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Abstract

Virus evolution shapes the epidemiological patterns of infectious disease, particularly via evasion of
population immunity. At the individual level, host immunity itself may drive viral evolution towards
antigenic escape. Using compartmental SIR-style models with imperfect vaccination, we allow the
probability of immune escape to differ in vaccinated and unvaccinated hosts. As the relative contri-
bution to selection in these different hosts varies, the overall effect of vaccination on the antigenic
escape pressure at the population level changes.

We find that this relative contribution to escape is important for understanding the effects of vaccina-
tion on the escape pressure and we draw out some fairly general patterns. If vaccinated hosts do not
contribute much more than unvaccinated hosts to the escape pressure, then increasing vaccination
always reduces the overall escape pressure. In contrast, if vaccinated hosts contribute significantly
more than unvaccinated hosts to the population level escape pressure, then the escape pressure
is maximised for intermediate vaccination levels. Past studies find only that the escape pressure is
maximal for intermediate levels with fixed extreme assumptions about this relative contribution. Here
we show that this result does not hold across the range of plausible assumptions for the relative
contribution to escape from vaccinated and unvaccinated hosts.

We also find that these results depend on the vaccine efficacy against transmission, particularly
through the partial protection against infection. This work highlights the potential value of understand-
ing better how the contribution to antigenic escape pressure depends on individual host immunity.

Keywords: SARS-CoV-2, COVID-19, antigenic escape, vaccine escape pressure, phylodynamics

1 Introduction

Vaccines against infectious pathogens reduce incidence and deaths, although there is a risk that they
could favour new antigenic variants [1]. For example, since population immunity against circulating
SARS-CoV-2 variants controls virus spread [2], the long-term dynamics of the COVID-19 pandemic
depend on the evolutionary trajectory of the virus [1]. Here we investigate how vaccination changes
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vaccination. Antigenic escape is complex, with strains generated and selected on various scales [3].
We focus exclusively on the generation of escape strains [4], [5], rather than on their establishment
after they first appear[6], [7]. Our work builds on other mathematical studies of COVID-19 immune
escape risk [4], [5], [8]. We pay particular attention to selection in vaccinated hosts, relative to the
unvaccinated.

Evolution of antigenic traits in SARS-CoV-2 (severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2) [9]
generates new variants [10]. Some of these variants (B.1.1.7, alpha; B.617.2, delta) appear to have
a transmission advantage over their precursors [11]. B.1.1.529 —omicron—significantly escapes ex-
isting immunity [12], but variants with immune escape, at least to some extent, date back to 2020,
before the roll-out of vaccines (B.1351, beta; B.617.2, delta) [11]. Therefore it is important to under-
stand how vaccination impacts antigenic drift. Vaccines may affect the evolution of other pathogen
traits, such as virulence [13], but we focus on immune escape.

To the best of our knowledge, there is not yet evidence to assess how COVID-19 vaccines impact
virus genomic diversity in an individual host [14]. Some COVID-19 models assume that escape
occurs only or primarily in hosts with previous immunity [4], [5]. On the contrary, others assume that
vaccination entirely prevents infection [8], and thus escape can only occur in unvaccinated hosts.

Models for pathogens other than SARS-CoV-2 often assume that viruses mutate at the same rate in
all hosts [7], [15], [16], [17]. However, in human Influenza A, host immunity can select for antigenic
mutations [18]. This effect may be important [19] for more ambitious vaccination campaigns, such as
a universal influenza vaccine [20].

In this paper, we follow the minimal approach of others (for example, [4]) to define an escape pressure
function proportional to the number of infections. Given that we do not generally know the relative se-
lective pressures exerted by infections in vaccinated hosts compared to the unvaccinated, we explore
a range of values for this contribution to escape. We define a parameter (Section 2.2) that measures
this relative contribution to escape. We use this parameter to express the escape pressure in terms
of the infections in vaccinated and unvaccinated hosts. We combine this with deterministic compart-
mental models (Section 2.1) for vaccination that provides lifelong imperfect immunity. We explore two
scenarios: a single wave and endemic disease. We calculate the resultant escape pressure in each
of these contexts and describe how it changes as the vaccination coverage varies. We find the trade-
off between selection and the vaccine efficacies (VEs) in the escape pressure of a fully-vaccinated
population and the vaccination coverage that maximises the escape pressure (Section 3).

We find that the relative selection strength from infections in vaccinated and unvaccinated hosts
shapes the escape pressure. In particular, we find two different qualitative behaviours for how the
escape pressure depends on the vaccination coverage. These two behaviours are separated by a
threshold value of this relative contribution to escape, in which vaccinated hosts contribute individually
somewhat more to escape than the unvaccinated. If the relative contribution to escape is below this
threshold, vaccination always reduces antigenic escape, as in [15]. However, above this threshold,
intermediate vaccination levels are the most likely to generate escape strains, as in [4]. We also find
that the susceptibility reduction provided by the vaccines has a large effect on the escape pressure.
The reduction in infectiousness is less important, but still lowers escape by reducing prevalence.

