates
noninfected agents or population shares. The exchange in (a) only moves small parts of
a local population to another region, the exchange in (b) moves the entire population to
the other model.

or the replication of retained information to realize a realistic model over the
whole simulation horizon (spatial or temporal). Furthermore, both model
types should match in the sense that for reasonable parameters, their results
are on average similar enough (with respect to some tolerance).

Remark 3. Note that the term hybrid is already used for metapopulation
models that are connected by a a graph or network, as, e.g., in [25, 10].
Similar hybrid approaches are also presented in [26, 27]. In this paper, we
present another understanding of hybrid models in the spatial sense by allow-
ing different model types in different regions.

2.2.1. Spatial hybridization

The idea of a spatial-hybrid model originates from research questions on
fine-granular infection spread, like household or workplace transmission in a
particular region. To consider only this (focus) region would neglect the in-
fluence of connected regions on infection dynamics through, e.g., commuting
activities. However, the use of fine-granular models for all connected regions
might be prohibitively expensive or individual-level data is either exclusively
available in the focus region, or substantially costly to collect for outside
regions.

The focus region is then modeled by a fine-granular model and we use
coarse-granular models in any connected region. With this approach we get
results with the desired resolution in the focus region while considering the
dynamic, time-dependent influence of the connected regions in a runtime
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efficient manner. In the following, we will denote this approach as spatial
hybridization and will refer to hybrid models with higher granularity in a
focus region as spatial-hybrid models.

For the spatial hybridization, we require a disjoint partition of the mod-
eled domain into at least two subregions. The exchange of populations be-
tween the different regions can be realized with different mobility models,
however, sending agents to a coarser model does cause loss of information
(e.g. sending an agent to a simple ODE-based model will only retain its
infection state and lose all spatial information). To the best of our knowl-
edge, there is only little theory on this exchange problem and the exchange
is highly dependent on the concrete models used. Some discussions and sug-
gested models can be found in [28, 25, 29].

In the introduction of this section, we formulated that both model types
should match in some sense regarding average outcomes. On one hand,
ODE-based models are not able to let a virus go completely extinct. On the
other hand, ABMs can simulate this extinction. This does not mean that a
spatial-hybrid of ODE-ABM cannot be used if infection numbers are small
in one region, only that the results may differ from the results of a fully
fine-resolved (stochastic) model and hence that this needs to be considered
when evaluating simulation results. For further discussion on this effect, see
e.g. [30, 31]. More suitable combinations could use stochastic differential
equation-based models or a mixed spatial-temporal-hybrid (in combination
with the next section).

Two ways to obtain compatible models are to fit the two models against
each other, or to derive the coarse model (parameters) from the fine one.
However, in both cases it is important to understand the model behavior
very well to be aware of inter-dependencies. For instance, location and in-
fection state changes may depend on each other and cannot always be fitted
separately. An interesting discussion can be found in [32].

2.2.2. Temporal hybridization

The idea of temporal-hybrid models is based on the assumption that the
lower the case numbers, the higher is the impact of stochastic events to
the (simulation) outcome. On the other hand, if case numbers are high,
individual behavior and stochastic events become less influential. This means
that single simulation results of stochastic models come closer to averaged
outcomes.

The temporal hybridization is based on the same requirements as the
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spatial-hybrid model, except that we only use one model for the whole domain
and switch between coarse- and fine-granular model during the course of the
simulation. Then, instead of exchanging agents or populations on spatial
transitions, we exchange the entire model at certain time points. These time
points depend on the current system state and are thus selected dynamically.
In the consequence, we need fine granular data for the whole domain.

In Section 2.4.2, we use an ABM to model disease spread when the num-
ber of infected individuals is below a predefined threshold and switch to a
coarser, hence ODE-based or metapopulation model, as soon as the number
of infected individuals exceeds the threshold. In literature this kind of hybrid
model is also referred to as stage-based hybrid model, see e.g. [25] and [28].
We call this approach temporal hybridization and the corresponding model a
temporal-hybrid model.

In case of the virus-extinction example from above, we could change from
an ODE-based or metapopulation model to an ABM whenever the number of
virus carriers drops below a threshold that would realistically allow an extinc-
tion to occur and switch back whenever the virus will, with some certainty
or probability, spread to a larger population. Note that this approach needs
careful evaluation of the switching condition. Like for the spatial-hybrid
model the exchange of information between models is crucial and dependent
on the concrete models used. A benefit of a temporal-hybrid model is that
it can effectively save computational cost in periods of diffusive spread while
maintaining the required level of detail in highly stochastic periods.

2.3. Explicit models

In this section, we will present two models that were introduced by [33]
for which we define infection states and possible courses of the disease used in
both model types, fine- and coarse-granular. We start with an ABM, whose
change over time is described by a master equation motivated by chemical
reaction systems, cf., e.g., [34]. While this does impose some restriction on
what the agents’ (inter)actions may be, it allows us to derive a piecewise
deterministic metapopulation model (PDMM) that shares parameters and
behavior with the ABM. As the PDMM can be obtained by a model re-
duction of the presented ABM, the models fulfill the requirements presented
in Section 2.2. In this section, we focus on the theoretical formulation. All
models are implemented on a fork of the MEmilio software [35] for modular
epidemics simulations.
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2.3.1. A diffusion- and drift-based agent-based model

The main features of the used ABM are the infection dynamics and
agents’ movements. Agents are represented as a tuple (x, z) ∈ Ω×Z , where
Ω ⊂ R2, the environment, is a compact domain and Z = (z1, z2, . . . , znI

) a
set of infection states. Considering na agents, the system state is defined as
a vector Y := (X,Z) ∈ Y := Ωna ×Zna , where an agent α (with its two fea-
tures, position and infection state) is represented by the α-th component of
the system state Yα = (xα, zα) = (X,Z)α. The evolution of the system state
over time is modeled as a continuous-time Markov process (Y (t), t ≥ 0). The
evolution of the process is determined by a so called master equation, that
describes the relevant probability measure by the change of its probability
density

∂tp(X,Z; t) = Gp(X,Z; t) + Lp(X,Z; t) . (3)

The operator G defines the infection state adoptions and only acts on Z,
while L defines location changes, only acting on X.

