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Abstract

In this paper, we study the trajectory of a classic SIR epidemic on a family of dynamic random graphs
of fixed size, whose set of edges continuously evolves over time. We set general infection and recovery times,
and start the epidemic from a positive, yet small, proportion of vertices. We show that in such a case, the
spread of an infectious disease around a typical individual can be approximated by the spread of the disease
in a local neighbourhood of a uniformly chosen vertex.

We formalize this by studying general dynamic random graphs that converge dynamically locally in prob-
ability and demonstrate that the epidemic on these graphs converges to the epidemic on their dynamic local
limit graphs. We provide a detailed treatment of the theory of dynamic local convergence, which remains a
relatively new topic in the study of random graphs. One main conclusion of our paper is that a specific form
of dynamic local convergence is required for our results to hold.

1 Introduction

The first mathematical model of epidemic evolution is accredited to David Bernoulli and his analysis of the
smallpox outbreak, presented at the Royal Academy of Sciences in Paris in 1760 with the aim of advocating
a preventive inoculation against the disease. His work was published in [13] in 1766. Afterwards, the most
significant contributions to the mathematical modelling of infectious diseases were made in the 20th century
[44, 45, 56, 57].

Mathematical models of epidemics in the above works differ in details and assumptions; however, they have
a common denominator: they are compartmental. Compartmental models assign each individual to one of the
distinguished categories (i.e., compartments), which reflect their status with respect to the disease, such as
‘infected’ or ‘recovered’. Since their emergence, these models have been continuously gaining popularity and
nowadays they constitute a fundamental apparatus for predicting disease evolution.

Compartmental models are widely used to explore various aspects of epidemics, such as the total number
of infections, the duration, or the rate of growth [31, 46, 48]. They are also valuable tools in assessing public
health policies, such as vaccination strategies and lockdown measures [1, 10, 15, 49]. Moving beyond the realm of
infectious diseases, compartmental models have applications in social sciences, for instance, to analyze the spread
of information or opinions [9]. Mathematically, these approaches often rely on deterministic or stochastic partial
differential equations (PDEs) [8, 24, 28], but due to the simplifications inherent in such systems, they may not
capture the full complexity of disease dynamics.

Random graph models offer an alternative, allowing for more flexibility and randomness in both the disease
progression and the network structure [26, 33, 51]. However, most research using such models considers static
networks, which do not account for the continuous evolution of interpersonal contacts over time. In reality,
social connections change frequently and vary in strength: some, like workplace or household interactions, last
longer, while others, such as those formed during commutes, are more transient and unpredictable. For a more
realistic depiction, dynamic network models have been developed [4, 6, 23, 47]. These models capture the
temporal variability of connections but are inherently more complex to analyze, as they require tracking both
the epidemic’s progression and the evolving population structure. Therefore, the mathematical analysis of these
dynamic models is often highly specific to each situation, depending on the nature of the model and the context
of the epidemic.
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In this paper, we take a more general approach. We consider a dynamic network without a demographic
component, but with constantly evolving connections between the network members. We take a general approach,
refraining from specifying the graph and its dynamic in detail, and consider a Susceptible-Infected-Recovered
(SIR) epidemic started from a positive proportion of infected vertices with general infection and recovery times.
We require the dynamic to shape the graph in a way that results in convergence of the proportion of vertices whose
neighbourhoods have some particular dynamic structure. We then base our methodology on the consequences
of this convergence. The power of such a technique consists in its applicability to a large number of dynamic
random graphs at the same time.

The convergence of the proportion of vertices with a particular neighbourhood structure is referred to as local
convergence, a concept that is well-established and thoroughly studied in the context of static graphs. However,
for dynamic random graphs, this notion is relatively recent, having been introduced in [29] and independently
in our work [40], where we explored it within the framework of a specific dynamic graph model. In this paper,
we present the concept in a more general setting and examine its nuances by introducing a stronger form of
local convergence for dynamic random graphs. Our primary result demonstrates the convergence of an epidemic
process on the dynamic graph to the corresponding process on its dynamic local limit, under the assumption
of this stronger form of dynamic local convergence. This result propagates the use of sparse graph limits in
epidemiological modelling implying that a disease outbreak is to a large extent a local property of the graph.
This approach builds upon the results and proofs presented in [3], extending their findings from the context of
locally converging static graphs to dynamic random graphs.

Main innovations of this paper:

Extension of [3] to a dynamic setting. In this paper, we extend the results of [3], where the authors establish
a connection between epidemic processes on random static graphs that converge locally, and the corresponding
processes on the local limits of these graphs. Specifically, we generalize this framework to dynamic graphs, char-
acterized by a fixed vertex set and an evolving edge set, thereby adapting the analysis to a dynamic context.

Description of dynamic local convergence. Dynamic local convergence, that is, the local convergence of
dynamic graphs, is a relatively new concept that was first explored independently in [29] and [40] and further
analysed in [54]. However, these works define the concept differently. In this paper, we revisit our approach
where the dynamic graph is treated as a stochastic process in time, and its convergence is derived by applying
the well-established theory of convergence of processes with discontinuities. We briefly describe the theoretical
background of this framework and then specify it to the space of rooted dynamic graphs, offering a comprehensive
characterization of dynamic local convergence applicable to a broad class of dynamic random graphs, without
limiting the analysis to any particular model. This approach provides a systematic, self-contained presentation
of dynamic local convergence.

Unraveling complications of local convergence of dynamic graphs. While extending the results of [3] to
the dynamic setting, we observed that the relationship between the graph and processes evolving on it becomes
significantly more intricate in the dynamic case compared to the static one. Specifically, the information obtained
from dynamic local convergence, as introduced in [40], which captures the structure of the connected component
of a uniformly chosen vertex at successive time instances, does not suffice for analyzing certain processes acting
on the network, such as epidemic spreading. As a result, a stronger form of local convergence for dynamic graphs
is necessary to rigorously establish the connection between an epidemic process on a dynamic graph and its
counterpart on the limit. We introduce this stronger form and demonstrate its suitability for the epidemic’s
description. This insight also highlights an intriguing open problem in the field of dynamic graph convergence:
understanding the relationship between these two forms of dynamic local convergence.

Simulations on dynamic graphs. Our main result allows for transitioning from the setting of dynamic graphs
to their dynamic graph limits when analyzing epidemic processes. In many cases, including several examples
presented in this paper, these dynamic graph limits take the form of dynamic rooted trees. This transition
significantly simplifies the simulation of epidemics on dynamic structures, as it reduces both the computational
complexity and the volume of data that needs to be analyzed.

Organisation of this paper. The paper is organised as follows: In Sections 1.1-1.5 we provide an introduction,
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summarizing our contributions and introducing the key concepts of dynamic random graphs and the SIR epidemic
model that we will investigate. We also give an informal description of local time-marked union convergence,
which is the version of dynamic local convergence most suited for epidemics. We further present our main result,
and conclude with a brief overview of our simulation study and a discussion. Section 2 delves into dynamic
local convergence, beginning with the necessary background on the metric space of rooted graphs and covering
both local weak convergence and local convergence in probability for dynamic random graphs. Additionally, we
introduce the concept of local time-marked union convergence and discuss the backward process that generates
epidemic marks. In Section 3, we present an overview of the proofs, including auxiliary results and the proof of
the main theorem on convergence for the epidemic process. Sections 4 and 5 are dedicated to detailed proofs
of the auxiliary results, covering bounds on the moments and local approximations. Finally, Section 6 provides
background on the simulation study outlined in Section 1.5, with a focus on static and dynamic limiting results
for Erdős-Rényi random graphs and random intersection graphs.

1.1 Dynamic random graphs

We investigate dynamic random graphs, where the set of vertices remains fixed but the set of edges evolves over
time. We formalise it in the following definition:

Definition 1.1 (Dynamic random graph). A dynamic random graph process is given by
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

=
(
(Vn, Esn)

)
s∈[0,T ]

with a fixed vertex set Vn = [n] = {1, . . . , n}, and a dynamic edge set
(
Esn
)
s∈[0,T ]

, with paths in D ([0, T ], E(Kn))

— the space of càdlàg functions f : [0, T ] 7→ E(Kn), where Kn is the complete graph on the vertex set [n], and
E(Kn) denotes its edge set.

Consequently, we say that an edge e ∈ Esn is said to be ‘ON’ at time s ∈ [0, T ] if e ∈ Esn, meaning that it is
present in the graph at time s. Conversely, the edge e is said to be ‘OFF’ at time s if e /∈ Esn, meaning that it is
absent from the graph at time s. We will also write ‘e switches ON’ to denote the event of changing status from
being in an OFF state to being in an ON state, and analogously for the reversed roles of ON and OFF.

We leave the dynamics unspecified for now, keeping them at the most general level. However, our main result
(as well as most of the auxiliary results presented in Section 3) will only apply to dynamic random graphs that
converge locally in probability (as we explain in Section 2), which will naturally impose restrictions on the types
of dynamics permitted.

1.2 SIR epidemic model

We focus on a Susceptible-Infected-Removed (SIR) model where individuals can be susceptible, infected, or
removed. Vertices in the graph will represent the individuals, and edges between these vertices indicate potential
paths for the spread of the epidemic. An infected vertex transmits the disease to its neighbours independently at
random times drawn from some arbitrary continuous distribution denoted by DI . Every edge ever ON in [0, T ],
i.e., every edge {u, v} ∈

⋃
s∈[0,T ] Esn, is associated with a unique copy C ({u, v}) drawn from the distribution DI .

If u or v becomes infected, then C ({u, v}) ∼ DI is compared with the ON periods of the edge e to determine
whether an infected vertex can transmit the disease to its susceptible neighbour. Specifically, the transmission
time C ({u, v}) ∼ DI is initialized at the infection time of the infected endpoint, provided this infection time
falls within an ON period of the edge. Otherwise, C ({u, v}) ∼ DI is initialized at the next activation time of
the edge e. Then, the actual transmission time computed as the sum of the initialization time and transmission
time C ({u, v}) ∼ DI must fall within (any, not necessarily the first) ON period of the edge e for the infection
to be transmitted. For more details, see Section 2.4. An infected vertex independently recovers at a time drawn
from some arbitrary distribution denoted by DR. Initially, every vertex is infected independently with some fixed
probability ρ > 0.
We represent the epidemic process at time t ≥ 0 by the vector

E (ρ)
n (t) =

(
S(ρ)n (t), I(ρ)n (t),R(ρ)

n (t)
)
, (1.1)

with S(ρ)n (t), I(ρ)n (t),R(ρ)
n (t) denoting the (random) proportions of susceptible, infected and recovered vertices in(

Gs
n

)
s∈[0,T ]

at time t, respectively.

3



Model interpretation. In dynamic graphs, the contact process is naturally modeled by the ON and OFF
dynamics of the edges. However, to prevent the scenario where any contact between an infected and suscepti-
ble vertex instantly results in transmission, and to facilitate comparisons with static cases, a random variable
C ({u, v}) drawn from the distribution DI is assigned to each edge. This variable is initialized at the first ON
period following the infection time, representing a latency period that reflects the inherent randomness of the
transmission process.

The assignment of independent copies of C ({u, v}) to edges also accounts for heterogeneity in transmission
patterns. For models where edges only activate once (which is the most likely scenario for some of the dynamic
random graph models discussed in Section 1.5.1), C ({u, v}) can be interpreted as the amount of time required
for an infected individual to transmit the disease during a single contact. In cases where multiple ON periods
occur, the direct interpretation of C ({u, v}) as the time required for transmission during contact becomes less
straightforward, as the model does not depend on the length or frequency of intervening OFF periods. Nev-
ertheless, C ({u, v}) continues to capture the stochastic nature of transmission events, which are influenced by
factors such as viral load and immune response rather than the continuity of contact. Pathogen infectivity can
persist even after breaks in contact, allowing for transmission during subsequent interactions. This approach
remains mathematically tractable, preserves the heterogeneity of transmission rates, and provides a foundational
framework for modelling disease dynamics on dynamic networks.

1.3 Informal description of local time-marked union convergence

After detailing the setup of the SIR model on dynamic graphs, we intuitively describe the concepts required
for understanding the main result. Throughout this paper, we heavily rely on the property of dynamic random
graphs called dynamic local convergence, as introduced in [40] and inspired by [2, 12]. This property ensures that
the dynamic neighbourhood structures of uniformly chosen vertices converge to a limiting probability distribution
on dynamic rooted graphs. The vertices are called roots, and are denoted by on in the original graph and o in the
limit. The space of all rooted graphs is denoted G⋆. The dynamic convergence we describe guarantees that the
shape of connected components around on at subsequent time instances throughout [0, T ] can be characterized
by a limiting dynamic graph. However, as mentioned, in the dynamic setting this convergence does not fully
capture the information needed for epidemic spreading.

For example, imagine that on is connected to vertex u1 at time [1, 2], and u1 was connected to an initially
infected vertex u2 during [0, 1). Although u2 and on are never directly connected, u2 can still infect on through
u1. This indirect connection is missed if we only look at the connected components of on at specific times.
Therefore, a stronger notion of local convergence is required to account for such indirect paths.

To address this, we introduce the notion of a union graph, which consists of all edges that were ever active
during the time interval [0, T ]. More specifically, an edge e is present in the union graph precisely when there
exists a time s such that e ∈ Esn. This ensures that all vertices ever connected to on during [0, T ], either directly
or indirectly through its neighbors, are included. At each edge in the union graph, we attach a sequence of ON
and OFF times, representing the (potentially long) vector of time pairs indicating when the edge switches ON
and OFF. These sequences, referred to as marks, retain precise temporal information about the dynamics of
the graph. We then require the local convergence of the union graph, along with its marks, ensuring that the
graph structure around a vertex, including the sequence of ON and OFF times of its incident edges, converges
to a limiting (also marked) structure. This new notion, termed local time-marked union convergence, provides
comprehensive control over the evolving graph process and encapsulates all necessary information for applications
such as epidemic modeling. We formalize the above concepts in Section 2, where further details can be found.

1.4 Main result

Having informally explained the above concepts, we now present our main theorem - the dynamic analogue of

Theorem 2.5 from [3]. Denote convergence in probability by ‘
P−→’. The following theorem links an SIR epidemic

process on a dynamic graph with an epidemic process on the local limit of its corresponding time-marked union
graph:

Theorem 1.2 (Dynamic convergence of the epidemic processes). Let (Gs
n)s∈[0,T ] be a dynamic graph sequence

converging in probability in a local time-marked union sense to the limiting time-marked union graph on G⋆.
Consider an SIR epidemic process on (Gs

n)s∈[0,T ], in which every vertex is initially infected independently with
probability ρ > 0, and susceptible otherwise. Then, for any t ∈ [0, T ], there are deterministic functions E (t) =
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(
s(t), i(t), r(t)

)
such that, for any t ∈ [0, T ],

E (ρ)
n (t)

P−→ E (t), (1.2)

with

s(t) = µ
(
o ∈ S(ρ)(t)

)
, i(t) = µ

(
o ∈ I(ρ)(t)

)
and r(t) = µ

(
o ∈ R(ρ)(t)

)
, (1.3)

where µ on the right-hand side refers to the law of the limiting time-marked union graph,
(
S(ρ)(t), I(ρ)(t),R(ρ)(t)

)
are sets of susceptible, infected and recovered vertices in an SIR epidemic on the limiting dynamic graph and every
vertex is in I(ρ)(0) independently with probability ρ.

We give a more explicit description of the limiting variables in (1.3) in Section 2.4, in terms of the backwards
epidemic process. Theorem 1.2 extends an equivalent finding about the epidemic on a static graph converging
locally from [3] to the dynamic setting, showing that also in a dynamic graph, an SIR epidemic is practically a
local property of the graph. We hope that this result can facilitate the investigation of epidemics on dynamic
random graphs, by transferring the problem from the detailed world of real graph dynamics to a realm of limiting
graphs, which tend to be more regular and approachable.

1.5 Some dynamic random graph models

In this section, we present examples of dynamic random graphs that converge locally in time-marked union sense
and provide an overview of the results from our simulation study. This study leverages Theorem 1.2 to explore
various aspects of epidemic dynamics on random graphs, with a focus on how dynamics influence the spread of
the epidemic. We begin by introducing dynamic extensions of a well-known Erdős-Rényi random graph model
and its generalization in the form of dynamic intersection random graph. Finally, we describe a dynamic version
of the configuration model, which incorporates edge rewiring.