2 Methods

2.1 Epidemic models

We use systems of ordinary differential equations (ODEs) to model disease transmission. We as-
sume that the population is well-mixed and a single-strain infectious disease circulates unaffected by
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any escape strain it may have generated. We consider two epidemiological scenarios. In scenario
(a) the outbreak is transient, which can be interpreted as a single epidemic wave. In scenario (b) the
system is modified so that it reaches a non-zero equilibrium, corresponding to endemic disease.

We separate individuals by vaccination status and assume that vaccine immunity does not wane.
We scale time so that the recovery rate is 1. In our models, the vaccines are not assumed to be
perfect: vaccinated individuals can become infected, albeit at a lower rate, contributing to the escape
pressure. We split the (imperfect) transmission blocking from vaccines into two components, 65 and
01, as defined in [4]. g is the susceptibility reduction (VE against infection): 65 = 0 corresponds to
perfect protection, while 65 = 1 corresponds to no protection. Similarly, 6; is the infectivity reduction
(VE against transmission), if an infection occurs. For mathematical convenience, the reduction in
susceptibility from vaccination is polarised [16]: some vaccinated individuals are entirely immune to
the infection, while the rest are as susceptible as the unvaccinated. Appendix A.2 shows that the
same qualitative results hold with an alternative formulation for immunity.

In both scenarios, Sy and Sy are the vaccinated and unvaccinated proportions of the population
susceptible to the disease; Iy and Iy, the vaccinated or unvaccinated proportions that are infected;
Ry and Ry, the vaccinated or unvaccinated recovered proportions. Ry is the basic reproduction
number and c is the proportion of the population who are vaccinated.

Scenario (a): transient epidemic

In the transient scenario, recovered hosts have full permanent immunity and the system is

Sy = —SyA(t) Sy = =Sy A(t) (1)
Iy = SuA(t) — Iy Iy = SyA(t) — Iy (2)
Ry =1y Ry = Iy (3)

with \(¢) = Ro(Iy + 071y ), the force of infection. The initial conditions are Sy = 1 — ¢, Sy = cbg,
Ry = 0 = Ry, and an infinitesimal number of infected individuals. The remaining ¢(1 — ég) proportion
of the population has full immunity from vaccination, so they do not appear in the compartments of
the system. Appendix A.1 shows that for polarised vaccine immunity —and non-assortiative mixing
as here—, the original proportion between vaccinated and unvaccinated susceptibles is maintained
and extended to the other compartments:

ch
(Sv, Iv, Bv) = _SC(SU7[U7RU) (4)
This relation (4) reduces the system to:
SU = —-SylyRy <1 + Clgigé) jU = +SylyRy <1 + Clei91> —1Iy (5)
Sy(0)=1-c¢ Iy(0)=ex 1 (6)

where e accounts for the initial cases. (5)-(6) describe a standard SIR model, up to rescaling the
effective reproduction number and the population size. The initial effective reproduction number
is R. = Ro[l — ¢ + cfs0;]. If the vaccination coverage is above é = (1 — R;')/(1 — 0s6;), herd
immunity prevents an outbreak and prevalence decreases exponentially. From (5)-(6), if ¢ < ¢, the
cumulative infections in unvaccinated hosts are Cy = (1 — ¢) (1 + W(—Ree—Re)/Re), where W is the
Lambert-W function [21] (see Appendix A.1). Using (4), the cumulative breakthrough infections are
Cv = cls (1+ W(—Ree ) /R,).


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.29.22282822
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

109

110
111
112
113

114

115

116

17
118

119

120
121
122
123

124

125
126
127

128

129

130

131

132
133
134

135

137
138
139
140
141
142

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.29.22282822; this version posted February 17, 2023. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Scenario (b): endemic disease

To achieve an endemic scenario, we consider two possible extensions of the SIR model (1)-(3) that
replace susceptibles. If starting from the same initial conditions as in the transient scenario, these
extensions reach an endemic state if R. > 1. In both cases, we find the proportions I;;, I3 of infected
individuals at the endemic equilibrium. Both models lead the same expressions for the prevalences
I};, I, up to an overall constant of proportionality (177, I;,) oc (1 — ¢, cfs)(1 — 1/R.).

In the first extension, we assume that immunity from infections wanes at a constant rate w, instead of
being permanent. We still assume that vaccine immunity is lifelong. The modified ODEs are

SU = —SU)\(t) + wRy SV = —Sv)\(t) + wRy (7)
Iy = Su\(t) — Iy Iy = SyA(t) — Iy (8)
RU = IU — wRU RV = IV — wRV (9)

with X as before. We use (4), which still holds (see Appendix A.1), to find the endemic state (setting
to zero the time-derivatives). For R. > 1, there is a stable equilibrium state with ;5 = (1 — ¢)(1 —
R/ +w™h)=0-c)I}/chs.