We now want to define both operators, starting with G. To that end, let
i → j be an infection state adoption, where i ∈ Z is the current infection
state, and j ∈ Z \ {i} the infection state to adopt. For any particular
agent, we assume that the likelihood of this adoption to happen in a given
amount of time is determined by some rate f

(α)
i,j (Y (t)) depending on the

system state at the current time t. We call this rate (infection state) adoption
rate. A suitable method to realize this rate-dependent infection dynamic is
using independent inhomogeneous Poisson processes Pi,j(t) := P

f
(α)
i,j (Y (t))

for

infection state adoption i → j and agent α. As a natural extension of f
(α)
i,j ,

for j = i, we define f
(α)
i,i ≡ 0. These rates should be interpreted as rates to

change the current state.
For a given infection state adoption, various compartments can influence

the adoption rate. The influence of an adoption i → j is defined as an index
set Ψi,j ⊂ Z \{i}. We use these influences to differentiate between two types
of adoptions:

1. First-order adoption: An adoption event that does not require inter-
actions with other agents, i.e., spontaneous infection state change, like
recovery or death from the disease. Its adoption rate only depends on
the compartment the agent is currently in, thus Ψi,j = ∅.

2. Second-order adoption: An adoption based on pairwise interactions,
i.e., infection via a contact with an infectious agent. The rate depends
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on the compartment of origin of an agent as well as all influences in
Ψi,j ̸= ∅.

Therefore, if there are no influences, the adoption event is of first-order, and
of second-order if there are any.

The adoption rates are given by adoption rate functions fi,j : Y →
[0,∞)na , which in general depend on the whole system state. For each agent

α, the α-th component of fi,j is given by the function f
(α)
i,j : Y → [0,∞),

which depending on the order of the adoption i → j is defined as

f
(α)
i,j (X,Z) = δi(zα)γi,j(xα) (4)

for first-order adoption events, or

f
(α)
i,j (X,Z) = δi(zα)

∑
τ∈Ψi,j

na∑
β=1

δτ (zβ)γi,j,τ (xα, xβ) (5)

for second-order adoptions. Here δi(zα) is the Kronecker-delta, being 1 when
agent α has infection state i and 0 otherwise. The functions γi,j : Ω →
[0,∞) and γi,j,τ : Ω2 → [0,∞) give the magnitude of the adoption rate, only
depending on an agent’s position. For example, we can choose

γi,j(x) = ci,j and γi,j,τ (x, y) = ci,j,τ1∥x−y∥Ω≤r , (6)

with a cutoff for second-order adoptions beyond the interaction radius r > 0.
The radius determines how close two agents have to be for being considered
contacts, and we use rate constants ci,j ≥ 0, ci,j,τ ≥ 0. We always set
ci,i = ci,i,τ = 0 as adoptions from one state to itself are not possible. Note
that rate constants ci,j and ci,j,τ could also be time-varying ci,j(t) and ci,j,τ (t).
Since the adoption rates are not dependent on a particular agent (i.e., a
vector component Yα), we can measure adoptions independently. Hence, the
operator G is defined by summation over all components as follows:

Gp(X,Z; t) :=−
nI∑

i,j=1

nα∑
α=1

f
(α)
i,j (X,Z)p(X,Z; t)

+

nI∑
i,j=1

nα∑
α=1

f
(α)
i,j (X,Z + jeα − ieα)p(X,Z + jeα − ieα; t) ,

(7)
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where eα is the α-th standard basis vector.
Similarly, for the location changes, we have the component-wise changes

L
(α)
i [p(x, z, t)] := p(yi(t), z, t) , (8)

where yi is the trajectory of an agent α with infection state i ∈ Z and initial
position x ∈ Ω. We will use independent diffusion processes to determine yi.
In general L

(α)
i can almost be chosen arbitrarily, but, for the derivation of

the corresponding coarse-granular model presented in the next section, L
(α)
i

is chosen such that (11) can be solved analytically. Further, define L(α) for X

such that it acts as L
(α)
i , but only on xα, the α-th component of X. Lastly,

we define the movement operator L as

Lp(X,Z, t) :=
na∑
α=1

Lαp(X,Z, t) . (9)

As mentioned above, agents’ movement trajectories y (omitting the depen-
dency i) will be determined by independent diffusion processes. They are
given by stochastic differential equations of the form

dx(t)

dt
= b(t, x(t)) + σ(t, x(t))ξ(t) . (10)

Here, b : [0, T ] × R2 → R2 is a potential on the domain, also called drift
coefficient, and σ : [0, T ]×R2 → R2×m is called diffusion coefficient or noise.
The potential can be given by a function F : Ω → R in which case b := −∇F .
As F is assumed to be deterministic, all random behaviour is solely caused
by the noise. The magnitude of the noise determines the influence of the
white noise process ξ : [0, T ] → Rm on the diffusion. Formally, it is defined
as ξ = dW

dt
, the derivative of the Brownian motion in Rm. The parameter

m can be used to stratify agents’ movement, for example with respect to
infection state or region.

In practice, we use an agent’s current position as initial value for (10),
and only integrate a small time step to get its new position.