1.5.1 Examples

We now define several specific dynamic random graph models. Dynamic random graphs have been explored
in various other works, such as [4, 5, 11, 50, 60, 55]. However, these studies do not specifically focus on their
local convergence. In particular, two of the cited studies [4, 55] investigated natural dynamic formulations of the
Erdős-Rényi random graph. Here, we define our version in an analogous manner, with slight adjustments to the
rates of the exponential variables:

Definition 1.3 (Dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph). Fix γ > 0 and a positive integer n. The dynamic Erdős-
Rényi graph

(
ERs

n(γ/n)
)
s∈[0,T ]

, denoted shortly also by DERn(γ/n), is a stochastic process with the number

of vertices fixed at n and the set of edges evolving according to the following dynamics: At time s = 0, we
draw a realisation of the static ERn(γ/n), i.e., every edge is present independently with probability γ/n and
absent otherwise. For s > 0, independently for each vertex pair, if no edge is present then it is added after an
Exp(γ/(n−γ))-distributed time; if an edge is present, then the edge is removed after an Exp(1)-distributed time.

This dynamic Erdős-Rényi model introduces temporal evolution by allowing edges to be added and removed
dynamically. In practice, this process can capture settings where interactions between nodes change over time,
while maintaining the edge density characteristic of the static Erdős-Rényi graph. Next, we consider an alternative
variation of the dynamic Erdős-Rényi model that simplifies the temporal dynamics.

Definition 1.4 (Alternative dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph). At time s = 0 we draw a realisation of the
static ERn(γ/n), i.e., every edge is present independently with probability γ/n and absent otherwise. For s > 0,
we let all active edges switch ON and OFF at rate 1.

In this alternative model, each edge present from the start switches ON and OFF independently at a con-
stant rate. This modification retains the randomness of edge presence but changes the timing of edge updates
compared to the dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph defined earlier.

The dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graphs provide a simple example of edge dynamics, where edges indepen-
dently switch ON and OFF over time. However, many real-world networks exhibit more complex structures, such
as community-based connectivity. To capture this, we now introduce the dynamic random intersection graph,
which incorporates group-based interactions with stochastic dynamics.
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Definition 1.5 (Dynamic random intersection graph). A dynamic random intersection graph is constructed as
follows: Let [n] = {1, . . . , n} denote the set of vertices, and [n]k the set of all subsets of size k ≥ 2 from [n],
which represent groups. Each group a ∈ [n]k alternates between ON and OFF states independently, following
a continuous-time Markov process. The ON and OFF holding times are exponentially distributed with rates

λa
ON = 1 and λa

OFF =
f(|a|)

∏
i∈a wi

ℓ
|a|−1
n

, where |a| is the size of the group a ∈ ∪k≥2[n]k, f : N≥2 → R+ determines

the group-size dependency, wi is the weight of vertex i, and ℓn =
∑

i∈[n] wi is the total weight. At any time s,

vertices i, j ∈ [n] are connected by an edge if they belong to at least one group a that is ON, forming dynamic
cliques as group states evolve.

The dynamic random intersection graph offers a flexible framework to model networks with evolving commu-
nity structures. Unlike most other models, it naturally builds in clustering in the form of many triangles being
present in the network. Next, we extend our consideration to a dynamic version of the configuration model,
which incorporates edge rewiring but preserves the degree sequence over time.

Definition 1.6 (Configuration model with rewiring of the edges). At time s = 0, a realization of the static
configuration model CMn(d) is generated. Each vertex v ∈ [n] is assigned dv half-edges, where the degree sequence
d = (d1, d2, . . . , dn) satisfies that ℓn =

∑
v∈[n] dv is even. These half-edges are paired uniformly at random to form

edges, resulting in a multigraph that may contain self-loops and multiple edges. For s > 0, edges are dynamically
rewired. Specifically, at rate αℓn, we sample two edges uniformly at random. These edges are subsequently broken
into four half-edges, which are then re-paired uniformly at random.

This dynamic configuration model maintains a consistent degree sequence while introducing temporal variabil-
ity in the graph structure. The dynamic rewiring process allows for the possibility of re-forming the original edges,
creating new connections, introducing new self-loops, or removing existing ones. Such a model is particularly
suited to applications where node connectivity patterns remain fixed in terms of degrees, but connections them-
selves fluctuate dynamically. See Section 6 for more details about the model and an argumentation of their local
time-marked union convergence. With these models defined, we now turn to analyzing implications of tempo-
ral changes for epidemic dynamics and evaluating the accuracy of local approximations derived from Theorem 1.2.

1.5.2 Simulation study

In the remainder of this section, we employ the dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph from Definition 1.3 to sim-
ulate and evaluate the correctness of the local approximation established in Theorem 1.2. Numerical validation
through simulations provides confidence in the approximation’s applicability beyond its theoretical foundation.
Furthermore, simulations enable a direct comparison of epidemic dynamics on static and dynamic graphs with
the same stationary distribution, offering insights into how graph dynamics influence key epidemic character-
istics, such as the epidemic curve. While theoretical work, such as [4], has previously explored this question
for an SIR model by comparing basic reproduction numbers (R0) on static and dynamic Erdős-Rényi random
graphs, our approach provides a more detailed characterization of the impact of dynamics, including how the
epidemic unfolds over time. This simulation-based analysis is particularly valuable for understanding scenarios
where analytical solutions are challenging or infeasible.

Test of the local approximation. In Figure 1, we test the accuracy of our main result from Theorem 1.2 by
simulating the SIR epidemic on a dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph (see Definition 1.3) and its time-marked
union local limit. We assume that DI and DR follow exponential distributions with rates I and R, respectively.
We observe that the local limit provides an accurate approximation of the epidemic progression on the dynamic
graph. This result is significant because it confirms that we can replace dynamic graphs with their dynamic local
limit, frequently represented by dynamic trees, in further simulations, reducing computational complexity and
cost.

Impact of dynamics on the epidemic curve. We proceed to compare epidemic curves on static and dy-
namic random graphs. It is often hypothesised that graph dynamics accelerate the epidemic time progression
(see Section 6) and our simulation output strongly supports this conjecture. We present plots of predictions of
SIR epidemic curves on static and dynamic graphs with the same stationary degree distribution for two static dy-
namic graph models: the static and dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graphs (Figure 2) and the static and dynamic
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(a) ρ = 0.5, I = 2, R = 3 (b) ρ = 0.2, I = 2, R = 3 (c) ρ = 0.1, I = 5, R = 4

Figure 1: Comparison of the SIR epidemic time progression on the dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph with
γ = 3 and n = 25000 and its dynamic local limit. The parameters I and R represent the rates of DI and DR,
respectively, which are assumed to follow exponential distributions. We have performed 500 runs of simulations
in each case, for various values of ρ, I and R, explained under the plots.

random intersection graphs (Figure 3). We refer to Section 6 for more details on the models and their local limits.

(a) I = 0.5, R = 3 (b) I = 2, R = 3 (c) I = 4, R = 5

Figure 2: Comparison of the SIR epidemic time progression on static and dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graphs
with γ = 3 and ρ = 0.01. The parameters I and R represent the rates of DI and DR, respectively, which are
assumed to follow exponential distributions. We have performed 500 runs of simulations for both static and
dynamic graphs for various values of I and R, explained under the plots.

(a) I = 0.5, R = 3 (b) I = 2, R = 3 (c) I = 5, R = 4

Figure 3: Comparison of the SIR epidemic curve on local limits of static and dynamic random intersection graphs
with E[Dn] = 2.052 and ρ = 0.1. The parameters I and R represent the rates of DI and DR, respectively, which
are assumed to follow exponential distributions. We have performed 500 runs of simulations for both static and
dynamic graphs for various values of I and R, explained under the plots.

1.6 Discussion and conclusion

In this work, we have extended the framework of epidemic modelling on static random graphs to dynamic random
graphs, incorporating the concept of local time-marked union convergence. The main theorem establishes that,
under the assumption of this stronger convergence, the SIR epidemic process on dynamic graphs converges to
its counterpart on the time-marked local limit. This result generalizes existing findings and offers a flexible
methodology for studying epidemics on dynamic networks without specifying a particular graph model.

Our theoretical exploration reveals the critical role of dynamic graph structures in modelling disease spread.
While local convergence is sufficient to understand structural aspects in static graphs (see [3]), dynamic settings
require a more refined approach to capture the full complexity of epidemic processes. The introduction of the
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union graph, which aggregates all vertices connected to a root over time, provides a solution by offering control
over indirect connections and temporal dynamics.

The simulation results further validate our theoretical contributions. By testing the dynamic Erdős-Rényi
graph and its time-marked union local limit, we demonstrated that the latter provides a highly accurate approxi-
mation. This approximation enables us to perform efficient simulations by working with the local limit, reducing
computational costs without sacrificing accuracy. These simulations open the door to addressing various in-
triguing questions about epidemics on dynamic graphs. One such question is the influence of graph dynamics
on epidemic progression, which our results help to illuminate. Specifically, comparisons between static and dy-
namic graphs reveal how network dynamics shape the epidemic curve, providing valuable insights into the role
of temporal changes in accelerating or moderating disease spread. On graphs with low clustering behavior, the
dynamics tend to accelerate the spread of the disease. However, on graphs with higher clustering, the effect is
more nuanced and depends heavily on parameters such as infection and recovery rates.

In summary, this work establishes a robust theoretical framework for analyzing epidemics on dynamic random
graphs and demonstrates its practical applicability through simulations. The results not only highlight the
benefits of incorporating dynamic graph models but also open up new avenues for exploring more complex and
realistic epidemic processes on evolving networks.

The framework presented here can naturally be extended to account for vertex-level attributes that influence
the transmission times of edges emanating from a vertex, while maintaining conditional independence of edge
transmission times given these attributes. Additionally, the same techniques can accommodate models with
more compartments, such as SEIR, as long as relevant independence assumptions hold and reinfection is not
present. It would also be valuable to conduct simulations using infection and recovery time distributions beyond
the exponential case, further exploring the flexibility of the framework.

For future work, it would be interesting to investigate dynamic graphs whose structure evolves in response to
the epidemic process, such as models with preventive rewiring. Preventive rewiring, where susceptible individuals
sever or redirect connections to infected individuals, has been shown to significantly influence epidemic outcomes.
The authors of [7] demonstrated that such strategies can either reduce the final epidemic size or, under certain
conditions, unintentionally increase it. Exploring these dynamics further, particularly in more complex or realistic
network settings, could provide valuable insights into the interplay between network adaptations and disease
spread.

2 Dynamic local convergence

In this section, we formally introduce the concepts that were discussed intuitively in Section 1.3. We also set the
stage for the proof of the main result by introducing the key concepts. This involves a backward process, where
we trace the epidemic’s progression through past connections and incorporate the marks of the epidemic that
encode crucial information like infection and recovery times.

2.1 The metric space of rooted graphs

Local convergence was introduced in [12] and a few years later, independently, in [2]. It describes the resemblance
of the neighbourhood of a vertex chosen uniformly at random to a certain limiting graph. To formalise this
resemblance we introduce the notion of neighbourhoods and isomorphisms of graphs:

Definition 2.1 (Rooted graph, isomorphism and r-neighbourhood). (i) We call a pair (G, o) a rooted graph
if G is a locally finite, connected graph and o is a distinguished vertex of G. We denote the space of rooted
graphs by G⋆.

(ii) Two graphs G1 = (V(G1), E(G1)) and G2 = (V(G2), E(G2)) are called isomorphic, which we write as
G1 ≃ G2, when there exists a bijection ϕ : V(G1) → V(G2) such that {u, v} ∈ E(G1) precisely when
{ϕ(u), ϕ(v)} ∈ E(G2).

(iii) Similarly, two rooted graphs (G1, o1), (G2, o2) are rooted isomorphic if there exists a graph-isomorphism
between G1 and G2 that maps o1 to o2. We denote this isomorphism of rooted graphs by (G1, o1) ≃ (G2, o2).

(iv) For r ∈ N, we define Br(G, o), the (closed) r-ball around o in G or r-neighbourhood of o in G, as the
subgraph of G spanned by all vertices of graph distance at most r from o. We think of Br(G, o) as a rooted
graph with root o.

8



The notion of graph isomorphism enables us to define a metric on the space of rooted graphs:

Definition 2.2 (Metric on rooted graphs). Let (G1, o1) and (G2, o2) be two rooted connected graphs, and write
Br(Gi, oi) for the neighbourhood of vertex oi ∈ V (Gi). Let

R⋆ = sup{r : Br(G1, o1) ≃ Br(G2, o2)}, (2.1)

and define

dG⋆

(
(G1, o1), (G2, o2)

)
=

1

R⋆ + 1
. (2.2)

It is important to note that when we refer to the space G⋆ of rooted graphs under the metric dG⋆ , this
metric is defined on the set of equivalence classes in G⋆, where the equivalence relation is determined by rooted
isomorphisms. That is, two rooted graphs are considered equivalent if there exists an isomorphism between them
that maps the root of one to the root of the other. By considering G⋆ modulo this equivalence relation, the space
(G⋆,dG⋆

) becomes separable and complete and thus Polish (for a proof see [37, Appendix A]).

2.2 Local time-marked union convergence

To study epidemics on dynamic (random) graphs using local convergence, it is necessary to formalize a framework
for discussing the local convergence of dynamic random graphs. Unlike the static case, dynamic graphs admit
multiple notions of local convergence (refer to Section 2.3 for details). In this section, we introduce one such
notion, termed local time-marked union convergence, which is essential for establishing the result in Theorem
1.2. We start by formally introducing the union graph and its marks, which we previously described informally
in Section 1.3.

2.2.1 Marked union graph

Our objective is to investigate the spread of an epidemic by means of a backward process (see Section 2.4), which,
for any vertex v ∈ [n], traces its history backward in time to identify its infection time. Since tracking an epidemic
on a dynamic graph (Gs

n)s∈[0,T ] in this manner requires full knowledge of all dynamic trajectories up to the time

of interest, we must gather all edges that became ON in (Gs
n)s∈[0,T ] up to that point. To achieve this, we first

introduce the concept of a union graph, which consolidates all the edges that have been ON up to a given time
threshold:

Definition 2.3 (Union graph). Let
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

=
(
([n], Esn)

)
s∈[0,T ]

be a dynamic graph process. We call the pair

([n], E [0,T ]
n ), with E [0,T ]

n = ∪s∈[0,T ]Esn, the corresponding union graph up to time T , which we will denote G
[0,T ]
n .

Recall that in Section 1.2, we set up the SIR epidemic so that the transmission time of an edge is initialized
once the edge becomes ON for the first time, and the transmission must occur within one of the edge’s ON
periods to complete the disease spread. Therefore, collecting all edges is not enough to identify the infection
times of vertices in a dynamic graph; we also need precise information about the activity times of these edges.
For this reason, we introduce the notion of marks. Marks in graphs allow us to record additional information
about vertices and edges. We first provide a formal definition of marked graphs in general terms and then specify
the time marks relevant to our setting:

Definition 2.4 (Marked graphs). Let G denote the set of all locally finite multi-graphs on a countable (finite or
countably infinite) vertex set. A marked multi-graph is a multi-graph G = (V(G), E(G)), G ∈ G, together with a
set M(G) of marks taking values in a complete separable metric space Ξ, called the mark space, and containing
the special symbol ∅ which is to be interpreted as “no mark”. M maps from V(G) and E(G) to Ξ. Images in Ξ
are called marks. Each edge is given two marks, one associated with (‘at’) each of its endpoints, in particular,
M(v) ∈ Ξ for v ∈ V(G), and for {u, v} ∈ E(G), M({u, v}, u) ∈ Ξ and M({u, v}, v) ∈ Ξ. We denote the set of
graphs with marks from the mark space Ξ by G(Ξ).

We now move from the general notion of marked graphs to the specific context of dynamic graphs, where the
marks represent the activity times of edges. In our setting, the temporal dynamics of the graph, including when
edges become ON or OFF, is of central importance for understanding how the epidemic spreads. Thus, we define
time marks on dynamic graphs to capture these time-varying behaviors. The following definition formalizes how
these time marks are assigned to edges in a sequence of dynamic graphs:
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Definition 2.5 (Time marks of dynamic graphs). Let
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

=
(
([n], Esn)

)
s∈[0,T ]

be a sequence of dynamic

graphs. We specify the mark space Ξ =
⋃∞

i=1 ([0, T ]× [0, T ])
i
and the mark setM

Ä(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

ä
:
(
Esn)
)
s∈[0,T ]

7→⋃∞
i=1 ({(s, t) : 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T})i determined by ON and OFF times of all edges that are ON at least once in [0, T ].