In the second extension, we include births and deaths, at the same homogeneous per capita rate y,
so that the population size is conserved. A proportion ¢ of the population is vaccinated at birth. We
assume that neither infection nor immunity are maternally transmitted. Therefore, the births appear
in Sy and Sy as (1 — ¢) and uchs. The number of individuals V' with full vaccine immunity obeys
V = pc(l — 0s) — uV with V(0) = ¢(1 — 05s), s0 V(t) = ¢(1 — f5) at all times. The new ODEs are

Sy = (1 —¢) — SyA — uSy Sy = pchs — Sy X — puSy (10)
Iy = Su) — Iy — ply Iy = Sy\— Iy — uly (11)
Ry = Iy — pRy Ry =1y — pRy (12)

with X\ as before. Condition (4) still holds (see Appendix A.1). For R, > 1 + u, there is an endemic
state Ij; = u(1—c¢)[1/(1 +p) —1/Re] = (1—¢)I3;/cfs. For u < 1, which corresponds to an infectious
period much shorter than the host's life expectancy, (I}, I};) = u[1 — R.7'] (1 — ¢,cfs) to leading
order in .

2.2 Escape pressure

We take a simple approach building on [4] to study the generation of strains at the population-level.
We assume that the escape pressure P depends linearly on the number of cases at that time, as

P(t) = IU<t) + HEfv(t) (13)

Underlying this factor is the assumption that each infection contributes very slightly to escape poten-
tial. We weight the (breakthrough) infections in vaccinated hosts Iy, relative to the infections in naive
hosts Iy, by a factor 6. Only the relative value of P is important (see equations (16), (17)), so we
only need the relative weighting 6 amongst infection in the vaccinated and unvaccinated rather than
their absolute contribute to escape. 6 is comparable to the vaccine efficacies 6, 8; of Section 2.1, in
that it is a factor that reflects a change in a single host induced by vaccination. For example, if 65 > 1,
vaccinated hosts infected with the resident strain would be more likely to pass on escape strains than
the unvaccinated. Lower viral loads (6; < 1) and shorter infections in the vaccinated [22] could lead
to fewer mutations [23]. However, escape strains may avoid the vaccine-induced immunity that the
original strain faces [24], and may be selected within a host enough to be transmitted to others [23].
There is no prior reason to exclude any value 6z > 0, so we explore the full range.

4
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The escape pressure as in equation (13) is time-dependent. P(t) scales roughly with the total number
of cases. For the models of Section 2.1 with polarised immunity, the number of infected individuals in
the unvaccinated and vaccinated compartments, Iy;(t), I/ (t) are proportional to each other (equation
(4)). Therefore, for fixed 8 and vaccination coverage, P(t) is proportional to the prevalence. This
scaling fails if equation (4) does not hold (for example in the model with leaky immunity of Appendix
A.2). In general, the escape pressure as a function of time is a linear superposition of the curves for
infections in vaccinated and unvaccinated hosts. Nonetheless, our main interest is how the escape
pressure depends on the vaccination coverage ¢ and 6. Hence, we need a reasonable way to
eliminate the time-dependency of P(¢). For the transient scenario, we consider the cumulative escape
pressure throughout the full wave P,(c) = [;~ P(t)dt = Cy + 6gCy. For the endemic scenario, we
study the asymptotic value of P at the endemic equilibrium Py(c) = lim;_.o P(t) = Ij; + 0gI,. With
the expressions for Cy, Cv, I, I}, from Section 2.1,

1

P.(c) = Cy +0gCy = (1 — c+ 0s0gc) <1 + }TW (—Ree‘Re)> if R. > 1, else zero (14)
1 .

Py(c) = I+ 0Ly < (1 —c¢(1 —0s0E)) (1 - R) if Re > 1, elsezero  (15)

To study the differential effect of the vaccination coverage on the escape pressure, we normalise the
expressions (14) and (15) by their value at ¢ = 0 (in the absence of vaccination):

. P.(c) 1+ W(—Ree Be)R? ,

P,(c) = =(1—¢(1—056 £ if R, > 1, else zero 16
A Pb(c) 1-R! .

P.(c) = =(1—c(l—0¢0g5))—e_ fR. >1, el 17
b(c) Bu(0) (I —c(l—0s E))1 = if R > 1, else zero (17)

If ]3*(0) > 1 (where x is a or b), the vaccination coverage c increases the escape pressure from no
vaccination (in scenario (a) or (b), respectively). Expressions (16), (17) are similar, but P, and P,
should not be compared between each other. They correspond to distinct epidemiological scenarios
and have different derivations from the time-dependent escape pressure P(t) of equation (13).

3 Results

First, we focus on the effects of 6z on the escape pressure in a fully vaccinated population. We vary
fs,0; and O, and fix the vaccination coverage at ¢ = 1. If vaccination does not prevent the epidemic,
i.e., Rybs0; < 1:

, 1+ w55 W (—Rofs0re Folsor) R 1— 50
Pu(1) = 0565 ( ROfS—Q—Ile CRee) . By(1) = 640p | — D000 (18)
0

and 15*(1) = 0 for Ryfs0; > 1. Both expressions in (18) depend only on Ry, 6s6; and 6565, but this
dependence changes for “leaky” immunity (see Appendix A.2). Figures 1a, S1a show how the escape
pressure in a fully vaccinated population 15*(1) depends on the vaccine parameters g, 6; and 6. As
expected, it is unchanged relative to no vaccination (P,(1) = 1) when 05 = 1 = 05 = 6;, because
then vaccines have no effect in our model. For a fixed VE, the escape pressure increases with 656,
because escape becomes more likely in the vaccinated. Similarly, for fixed 656, the escape pressure
decreases as the vaccines become more effective, because fewer infections reduce the opportunities
for escape mutations. Therefore, the escape pressure in a fully-vaccinated population is less than

