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Abstract 

Reconstructing transmission networks is essential for identifying key factors like superspreaders 

and high-risk locations, which are critical for developing effective pandemic prevention 

strategies. In this study, we developed a Bayesian framework that integrates genomic and 

temporal data to reconstruct transmission networks for infectious diseases. The Bayesian 

transmission model accounts for the latent period and differentiates between symptom onset and 

actual infection time, enhancing the accuracy of transmission dynamics and epidemiological 

models. Additionally, the model allows for the transmission of multiple pathogen lineages, 

reflecting the complexity of real-world transmission events more accurately than models that 

assume a single lineage transmission. Simulation results show that the Bayesian model reliably 

estimates both the model parameters and the transmission network. Moreover, hypothesis testing 

effectively identifies direct transmission events. This approach highlights the crucial role of 

genetic data in reconstructing transmission networks and understanding the origins and 

transmission dynamics of infectious diseases. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1. Introduction  

Infectious diseases remain a global health challenge, even in regions where vaccination has 

significantly reduced the impact of some outbreaks [1]. A crucial component of disease control is 

the construction and analysis of transmission networks which trace how pathogens move through 

populations, revealing transmission pathways between individuals [2]. By analyzing 

transmission networks, health professionals can identify super spreader events, pinpoint potential 

outbreak sources [3], and gain insights into the dynamics of pathogen transmission [4] [5] [6] 

[7]. Such information is vital for implementing timely interventions and developing targeted 

public health strategies to effectively slow or stop an epidemic’s progression [8] [9] [10] [11]. 

Transmission networks are typically reconstructed using two main methods: contact tracing        

[12] [13] [14] and whole-genome sequencing (WGS) [15] [16]. Contact tracing involves 

systematically identifying and monitoring individuals who have been in close contact with 

confirmed cases of an infectious disease. While this survey-based approach is useful for tracking 

and controlling disease spread, it can be labor-intensive and prone to errors due to the complexity 

of accurately tracing interpersonal interactions [17]. In contrast, WGS provides detailed insights 

into the genetic variations of pathogens. By analyzing these genetic differences, WGS can map 

the pathways of disease transmission, identifying clusters and the direction of spread [18] [19] 

[20]. This method is particularly effective in environments with high mutation rates, as it can 

distinguish closely related transmission chains by comparing genetic sequences. When combined 

with epidemiological data, WGS significantly enhances the precision and effectiveness of 

infectious disease surveillance and control efforts. 



Increasing availability of genomic data has revolutionized the field of epidemiology, providing a 

powerful tool for inferring transmission networks of infectious diseases [21] [22]. By analyzing 

the genetic variations within a pathogen's genome, phylogenetic methods can trace the paths of 

disease spread, identifying clusters and the direction of transmission [23] [24] [25] [26] [27]. In 

contrast, other methods integrate spatial and temporal data to provide a more comprehensive 

analysis [28] [29] [30] [31] [32]. By incorporating additional data types, these approaches have 

greatly enhanced the accuracy of reconstructing transmission pathways, effectively capturing 

both the dynamic and geographical aspects of disease spread. 

However, the computational methods that use genomic data to infer transmission trees often fail 

to distinguish between phylogenetic trees and transmission trees, erroneously treating them as 

identical [33] [34]. Moreover, they frequently assume that the infection process and the 

pathogen’s genetic evolution occur simultaneously, overlooking the genetic diversity within each 

host, especially in pathogens with high mutation rates and long incubation periods. These 

methods tend to ignore the latent period, often using the time of symptom onset as a proxy for 

infection time [35] [36]. To address these challenges, we first account for within-host evolution, 

acknowledging that genetic diversity exists within each patient. Consequently, the lineages 

transmitted to a susceptible individual may differ from those sampled from the transmitter at the 

time of infection. This assumption captures the complexity of phylogenetic trees and highlights 

the importance of genetic diversity in understanding transmission dynamics. Second, we 

introduce a Bayesian approach to infer the transmission tree directly from WGS data. This 

method incorporates the latent period and distinguishes between symptom onset and the actual 

infection time, improving the accuracy of transmission dynamics and epidemiological models. 

Lastly, we relax the assumption that only a single pathogen lineage is transmitted between hosts. 



By allowing for the transmission of multiple lineages, our approach better reflects the complexity 

and variability of real transmission events. This leads to more realistic models of pathogen 

spread, resulting in improved epidemiological insights and more effective public health 

interventions. 