Hence, for any edge e ∈
(
Esn
)
s∈[0,T ]

,

M(e) =
((
σe
i,ON, σ

e
i,OFF

))N(e)

i=1
, (2.3)

with N(e) denoting the total number of times edge e switches ON in [0, T ] and σe
i,ON, σ

e
i,OFF denoting the i-th

time the edge e switches ON and OFF, respectively, in [0, T ]. We fix σe
i,ON = 0 if e ∈ E0n (i.e., e is ON at 0)

and, given N(e) ≥ 1, σe
i,OFF = T if e switches OFF for the i-th time after T .

We now formalise the concept of a union graph corresponding to some dynamic graph, equipped with time
marks given by the edge activity in this dynamic graph:

Definition 2.6 (Time-marked union graph). Let
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

=
(
([n], Esn)

)
s∈[0,T ]

be a sequence of dynamic random

graphs. We define the time-marked union graph given by
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

as the pairÅ
G[0,T ]

n ,
((

σe

i,ON, σ
e

i,OFF

)N(e)

i=1

)
e:e ON in [0, T ]

ã
,

where G
[0,T ]
n is the corresponding union graph and

((
σe

i,ON, σ
e
i,OFF

)N(e)

i=1

)
e:e ON in [0, T ]

are the time marks of(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

as introduced in Definition 2.5. To simplify the notation, in the remainder of this paper we de-

note this pair by GT,(ON,OFF)
n . Further, denote the rooted time-marked union graph determined by

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

and

a uniformly chosen vertex on byÅ
G[0,T ]

n , on,
((

σe

i,ON, σ
e

i,OFF

)N(e)

i=1

)
e:e ON in [0, T ]

ã
.

Again in order to simplify the notation, in the remainder of this paper we denote the above by (GT,(ON,OFF)
n , on).

In the remainder of this paper, we will often condition on the dynamic graph and utilize the fact that this
conditioning allows us to determine the time-marked union graph corresponding to the dynamic graph. The
comprehensive information contained in the time-marked union graph enables us to effectively track the infection
times of vertices in the original dynamic graph through a backward process. In Section 2.4, we explain how to
perform this backward epidemic process on a time-marked union graph.

2.2.2 Local time-marked union convergence

We now proceed to define local time-marked union convergence. To establish this, we first generalize Definitions
2.1 and 2.2 to the setting of rooted marked graphs (recall Definition 2.4):

Definition 2.7 (Rooted marked graph and r-neighbourhood). (i) We choose a vertex o in a marked graph
(G,M(G)) to be distinguished as the root. We denote the rooted marked graph by (G, o,M(G)).
We also denote the set of rooted marked graphs by G⋆(Ξ). A random rooted marked graph is a random
variable taking values in G⋆(Ξ).

(ii) The (closed) ball Br(G, o,M(G)) can be defined analogously to the unmarked graph ball (Definition 2.1
(iii)), by restricting the mark function to the subgraph as well.

Having formally defined the concept of a rooted marked graph and its r-neighbourhood, we now introduce
a metric on the space of such graphs. This metric is crucial for formalizing the notion of convergence in this
setting:

Definition 2.8 (Metric on rooted marked graphs with continuous marks). Let dΞ be a metric on the space of
marks Ξ. Let

R⋆ = sup{r : Br(G1, o1) ≃ Br(G2, o2), and there exists ϕ such that (2.4)

dΞ((M1(i),M2(ϕ(i))) ≤ 1/r ∀i ∈ V (Br(G1, o1)),

dΞ(M1((i, j)),M2(ϕ(i, j))) ≤ 1/r ∀{i, j} ∈ E(Br(G1, o1))},
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with ϕ : V (Br(G1, o1)) −→ V (Br(G2, o2)) running over all rooted isomorphisms between Br(G1, o1) and Br(G2, o2)
that map o1 to o2. Then define

dG⋆

(
(G1, o1,M(G1)), (G2, o2,M(G2))

)
=

1

R⋆ + 1
. (2.5)

This turns G⋆(Ξ) into a Polish space, i.e., a complete, separable metric space.

In the following we also precisely specify a metric on time marks of dynamic graphs, consistently with
Definition 2.8. This metric is crucial for formalizing the notion of local time-marked union convergence:

Definition 2.9 (Metric on the time marks of dynamic graphs). Let
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

=
(
([n], Esn)

)
s∈[0,T ]

and
(
G̃s

ñ

)
s∈[0,T̃ ]

=(
([ñ], Ẽsñ)

)
s∈[0,T̃ ]

be two distinct dynamic graphs. Let M and M̃ denote the time mark sets of
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

and(
G̃s

ñ

)
s∈[0,T̃ ]

respectively, as defined in Definition 2.5. Then, for two edges e ∈
⋃

s∈[0,T ]

(
Esn)
)
, ẽ ∈

⋃
s∈[0,T ] Ẽsñ, we

define the distance between their time mark setsM(e) and M̃(ẽ) as

dΞ
Ä
M(e),M̃(ẽ)

ä
= |N(e)−N(ẽ)|+

min{N(e),N(ẽ)}∑
i=1

(
|σe

i,ON − σẽ
i,ON|+ |σe

i,OFF − σẽ
i,OFF|

)
. (2.6)

The above definition provides a metric structure for rooted time-marked union graphs, enabling us to rigor-
ously define their convergence. This notion adapts the well-established concept of local convergence for marked
graphs to the specific setting of union graphs with time marks as introduced above, given by dynamic graphs.
Building on this framework, we now present the concept of local time-marked union convergence, which plays a
fundamental role in our results:

Definition 2.10 (Local time-marked union convergence in probability). Let
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

=
(
([n], Esn)

)
s∈[0,T ]

be

a sequence of dynamic random graphs with fixed size n → ∞, and let on be a uniformly chosen vertex. Let(
Gs, o

)
s∈[0,T ]

denote a random element (with arbitrary distribution) of the set of rooted dynamic graphs. Denote

the rooted time-marked union graph
(
G[0,T ], o,

((
tei,ON, t

e
i,OFF

)N(e)

i=1

)
e

)
by (GT,(ON,OFF), o). Then, the rooted time-

marked union graph (GT,(ON,OFF)
n , on) defined in Definition 2.6 converges locally in probability to (GT,(ON,OFF), o),

if for any fixed rooted marked graph
(
H, o,

((
t̄ei,ON, t̄

e
i,OFF

)N(e)

i=1

)
e

)
denoted by (H(ON,OFF), o) and r ∈ N,

P

Å
dG⋆

Å
(GT,(ON,OFF)

n , on) , (H(ON,OFF), o)

ã
≤ 1

r + 1
| (Gs

n)s∈[0,T ]

ã
:=

1

n

∑
v∈[n]

1{
dG⋆

(Ä
G

T,(ON,OFF)
n ,v

ä
,(H(ON,OFF),o)

)
≤ 1

r+1

} (2.7)

P−→ P

Å
dG⋆

Å
(GT,(ON,OFF), o) , (H(ON,OFF), o)

ã
≤ 1

r + 1

ã
.

Remark 2.11 (Static marked graphs). This section primarily focused on extending the framework of marked
local convergence to the setting of dynamic graphs, where marks arise from dynamic edge activity. However,
Definitions 2.4 and 2.8 are formulated in broad generality and are equally applicable to static graphs, for which
they were originally defined. In the static context, marks naturally do not relate to dynamic edge activity but
can encode various types of information, such as membership in partitions (e.g., in bipartite graphs; see Section
6.2.1). As noted prior to Definition 2.10, the notion of marked local convergence is already well-established for
static marked graphs (see [37, Section 2.3.5]) and is formulated in a manner analogous to Definition 2.10. Thus,
while marked local convergence serves as a standard tool for analyzing static graphs, this work demonstrates how
to adapt the concept to the dynamic setting, enabling its application to the study of dynamic graphs.

2.3 Relationship to dynamic local convergence

As previously noted, in the context of dynamic random graphs, it is possible to distinguish between various
notions of local convergence. The approach discussed in Section 2.2 involves aggregating all edges that were
active within a specified time frame and examining the convergence of this marked union graph, where edges are
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marked by the times of their activity. This methodology effectively transforms a dynamic graph into a marked
static one, thereby enabling the application of the well-established framework of marked local convergence to
analyze dynamic structures.

Alternatively, one can consider local convergence of dynamic random graphs from a stochastic process per-
spective, wherein both the original graph and its limit remain inherently dynamic structures. This approach to
dynamic local convergence was explored in [40], where a dynamic random graph process was viewed as a dynamic
random graph process as a sequence of functions in time: a collection of functions from R+ into the space of
rooted graphs. Next, we took advantage of the fact that the space of rooted graphs is separable and complete
under the metric dG⋆

(for a proof, see [37, Appendix A.3]), and convergence of random processes that map onto
a separable and complete space has been thoroughly investigated. We now briefly outline the background theory
underlying this form of convergence.

Fix a metric space (S,dS) that is separable and complete under the metric dS. Consider random processes with
sample paths in D(R+, S) - the space of càdlàg functions f : R+ −→ S and equip D(R+, S) with the Skorokhod
J1 topology. Classically, weak convergence of probability measures on (D(R+, S),D), where D denotes the Borel
σ-field generated by D(R+, S), is defined as convergence of integrals of all bounded and continuous functions.
Alternatively, weak convergence of probability measures on (D(R+, S),D) can also be established through the
convergence of finite-dimensional distributions together with tightness (see [14, Theorem 13.1]). This, in turn,
implies convergence of random processes with sample paths in D(R+, S). Results obtained by Prohorov and
Arzelà-Ascoli facilitate the verification of tightness: By Prohorov’s theorem, in a separable and complete metric
space, tightness and relative compactness in distribution are equivalent and the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem provides
a characterization of relative compactness in the form of a bound on an appropriate modulus of continuity (see
[14, Theorem 13.2]). However, the mentioned modulus of continuity might not be easy to work with. For that
reason, an alternative criterion for tightness is given in [14, Theorem 13.3].

Remark 2.12. The cited [14, Chapter 13] actually investigates convergence of processes with sample paths from
[0, 1] to R. However, [14, Chapter 12] introduces preliminaries for [14, Chapter 13], where the author remarks
that the provided theory naturally extends to processes taking values in other metric spaces, including a general
separable and complete metric space. The domain of the sample paths can also be easily rescaled to [0, T ] for
some T ∈ R+. Alternatively, [42, Chapter 16] treats processes with sample paths in D(R+, S) directly and states
analogous results (see [42, Theorems 16.10, 16.12]).

When looking at
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

as a process in time, we choose a random root on only once and then we

investigate the evolution of its neighbourhood in time. Applying the theory outlined above ([14, Theorem 13.3]),
we translate the convergence criteria into the context of dynamic random graphs. For the reader’s convenience,
we present this explicitly in the following definition:

Definition 2.13 (Dynamic local weak convergence). Let
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

=
(
([n], Esn)

)
s∈[0,T ]

be a sequence of dy-

namic random graphs of a fixed size n → ∞, and let on be a vertex chosen uniformly at random from [n].
Let

(
Gs, o

)
s∈[0,T ]

denote a random element (with arbitrary distribution) of the set of rooted dynamic graphs,

which we call a dynamic random rooted graph. Then,
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

converges dynamically locally weakly

to
(
Gs, o

)
s∈[0,T ]

(i.e., converges weakly in D(R+, S) in the Skorokhod J1 topology, with S = (G⋆, dG⋆
)), if the

following conditions hold:

1. The finite-dimensional distributions of
(
Gs

n, on
)
s∈[0,T ]

converge:
(
Gs

n, on
)
s∈[0,T ]

fdd−→
(
Gs, o

)
s∈[0,T ]

, i.e., for

all s1 ≤ s2 ≤ · · · ≤ sk ∈ [0, T ] and for any fixed rooted graph sequence ((H1, o), . . . , (Hk, o)) and r ∈ N,

P

Å
∀j ∈ [k] : Br

(
Gsj

n , on
)
≃ (Hj , o)

ã
=

1

n
E

[ ∑
i∈[n]

1{
∀j∈[k]:Br

(
G

sj
n ,i
)
≃(Hj ,o)

}]

−→ P

Å
∀j ∈ [k] : Br

(
Gsj , o

)
≃ (Hj , o)

ã
.

2. For every T > 0, as δ ↘ 0,

dG⋆

Å(
G(T ), o

)
,
(
G(T − δ), o

)ã P−→ 0. (2.8)
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3. For all ε, η > 0 there exists n0 ≥ 1 and δ > 0 such that for all n ≥ n0,

P

Å
sup

(s,s1,s2)∈Sδ

min

ï
dG⋆

Å(
Gs1

n , on
)
,
(
Gs

n, on
)ã

, dG⋆

Å(
Gs

n, on
)
,
(
Gs2

n , on
)ãò

> ε

ã
≤ η, (2.9)

with Sδ = {(s, s1, s2) : s ∈ [s1, s2], |s2 − s1| ≤ δ}. Note that the above is equivalent to

P

Å
∃s ∈ Tδ :B1/ε

(
Gs1

n , on
)
̸≃ B1/ε

(
Gs

n, on
)
, B1/ε

(
Gs

n, on
)
̸≃ B1/ε

(
Gs2

n , on
)ã
≤ η, (2.10)

with Tδ = {(s1, s2) : |s2 − s1| ≤ δ}.

In Section 6, we give examples of dynamic random graphs that converge locally in a time-marked union sense.
However, the graphs presented there will also converge dynamically locally, in the sense of Definition 2.13. See
our previous work [40], where we studied the dynamic local convergence of the dynamic random intersection
graph introduced in Definition 1.5. This was achieved by first examining local marked union convergence. The
dynamic local convergence of the dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph from Definition 1.3 can be derived as a
consequence of the results presented in [40]. Another notable example is provided in [29], where the authors also
introduce the concept of dynamic local convergence and apply it to a dynamic inhomogeneous random graph.
However, their notion of dynamic local convergence differs from our classical stochastic process approach.

Dynamic local weak convergence can further be extended to dynamic local convergence in probability, analo-
gous to the static setting. This extension is facilitated by the fact that, for the tightness conditions, convergence
in distribution naturally implies convergence in probability. For a comprehensive discussion of this result, some
consequences of dynamic local convergence, and a more detailed overview of the concept, we refer the reader to
[52].

We now turn to an intriguing observation made during our study of epidemics on dynamic random graphs. As
we have mentioned, the concept of weak convergence is classically defined via the convergence of expectations of
continuous and bounded functionals, a characterization formalized by Prokhorov’s theorem. This notion extends
to the local convergence of static graphs, where local weak convergence can be expressed as

E[h(Gn, on)] −→ E[h(G, o)],

for continuous and bounded functionals h : G⋆ → R. For dynamic graphs, a similar concept holds, but special
care is needed when defining the domain of such functionals.
In the case of static graphs, the relationship between the root on and the rooted graph (Gn, on) is straightforward:
everything that affects on lies within its connected component, which is fixed (even if randomly determined) once
and for all.

However, for dynamic graphs, the situation is more subtle. Due to changes in edge statuses over time, a vertex
may encounter many indirect connections. For instance, a neighbor of on might have been connected to another
vertex before connecting to on and even if that edge switches OFF before on becomes connected, this extra
vertex could still influence on (for example, in an epidemic process), despite never being part of its connected
component at any specific time. This dynamic nature introduces complexity in specifying how to take functionals
of dynamic graphs. As a result, the notion of dynamic local convergence, as introduced in [40], translates to

E
î
h
Ä
(Gs

n, on)s∈[0,T ]

äó
−→ E

î
h
Ä
(Gs, o)s∈[0,T ]

äó
,

for any continuous and bounded functional h : D(R+,G⋆)→ R, where D(R+,G⋆) is equipped with the Skorokhod
J1 topology. Here, the functional on the left-hand side depends only on the connected components of on at each
time s ∈ [0, T ]. In contrast, the stronger notion of local time-marked union convergence stated in Definition 2.10,
requires convergence for all bounded and continuous functions that depend on the entire trajectory of changes
in the union neighbourhood of on, as recorded by its time-marked union neighbourhood. This stronger form
captures the full extent of the dynamic interactions, including all indirect influences, and is therefore essential to
discuss epidemics on dynamic random graphs (see the proof of Proposition 3.4).