A

in an unvaccinated population (P.(1) < 1) if the population is close enough to herd-immunity. As

5
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category item description
. 0s € [0,1] susceptibility reduction (VE against infection)
vaccine . - : . o
parameters 0r € 10,1] |nfec_t|V|ty reduction (\/E r_:lgalnst transmlssmn_) .
0 € [0,00]  relative escape contribution of breakthrough infections
Ry € [0,00) initial basic reproduction number, here assumed Ry > 1
epidemiological ce€0,1] vaccination coverage of the population
parameters | R.(c) € [0,00) initial effective basic reproduction number, assumed R, > 1
¢e0,1] vaccination coverage c threshold for R, =1
P(t) unscaled and time-dependent, as defined in equation (13)
escape 15&(0) normalized and cumulative (transient polarised scenario)
pressure Py (c) normalized and cumulative (transient leaky model of A.2)
Ab(c) normalized and asymptotic (endemic polarised scenario)
Cm vaccination level ¢ that maximises the escape pressure
output Cm vaccination level ¢ that mgximises Qreakthrough cases
parameters HE threshold value of 6z, def.lned by dlf’*/dc =0atec=0
Og threshold value of 0g, defined by dP,/dc=0atc=0
0; threshold value of 6;, defined by dP, /dc =0 at ¢ = 0

Table 1: Parameters and functions from our model that appear in the results section. For the
input vaccine and epidemiological parameters, we specify their ranges of feasible values. The
realised values of the output parameters (bottom block of the table) differ between scenarios.

a consequence, 0sfp < 1 is not necessary for P,(1) < 1. It is sufficient, because if 505 < 1,
vaccination blocks the expected escape so P, (1) < 1 unsurprisingly. Our results shows that vaccines
can reduce the total escape pressure even if 0g6p > 1.

Next, we consider how the escape pressure changes with a variable vaccination coverage ¢, and
how this is affected by 6. We keep 65 and 6; fixed for simplicity. Figures 1b, S1b show the escape
pressure P, as a function of ¢ and 6, for fixed VEs. Intuitively, the escape pressure decreases to
zero as the vaccination coverage approaches ¢, the herd immunity threshold (¢ < 1 here). When vac-
cination is slightly below ¢, the outbreak is small (a few infections are enough to build herd immunity)
so there are fewer opportunities for escape. It is helpful to consider the vaccination coverage that
maximises the escape pressure, which we call ¢,,, as it depends on 6g. If 0 is below a threshold
65, then ¢, = 0. The escape pressure simply decreases with ¢, because reducing cases outweighs
the escape pressure from breakthrough cases. If 05 > 0, then cm > 0. Breakthrough infections can
drive evolution and reducing cases may not suffice to reduce the escape pressure, which has a uni-
modal shape. We can characterise these results analytically. Here we refer to the endemic scenario
(Appendix A.1 discusses the transient scenario). Since P,(c) is concave (d2P,/dc? < 0), by (17), the
condition for a peak of the escape pressure at a non-zero vaccination level (¢, > 0) is

0< % - ]%O (0s — 1)(Ro — 1) — (1 — 0501)) <= elsw — 0y (19)
Figure S5 plots 0, as given by (19). Interpreting 1 — 656; as the transmission-blocking and 605 —
1 as the escape boost provided by the vaccines, the condition (19) can be rewritten as (escape
boost)x(Ry — 1) >(transmission-blocking). If (19) is satisfied, we solve dP,/dc = 0 for the maximiser

of the escape pressure ¢, = (1 — 0s6;)7* [1 —/1+ (1 —-0s0;)/ (050 — 1)/\/R0}. As expected,

cm continuously increases with 6z from zero (at 0z = 6z). In the limit 6z — oo only breakthrough
infections contribute to P,, the analytical expression for ¢,, tends to (1 — 1/\/R70) /(1 — 0g0r) =:
c0. This number ¢° can be obtained directly as the vaccination coverage that maximises the total
number of infections in vaccinated hosts. If herd-immunity from vaccination alone is not possible

6
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(a) Relative escape pressure Py(1). (b) Relative escape pressure P,(c).

Figure 1: (a): Escape pressure P,(1) in a fully vaccinated population relative to an unvac-
cinated population. White dotted curve (Pb(l) = 1): vaccine parameters that give the same
escape as in an unvaccinated population. White dashed line: VE that prevents an epidemic in
a fully vaccinated population (the horizontal axis is scaled to above this value). Ry = 1.4. (b):
Escape pressure P,(c) for variable vaccination coverage c and relative contribution to escape
0 from the vaccinated, relative to an unvaccinated population. White solid curve: the vacci-
nation coverage, c,,, at which the escape pressure peaks, as a function of 6. White dotted
curve (Pb(c) = 1): combination of ¢ and 0g that give the same escape in a population as in
an unvaccinated population. Dashed line: vaccination coverage for herd-immunity threshold
(the horizontal axis only shows values of ¢ below this). 6s,60; = 0.6, Ry = 1.4.