2. Materials and Methods 

2.1 The Bayesian transmission model  

We develop a Bayesian model to reconstruct the transmission network of infected cases by 

integrating genomic data with temporal information. Temporal data consist of symptom onset 

times (first experience of symptoms) 𝑇! =

{𝑇"!|𝑖 = 1,… , 𝑛} and removal times (i.e., 

recover/quarantine) 𝑇# = {𝑇"#|𝑖 = 1,… , 𝑛} 

for 𝑛 infected individuals. Genomic data, 

denoted as 𝐷 = {𝑑$, … , 𝑑%}, comprise 

aligned pathogen genomes from 𝑛 infected 

individuals, with 𝑑" representing the 

genome from the individual whose 

symptom onset time is 𝑇"!. Both onset times 

and genomic sequences are ordered 

chronologically (i.e., 𝑇$! is the earliest onset time and 𝑇%! is the most recent onset time; Figure 1).  

It is assumed that individual 𝑖 is infected by individual 𝑗 (i.e., the transmission 𝑗 → 𝑖) only if the 

onset time 𝑇&! of individual 𝑗 is earlier than the onset time 𝑇"! of individual 𝑖, i.e., 𝑇&! < 𝑇"!. 

Figure 1: The transmission network for n 
infected individuals. The nodes represent nine 
infected individuals which have been ordered 
by their onset times. The edges represent 
transmission events 



Since individuals are ordered by their onset times, 𝑇&! < 𝑇"! indicates 𝑗 < 𝑖. Thus, the 

transmission 𝑗 → 𝑖 occurs only if 𝑗 < 𝑖. The transmission network Φ = {𝜙', … , 𝜙%} consists of 𝑛 

nodes (i.e., 𝑛 infected individuals) connected by (𝑛 − 1) edges {𝜙"|𝑖 = 2,… , 𝑛}, which 

symbolize (𝑛 − 1) transmission events 6𝐽" → 𝑖|𝑖 = 2, . . , 𝑛; 	𝐽" ∈ {1,… , 𝑖 − 1}<.  

The Bayesian model is parametrized by the transmission network Φ, the latent periods 𝑡( =

>𝑡",*!
( ?𝑖 = 2,…𝑛, 𝐽" ∈ {1, . . , 𝑖 − 1}@ of (𝑛 − 1) transmissions 6𝐽" → 𝑖|𝑖 = 2, . . , 𝑛; 	𝐽" ∈

{1,… , 𝑖 − 1}<, the within-host effective population size parameter 𝜃, the infection rate 𝛼, and the 

mutation rate 𝜇. The true infection time 𝑇+ = {𝑇"+|𝑖 = 2,… , 𝑛} can be derived from the onset 

times and the corresponding latent periods as 𝑇"+ = 𝑇", − 𝑡",*!
( . The transmission tree Φ is vital, as 

it documents the critical information of the host-to-host spread of pathogens. Along with within-

host evolutionary parameter (𝜃) and the mutation rate (𝜇), they jointly dictate the patterns of 

genetic variability observed in the pathogen sequences sampled from different hosts. [37] The 

inclusion of the infection rate (𝛼), which affects the spread dynamics, and the time information 

𝑇+ , 𝑇# , 𝑡( provide a chronological framework. Collectively, these parameters provide a 

comprehensive foundation for the model, accurately reflecting the interplay between 

evolutionary mechanisms and epidemiological patterns. 

The posterior distribution 𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇|𝐷, 𝑇! , 𝑇#) of the model parameters {Φ, 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇} 

given the sequence data 𝐷 and temporal data {𝑇! , 𝑇#} is proportional to the product of the 

likelihood 𝑃(𝐷|Φ, 𝑇! , 𝑇# , 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇) and the prior 𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇), i.e.,  

𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇|𝐷, 𝑇! , 𝑇#) ∝ 𝑃(𝐷|Φ, 𝑇! , 𝑇# , 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇)𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇)													(1) 



This likelihood 𝑃(𝐷|Φ, 𝑇+ , 𝑇# , 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇) represent the conditional probability of observing the 

sequence data 𝐷, given the transmission tree Φ and evolutionary parameters [38]. In addition, it 

is indicated that genomic data can accurately reflect transmission dynamics, ensuring that 

phylogenetic relationships are correctly reconstructed by integrating genetic and epidemiological 

information [39]. Since (n-1) transmissions {𝜙', … , 𝜙%} in the network Φ occur independently, 

the likelihood 𝑃(𝐷|Φ, 𝑇! , 𝑇# , 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇) is the product of the probabilities of the sequence data 

𝐷 given (n-1) transmissions {𝜙', … , 𝜙%}, i.e., 

𝑃(𝐷|Φ, 𝑇! , 𝑇# , 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇) =F𝑃(𝐷|𝜙" , 𝑇! , 𝑇# , 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇)
%

"-'

=F𝑃G𝑑*! , 𝑑"H𝜙" , 𝑇*!
! , 𝑇"! , 𝑇*!