2.3.2. The corresponding piecewise deterministic metapopulation model

The corresponding piecewise deterministic metapopulation model (PDMM)
simplifies the ABM by using two approximations. In the following, we will
shortly describe these approximations. The full derivation of the PDMM
from the ABM introduced above can be found in [19].
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First, computational effort is reduced by discretizing the domain. The
domain is split into subregions Ω1, ...,ΩnR

with Ω =
⋃nR

k=1Ωk and agents are
aggregated to subpopulations in the subregions. Hence, an agent’s position
is now defined only by its subregion index k ∈ {1, ..., nR} instead of an exact
position x ∈ Ω. Consequently, all agents in one subregion have the same posi-
tion. Like described in Section 2.1.1, the system state is defined as the matrix
N = (N

(k)
i )i∈Z,k=1,...,nR

∈ RnI×nR
≥0 , with N

(k)
i the number of agents in region

Ωk and compartment i. Let e
(k)
i be the matrix where the entry for (i, k) is 1

and all others are 0. The movement between subpopulations is modeled by
Poisson processes L(k,l)

i with rates λ
(k,l)
i for spatial transitions from subregion

k to l, k, l ∈ {1, . . . , nR}. These rates depend on the transitioning agent’s

infection state i and are of the form N → N+e
(l)
i −e

(k)
i . Formally, the spatial

transition rates are given by the location change operator L through

λ
(k,l)
i :=

∫
Ω
δΩl

(x)Li[δΩk
(x)]dx∫

Ω
δΩk

(x)dx
, (11)

but in practice they may be easier to sample than to calculate analytically.
The space of all possible system states is given by

Mna =

{
N

∣∣∣∣∣
nI∑
i=1

nR∑
k=1

N
(k)
i = na

}
, (12)

where na is again the total number of agents in the model.
Secondly, model and computational cost is reduced by approximating

the infection state adoption processes by a deterministic system of equa-
tions. The underlying assumption is that the populations are large such
that infection state adoptions are relatively rapid and spatial transitions
are comparatively rare. Using region-dependent adoption rate functions
f̂
(k)
i,j : RnI

≥0 → R≥0, the adoption dynamics are given by ordinary differen-
tial equations of the form

d

dt
N

(k)
i (t) =

∑
j∈Z
i ̸=j

(f̂
(k)
j,i (N

(k)(t))− f̂
(k)
i,j (N

(k)(t))) , (13)

without accounting for spatial transitions; cf. (1). The evolution of the sys-
tem state N(t) over time is described by a continuous-time Markov jump
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Figure 2: Flow chart of the adoption model. The dotted lines shows the influences
for the second-order adoption.

process. Writing (N(t))t≥0 as a path, we obtain

N(t) = N(0) +

nR∑
k,l=1

k ̸=l

nI∑
i=1

L(k,l)
i

(∫ t

0

λ
(k,l)
i N

(k)
i (s)ds

)
(e

(l)
i − e

(k)
i )

+

nR∑
k=1

nI∑
i,j=1

∫ t

0

f̂
(k)
i,j (N(s))ds(e

(k)
j − e

(k)
i ) .

(14)

For the full derivation from the ABM through a stochastic metapopulation
model to the PDMM using convergence results for Markov processes, see
again [19].

2.3.3. Transmission and course of the disease

As course of the disease model, we use a Susceptible-Exposed-Carrier-
Infected-Recovered-Dead model, thus Z = (S,E,C, I, R,D). Individuals in
the Carrier compartment may be either pre- or asymptomatic, hence they
do not show symptoms while the Infected compartment encompasses all indi-
viduals showing symptoms ranging from mild to severe. Both compartments
are infectious to Susceptibles. There is only one second-order adoption (see
Fig. 2) which is S → E with influences ΨSE = {C, I}. As there is no out-
flow from the R compartment, this model does not consider the possibility
of reinfection.

Given the courses of the disease and transmission possibilities defined
here, the local equations giving the adoption dynamics in the different PDMM
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regions of Section 2.3.2 write

d

dt
N

(k)
S = −

ρ(k)
(
ξ
(k)
C N

(k)
C + ξ

(k)
I N

(k)
I

)
nk
a

N
(k)
S ,

d

dt
N

(k)
E =

ρ(k)
(
ξ
(k)
C N

(k)
C + ξ

(k)
I N

(k)
I

)
nk
a

N
(k)
S − γ

(k)
E,CN

(k)
E ,

d

dt
N

(k)
C = γ

(k)
E,CN

(k)
E − (γ

(k)
C,R + γ

(k)
C,I)N

(k)
C ,

d

dt
N

(k)
I = γ

(k)
C,IN

(k)
C − (γ

(k)
I,R + γ

(k)
I,D)N

(k)
I ,

d

dt
N

(k)
R = γ

(k)
C,RN

(k)
C + γ

(k)
I,RN

(k)
I ,

d

dt
N

(k)
D = γ

(k)
I,DN

(k)
I .

(15)

2.4. Hybridization

We apply the two hybridization approaches described in Section 2.2 to
the introduced models of Section 2.3.1 and Section 2.3.2. As the motivation
emerges from combining a coarser model (PDMM) with a detailed model
(ABM) to manage the high computational costs of individual-scale models,
we give a short overview of the computational costs with respect to the num-
ber of agents na. For both models, we need to consider computational costs
for spatial transitions or movements and infection state adoption dynamics.
The movement of agents in the ABM is given by a diffusion process that has
to be evaluated for every agent. Assuming a constant time for the evalua-
tion, the cost to calculate movement dynamics in the ABM lies in O(na).
Furthermore, the infection state adoption rates have to be evaluated in every
iteration. As first order adoption rates are computed per agent, the com-
plexity as well is in O(na). For second-order adoptions, pairwise comparison
of agents is necessary, hence, we obtain a superlinear complexity and in the
worst case one iteration has computational cost in O(n2

a). For the PDMM
the cost for infection state adoption dynamics in one iteration is given by
integrating the system of differential equations, it is thus independent of
na. Technically, the cost for integration scales with the number of equations
meaning the number of regions and compartments, but their size is negligibly
small compared to na. Therefore, the relevant complexity and runtime factor
in the PDMM is given by the spatial transition events. The frequency of the
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spatial transitions depends on the magnitude of the rates. As the transi-
tion rates are multiplied with the corresponding subpopulation, see (14), the
complexity of the spatial dynamics lies in O(na). A summary of the model
characteristics is given in Table 1.