(¢ > 1), Figure S6 shows that a fully vaccinated population (¢ = 1) can have the largest escape
pressure. However, this does not happen (¢ < 1) if and only if \/Ry0s60; < 1, which holds if the
threshold coverage for R, < 1 is less than one (¢ < 1), because then Ry0s6; < 1 < Ry. Therefore,
unsurprisingly, the escape pressure cannot peak at ¢ = 1 if ¢ < 1 (since ¢ = 1 prevents the epidemic).

Finally, we study how each of 0g, 6; affects the escape pressure as the vaccination coverage varies.
When infections in the vaccinated drive selection (0g is large), 65 contributes more to the escape
pressure than 6;. Both reduce the total number of cases at the same rate, through R, = Ro(1 —¢(1 —
0s0r)). Additionally, ¢ (partially) protects the vaccinated from infections, so it lowers the proportion
of the total cases in the vaccinated. Hence, if 0 > 1, a vaccine that reduces susceptibility has a
quantitatively stronger effect on the escape pressure than a vaccine that reduces infectivity. Figures 2,
S2, S3, S4 demonstrate that the escape pressure is more sensitive to 6 than 6;. In particular, Figures
2, S2 show that a sufficiently low fs can lead to the escape pressure peaking at no vaccination
(e = 0), while for the same background parameter values the escape pressure peaks at intermediate
vaccination levels (c,,, > 0), regardless of ;. We can define thresholds values 6, (x = S, I) similar
to Az (see Figure 1b, S5), such that 6, < 6, is the condition for the escape pressure to peak at no
vaccination (c,, = 0). Figures 2a, S2a, S3a all have s € (0,1), while §; € (0,1) only appears in
Figure S3b. In the endemic scenario, (19) gives 0s = Ro/(0p(Ro — 1) +6;) and 6; = (1 — (005 —
1)(Ry — 1)))/6s. The expression for §; can be negative, but 6; is always positive. Therefore, if 6; is
negative, the escape pressure peaks at intermediate levels, as in Figure 2b. On the contrary, fg is
always positive, so if vaccines fully prevent infection (fs = 0), vaccination always reduces the escape
pressure (¢, = 0).
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25

0.0

(a) Relative escape pressure Py(c). (b) Relative escape pressure P,(c).

Figure 2: Relative escape pressure P,(c) at fixed Ry = 1.4 and a high relative contribution
to escape from the vaccinated, 6 = 10. (a) has fixed 6; = 0.6 and the susceptibility VE 0
varies. (b) has fixed 6; = 0.6 and the infectiousness VE 6; varies. On both (a) and (b), the
white solid curves mark the vaccination coverage, c,,, at which the escape pressure peaks;
the dashed lines give the herd-immunity threshold. Considered together, (a) and (b) show
that there is more variation in the relative escape pressure if 05 varies and 6 is fixed.

4 Discussion

4.1 Summary of findings

Introducing a new parameter, 6z, we have explored the effect of the contribution to immune escape
of cases in vaccinated hosts, relative to the unvaccinated. Taking a parsimonious modelling ap-
proach we have studied how the population escape pressure depends on the vaccination coverage,
the vaccine efficacies and 0x. We have found that 6 is critical to determine how the escape pres-
sure depends on the vaccination coverage. If 6 is low, escape decreases with vaccination. As 6
increases, so that vaccinated hosts contribute relatively more to escape, escape is largest at inter-
mediate vaccination levels. Therefore, our results show that models of immune escape should take
into account the relative contribution to escape of cases in hosts with imperfect immunity. Our results
also show mathematically that vaccines which are effective in reducing transmission can generally
reduce the population escape pressure, even if they favour escape strains in individual hosts.

4.2 Implications for modelling evolution with imperfect immunity

Our results highlight not only the importance of 0 itself, but also the role in reducing escape of
s, the susceptibility vaccine efficacy (VE), especially when vaccinated hosts contribute relatively
more to escape (g > 1). Our results show mathematically the need to consider separately the VEs
against infection (susceptibility) and onwards transmission (infectiousness). A purely epidemic model
which does not consider immune-induced escape only needs the overall transmission-blocking VE
[4]. However, our escape pressure is more sensitive to a reduction in susceptibility than infectivity.
The suceptibility VE not only reduces infections but specifically protects the vaccinated, who may
exert more selection pressure. Traditional models assume that partial immunity confers only reduced
susceptibility or infectivity [16]. Often the dynamics are qualitatively the same [25], so the choice of VE
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is usually based on tractability [16]. Our work suggests that evolutionary models should split infections
by immune status, so that 6 can be used, and consider the susceptibility VE separately from the
transmisibility VE, so that 85 and 6z can regulate together the escape pressure. These points may
also apply in multi-strain models where partial cross-immunity drives evolution [16]. Furthermore,
the contribution to escape of an infected host may change with different vaccine types or number of
doses, so along different VEs, different 6z may be needed. Parameters akin to 6z could also be
appropriate for other phylodynamic models.