# , 𝑇"# , 𝑡",*!
( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇I

%

"-'

																							(2) 

In (2), 𝑑*! and 𝑑" are the sequences of the individuals 𝐽" and 𝑖 involved in the transmission 

𝜙": 𝐽" → 𝑖. Moreover, the probability 𝑃G𝑑*! , 𝑑"H𝜙" , 𝑇*!
! , 𝑇"! , 𝑇*!

# , 𝑇"# , 𝑡",*!
( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇I can be expressed 

in terms of the evolutionary time 𝑡" between two sequences 𝑑*! and 𝑑",  

𝑃G𝑑*! , 𝑑"H𝜙" , 𝑇*!
! , 𝑇"! , 𝑇*!

# , 𝑇"# , 𝑡",*!
( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇I = 𝑃G𝑑&" , 𝑑&#H𝑡" , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇I								(3) 

The evolutionary time 𝑡" between two sequences 𝑑*! and 𝑑" is a function of 𝑇*!
!, 𝑇"!, 𝑇*!

#, 𝑇"#, 𝑡",*!
( , 

and 𝜃, and can be expressed as below (Eqn.4) where 𝑇"+ = 𝑇"! + 𝑡",*!
( . Specifically, time 𝑡" equals 

the sum of time intervals from the time 𝑇.#/0 of the most recent common ancestor (MRCA) of 

two sequences 𝑑*! and 𝑑" to their removal times 𝑇*!
# and 𝑇"#, i.e., 

𝑡" = G𝑇*!
# − 𝑇/0I + (𝑇"# − 𝑇/0)	

				= MG𝑇*!
# − 𝑇"+I + (𝑇"+ − 𝑇.#/0)N + [(𝑇"# − 𝑇"+) + (𝑇"+ − 𝑇.#/0)]	



= G𝑡",$ + 𝑡∗I + G𝑡",' + 𝑡∗I																																																																																	(4)	

= 𝑡",$ + 𝑡",' + 2𝑡∗ 

where 𝑡",$ = 𝑇*!
# − 𝑇"+ , 𝑡",' = 𝑇"# − 𝑇"+, and 𝑡∗ = 𝑇"+ − 𝑇.#/0. It is assumed that the evolution of 

two sequences 𝑑*! and 𝑑" within the host (i.e., individual 𝑖) is a coalescence process (Figure 2). 

For the comparison of two sequences 𝑑*! and 𝑑", the time 𝑡∗ is converted to the branch length 𝜏∗ 

in mutation units, i.e., 𝜏∗ = 𝜇𝑡∗ where 𝜇 is the mutation rate. According to the coalescent theory, 

the branch length 𝜏∗ follows the exponential distribution with the density function 𝑓(𝜏∗|𝜃) = $
2
∗

𝑒3
$∗

& .  

Figure 2: Illustration of within-host evolution. The blue tree represents within-host evolution of 
patient A, while the red tree depicts within-host evolution of patient B. The yellow tree is the 
coalescent tree of sampled sequences from patient A and B. 

The probability 𝑃G𝑑&" , 𝑑&#H𝑡" , 𝜇, 𝜃I can be derived from the nucleotide substitution model. To 

simplify the calculation, we assume the Jukes-Cantor model for nucleotide substitutions [40]. 

However, any substitution model can be used to calculate the probability 𝑃G𝑑&" , 𝑑&#H𝑡" , 𝜇, 𝜃I. 

Given that 𝜏∗ follows the exponential distribution with mean 𝜃, we can find the explicit 



expression for the probability 𝑃(𝑦 ≠ 𝑧|𝑡" , 𝜇, 𝜃) of a mutation from nucleotide 𝑦 ∈ {𝐴, 𝐶, 𝐺, 𝑇} to 

a different type of nucleotide 𝑧 ≠ 𝑦 after time 𝑡, 

 

𝑃(𝑦 ≠ 𝑧|𝑡" , 𝜇, 𝜃) = \ ]
3
4 −

3
4 𝑒

345^ 𝑓(𝜏∗|𝜃)
6

7
= \ ]

3
4 −

3
4 𝑒

3485!,"95!,#:9';∗^
6

7
∗
1
𝜃 ∗ 𝑒

3;
∗

2 𝑑𝜏∗

=
3
4 −

3
8𝜃 + 4 𝑒

3485!,"95!,#:				(5) 

Let 𝑁 be the length (i.e., the number of sites) of the sequence alignments 𝐷 and 𝑥" is the number 

of mutations between two sequences 𝑑*! 	and 𝑑". With the assumption of independence among 

sites, the probability 𝑃G𝑑*! , 𝑑"H𝑡" , 𝜇, 𝜃I of two sequences 𝑑*! 	and 𝑑" is given by 

𝑃G𝑑*! , 𝑑"H𝑡" , 𝜇, 𝜃I = G𝑃(𝑖 ≠ 𝑗|𝑡" , 𝜇, 𝜃)I
<G𝑃(𝑖 = 𝑗|𝑡" , 𝜇, 𝜃)I

=3<

= ]
3
4 −

3
8𝜃 + 4 𝑒

3485!,"95!,#:^
<!
]
1
4 +

3
8𝜃 + 4 𝑒

3485!,"95!,#:^
=3<!