Remark 2.14. We remark that in common scenarios where the root on is chosen uniformly at random from
a large graph, such as the dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph treated in Section 6 or the dynamic random
intersection graph introduced in [40], the two notions of convergence will hold. To explain it heuristically, note
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that the convergence of the connected components of a typical vertex at any point in time, combined with the
tightness condition (which implies that the number of vertices encountering a significant amount of changes
up to time T is negligible), suggests that the probability of seeing any vertex experiencing a large number of
changes or having a particularly large degree at any point in time is small. Consequently, the cumulative union
neighbourhoods of most vertices remain bounded with high probability. However, this equivalence does not hold for
all dynamic rooted graphs that converge locally in the sense of Proposition 2.13. As a counterexample, consider
a dynamic graph where the root has two neighbours during the time interval [1, 2] and none at other times. One
of these neighbors is connected to n − 3 other vertices during [0, 0.5]. Then the union neighbourhood of the root
does not converge as n becomes large, while the dynamic snapshots at any time point still do.

2.4 Backward process on a time-marked union graph

Determining infection times in a dynamic graph is significantly more challenging than in a static graph, as we
must account for the constant changes in connections between vertices. However, by leveraging the time-marked
union graph (recall Definition 2.6) and the fact that, with a positive proportion of initially infected vertices,
paths to these vertices can be efficiently traced, we argue that a backward process, conditioned on the dynamic
graph, can be performed similarly to a static graph in analogous situations. Nevertheless, the algorithm is more
involved since we need to continuously check the dynamic status of the edges.

Fix a dynamic graph (Gs)s∈[0,T ] with a known dynamic history. To simplify the notation, in the remainder

of this paper, let GT,(ON,OFF) denote the corresponding time-marked union graph recording all the edges present
in [0, T ] together with their ON and OFF times from Definition 2.6, i.e.,

GT,(ON,OFF) =
(
G[0,T ],

Ä(
tei,ON, t

e

i,OFF

)N(e)

i=1

ä
e:e ON in [0, T ]

)
.

We now give a detailed description of the backward process on such a time-marked union graph. In Section 4 we
will show how to apply this process to random dynamic graphs by conditioning on their history up to a certain
time point.

Given v ∈ [n] and t ∈ [0, T ], we perform the backward epidemic process started from a vertex v at a time
point t. First, we determine the recovery time Rv of the vertex v from DR. Next, for each vertex u ∈ [n] that
has been a neighbour of v at any time up to t, we draw its recovery time Ru from DR, as well as the transmission
time C({u, v}) between u and v from DI . We also record the time activity of the edge {u, v} (which we know
once again because we have assumed full knowledge about the graph’s dynamic trajectory). Should {u, v} be
active more than once up to time t, we record all its activity windows. For each edge e, we check whether the
transmission time C({u, v}) is less than the recovery time Ru. If this condition is not met, transmission between
u and v is impossible, and the edge is marked with an infinite infection time. We continue this breadth-first
search backward from v, marking edges with potential infection times based on their transmission times and
setting these to infinity when the transmission time exceeds the recovery time, until we run out of edges. In this
way, we identify the potential paths of the epidemic and first filter out impossible connections.

In the second part of the algorithm, we determine the actual infection times along the paths identified in
the first part i.e., the transmission times C(e) associated with the edges are tested against the time dynamic

recorded by edge marks
Ä(
tei,ON, t

e
i,OFF

)N(e)

i=1

ä
e
. The infection can only spread during the active periods of these

edges. This time dynamic significantly complicates the situation because each possible infection path from an
initially infected vertex to v must be individually verified for dynamic feasibility. Each edge on these paths may
receive different infection times for distinct paths that it is part of. This occurs because the infection timeline
depends on the specific sequence of edges and their active periods for each path.

To give a precise description of this process, denote the set of all feasible paths from initially infected vertices
to vertex v identified in Part 1 of the backward process by Pv. By feasible we mean all paths not containing
any edges with infinite infection transmission marks: Pv := {P : ∀e ∈ P, C(e) ̸= ∞}. Denote the number of
edges in P ∈Pv by |P| and note that, apart from v, P has exactly |P| vertices. Note that vertices can coincide
on two distinct paths P,P ′ ∈Pv. However, their infection times on each of these paths can be different due to
the unique time dynamics of each path. For that reason we introduce notation which records information about
the specific path P ∈ Pv under consideration. We denote the j-th vertex on the path P ∈ Pv, counting from
the origin (an initially infected vertex) towards v by uP

j , so that P := {{uP
1 , u

P
2 }, . . . , {uP

|P|, v}}, with uP
1 ∈ I(o).

Further, we denote the infection time of a vertex uP
j on path P ∈Pv by IuP

j
. We now describe how to identify
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these infection times. First, since all paths in Pv start with an initially infected vertex, we set

IuP
1

= 0, ∀P ∈Pv. (2.11)

Subsequently, for all j ∈ [|P|], we define

s0uP
j

= IuP
j
, if IuP

j
∈

N(ePj )⋃
i=1

[
ti,ON, t

ePj
i,OFF

]
, (2.12)

with ePj = {uP
j , u

P
j+1}, and

s0uP
j

= min
i
{te

P
j

i,ON : t
ePj
i,ON > IuP

j
}, if IuP

j
/∈

N(ePj )⋃
i=1

[
t
ePj
i,ON, t

ePj
i,OFF

]
. (2.13)

The above aligns with the transmission dynamics of the SIR epidemic model outlined in Section 1.2. Specifically,
the initialization time of the transmission process depends on whether the edge ePj−1 is active at the time the vertex

uP
j−1 gets infected. If the edge is active during this infection time, the initialization is immediate. Otherwise, the

initialization occurs at the next activation time of the edge. Then, for all P ∈Pv and j ∈ {2, . . . , |P|},

IuP
j

= s0uP
j−1

+ C(ePj−1), (2.14)

if

s0uP
j−1

+ C(ePj−1) ≤ IuP
j−1

+ RuP
j−1

and s0uP
j−1

+ C(ePj−1) ∈
N(ePj−1)⋃

i=1

[
t
ePj−1
i,ON , t

ePj−1
i,OFF

]
, (2.15)

where we recall that RuP
j−1

denotes the recovery time of vertex uP
j−1. Otherwise, IuP

j
=∞.

In summary, in the second part of the backward process, we follow each P ∈ Pv from its starting point, which

is an initially infected vertex, to vertex v, identifying all
Ä
IuP

j

ä|P|

j=1
and treating them as edge weights with respect

to P. Once we encounter the first infinite mark, we stop exploring the path any further and set IPv =∞, where
by IPv =∞ we denote the infection time of vertex v on path P ∈Pv. If none of the intermediate infection times
is infinite, then we compute

IPv = IuP
|P|

+ C
Ä¶

uP
|P|, v

©ä
. (2.16)

Denote the actual infection time of v by T (v). Then,

T (v) = min
P∈Pv

IPv . (2.17)

In this way, we have successfully identified the infection time of v in the time-marked union graph GT,(ON,OFF).
Repeating these steps for all the other vertices, the backward process outputs the number of susceptible, infected
and recovered vertices at time t. For details see Algorithm 1 below.

2.5 Epidemic marks given by the backward process

Let (Gs
n)s∈[0,T ] be a dynamic graph and GT,(ON,OFF)

n the corresponding time-marked union graph as in Definition
2.6.

To formally represent initial statuses of the vertices, individual recovery times of each vertex and transmission
times on each edge recorded during the backward process, we again use marks and set them up on time-marked
union graphs, for which the backward process was defined. To distinguish between the space of time marks of a
dynamic graph that we have defined in Definition 2.5, we simply denote the space of epidemic marks identified
during the backward process by Λ throughout this paper. For the SIR epidemic that we are investigating in this
paper, this mark space is expressed by Λ = [0,∞)× {S, I}. The first coordinate records the transmission times
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Algorithm 1 Backward Investigation of Epidemic Process on Dynamic Graph

Require: v: vertex, t: time point, I(ρ)(0): set of initially infected vertices, time-marked union graph GT,(ON,OFF).
Let O = {}, W = {v} be the list of observed and waiting-to-be-observed vertices, respectively.
while W ̸= ∅ do

Let u be the next vertex in W . Let N [0,T ](u) be the set of all neighbors of u throughout [0, T ].
for each w ∈ N [0,T ](u) do

Draw transmission time C({u,w}) from DI and recovery time Rw from DR.
if Rw > C({u,w}) and w /∈ O then

Add w to W .
end if

end for
Remove u from W and add u to O.

end while
Let Pv be the set of all feasible paths from I(ρ)(0) ∩O to v identified in the first part.
for each path P ∈Pv do

Let {uP
1 , u

P
2 , . . . , u

P
|P|+1} be the vertices along P, where uP

1 ∈ I(ρ)(0) and uP
|P|+1 = v. Set IuP

1
= 0.

for j = 1 to |P| do
Let ePj = {uP

j , u
P
j+1}.

Compute s0
uP
j

:

if IuP
j

/∈
⋃N(ePj })

i=1

[
t
ePj
i,ON, t

ePj
i,OFF

]
then

s0
uP
j
← mini

{
t
ePj
i,ON : t

ePj
i,ON > IuP

j

}
.

else
s0
uP
j
← IuP

j
.

end if
Compute potential infection time:

IuP
j+1

= s0uP
j

+ C
(
ePj
)
.

Check transmission conditions:
if IuP

j+1
≤ IuP

j
+ RuP

j
and

IuP
j+1
∈
⋃N(ePj )

i=1

[
t
ePj
i,ON, t

ePj
i,OFF

]
then

Continue the loop.
else

Break out of the loop for this path and set IPv =∞.
end if

end for
Record IPv = IuP

|P|
+ C
Ä
{uP

|P|, v}
ä
.

end for
Compute the infection time of v:

Iv = min
P∈Pv

IPv .

return Iv
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for edges and the recovery times for vertices. The second coordinate is relevant for vertices only and it records
their initial states.

We represent the probability distribution associated with the set of epidemic marks MΛ (GT,(ON,OFF)
n ) as

PΛ (· | GT,(ON,OFF)
n ) or, alternatively, to accentuate the dynamic graph that GT,(ON,OFF)

n is derived from, by

PΛ

Ä
· | (Gs

n)s∈[0,T ]

ä
. Respectively, we represent the probability distribution associated with the set of epi-

demic marks MΛ ((GT,(ON,OFF)
n , on)) on the rooted (GT,(ON,OFF)

n , on) as PΛ (· | (GT,(ON,OFF)
n , on)). Subsequently,

we denote the probability measure related to the epidemic dynamic on the limiting rooted time-marked union
graph (GT,(ON,OFF), o) as µΛ. To derive it, we first select (GT,(ON,OFF), o) ∼ µ and then assign marks applying
PΛ(· | (GT,(ON,OFF), o)).

Applying PΛ(· | (GT,(ON,OFF)
n , on)), the first coordinate draws transmission times for every available edge from

the distribution DI and recovery times for each vertex from the distribution DR. Subsequently, the second
coordinate assigns status I to each vertex independently with probability ρ and status S otherwise. It happens
independently of the first coordinate. Based on all this information, the final epidemic statuses can be identified
by the second part of the backward process per each possible infection path (see Algorithm 1).

We will also consistently represent the probability distribution and expectation associated with the random-
ness of the dynamic graph by Pn and En, respectively. Further, the probability distribution and expectation
used without subscripts, i.e., P and E, will incorporate both the randomness of the epidemic process and of the
dynamic graph.

Definition 2.15 (Metric on the epidemic marks). Here, we specify the metric on the marks assigned by the
backwards process to time-marked union graphs. We first specify the metric on just epidemic marks, denoted by
dΛ, and then a metric on the joint marks space Λ× Ξ, denoted by dΛ×Ξ.

Let (Gs)s∈[0,T ] and
Ä
G̃s
ä
s∈[0,T ]

be two distinct dynamic graphs. Let GT,(ON,OFF)
n and G̃T,(ON,OFF)

n denote the time-

marked union graphs corresponding to (Gs)s∈[0,T ] and
Ä
G̃s

ä
s∈[0,T ]

, respectively. For i ∈ V(G), ĩ ∈ V(G̃), we

define

dΛ
Ä
MΛ(i),M̃Λ(̃i)

ä
= max

¶
|Ri −Rĩ|, d0

Ä
MΛ(i),M̃Λ(̃i)

ä©
,

where Ri, Rĩ denote the recovery times of i and ĩ, respectively, | · | denotes the Euclidean metric on [0,∞) and

d0
Ä
MΛ(i),M̃Λ(̃i)

ä
is given by

d0
Ä
MΛ(i),M̃Λ(̃i)

ä
= 0 if MΛ(i) = M̃Λ(̃i) = I or MΛ(i) = M̃Λ(̃i) = S,

d0
Ä
MΛ(i),M̃Λ(̃i)

ä
= 1 otherwise.

Further, for e ∈ E(G), ẽ ∈ E(G̃), we define

dΛ
Ä
MΛ(e),M̃Λ(ẽ)

ä
= |C(e)− C̃(ẽ)|,

where C(e), C̃(ẽ) are transmission times on the edges e and ẽ, respectively, and | · | denotes the Euclidean metric
on [0,∞).
Having defined dΛ, we proceed to define dΛ×Ξ. Note that Ξ only assigns marks to edges. Hence,

dΛ×Ξ

Ä
MΛ×Ξ(i),M̃Λ×Ξ(̃i)

ä
= dΛ

Ä
MΛ(i),M̃Λ(̃i)

ä
.

For e ∈ E(G), ẽ ∈ E(G̃), we define

dΛ×Ξ

Ä
MΛ×Ξ(e),M̃Λ×Ξ(ẽ)

ä
= max

¶
dΛ
Ä
MΛ(e),M̃Λ(ẽ)

ä
, dΞ
Ä
M(e),M̃(ẽ)

ä©
,

with dΞ
Ä
M(e),M̃(ẽ)

ä
as in Definition 2.9.

3 Proof of Theorem 1.2

The proof of Theorem 1.2 requires two steps. We first show that an epidemic ran within an r-ball of every vertex
concentrates around the real-time evolution of an epidemic on the entire graph. Next, we show that an analogous
approximation is also possible on the limiting graph. This section consists of a more detailed description of these
steps together with their proofs.
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3.1 Auxiliary results

We start by introducing the notation that will frequently appear throughout the rest of the paper. Let GT,(ON,OFF)
n

denote the time-marked union graph determined by the dynamic random graph (Gs
n)s∈[0,T ], with time-marks

specified by the ON and OFF times of its edges. Denote the infection time of the root on in the prelimit

(GT,(ON,OFF)
n , on,MΛ(GT,(ON,OFF)

n )), assuming that the network is confined to Br (GT,(ON,OFF)
n , on), by T

(r)
n (on). It

refers to the length of the shortest path from the set of initially infected vertices in Br (GT,(ON,OFF)
n , on) to the

root on. Similarly, denote the infection time of the root o in the limit (GT,(ON,OFF), o,MΛ(GT,(ON,OFF))), assuming
that the network is confined to Br (GT,(ON,OFF), o), by T (r)(o), which corresponds to the length of the shortest
path from the set of initially infected vertices in Br (GT,(ON,OFF), o) to the root o.

We aim at approximating the proportion S(ρ)n (t) of susceptible vertices at time t, for t ∈ [0, T ], with a collection
of functions restricted to r-neighbourhoods, i.e.,

S(ρ)n,r(t) =
1

n

∑
v∈[n]

1{
t<T

(r)
n (v)

}. (3.1)

We can define I(ρ)n,r(t) and R(ρ)
n,r(t) analogously to S(ρ)n,r(t), and then also the entire vector E

(ρ)
n,r (t), with E

(ρ)
n,r (t) =

(S(ρ)n,r(t), I(ρ)n,r(t),R(ρ)
n,r(t)). We start by bounding the first moment of the local approximation E

(ρ)
n,r (t) of E

(ρ)
n (t),

which we formalise in the following proposition:

Proposition 3.1 (Local approximation - first moment). For a given graph (Gs
n)s∈[0,T ] and for any t ∈ [0, T ],

r ≥ 1, ρ ∈ (0, 1),

E

ñ
sup

t∈[0,T ]

|E (ρ)
n (t)− E (ρ)

n,r (t)|
ô
≤ (1− ρ)r, (3.2)

where the expectation is with respect to the epidemic (i.e., the transmission and recovery rates and the random
set of initially infected vertices) and the randomness of the dynamic graph, and the norm used on R3 is the
maximum norm.

The proof of Proposition 3.1 is very similar to a related result for static graphs (see [3, Lemma 4.1]). It relies
on the fact that if we start an epidemic with a positive proportion of infected vertices, then these initially infected
vertices will be locally reachable. As a result, an infection path of the root, i.e., the shortest path from one of
the initially infected vertices to the root in terms of edge weight identified by the backward process, will contain
only a limited number of vertices. The details are given in Section 4.1.