ABM PDMM

Complexity superlinear, up to O(n2
a) O(na)

∗

Spatial domain continuous discrete
Adoption dynamics stochastic deterministic

Table 1: Model comparison of ABM and PDMM. The term O(na)
∗ describes the

runtime scaling due to transition rates and can be replaced by O(1) under the assumption
that spatial transitions are several orders of magnitude lower than infection state adop-
tions.

2.4.1. Spatial Hybridization

The general concept of the spatial hybridization has already been intro-
duced in Section 2.2. In the following, we will provide some further details
on the precise realization. Assume Ω1 to be the focus region. For the precise
implementation, ABM and PDMM are set up for the whole domain while
both models have no movement or infection state adoptions in the nonrele-
vant regions meaning the focus region for the PDMM and all regions outside
the focus regions for the ABM, i.e. the corresponding rates are zero. Then,
both models are run independently from each other as long as no agents
are leaving or entering the focus region. On time points for population ex-
change, models will be synchronized. The basic implementation idea shown
in Algorithm 1.

As mentioned before, the exchange of agents and populations between the
models is a crucial aspect of the hybridization. As the mobility process of the
PDMM is also based on agents and not on shares of the whole population, we
always exchange agents between both models. The exchange between ABM
and PDMM is then done as follows:

• ABM → PDMM: As we switch from fine-granular to a corresponding
coarse-granular model, the exchange can be done by a trivial projection.
Out-commuting agents from the focus region Ω1 are just added to the
subpopulation N

(k)
i in the PDMM according to their updated position

x ∈ Ωk, k = 2, . . . , nR and infection state i ∈ Z. Subsequently, this
agent is removed from the ABM.
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Algorithm 1: Spatial hybridization

1 Create ABM and PDMM for Ω =
⋃nR

k=1Ωk and t = t0;
2 Set and restrict rates and populations;
3 ABM for Ω1;
4 PDMM for Ω2, . . . ,ΩnR

;
5 While t ∈ [t0, tmax] do;

6 Define next synchronization point t̂;

7 Advance ABM and PDMM from t to t̂;
8 Exchange populations;

9 Set t = t̂;

• PDMM → ABM: The exchange from coarse-granular to fine-granular is
not as trivial as the PDMM only has information aggregated to region
and compartment. It misses concrete positions inside the subregions.
For the corresponding models, all infection state information can be
taken from the corresponding subpopulation compartment. For the
position, we do an educated guess and the new position is sampled
from an appropriate distribution. The distribution depends on the
distinct behavior of the ABM movement operator L, see (9).

To get the initial populations for the spatial-hybrid model, we only add
agents to the ABM and then make one exchange step to set the initial system
state N(0) in the PDMM. With this, all agents outside Ω1 are removed from
the ABM, and in the PDMM the population in Ω1 is set to 0.

2.4.2. Temporal Hybridization

The setup for the temporal-hybrid model is similar to the implementation
of the spatial hybridization described in Section 2.4.1, in so far as both models
are setup with matching parameters and used on the whole domain. However,
instead of restricting the models spatially, only one model runs at a time. To
decide which model that is, we define a function Γ that returns, based on time
and the system state at t and predefined criteria, a model {ABM,PDMM},
i.e., Γ is a function that determines with which model to continue from a
given time point. In the application presented in Section 3.2, the model
choice depends on the number of infectious agents, which makes most sense
as infectious disease dynamics are driven by the stochasticity in the behavior
of infectious agents. The procedure is shown in Algorithm Algorithm 2.
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Algorithm 2: Temporal hybridization

1 Create ABM and PDMM for Ω at t = t0;
2 Select one model as mcurrent;
3 Initialize population only for mcurrent;
4 Define time step ∆t;
5 While t ∈ [t0, tmax] do;
6 mnext = Γ(mcurrent, t);
7 If mcurrent ̸= mnext;
8 Move the population from mcurrent to mnext;
9 mcurrent = mnext;

10 Set t = t+∆t;
11 Advance mcurrent to t;

Moving the population between the models follows the same principle as
the agent exchange described in Section 2.4.1, applied to all agents in all
regions at once.

3. Results

In this section, we provide simulation results for the standalone agent-
and metapopulation-based models presented in Section 2.3. We will compare
these results against our spatial- and temporal-hybrid models. All models
are simulated using a temporal Gillespie algorithm, allowing us to obtain
stochastically exact results without sampling the distribution [36, 37]. We
will highlight differences and similarities in the particular model outcomes
and compare model runtimes as a proxy indicator for computational effort.
All simulations were conducted on a Intel Xeon ”Skylake” Gold 6132 (2.60
GHz) with four nodes with 14 CPU cores each and 384GB DDR4 memory,
using separate cores to conduct Monte Carlo runs in parallel.

3.1. Spatial Hybridization

In the following, we present the results for two applications of the spatial
hybridization. The first application naturally extends the theoretical setting
of [19] by using four instead of two potential wells (i.e. local minima of
the potential) and significantly more agents. In the second application, we
consider a more realistic setting with the city of Munich and its surrounding
counties.

19



3.1.1. Application 1 - A mathematical quadwell example

In this section, we naturally extend the double-well example from [19]
by considering a quadwell potential with a constant noise term σ ∈ R. The
quadwell potential is given by

F (x, y) = (x2 − 1)2 + (y2 − 1)2; (16)

see Fig. 3. The magnitude of the noise term determines the number of
transitions between metaregions, see Fig. 4.