4.3 Relation to existing results

As in previous work [8], [3], in our models intermediate vaccination levels could lead to the largest
selection pressure for antigenic escape. The same conclusion holds for a wide range of 65 and 6;
values [4] when dividing the population in two subgroups with different contact rates. This population-
level result is analogous [4] to the within-host phylodynamic trade-off between viral load and selection
pressure [23]. Our works shows that a population-level trade-off can appear without mixing hetero-
geneity, stochasticity, or detailed within-host dynamics. Past work implicitly uses fixed choices of 6z
or the VEs (or both). We instead specify the region of (6g, 05, 0;) parameter space in which interme-
diate vaccination levels maximise the escape pressure. Beyond this region, vaccination reduces the
escape pressure, as in [15].

4.4 Limitations and further work

Due to the simplicity of our approach, many epidemiological and evolutionary processes could mod-
ify our results. We assume that there are no changing mitigation measures, behavioural changes
or seasonality effects. Vaccination comes through a single dose of a unique vaccine, administered
before the outbreak or at birth. Further work could consider ongoing vaccination, as in [8]. We also
neglect the waning of vaccine immunity and assume complete immunity after infection. Infections in
individuals with partial or waned immunity may contribute with a different weight to the escape pres-
sure [5]. Heterogeneity in mixing, susceptibility and transmissibility could all play a role in evolution. It
may be best to vaccinate first those with more contacts [4], or immunocompromised hosts, who might
contribute significantly more to the escape pressure [26]. Moreover, unlike in COVID-19 [22], both
scenarios explained here assume that vaccination does not change the recovery rate and that the
disease is not fatal. Disease-induced mortality, different infectious periods and hospitalisations would
break the proportionality (4), since these effects would be larger in the unvaccinated. Similarly, lifting
the well-mixing assumption and including any age or spatial structure could change these patterns.
These assumptions are a tradeoff in favour of tractability and simplicity: the main objective of our of
work is to gain as much insight as possible about the qualitative effect of 6 on the escape pressure.

Our escape pressure (13) is just a minimal abstraction of the interplay between vaccination and
vaccine escape that might occur in real-life. Our work ignores the invasion dynamics of escape strains
[6], but simply focuses on the pressure to generate one. An escape strain might be unable to grow
if few individuals remain susceptible. In the transient scenario, this could occur if a strains appears
late in the epidemic; in the endemic scenario, if the invasion fitness of the escape strain is not large
enough for it to replace or coexist with the resident strain. Similarly, stochasticity could drive escape
strains extinct shortly after their generation. For example, [8] finds that escape strains appearing in
lockdowns are unlikely to survive stochastic extinction. Simple approaches to consider the outcome
of the new variant [8], [6] could be incorporated in our models. However, this is a complex process
[3], so a full description will require significant further development of models.
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A Mathematical proofs

A.1 Polarised vaccine immunity

Using the notation of the main text, define column vectors u(¢) and v(t¢) as
u’ = (Sy(t), Iy (t), Ru(t)) and v1' = (Sy (), Iv (t), Ry (1)) (A1)
where x” denotes the transpose of a vector x. Consider an ODE system
u=Mu v =Mv (A2)
for a time-dependent matrix M, which possibly depends on v and v. Suppose initial conditions
v(0) = au(0) (A3)

for some constant

a. 1(t) := a~lv(t) and u(t) obey the same first order differential equation (A2) and
initial condition u(0) =

u(0). Hence (by uniqueness of solutions), @(t) = u(t). Thus v(t) = au(t).
Analytic results for the transient polarised model

=At) 0 0
The system (1)-(3) can be written in the form (A1)-(A3) with M(¢)= | A(¢) -1 0
0 +1 0
and a = cfs/(1 —¢). Thus (Sy(t), Iv (), Ry (t)) = cfs(1 — ¢) "1 (Sy(t), Iy (t), Ry (t)). This relation (4)
allows us to derive (5), which yields

Iy _dy 1 <1 c0s0;

- - 1—c¢

0059[>1
Sy dSu RoSy

11 1—c
—lo
1—-c &

Ry Su
(A4)

>1 == IU:(l—c)—SU—<1+

where the initial conditions (6) set the integration constant. The final size of the susceptible popula-
tion, SgF = lim;—o Sy (t), is given implicitly by taking t — oo and setting 0 = lim;_,o [/ (%):

g0\t
1—c

11 1—-c 1—c
~ 1o - _
Ry 8 S R.

Sgp=(1-c)— <1 + W (—Ree'™) (A5)
The second equality expresses S¢F in terms of the Lambert-W function [21] and R.. From S we ob-
tain (14) for the escape pressure P,(c), which we study here. For simplicity, we set W = W (—Re™ %)
and R = R,.

