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Abstract

In the infectious disease literature, significant effort has been devoted to studying dynamics
at a single scale. For example, compartmental models describing population-level dynamics are
often formulated using differential equations. In cases where small numbers or noise play a crucial
role, these differential equations are replaced with memoryless Markovian models, where discrete
individuals can be members of a compartment and transition stochastically. Classic stochastic sim-
ulation algorithms, such as Gillespie’s algorithm and the next reaction method, can be employed
to solve these Markovian models exactly. The intricate coupling between models at different scales
underscores the importance of multiscale modelling in infectious diseases. However, several com-
putational challenges arise when the multiscale model becomes non-Markovian. In this paper, we
address these challenges by developing a novel exact stochastic simulation algorithm. We apply
it to a showcase multiscale system where all individuals share the same deterministic within-host
model while the population-level dynamics are governed by a stochastic formulation. We demon-
strate that as long as the within-host information is harvested at a reasonable resolution, the novel
algorithm we develop will always be accurate. Moreover, the novel algorithm we develop is general
and can be easily applied to other multiscale models in (or outside) the realm of infectious diseases.

1 Introduction

Infectious diseases exhibit complex dynamics and are governed by various spatial and temporal scales,
which may include within-host infection processes, host-vector interactions, and between-host transmis-
sion patterns [ANHV18]. These scales interact with each other; for example, two infectious individuals
carrying the same disease can have significantly different infectivity levels in transmitting the disease
at the population scale. Often these differences are important because of the way a disease undergoes
a branching effect in a population [SRL05], such as super-spreaders. Due to the complicated nature
of infectious diseases, one vital tool to investigate and provide understanding of disease dynamics is
mathematical modelling [HAA+15].

The importance of mathematical tools for informing response to infectious diseases has been made
abundantly clear by the COVID-19 pandemic. Through mathematical modelling, transmission path-
ways, common patterns, and the underlying mechanisms which govern disease dynamics can be ex-
plored and analysed [DHB12]. Additionally, in situations where experiments can be unethical or direct
observation is infeasible, mathematical modelling can be applied to estimate and predict the future
dynamics of infectious diseases. However, there remains a pressing need for theoretical and computa-
tional innovation in modelling techniques across all spatio-temporal and population scales, and even
more so for models that integrate these scales.

Single scale epidemiological models have a limited scope for exploring a wide range of research
questions. Disease population dynamics are most often modelled at macroscopic scales using ordinary
differential equations (ODEs) to represent distinct populations (susceptible, infected, etc.) and their
changes over time (due to infections, death, vaccination etc.). Deterministic trajectories of the dis-
ease can be computed and finding basins of attraction, fixed point stability, and basic reproduction
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numbers, R0, give rapid insight into the fundamental macroscopic behaviour of the disease [KR08].
However, such models do not capture stochasticity or individual critical events and therefore cannot be
used to quantify uncertainty of predictions, find probabilities of elimination, or understand the early
stages of a disease.

Multiscale models, which combine methods at different scales, are ubiquitous in scientific applica-
tions [GJG+20, Gar18, Gar20, GM19, GMN14]. In particular, whole-cell simulation is one of the ‘Grand
Challenges of the 21st Century’ [Tom01]. Researchers in this field aim to develop complete models of
biological cells as autonomous molecular machines. Models that fail to appropriately account for the
scale of the problem at hand (for example, using a macroscopic model for small population sizes or
using a microscopic model for large populations) will either lead to unreliable results or unacceptable
computational times. In times of urgency, such as the emergence of a new infectious pathogen, this
causes delays and inaccuracies in generating scenario exploration, hypothesis tests and quantitative
predictions. Instead, there is a need for sophisticated modelling tools that are general enough to handle
an array of modelling approaches at scales most appropriate to provide accurate insights and there-
fore contribute more effectively to informed decision making related to the threat of infectious diseases.

There is a pressing need for more research to accurately and efficiently simulate stochastic mod-
els which capture the dynamics of each individual embedded in large ensemble populations. At small
population scales, including sub-populations like the population of infected individuals, the state of
individuals is critically important, and often a Stochastic Simulation Algorithm (SSA) will be used.
In an SSA, individual events, such as infection, or recovery, of a specific individual, are simulated. To
achieve this, event propensities (rates) α for all possible events are calculated, and then wait times for
these possible events are sampled from probability densities (exponentially distributed with rate α).
The event that occurs first is then adopted as part of the simulation, and the time until this event τ
is used to update the state of the simulation. This process is repeated for as long as necessary, noting
that each time the state of the simulation is updated, the future propensities for some events α may
change. For example, if an event creates a new infected individual, the propensity for new infections
increases proportionally.

Exact and approximate SSAs are derived from Gillespie’s work on models of molecular biology
[Gil77]. For example, variants such as the Next Reaction Method [GB00] make clever use of the mem-
orylessness of exponentially-distributed wait times to improve simulation times. On the other hand
approximate methods such as Tau-Leaping [CGP06] differ from exact SSAs by implementing a bundle
of events over a discrete time interval all at once, without updating the state of the system for each
event, under the assumption that each individual event has only a small effect on propensities and that
the changing of propensities over time can be approximated by state changes due to the cumulative
effect of a bundle of events. With a few exceptions, SSAs are almost always applied under the Marko-
vian assumption that α is (piecewise) constant between updates and τ is an exponentially-distributed
wait time. However, in the case of infectious diseases, this is often not appropriate. For example, in
situations where it is necessary to couple rapid events (such as events associated with within-host
models) and relatively slow events (such as population-level changes), it becomes too computationally
intensive to simulate all of the within-host events for each host in a population whilst simultaneously
accounting for the evolution of behaviour at the population level in response to within-host temporal
dynamics for each individual. Those events, in addition, are not Markovian in nature. Hence, there is a
need for innovative methods which allow for accurate simulation in cases that involve multiple scales,
and we address this problem in the current paper.

In this paper, we present a novel simulation framework for multiscale infectious disease models. In
Section 2, we develop the multiscale model and present the simulation algorithm. The simulation
algorithm is the key innovation of this paper, as it exploits common features among individuals to
deliver accurate and efficient results. The innovation of the algorithm allows for its adoption in a
broad range of multiscale infectious disease models. Then in Section 3, we present simulation results
for some key test problems which demonstrate the utility of the new algorithm. Finally, in Section 4,
we discuss the implications of our new framework and simulation algorithm in a broader context.
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2 Methods

2.1 Model framework

2.1.1 Population-level model

The simplest disease model, which underpins the core of most infectious disease models, describes the
population-level dynamics of transmission between those susceptible to a disease and those capable
of infecting others [FVHTSL12, MMP13]. To demonstrate the multiscale framework of this paper,
we have opted to keep the disease model at the population scale as simple as possible. By assuming
that individuals are removed at a constant rate in both susceptible and infectious states and that new
individuals are introduced as susceptible, we adopt the well-known deterministic S (Susceptible) – I
(Infectious) ODE model [AM92]:

dS

dt
= α(b) − α(i)(S, I)− α(ds)(S) = Λ− βSI − µS, S(0) = S0;

dI

dt
= α(i)(S, I)− α(di)(I) = βSI − µI, I(0) = I0,

(1)

where S and I denote the number of susceptible and infectious individuals, respectively. The terms
α(b) = Λ, α(ds)(s) = µs, α(di)(i) = µi, and α(i)(s, i) = βsi represent the rates of each of the events
modelled within the system. These events are as follows: birth of susceptible, death of susceptible,
death of infected and infection of susceptible individuals, respectively. Importantly, we use α in gen-
eral to represent rates and superscripts (b), (ds), (di) and (i) to indicate specificity to each of the four
event types. The constants Λ and µ are, respectively, the rate at which new susceptible individuals
enter the system, and the per capita death rate. The disease transmission coefficient is given by β. The
schematic diagram for this population-level model is shown in Figure 1a.