											(6) 

It follows from (6) that the likelihood function 𝑃(𝐷|Φ, 𝑇+ , 𝑇# , 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇) is given by 

𝑃(𝐷|Φ, 𝑇+ , 𝑇# , 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇) =F𝑃G𝑑*! , 𝑑"H𝜙" , 𝑇*!
! , 𝑇"! , 𝑇*!

# , 𝑇"# , 𝑡",*!
( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇I

%

"-'

=F]
3
4 −

3
8𝜃 + 4 𝑒

3485!,"95!,#:^
<!
]
1
4 +

3
8𝜃 + 4 𝑒

3485!,"95!,#:^
=3<!%

"-'

		(7) 

Given that the population size parameter 𝜃 and the mutation rate 𝜇 have two independent priors 

and both parameters are independent of the transmission network Φ, the latent periods 𝑡(, the 

population size parameter 𝜃, the joint prior 𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇) is equal to the multiplication of three 

independent priors 𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝛼), 𝑃(𝜃) and 𝑃(𝜇), i.e., 

𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇) = 𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝛼)𝑃(𝜃)𝑃(𝜇)																		(8) 



The prior 𝑃(𝜃) of 𝜃 is assumed to follow the exponential distribution with rate 𝜆2 = 1. The prior 

𝑃(𝜇) of the mutation rate 𝜇 is exponential with rate 𝜆4 = 10. Moreover, the prior 𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝛼) is 

given by 

𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝛼) = 𝑃(𝐽' → 2,… , 𝐽% → 𝑛|𝐽', … , 𝐽%, 𝑡( , 𝛼)𝑃(𝐽', … , 𝐽%)𝑃(𝑡()𝑃(𝛼)			(9) 

In (9), 𝑃(Φ|𝑡( , 𝛼) is the probability of (𝑛 − 1) transmissions {𝜙": 𝐽" → 𝑖|𝐽" ∈ {1,… , 𝑖 − 1}; 𝑖 =

2,… , 𝑛}. Let 𝑘*! be the number of individuals infected by individual 𝐽" during the infectious 

period 𝑡*!
"%> = 𝑇*!

! − 𝑇*!
#. Equivalently, 𝑘*! is the frequency of transmissions involving individual 

𝐽". It is assumed that the frequency 𝑘*!, conditioned on 𝑡*!
"%>, follows the Poisson distribution with 

mean 𝛼𝑡*!
"%>, i.e., 𝑃G𝑘*!H𝑡*!

"%> , 𝛼I =
?@5(!

!)*A
+(!B

,-.(!
!)*

C(!!
. The infectious period 𝑡*!

"%>follows an 

Exponential distribution with rate 𝛽. Given that the onset and removal times (𝑇! , 𝑇#) are fixed 

input data, 𝛽 can be reliably estimated as the mean of 	𝑇# − 𝑇!across all patients. This estimate 

is treated as a known constant. 

Thus, the marginal distribution of 𝑘*!follows a Geometric distribution with success probability 

E
F9E

. 

𝑃G𝑘*! = 𝑛"H𝛼I = \ 𝑃G𝑘*! = 𝑛H𝑡*!
"%> , 𝛼I𝑓G𝑡*!

"%> = 𝑡I𝑑𝑡
6

7
= \

(𝛼𝑡)%𝑒3F5

𝑛! 𝛽𝑒3E5𝑑𝑡
6

7

=
𝛼%𝛽
𝑛! \ 𝑡%𝑒3(F9E)5𝑑𝑡

6

7
=
𝛼%𝛽
𝑛!

Γ(𝑛 + 1)
(𝛼 + 𝛽)%9$ =

𝛼%𝛽
(𝛼 + 𝛽)%9$

= ]
𝛽

𝛼 + 𝛽^ ]
𝛼

𝛼 + 𝛽^
%
				(10) 

Thus, the probability 𝑃(𝐽' → 2,… , 𝐽% → 𝑛|𝐽', … , 𝐽%, 𝑡( , 𝛼) is given by: 



𝑃(𝐽' → 2,… , 𝐽% → 𝑛|𝐽', … , 𝐽%, 𝑡( , 𝛼) =F𝑃G𝑘*! = 𝑛"H𝛼I
*!