We now evaluate the second moment of the local approximation, on which we have the following bound:

Proposition 3.2 (Local approximation dynamic random graphs - second moment). Let
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

be a sequence

of dynamic random graphs such that its corresponding time-marked union graph GT,(ON,OFF)
n as in Definition 2.6

converges locally in probability. Then, for any given δ > 0 and large enough n,

sup
t∈[0,T ]

Var(S(ρ)n,r(t)) ≤ δ, (3.3)

where the variance is over the randomness of the epidemic process and the dynamic random graph
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

.

The proof of Proposition 3.2 begins by applying the law of total variance to decompose the second moment
into two components: the expectation of the conditional variance and the variance of the conditional expectation,
where we condition on the dynamic random graph. To simplify the proof, the bound on the second moment,
conditioned on the dynamic graph, is established in a separate lemma (see Lemma 4.1). This bound leverages the
fact that epidemic processes up to time t for two vertices located far apart in the union graph are conditionally
independent, given the graph process. Based on this, the first component is bounded by taking the expecta-
tion of the expression derived in Lemma 4.1 and using implications of local time-marked union convergence
for neighbourhood sizes. Bounding the second component requires a more intricate argument. This begins by
conditioning on all possible trajectories of the time-marked union graph associated with

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

, followed by

using consequences of local time-marked union convergence in probability. The full details of this argument are
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provided in Section 4.2.

We now proceed with the limiting time-marked union graph (GT,(ON,OFF), o). Similarly as for the original
graph, we would like to compare the actual epidemic to its local approximation. Hence, we define the proportion
of susceptible vertices at time t ∈ [0, T ] in the limiting graph restrained to radius l with respect to the infection
time of the root as

sl(t) = µΛ

(
1{t<T (l)(o)}

)
. (3.4)

Analogously, we can define

rl(t) = µΛ

(
1{t>T (l)(o)+Ro}

)
, (3.5)

and then il(t) = 1 − sl(t) − rl(t). Using once again the argument about local reachability of initially infected
vertices, we can bound the difference between sl(t), sl′(t) for any integers l and l′, uniformly for all t ∈ [0, T ].
Subsequently, using monotone convergence, we can also show that sl(t) (and analogously il(t), rl(t)) is close to
s(t) = liml→∞ sl(t):

Proposition 3.3 (Local approximation of the limit). For any measure µ on G⋆, and any integers l and l′,

E

ñ
µΛ

Å
sup

t∈[0,T ]

∣∣1{t<T (l)(o)} − 1{t<T (l′)(o)}
∣∣ãô ≤ (1− ρ)min{l,l′}. (3.6)

Thus, s(t) = liml→∞ sl(t), i(t) = liml→∞ il(t) and r(t) = liml→∞ rl(t) are well-defined, and

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|(sl(t), il(t), rl(t))− (s(t), i(t), r(t))| ≤ (1− ρ)l. (3.7)

We prove Proposition 3.3 in Section 5.1. Next, note that t 7→ S(ρ)n,r(t) for t ∈ [0, T ] is not continuous in t.
It has at most n discontinuity points corresponding to infection times of all v ∈ [n]. Hence, to build a bridge

between an epidemic on (Gs
n)s∈[0,T ] and an epidemic on its limit, we need an extra argument showing that S(ρ)n,r(t)

converges to sr(t) for any t ∈ [0, T ], which is the subject of the following proposition:

Proposition 3.4 (Convergence of the dynamic local approximation). Let (Gs
n)s∈[0,T ] be a sequence of dynamic

graphs such that its corresponding time-marked union graph, (GT,(ON,OFF)
n , on), converges locally in probability to

(GT,(ON,OFF), o) ∼ µ. Then, for any t ∈ [0, T ],

En

î
S(ρ)
n,r(t)

ó
P−→ sr(t), (3.8)

where convergence in probability is with respect to the randomness of the dynamic random graph (Gs
n)s∈[0,T ].

The proof of Proposition 3.4 follows in two steps: We first define a suitable functional related to the probability
of infecting the root of a given input time-marked union graph and show that it is continuous and bounded (see
Lemma 5.1). Then, we rely on the fact that conditioning on a dynamic graph process is equivalent to knowing
the time-marked union graph and we apply the alternative characterization of weak convergence in terms of
convergence of bounded and continuous functionals to deduce the claim. Details are given in Section 5.2.

With the propositions established above, we can now proceed to the proof of our main result, which will be
presented in the following section.

3.2 Proof of the convergence of the epidemic process

Proof of Theorem 1.2 subject to Propositions 3.1-3.4. We follow an approach similar to the proof for static graphs,

see [3, Proof of Theorem 2.5]. We derive the desired result for the proportion of susceptible vertices S(ρ)n (t). The
proof is similar for infectious and recovered vertices. We first use Propositions 3.1 and 3.2 to apply the first- and
second-moment method to the proportion of susceptible vertices. By the Markov inequality and Proposition 3.1,
for any δ′ > 0, any t ∈ [0, T ] and any r,

P
(
|S(ρ)n (t)− S(ρ)n,r(t)| > δ′

)
≤ 1

δ′
E
[
|S(ρ)n (t)− S(ρ)n,r(t)|

]
≤ 1

δ′
E
[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|S(ρ)n (t)− S(ρ)n,r(t)|
]
≤ (1− ρ)r

δ′
. (3.9)
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Moreover, by the Chebyshev inequality, for any δ′ > 0, any t ∈ [0, T ] and any r ≥ 1,

P
(
|S(ρ)n,r(t)−E[S(ρ)n,r(t)]| > δ′

)
≤ 1

(δ′)2
Var(S(ρ)n,r(t)). (3.10)

Combining the two inequalities and applying the triangle inequality we obtain, again for any δ′ > 0, any t ∈ [0, T ]
and any r,

P

Å
|S(ρ)n (t)−E[S(ρ)n,r(t)]| > 2δ′

ã
≤ (1− ρ)r + Var(S(ρ)n,r(t))

δ′
. (3.11)

Recall that by Proposition 3.2, for n large enough, we can bound Var(S(ρ)n,r(t)) by any given δ > 0. Thus, for any
t ∈ [0, T ], any δ̃ > 0 and r and n large enough,

P

Å∣∣∣∣S(ρ)n (t)−E[S(ρ)n,r(t)]

∣∣∣∣ > δ̃

ã
≤ δ̃. (3.12)

Next, by Proposition 3.4, we know that En[S(ρ)n,r(t)] converges in probability to sr(t), for any t ∈ [0, T ], and by
Proposition 3.3 we have that sr(t) gets arbitrarily close to s(t), for large r and any t ∈ [0, T ]. Thus, we can
conclude that, for any t ∈ [0, T ] and n large enough,

S(ρ)n (t)
P−→ s(t). (3.13)

Same proof applies to R(ρ)
n (t), and, since I(ρ)n (t) = 1− S(ρ)n (t)−R(ρ)

n (t), also to I(ρ)n (t).

4 Proofs of Propositions 3.1 and 3.2

Here we provide proofs of Propositions 3.1 and 3.2.

4.1 Proof of the bound on the first moment of the local approximation

Proof of Proposition 3.1. We adapt the proof of the equivalent result for static graphs, see [3, Lemmas 4.1 and

4.4]. We first prove the result conditionally on the trajectory of the dynamic graph. Note that for E
(ρ)
n (t)

and E
(ρ)
n,r (t) to differ, the infection time assigned to a significant number of vertices when inspecting their r-

neighbourhoods only would have to be different than their infection times found when considering the entire
graph. Hence,

EΛ

ñ
sup

t∈[0,T ]

|E (ρ)
n (t)− E (ρ)

n,r (t)| |
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

ô
≤ EΛ

ï
1

n

∣∣{v : T (r)
n (v) ̸= T (∞)

n (v)
}∣∣ | (Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

ò
(4.1)

= PΛ

Ä
T (r)
n (on) ̸= T (∞)

n (on) |
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

ä
,

where EΛ is an expectation with respect to the marks of the epidemic (recall Section 2.5). Note that given(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

, we can determine the time-marked union graph GT,(ON,OFF)
n (Definition 2.6), and the backward

process can successfully investigate epidemic progression on such a time-marked union graph. Hence, we are
investigating situations in which the shortest weighted path with respect to the edge weight identified by the
backward process originates from an initially infected vertex situated beyond the r-neighbourhood. Note that
for this to happen, this path cannot contain any initially infected vertices in the r-neighbourhood. Otherwise,
the infection time would have been correctly identified in the r-neighbourhood. Thus, note that if we condition
on all transmission and recovery times and only keep the initial infections random, we obtain

P

Å
T (r)
n (on) ̸= T (∞)

n (on) | (GT,(ON,OFF)

n , on,MΛ′ (GT,(ON,OFF)

n ))

ã
≤ (1− ρ)r, (4.2)

whereMΛ′(·) contains only the marks corresponding to transmission and recovery times, not the information on
the initial infections, and the probability is then taken with respect to these initial infections. Taking expectations
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with respect to the randomness of transmission and recovery times and using the tower property yields

PΛ

(
T (r)
n (on) ̸= T (∞)

n (on) | GT,(ON,OFF)

n

)
(4.3)

= EΛ′

ï
P

Å
T (r)
n (on) ̸= T (∞)

n (on) | (GT,(ON,OFF)

n , on,MΛ′ (GT,(ON,OFF)

n ))

ãò
≤ EΛ′ [(1− ρ)r] = (1− ρ)r,

which provides the desired upper bound (see (4.1)) on the first moment, conditionally on the time-marked union
graph and hence, conditionally on the trajectory of the dynamic graph, as the latter determines the first. Applying
the tower property again, this time taking expectation with respect to the randomness of the dynamic graph,
finishes the proof, since

EΛ

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]

∣∣E (ρ)
n (t)− E (ρ)

n,r (t)
∣∣] = En

ï
EΛ

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]

|E (ρ)
n (t)− E (ρ)

n,r (t)| |
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

]ò
(4.4)

≤ En

î
PΛ

(
T (r)
n (on) ̸= T (∞)

n (on) | GT,(ON,OFF)

n

)ó
≤ En

[
(1− ρ)r

]
= (1− ρ)r,

where En refers to the randomness of the dynamic graph.

4.2 Proof of the bound on the second moment of the local approximation

As mentioned in Section 3, before proving Proposition 3.2, we first derive a bound on the second moment,
conditioned on the dynamic graph. This result is presented in the following lemma:

Lemma 4.1 (Local approximation given the dynamic graph - second moment). Let
(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

be a sequence

of dynamic random graphs and let G
[0,t]
n be the corresponding union graph up to time t ∈ [0, T ]. Then,

sup
t∈[0,T ]

VarΛ
(
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

)
≤ 1

n
+ ε2r(G[0,T ]

n ), (4.5)

where εr(G
[0,T ]
n ) denotes the proportion of node pairs separated by distance at most r in G

[0,T ]
n , i.e.,

εr
Ä
G[0,T ]

n

ä
=

1

n2

∣∣∣¶(u, v) ∈ [n]× [n] : dist
G

[0,T ]
n

(u, v) ≤ r
©∣∣∣ , (4.6)

and the variance is over the randomness of the epidemic process only.

Proof. We adapt the proof of the equivalent result for static graphs, see [3, Lemma 4.2]. The proof follows from

the fact that the events {t < T
(r)
n (u)} and {t < T

(r)
n (v)} for any t ∈ [0, T ] are independent given the realisation

of the graph, if dist
G

[0,T ]
n

(u, v) > 2r. Let

Zv(t) = 1{t < T (r)
n ((Gs

n)s∈[0,T ], v,MΛ((Gs
n)s∈[0,T ]))}.

Note that given ((Gs
n)s∈[0,T ]), we can determine the corresponding marked union graph and successfully perform
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the backward process. Hence, for any t ∈ [0, T ], we can write

n2VarΛ
(
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

)
= EΛ

[( ∑
v∈[n]

Zv(t)−
∑
v∈[n]

EΛ[Zv(t)]
)2]

(4.7)

=
∑
v∈[n]

EΛ

[(
Zv(t)−EΛ[Zv(t)]

)2]
+

∑
u,v∈[n]:dist

G
[0,T ]
n

(u,v)≤2r

EΛ

[(
Zv(t)−EΛ[Zv(t)]

)(
Zu(s)−EΛ[Zu(s)]

)]
+

∑
u,v∈[n]:dist

G
[0,T ]
n

(u,v)>2r

EΛ

[(
Zv(t)−EΛ[Zv(t)]

)(
Zu(s)−EΛ[Zu(s)]

)]
=
∑
v∈[n]

EΛ

[(
Zv(t)−EΛ[Zv(t)]

)2]
+

∑
u,v∈[n]:dist

G
[0,T ]
n

(u,v)≤2r

EΛ

[(
Zv(t)−EΛ[Zv(t)]

)(
Zu(s)−EΛ[Zu(s)]

)]
,

where we have made use of the mentioned independence. Note that 0 ≤ Zv(t) ≤ 1, so an obvious upper bound
is |Zv(t)−EΛ[Zv(t)]| ≤ 1. Thus,

n2VarΛ
(
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

)
≤ n + n2ε2r(G[0,T ]

n ). (4.8)

Having derived the above bound, we proceed to the proof of Proposition 3.2:

Proof of Proposition 3.2. We adapt the proof of the equivalent result for static graphs, see [3, Lemma 4.4]. By
the law of total variance, for any t ∈ [0, T ],

Var
(
S(ρ)n,r(t)

)
= En

[
VarΛ

(
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

)]
+ Varn

(
EΛ

[
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

])
. (4.9)

Step 1: Bounding the expectation of the conditional variance. We bound the first term applying Lemma
4.1 as

En

[
VarΛ

(
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

)]
≤ 1

n
+ En

î
ε2r(G[0,T ]

n )
ó
. (4.10)

It remains to bound En

[
ε2r(G

[0,T ]
n )

]
which, we recall, is the proportion of node pairs separated by distance at

most 2r in G
[0,T ]
n in (4.6). We will derive a bound on ε2r

Ä
G

[0,T ]
n

ä
by introducing εr

(
G

[0,T ]
n , l

)
- the empirical

probability that the collective union neighbourhood Br(G
[0,T ]
n , on) contains at least l vertices, with on chosen

uniformly at random, i.e.,

εr
(
G[0,T ]

n , l
)

=
1

n

∑
v∈[n]

1{
|Br(G

[0,T ]
n ,v)|≥l

}. (4.11)

For any l ∈ N,

n2ε2r(G[0,T ]
n ) =

∑
v∈[n]

|B2r(G[0,T ]
n , v)| (4.12)

=
∑

v:|B2r(G
[0,T ]
n ,v)|≥l

|B2r(G[0,T ]
n , v)|+

∑
v:|B2r(G

[0,T ]
n ,v)|<l

|B2r(G[0,T ]
n , v)|.

Note that there are nε2r(G
[0,T ]
n , l) vertices with |B2r(G

[0,T ]
n , v)| ≥ l. Using an obvious bound of |B2r(G

[0,T ]
n , v)| < n

for such vertices and the bound of |B2r(G
[0,T ]
n , v)| < l for the rest, we arrive at

ε2r(G[0,T ]
n ) ≤ ε2r

(
G[0,T ]

n , l
)

+
l

n
, (4.13)
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which substituted into (4.10) yields

En

[
VarΛ

(
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

)]
≤ 1

n
+

l

n
+ En

î
ε2r(G[0,T ]

n , l)
ó
. (4.14)

Note that local convergence of the time-marked union graph in particular implies that also the unmarked union

graph G
[0,T ]
n converges locally and hence, the neighbourhoods in G

[0,T ]
n are tight (see [3, Appendix C.3]), i.e., for

all r <∞ and δ > 0, there exists l <∞ such that for all n large enough,

Pn

(
εr
(
G[0,T ]

n , l
)
≤ δ
)
≥ 1− δ. (4.15)

Hence, for any δ̃ > 0, En[ε2r
(
G

[0,T ]
n , l

)
] ≤ En[ε2r

(
G

[0,T ]
n , l

)
] ≤ δ̃. Thus, if n is large enough, for any given δ̄ > 0,

En

[
VarΛ

(
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

)]
≤ δ̄. (4.16)

Step 2: Bounding the variance of the conditional expectation. For the second term in (4.9), note that
given

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

, we can determine the time-marked union graph GT,(ON,OFF)
n . Consequently, we can then de-

termine the full dynamic trajectory of any vertex v ∈ [n], including its indirect connections. Note further that
the backward process can correctly establish the infection time of any vertex v ∈ [n] given this full dynamic
trajectory, as the latter delivers all the necessary information about the dynamic changes that can influence the
infection status of v. Our objective is now to condition on all possible shapes that a dynamic trajectory of a
uniformly chosen vertex may take up to time T and use consequences of dynamic local convergence to bound
the second term in (4.9). However, as we are operating in a continuous-time framework and the time marks in
GT,(ON,OFF)

n are continuous, we first need to suitably discretize the timeline.