The SI model (1) has tractable fixed points (S, I) = (S∗, I∗). They are (S∗, I∗) = (S∗
0 , I

∗
0 ) =

(Λµ−1, 0) and (S∗, I∗) = (S∗
1 , I

∗
1 ) = (µβ−1, [Λβ − µ2](βµ)−1). We shall refer to (S∗

0 , I
∗
0 ) as the elim-

ination state and (S∗
1 , I

∗
1 ) as the endemic state. It is possible to show through linear stability and

bifurcation analysis that a transcritical bifurcation occurs when Λβ = µ2. If Λβ > µ2, then the disease
becomes endemic with (S∗

1 , I
∗
1 ) being positive and stable whilst the disease elimination state (S∗

0 , I
∗
0 ) is

unstable. If Λβ < µ2, then (S∗
1 , I

∗
1 ) has a negative infectious population and is therefore an irrelevant

fixed point and (S∗
0 , I

∗
0 ) is stable.

Model (1) encompasses fundamental features of most population scale infectious disease models. It,
therefore, has been extensively studied as a cornerstone base case. We will extend this model to include
multiscale behaviour in two steps:

1. Use a stochastic simulation algorithm (SSA) at the population level. We note that as an ODE,
the model only describes large continuous populations, and when populations S or I are small,
the model is inappropriate. For example, if I0 > 0 and Λβ > µ2, then I may get arbitrary
small. However, since (S∗

0 , I
∗
0 ) is unstable, disease elimination is impossible. On the other hand,

even if Λβ > µ2, elimination should be possible when I is small. Because in reality a small
number of infected individuals may, stochastically, recover or die before infecting anybody. Such
an elimination event can be achieved by a stochastic simulation of model (1). For instance, a
discrete and stochastic transition of I = 1 individual to I = 0 leads exactly to the elimination
steady state (S∗

0 , I
∗
0 ). This is an absorbing state since small perturbations are not possible in the

discrete stochastic (and thus realistic) scenario. We shall demonstrate in Subsection 2.1.2 how to
extend model (1) into a stochastic simulation algorithm. Although for model (1), such conversion
is widely understood, we shall highlight particular ideas useful for generating a multiscale model.

2. Introduce a deterministic within-host model for individual infections. We note that one big as-
sumption in model (1) is that the rates (or propensities) for population-level events to take
place do not evolve during the inter-event time intervals. However, such an assumption may
be an oversimplification in a real-world scenario. For example, each individual’s mortality rate
at the population level can be related to its within-host pathogen load and immune responses
[GMN14]. Moreover, a variety of experimental observations [EGB12, BWE+14] indicate that tem-
poral changes in an infectious agent’s within-host viral load can be associated with its propensity
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to infect others. We, therefore, extend our model (1) by introducing a deterministic within-host
model for the infectious population. In Subsection 2.1.2, we will highlight how time-dependent
event propensities complicate the SSA algorithm. Then in Subsection 2.1.3, we will present a
simple deterministic within-host model.

In Section 2.2, we combine the population-level SSA model and the within-host model to obtain a
multiscale framework. The aim is to demonstrate an effective way to couple the deterministic changes
of individual viral loads with stochastic simulations at the population level. Whilst we explore this
with a simple dynamic model at both scales, the ideas in Section 2.2 are applicable to other multiscale
models in a more general setting.

2.1.2 Converting population-level model into an SSA

The population-level model shown in (1) describes a system of deterministic interactions that govern
the dynamics of an infectious disease. A key assumption behind the ODE formualtion is that popu-
lations are large and continuous, and hence noise can be ignored. The underlying discrete stochastic
process of (1) is a continuous time Markov chain (CTMC), which describes the evolution of the discrete
stochastic non-negative state (S(t), I(t)) ∈ N2

≥0. S(t) and I(t), respectively, represent the number of
susceptible and infectious individuals at time t ∈ [0,∞). They are piece-wise constant functions in time
because the system remains in a constant state for an exponentially distributed amount of time until
moving to the next state [All10]. Moreover, a CTMC has the Markovian property of being memory-
less; its future state only depends on the current state of the system [All17].

Consider an arbitrary time t when S(t) = s and I(t) = i, we the define transition probabilities of
the stochastic process from state (s, i) to state (s+m, i+ n) by time t+∆t as

P(s,i),(s+m,i+n)(∆t)

:= P
(
(S(t+∆t), I(t+∆t)) = (s+m, i+ n)

∣∣ (S(t), I(t)) = (s, i)
)
,

(2)

where ∆t > 0 is any positive interval of time. If the initial state of the system (S(0), I(0)) = (S0, I0)
is known (or subject to a known distribution), then using the notation P(s0,i0),(s,i)(t) := P(s,i)(t), the
forward Kolmogorov equation to describe the stochastic system associated with the population-level
ODE model (1) can be written as:

dP(s,i)

dt
=α(b)P(s−1,i)(t) + α(ds)(s+ 1)P(s+1,i)(t) + α(di)P(s,i+1)(t)

+ α(i)(s+ 1, i− 1)P(s+1,i−1)(t)− P(s,i)(t)
[
α(b) + α(ds)(s) + α(di)(i) + α(i)(s, i)

]
.

(3)

Where possible, we shall reserve t to represent ‘calendar time’; the time that has passed since the start
of the population-level model.

The stochastic simulations of (3) – exact or approximate – are well-known in the literature and
can be achieved in a number of ways. The simplest approach uses a small set time step ∆t, thus it is
referred to as a time-driven algorithm. At each moment in time of a simulation, the current state of
the system (S(t), I(t)) = (s, i) is known. Then, multiplying (3) by ∆t gives the update formula to the
leading order:

P(s,i)(t+∆t) = 1−
(
α(b) + α(ds)(s) + α(di)(i) + α(i)(s, i)

)
∆t = 1− α(s, i)∆t; (4)

P(s+1,i)(t+∆t) = α(b)∆t; (5)

P(s−1,i)(t+∆t) = α(ds)(s)∆t; (6)

P(s,i−1)(t+∆t) = α(di)(i)∆t; (7)

P(s−1,i+1)(t+∆t) = α(i)(s, i)∆t, (8)

where α (with no superscript) is the sum of all (current) event rates. In stochastic contexts, the rates
which we denote here using α’s are called propensities. We say that α is the propensity for any event
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to occur. It follows that the probability of this event being birth, susceptible death, infectious death
or infection is given by α(b)/α, α(ds)(s)/α, α(di)(i)/α and α(i)(s, i)/α respectively. The probability of
any one of these events taking place in a given time step according to (4) is α(s, i)∆t. For numerical
simulation of the system, draw a uniform random number from 0 to 1. If it is less than α(s, i)∆t, then
(S(t), I(t)) is changed according to the event chosen from the weighted distribution of all possible
events. It is straight-forward to see that this algorithm requires a very small ∆t for accuracy, which
can lead to no events taking place in most time steps.

Two exact methods, the Gillespie algorithm (direct SSA) and Next Reaction Method (NRM) solve
this problem by asking the question

‘If ∆t→ 0, how long does one need to wait before realising an event?’. (9)

Using (4), we can determine a probability density function ϕ(s,i) in time for a state change if the
current state is (s, i):

ϕ(s,i)(T ) = α(s, i) exp (−α(s, i)T ) . (10)

The use of the upper case T emphasises that (10) is a distribution for a wait time from the current
time t (i.e. for a putative calendar time of t + T ). The putative (event wait) time, τ can be drawn
from τ ∼ ϕ(s,i)(T ). The use of the term ‘putative’ is common. This is because when τ is sampled, the
event is scheduled for the calendar time t+ τ . But this schedule may change if something changes the
propenensity α(s, i). In the direct SSA, all events are considered under a single propensity, so the puta-
tive time will always result in an event at t+τ . However, this is not the case for methods like the NRM.