‘”Z“ + (1 - 0pbs) (1 + ;W(—ReR)> = —Ro(1 —0s507)(1 — (1 — eseE))LZ%W(_gM (A6)
— Ro(1 — 0s07)(1 — ¢(1 — 050s)) D%VQ + %%(—Re‘R) (_RB_R>W(1 - WJ (A7)
— W Ro(1— 0507)(1 — e(1 — 0501)) [1;2 + EM} (A8)
— W R — 050;)(1 — c(1 — esaE))];m (A9)
di“ = (1+W/R) |—(1 —0gbs) + (1 — 9501)11:00((11:99359;)) - K/W] (A10)
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See, e.g., [21] for the derivative of the Lambert-W function used in (A7). We prove that there is either
none or one root (¢ = ¢,,) solving dP,/dc = 0in ¢ € [0,¢). W > —1, and hence (1 + W/R) > 0,
because R > 1 for ¢ < ¢,,. Thus it suffices to consider the sign and monotonicity of the bracketed
(right-most) term in (A10). First suppose (1 — 056g) > 0, which means (1 — ¢(1 — 056g)) > 0. Since
W/(W +1) <0,dP,/dec < 0. So if g < 1/6g, vaccination reduces the escape pressure regardless
of the coverage c. Now consider 6z6s > 1. R decreases withcand R > 1forc < é. z:= —Re % <0
increases with R > 1, so z decreases with ¢ € (0, ¢). The Lambert W function W (z) increases with its
argument z € (—1/e,0), so it decreases with c. W/(1 + W) is an increasing function of W € (0, —1)
and hence it is a negative, decreasing function of c. These imply

d [14+c(0s0p—1) W W | d (1+c(0s0g—1) 1+c¢(0s0p—1) d w
de 1—c(1—0591)1+W} ‘W—i—l dc<1—c(1—9391)> 1—0(1—0591)d0<1+W>
(A11)
where the first derivative in the RHS is positive and the second is negative. Hence the LHS is
negative. Thus dFP,/dc is a decreasing function of ¢, with at most one root, ¢,,. The if and only if
condition for ¢,, > 0is dP,/dc > 0 at ¢ = 0. Evaluating (A10) at ¢ = 0, the condition for ¢,,, > 0
becomes

_WO
Wy+1
(A12), as (19), can be written in the form (escape boost) > g(Ry)(transmission blocking) for a function
g. Here g(Ro) = —Wy /(1 + Wy); while in the endemic scenario, g(Ry) = 1/(Ry — 1).

0p0s —1 > (1 — 0s6;)

=:Ophs — 1 with Wy = W (—Roe f0) (A12)

Analytic results the endemic models

-At) 0 w
The SIRS system (7)-(9) can be written in the form (A1)-(A3) with o = l‘i_sc and M(¢t) = ( At) -1 0
0 +1 —w

Thus, (4) holds. We write the system with natural dynamics (10)-(12) as u = xy + M(t)u, v =
—A(t) —p 0 0
xy +M(t)v, with M(t) = A(t) —1—p 0 |andx} = (u(1-c),0,0) = 1x{, v(0) = au(0)
0 +1 — 1
for a = cfs/(1 — ¢). Both u(t),1(t) :== a~!v(t) solve the initial value problem y(t) = F(t,y(t)) =
M(t)y(t) + xu,y(0) = u(0). By uniqueness of solutions, u(t) = a(t), and hence (4) still holds.

A.2 Analytical results for leaky vaccine immunity

We modify the SIR model of Section 2.1 to have “leaky” immunity, instead of polarised [16]:

Sy = —SyA(t) Sy = —Sy0sA(t) (A13)
Iy = SyA(t) — Iy Iy = SyfOsA(t) — Iy (A14)
Su(0) =1—c> Iy(0) Sy (0) =¢> Iy(0) (A15)

For ¢ = 1 or ¢ = 0, (A13)-(A15) become a standard SIR model: S = —RySI, I = RySI — I,
S(0) =1 > I(0) > 0if ¢ = 0, and the same but with Ry — Ry0s0; for ¢ = 1. We assume
Ro0s0;, Ry > 1 so that the outbreak grows in both situations. The final sizes are

1
Cy=1+—W (=Rpe o Cy =1
v=1%% (—=Roe™™) V=1 R0s0,

respectively, where W is the Lambert-W function [21]. From (A16) and (18) we find that the relative
escape pressure in a fully-vaccinated population under the “leaky” immunity assumption is P,/(1) :=

W (—Roesele—f%"s@f) (A16)
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0pCy/Cy = Gglﬁa(l), proportional to the relative escape pressure under polarised immunity. Figures
S1a, S1c are hence identical, except for the vertical variables, 0z and 050g.