Step 2a: Discretization of time. For that purpose, let us define the change points τ
(n)
1 (v), τ

(n)
2 (v), . . . as the

moments when the ON/OFF states of edges recorded by the time-marked neighbourhood in the union graph of
a vertex v ∈ [n] change, i.e., either one of the currently ON edges switches OFF, or vice versa. To distinguish the

marks in GT,(ON,OFF)
n from the marks in its local limit GT,(ON,OFF), we denote the former as

Ä(
σe

i,ON, σ
e
i,OFF

)N(e)

i=1

ä
and the latter as

Ä(
tei,ON, t

e
i,OFF

)N(e)

i=1

ä
. The first change point τ

(n)
1 (v) is the earliest time when either any edge in

the initial neighbourhood of vertex v (i.e., e such that σe
1,ON = 0) switches OFF, or when a new one (i.e., e such

that σe
1,ON > 0) switches ON. Formally, τ

(n)
1 (v) is defined as

τ
(n)
1 (v) = min

e∈Br(G
T,(ON,OFF)
n ,v)

({
σe

1,OFF : σe

1,ON = 0
}
∪
{
σe

1,ON : σe

1,ON > 0
})

.

The subsequent change points τ
(n)
2 (v), τ

(n)
3 (v), . . . are defined similarly. Indeed, after the first change point

τ
(n)
1 (v), the next change point τ

(n)
2 (v) is the earliest time when another edge switches ON or OFF after τ

(n)
1 (v):

For i ≥ 2, the i-th change point τ
(n)
i (v) is defined as

τ
(n)
i (v) = min

e∈Br(G
T,(ON,OFF)
n ,v),j∈{1,...,N(e)}

(¶
σe

j,OFF : σe

j,OFF > τ
(n)
i−1(v)

©
∪
¶
σe

j,ON : σe

j,ON > τ
(n)
i−1(v)

© )
,

and we remind the reader that N(e) denotes the total number of status changes of an edge e. Thus, the change

points τ
(n)
1 (v), τ

(n)
2 (v), . . . describe the sequence of time points when the ON/OFF statuses of the edges in the

neighbourhood of v changes. Recall Definition 2.9. To further simplify the notation, we denote Br (GT,(ON,OFF)
n , on)

by B
GT

n
r (on) and the conditional probability with respect to the randomness of GT,(ON,OFF)

n , P(· | GT,(ON,OFF)
n ),

by PGT
n

. Note that as a direct consequence of local convergence of the time-marked union graph (see Definition
2.10), we know that for n large enough, for any fixed marked rooted graph (H, o, (t̄ẽON, t̄

ẽ
OFF)

ẽ
), denoted from now

on by (H(ON,OFF), o), and for any r ∈ N,

PGT
n

Å
∀e ∈ B

GT
n

r (on), ϕ(e) ∈ (H(ON,OFF), o) : dΞ

Ä
M(e),M̃(ϕ(e))

ä
≤ 1

r + 1

ã
P−→ P

Å
∀e ∈ BGT

r (o), ϕ(e) ∈ (H(ON,OFF), o) : dΞ

Ä
M(e),M̃(ϕ(e))

ä
≤ 1

r + 1

ã
,
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where BGT

r (o) denotes the r-neighborhood of the root o in the limiting time-marked union graph (GT,(ON,OFF), o).
This implies that for n large enough, any r ∈ N and for every edge e in Br (GT,(ON,OFF)

n , on), there exist some

limiting
((
tẽi,ON, t

ẽ
i,OFF

))N(ẽ)

i=1
, given by the time-marks of the edges in (GT,(ON,OFF), o), such that

dΞ

Ä((
σe

i,ON, σ
e

i,OFF

))N(e)

i=1
,
((
tẽi,ON, t

ẽ

i,OFF

))N(ẽ)

i=1

ä
≤ 1

r + 1
. (4.17)

As a consequence, since τ
(n)
1 (on), τ

(n)
2 (on), . . . , τ

(n)
Nr

(on) are defined in terms of the edge marks in GT,(ON,OFF)
n ,

there exists (τ1, . . . , τK) such that, as n→∞,Ä
τ
(n)
1 (on), τ

(n)
2 (on), . . . , τ

(n)
Nr

(on)
ä

d−→ (τ1, . . . , τK) , (4.18)

where Nr denotes the number of changes in the dynamic neighbourhood of on and (τ1, . . . , τK) are given by

τ1 = min
e∈Br(G[0,T ],o)

({
te1,OFF : te1,ON = 0

}
∪
{
te1,ON : te1,ON > 0

})
,

and for i ≥ 2,

τi = min
e∈Br(G[0,T ],o),j∈{1,··· ,N(e)}

{(
tej,OFF : tej,OFF > τi−1

}
∪
{
tej,ON : tej,ON > τi−1

} )
.

As a consequence of the local time-marked union convergence, it also holds that K is finite with high probability.

Step 2b: Partitioning the probability space. Having argued that we are allowed to discretize the timeline,

we can express EΛ

[
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

]
in terms of all possible subgraph trajectories of the time-marked union

neighbourhood. Denote, for K fixed and ‘≤’ acting componentwise,

P
Ä
(τ

(n)
1 (on), . . . , τ

(n)
Nr

(on)) ≤ (s1, . . . , sK) | Nr = K, (Gs
n)s∈[0,T ]

ä
=

1

n

∑
v∈[n]

1{(τ(n)
1 (v),··· ,τ(n)

K (v))≤(s1,··· ,sK)} = F
(n)
K (s̄K), (4.19)

where s̄K denotes a vector of K time points (s1, . . . , sK) ∈ [0, T ]K . Also denote, for s̄K ,K fixed and any sequence
of K rooted graphs H⋆

1 , . . . ,H
⋆
K ,

P (GT
n )

r,s̄K
(H⋆

1 , . . . ,H
⋆
K) =

1

n

∑
v∈[n]

1{
∀i∈{1,...,K} B

si
r (G

T,(ON,OFF)
n ,v)≃H⋆

i

},
where Bs

r(GT,(ON,OFF)
n , v) denotes the r-neighbourhood of v in the time-marked union graph (GT,(ON,OFF)

n , v) re-
stricted to edges e such that s ∈

⋃N(e)

i=1

[
σe

i,ON, σ
e
i,OFF

]
. Note that the rooted graphs H⋆

1 , . . . ,H
⋆
K are not necessarily

connected. While this may deviate from the customary approach of considering only connected rooted graphs,
it is necessary in this context to account for indirect connections, which are integral to the analysis. We write

EΛ

[
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

]
=

∞∑
k=0

P(Nr = k)

∫
s̄k

∑
H̃⋆

[k+1]
∈H̃

P (GT
n )

r,s̄k

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
×PΛ

Ä
t < T (r)

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
| H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
dF

(n)
k (s̄k), (4.20)

with H̃⋆
[k] denoting a k-element sequence of rooted graphs, H̃ a set of all sequences of rooted graphs and T (r)

Ä
H̃⋆

[k]

ä
the infection time of the root in a dynamic graph with dynamic trajectory H̃⋆

[k].
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Step 2c: Truncating the number of changes Nr. Note further that (4.20) can be split as

EΛ

[
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

]
=

K∑
k=0

P(Nr = k)

∫
s̄k

∑
H̃⋆

[k+1]
∈H̃

P (GT
n )

r,s̄k

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
×PΛ

Ä
t < T (r)

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
| H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
dF

(n)
k (s̄k)

+

∞∑
k=K

P(Nr = k)

∫
s̄k

∑
H̃⋆

[k+1]
∈H̃

P (GT
n )

r,s̄k

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
×PΛ

Ä
t < T (r)

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
| H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
dF

(n)
k (s̄k)

≡ XK + YK .

Hence,

Varn
Ä
EΛ

[
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

]ä
= Varn (XK) + Varn (YK) + 2Covn (XK , YK) . (4.21)

Note that 0 ≤ XK ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ YK ≤ 1, since 0 ≤ S(ρ)n,r(t) ≤ 1. Hence, Varn(YK) ≤ En

î
(YK)

2
ó
≤ En[YK ].

Furthermore, note that as a consequence of convergence of the marked union graph, for n large enough, Nr is
finite with high probability and hence, P(Nr ≥ K) vanishes for K sufficiently large. Finally, note that the inner
expression in YK , i.e.,∫

s̄k

∑
H̃⋆

[k+1]
∈H̃

P (GT
n )

r,s̄k

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
×PΛ

Ä
t < T (r)

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
| H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
dF

(n)
k (s̄k), (4.22)

is also bounded by 1, as it equals the probability that a randomly chosen vertex becomes infected, conditionally
on Nr. Combining all of the above arguments we obtain that, for n and K large enough depending on δ > 0,

Varn(YK) ≤ En[YK ] ≤
∞∑

k=K

Pn(Nr = k) = Pn(Nr ≥ K) ≤ δ, (4.23)

for any δ > 0. We can bound Covn (XK , YK) in a similar manner, again using the fact that 0 ≤ XK ≤ 1 and
0 ≤ YK ≤ 1 as

Covn (XK , YK) ≤ En [XK · YK ] ≤ En [YK ] ≤ δ. (4.24)

Hence, we obtain that for n and K large enough, for any δ > 0,

Varn
Ä
EΛ

[
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

]ä
≤ Varn (XK) + 6δ. (4.25)

We proceed to bound Varn (XK).

Step 2d: Truncating the graph sizes. Note that we can decompose XK as

XK =

K∑
k=0

P(Nr = k)

∫
s̄k

∑
H̃⋆

[k+1]
∈H̃

P (GT
n )

r,s̄k

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
×PΛ

Ä
t < T (r)

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
| H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
dF

(n)
k (s̄k) (4.26)

=

K∑
k=0

P(Nr = k)

∫
s̄k

∑
H̃⋆

[k+1]
∈H̃l

P (GT
n )

r,s̄k

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
×PΛ

Ä
t < T (r)

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
| H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
dF

(n)
k (s̄k)

+

K∑
k=0

P(Nr = k)

∫
s̄k

∑
H̃⋆

[k+1]
∈H̃c

l

P (GT
n )

r,s̄k

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
×PΛ

Ä
t < T (r)

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
| H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
dF

(n)
k (s̄k)

≡X
′

K + X
′′

K ,
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where we have denoted the space of sequences of graphs of size at most l by H̃l and the space of sequences of
graphs with at least one graph of size bigger than l by H̃c

l . We have

Varn (XK) = Varn
Ä
X

′

K

ä
+ Varn

Ä
X

′′

K

ä
+ 2Covn

Ä
X

′

K , X
′′

K

ä
. (4.27)

We can apply the same reasoning as in the previous step. Note that, since 0 ≤ XK ≤ 1, 0 ≤ X
′

K ≤ 1 and

0 ≤ X
′′

K ≤ 1. Hence, Varn(X
′′

K) ≤ En

[Ä
X

′′

K

ä2]
≤ En[X

′′

K ]. Furthermore, En[X
′′

K ] ≤ En[X̃
′′

K ], with

X̃
′′

K =

K∑
k=0

P(Nr = k)

∫
s̄k

εr(GT,(ON,OFF)

n , l)dF
(n)
k (s̄k), (4.28)

with

εr(GT,(ON,OFF)

n , l) =
1

n

∑
v∈[n]

1{
|Br(G

T,(ON,OFF)
n ,v)|>l

}. (4.29)

where we recall that Br(GT,(ON,OFF)
n , v) denotes the r-neighbourhood of v in the marked union graph (GT,(ON,OFF)

n , v).
We compute

En[X̃
′′

K ] ≤ En

[
εr(GT,(ON,OFF)

n , l) ·
∞∑
k=0

Pn(Nr = k)

∫
s̄k

dF
(n)
k (s̄k)

]
= En [εr(GT,(ON,OFF)

n , l)] . (4.30)

Recall our argumentation that local convergence of the marked union graph implies tight neighbourhood sizes in
the union graph. Thus, given any δ′ > 0 for large enough l and n, Pn(εr(GT,(ON,OFF)

n , l) ≥ δ′) ≤ 1− δ′ and hence,

En[X̃
′′

K ] ≤ En [εr(GT,(ON,OFF)

n , l)] ≤ 2δ′.

Combining the bounds on Varn(X
′′

K) that we have derived earlier, we obtain

Varn(X
′′

K) ≤ En

[Ä
X

′′

K

ä2]
≤ En[X

′′

K ] ≤ En[X̃
′′

K ].

Substituting the bound on En[X̃
′′

K ] yields Varn(X
′′

K) ≤ 2δ′. We can bound Covn(X
′

K , X
′′

K) in a similar manner,

once again thanks to the fact that 0 ≤ X
′

K ≤ 1, 0 ≤ X
′′

K ≤ 1 as

Covn(X
′

K , X
′′

K) ≤ En[X
′

KX
′′

K ] ≤ En[X
′′

K ] ≤ 2δ. (4.31)

Combining all of the above and plugging it into (4.27) yields

Varn (XK) ≤ Varn
Ä
X

′

K

ä
+ 6δ′, (4.32)

which after substituting in (4.25) gives us

Varn
Ä
EΛ

[
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

]ä
≤ Varn

Ä
X

′

K

ä
+ 6δ + 6δ′. (4.33)

It remains to bound Varn
Ä
X

′

K

ä
.

Step 2e: Bounding the remaining variance term Varn
Ä
X

′

K

ä
. In the last step, we apply the definition of

the variance and subsequently one of consequences of local convergence of the marked union graph to obtain the

final bound on Varn
Ä
EΛ

[
S(ρ)n,r(t) |

(
Gs

n

)
s∈[0,T ]

]ä
. By the definition of variance,

Varn
Ä
X

′

K

ä
= En

[(
K∑

k=0

Pn(Nr = k)

∫
s̄k

∑
H̃⋆

[k+1]
∈H̃l

Ä
P (GT

n )

r,s̄k

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
− p(n)r

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ää
(4.34)

×PΛ

Ä
t < T (r)

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
| H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
dF

(n)
k (s̄k)

)2]
,
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where p
(n)
r (H⋆

1 , · · · , H⋆
K) = En

[
P

(GT
n )

r,s̄K
(H⋆

1 , . . . ,H
⋆
K)
]

and we recall that E denotes the expectation with respect
to the randomness of (Gs

n)s∈[0,T ]. Denote

∆(GT
n )

r,s̄k

Ä
H̃⋆

[k]

ä
= P (GT

n )

r,s̄k

Ä
H̃⋆

[k]

ä
− p(n)r

Ä
H̃⋆

[k]

ä
, (4.35)

and

ak =

∫
s̄k

∑
H̃⋆

[k+1]
∈H̃l

∆(GT
n )

r,s̄k

Ä
H̃⋆

[k]

ä
PΛ

Ä
t < T (r)

Ä
H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
| H̃⋆

[k+1]

ä
dF

(n)
k (s̄k). (4.36)

By expanding the square in (4.34) we obtain

Varn
Ä
X

′

K

ä
= En

[
K∑

k=0

P2
n(Nr = k)a2k

]
+ 2En

[
K∑

k<k′

Pn(Nr = k)Pn(Nr = k′)aka
′
k

]
. (4.37)

Since P2
n(Nr = k) ≤ 1 and ak ≥ 0, the first term on the right-hand-side of (4.37) can be bounded by

En

î∑K
k=0 a

2
k

ó
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By expanding the square in (4.38) we obtain
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and hence, the first term in (4.39) can be again bounded by
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The second term in (4.39) can be bounded in a similar way. To simplify the notation, denote
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so that the second term in (4.39) becomes
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This term, in turn, can again be bounded in the same way as the first term in (4.39), by applying the same steps
as in (4.40)-(4.41). Hence, combining (4.40)-(4.43), we arrive at
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It remains to bound the second term in (4.37), i.e., 2En
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Thus, plugging in (4.44) and (4.47) into in (4.37), we can obtain the final

bound. The expectations of the form En
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, in turn, can be bounded by applying a consequence

of local convergence of the marked union graph. Let Nr,l be the number of rooted graphs of radius r and size l. In
[3] the authors proved that local convergence of static graphs implies that the difference between the proportion of
vertices whose neighbourhoods are isomorphic to some rooted graph H⋆ and the expected value of this proportion
is arbitrarily small for n large enough (see [3, Appendix C.3] for the proof that local convergence implies a stable
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neighbourhood structure). The marked local convergence in probability has an analogous consequence, i.e., for
a given δ̃ ≤ δ

Nr,l
, there exists N such that for all n > N , all K <∞ and for all sequences H̃⋆
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1 , . . . ,H
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Step 3: Deriving the final bound. Substituting (4.16) and (4.48) into (4.9), we obtain that, for n large
enough and any r ∈ N,
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)
≤ δ̄ + 9δ
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+ 6δ + 6δ′, (4.49)

which can be made arbitrarily small by choosing δ, δ̄, δ
′

and δ
′′

small.

