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Abstract

This paper presents a disease-severity-structured epidemic model with treatment neces-
sary only to severe infective individuals to discuss the effect of the treatment capacity on
the disease transmission. It is shown that a backward bifurcation occurs in the basic repro-
duction number %, where a stable endemic equilibrium co-exists with a stable disease-free
equilibrium when %y < 1, if the capacity is relatively small. This epidemiological implica-
tion is that, when there is not enough capacity for treatment, the requirement %y < 1 is not
sufficient for effective disease control and disease outbreak can happen to a high endemic

level even though % < 1.
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1 Introduction

Treatment is an important method to decrease the spread of diseases such as measles, tubercu-
losis and flu (see, for example [3]). In classical disease transmission models, the treatment rate
of infective individuals is assumed to be proportional to their number. However, it is natural to
think that there is some capacity for the treatment, including limited beds in hospitals, or an

insufficient supply of medicine. Such a limited capacity, in [5], was considered as
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ds
7 oST — uS
dl
dR

where T'(-) is the treatment rate defined as the function of I:

rl, 1< Cy
rCr, 1>Cy

T(I) =

with the per capita treatment rate r and the capacity Cr. Here, S(t), I(t), and R(t) denote

the numbers of susceptible, infective, and recovered individuals at time ¢, respectively. A is
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the recruitment rate of the population, u the per capita natural death rate of the population,
€ the per capita disease-related death rate, p the per capita natural recovery rate of infective
individuals, o the disease transmission coefficients of infective individuals. Characterizing the
dynamics of disease transmission models often requires the basic reproduction number %, the
average number of new cases that would be generated by a typical infected individual introduced
into a completely susceptible population. In general, the phenomenon forward bifurcation is
observed, where the disease-free equilibrium loses its stability and a stable endemic equilibrium
appears as % increases through one. [5] figured out, however, backward bifurcations occur,
where a stable endemic equilibrium co-exists with a stable disease-free equilibrium when %y < 1
(as illustrated in Fig. 3 in [5]), due to the low treatment capacity. The fact implies that the
requirement % < 1 is not sufficient for effective disease control and disease outbreak can happen
to a high endemic level even though %, < 1.

In case of less-lethal diseases (not to mention non-lethal diseases), we can assume ¢ = 0 when
the disease-related death rate is negligibly small compared with the natural death rate. Besides,
for such diseases, infective individuals do not always need treatment in that they can recover
by themselves in mild case. To discuss the effect of the treatment capacity on the transmission
of non-lethal or less-lethal diseases, in this paper, we consider the following disease-severity-

structured epidemic model, which is more realistic than the above mentioned model if ¢ = 0:

dsS +
i A— 0,51, — O’sS[IS]CI — S

dl,,
= omSI,, + JSS[IS]ESI —(w+p+8)In
t (1.1)

dl,
=5 = BI,, — T(Is) — pls
o = (Ls) — p
dR
= = T(I,) + pI,,, — uR.
7 (Is) + ply — pR

Here, new unknown functions Is(t) and I,,(t) denote the number of severe infective individuals
who need treatment, and the number of non-severe (that is, mild) infective individuals who
do not need it, respectively. Also, new parameters o,, and o, are the disease transmission
coefficients of mild and severe infective individuals, respectively, 8 the severity coefficient of

mild infective individuals. Furthermore,
[Is]a = max{0, I, — Cr},

by which o4S[I S]JCFI means the transmission rate of severe infective individuals exceeding the

capacity. We assume all the parameters to be positive constants and the initial data given as
S(0) >0, I,(0)>0, I,0)>0, I,(0)+1Is0)>0 R(0)>0.

As a result, backward bifurcation occurs for (IL1]), which leads to the same scenario as mentioned
above, if the treatment capacity C7 is relatively small. Details of our results and their proof are

found in the next section and Section 3. We summarize our findings in Section 4.



2 Basic reproduction number and equilibria

To analyze (II]), we only focus on the three dimensional ODEs:

dsS

= = A— 0, STy, — USS[Is]a — uS
dl,,
W = UmS[m + USS[IS]Z‘I - (:u +p+ B)Im (2’1)
dI

— =01, —T(I;) — ul;

7 =P (Is) —

since the first three equations in (I.I]) are independent of the variable R. For (2.]), uniqueness of
the solutions is ensured by the Lipschitz continuity of its right-hand side although the right-hand
side is not differentiable because of [I S]JCFI and T'(Iy).

