
Supplementary Information: Prophylactic
antiviral therapy can block SARS-CoV-2

infection, in theory
Peter Czuppon, Florence Débarre, Antonio Gonçalves, Olivier Tenaillon,

Alan S. Perelson, Jérémie Guedj, François Blanquart

Contents

S1 Continuous virus production model 2
S1.1 Connection to a burst model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

S2 Burst model 4
S2.1 Establishment probability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

S3 Comparison of the continuous-production and burst model 6

S4 Combination therapy in the HighN parameter set 8

S5 Extinction time distribution of viral infection 9
S5.1 Effect of increasing virus clearance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

S6 Time to detectable viral load 12
S6.1 Growth rate of the viral population to leading order . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

S7 Parameter estimation 14
S7.1 Parameter estimates for individuals plotted in Fig. 1 in the main text . . . . . . . 14

S8Varying the reproductive number R0 15

1



S1 Continuous virus production model

We recall the model from the main text. Virus particles are denoted by V , target cells by T ,
infected cells in the eclipse phase by I1 and infected cells producing the virus by I2. We use a
previously studied within-host model of virus production (Pearson et al., 2011; Conway et al.,
2013). The underlying individual based reactions are the following:

V +T
β−→ I1, infection of target cells,

I1
k−→ I2, end of eclipse phase,

I2
δ−→∅, infected cell death,

I2
p−→ I2 +V , virus production,

V
c−→∅, virus clearance.

(S1)

Since we model the early state within-host dynamics of a viral infection, we can assume that
the number of virus particles, V , is very low so that the number of target cells is not strongly
affected by transformation to infected cells, i.e. T (t ) ≈ T (0) = T0. Then, the first reaction can
be rewritten as

V
βT0−→ I1 . (S2)

Using standard techniques to derive a set of ordinary differential equations from this set
of reactions (e.g. Anderson and Kurtz, 2011), we find the system given in eq. (1) in the main
text. Note, that in the main text we use capital letters to denote densities while here the capital
letters refer to the actual numbers of cells and virus particles.

S1.1 Connection to a burst model

Since the individual based model is built on stochastic interactions of cells and virions, the
number of virions produced by an infected cell is a random variable. Assuming that all
virions are released at a single time, typically at cell death, the number of released virions,
the burst size, follows a geometric distribution (Hataye et al., 2019). This can be seen by the
following reasoning: the life-time of an infected cell is exponentially distributed with mean
1/δ and during this time there is a continuous production of virions at rate p. This production,
assuming that it is a Markovian process, is described by a Poisson process (see (Anderson and
Kurtz, 2011) for the general theory of modeling chemical reactions). The probability of the
burst size, denoted by N , to be of size j is then given by the following calcualation:

P(N = j ) =
∫ ∞

0

(pt ) j

j !
e−pt︸ ︷︷ ︸

j virions produced until time t

δe−δt︸ ︷︷ ︸
cell still alive at time t

d t

= p jδ

j !

∫ ∞

0
t j e−(p+δ)t d t

=
(

p

p +δ

) j δ

p +δ .

(S3)
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This is the distribution of a geometrically distributed random variable with success probability
p/(p +δ). Intuitively, the infected cell has undergone j +1 steps, where the initial j steps
resulted in the production of a virus (term (p/(p +δ)) j ) and the ( j +1)-th step was its death
(term δ/(p +δ)). The mean of this geometric distribution is p/δ. The continuous-production
model can therefore be seen as equivalent to a burst size model with a burst size N having a
geometric distribution with mean p/δ.
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S2 Burst model

The continuous-production model is more likely to be relevant for SARS-CoV-2 (Park et al.,
2020), and was therefore chosen in the main text. Here we examine how a burst model would
affect our findings. In a burst model, we assume that virus is produced in an infected cell but
is only released to the environment upon cell death. The number of virus particles released is
therefore a random number which we again denote by N .

In the reactions in Eq. (S1), we need to replace the virus production and cell death lines by

I2
δ−→ NV. (S4)

In order to be consistent with the continuous-production model, we set the mean of the burst
size to p/δ.