=F]
𝛽

𝛼 + 𝛽^ ]
𝛼

𝛼 + 𝛽^
%!

*!

				(11) 

The prior 𝑃(𝑡() latent periods 𝑡( is equal to the product of the probability of (𝑛 − 1) latent 

periods, i.e., 𝑃(𝑡() = ∏ 𝑃(𝑡",*!
( )%

"-'  where 𝑡",*!
(  follows the truncated scaled 𝜒' distribution with 

the upper bound 𝑇"! − 𝑇*!
! and the lower bound max	(0, 𝑇"! − 𝑇*!

#). The prior 𝑃(𝐽', … , 𝐽%) =

∏ 𝑃(𝐽")%
"-'  of infectors (𝐽', … , 𝐽%) is assumed to be discrete uniform distributions, i.e., 𝑃(𝐽") =

$
"3$

 if no contact information is available. Given the contact probability 𝑝I(𝐽" , 𝑖), the probability 

𝑃(𝐽") is proportional to the contact probability 𝑝I(𝐽" , 𝑖), i.e., 𝑃(𝐽") =
J/(*!,")

∑ J/(*!,"))
!0#

. In practice, the 

contact probability can be estimated from mobility data and geographic data. The estimated 

contact probability 𝑝Ir (𝐽" , 𝑖) can be incorporated in the Bayesian model through the prior 

probability 𝑃(𝐽") =
J/L(*!,")

∑ J/L(*!,"))
!0#

 . Finally, the prior 𝑃(α) of the infection rate α is assumed to be 

the exponential distribution with rate 𝜆F. 

2.2 The Metropolis-Hastings Algorithm 

Due to intractability of the posterior probability distribution 𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇|𝐷, 𝑇! , 𝑇#), we 

approximate the posterior probability distribution by a sample of model parameters generated 

from a Metropolis-Hastings algorithm which iteratively updates model parameters until it 

converges to the posterior probability distribution 𝑃(Φ, 𝑡( , 𝜃, 𝛼, 𝜇|𝐷, 𝑇! , 𝑇#). 

The initial assignment of 𝐽" ∈ {1,… , 𝑖 − 1} (the individual who infected individual 𝑖) is chosen 

such that the corresponding sequences 𝑑*! and 𝑑" contain the minimum SNPs. The initial values 

of the mutation rate (𝜇), the effective population size parameter (𝜃), and the infection rate (𝛼) 



are randomly generated from uniform distributions. A random walk proposal is utilized to 

generate new values for the parameters 𝛼, 𝜃, and 𝜇. To update transmission events {𝜙', … , 𝜙%} 

in the transmission network Φ, the algorithm randomly selects a transmission event 𝑖 and 

proposes a new value for 𝐽" ∈ {1,… , 𝑖 − 1}. In addition, the latent period for the transmission 

𝐽" → 𝑖 is updated by a random walk proposal similar to that used for updating the parameters 𝛼, 

𝜃, and 𝜇. In each step of the algorithm, acceptance or rejection of the proposed value is 

determined by the Hastings Ratio, denoted as 𝐻	(Supplementary Materials S1). Specifically, a 

random number 𝑘 is sampled from the uniform [0,1]. The acceptance probability 𝐴 is then 

calculated using the formula 𝐴 = min	(1, exp(𝐻)).  If 𝐴 > 𝑘, the proposed value is accepted. 

Otherwise, the algorithm rejects the proposed value. The Metropolis-Hasting algorithm is 

implemented using Julia, which is renowned for its high-level syntax and performance akin to 

that of lower-level languages.  

2.3 Hypothesis testing on direct transmissions  

Comprehensively capturing all individuals within the entire transmission network for infectious 

disease poses significant challenges. Factors such as limited access to healthcare, the presence of 

undetected asymptomatic carriers, and logistical constraints in testing and data collection further 

contribute to these difficulties. As a result, the transmissions estimated from limited genomic 

data may not be direct transmissions. We have developed a statistical tool for the identification 

of direct transmissions. Let 𝑑"*M! be the number of SNPs between two pathogen genomes. The 

probability distribution of  𝑑"*M! is Binomial (𝑁, 𝑝",*M!), where 𝑁 is the total number of nucleotides 

in the genome and 𝑝",*M! is the probability of a mutation occurring at a locus between patient 𝑖 and 

𝐽z". The probability 𝑝",*M! can be estimated by equation (5), i.e., �̂�",*M! =
N
O
− N

P	2R9O
𝑒3	4S(5"95#), where 



𝜃| and 	�̂� re the Bayesian estimates of 𝜃 and 𝜇. The mean and standard deviation of 𝑑"*M! are 𝑁�̂�",*M! 

and }𝑁�̂�",*M!(1 − �̂�",*M!), respectively. A 95% confidence interval can be used to test if the 

observed number of SNPs is significantly greater than the expected number of SNPs and 

subsequently identify direct transmissions.  