5 Proofs of Propositions 3.3 and 3.4

5.1 Proof of the bound on the local approximation on the limiting graph

Proof of Proposition 3.3. We adapt the proof of the equivalent result for static graphs, see [3, Lemma 4.5]. The
bound (3.6) follows by the same argument as the bound in Proposition 3.1. The second part of the claim is a
consequence of the fact that sl(t) is monotone decreasing in l and rl(t) is monotone increasing in l. This implies
that the limits s(t) = liml→∞ sl(t) and r(t) = liml→∞ rl(t) are well-defined and the bound on the difference with
their limits follows from (3.6). Using the fact that il(t) = 1− sl(t)− rl(t) completes the proof by extending these
arguments to the developments in the number of infected vertices.

5.2 Proof of convergence of the local approximation

In order to prove Proposition 3.4, we now define the following functional and subsequently show that it is
continuous and bounded:

Lemma 5.1. Define the functional ht,r : G⋆ 7→ [0, 1] by
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Ä
t < T (r)(o) | GT,(ON,OFF)

ä
. (5.1)

For any t ∈ [0, T ] and any r ∈ N, ht,r is bounded and continuous in t.

Proof. The boundedness of ht,r follows immediately since probabilities are bounded between 0 and 1. We will
derive the continuity by showing that, for two graphs with similar dynamic trajectories, the difference in the
probabilities of their roots becoming infected before a given time t ∈ [0, T ] is small. Fix two distinct rooted
marked union graphs (GT,(ON,OFF), o) and

(
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)
. Let ε > 0 be given. We want to find δ = δ(ε) > 0 such
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By the definition of dG⋆
, (5.2) implies that the corresponding rooted union graphs

(
G[0,T ], o

)
and
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)
are

isomorphic up to r = 1/δ. Moreover, from Definition 2.9, this also implies that for every edge e ∈ (GT,(ON,OFF), o)
there exists a corresponding edge ē ∈
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)
such that ē = ϕ(e), where ϕ() is the isomorphism between

the two rooted graphs. Further, for each such pair of edges (e, ϕ(e)),
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Thus, for δ small, for each e, N(e) = N(ϕ(e)) and and for each i ∈ {1, . . . , N(e)}, t̄ϕ(e)i,ON = tei,ON±δ, t̄
ϕ(e)
i,OFF = tei,OFF±δ.

Hence, there exists an isomorphism for all paths in Br (GT,(ON,OFF), o) and Br

(
ḠT,(ON,OFF), ō

)
up to r = 1/δ and

all edge marks on isomorphic edges in the two graphs are at most δ away. Thus, for δ sufficiently small, the
dynamic r-neighbourhood trajectories are uniformly close throughout [0, T ] up to large r, which will allow us to
couple the infection processes in the subsequent steps of the proof.

To conclude the claim, first note that the right-hand side of (5.1) depends only on Br (GT,(ON,OFF), o). Hence,
(5.3) can be simplified to∣∣∣∣PΛ
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As we have shown that the two graph marked graphs are isomporhic up to r = 1/δ, it remains to show that
infection times in the 1/δ- neighbourhoods of the roots in such graphs are close. To do so, we derive a coupling
of an epidemic process on 1/δ-neighbourhoods of our graphs.

We start by coupling the sets of initially infected vertices. Recall that at time t = 0 each vertex is sup-
posed to be infected with some probability ρ independently of all the other vertices. Define a sequence of
i.i.d. random variables (Uv)v∈V(B1/δ(GT,(ON,OFF),o)) ∼ Unif([0, 1]), where Unif([0, 1]) denotes uniform distribu-

tion on [0, 1]. We set up the following infection rule: infect v in B1/δ (GT,(ON,OFF), o) if Uv ≤ ρ; similarly,
infect ϕ(v) in B1/δ

(
ḠT,(ON,OFF), ō

)
if Uv ≤ ρ, where ϕ is again the isomorphism between the two graphs. This

couples the sets of initially infected vertices in both graphs such that they are identical (with respect to the
graph isomorphism). We continue to the further infection step. We generate pairs (De

I , D
e
R)e for each e in

B1/δ (GT,(ON,OFF), o). Then, we let the infection pass through the edge e if and only if De
I ≤ De

R and additionally
De

I ∈
⋃

i[t
e
i,ON, t

e
i,OFF]. Similarly, we let the infection pass through ϕ(e) if and only if De

I ≤ De
R and addition-

ally De
I ∈

⋃
i[t̄

ϕ(e)
i,ON, t̄

ϕ(e)
i,OFF]. Note that in such a case the probability that an infection passes through edge e

but not through ϕ(e) is equal to P(De
I ∈ ∪i(tei,ON, t

e
i,ON ± δ] ∪ (tei,OFF, t

e
i,OFF ± δ]). Hence, for any pair {e, ϕ(e)},

these ON periods differ by at most 2δ. As we have assumed that DI is continuous, for each ε′ > 0 we can
find δ > 0 such that supx P(De

I ∈ [x − δ, x + δ]) ≤ ε′. Thus, for each ε′ > 0 we can find δ > 0 such that
P(De

I ∈ ∪i(tei,ON, t
e
i,ON ± δ] ∪ (tei,OFF, t

e
i,OFF ± δ]) ≤ N(e)ε′.

Applying the coupling inequality, the expression in (5.5) can be bounded by the probability that the root o be-
comes infected by time t in B1/δ (GT,(ON,OFF), o) but the root ō = ϕ(o) does not get infected in B1/δ

(
ḠT,(ON,OFF), ō

)
during the coupled epidemic process. For that to happen, at least one path from I(0) - the set of initially infected
vertices in B1/δ (GT,(ON,OFF), o) - to o needs to be successful and its total weight needs to be smaller than t, while
no such path exists between ϕ(I(0)) and ō. Denote a collection of paths from I(0) to o by Po and all paths from
ϕ(I(0)) to ō by P̄ ō. Note that due to the structural similarity between the two graphs, for each P ∈ Po there
exists ϕ(P) ∈ P̄ ō. For each path P, let |P| denote its length (number of edges). Denote the probability that P
succeeds in G while ϕ(P) fails in Ḡ by PP . Then, PP is bounded by

PP ≤ |P| × ε′ max
e∈P

N(e), (5.6)

Thus,

(5.3) ≤
∑

P∈Po

PP ≤ ε′ max
e∈Po

N(e)
∑

P∈Po

|P| = ε′κ max
e∈Po

N(e), (5.7)

where κ =
∑

P∈Po
|P|. In a finite r-neighbourhood, the number and length of all paths is bounded (note that

the paths are self-avoiding) and thus, such an expression can be made arbitrarily small by taking δ small, which
also couples the epidemic up to some r large as we have established the coupling for all r ≤ 1/δ. Hence, we can
conclude that for any r ∈ N and any ε > 0, (5.3) holds with δ = δ(ε) satisfying

sup
x

P(De
I ∈ [x− δ, x + δ]) ≤ ε

maxe∈Po
N(e)κ

.
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By applying this functional along with local time-marked union convergence, we can prove Proposition 3.4,
as demonstrated below:

Proof of Proposition 3.4. By the assumption that the time-marked union graph (GT,(ON,OFF)
n , on) given by (Gs
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Further, the left-hand side of (5.8) becomes
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and it follows that
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S(ρ)n,r(t) | (Gs

n)s∈[0,T ]

ó
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E
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î
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n)s∈[0,T ]
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where En denotes the expectation with respect to the randomness of the dynamic graph. Further, note that
both sides of (5.11) are bounded by 1, since they can be expressed in terms of probabilities (see (5.9) and (5.10)).
Hence, applying the dominates convergence theorem to (5.11) with En yields the claim.

6 Examples of converging dynamic random graphs

In this section, we provide more details of the dynamic graph models presented in Section 1.5.1 and their local
limits.

6.1 The Erdős-Rényi random graphs

In Section 1.5, we presented the results of our numerical simulations aimed at validating Theorem 1.2 (see Figure
1). By comparing the epidemic’s progression on the full dynamic graph with that on its time-marked union
local limit, the simulations demonstrated the accuracy of the local limit approximation. These results show that
using the local limit not only simplifies computations but also maintains a high level of reliability in modelling
epidemic spread on dynamic graphs. We now formally introduce the static and dynamic Erdős-Rényi random
graph models used for this simulation, along with their local limits.

In 1960 Erdős and Rényi published a paper [30] which contained a very profound analysis of a graph consisting
of n vertices and a fixed number of edges, added uniformly at random without replacement. This paper was not
the first one concerned with the topic of random graph models. However, due to multiple important results, it is
commonly considered to have started the field. Note that the above formulation of the model differs from the one
that has been widely popularised - a graph on n vertices with an edge between each pair added independently
with probability p. Such a definition of the model was actually introduced by Gilbert in [34] but because of the
rich findings of [30], it remained known as the Erdős-Rényi random graph. Naturally, the two formulations are
closely related (for details as well as an overview of results on the Erdős-Rényi random graph, see [22, 36, 41]).

We will use the latter definition with p = γ/n and denote the model by ERn(γ/n).
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6.1.1 Static Erdős-Rényi random graph

To apply Theorem 1.2 we first specify the local limit of ERn(γ/n) in the following theorem:

Theorem 6.1 (Local limit of the Erdős-Rényi random graph [37, Theorem 2.18]). Fix γ > 0. ERn(γ/n)
converges locally in probability to a Poisson branching process with mean offspring γ.

Hence, following Theorem 1.2, to determine the time trajectory of an SIR epidemic on the Erdős-Rényi
random graph, it suffices to establish the probability that the root of a Poisson branching process tree with mean
offspring γ becomes infected (and subsequently recovered) by some time point t. This reduces the problem to
finding the shortest-weighted path from the set of initially infected vertex to o, where the weights are given by
transmission times drawn from the distribution DI :

S(ρ)n (t)
P−→ s(t) = P

Å
t < min

P∈Po

IPo

ã
, (6.1)

where Po denotes the set of all paths from the set of initially infected vertices to o and IPo is the infection time
of o on the path P. The weights can be determined by performing the first part of the backward process from
Section 2.4. Time dynamic verification from the second part is not needed in the static case.

6.1.2 Dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph

In this section, we expand on the dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graphs introduced in Sections 1.5.1. We provide
a detailed description of the dynamic local limit of the graph from Definition 1.3 and give a justification for
why the alternative formulation from Definition 1.4. Note that the stationary distribution of DERn(γ/n) from
Definition 1.3 is a static ERn(γ/n) with the same edge probability. We begin with introducing the limiting
time-marked union object:

Definition 6.2 (Limiting time-marked union tree). The time-marked union tree, denoted by BPON,OFF (γ(1 + T )),
is a Poisson branching process tree with mean offspring distribution γ(1 + T ). Furthermore, each edge e in
BPON,OFF (γ(1 + T )) is assigned a pair of marks (teON, t

e
OFF), where the marks are independent and identically

distributed (i.i.d.) copies of random variables with the joint cumulative distribution function FON,OFF
T , given by

FON,OFF

T (s1, s2) =
1− e−s2+s1 + s1

1 + T
, 0 ≤ s1 ≤ s2 ≤ ∞. (6.2)

With the limiting object formally defined, we state the result on local time-marked union convergence of the
Dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph DERn(γ/n):

Theorem 6.3 (Local time-marked union limit of the dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph). Fix γ > 0 and a
positive integer n. The Dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph process

(
ERs

n(γ/n)
)
s∈[0,T ]

converges in probability

in the local time-marked union graph sense to the time-marked union tree BPON,OFF (γ(1 + T )) introduced in
Definition 6.2.

Proof. Local time-marked union convergence in probability of
(
ERs

n(γ/n)
)
s∈[0,T ]

to BP (γ(1 + T )) with the marks

specified in Theorem 6.3 follows directly from [40, Theorem 2.25] (stated in the following section as Theorem
6.10), since DERn(γ/n) is a special case of dynamic random intersection graph (see [40, Remark 1.7].

Remark 6.4. In the Dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph process, the number of edges that go ON more than
once in [0, T ] is negligible, hence the ON and OFF marks on the edges in the limiting graph are expressed with a
single interval rather than a union of intervals as in Definition 2.5.

6.1.3 Alternative dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph

Note that in case of the model from Definition 1.4, the union graph is equal to ER0
n(γ/n), i.e., the graph at time

s = 0. Marks of the edges are independent and given by interarrival times of a Poisson point process, which do
not depend on the graph size. This implies that local time-marked union convergence holds.

32



6.2 Random intersection graphs

In a random intersection graph, denoted by RIG and introduced in [59], vertices are associated with communities
(also referred to as groups), and edges are placed between vertices when they share groups. The community
memberships arise in a random way, determined by some underlying random bipartite graph which places vertices
on one side and communities on the other and links these two disjoint sets. We will think of the two sets as
corresponding to left- and right-vertices. Once the links between vertices and groups are assigned, the random
intersection graph is a deterministic function: vertices are connected by an edge if they meet in the same
community, which gives rise to a clique structure between members of groups. The procedure forming the
resulting intersection graph from the underlying bipartite graph is often called a community projection or a
one-mode projection.

The underlying bipartite graph of group memberships can be generated in various ways, for instance by
performing a percolation on the complete bipartite graph (binomial RIG [32, 43, 59] or inhomogeneous RIG
[21, 27]), by prescribing the number of community links to each vertex and connecting them to communities
chosen uniformly at random (uniform RIG [16, 58] or generalised RIG [17, 18, 19, 20, 35]), or by prescribing both
the number of community links to every vertex and the number of members to each community and matching
them uniformly at random (i.e., group memberships given by a bipartite configuration model) [25, 39, 38, 53].

6.2.1 Static random intersection graph

In our previous work [40], we introduced and studied both static and dynamic versions of a specific intersection
graph model. In this paper, we extend that work by examining the spread of an SIR epidemic on these graphs,
with the results presented in Section 1.5. The plots in that section were generated by applying Theorem 1.2,
simulating the progression of the SIR model on the static and dynamic local limits of the graph models. For the
reader’s convenience, we now provide a brief summary of the model definition, expanding on Definition 1.5, and
the corresponding local convergence results, to clarify the objects under study.

Vertices and groups. As in Definition 1.1, let [n] = {1, . . . , n} be the fixed vertex set. Each vertex i ∈ [n] is
assigned a deterministic weight wi. Further, let [n]k denote the set of subsets of size k of [n] and let ∪k≥2[n]k -
a union of all k-element subsets of [n] with k ≥ 2, k ∈ N - denote the set of groups.

We start by defining the first layer corresponding to the underlying bipartite graph:

The static bipartite graph. The stationary (static) bipartite generalised random graph, denoted BGRGn(w),
is formed by drawing edges between the left-vertices in [n] and right-vertices (groups) in ∪k≥2[n]k, with k ≥ 2.
Specifically, we draw edges between the group a ∈ ∪k≥2[n]k and each of its vertices from [n] with probability
πa
ON, independently of all other groups, where πa

ON will be defined below. To be consistent with the dynamic case
terminology, we say that these groups are ON. Analogously, with probability πa

OFF, there are no edges between
the group a ∈ ∪k≥2[n]k and each of its vertices, i.e., such groups are OFF. These probabilities are given by

πa
ON =

f(|a|)
∏

i∈a wi

ℓ
|a|−1
n + f(|a|)

∏
i∈a wi

and πa
OFF =

ℓ
|a|−1
n

ℓ
|a|−1
n + f(|a|)

∏
i∈a wi

. (6.3)

As one can see, we allow every collection of k vertices, with k ∈ [2, n], to form a group. We now proceed to define
the resulting static intersection graph.