We define the focus region as the upper left quadrant defined by (−∞, 0)×
(0,∞). We number the wells in Fig. 3b from 1 to 4 starting with the up-
per left, focus well and ending with the lower right well, numbered line by
line. We simulate the ABM, the PDMM and the spatial-hybrid model for
tmax = 150 days. We choose na = 8000 agents with 1% of the population
being initially infected in every well (0.2% Exposed, 0.3% Carrier and 0.5%
Infected). The transmission probability ρ(k) is the same in all regions apart
from region 2 which has a transmission probability three times higher than
the other regions. All parameters and their values are given in Table B.4,
motivated by [10]. However, as the scope of the current paper is the disease-
agnostic introduction of novel hybrid models, no further parameter refine-
ment for COVID-19 has been performed. The results of 500 simulations are
shown in Fig. 5. Comparing Fig. 5b and Fig. 5c, it can be seen that region
2 is the main driver of the infection dynamics and that for a high number
of infected agents, the PDMM approximates the ABM outcomes sufficiently
well. As region 2 is not the focus region, this region is modeled with the
PDMM in the spatial-hybrid, therefore the PDMM and hybrid model curves

(a) (b)

Figure 3: Quadwell potential (16) used for the diffusion process in the ABM.
The four metaregions are separated by the axes x = 0 and y = 0. The figure shows an (a)
isometric view and (b) a contour plot of the potential.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 4: Position distribution for a simulation of 800 agents for 50 days in the
quadwell scenario. Results for noise term (a) σ = 0.3, (b) σ = 0.5 and (c) σ = 0.6.
Agents are initialized with positions having 0.3 distance from the axes with x = 0 and
y = 0.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 5: Spatial hybridization for the quadwell potential: Focus region, sum
of all regions and Region 2. Number of infectious agents (compartments C and I)
for (a) the focus region (b) the sum of all regions and (c) Region 2. The figures show the
mean outcomes in solid lines with a partially transparent face between the p25 and p75
percentiles from 500 runs.

are almost overlapping. Fig. 5a shows that in the focus region the hybrid
model fits the ABM outcomes much better than the PDMM. For the sake of
completeness, the results for region 2 and region 3 are shown in Fig. A.12.

The runtime of the spatial-hybrid model is dominated by the ABM, but
is still one order of magnitude smaller than the ABM runtime for 400 agents
and even two orders of magnitude for 16, 000 agents, see Fig. 6a. For 40, 000
agents, the runtime for the described scenario can be reduced by 98% using
the spatial-hybrid model.

3.1.2. Application 2 - Infectious disease spread in Munich and surrounding
counties.

Secondly, we want to consider a more realistic application, in particular
an application for the city of Munich, defined as our focus region, and its
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(a) (b)

Figure 6: Log-scaled runtime (in seconds) for ABM, PDMM and spatial-hybrid
model. Results for (a) the quadwell example with the setup according to Table B.4 and
(b) the scenario of the city of Munich with setup according to Table B.5.

Figure 7: Potential defined for the ABM in and around Munich. Black areas
have value 0 and white parts value 1. We obtain the potential F by discretizing the map,
resulting in a matrix P ∈ [0, 1]p×p and then interpolating between matrix entries.

surrounding counties.
To realize realistic intercounty mobility patterns, we define a potential on

the political map of the considered counties. We apply a Gaussian curve on
the discretized (in pixels) county borders to define a potential F (x). More
precisely, F (x) = h if x is on a border, F (x) ∈ (0, h) modeled through a
Gaussian curve if x is in a given distance from the border and F (x) = 0 oth-
erwise, i.e., inside a county. The resulting potential directly determines eight
regions for the PDMM, aligning with the eight counties considered. Fig. 7
shows the potential with a zoomed in snipped to the gradient on the border.
For this potential the noise term σ and the border height h determines the
time scale for an agent crossing a border. A drawback of modeling agent
movements with potential and diffusion process is the limited control on in-
tercounty mobility, in particular that only agents next to the borders can
transition to neighboring regions in an appropriate time. However, in reality
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individuals that are further away from the borders should also transition to
neighboring counties in a moderate time, e.g., on a daily basis caused by
commuting activities. To that end we modify the agents’ movements. For
short-distance travel, we use the movement operator L given by Eq. (10),
where we set the border height h for the potential F to 10 and additionally
prevent crossing borders through random walks. For long-distance travel, we
introduce two normally distributed random variables Tα

d and Tα
r for agent

α. Samples of these variables are only used when α is a commuter on the
current day ⌊t⌋. We use the random variable Tα

d ∼ N (µd, σd) for the time
point an agent α leaves its home county on day ⌊t⌋ and Tα

r ∼ N (µr, σr) the
time point an agent α returns on day ⌊t⌋ – ignoring and resampling values
beyond three standard deviations to ensure that samples are in [0, 1]. We
introduce a commuting term K(t), which is added onto L, which allows us
to better control the desired number of border crossings. Let Kα(t) be the
α-th component of K(t), that is zero if agent α is not a commuter on day
⌊t⌋. If α is a commuter, Kα(t) is given by

Kα(t) =

{
π(xα)− xα, if tαd + ⌊t⌋ ∈ (t, t+ δt] ∨ tαr ∈ (t, t+ δt]

0, else
, (17)

where ⌊t⌋ marks the beginning of the day and tαd and tαr are realizations of
Tα
d and Tα

r . Furthermore, π : Ω → Ω is a random variable on the domain
using the probability function

P (π(xα) = y) = P (y|xα ∈ Ωk; y ∈ Ωl) · λ(k,l) =


λ(k,l)