2.4 Simulation 

The simulation of the transmission network begins with an infected individual (𝑖 = 1) whose 

infection time (𝑇$+) is set 0. The onset time (𝑇$!) is simulated from the scaled 𝜒' distribution. The 

removal time 𝑇$# is simulated from the exponential distribution with rate 𝛽. Then, the number 𝑥 

of infections caused by individual 𝑖 = 1 during the infectious time interval [𝑇$!, 𝑇$#] is simulated 

from the Poisson distribution with mean 𝛼(𝑇$# − 𝑇$!). The simulation terminates if 𝑥 = 0. 

Otherwise, it produces new infected individuals. The infection time 𝑇"+ of the new infected 

individual 𝑖 is generated from the uniform [𝑇$!, 𝑇$#]. The corresponding onset time (𝑇"!) and 

remove time (𝑇"#) are generated similarly as described above. This process continues to generate 

new infected individuals and corresponding infection times, onset times, and removal times. The 

simulation terminates when all infections exceed a predefined temporal threshold. 

For each simulated transmission network, the number of SNPs between two genomes is 

generated from Binomial (𝑁, 𝑃) where 𝑁 is the genome length and 𝑃 is the probability of a SNP 

between two genomes, which is given by 𝑃 = N
O
− N

P	29O
𝑒3	4(5"95#) (see Equation 5). To estimate 

the 𝑃",*!, consider three individuals 𝐴, 𝐵 and 𝐶 as an example, where 𝐵 and 𝐶 are infected by 𝐴. 

𝑃T,0 and 𝑃/,0 can be computed by the equation below (Eqn.16). The chance that 𝐵 and 𝐶 share an 

identical base pair at the same locus on their TB WGS arises from two possibilities: No mutation 



occurred at this site among A, B and C’s WGS; or mutation occurred between both 𝐴 and 𝐵, and 

𝐴 and 𝐶 and the nucleotide expression at A, C are the same. This is mathematically expressed as 

𝑃T,/ = 1 − MG1 − 𝑃T,0IG1 − 𝑃/,0I + 𝑃T,0𝑃/,0/3N. All 𝑃",& can be measured, allowing the 

estimation of the SNPs between any two given individuals.  

We simulated two transmission networks with infection and removal rates of (𝛼 = 3.0, 𝛽 = 3.0) 

and (𝛼 = 5.0, 𝛽 = 5.0). For each network, we generated pairwise SNP distance matrices using 

four combinations of the effective population size parameter (𝜃 = 103U, 5 × 103U) and mutation 

rate (𝜇 = 5 × 103V, 103U), with a genome length of 1,000,000. We subsequently sampled 50, 

100, and 200 infected individuals to obtain their pairwise SNP distances. The simulation was 

repeated five times. 

The simulated datasets were analyzed using the Bayesian transmission model. The MCMC 

algorithm was run for 50,000 iterations, with the first 20,000 iterations serving as a burn-in 

phase. After the burn-in, parameter estimates were recorded every 100 iterations. Convergence 

of the algorithm was assessed through trace plots of the logarithm of the posterior probability. 

We also calculated the mean squared error (MSE) for each parameter (α, θ, μ) across different 

parameter combinations and sample sizes. Let 𝜃| be the Bayesian estimate of parameter 𝜃. The 

MSE of 𝜃| is given by 𝑀𝑆𝐸 = $
W
∑ G𝜃X� − θI

'W
"-$ . Additionally, we assessed the accuracy of 

transmission network estimation by calculating the proportion of correctly inferred edges (i.e., 

transmission events) in the estimated network. We also measured the proportion of direct 

transmission events accurately identified by our proposed hypothesis test.  

2.5 Real data analysis 



Kakaire et al. [41] investigated the transmission dynamics of tuberculosis (TB) by analyzing both 

household and extra-household contacts of TB cases in Kampala, Uganda. The researchers 

enrolled 123 TB cases and 124 matched controls, with a total of 2415 first-degree network 

contacts identified. The samples were processed at the University of Georgia to obtain whole-

genome sequencing (WGS) data. Alongside this, temporal and geographical information was 

meticulously documented to facilitate the reconstruction of the transmission network. 

A total of 69 tuberculosis patients were selected for analysis based on the availability of 

complete genomic and temporal data required for the Bayesian model. The genome length for 

Mycobacterium tuberculosis was 4,411,532 base pairs. The MCMC algorithm was run for 

5,000,000 iterations, with the first 20,000 iterations discarded as the burn-in period. After the 

burn-in, parameter estimates were recorded every 100 iterations. Two independent runs with 

different initial parameter values were conducted, and convergence was evaluated by examining 

the logarithm of posterior probabilities across both runs.  