In the following we assume that the burst size is Poisson-distributed. There are two reasons
for this choice: (i) it is analytically relatively easy to handle, and (ii) it represents the other end of
the spectrum of negative-binomially distributed burst sizes when compared to the continuous-
production model which is equivalent to a geometrically-distributed burst size. A negative
binomial distribution is defined by a success probability q and a dispersion parameter r . The
mean is given by qr /(1−q). It relates to the geometric distribution by setting r = 1 and to the
Poisson distribution by letting r →∞. The probabilities of establishment for the continuous-
production model and the Poisson-distributed burst size model represent the two extremes of
negative-binomially distributed burst size models with dispersion parameter r ∈ (1,∞). This
holds because the establishment probability can be computed by the probability generating
function (Haccou et al., 2005) which is continuous and monotone in the dispersion parameter
r . It is given by

g (z) =
(

1−q

1−qz

)r

, (S5)

where z is an auxiliary variable.

S2.1 Establishment probability

We compute the establishment probability of the virus in the burst size model. A key ingredient
is the offspring distribution of a single virus particle. The offspring distribution is given by a
zero-inflated Poisson distribution:

P(0 virus offspring) = c

c +βT︸ ︷︷ ︸
no cell infected

+ βT

c +βT
e−N︸ ︷︷ ︸

infected cell with 0 virions produced

,

P( j virus offspring) = βT

c +βT

N j

j !
e−N , for j ∈ {1,2,3, ...}.

(S6)

The life cycle of a virus (conditioned on infecting a cell) is given by a three step process: cell
infection, eclipse phase and virus production within an infected cell. Ignoring this time delay
which is irrelevant if we just consider the establishment probability, the virus population can
be modeled by a discrete time branching process. At each time all virions alive at the time step
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before produce a random number of virions according to the offspring distribution given in
eq. (S6).

The extinction probability of a time-discrete branching process, when starting with one
individual, is given by the non-trivial fixed point of the probability generating function of
the offspring distribution, i.e. the fixed point in the interval (0,1) (Haccou et al., 2005). The
probability generating function is given by

g (z) = E[zN ] = c

c +βT
+ βT

c +βT
eN (z−1), (S7)

where z is an auxiliary variable and E denotes the expectation of the random burst size N . The
fixed point of this function is given as

z∗ = c

c +βT
−

W
(
−N exp

(
−N βT

c+βT

))
N

, (S8)

where W (x) is the Lambert-function (sometimes also called the product logarithm). It is
defined for x ≥−exp(−1). For values below this threshold, we need to solve eq. (S7) numeri-
cally. In fact, when plotting the establishment probability in Fig. S1 below, we solve eq. (S7)
numerically because the approximation of the Lambert-W function W (x) is inaccurate for
negative x, especially when close to −exp(−1).

The establishment probability, denoted ϕ, is then given by

P(virus survives) =ϕ= 1−min(1, z∗)V0 , (S9)

where V0 is the initial number of virions. For alternative derivations of this result see also
Pearson et al. (2011) and Conway et al. (2013).
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S3 Comparison of the continuous-production and burst model

We compare the establishment probability from the burst model described above with that
obtained in the continuous-production model. Redrawing the first row of Fig. 1 from the
main text and comparing it with the corresponding graphs obtained from the burst model,
we do not see any qualitative difference between the two models, cf. Fig. S1. As outlined in
Section S2, the two studied models can be seen as the extreme values of a model continuum.
By varying the dispersal parameter r of the negative binomial distribution, one can explore
the entire continuum between the geometrically distributed burst size (which is equivalent to
the continuous-production model) and the Poisson-distributed burst size model. Therefore,
it seems safe to say that the exact mechanism by which we implement virus production
in the model will only result in (minor) quantitative differences on the probability of virus
establishment.

Parameter set p [d−1] T0 [cells] N [virions] R0 [cells]

Low burst size (LowN) 13.2 6×106 ≈ 22.76 7
High burst size (HighN) 116 ≈ 4.9×105 200 7

Table S1: Model parameters used in the main text and for the simulations in Fig. S1. The
remaining parameters are not changed between the simulations and are set to:
k = 5 d−1, δ= 0.58 d−1, c = 10 d−1, β= 7.403×10−7 d−1.