The static intersection graph. The second layer - the resulting static random intersection graph denoted
DRIGn(w) - has vertex set [n]. It is formed from BGRGn(w) via the community projection, i.e., by drawing
an edge between two vertices i, j ∈ [n] for every ON group that they are in together in BGRGn(w). Hence,
DRIGn(w) is a projection of BGRGn(w), the random multi-graph given by the edge multiplicities

(
X
(
i, j)

)
i,j∈[n]

,

such that

X(i, j) =

∞∑
k=2

∑
a∈[n]k

1{i in a}∩{j in a}1{a is ON}. (6.4)

Next, we formulate our assumptions on the weights of left-vertices. These assumptions are necessary to guar-
antee (dynamic) local convergence of BGRGn(w) and DRIGn(w).
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Assumptions on weights. We first define what the empirical distribution of the weights is:

Definition 6.5 (Empirical vertex weights distribution). We define the empirical distribution function of the
vertex weights as

Fn(x) =
1

n

∑
i∈[n]

1{wi≤x}, for x ≥ 0. (6.5)

Fn can be interpreted as the distribution function of the weight of a vertex on, chosen from [n] uniformly at
random. We denote the weight of on by Wn = won . We impose the following conditions on the vertex weights:

Condition 6.6 (Regularity condition for vertex weight). There exists a distribution function F such that, as
n→∞, the following conditions hold:

(a) Weak convergence of vertex weights:

Wn
d−→W, (6.6)

where Wn and W have distribution functions Fn and F , respectively. Equivalently, for any x for which
x 7→ F (x) is continuous,

lim
n→∞

Fn(x) = F (x). (6.7)

(b) Convergence of average vertex weight:

lim
n→∞

E[Wn] = E[W ], (6.8)

where Wn and W have distribution functions Fn and F , respectively. Further, we assume that E[W ] > 0.

Assumptions on the dependence on the group sizes. We take

f(|a|) = |a|!p|a|, (6.9)

where (pk)k≥2 is the probability mass function of the group sizes. A particularly important case is a power-law
group-size distribution where pk is approximately proportional to k−(α+1) for k large. We denote

ζ =

∞∑
k=2

kpk, (6.10)

and assume ζ < ∞. We also assume that the second moment of the group-size distribution is finite, so that
α > 2, i.e.,

ζ(2) =

∞∑
k=2

k2pk <∞. (6.11)

Having explained the static random intersection model from [40], we proceed to explain its local limit.

The static limiting object (BPυ, 0). We start by introducing (BPυ, 0), the local limit in probability of
BGRGn(w). Naturally, as we are dealing with two types of vertices - the left and the right ones - a typical
neighbourhood in this graph will be different depending on the type of the root. However, it is not possible to
determine whether a uniformly chosen root was a left- or a right-vertex just on the basis of its neighbourhood.
Hence, we introduce additional marks to keep track of different types of vertices. Let Ξ̃b = {l, r,∅} be the set of
marks. We mark left-vertices as l and right-vertices as r. Formally,

Mb
n(x) =


l if x ∈ [n],

r if x ∈ [n]k≥2,

∅ if x is an edge in BGRGn(w).

(6.12)
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Now we introduce the limiting object (BPυ,Mυ, 0), the local limit of the BGRGn(w) equipped with the mark
function Mb

n, while (BPυ, 0) is then obtained by ignoring the mark function. Define a mixing variable υ as

P(υ = l) =
1

1 + M̄
and P(υ = r) =

M̄

1 + M̄
, (6.13)

where M̄ = E[W ] is the limit in probability of Mn/n, with Mn = #{a ∈ [n]k : a is ON} (see [40, Theorem B.7]
for the derivation of M̄). Then, (BPυ,Mυ, 0) is a mixture of two marked ordered BP-trees, (BPl,Ml, 0) and
(BPr,Mr, 0):

(BPυ,Mυ, 0)
d
= 1{γ=l}(BPl,Ml, 0) + 1{γ=r}(BPr,Mr, 0), (6.14)

where (BPl,Ml, 0) describes the neighbourhood of a left-vertex and (BPr,Mr, 0) of a right-vertex. Hence,

(BGRGn(w),Mb
n, V

(l)
n ) converges locally in probability to (BPl,Ml, 0), and (BGRGn(w),Mb

n, V
(r)
n ) converges

locally in probability to (BPr,Mr, 0), where V
(l)
n and V

(r)
n denote vertices chosen uniformly from the set of all

left- and right-vertices respectively. The mixing variable γ can thus be re-interpreted as the random mark of the
root.

Before we proceed, we need to introduce the size-biased and shift version of a random variable:

Definition 6.7. For an N-valued random variable X with E[X] < ∞, we define its size-biased distribution X⋆

and the shift variable X̃ by their probability mass functions, for all k ∈ N,

P(X⋆ = k) =
kP(X = k)

E[X]
and P(X̃ = k) = P(X⋆ − 1 = k). (6.15)

Now we can continue with the description of the random ordered marked tree (BPl,Ml, 0) itself. We consider
a discrete-time branching process where the offspring of any two individuals are independent. We then give the
individuals in even and odd generations marks l and r, respectively. Generation 0 contains the root alone and
the root’s offspring distribution is D(l), where D(l) is a mixed-Poisson variable with mixing parameter Wζ (see
[40, Theorem B.3]). In consecutive generations, the offspring distribution of individuals marked with l will be
D̃(l) and of individuals marked with r will be D̃(r), where D(r) is such that, as n→∞,

P(D(r) = k)
P−→ pk. (6.16)

(BPr,Mr, 0) is defined analogously with reversed roles of l and r.

Static local limit of DRIGn(w). Having specified the local limit of the underlying BGRGn(w), we proceed to
the limit of the resulting graph DRIGn(w).

The static limiting object (CP, o). The limit that we denote by (CP, o) is a random rooted graph and the
‘community projection’ (see (6.4)) of (BPl,Ml, 0) in the same way that DRIGn(w) is the “community projection”
of the underlying BGRGn(w): it extracts only vertices marked as l and builds links between pairs of vertices that
are connected to the same vertex with mark r. Let us accentuate that even though this limit is not a tree, it re-
lies on the tree-like structure of the underlying BGRGn(w). This constructs the local limit (CP, o) of DRIGn(w).

Having explained the limiting objects, we state the limiting result of BGRGn(w) and DRIGn(w):

Theorem 6.8 (Local convergence of BGRGn(w) and DRIGn(w) [40, Theorem 1.4]). Consider BGRGn(w)
under Condition 6.6. As n→∞, (BGRGn(w), V b

n ) converges locally in probability to (BPυ, 0). Consequently for
DRIGn(w) under Condition 6.6, as n→∞, (DRIGn(w), on) converges locally in probability to (CP, o).

For the proof of Theorem 6.8 we refer the reader to [40, Appendix B.4].

6.2.2 Dynamic random intersection graph

We now define the dynamic version of the model introduced in the previous section. The construction of the
dynamic intersection graph is analogous, starting with the bipartite structure of the set of left-vertices [n] and
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the set of right-vertices a ∈ ∪k≥2[n]k, followed by a community projection. However, in the dynamic setting,
the groups alternate between the ON and OFF states rather than staying in one of them permanently, which
gives rise to a set of edges that evolves over time as in Definition 1.1. We now characterise the rules of this process.

Group dynamics. Every group a ∈ ∪k≥2[n]k will alternate between an ON and OFF state independently of all
other groups, following a continuous-time Markov process. The holding times, i.e., the time that a group spends
in each of the states, are exponentially distributed with rates

λa
ON = 1 and λa

OFF =
f(|a|)

∏
i∈a wi

ℓ
|a|−1
n

, (6.17)

respectively, where w = (wi)i∈[n] are certain vertex weights, ℓn =
∑

i∈[n] wi is the total weight and |a| denotes

the size of a group a ∈ ∪k≥2[n]k. Note that he stationary distribution π = [πON, πOFF] of these Markov chains
is given by (6.3), as

πa
ON =

λa
OFF

λa
ON + λa

OFF

=
f(|a|)

∏
i∈a wi

ℓ
|a|−1
n + f(|a|)

∏
i∈a wi

and πa
OFF =

λa
ON

λa
ON + λa

OFF

=
ℓ
|a|−1
n

ℓ
|a|−1
n + f(|a|)

∏
i∈a wi

. (6.18)

We initialise the group statuses with probabilities corresponding to the stationary distribution, i.e., at time s = 0,
each group is ON with probability πa

ON and OFF with probability πa
OFF, independently of all other groups. To

obtain our dynamic random intersection graph, we draw an edge between all the vertices in groups that are
ON, so that, in the dynamic random graph, the groups represent dynamic cliques. However, to define it more
precisely, we first explain the construction of the underlying dynamic bipartite graph.

The dynamic bipartite graph process. We denote the dynamic bipartite generalised random graph by(
BGRGs

n(w)
)
s∈[0,T ]

. It is a dynamic graph process in which at time s = 0 every group is ON with probability

πa
ON and OFF with probability πa

OFF, independently of all other groups. For s > 0, groups keep switching ON
and OFF, according to the evolution of the continuous-time Markov Chains explained before. Analogously to
the static BGRGn(w), the edges are drawn between a group a and all of its vertices whenever the group is ON,
and are removed when the group switches OFF (hence, for all s ∈ [0, T ], BGRGs

n(w) is equal in distribution to
the static BGRGn(w)).

The dynamic intersection graph process. We denote the dynamic random intersection graph process by(
DRIGs

n(w)
)
s∈[0,T ]

.
(
DRIGs

n(w)
)
s∈[0,T ]

is obtained from
(
BGRGs

n(w)
)
s∈[0,T ]

similarly to the way in which

DRIGn(w) is obtained from BGRGn(w): for every s ∈ [0, T ], an edge is drawn between i, j ∈ [n] for every ON
group that they are in together at time s in

(
BGRGs

n(w)
)
s∈[0,T ]

. Hence,
(
DRIGs

n(w)
)
s∈[0,T ]

is again a projection

of
(
BGRGs

n(w)
)
s∈[0,T ]

, the random dynamic multi-graph given by the edge multiplicities
(
Xs(i, j)

)
i,j∈[n],s∈[0,T ]

such that for each s ∈ [0, T ],

Xs(i, j) =

∞∑
k=2

∑
a∈[n]k

1{i in a}∩{j in a}1{a is ON at time s}. (6.19)

We now introduce the following limiting time-marked union objects:

Definition 6.9 (Limiting mixed time-marked union tree and its community projection). The mixed time-marked
union tree, denoted by

(
BP[0,T ],ON,OFF

υ , o
)
is analogous to (BPυ, o), with the key difference being that the left off-

spring distribution, D(l), is replaced by D(l),[0,T ], a Poisson-distributed random variable with parameter Wζ(1+T ).
The right offspring distribution remains the same as D(r) and the appearance of size-biased versions of D(l),[0,T ]

and D(r) occurs in the same way as in (BPυ, o). Additionally, each vertex labeled with r in
(
BP[0,T ],ON,OFF

υ , o
)
is

assigned marks (taON, t
a
OFF), which are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) copies of random variables

with the joint cumulative distribution function FON,OFF
T , given by

FON,OFF

T (s1, s2) =
1− e−s2+s1 + s1

1 + T
. (6.20)

Furthermore, the marked community projection of
(
BP[0,T ],ON,OFF

υ , o
)
, denoted by

(
CP[0,T ],ON,OFF, o

)
, is constructed

from
(
BP[0,T ],ON,OFF

υ , o
)
via the community projection procedure described before (see (6.19)). The marks on
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the edges between vertices in
(
CP[0,T ],ON,OFF, o

)
inherit the marks of the r-labeled vertex they were linked to in(

BP[0,T ],ON,OFF

υ , o
)
.The marks on the edges in

(
CP[0,T ],ON,OFF, o

)
are inherited as follows: for l-labeled vertices

linked to the same r-labeled vertex in the bipartite structure, the edge between any two such l-labeled vertices after
the community projection inherits the mark of the edges that originally linked them to the shared r-labeled vertex.

Having formally defined the above objects, we proceed to state the result on the local time-marked union
limits of

(
BGRGs

n(w)
)
s∈[0,T ]

and
(
DRIGs

n(w)
)
s∈[0,T ]

:

Theorem 6.10 (Local time-marked union limit of BGRGs
n(w) and DRIGs

n(w) [40, Theorem 2.25]). Under
Condition 6.6, as n → ∞, the bipartite generalised random graph process

((
BGRGs

n(w), on
))

s∈[0,T ]
converges

locally in probability in a local time-marked union graph sense to
(
BP[0,T ],ON,OFF

υ , o
)
. Consequently, the dynamic

intersection rooted graph process
((

DRIGs
n(w), on

))
s∈[0,T ]

converges locally in probability in the local time-marked

union graph sense to
(
CP[0,T ],ON,OFF, o

)
.

For the proof of Theorem 6.10 we refer the reader to [40, Remark 2.30 and Section 3.5].

6.3 Dynamic Configuration Model

We now provide a heuristic argument for the local time-marked union convergence of the dynamic configuration
model introduced in Definition 1.6. At time 0, this model reduces to the standard (static) configuration model.
As n → ∞, the static configuration model converges locally in distribution to a Galton-Watson tree: the root
vertex has degree k with probability qk, with

qk = lim
n→∞

P(Dn = k), (6.21)

where Dn is the degree of a typical vertex in the configuration model (see [37, Theorem 4.1] for details). Then,
the offspring distribution in subsequent generations is given by q̃k, with

q̃k =
(k + 1)qk+1

E[Dn]
. (6.22)

Next, we consider the union graph constructed up to time T from the dynamic model. This union graph includes
all the edges present at time 0, as well as any new edges formed due to rewiring events that occurred up to time T .

In the dynamic model, edges are rewired at a global rate αℓn. Since two edges are chosen uniformly at random
at each rewiring event, each individual edge is selected at rate 2α. Therefore, a vertex that initially has degree k
sees its k edges chosen at a total rate 2αk. When an edge is chosen, it is re-paired in a way that creates a ‘new’
connection with probability 2/3. Consequently, the rate at which new edges are formed at a vertex of initial
degree k is 4αk/3. Over the time interval [0, T ], the total number of new connections formed at such a vertex is
Poisson-distributed with mean 4αkT/3.

Thus, the local limit of the union graph up to time T is again a Galton-Watson tree, but with an augmented
offspring distribution. Initially, a vertex with degree k contributes k offspring, corresponding to its original
half-edges, where the root vertex has degree distribution qk, and the vertices in subsequent generations have
the size-biased distribution q̃k. Additionally, given its initial degree k, each vertex accumulates an independent
number of new connections, denoted by Xk ∼ Poisson(4αkT/3), over the time interval (0, T ].

Furthermore, the times at which new edges are created are points of independent Poisson processes. Since
the edge-creation times are driven by memoryless Poissonian dynamics, the time-marked version of the union
graph also converges locally. Each edge in the limit can be ‘marked’ with the arrival times of these newly formed
connections, which are distributed as Poisson processes with rate 4αk/3. Therefore, the local time-marked union
convergence holds as well.

6.4 Simulation setup and interpretation

In this section we elaborate on the simulation study presented in Section 1.5.2.
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6.4.1 Estimation performance on the dynamic Erdős-Rényi random graph

The key finding of this paper is the claim that the spread of an epidemic on the dynamic graph converges to
the spread of this epidemic on a limit of the marked union graph given by this dynamic graph (see Theorem
1.2). Consequently, the proportion of individuals infected by time t converges to the probability that the root of
the limiting marked union graph becomes infected by time t. This statement has been proven theoretically and
validated empirically through simulations (see Section 1.5.2). Below, we briefly outline the simulation setup and
key observations.

Theoretical intuition. The theoretical framework predicts that the error of the limiting approximation behaves
as (1− ρ)r (Proposition 3.1), where ρ, the proportion of initially infected vertices, strongly influences accuracy.
Lower values of ρ require increasing the depth r to achieve a good approximation, adding computational com-
plexity.

Simulation setup. To verify Theorem 1.2, we conducted simulations on a dynamic graph with 25, 000 vertices
and a corresponding limiting time-marked union tree. Assuming exponentially distributed infection and recovery
times, DI and DR, we tested three parameter scenarios, performing 500 epidemic runs for each. Errors were
measured between the spread on the graph and the limiting tree.

Key results. The simulations confirm the theoretical predictions. For higher values of ρ, such as 0.5, the
approximation is highly accurate even for small depths r = 5. However, as ρ decreases, accuracy deteriorates
unless deeper neighborhoods are explored (see Figure 1). This highlights the trade-off between computational
feasibility and accuracy for small ρ.

Conclusion. The simulations validate the theoretical results and provide insights into the interplay between
ρ and r. Future work may focus on more efficient methods for handling low ρ cases or exploring real-world
implications of the approximation.
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