3. Results 

3.1 Simulation  

The number of infected individuals in the five networks generated for (𝛼 = 3, 𝛽 = 3) ranged 

from 242 to 769, while the infection rate (𝛼 = 5, 𝛽 = 5) resulted in a network with the number 

of infected individuals ranging from 229 to 586. All edges in the simulated networks represent 

direct transmission. However, sampling 50, 100, 200 infected individuals from the simulated 

networks resulted in smaller sub-networks in which some edges are direct while others are 

indirect transmissions. It appears that the proportion of direct transmissions are positively 

correlated the sample size (Table 1).  



Table 1: The percentage of direct transmissions for different sample sizes. 

Sample Size (𝜶 = 𝟑, 𝜷 = 𝟑) (𝜶 = 𝟓, 𝜷 = 𝟓) 
50 17.8% 11.3% 
100 27.9% 25.7% 
200 56.2% 50.8% 

To assess the performance of the Bayesian estimates for the infection rate α, the effective 

population size parameter θ, and the mutation rate μ, we calculated their MSEs by comparing the 

estimates to the true values. The MSEs for (θ, μ, α) decreased as the sample size increased from 

50 to 200, and they continued to decrease with the full dataset (Figure 3A-F). At a sample size of 

100, both θ and α show substantial MSE reductions of 71% and 77%, respectively, compared to 

a sample size of 50, demonstrating a rapid improvement in estimation accuracy (Figure 3A-F). In 

contrast, μ exhibits a slower reduction in MSE at smaller sample sizes. As the sample size 

increases to 200, all three parameters experience significant improvements in MSE, highlighting 

the advantage of larger datasets. With the full dataset, the MSE reductions for all parameters 

approach near-complete accuracy, particularly for μ, which catches up after slower initial 

progress (Figure 3A-F). Overall, larger sample sizes consistently lead to more accurate parameter 

estimates, especially for parameters that initially show slower improvement. 

To determine the sample sizes needed for accurate parameter estimation, we calculated the 

coefficient of variation (CV) for sample sizes of 50, 100, 200, and the full dataset. At a sample 

size of 100, the CV for the infection rate α is 0.1, suggesting that a sample size of 100 is 

sufficient for accurate estimation of α. However, the full dataset is necessary to achieve a similar 

CV for estimating θ. In contrast, the CV for the mutation rate μ remains at 0.4 even with the full 

dataset, indicating less precision in estimating the mutation rate μ. 



 

Figure 3: The MSEs of the Bayesian estimates of parameters θ, µ, α, and the transmission events 
in the transmission network.  A) the MSE of θ for infection rate 3 ; B) the MSE of θ for infection 
rate 5; C) the MSE of µ for infection rate 3; D) the MSE of µ	for infection rate 5; E) the MSE of 
α for infection rate 3 ; F) the MSE of α	for infection rate 5; G) Error Rate: the proportion of 
wrong edges (i.e., transmission events) for infection rate 3 ; F) Error Rate: the proportion of 
wrong edges (i.e., transmission events) for infection rate 5; 

 



The proportion of incorrect edges in the estimated transmission networks decreases as the sample 

size increases from 50 to 200, and further with the full dataset (Figure 3G-H). At smaller sample 

sizes, the proportion of direct transmissions in the true network is low (Table 1), suggesting that 

many edges in the sub-network connect patients to distant ancestors with large genetic 

differences, making it more challenging to accurately estimate transmission events. However, 

when the sample size reaches 200, the error rates for estimating transmission events drop below 

30% (Figure 3G-H), indicating that a sample size of 200 is sufficient for accurately 

reconstructing the transmission network. Furthermore, our hypothesis testing successfully 

identified 100% of the direct transmissions correctly predicted by the model across various 

sample sizes and parameter configurations. This high level of accuracy demonstrates the model’s 

effectiveness in accurately capturing true direct transmission events. 

3.2 Real data analysis 

In the real dataset, single nucleotide polymorphism (SNP) variation among the 69 strains ranged 

from 0 to 737 SNPs, with a median of 486 SNPs. The time span from the onset of symptoms in 

the earliest patient to the removal date of the last patient spanned 1,537 days, or approximately 

4.2 years. The infectious period for these patients ranged from 14 to 731 days. 

The trace plot of the log-posterior probabilities over 5,000,000 iterations after burn-in indicates 

that the MCMC chains have converged at the 20,000th iteration (burn-in) (Supplementary 

Materials S2). We combined the posterior samples from two independent runs.  The posterior 

mean for the effective population size parameter 𝜃 is  1.29 × 103Uwith the 95% credible interval 

of [ 5.69 × 103V, 2.13 × 103U]. For the mutation rate 𝜇, the posterior mean is 1.72 × 103U with 



the 95% credible interval of [1.53 × 103V,3.12 × 103U]. The posterior mean for the infection 

rate 𝛼 is 4.37, with a 95% credible interval of [3.40, 5.47].  