6



0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

antiviral drug efficacy ε j

es
ta

b
li

sh
m

en
tp

ro
b

ab
il

it
y
ϕ

antiviral drug efficacy ε j

low burst size parameter set (LowN) high burst size parameter set (HighN)

continuous
output model

burst model

V0 = 1

V0 = 10

V0 = 100

reducing burst size N reducing infectivity β

Figure S1: Comparison of establishment probabilities in the continuous-production and
burst model. The first row consists of the same figures as the first row in Fig. 2
in the main text. The second row corresponds to the burst model. Theoretical
approximations of the establishment probability for the burst model are obtained
from Eq. (S9) adapted to the different scenarios.
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S4 Combination therapy in the HighN parameter set

We investigate the effect of combination therapy in the high burst size parameter set (Table S1).
We find that the overall shape of the curves do not change. A higher burst size decreases the
establishment probability of the virus. If we compare Fig. S2(b) with Fig. 3 in the main text, we
see that a ten-fold increase of the initial inoculum in the HighN parameter set (V0 = 100) gives
similar quantitative results as the LowN parameter set with V0 = 10. This can be attributed to
our ten-fold increase of the burst size when deriving the HighN parameter set from the LowN
parameter set.
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Figure S2: Combination therapy in the HighN parameter set. We plot the establishment
probability of different combination therapies as was done in Fig. 3 in the main text.
Dots are averages from 100,000 stochastic simulations obtained using the HighN
parameter set with (a) V0 = 10 or (b) V0 = 100.
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S5 Extinction time distribution of viral infection

We compute the distribution of the extinction time of a small initial viral inoculum within the
host. To compute this quantity, the initial viral load, V0, and the efficacy of the drug, ε j , need
to be such that establishment is not ensured. Otherwise, a within-host infection will establish.
In that case, the extinction time can be computed by the deterministic within-host dynamics
as stated in eq. (1) in the main text, and will not result from stochastic events but rather from
the loss of susceptible cells to maintain the within-host epidemic. We are therefore interested
in extinction events without a major outbreak of the infection, i.e. an infection prevented by
taking the antiviral drugs.

Our approximation of the extinction time distribution relies on the burst-analog of the
continuous-production model as outlined in Section S1.1. We further change from the
continuous-time to a discrete-time setting which allows us to explicitly compute the extinction
time distribution with the probability generating function g (z). For a geometrically distributed
burst size we have

g (z) = E[zN ] = c

c +βT
+ βT

c +βT

δ

p +δ−pz
. (S10)

The probability for extinction of the virus population in the l−th generation conditioned on
extinction can be computed explicitly by the probability generating function. The formula
for the extinction time Text = min(t : V (t ) = 0) when starting with V0 virions initially, reads as
follows:

P(Text = l ) =
V0∑

i=1

(
V0

i

)
P(Text = l )i P(Text < l )V0−i

=
V0∑

i=1

(
V0

i

) (
gl (0)− gl−1(0)

)i gl−1(0)V0−i ,

(S11)

where gl (0) = g (g (...(g (0))...)) is the l−fold application of the probability generating function
evaluated at z = 0. For the conditioned probability of extinction in the l−th generation, we
need to multiply the unconditioned probability in eq. (S11) by (1−ϕ j ) where j denotes the
parameter affected by the antiviral treatment (β, p or δ).

Lastly, we need to translate our finding for the discrete-time model to the continuous-time
model. A possible approximation is multiplying the discrete time by the average time of one
virus generation. The average time of one virus generation is given by the sum of the average
time to infect a target cell, the average time of the eclipse phase and the average lifespan of a
virus-producing cell, i.e.

tdiscrete 7→ tdiscrete

(
1

c +βT0
+ 1

k
+ 1

δ

)
. (S12)

This crude translation from discrete to continuous-time introduces an error because we
accumulate all the extinction events at the end of a generation. Therefore, we overestimate the
actual extinction time. This is especially notable for low extinction times. Since the average
time for a virus to get cleared or to infect a cell is much smaller than the lifespan of an infected
cell, we would actually need to distinguish between two cases: either the virus gets cleared
immediately in which case the average time between two virus generations is reduced to
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1/(c +βT0) (on average), or it infects a cell and generates virus offspring in which case the
mapping given in eq. (S12) is accurate. In our approximation we account for this boundary
effect by setting the time of the first generation (we start at generation zero) to 1/(c +βT0). The
second generation we set to 2/(c +βT0)+1/k +1/δ. In general, the l−th generation should be
given by the time translation in eq. (S12), i.e. l /(c +βT0)+ l /k + l /δ. To connect the time of the
second generation to this value we linearly interpolate between the time of the first generation
and the time of the sixth generation given by 6/(c +βT0)+6/k +6/δ. For instance, the time
of the third generation is approximated by 3/(c +βT0)+9/(4k)+9/(4δ). This heuristic works
reasonably well, even for low starting viral populations, see for instance Fig. S3 for V0 = 10 and
V0 = 100.
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Figure S3: Distribution of extinction times of the within-host virus population. We plot the
distribution of extinction times when starting with (a) V0 = 10 and (b) V0 = 100 virus
particles. The theoretical predictions (solid lines) are obtained by eq. (S11) and
the time-change described in eq. (S12). The histograms are obtained from 10,000
stochastic simulations for which the virus population went extinct. We used the
LowN parameter set, see Table S1, and ε j = 0.9.