The direct SSA and NRM take theoretically identical but practically different approaches to the
question in (9). In the direct SSA, inverse transform sampling is used to draw an event time using the
distribution (10):

τ = α(s, i)−1 log
(
u−1

)
= Φ−1(1− u), (11)

where u ∼ U(0, 1) and Φ is the cumulative distribution function associated with the density ϕ. After
determining when an event occurs, the direct SSA then determines which event occurs based on the
relative sizes of the probabilities (5)–(8). For example, the probability of a birth event (i.e. (s, i) →
(s + 1, i)) at calendar time t + τ is α(b)/α(s, i), similarly for the other events in proportion to their
respective propensities. However for NRM, instead of determining when an event occurs followed by
which event occurs, it reverses the order of these calculations by making use of two special properties
of the exponential distribution (10). Firstly, given any sensible partition of the state propensity by
event type α =

∑
(e)∈E α

(e) where E are the set of possible events (e.g., in this manuscript we have

that E = {(b), (ds), (di), (i)}), (11) has the same probability density function as

τ = min(e)∈E

[
τ (e)

]
= min(e)∈E

[
(α(e))−1 log

(
(u(e))−1

)]
, (12)

where u(e) ∼ U(0, 1) is independently sampled for each possible event and τ (e) is the putative time
associated with realising each event type. The most imminent event (e) – the one with the smallest
putative wait time – is the event which is chosen to propagate the simulation forward. Importantly,
because of the exponential distribution (10), the event corresponding to this most imminent time has
a probability that matches the probability of the event determined in the direct SSA. Therefore in the
NRM, putative times for event types (τ (e) = (α(e))−1 log((z(e))−1)) are drawn and stored as an array.
The minimum event putative time (τ = τ (m), (m) ∈ E) is then determined to be the ‘next reaction’ and
the state is updated according to the event (m) associated with this putative time. Interestingly, the
second property of the exponential distribution (10) then allows for the NRM to be efficient. Instead
of throwing away and resampling (rescheduling) all putative times for all events (e) ̸= (m), the times
τ (e) are kept and updated by first subtracting τ (m) (τ (e)

′
= τ (e) − τ (m)). We use the dash notation to

indicate that a wait time has been updated to a new wait time due to the moving forward of time.
Then the state is changed based on the event (m), which subsequently changes many of the event
propensities. Because each of the putative times τ (e) have been initially sampled from exponential
distributions, their updated values τ (e)

′
are conditioned on τ (e) > τ (m), which are also exponentially

distributed random numbers with propensity α(e) (the lack of markings here highlighting that this
is the propensity prior to any state change due to event (m)) and there is no need to resample the
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(a) (b)

Figure 1: (a) Schematic diagram for the population-level model. The boxes represent different
compartments while the arrows denote transition between compartments. The compartment linked to
the tail end of the arrow, (7→), does not experience any population flow in the corresponding transition.
The dashed arrows denote the removal rates. (b) 100 realisations of the population-level model.
The stochastic simulations are implemented based on Gillespie’s algorithm while the deterministic
result is generated by MATLAB’s ode15s solver with both absolute and relative tolerances being 10−8.
We set the initial condition (S0, I0) as (80, 20) people, and the ending time of the simulation to be 50
days. The parameter values chosen are: Λ = 10−3 person × day−1, β = 1.5 × 10−3 day−1person−1,
and µ = 10−5 day−1. A similar result can be obtained using the NRM.

putative event times which are computationally expensive to sample. An updated putative time needs
to be generated for the event (m). However it is clear from the sampling equation (11) that all other
events (e) ̸= (m) just need to be scaled after the event (m):

τ̄ (e) =
α(e)

ᾱ(e)
τ (e)

′
=
α(e)

ᾱ(e)

(
τ (e) − τ (m)

)
, (13)

where the bar indicates that the quantity has been updated for the change of current time from t to
t + τ (m) (the dashed notation), and also updated for the change of state/propensity associated with
event (m) from the time t + τ (m) to the new putative calendar event time of t + τ (m) + τ̄ . After all
calculations are done to update the state and putative times for the event (m), t + τ (m) becomes
the current time t and the new state becomes the current state (so bars and dashes are subsequently
dropped to be used to denote the updates for the next event). Using the Gillespie direct SSA or the
NRM, an exact stochastic simulation of the model is possible. In Figure 1b we show simulations of this
algorithm against the deterministic ODE model (1).

The purpose of discussing these known stochastic methods in detail here is to highlight the impor-
tance of the Markovian property in the population-level system. That is, event times are exponentially
distributed (10) and do not depend on history or time explicitly between events (when the state of the
system is constant). One nontrivial issue, which we shall address in detail, can arise if the state of the
system is changing in time between events. In multiscale (for example within-host and population-level
coupled) models, population-level propensities can depend on within-host dynamics, and thus change
with time between population-level state changes. The obvious solution here is to attempt to adapt
the within-host model into the SSA and generate putative times for all events (including those within
each infectious individual). In this respect, all events, irrespective of whether they are population-
level or within-host level would be modelled exactly. However, it is completely infeasible to do this
since: 1) there may be a large number of infectious individuals; 2) each individual will have their own
SSA; and 3) there may be an extremely large number of within-host events simulated before a single
population-level model event (the multiscale problem). Instead, because the within-host dynamics
are associated with much smaller timescales compared to the population-level dynamics, it becomes
crucial to develop an appropriate method for running an SSA at the population level subject to deter-
ministic and smooth time-varying propensities (in our case as a result of changing viral load of each
individual). We are therefore faced with the following two challenges: 1) time varying propensities:
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propensities that may change with time between discrete event times; and 2) the individuality prob-
lem: temporal change in propensities may be complex due to individual contributions and subject to
historical events (for example the previous times when individuals become infected). The time vary-
ing propensity problem has known solutions and can be solved exactly as we shall demonstrate. Of
course, sometimes the additional work required to deal with this problem exactly is not considered
to be worth the effort and approximate algorithms, such as τ -leaping, are used (appropriate when
the relative change in propensity between events is sufficiently small and therefore approximated to
be constant) [Gil01]. The individuality problem is a much harder problem. This is unsurprising since
more detail in SSA simulations and, indeed, any model, will always increase computational demands.
To overcome these two challenges, we introduce in the next section a simple within-host model to use
as a test problem and we assume that, once infected, all individuals deterministically trace solutions
of this model. This means that what separates individuals is the initial time of infection only.

2.1.3 Within-host model

In general, a within-host model describes viral dynamics and immune responses at the cellular level in
one single host [FVHTSL12, MMP13]. By assuming that the within-host dynamics can be controlled
by target cell limitation only, we choose to rely on an extension of the deterministic target cell-limited
model as shown in (14):

dC

d(δt)
= Λc − kCV − µcC, C(0) = C0

dC∗

d(δt)
= kCV − (µc + δc)C

∗, C∗(0) = C∗
0

dV

d(δt)
= pC∗ − cV, V (0) = V0.

(14)

The independent variable δt in the context of the within-host model denotes the age of infection of this
infectious host (i.e. the time since their initial infection). One should keep in mind that δt is different
from t, the population-level calendar time. The numbers of uninfected cells, infected cells, and virus
particles are denoted by C, C∗, and V , respectively. We assume that the rate at which new target cells
are created is given by Λc. The virus is produced at a rate of p while c is its clearance rate, and the
infection coefficient of healthy cells is given by k. The constants µc and δc denote, respectively, the
mortality rate of the cells and the additional death rate for infectious cells. The schematic diagram for
this within-host model is shown in Figure 2a.