ν(Ωl)
, l ̸= k

λ(k,k), l = k ∧ xα = y

0, l = k ∧ xα ̸= y

,

(18)

where λ(k,l) is the relative number of commuters from region Ωk to region Ωl

and ν a counting measure on the discretized map (see Fig. 7) ignoring border
pixels. Hence ν(Ωl) is the number of pixels inside region Ωl. When using this
adapted movement for the ABM, we need to adapt the exchange of agents
from PDMM to ABM for the spatial-hybrid as well. When we exchange an
agent α from PDMM to ABM, we (uniformly) sample a new position for it
in the focus region. Depending on the current time t, we decide whether the
agent has started its commute or is returning from it. In case of the former,
i.e., if t ≤ ⌊t⌋+µd+σd, a return time tαr is drawn. Fig. 8 shows that through
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Figure 8: Daily commuting from and to Munich City for different surrounding
counties. 5% and 95% percentiles of daily transitions in simulations shown as colored
area together with median as solid line. The static register data from Federal Agency of
Work, scaled to number of simulated agents, is shown as dotted lines.

the incorporation of the commuting term K, the number of daily transitions
in Munich matches the static daily commuting data scaled according to the
number of agents na.

In our focus region, Munich City, we initialize na = 14, 064 agents. We
only have initially infected agents (0.05% Exposed, 0.05% Carrier and 0.1%
Infected) in Munich (Landkreis), which is the region directly neighboring
Munich City in North, East and South. In all other regions, all agents
are Susceptible at the beginning. All parameters and their values for this
application are shown in Table B.5. We run the simulations for tmax = 50
days. We note that the PDMM mean fits the ABM mean better than in the
quadwell potential, see Fig. 9. As a result, the spatial-hybrid also delivers a
better fit to the ABM for both, the focus region and the sum of all regions.
While on first glance, the PDMM and its median outcome approaches the
ABM quite well, its limitations lie in the percentile outcomes. Looking at
the percentiles, it can be observed that in 25% of the ABM runs, no infected
agents enter the focus region. The PDMM is not able to capture these
dynamics. On the other hand, the 25% prediction interval of the spatial-
hybrid model can capture this effect until day 35.

The runtime gain for the Munich potential is smaller than in the quadwell
potential but the spatial-hybrid model is still 5-times faster than the ABM for
93, 000 agents, which is a runtime gain of 80%, see Fig. 6b. The reason for this
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(a) (b)

Figure 9: Spatial hybridization for the Munich City example: Focus region and
sum of all regions. Number of infectious agents (compartments C and I) for (a) Munich
City (focus region) and (b) the sum of all regions. The figures show the mean outcomes
in solid lines with a partially transparent face between the p25 and p75 percentiles from
500 runs.

reduced effect is the very disadvantageous setup for the hybrid model with
Munich City as focus region, because its population makes up approximately
75% of all agents in the modeled counties. Consequently, in the spatial-
hybrid model, the number of agents modeled with the ABM is roughly 75%
of na while in the quadwell potential it is only 25% of all agents. Secondly,
the chosen initialization also has a relevant influence on the runtime gain.
As we have a very low number of infectious agents in the simulation (at
most 0.28% of the total population compared to approximately 3.75% in the
quadwell), there are only a few infection state adoptions in the ABM per
time step, which leads to less computational costs. One can observe that
the runtime for the spatial-hybrid model for Munich is even slightly higher
than the ABM runtime for na < 600. This can again be explained by the
percentage of agents in the focus region compared to the whole domain and
the relatively low runtime of the ABM due to very low numbers of infectious
agents. Therefore the exchange of agents from PDMM to ABM - which is
slightly more complex for the Munich potential compared to the quadwell
potential - produces overhead which only amortized for na > 600.

3.2. Temporal hybridization

For the temporal hybridization we consider a single well potential given
by

F (x, y) =
x4 + y4

2
, (19)
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Figure 10: Single well potential (19) used for the diffusion process in the ABM
of the temporal-hybrid model.

see Fig. 10. By design we only have one region and the PDMM reduces to
a classical ODE-based model without spatial transitions. We use a constant
noise σ ∈ R for the diffusion process and a relatively small contact radius r,
thus σ has a crucial influence on contacts between agents in the ABM and
consequently on second-order adoptions. Again, we use the adoption model
from Fig. 2. All parameters and their values for the single well application
are listed in Table B.6.

We choose a scenario with exactly one infected agent in compartment I
with an otherwise susceptible population. The transmission probability ρ is
set such that in around 30% of all simulations, the virus dies out. Otherwise,
we get an epidemic outbreak and introduce a nonpharmaceutical intervention
(NPI) which is implemented through a reduction of ρ by 80% after tNPI =
0.5(t0 + tmax). This NPI then leads to a slow decline of infections over the
remaining parts of the simulation.

Since we are considering only one region, the derived PDMM is a deter-
ministic ODE model in which the virus never dies out. Obviously, we cannot
use this PDMM to meaningfully simulate this specific scenario in its entirety.
However, we can use the PDMM to speed up calculation once an outbreak
reaches a certain size or after the virus has become extinct. Therefore, the
temporal-hybrid model always starts with the ABM, and then switches to the
PDMM once an extinction or an outbreak reaches a certain size. The latter
is defined by a threshold s > 1 to be compared against the sum of agents
in infection states E, C and I. If this number is larger than s, we switch
the model to the PDMM, projecting the whole population of the ABM. A
suitable value for the threshold s depends on the specific setup, especially on
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the transmission probability ρ. It is not trivial to determine particularly for
real-world scenarios.

A second threshold 0 ≤ s′ < s could be introduced to switch from PDMM
to ABM as soon as the number of infected agents falls below s′. This second
threshold indicates a number of infected, where stochasticity is (again) im-
portant to determine the development of the disease dynamics. This can be
of particular importance if disease mitigation, e.g., through NPIs, had been
conducted successfully. In the presented scenario, we simply set s′ to zero.