S5.1 E�ect of increasing virus clearance

Here we show that drugs increasing virus clearance c and decreasing virus infectivity β result
in the same extinction time distributions in the LowN parameter set. In Fig. S4 we see that in
the LowN parameter set there is just a very small difference between the simulation results and
theoretical predictions obtained for antiviral drugs reducing virus infectivity and increasing
virus clearance. This similarity can be attributed to the fact that virus clearance c and virus
infectivity βT0 are of the same order of magnitude. If these two quantities were different, the
effect of the antiviral drug targeting the parameter that is larger in order of magnitude would
have a stronger impact.
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Figure S4: Distribution of extinction times of the within-host virus population for antiviral
drugs affecting virus clearance and virus infectivity. The lines and histograms are
obtained in the same way as those in Fig. S3 by adapting the equations to the tpye
of antiviral drug studied.
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S6 Time to detectable viral load

In this section, we study the mean time to reach a certain amount of viral load at the infection
site within the host. We approximate this time using a mixture of deterministic and stochastic
arguments. For branching processes there are typically two outcomes: either the process goes
extinct or grows indefinitely (Haccou et al., 2005). The deterministic model is captured by the
mean of such a branching process, i.e. it takes into account both possible outcomes. Therefore,
if we condition the branching process on survival, the deterministic model will typically
underestimate the actual size of the corresponding branching process (Desai and Fisher, 2007).
One can correct this error by rescaling the deterministic process by the probability of survival.
In our specific setting this means that the number of virus particles at any time t can be
estimated as follows:

E[V (t )] =ϕ(t )E[V (t );V (t ) > 0]+ (1−ϕ(t ))E[V (t );V (t ) = 0]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

⇐⇒ E[V (t );V (t ) > 0] = E[V (t )]

ϕ(t )
,

(S13)

where V (t ) denotes the random variable for the number of virus particles at time t , ϕ(t ) the
survival probability of the branching process until time t and E[V (t );V (t ) > 0] the expectation
of V (t ) for a surviving trajectory until time t .

To compute the time to for the viral load to reach a certain threshold we set ϕ(t) = ϕ. In
other words, we approximate the survival of the branching process until time t by the total
establishment probability expressed in eq. (4) in the main text. This is a good approximation
when the threshold is sufficiently large, because the probability of extinction becomes negli-
gible once this threshold is reached. The other term on the right-hand side in eq. (S13), the
mean of the stochastic process E[V (t)], can be approximated by the deterministic model of
the within-host model defined in eq. (1) in the main text.

As explained in the main text, we set the threshold viral load 2,000 virions (Fig. 4 in the main
text). The mean time to reach this threshold value is then approximated by the time when the
size 2,000ϕ is reached in the deterministic model.

In Fig. S5 we plot the deterministic prediction without rescaling by the establishment
probability ϕ (shaded lines) and compare it to our estimate (full lines). We see that for
low inoculum sizes, e.g. V0 = 1, the deterministic model indeed overestimates the time to
reach 2,000 virions, see Fig. S5(a). For larger inoculum sizes, e.g. V0 = 100, the establishment
probability approaches one and the deterministic prediction is indistinguishable from our
estimate, cf. Fig. S5(b). We do not plot the lines for antiviral drugs increasing infected cell
death (parameter δ) for clarity.

S6.1 Growth rate of the viral population to leading order

The exponential growth rate of the deterministic model described in eq. (1) in the main text
is given by the leading eigenvalue of the system when evaluated at the origin, i.e. at zero
virions. For efficacies close to the critical efficacy, the eigenvalue is small and can therefore
be approximated by the root of a linear equation instead of a higher order polynomial. This
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Figure S5: Mean time to reach a detectable viral load. We plot the deterministic prediction
(shaded curves) along with our approximation from eq. (S13). In panel (a) where
the inoculum is set to V0 = 1, there is a considerable difference between the deter-
ministic and stochastic prediction (∼ 1 day). For large inoculum sizes, panel (b),
we only plot the deterministic prediction because it overlaps with the stochastic
prediction due toϕ≈ 1 for all efficacy values below the critical threshold (see Fig. 2A
in the main text). The light grey region depicts the region where establishment is
completely prevented by an antiviral drug reducing viral production p, i.e. ϕp = 0.
The analogous region for an antiviral drug reducing viral infectivity (parameter β),
i.e. ϕβ = 0, is colored in dark grey. We used the LowN parameter set, see Table S1.
Dots represent averages from 10,000 stochastic simulations that reached a viral load
of 2,000 virus particles.