2.1.4 Model coupling

With the specific population-level and within-host sub-models discussed in Subsection 2.1.1 and Subsec-
tion 2.1.3, respectively, we can now construct a multiscale model by linking these separate sub-systems.
Theoretically, this coupling process can be facilitated through identifying possible parameters and vari-
ables in one sub-system that affect the dynamics of the other and consistently formulating a feedback
across sub-models. A common approach to accomplish this is by expressing that set of parameters or
variables in one sub-model as functions of those in the other [GMN14]. In this Subsection, we will de-
velop a test multiscale model that links the population-level transmission coefficient to the within-host
viral load. It is important to note that, to illustrate the simulation methodology, the model coupling
presented below represents just one method to connect these scales.

Although a variety of experimental observations [EGB12, BWE+14] indicate that population-level
disease transmission is often associated with the infectious agent’s within-host pathogen load, the
specific functional form between these quantities is still uncertain [HR15]. For simplicity, we assume
that each agent’s transmission coefficient is a linear function of the viral load associated with that
agent, with proportional constant l, which takes the unit day−1 viral particle−1 person−1. Whilst we
have chosen a linear relationship between the viral load V and the agent transmission coefficient, the
nature of relationship does not affect at all the applicability of this method. We recall that V (δt) is
the viral load of an individual with age of infection δt. We shall assume that all infectious individuals
within-host dynamics are governed by the same deterministic model (14). Thus, for a specific infectious
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individual j, the corresponding transmission coefficient βj at time t is

βj(t) = lV (δtj) = v(t− tj), (15)

where v(δt) = lV (δt). In (15), tj is the calendar time associated with the initial infection of individual
j and δtj is the age of the infection in that individual. Note that the individuality of βj is encapsulated
only in the initial infection time tj . We further assume that within-host dynamics is independent from
the population-level dynamics (and can be solved numerically once at the start of the simulation). The
function v(δt) is assumed to be zero prior to infection (δt < 0), so as to account for the agent being
susceptible (noninfectious).

A more complicated model can include further stochasticity in the parameters of the within-host
model (14) among individuals. In this case, the appropriate change to the population-level model
simply requires noting that v is different for each j. However, introducing more individuality into
the model substantially complicates the computational requirements. Therefore, for a level of novel
tractability of the problem, we shall look only at the case where the within-host model is deterministic
and the dynamics are the same for each individual post-infection.

Simulating the multiscale coupled model involves replacing the transmission term in (1) with a
non-Markovian (explicitly time-dependent) one, which is derived from the sum of the total viral load
in the infectious population:

α(i)(s, i) = βsi→ α(i)(s, i; t) = s

i∑
j=1

βj(t) = s

i∑
j=1

v(t− tj). (16)

Since the propensity α(i) now depends explicitly on time, the previously mentioned algorithms in Sub-
section 2.1.2 need to be updated. Furthermore, it is important to note that this function of time is
complex as the infection times {tj} are stochastic.

Diagrammatically, the integration of the within-host model is shown in Figure 2. The schematic
diagram for the within-host model is presented in Figure 2(a). In Figure 2(b) we solve this model
to determine the within-host viral load for an individual as a function of its age of infection δt. In
Figure 2(c) we use the known viral load from the solution of the within-host model and position the
starting time δt = 0 day to be at the calendar times tj for each infected individual (of which we plot 5
sample individuals becoming infected at various times) in the population-scale SSA. Finally, we note
that what drives the SSA is the total infectious propensity α(i) as computed by (16), the sum of all
individual transmission rates in the system multiplied by the susceptible population and presented in
Figure 2(d).

2.2 Multiscale model simulation

The within-host model (14) can be solved numerically to give v(δt). The multiscale stochastic model
can therefore be written in the same manner as (3) in Subsection 2.1.2, but noting the change in
transmission coefficient as shown in (16). Probabilities for updating the simulation from known state
(s, i) from (4)-(8) in the multiscale case at time t is conditional on the set of times in the past
individuals firstly became infectious. That is, by denoting P(s,i)(t) as the probability of being in state
(s, i) conditional on known infection times {tj}ij=1:

8



(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 2: (a) Schematic diagram for the within-host model. The boxes represent different
cell compartments while the arrows denote transitions between compartments. Note that the com-
partments linked to the tail end of the arrow, ( 7→), does not experience any cell nor virus flow in
the corresponding transition. The dashed arrows denote the removal rates. (b) Sample numerical
solution of the within-host model (14). The solution is plotted as a function of infection age
δt from MATLAB’s ode15s solver with both absolute and relative tolerances being 10−8. We set the
initial condition (C0, C

∗
0 , V0) as (10

8, 100, 106) number of cells or viral particles. The parameter values
chosen are: p = 10 day−1, c = 1 day−1, k = 10−7 day−1cell−1, µc = 10−1 day−1, δc = 10 day−1, and
Λc = (1.111 × 106) cell × day−1. (c) Viral dynamics for each of 5 individuals. These plots also
represent the per capita forces of infection (v(t− tj)) divided by the coupling constant (l) for each of
5 individuals (see (15)), with different calendar infection dates {tj} = {19, 78, 18, 82, 43} respectively
generated by the population-level SSA. They are shown relative to the calendar time t. (d) Per sus-
ceptible propensity of infection. The propensity of an infection per infected individual α(i)(t)/s
in the population-level model assumes the complex form of the sum of each individual transmission
coefficient by (16). We choose the coupling constant l to take the value of one per day in this plot.

P(s,i)(t+∆t) = 1−

α(b) + α(ds)(s) + α(di)(i) + s

i∑
j=1

v(t− tj)

∆t = 1− α(s, i; t)∆t (17)

P(s+1,i)(t+∆t) = α(b)∆t (18)

P(s−1,i)(t+∆t) = α(ds)(s)∆t (19)

P(s,i−1)(t+∆t) = α(di)(i)∆t (20)

P(s−1,i+1)(t+∆t) = α(i)(s, i; t)∆t := s

i∑
j=1

v(t− tj)∆t. (21)

Applying the NRM in the case of the time dependent total propensity α(s, i; t), putative times
for birth and deaths can still be found in the standard way as their Markovian property still holds.
However, drawing a putative time for the next infection event requires sampling from a distribution
with a time dependent rate. The derivation of such putative time is to sample the time for a particular
event conditional on the state remaining unchanged. According to (21), the probability of an infection

in time interval (t, t+∆t) is s∆t
∑i
j=1 v(t− tj)+O(∆t2). Let p̃(n) be the probability that no infection

occurs in the first n time steps from t. We have

p̃(n) =

n−1∏
k=0

(1−∆tγ(t+ k∆t)) +O(∆t2),
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where γ(t) = s
∑i
j=1 v(t− tj). We notice that

p̃(n+ 1)− p̃(n)

∆t
= −p̃(n)γ(t+ n∆t). (22)

We define the survival distribution function SDFs(T
(i); t) as the probability that no infections have

occurred in time interval (t, t+ T (i)) in the limit ∆t→ 0. By setting n∆t = T (i) and taking the limit
∆t→ 0, we find that

d(SDFs(T
(i); t))

dT (i)
= −γ(t+ T (i))SDFs(T

(i); t).