Disease-free equilibrium is required to derive the basic reproduction number %;. Obviously,

the model (2.I) has always a disease-free equilibrium Ej expressed as

(&MJQ:<éﬁﬂ>
W

According to the concept of next generation matriz, let x = (I, I5, S) and write (21 as
d
— = F(x) =7 (@),
where .# is the rate of production term of new infection and —% otherwise. From the viewpoint
of local behavior in completely susceptible population, the first principal matrices (defined as
F,V below) of the Jacobian matrix of # and ¥ at disease-free equilibrium play a key role of
defining %y (see [2], [4]). Then the disease-free equilibrium is as (I,,, Is,S) = (0,0, A/u) and

the first principal matrices F,V are given as

Am p+B+p 0
F= , V=
0 O - w+r

Hence, the basic reproduction number for (2.1]) is

Ao
Ry = ||FVv = —2
o= | p(p+ B+ p)

where || M]| represents the spectral radius of the matrix M.

An endemic equilibrium of (2] satisfies

A—o,51, — USS[IS]a —uS =0
ST+ 0uSILJE — (14 p+ B = 0
/BIm - T([s) - N[s =0,



which becomes
A—o0p ST, —puS =0

omSIy — (u+p+ B)L, =0 (2.2)
Bl — (p+7)s =0
if 0 < Iy < Cy, while
A— oSl —0sS(Is—Cr) —uS =0
omSIy +0sS(Is —Cr)—(w+p+5)n =0 (2.3)
Bl —uls —rCr =0
if Oy < I;. When 0 < Iy < Cr and %y > 1, (22) admits a unique positive solution E* =
(S*, Ik, I¥):

yimots

g_btBte o w1 . pB 1)
om M om0 ° om(p+1) "

Clearly, E* is an endemic equilibrium of (2] if and only if

om(p+7)
uhB

In order to obtain positive solutions of (23], solving (23]) in terms of I,,, Is with S and

1<% <1+ Cy.

substituting the result into the first equation, we have

+ 8+ + B+ p)?
where
. (:u' + T)UmUsCI q= HOm
N(Nam + 505) ’ pom + Bog .

Note that p > 0 and 0 < ¢ < 1. When C7 < I,, (Z3) admits possible two positive solutions
E} = (51,1, 13), E5 = (S5, 1,,,I%,) where

. Bt+B+
S1 ZMTM{%—MQ—\/(%o—p—Q)2—4pq},
. B+B+
5 ZNTM{%—MH\/(%o—p—Q)2—4pq},
5, =15 = P it

om  p+B+p T om  ptBtp  p
We see that I, > 0 and I, > Ct are equivalent to
C
S<u+ﬁ+p<%_om(u+r) 1>7
Om uB

which implies that (2.I]) does not have any endemic equilibria if Zy < o, (u+7)Cr/(13). From

the above, we have the following:



Lemma 2.1. 1)) has always a unique disease-free equilibrium Ey, and has an endemic equi-

librium E* if and only if

Om(p+ 1)
1p

Moreover, (2.1)) does not have any endemic equilibria in the region Cr < I if

BA
T Rk

1<%0§1+ C[.

For convenience, let
- p+B+p <%0_ am(u—i-r)C]) ‘
Om whB
In order to find endemic equilibria in the region C; < I, by Lemma 2.1 we should consider the

case
BA

(H+r)(ptr+p)
which is equivalent to Zy > om(p + 7)Cr/(1f). To figure out S}, S5 feasible for endemic

Cr <

(2.4)

equilibria, define

m+5+mzﬁ

—7M+5+p(%’0—p+q)5+ 0- (2.5)

Om o2,

f(8) = 5?

When (24)) holds, this quadratic function axis is positive since

om(p+7)Cr
i S p>p—aq. 2.6
5 p>p—gq (2.6)

Then we see that E7 is an endemic equilibrium of (2I]) but not Ej if and only if f(a) < 0 holds
as the axis of f(S) is less than a, or f(a) < 0 holds as the axis of f(S) is greater than or equal

to a, which equivalently implies

m 2 m

,@021—1-70 (t 1)Cr and%0>—p+q+—a (et r)Cr
u3 wB

or (2.7)
1B B

holds, respectively. Since we obtain

am<u+r>01_<_ 20m(M+T)CI>__ (b + 7)o, ( _ﬂ)
b up pras up — Bpom + Bos) cr (u+r)oz, » (28)