yields R0−1
1

c+βT0
+ 1

k + 1
δ

. A Mathematica notebook showing this calculation is deposited at: gitlab.

com/pczuppon/virus_establishment.
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S7 Parameter estimation

Patient data from Young et al. (2020) were fitted using the set of differential equations presented
in eq. (1) in the main text. To ensure identifiability of critical parameters of the viral dynamics,
i.e. the basic reproductive number R0, the loss rate of infected cells δ and the viral production
p, the remaining parameters c, k and V0 were fixed. Viral clearance c was fixed to 10 day-1.
For the eclipse phase k and the initial inoculum V0 we tested different values: 1, 3 or 5 day−1

for k, and 10−1, 10−2 or 10−3 log10 copies.mL−1 for V0 (see Gonçalves et al. (2020) for details).
Parameters were estimated in a non-linear mixed effect model using the SAEM algorithm
implemented in Monolix (www.lixoft.com). The best fit using all available patient data resulted
in the parameter values R0 = 7, δ= 0.58 and p = 13.2, the principal data set used in the main
text (LowN parameter set).

S7.1 Parameter estimates for individuals plotted in Fig. 1 in the main text

Applying this method to data from four single patients in Young et al. (2020), we obtain the
best parameter set for each individual. These individual parameter sets were used to plot the
deterministic curves in Fig. 1 from the main text. The exact parameter values are given in
Table S2.

Patient ID R0 δ p

2 (blue) 8.82 0.67 12
4 (orange) 7.92 0.63 12.61

11 (red) 8.87 0.79 11.87
18 (green) 9.65 0.45 17.03

Table S2: Model parameters used for the deterministic fits in Fig. 1 in the main text. The
other parameters are as stated in the Figure. The colors correspond to the line colors
in the Figure.
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S8 Varying the reproductive number R0

The basic reproductive number in our reference data set in the main text is R0 = 7. This value
is obtained by setting the incubation time of the virus to 5 days and performing the parameter
estimation as described in Section S7. Here, we vary this value to check the generality of our
results. We examine the best fit parameter sets for an incubation time of 2 and 10 days and
apply the same method as outlined in Section S7. For these shorter and longer incubation
times we find R0 values of 12.2 and 4.3, respectively. The exact estimates for all parameters are
given in Table S3 in the sets ‘High R0 – LowN’ and ‘Low R0 – LowN’, respectively. Additionally,
we also study the same R0 values for a ten-fold increase in burst size (‘High R0 – HighN’ and
‘Low R0 – HighN’ in the table).

Parameter set p [d−1] δ [d−1] N [virions] β [d−1] T0 [cells] resulting R0

High R0 – LowN 21.8 0.63 ≈ 35 ≈ 9.08×10−7 6×106 12.2
High R0 – HighN 220.5 0.63 350 ≈ 9.08×10−7 4×105 ≈ 12.2
Low R0 – LowN 11.9 0.58 ≈ 21 ≈ 4.42×10−7 6×106 4.3
Low R0 – HighN 116 0.58 200 ≈ 4.42×10−7 2.6×105 ≈ 4.3

Table S3: Model parameters used in the stochastic simulations. The remaining parameters
are not changed between the simulations and are set to: k = 5 d−1, c = 10 d−1.

Critical efficacies are shifted with the alternative parameter sets (compare Fig. 1 in the
main text and Fig. S6). This is not surprising since these values crucially depend on the
basic reproductive number R0. Below the critical efficacy, antiviral drugs which reduce the
viral infectivity are more efficient in reducing virus establishment within the host than drugs
reducing the burst size. This is true for all studied parameter sets, irrespective of the burst size
and the exact value of R0.
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Figure S6: Establishment probability for different choices of R0. The parameter sets corre-
sponding to the graphs in this Figure are given in Table S3. The theoretical predic-
tions are obtained from eqs. (5) and (6) from the main text for the orange and blue
curves, respectively.
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