Therefore, the survival distribution function as well as its complement, the cumulative distribution
function (CDF), associated with the putative time for infection τ (i) are

SDFs

(
T (i); t

)
= 1− CDFs

(
T (i); t

)
= exp

−s i∑
j=1

Ψ(T (i); t− tj)

 . (23)

where

Ψ(T (i); δtj) =

∫ T (i)

0

v (η + δtj) dη = Ψ(T (i) + δtj)−Ψ(δtj). (24)

Note for notational simplicity, Ψ(δt) ≡ Ψ(δt; 0). By storing Ψ(δt) numerically in a look-up table rather
than v(δt), it is therefore possible to quickly obtain Ψ(T (i); δtj).

A sample of the putative time for an infection τ (i) can be generated by sampling a random number
u ∼ U(0, 1) and solving CDFs

(
τ (i); t

)
= u for τ (i), where t is the current calendar time. This is

complicated because the exponent in CDFs
(
τ (i); t

)
as shown in (23) is a nontrivial function which

depends on the stochastic history of infections {tj}ij=1 among the infectious population. Furthermore,

even if efficient sampling from the CDF in (23) is solved, τ (i) is only a putative time for infection at
current calendar time t; once the within-host as well as the population-level states change when time
forwards and when any event occurs, a new putative time would need to be sampled. In Subsection
2.2.1, we will firstly outline an approximate computational algorithm that uses discrete time steps ∆t
and equations (17)-(21) to simulate the multiscale scenario. Since the algorithm propagates forward in
time using fixed time steps, they are usually called ‘time-driven’ algorithms. This is in contrast to the
direct SSA or NRM approaches which propagate forward in time by the occurrence of events; aptly
named ‘event-driven’ approaches. We will then outline our main result in Subsection 2.2.2; an exact
NRM method where τ (i) is efficiently sampled using the CDF presented in (23).

2.2.1 Approximate time-driven simulation

The time-driven algorithm we will present in this subsection is rather simple but is only approximate.
It uses a predetermined fixed small time step ∆t with brute force to simulate events using (17)-
(21). Reducing the size of ∆t allows for control over the level of accuracy but at the cost of efficiency. We
shall use this algorithm to compare with the main algorithm of this paper in Subsection 2.2.2. The
pseudocode for this algorithm is shown in Algorithm 1. The algorithm is a simple extension of the
time-driven algorithm previously discussed in Subsection 2.1.2.

2.2.2 Accurate multiscale simulation

In NRM, the event with the minimum putative time is selected and the state (s, i) is updated to (s̄, ī)
corresponding to the change caused by that event. After changing the state, the time is first updated
and then the putative time for the event that occurred is resampled. For all other events, the putative
time is updated to reflect the progression of time and then rescaled to reflect any change in propensity
as a result of the transition (s, i) to (s̄, ī). In this section, we present a NRM algorithm for simulating
non-Markovian disease transmission models of the type explored in this manuscript. We focus on how
putative times corresponding to within-host infections τ (i) are computed, resampled, and rescaled to

10



Algorithm 1 Approximate time-driven algorithm (omitting units for readability)

1: Input:
2: Solution of individual post-infection force of infection v(δt) = lV (δt) calculated from a defined

within-host model (for example (14));
3: Population-level parameters (for example, Λ and µ defined by (1));
4: Initialisation: t = 0, (s(0), i(0)) = (s0, i0): initial conditions for the population-level model;

5: Initialisation: {tj}i0j=1 ≤ 0 ∀j: times of initial infection for all individuals infectious at t = 0;
6: tend: ending time for the simulation.
7:

8: Initialise the fixed time stepping size ∆t (for accurate results ensure that probabilities in (18)-(21)

are always small (less than some tolerance ϵ): max
{
αb + αds + αdi + s

∑i
j=1 v(t− tj)

}
∆t ≤ ϵ, ∀t,

where v(δt) is defined in (15)).
9:

10: Tabulate v(δt) in a vector v⃗ ∈ Rn×1 s.t. the kth element is vk = v( (2k−1)∆t
2 ). Here, n is the

largest integer s.t. (2n−1)∆t
2 ≤ tend (or earlier if v reaches 0 in finite δt). We also store an integer

vector k⃗ ∈ Zi+s (one element for each individual in the population). The value of the jth element

of k⃗ is initialised and indexes the current (initial) time since first infection of jth individual,

kj =
[
(t−tj)
∆t + 1

2

]
. The first i elements of k⃗ correspond to the infectious population and therefore

vkj > 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ i. The remaining elements of k⃗ remain zero until respective susceptible
individuals are infected.

11:

12: while t+∆t ≤ tend do
13: Sample u1 ∼ U(0, 1).

14: Compute α based on (17), where
∑i
j=1 v(t− tj) =

∑i
j=1 vkj by (16).

15: if u1 < α then
16: Sample another random number u2 ∼ U(0, 1) to determine which event occurs according to

probabilities (18)-(21).
17: Update the population-level state (s, i) accordingly.
18: if the event is death then
19: Remove a susceptible or infectious person (based on event) randomly from k⃗.
20: else if the event is introduction of one susceptible then
21: Append a zero on the end of k⃗.
22: end if
23: end if
24: Update t := t+∆t.
25: kj := kj + 1, for each j corresponding to an infected individual, 1 ≤ j ≤ i.
26: end while
27:

28: Return s and i at each time step.

11



be used in the general next reaction method framework.

To find τ (i) we could attempt to solve SDFs(τ
(i); t) = u where u = 1 − ũ ∼ U(0, 1), where SDFs

is defined in (23). However, instead of finding a putative time τ (i) for the next infection, we note
that infected individuals are unique in this model (at least when it comes to infecting others) and
therefore it is more tractable to subdivide infection events by the individual who is responsible for

the infection; and find a putative infection time for each infected individual j as τ
(i)
j . We shall then

use the minimum of these putative times by the NRM to determine τ (i) = minj(τ
(i)
j ). In fact, go-

ing further than this we determine the update time τ (m) = min({τ (i)j }, τ (di), τ (ds), τ (b)). Using this
method of treating each individual infected person separately, we also have the capability of storing
data on who is responsible for distributing the disease for later analysis without any further calculation.

We are permitted to (and indeed benefited by) applying the NRM in this way because

SDFs(T
(i); t) = P

[
τ (i) > T (i)

]
. (25)

We denote the survival probability for an infection by infectious individual j to be

SDFs;j

(
T (i); t

)
= P

[
τ
(i)
j > T (i)

]
= exp

[
−sΨ(T (i); t− tj)

]
, (26)

and similarly CDFs;j = 1 − SDFs;j . Note that 1 ≤ j ≤ i; t − tj denotes the age of infection; Ψ is

defined in (15). Let τ
(i)
m = minj(τ

(i)
j ). The NRM asserts that τ

(i)
m and τ (i) have the same distribution,

which can easily be seen by (23)

P
[
τ (i)m > T (i)

]
= P

[
∩ij=1(τ

(i)
j > T (i))

]
=

i∏
j=1

P
[
τ
(i)
j > T (i)

]
= SDFs(T

(i); t) = P
[
τ (i) > T (i)

]
.

Note that because each of the putative times τ
(i)
j are independently sampled, the survival distribu-

tion function for the next infection time (23) is the product of that for each infectious person (26).
Therefore, by breaking down the infection event by infectious individual, we do not have to compile
the information about the distribution of viral loads in the population to calculate a putative time for
an infection.

In the NRM, when τ (m) = τ
(i)
j , the ‘next event’ is infection by the jth infected individual. For

this individual, the next infection will need to be resampled. For all other putative times, τ
(i)
k < τ (m)

where k ̸= j, the NRM describes a rescaling of the putative time instead of resampling for efficiency.
We describe both resamplng and rescaling next in detail.