([Z7) is equivalent to

om(p+r)Cr . B0,
Ho > 1 f Cr>
0= G, S e,
while
Ko > 1+ Im(p +1)Cr else.
uB



Similarly, both of E} and Ej are endemic equilibria of (Z1J) if and only if

f(a) >0,
(% —p—q)° —4pg > 0, (2.9)
+ 6+
’ufﬂp(,@o—p—l—q) < a.
Om

Clearly, the first and third conditions of (2.9]) are equivalent to

By < 14 Tt Cr (2.10)
uB
and c
20m
Gy > —p+q+ 22me 0 (2.11)
uB

respectively. Also, by (Z6]) and (ZIT), the second one of ([Z9)) is replaced with

Ro > (VP +a) - (2.12)

Thus, it follows from the facts (2.8)) and

2 ([ 20m(p+7)Cr\ _ 2(u+7)opVCr B B0,
(VP +va) < R >— BGiom 1+ Bo) (\/0_1 “7(M+r)a?n)’

2
om(p+1)Cr s (u+r)od B B2os
SR WPV = 5o+ Bor) <\/E (u+r)0%)

that a common range where ([2.4), 2.10), 211)), and (2I12]) hold is

<\/13+\/§)2§%<1+W

if Cr < B%0s/{(n+7)02,} while no the common range exists else. Furthermore, by some tedious

calculation, we see that \/p+ /g <1, \/p + /¢ = 1 are equivalent to

2 2
/ 1 /1 / 1 /1
Hom O O HUOm, Og Os
respectively. Here,

2 </i+;_\ﬁ>2: g i
w+r UOm  Og O (4 + 1o (liwim"i‘o—ls-i-\/gf (p+r)o2,

(2.13)

Cr <

5 5
w+r w+r

2
m
Hence, we have the following;:

Theorem 2.1. Suppose (2.4) and

2
_Poe > <C
(k+r)og,
hold. Then E* is a unique endemic equilibrium of (2.1)) if 1 < %y < 1+ %C’b and EY is
a unique endemic equilibrium if %o > 1 + wCI.

uB



Theorem 2.2. Suppose (24) and

| B / B%o
,LH-T‘( O, O'_s_ as> <Cr< —|—r)02

hold. Then E* is a unique endemic equilibrium of 2.1)) if 1 < %oy < (\/p+ \/_)2, all endemic
equilibria E*, Ef, and Ej exist if (\/p+/9)* < % < 1+0m(“+T)C E5 does not exist but E* and

EY exist if %y = 1+ J’"(”M) Cr, and EY is a unique endemic equilibrium if Zo > 1+ %Qr.

Theorem 2.3. Suppose (2.4]) and

2

2 1 1

er< (,/i+__ Ll
n+r Hom O O

hold. Then E* does not exist as endemic equilibrium for 1)) but EY and Ej exist if (\/p +
Va)? < %o <1, all endemic equilibria E*, E}, and Ej exist if 1 < %y < 1+ wCJ, E3 does
not exist but E* and EY exist if % =1+ %C’L and EY is a unique endemic equilibrium
if Ry >1+ 2Dy

Note that a backward bifurcation with endemic equilibria when %y < 1 is very interesting
in applications. We present the following corollary, a consequence of Theorems 2.1-2.3, to give

a necessary and sufficient condition for such a backward bifurcation to occur.

Corollary 2.1. [21)) has a backward bifurcation with endemic equilibria when %o < 1 if and

only if [24) and
2
2
o (/i+i_ /1)
n+r Hom O O

3 Stability of the equilibria

We have the following results on stability for all the equilibria of (21I).
Theorem 3.1. Fy is asymptotically stable if Zy < 1, but unstable if %y > 1.

Proof. This theorem is a simple consequence of Theorem 2 of [4]. O

Theorem 3.2. E* is asymptotically stable if 1 < %y < 1+ om(uw)

Cr. ET is asymptotically
stable whenever it exists and does not shrink to E5, while E3 is unstable whenever it exists and

does not shrink to EY.

Proof. We analyze the eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrices of ([2.1]) at the equilibria, to which
Lemma A.28 in [3] and Rough-Hurwiz criteria (see, for example [I]) are applied. First, we have

the Jacobian matrix at E*:

—% —oS* 0
JE)=| &-n 0 0
0 B —p—r



and then consider the characteristic equation det(A\Z — J(E*)) = 0 with an identity matrix Z,
which is given as

(A+u+r){A2+%A+u(u+6+p)(%—l)} =0.

It is clear that all eigenvalues of J(E*) have negative real parts when 1 < %y < 1+ WCI,
which implies that E* is asymptotically stable.