For ¢ € (0,1), from (A13), % log Sy = 654 log Sy and s0 Sy (t) = ¢ (Su(t)/(1 — ¢))’%, which deviates
from (4). However, we can still study the system through Sy (¢) and A(t) = Ro(Is + 6011v):

S =-Suh  A=RolSy +0s0rSyIA — A = Ry | Sy + 0501 — —~-Su’ | A=A (A17)

(I-o¢)

Using the chain rule and initial conditions (A15), d\/dSy = —Rg — RoSy?5'ef56; /(1 — )% + 1/ Sy,
S0 A(t) = Ro(1 — ¢ — Sy) + chrRo[1 — (Sy/(1 — ¢))s] — log ((1 — ¢)/Sy). Setting lim; ;oo A(t) = 0,
(A18) defines S = limy_, Sy < 1 — ¢, the final size of the unvaccinated susceptible compartment:

clr
(1—c)s

(1= 0)% — (5)%5] — — log -

S =1-
U c+ RO S(O]O

(A18)
The cumulative number of infections in each group are Cy(c) = 1 —c — Sg© and Cy(c) = ¢ —

limy_yeo Sy (1) = ¢ |1 — (S%°/(1 —¢))?| s0, for0 < ¢ < 1,
U

oo \ 0Os
Pule) = Cr(e) + 05Cv(c) = [1 ~ o1 - 0) — S — b <f§> ] (A19)

and where Sg is the unique solution in (0,1 — ¢) of (A18) for R, > 1. For R, < 1, we set Py = 0.
Figures S1b, S1d are the equivalent of Figure 1b for the “leaky” and polarised transient models. The
effect of 6 is qualitatively the same in all models, regardless of vaccination coverage.
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(a) Relative escape pressure Pa(l). (b) Relative escape pressure P, (¢).
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(c) Relative escape pressure P, (1). (d) Relative escape pressure P, (c).

Figure S1: As Figure 1 but for the transient scenario. The qualitative behaviour is the
same as in the endemic scenario. Top row is with polarised immunity, bottom row is for leaky
immunity. The escape pressure is larger with leaky immunity instead of polarised immunity
(as seen in the different variables in the vertical axis of (c) or the maximum values of P,
attained in (d)).
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(a) Relative escape pressure P,(c). (b) Relative escape pressure P,(c).

Figure S2: As Figure 2, but for the transient scenario with polarised immunity. The quali-
tative behaviour is the same as in the endemic scenario. The same behaviour appears in the
transient scenario with leaky immunity (plots not shown).
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(@) Relative escape pressure Py(c). (b) Relative escape pressure P,(c).

Figure S3: As Figure 2, but with a lower relative contribution to escape from vaccinated
hosts: g = 5 instead of 6 = 10. Here vaccination that fully blocks infection (8s = 0)
or onward transmission (§; = 0) reduces the escape pressure at any vaccination coverage
(Py(c) < 1 for e > 0). In other words, here 0; > 0. However, the escape pressure is still more
sensitive to 05 than 6;. The same behaviour appears in the transient scenario with leaky or
polarised immunity (plots not shown).

15


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.29.22282822
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.29.22282822; this version posted February 17, 2023. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

0.0

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

20
18
16
14
12
10
08
06
0.0 02 0.4 06 08 10
6s

(@) Relative escape pressure P,(0.1).

0.6

6s
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Figure S4: Relative escape pressure P(0.1) as a function of the vaccine efficacies s and
0; for a fixed vaccination coverage ¢ = 0.1. (a) is for the transient scenario and (b) is for
the endemic scenario: the qualitative results are the same. As expected, reducing 6s or 0;
decreases the escape pressure, because this corresponds to more effective vaccines. How-
ever, the contour lines that gives constant escape pressures are roughly vertical, meaning
that the escape pressure decreases is much more sensitive to 65 than 0;. As in Figures 2,
52, Ry = 1.4 and g = 10. The same behaviour appears in the transient scenario with leaky
immunity (plots not shown).

04 05 0.6 07 0.8 09 10
s

Figure S5: 0 (the value of the relative contribution to escape from the vaccinated above
which intermediate coverages maximise the escape pressure) in the endemic scenario, as
given by (19). We only plot values of the susceptibility VE 05 above 0.4, because 0 quickly
grows without bounds as 6s — 0 (the vaccines become better at preventing infection). In
other words, 0 is more sensitive to 65 than 6;, as P (see, e.g., Figure S4). Ry = 1.4.
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(a) Relative escape pressure P,(0). (b) Relative escape pressure P,(0).

C C

(c) Relative escape pressure P,(0). (d) Relative escape pressure P,(0).

Figure S6: As Figures 1b, S1b, but with different R, such that vaccination alone cannot
achieve herd-immunity (¢ > 1). (a), (b): Ry = 2.8. The escape pressure is non-zero even
in a fully vaccinated population (c = 1), because there is still transmission. Nevertheless,
the vaccination coverage that maximises the escape pressure is always less than 1, so the
escape pressure does not peak at a fully vaccinated population regardless of how much cases
in vaccinated individuals contribute to the escape pressure (c,, < 1). ¢° < 1 is the vertical
asymptote of the white curve, the limit of ¢,, as 0 — 0. (c), (d): Ry = 9. For large 0,
the escape pressure increases monotonically with the vaccination coverage ¢ and is largest
at a fully-vaccinated population (c = 1). As with the other plots of this paper, the qualitative
behaviour of the transient (left column) and endemic (right column) scenarios is the same. We
do not show plots for the transient scenario with leaky immunity, but the qualitative behaviour
is the same.
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