Resampling τ
(i)
j

Drawing a putative time from the survival distribution function (26) for each infected individual

is achieved by first sampling uj ∼ U(0, 1) and using a look up table to solve for τ
(i)
j where uj =

SDFs;j(τ
(i)
j ; t). To achieve this, it makes sense when looking at (26) to focus on the variable ψj =

− log(uj)/s instead of uj since this allows us to tabulate a function that is independent of s as follows.

Using (26) and recalling that Ψ(τ
(i)
j ; δtj) = Ψ(τ

(i)
j + δtj)−Ψ(δtj),

ψj = − log(uj)

s
= Ψ(τ

(i)
j + δtj)−Ψ(δtj). (27)

That is, the value of ψj = − log(uj)/s gives the putative increase in the function Ψ (which is indepen-
dent of s) from the current time to the time of the infection. We therefore track four values for each
infected individual: (1) the current value of the individuals infection time δtj , (2) the current putative

time until the individual next infects a susceptible τ
(i)
j , (3) the current value of Ψj = Ψ(δj), and (4) the

current putative change the value of Ψj when the individual next infects ψj = Ψ(τ
(i)
j + δtj)−Ψj . It is

the later putative variable ψj = − log(uj)/s (not the putative time τ
(i)
j ) which can easily be sampled.

However, as time moves forward and infection time needs updating, this has to be done in the time

12



domain by shifting δtj . Resampling should be done if τ (m) = τ
(i)
j .

In the case of resampling, time should be first updated to the new infection time

¯δtj = δtj + τ (m), (28)

where the bar notation indicates the ‘new’ value of the variable. The update step also allows for the
calculation of the new Ψj , that is Ψ̄j = Ψ( ¯δtj) by the lookup table for the function Ψ.

Second, after the change of state (s, i) to (s̄, ī) a new putative ψ is sampled for the individual;
ψ̄j = − log uj/s̄ by (27) reflecting the new s̄. Finally, it is possible to determine the new putative time
¯
τ
(i)
j . This is done simply by knowing ¯δtj , Ψ̄j and ψ̄j and using the lookup table to invert the function
Ψ:

¯
τ
(i)
j = Ψ−1(Ψ̄j + ψ̄j)− ¯δtj . (29)

A schematic showing how τ
(i)
j is resampled is presented in Figure 3. Here we show how the update in

time (green) is to the putative time for the individual j (τ (m) = τ
(i)
j ) and the time is first updated. By

the green dashed line, it can be seen how the new infection time for the jth individual, δ̄tj , corresponds
to the new value Ψ̄j for this infectious individual. From here, the resample step is given in red. A
putative future increment in Ψ (ψj = − log(uj)/s) is computed and then (by the red dashed line) a

new putative time until next infection τ̄
(i)
j is determined.

δtj
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S = s
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update
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− log(uj)

s̄

new Ψj

old Ψj

old Ψj + ψj

new Ψj + ψj

Figure 3: Schematic describing the process of putative infection time resampling for a
given individual j. The blue curve corresponds to the tabulated function Ψ(δt) described by (24)
and is fixed for all individuals. The green components indicate updating to the current time within
the infection process for this individual and the red components indicate the resampling process for
the next infection time. All characters without bars indicate original parameter values and overbars
indicate that they are updated values.
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Rescaling τ
(i)
j

If τ (m) < τ
(i)
j naively, it is possible to simply update δtj , τ

(i)
j , Ψj and ψj using the resampling

method. This is however costly because it involves generating a new random number uj . Instead, a

rescaling is possible. But unlike the classical NRM where this rescaling is done to τ
(i)
j , it is necessary

to instead rescale in ψj . To be clear, ¯δtj and Ψ̄j are calculated as before. We note however that since

τ
(i)
j > τ (m), there is a portion of time between ¯δtj and δtj + τ

(i)
j for which the propensity is changed

due to the change of state s̄ from its original value s. This corresponds to the interval in Ψ of width

ψ′
j = Ψj + ψj − Ψ̄j > 0. (30)

It is possible to reuse and rescale ψ′
j to generate ψ̄j such that it has the same probability density as it

would if it were resampled using − log(uj)/s̄. This is achieved by using the rescaling

ψ̄j =
s

s̄
ψ′
j . (31)

This reuse of the random number ψ′
j is possible since

P
[
τ
(i)
j > T (i)|τ (i)j > τ (m)

]
=

SDFs;j(T
(i); t)

SDFs;j(τ (m); t)
= SDFs;j(T

(i)′ ; t′) = P
[
τ
(i)′

j > T (i)′
]
, (32)

where T (i)′ = T (i) − τ (m) and τ
(i)′

j = τ
(i)
j − τ (m) is the wait time from ¯δtj instead of δtj , indicating

an update in the calendar time. Of course, the probability of finding the updated putative time τ
(i)′

j

assumes that the value of s is not changed to s̄ at the time ¯δtj . We therefore note that ψ′
j can be

generated with its correct probability by − log(uj)/s. The true updated ψ̄j should instead use the
correct (new) susceptible population s̄. That is, ψ̄j = − log(uj)/s̄ = sψ′

j/s̄. The value of the updated
putative time is then calculated in the standard way using (29).

A schematic showing how τ
(i)
j is updated and then rescaled after each event (that takes place at the

infection time of δtj + τ
(m)
j in the schematic) is presented in Figure 4. Here we show how the update

in time to the next putative time τ (m) (green). The new current infection time for this individual δ̄tj
is then related to the new parameter Ψ̄j for this individual. The remaining parameter ψ′

j separating

the new Ψ̄j and the old putative parameter Ψj +ψj is indicated. In red, this putative parameter ψ′
j is

then scaled to give a new putative value of ψ̄j which in turn is used to generate the putative time
¯
τ
(i)
j

using a look-up table.

2.2.3 Implementation of accurate multiscale simulation

To simulate the within-host and population-level integrated model, we take the framework of a typi-
cal population-level Gillespie style SSA. The algorithm updates from event to event via a generalised
next-reaction method (NRM) by storing all putative times for each unique event and implementing the
event corresponding to the most imminent. Putative times for all Markovian events (in our case events
(b), (ds), and (di)) are drawn in the same way as described in Subsection 2.1.2. However, times for the
non-Markovian events (in our case (i)) need to be treated differently. We shall store in τ⃗ a complete
list of putative times for all Markovian events. In particular, τ⃗ =

(
τ (b), τ (ds), τ (di)

)⊺
. Furthermore, for

each infected individual we also keep track of four pieces of information Ψ⃗ = {Ψj}ij=1, ψ⃗ = {ψj}ij=1,

τ⃗ (i) =
{
τ
(i)
j

}i
j=1

and δ⃗t = {δtj}ij=1. Whilst it is the case that elements in Ψ⃗ are related to elements

in δ⃗t in the same way as elements of Ψ⃗ + ψ⃗ to those of δ⃗t + τ⃗ (i), by the function Ψ(δt), we find it
convenient to store and track all four numbers for each infected individual.

It is necessary to begin by having a numerical solution for the within-host model and, together with
(24), store Ψ(δt) in a table. The table is stored with a discretisation of δt given by δ. Specifically, we
store Ψ(0), Ψ(δ), Ψ(2δ), and so on. Importantly, whilst this algorithm is accurate, the source of error
is associated with the resolution of this table, so δ should be small. If δ is too small, however, using the
look-up table becomes an expensive operation. From here on, we shall simply use the operators Ψ and

14



δtj
δt

Ψ

Ψj

Ψj + ψj

Ψ̄j+ψ̄j

τ
(i)
j

ψj

o
ld

p
u
ta

ti
v
e
in
fe
c
ti
o
n

ti
m
e

n
e
w

p
u
ta

ti
v
e
in
fe
c
ti
o
n

ti
m
e

δtj + τ
(i)
j

o
ld

c
u
rre

n
t
tim

e

δ̄tj+τ̄
(i)
j

S = s

S = s S = s̄

update

rescaleΨ̄j=
s
s̄ψ

′
j

new Ψj

old Ψj

old Ψj + ψj

new Ψj + ψj

n
e
w

c
u
rre

n
t
tim

e

τ (m)

δ̄tj

τ̄
(i)
j

Ψ̄j

ψ
′
j

Figure 4: Schematic describing the process of putative infection time rescaling for a given
individual j. The blue curve corresponds to the tabulated function Ψ(δt) described by (24) and
is fixed for all individuals. The green components indicate updating to the current time within the
infection process for this individual and the red components indicate the rescaling process for the next
infection time. All characters without bars indicate original parameter values, dashes indicate that
time has been updated but scaling has not yet taken place, and overbars indicate that they are fully
updated values.