For the Jacobian matrix at E3:

_S% —omS5 —0555
J(E3) = s%—/ﬁ omSs ——B—p 055 ,
0 B —p

the characteristic equation det(A\Z — J(E3)) = 0 is given as

(u+ B+ p)(pom +603)\/D_1} 0

A
(A+u){>\2+ (—*—amS§+u+B+p> A—
S3 Om
where Dy = (%o — p — q)? — 4pg and we used relations between roots and coefficients for S}
and S5. Note that D > 0 since we now consider the case ST # S5. Then it is clear that one
eigenvalue of J(E3) is a positive real number, which implies that Ej is unstable.

In order to consider the stability of E}, we similarly have the Jacobian matrix at F7:

_SA} —om ST —055%
j(ET): SA}_/L O-msik_,u—ﬁ—p O'S;S'ik
0 B —p

and the characteristic equation

Om

Ot {3+ (st g p) g LHLEAO T IRVDL
1

To conclude E7 is asymptotically stable, we only have to show that

A
§—am5f+u+ﬂ+p>0,
1
which is proven separately in the following two cases. Recall that

ptB+p (QO_Um(M‘FT)CI) .
uB '

0<S8] <

Om

(i) The case where Zp < 1 + o (p + 7)Cr/(13) holds. By (B.1) we easily see that

M)—l—u—i—ﬂ—kp
whB

om (1 +T)C]>
7Mﬁ > 0.

A A
o~ omSitutBtp> o= (ptf+p) <%—
1 1

A

:S_;_(”Jrﬂ”) <%—1—



(ii) When Zp > 1+ o (1 +7)Cr/(13) holds, it follows that

2
fm):_(u+6+p)du+rﬂh<%b_l_omw+¢ﬂh>SO’ (3.2)
Om i3 pup
where f is defined by (2.5]). We obtain
A
1
p+B+p . (u+5+m%b< 1 )}
=—— (% —-1—-p+¢g ST+ ———"— g+ ——
5 {( 0 p+q) S p— 7y
since f(S7) = 0. Define
(u+5+mﬁo< 7 )
S)=—(Bo—1-p+q)S+-——= g+ —F—).
9(8) = = (Zo p+q) p— L7y
Then the proof will be completed if g(S7) > 0, equivalent to
(1 + B+ p)%o ( 0 )
0< 57 < + 3.3
P o (@o—1-p+a) ptB+p (33)
since Zy — 1 — p+q > 0 by (2.0).
Now we consider a quadratic function h given as
m(p+7)Cr p om(p+1)Cr
hx::f—<1+5Jﬁ————+p+—————>x+1+p—q——————<
(=) whB p+B+p ( ) wB
By some tedious calculation, we see that h(%p) < 0 if and only if
o< (L + B+ p)%o <+ p )
om (%o —1—p+q) p+B+p
which, together with (3.2)), implies that (3.3]) holds. Clearly, h(x) has the two zeros aq, as:
1 om(p+1)Cr p )
=1+ —C /Dy,
“ 2( w3 LR TEy g 2
1 om(p+7)Cr w >
= (1+ 22— p+———— 4+ /Dy ),
2 2( w3 STy ?
where
2
m 1 B m
Dy = (HL o M) (L+p—@omp+1)Cr _
ptB+p up Bp(n+ B+ p)
Note that a; <1+ oy (p+ r)Cr/(uB) < ae. Hence, only consideration in the case
%() > (o (34)

remains to complete the proof. Let

(1 + B+ p)%oq

b= .
O’m(ﬁo—l—p‘l'Q)

9



Then we have

b<

(1 + B+ p)%o ( L ><a,
om (%Zo—1—p+q) p+p+p
where the first inequality is clearly verified and the second one is by the fact that the case (8.4)

(3.5)

ensures h(Z%y) > 0 as discussed above. Furthermore, we obtain

RS N PR VRS A
(Bo—1—-p+q)° \ " B

since ¢ < 1 and (34). It follows from ([B:2), (33), (B:6]), and the convexity of the function f that

(1 + B+ p)%o p
f<0m(%’o—1—p+q) <Q+M+B+p>> <0

which implies that (B3] holds. The proof is then complete. O

f(b) = (3.6)

200 —
150 -
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50 -

07\ P S S S R R N
1 2 3 4 5

Figure 1: A bifurcation diagram with C; = 40 that satisfies
%ﬁ: < (7, where the vertical axis shows % and the horizontal
one the value I, in equilibrium. The bifurcation from the disease-
free equlibrium at %y = 1 is forward and (Z1]) has a unique endemic

equilibrium for %y > 1.