The inferred transmission network identifies patients 1 and 27 as superspreaders of the disease 

(Figure 4). Patient 1 transmitted the infection to 28 individuals, while patient 27 transmitted it to 

21 others (Supplementary Materials S3). Their central roles in the network emphasize their 

significance in the transmission dynamics and suggest the need for further investigation into their 

impact. 

Figure 4: Transmission Network Inferred from one iteration; red edge represents inferred direct 
transmission; gray represents inferred indirect transmission; The number of the nodes indicates the 
patient ID order the ascending order the symptom onset time. 



Hypothesis testing for direct transmissions was performed by comparing the observed number of 

SNPs to the number expected under the Bayesian model for a direct transmission. A 95% 

confidence interval [0, c] for the number of SNPs was constructed. If the observed SNP count for 

an edge in the inferred network exceeded or matched the upper bound c of the 95% confidence 

interval, that edge was classified as a direct transmission. The hypothesis test identified 16 direct 

transmissions (Table 2). 

Table 2: Identification of direct transmissions in the transmission network of 69 strains. The 
Bayesian 95% confidence interval [0, c] for the number of SNPs associated with each of the 68 
edges in the estimated network. 16 direct transmissions were identified as the observed number 
of SNPs was less than or equal to the upper bound c.  

Case ID Case ID (transmitter) Upper bound C # of SNPs 
16 1 20.8 0 
37 18 13.9 0 
65 53 19.4 0 
12 11 13.1 1 
15 2 25.2 1 
20 19 12.5 1 
68 30 29.6 3 
60 23 30.1 6 
13 6 21.9 7 
18 13 16.1 7 
42 37 12.9 11 
25 22 13.3 12 
51 46 16.7 12 
61 25 28.9 12 
50 22 18.6 13 
22 1 23.7 18 

 

4. Discussion 

Reconstructing transmission networks is essential for identifying critical factors like 

superspreaders and high-risk locations, which are key to developing effective pandemic 

prevention strategies. In this study, we developed a Bayesian framework that integrates genomic 



and temporal data to reconstruct transmission networks for infectious disease. Simulation results 

show that the Bayesian model accurately estimates both the model parameters and the 

transmission network. Additionally, hypothesis testing can successfully identify direct 

transmission events.  

However, the limited availability of pathogen genomes can significantly reduce the performance 

of the Bayesian model in estimating parameters such as the infection rate, mutation rate, and 

effective population size. In smaller samples, the transmission network often includes many 

indirect transmissions. Since the Bayesian model assumes that all edges represent direct 

transmissions, it tends to overestimate the infection rate when indirect transmissions are present. 

These findings suggest that while an insufficient sample size hampers accurate estimation of the 

infection rate, it has minimal impact on the accurate estimation of the mutation rate and the 

effective population size. It’s important to emphasize that the primary goal of this study is to 

accurately infer the transmission network. Our simulations show that the transmission network 

can still be reconstructed with high accuracy, even if the infection rate is not estimated precisely. 

Therefore, while a small sample of pathogen genomes may negatively impact infection rate 

estimation, it does not affect the accuracy of the transmission network reconstruction or the 

identification of direct transmission events. 

The Bayesian model assumes a homogeneous effective population size across all hosts. A more 

realistic approach would relax this assumption by allowing for variable effective population sizes 

between different hosts. However, this would significantly increase the number of parameters, 

requiring a much larger sample size to accurately estimate them. Under the Jukes-Cantor model, 

the simplest substitution model, pairwise SNP distances are sufficient to fit the Bayesian model. 



However, using a more complex model, such as the general time reversible (GTR) substitution 

model, the Bayesian approach can capture additional information from pathogen genomes 

through a sequence-based likelihood function, rather than relying solely on a genetic distance-

based likelihood function. Additionally, the prior distribution for transmitters in the model is 

assumed to be uniform, meaning all eligible individuals are equally likely to be the transmitter. A 

more realistic prior would incorporate contact probabilities among individuals, which could be 

estimated from other types of datasets. 

Bayesian analysis of transmission networks can be computationally intensive, especially for 

large datasets, as it involves calculating posterior distributions by integrating over the parameter 

space. Parallel computing provides a way to significantly reduce this computational burden by 

distributing the workload across multiple processors or cores. By accounting for factors that 

impact computational time and leveraging parallel computing techniques with appropriate 

software, the time required for Bayesian analysis of transmission networks can be greatly 

reduced, even for large datasets.  
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