Ψ−1 to reference using this look-up table, and, rounding to the closest stored value, if necessary. We
use these operators liberally so that when they are applied to a vector of values, it is implied that the
look-up table is used element by element, and therefore a vector of output values is being represented.

We begin by initialising all population compartments (s = s0, i = i0). For each infected individual
j = 1, . . . , i0, it is necessary to determine an initial calendar time of infection tj and use this time to

initialise δ⃗t. We use the look-up table to initialise Ψ⃗ = Ψ(δ⃗t). Next we initialise all putative times.
We initialise τ⃗ by finding respective propensities for each element and sampling putative times using
(11). We then initialise ψ⃗ for each element by using (27) and then use the look-up table to initialise

τ⃗ (i) = Ψ−1(Ψ⃗ + ψ⃗)− δ⃗t. The algorithm propagates forward by finding the most imminent event time
τ (m) = min(

{
τ⃗ , τ⃗ (i)

}
). After finding the event, time is updated and then the event (m) is implemented

(changing the compartments and deleting or initialising elements of Ψ⃗, ψ⃗, δ⃗t and τ⃗ (i), respectively) and
then its putative time is re-sampled whilst all other affected putative times should be re-scaled (either
using (13) if it is a Markovian event or (31) if it is a non-Markovian - infection - event). In particular,
re-sampling and re-scaling of the non-Markovian infection events are described in Subsection 2.2.2 and
involve updating respective elements of δ⃗t, then Ψ⃗ followed by ψ⃗ and then τ⃗ (i). The algorithm then

propagates until some pre-determined final time. As shorthand, we shall denote Q =
{
δ⃗t, τ⃗ (i), Ψ⃗, ψ⃗

}
as the collection of vectors that store information about each infected individual.
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Algorithm 2 Accurate multiscale algorithm (omitting units for readability)

1: Input:
2: Within-host model (for example (14)) to generate a tabulated function Ψ(δt) with resolution δ

as done in Equation (24);
3: Population-level parameters (for example, Λ and µ defined by (1));
4: Initial conditions for the population-level model, t = 0, and e.g. (s(t), i(t)) = (s0, i0);

5: Initial conditions for the within-host model of each infected individual δ⃗t accompanied by the
initial values of Ψ⃗ = Ψ(δ⃗t);

6: tend: ending time for the simulation.
7:

8: Initialise all putative times for Markovian events τ⃗ using (11).

9: Initialise the putative ψ⃗ and times τ⃗ (i) for non-Markovian events using (27) and (29).
10:

11: while t ≤ tend do
12: Find the event (m) and time increment τ (m) corresponding to the minimum putative time

τ (m) = min(
{
τ⃗ , τ⃗ (i)

}
).

13: Increment time forward to the new event; t := t+ τ (m), τ⃗ := τ⃗ − τ (m), δ⃗t := δ⃗t+ τ (m).
14: Make appropriate changes to the number in each state (e.g. compartment copy numbers) due

to event (m).
15:

16: if the event (m) changes the copy number of non-Markovian states (for example the number
of infected individuals) then

17: Remove or add corresponding individual elements from Q as appropriately defined by (m).
To add a new element to the vectors in Q, begin by setting the element δtj = 0, Ψj = 0 and

sampling ψj using (27) and τ
(i)
j = Ψ−1(ψj).

18: end if
19:

20: if Event (m) is Markovian then resample the putative time for event (m) using (11).
21: else resample non-Markovian putative time for event (m) using the method in Subsection 2.2.2.
22: end if
23:

24: For each event Markovian event (e) ̸= (m), rescale the putative times in τ⃗ using (13).

25: For each individual j such that τ
(i)
j does not correspond to (m),

26: if the propensity is affected by the change of state then

27: update Ψj , rescale ψj , and then calculate the rescaled τ
(i)
j as described in Subsection 2.2.2.

28: else
29: update the putative time due to the time update τ

(i)
j := τ

(i)
j − τ (m).

30: end if
31: end while
32:

33: Return s and i = dim(δ⃗t) after each event along with the times τ (m) of those events.
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Initial conditions Values for I
C0 108 health cells
C∗

0 100 infected cells
V0 106 viral particles

Parameters Values

p 10 day−1

c 1 day−1

k 10−7 day−1 cell−1

µc 10−1 day−1

δc 10 day−1

Λc (1.111× 106) cell× day−1

Table 1: Within-host initial conditions and parameter values used in Section 3. Note that
for the susceptible population, their within-host initial conditions are set as (C0, C

∗
0 , V ) = (108, 0, 0)

number of cells or viral particles instead.

Parameters Values

Λ 10−5 person× day−1

µ 10−5 day−1

l 10−9.8 viral particle−1 day−1person−1

Table 2: Population-level and the linking parameter values used in Section 3.

3 Results

In this section, we aim to validate the accuracy of our novel algorithm (Algorithm 2) compared to
an equivalent approximate time-driven method (Algorithm 1). In the approximate Algorithm 1, the
calendar time is discretised with finite fixed time step ∆t, while in our novel Algorithm 2, time
discretisation is limited to the resolution of tabulated Ψ(δt) associated with the within-host model.
We shall denote this later discretisation as δ and note that it is possible to make this very small whilst
incurring only the cost of reduced efficiency in using the table. It’s worth noting that whilst δ represents
a coarse-graining of the within-host model dynamics, the calendar discretisation ∆t represents a course-
graining in within-host and population scale models. That is, it is possible to miss intra-timestep
population scale events with Algorithm 1 but not with Algorithm 2. However, if ∆t → 0, Algorithm
1 is expected to yield accurate results. Numerically, the ∆tmin which guarantees the accuracy of the
approximate algorithm is chosen such that

max
t

α(b) + α(ds) + α(di) + s

i∑
j=1

v(t− tj)

∆t ≤ ϵ := 0.01,

where maxt

{
s
∑i
j=1 v(t− tj)

}
≤ maxδt{v} × (s + i)2/4. For the initial condition (S, I) = (800, 80)

people, we have ∆tmin = 9.37× 10−5 day based on parameter values and within-host initial conditions
shown in Tables 1–2. To assess the accuracy of our novel algorithm, we contrast consistent discreti-
sation δ = ∆t between the two algorithms and vary this discretisation geometrically over 131 points.
Specifically, δ = ∆t = ∆tmin × 1.084(0:130) days. In Figure 5, we visualise the course-graining of the
within-host viral load v as a result of using δmin = 9.37 × 10−5 day, δ = 0.28 day, and δ = 1 day
under the assumption that within-host virus dynamics occur as a result of specific model parameters
presented in Table 1. We include in this figure the discretisation for both Algorithm 1 and 2. The
reason for this is subtle. Sampled viral loads under Algorithm 2 are tabulated starting at δt = 0
day. On the other hand, we assume that in Algorithm 1 that an infection begins on a time step and
thus we sample halfway between time steps as the best approximation of the viral load on this time
interval. The difference in implied numerical viral load when ∆t = δ = 1 day is clear in Figure 5. We
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refer to the error associated with the discretisation of the within-host model as ‘resolution error’. We
are not deterred from labelling Algorithm 2 as being an ‘exact’ algorithm since the algorithm is, at
least in principle, exact if the continuous function Ψ(δt) is known in the same sense that the Gillespie
algorithm is exact despite the fact that there may be numerical error in the propensities.