Here, the model selection function Γ from Algorithm 2 returns the PDMM
if the number of infected agents exceeds s, and the ABM otherwise. We
choose t0 = 0, tmax = 40, and a fixed step size of ∆t = 0.2 for this Algo-
rithm. The single initially infected agent is chosen randomly from the entire
population. Fig. 11 shows the results of 10,000 simulations of ABM, PDMM
and the temporal-hybrid with s = 2 and s = 5 in form of the mean result as
well as the 25th- and 75th-percentile for the stochastic models.

The reduction of ρ at tNPI = 20 leads to a kink in the number of infected
agents (compartments E, C and I), see Fig. 11a. Since in 30% of all ABM
simulations the virus dies out, the 25th-percentile is almost entirely zero,
except for right after the initialization. We can also see that the percentiles
as well as the means of the temporal-hybrid models with s = 2 and s = 5
are fairly close together, hence they are both good approximations to the
pure ABM. As the PDMM is deterministic, the percentiles and means of it
are all the same and are close to the ABM mean. While Fig. 11a shows the
results for all simulations, Fig. 11b shows mean, p25 and p75 for all simula-
tions where the virus becomes extinct and Fig. 11c the corresponding curves
for all simulations where the virus survives, hence an outbreak occurs. The
PDMM is not shown in Fig. 11b as it is not able to capture the extinction
scenario. In Fig. 11c both temporal-hybrid models and ABM curves have
shifted upwards compared to the results of all simulations in Fig. 11a. The
PDMM result remains trivially the same and therefore underestimates the
mean number of infected in the survival scenarios, see Fig. 11c. For com-
pleteness, we also provide the results for the later compartment I, see ??, in
the appendix, where we see a rather smooth transition compared to the kink
in Fig. 11. Both switching thresholds seem to be a good choice as the result-
ing temporal-hybrid models are very close to the ABM results - the mean as
well as the percentiles. Note, however, that the low thresholds are due to a
large transmission probability ρ and dense contact network realized through
the diffusion-drift process. In Fig. 11b, the mean of the temporal-hybrid
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 11: Temporal hybridization for the single well example and number of
infected agents in compartments E, C, and I. The subfigures show (a) all runs, (b)
extinction runs with virus extinction, and (c) survival runs without virus extinction for
ABM, PDMM and temporal-hybrid models with s = 2 and s = 5. The figures show the
mean outcomes in solid lines with a partially transparent face between the p25 and p75
percentiles from 10,000 runs with 10,000 agents.

model with s = 5 is a little closer to the ABM mean, but both mean hybrid
model outcomes from the extinction simulations do not capture the increase
of the ABM mean until tNPI . The reason for that is that the temporal-hybrid
models switch to a PDMM if the number of infected is high enough, thus
these models are then not be able to produce an extinction scenario anymore.

The ABM runs significantly faster in extinction runs than in survival runs
(see Table 3), as there are no pairwise interactions to consider once there are
no infected agents anymore. Furthermore, the PDMM is - as expected - mul-
tiple orders of magnitude faster than the ABM, making it desirable to use it
whenever possible. On average, the temporal-hybrid model for both values of
s is almost three times faster than the ABM in the results for all simulations
(see Table 2) almost two times for the extinction simulations (see Table 3),
and more than three times for the survival simulations (see Table 3). When
comparing the total simulation time for the different switching thresholds,
all survival simulations show a time gain when using the lower threshold of
s = 2. Otherwise, the timings for both thresholds are very similar. For all
stochastic models (ABM and temporal-hybrid), the difference in minimum
and maximum time to the mean time correlates with the large variation in
simulation outcomes; see the percentiles in Fig. 11. For this application, we
do not further examine the runtime scaling behavior, as it does not behave
significantly different to the results for the spatial-hybrid model, see Sec-
tion 2.4 and Fig. 6. The runtime of the temporal-hybrid model is dominated
by the proportion of time (instead of population) in which the ABM is used
for the simulation.
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All simulations
Model min mean max

ABM 80.94 344.30 2091.56
PDMM 0.00040 0.00046 0.01000
Temporal-hybrid s = 2 42.33 116.26 634.26
Temporal-hybrid s = 5 42.31 120.05 655.27

Table 2: Summarized simulation (in sec) timings for ABM, PDMM and
temporal-hybrid models for all 10,000 simulations.

Extinction simulations Survival simulations
Model min mean max min mean max

ABM 80.94 93.01 112.66 93.18 446.24 2091.56
PDMM - - - 0.00040 0.00046 0.01000
Temporal-hybrid s = 2 42.33 48.79 99.75 45.09 143.97 634.26
Temporal-hybrid s = 5 42.31 49.37 102.76 46.02 147.47 655.27

Table 3: Summarized simulation timings (in sec) for ABM, PDMM and
temporal-hybrid models for simulations with and without virus extinction.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

While the number of research articles on hybrid models in the sense of our
understanding is very small, several authors have published pioneering works
in [28, 27, 26, 25, 29] over the last two decades. The approaches coming clos-
est to our works are given in [28, 29]. However, run time and computational
cost has, e.g., not been considered in [28]. In [29] various interesting results
have been published for a model running on a laptop computer.

In this work, we formalized two hybridization approaches and introduced
a general framework of spatial and temporal hybrid models, combining agent-
based and equation- or metapopulation-based models. In particular, the
temporal-hybrid model is also an adaptive model and future works may also
consider adaptivity in time and space through spatio-temporal hybrid mod-
els.

We here further presented two suitable models recently introduced, which
were adapted for our examples and combined in the suggested manner. The
critical aspect of combining these models is the definition of exchange rules,
an issue that has not been discussed a lot yet but which has an essential im-
pact on the accuracy and the performance of the hybridization. Models that
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are derived from one another in a theoretical way, like in [19, 38] offer a more
direct way to implement exchanges. Nevertheless, nuances in projections or
mappings can become important as it has been observed in our simulations.
With the presented random walk movement of agents, the same agent may
cross region boundaries multiple times in a short time, which might drasti-
cally change the hybrid model’s outcome compared to the outcome of the
fine model if this effect is not accounted for in the coarse model.