E* exists even if Zy = 1+ oy (u + 7)Cr/(puB) as mentioned in the previous section. For
the case, the stability of E* is not determined by the same method as in the proof of Theorem
3.2 since the right-hand side of (2.1 is not differentiable at E*. Such situations where the
equal sign just holds, however, cannot be expected to be found in nature and can be assumed
to be neglected without loss of biological generality. Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 then completely

give local properties of all equilibrium solutions for (2.1I)). Typical bifurcation diagrams are
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Figure 2: A bifurcatio2n diagram with C7 = 10 that satisfies
u“—fr (\/% + 0—% — \/%) <Cr < (ﬁfﬁ, where the vertical and
horizontal axes are the same as Fig. 1. Dashed line represents the
unstable equilibrium E3. The bifurcation at %y = 1 is forward
and there is a backward bifurcation from an endemic equilibrium at
Ko =1+ % = 1.286, which leads to the existence of multiple

endemic equilibria.

illustrated in Figs. 1-3 in correspondence with three sizes of C7, where other parameters are
given as o, = 05 = 0.0, 0 = 0.8, p = 1.0, = 0.8, and g = 0.7. In particular, we present the
following corollary to clarify the stability of endemic equilibria for the backward-bifurcation case

mentioned in Corollary 2.1.

Corollary 3.1. Suppose 24]) and

Cr <

2
v (,/i+i—\/i) (3.7)
BT Hom  Os Os

hold. Then EY is asymptotically stable while E3 is unstable if (\/p + \/6)2 < %y <1, both E*
and EY are asymptotically stable while E5 is unstable if 1 < %y < 1+ %CI, and EY 1s
asymptotically stable if %y > 1+ %C’[.

4 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we have proposed a disease-severity-structured epidemic model with treatment

necessary only to severe infective individuals, which is higher dimensional and also more realistic
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Figure 3: A Dbifurcation diagram with C; = 4 that satisfies

2
Cr < ,ff,, (V % + als - \/a%) , where the vertical and horizontal

axes are the same as Fig. 1. Dashed line represents the unstable equi-

librium E3. The graph shows a backward bifurcation with endemic

equilibria when %y < 1.

than [5] for non-lethal or less-lethal diseases, to discuss the effect of the treatment capacity on
the disease transmission. Our bifurcation analysis reveals local properties of all the equilibrium
solutions to fully mathematically obtain bifurcation diagrams for any situation. We have shown
in Corollary 2.1 that backward bifurcations occur because of the insufficient capacity for treat-
ment, which generalizes [5] in the non-lethal disease case or in the less-lethal disease case where
the disease-related death rate is too small to be neglected. Once a backward bifurcation occurs,
as shown in Corollary 3.1, a stable endemic equilibrium co-exists with a stable disease-free equi-
librium when %y < 1. This leads to the same scenario as [5], that is, the requirement %, < 1
is not sufficient for effective disease control and disease outbreak can happen to a high endemic
level even though %y < 1.

By Corollary 3.1, no backward bifurcations occur if Cy is so large that (2.4]) does not hold.
When C7 is not so large and satisfy (2.4]), however, it follows from Theorems 2.1-2.3 that a
backward bifurcation can occur depending on either or both of o, and os. A novel aspect
of our results is a clear formulation representing the effect of the treatment capacity by the
necessary and sufficient condition ([B7]) derived for the occurrence of backward bifurcations.
This means that we understand in an explicit way how each parameter, as well as C7, plays a
role of preventing or promoting the backward-bifurcation scenario. Let us fix C such that (B8.7)

does not hold. Then no backward bifurcations occur. Even if o, increases, (8.1) has not held

12



forever since its right-hand side is a decreasing function in o,,, which implies that o,,, plays a role
of preventing backward bifurcation from occurring. On the other hand, from a similarly simple
observation, we can see that o5 plays a role of promoting the backward-bifurcation scenario.
We have not shown global properties of all solutions for (2.1I). This is because our model has
a higher dimension than that of [5] and then cannot have the same method as in [5], that is,
using the theory of planar dynamical system, applied to it. In order to carry out global analysis
for (2.I0), appropriate Lyapunov functions should be constructed when an endemic equilibrium
uniquely exists, while much more sophisticated mathematics may be required when multiple
endemic equilibria coexists, which will be left for future work. Besides that, as with treatment,
vaccination is important to decrease the spread of diseases, and the number of vaccines is also
practically limited. Based on the work of this paper, we can consider an epidemic model with
capacities of vaccination as well as treatment to discuss the effect of both these capacities on

the disease transmission, which will be presented on another occasion.
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