We designate the approximate time-driven algorithm with ∆tmin = 9.37× 10−5 day as the ‘Golden
Standard’ (GS), against which we will compare our novel algorithm. Figure 6 compares the population-
level dynamics of the approximate Algorithm 1 and our novel Algorithm 2 with the GS, given ∆t =
δ = 0.28 day. The ‘diamond’ markers in Figure 5 visualise how we extract the within-host dynamics
based on such resolution. One can observe that as long as the within-host dynamics is approximated
at a satisfactory level, or equivalently the ‘resolution error’ is not surprisingly dominant, our novel
algorithm converges to the GS and is indeed accurate. In contrast, the dynamics of the approximate
time-driven algorithm are notably slower than those of the GS. This is because the time-driven Algo-
rithm 1 suffers from inaccurate approximation of probabilities for state changes at the population-scale
which are not present in Algorithm 2.

We now quantify the accuracy comparison between the two algorithms. To quantify the error
produced by the algorithm, we determine the calendar time in the test model at which the infectious
and susceptible populations are equal tS≈I . We then subtract this time from the time in the GS
simulation and then divide the result by the GS time to get a relative error. This error is plotted in
Figure 7 against the choice of ∆t = δ. The solid curves show the error associated with Algorithm
2 whilst dotted curves present the error associated with Algorithm 1. The different colours indicate
the effect of population size. In particular we use the different initial conditions: (S, I) = (100, 10),
(200, 20), (400, 40), and (800, 80) people, respectively. The coloured ‘dot’ markers indicate the largest
time step ∆tcrit possible in Algorithm 1 in order that the error is kept below 5%, for comparison the
coloured ‘asterisk’ markers indicate the same limitation on δcrit in Algorithm 2. It can be observed
that as we scale up the population, ∆tcrit decreases linearly in the log scale of Figure 7, whereas
δcrit is relatively unaffected by population size and good accuracy can be achieved with relatively
coarse discretisations of around δ = 0.1 day. The error observed for Algorithm 2 is due solely to
‘resolution error’ which is a discretisation of within-host model but will not affect the population-scale,
as previously explained.

Figure 5: The resolution of harvesting the within-host viral load with ∆t = δ. The within-
host system, introduced in (14) in Subsection 2.1.3, is solved using MATLAB’s ode15s solver with
both absolute and relative tolerances set to 10−8. The initial conditions and the parameter values for
the within-host system are listed in Table 1.

4 Discussion

When simulating a population-scale model of the spread of a disease, it is not uncommon to see the
implementation of autonomy (memorylessness) in the model. This is the case with ODE and also
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Figure 6: Population-level SI dynamics with ∆t = δ = 0.28 day. The highlighted bands enclose
the 25th to 75th percentiles. We set the population-level initial condition (S, I) = (100, 10) people and
simulate 800 runs. The initial conditions and parameter values for the within-host system are listed in
Table 1. The parameter values chosen for the population-level model are listed in Table 2.

Figure 7: Accuracy for the approximate Algorithm 1 and the novel Algorithm 2 compared
with the GS. This plot displays the relative errors in the time point tS≈I , where the susceptible
population equals or best approximates the infectious population, with different initial conditions
(S, I) = (100, 10), (200, 20), (400, 40), and (800, 80) people, averaged over 800 repetitions. The solid
‘dot’ markers for the approximate time-driven algorithm represent the maximal ∆tcrit such that for all
∆t ≥ ∆tcrit, the relative error is no smaller than 0.05. The ‘asterisk’ markers serve a similar purpose
for the novel algorithm. The initial conditions and parameter values for the within-host system are
listed in Table 1. The parameter values chosen for the population-level model are listed in Table 2.
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Gillespie-type stochastic simulations. In the case of small populations, where the outcome of an epi-
demic may hinge on the infections of one or two infected individuals, these memoryless models do not
factor in the progress the individuals are making with the disease. To track an individual’s viral load,
a within-host model is required to be coupled to the population-scale model. We have shown that the
introduction of a within-host model for each individual can be achieved with extremely small time
steps. However, such a time-driven algorithm becomes inaccurate (Figures 6–7) if the fixed time step
is no longer small enough. It is important that the time step chosen is much smaller than the natural
rate of change of viral load for an infected individual. Additionally, since working with predefined finite
time steps, it is important to keep the time step much smaller than the inverse of the rate of infection
and therefore the time step should depend on the unknown future population-level and the overall
within-host level dynamics, which is almost impossible to estimate. This is because it is assumed that
the probability for an event to occur in any given time step should be small. Whilst Tau-leaping style
approaches might also be useful, they too require some consideration for the rate at which events are
occurring in order to retain sufficiently high accuracy. In this paper, we have sidestepped this challenge
and developed a novel stochastic algorithm (Algorithm 2) for multiscale systems which incorporates a
within-host viral load dynamic into the infection rates of individuals embedded in a population-scale
model of an infectious disease. The key strength of our algorithm lies in its accuracy and general-
ity. Specifically, event times are simulated in a similar way to the Gillespie algorithm but taking into
consideration the explicit time dependence in individual viral loads. We conclude from Section 3 that
as long as the within-host data are extracted at a sensible resolution, the simulated results will always
be accurate using our approach. Additionally, while we have introduced the concepts of this novel ap-
proach using simple within-host and population-level models, our algorithm can be applied to similar
compartmental models at both levels. We thus conclude that our accurate Algorithm 2 can be broadly
applied across the field of multiscale infectious disease modelling.

The primary contribution of this study lies in the development of a novel algorithm and the demon-
stration of its accuracy. The evaluation of its efficiency is reserved for future investigation. This novel
algorithm can also be extended in several directions. For instance, we can explore scenarios where the
whole population still shares a single within-host system, but it is no longer deterministic and includes
noise. Alternatively, given a single deterministic within-host system, we can investigate situations where
different infectious individuals have varying within-host time scales. Moreover, our algorithm can be
expanded to accommodate heterogeneous populations, such as those with age structures, where each
sub-population shares a single deterministic within-host system. In this case, one can simply create
different lookup tables (see (24)) that tabulate different within-host dynamics for each sub-population.

Our work also holds broader implications and significance in real-world scenarios. Until now, while
considerable effort has been dedicated to nesting the within-host system into the population-level sys-
tem in multiscale modelling of infectious diseases [TAKT23, MTSM15, MAD08], the reverse direction
has not been fully explored [FVHTSL12]. The novel accurate Algorithm 2 we have developed can serve
as an ideal tool for generating and harvesting global within-host information averaged across the entire
population. In this sense, one may uncover potential relationships between these two subsystems and,
consequently, nest the population-level system back into the within-host one. The advantage of doing
so lies in the fact that, after coarse-graining, a single set of ODEs can be achieved, incorporating both
population-level and averaged global within-host dynamics. As a result, it would be much more effi-
cient to test, refine, and calibrate the simple yet comprehensive coarse-grained ODE model to real-life
data. Parameter inference would also be more realistic, enabling predictions and the formulation of
policies to slow down disease transmission.

5 Data accessibility

Codes for Algorithms (1)–(2) and all data generated from the simulations are available on Github at
https://github.com/Rebecca-yinyuan/MultiscaleSSA.git.
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