The movement pattern of the ABM, given by a potential and a Brown-
ian motion is a rather theoretical movement pattern that delivered us two
suitable models to be combined. In future work, we will investigate other
agent-based models realizing discrete locations such as schools or workplaces.
For these, more sophisticated methods for projection and, also, reconstruc-
tion of information might be needed.

As shown, hybrid models can combine the best of both worlds and deliver
fine-granular insights through the use of ABMs, only using modest or sub-
stantially reduced computational resources. Both hybridization approaches
were able to capture disease dynamics of the ABM better than the PDMM.
For the quadwell potential, the fitting of the PDMM to the ABM could be
improved by better parameter estimation, e.g., through making the spatial
transition rates dependent on time and infection state. This would then also
bring ABM and hybrid model results closer together.

For the spatial hybridization, the runtime gain depends on the total num-
ber of agents in the focus region, relative to all other regions modeled by equa-
tions. Similarly, the temporal hybridization runtime gain depends mostly on
the proportion of simulation time that the ABM is used. From our simula-
tions, we have seen that up to 98 % of the simulation time can be saved by
replacing an ABM by a spatial-hybrid model. Although this number depends
highly on the chosen models and the individual setting, a reduction of 90 %
of the simulation time or a speedup of 10 can be achieved easily.
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Appendix A. Supplementary Figures

(a) (b)

Figure A.12: Spatial hybridization for the quadwell potential: Region 3 and 4.
Number of infectious agents (compartments C and I) for (a) Region 3 and (b) Region
4. The figures show the mean outcomes in solid lines with a partially transparent face
between the p25 and p75 percentiles from 500 runs.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure A.13: Temporal hybridization for the single well example and number
of agents in compartment Infected. (a) All runs and selected runs (b) with and (c)
without virus extinction for ABM, PDMM and temporal-hybrid models with s = 2 and
s = 5. The figures show the mean outcomes in solid lines with a partially transparent face
between the p25 and p75 percentiles from 10,000 runs with 10,000 agents.

32



Appendix B. Supplementary Tables

Parameter Description Value
na Number of agents 8000
ρ Transmission probability. As it is re-

gion dependent it is given as vector(
ρ(0), ρ(1), ρ(2), ρ(3)

)
.

(0.1, 0.3, 0.1, 0.1)

ξ
(k)
C Increase or decrease factor on transmission

probability for Carrier
1.0

ξ
(k)
I Increase or decrease factor on transmission

probability for Infected
1.0

γ
(k)
E,C Rate from Exposed to Carrier. Is equal to 1

TE

with TE the average time of an agent being in
the exposed state.

1
3

γ
(k)
C,R Rate from Carrier to Recovered 1

30

γ
(k)
C,I Rate from Carrier to Infected 1− γ

(k)
C,R

γ
(k)
I,D Rate from Infected to Dead 0.0008

γ
(k)
I,R Rate from Infected to Recovered 1− γ

(k)
I,D

r Interaction radius 0.4
σ Noise term of the diffusion process 0.55

λ
(k,l)
i Spatial transition rates 0 for i = D;

for i ∈ Z \ D:
0.0048 for lat-
erally adjacent
regions, 1e−7

for diagonally
adjacent re-
gions

Table B.4: Parameter choices for the spatial hybridization scenario of the quadwell poten-
tial.
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Parameter Description Value
na Number of agents 14064
ρ(k) Transmission probability. 0.2

ξ
(k)
C Increase or decrease factor on transmission

probability for Carrier
1.0

ξ
(k)
I Increase or decrease factor on transmission

probability for Infected
1.0

γ
(k)
E,C Rate from Exposed to Carrier. Is equal to 1

TE

with TE the average time of an agent being in
the exposed state.

1
3

γ
(k)
C,R Rate from Carrier to Recovered 2

30

γ
(k)
C,I Rate from Carrier to Infected 1− γ

(k)
C,R

γ
(k)
I,D Rate from Infected to Dead 0.0005

γ
(k)
I,R Rate from Infected to Recovered 1− γ

(k)
I,D

r Interaction radius in km 50
σ Noise termin of the diffusion process 10

λ
(k,l)
i Spatial transition rates Correspond to

entries of com-
muter matrix
for i ̸= D, and
are zero for
i = D

µd Mean of commuting agents depart time 9
24

σd Standard deviation of commuting agents de-
part time

4
24

µr Mean of commuting agents return time 18
24

σr Standard deviation of commuting agents de-
part time

5
24

Table B.5: Parameter choices for the spatial hybridization for the Munich potential.
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Parameter Description Value
na Number of agents 10,000
ρ Transmission probability 0.6 initially,

0.12 after tnpi
ξ
(k)
C Increase or decrease factor on transmission

probability for Carrier
1.0

ξ
(k)
I Increase or decrease factor on transmission

probability for Infected
1.0

γ
(k)
E,C Rate from Exposed to Carrier. Is equal to 1

TE

with TE the average time of an agent being in
the exposed state.

1
3

γ
(k)
C,R Adoption rate from Carrier to Recovered 1

30

γ
(k)
C,I Adoption rate from Carrier to Infected 1− γ

(k)
C,R

γ
(k)
I,D Adoption rate from Infected to Dead 0.0008

γ
R,(k)
I,R Adoption rate from Infected to Recovered 1− γ

D,(k)
I

r Interaction radius, fairly small compared to
the other models

0.1

σ Noise term of the diffusion process 0.5

Table B.6: Parameter choices for the temporal hybridization using a single well potential.
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