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Specifics of coinfection and it’s dynamics

S. Ghersheen, V. Kozlov, and U. Wennergren

Abstract. It is essential to understand the dynamics of epidemics in the presence of coex-
isting pathogens. There are various phenomenon that can effect the dynamics. In this paper,
we formulate a mathematical model using different assumptions to capture the effect of these
additional phenomena such as partial cross immunity, density dependence in each class and
a role of recovered population in the dynamics. We found the basic reproduction number
for each model which is the threshold that describes the invasion of disease in population.
The basic reproduction number in each model shows that the persistence of disease or strains
depends on the carrying capacity. In the model of this paper, we present the local stability
analysis of the boundary equilibrium points and observed that the recovered population is not
uniformly bounded with respect to K.

SIR model, coinfection, carrying capacity, global stability

1. Introduction

The evolution and epidemiology of parasite virulence has been the main research focus from
many years. The aim is to study and understand different traits like persistence, interaction,
role of immunity and treatment of diseases. Each of this trait has its own importance and
with the time, due to the (emergence and evolution) of new pathogens, is becoming more com-
plicated to understand. The most complicated issue is understanding how parasite diversity
within individual hosts alters the selective forces determining virulence. We are interested to
analyse the dynamics of when the host is infected by the different specie of parasite or with the
number of different parasite species at a time. This phenomenon commonly known as coinfec-
tion. Coinfection of different pathogen species or different pathogen has not been completely
understandable yet due to its complexities. In order to provide the deeper understanding of
evolution and dynamics of multiple pathogens virulence researchers are focused now on the
interaction of these parasite species and the consequences of their emergence in the host. We
have analysed, in [6], [7], [8] and [9], models for coinfection under different assumptions on
the interaction between strains to understand the role of crucial parameters in the dynam-
ics. Since Multi-strain pathogens impose a substantial burden of morbidity and mortality
[10].There are many studies [2, 12, 3] which explains the severity of coinfection in general.
Also in [4, 11, 1, 5] several models of disease specific coinfection has been studies.Some ting
more In this paper, the aim is to address the some possible situations which are common in the
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case of single infection but are not been studied in detail yet in the case of coinfection.e dis-
cuss the effect of density dependence in each class and influence of immunity and partial cross
immunity on disease dynamics in coinfection case. In the first model we consider that each
class density is restricted by carrying capacity K . This model is an extension of our previous
models in [6, 7] and involves many complexities. However to make it analytically solvable, we
have certain assumption in this case. We assume that the recovered population is completely
immune from disease or strains upon the recovery and also the new born in recovered class
have life long immunity. In the next model we consider that the new born in the recovered class
are not immune. They born as a susceptible and become the part of susceptible population
which is realistic in the case of many diseases. One of the crucial features in multi pathogen
coexistence is the presence of cross immunity, whereby infection by one strain induces partial
immunity or complete cross immunity towards future. We discuss the case of complete cross
immunity in the first model and in model 4, we relax this assumption and consider the case of
partial cross immunity. This bring more complexity in the dynamics. In all our previous and
present models we consider the mass action type transmission to diminish further complexity.
It is interesting to see the role bilinear incidence rates in disease dynamics which has been
considered in one of the models given in this paper. We observed that the dynamics of disease
depends on carrying capacity in each model.

2. Formulation of the models

In this section we formulate a model including coinfection of two infectious agents in
population. The model given below is an SIR model where we consider density dependence in
each class.

We formulate an SIR model with the recovery of each class and assume that infected and
recovered populations can reproduce. We also assume that a susceptible individual can be
infected with both strains or any of the single strain as a result of contact with coinfected
person. Moreover coinfection can occur as a result of contact between two single infection
individuals or coinfected and single infected individuals. However, to make model analytically
solvable, we assume that the recovered class is completely immune after recovery and we
consider pseudo-mass action incident rates or bilinear incident rate and model then is given
by the following system of differential equations

S′ =

(

b(1−
N

K
)− α1I1 − α2I2 − (β1 + β2 + α3)I12 − µ0

)

S,

I ′1 =

(

b(1−
N

K
) + α1S − η1I12 − γ1I2 − µ1

)

I1 + β1SI12,

I ′2 =

(

b(1−
N

K
) + α2S − η2I12 − γ2I1 − µ2

)

I2 + β2SI12,

I ′12 =

(

b(1−
N

K
) + α3S + η1I1 + η2I2 − µ3

)

I12 + (γ1 + γ2)I1I2,

R′ =

(

b(1−
N

K
)− µ′

4

)

R+ ρ1I1 + ρ2I2 + ρ3I12,

(1)
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where S represents the susceptible class, I1 and I2 are infected classes from strain 1 and strain
2 respectively, I12 represents co-infected class, R represents the recovered class. Also,

N = S + I1 + I2 + I12 +R

is the total population. We use the following parameters

• b is the birthrate of each class
• K is carrying capacity of class ;
• ρi is recovery rate from each infected class (i = 1, 2, 3);
• βi is the rate of transmission of single infection from coinfected class (i = 1, 2);
• γi is the rate at which infected with one strain get infected with the other strain and
move to coinfected class (i = 1, 2);

• µ′
i is death rate of each class, (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) and µi = ρi + µ′

i, i = 1, 2, 3;
• α1, α2, α3 are rates of transmission of strain 1, strain 2 and both strains (in the case
of coinfection),

• ηi is rate at which infected from one strain getting infection from co-infected class
(i = 1, 2).

The possibility of simultaneous transmission from a single contact with a dually infected
individual, which we model according to the assumption α3 > 0. An underlying assumption
in the model is that individuals in all disease states have the same contact rate; we do not
assume that individuals have fewer contacts if they are infected. Moreover, it is reasonable to
assume that birth rate b > µj, j = 1, 2, 3, 4, otherwise population dies out quickly. We also
assume here the case when the death rate of recovered population is greater than the death
rate of susceptible population, i.e

µ0 < µ′
4 < µ′

j, j = 1, 2, 3. (2)

Since, in this model we assume the complete cross immunity therefore, the death rate of
recovered class is relatively lower than other infected classes. It is also reasonable to assume
that the death rates due to coinfection are greater than the death rate due to single infection
due to the severity of coinfection.

Moreover, we assume that

σ1 < σ2 < σ3, (3)

where

σk =
µk − µ0

αk

, k = 1, 2, 3

Another important parameter for our study is the modified carrying capacity defined by

S∗∗ =
K

b
(b− µ0).

which directly dependent on K and a key parameter in dynamics.

Remark 2.1. Note that we are not considering here the case when

µ′
4 < µ0 < µ′

j, j = 1, 2, 3.
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Certainly it is also important to consider that case but since, course of infection can make the
individual’s immune system weak therefore it is possible that their death rate is higher than
the susceptible ones. We leave the more detail analysis of this case to the future work.

3. Boundedness of solutions

In this section first, we show that the solution of system (1) is bounded and next, we show
some important estimates for boundedness of total population N.

Proposition 3.1. If (S, I1, I2, I12, R)(t) is a solution of (1) with S(0) positive then

S(t) ≤
1

1
S∗∗ (1− e−(b−µ0)t) + 1

S(0)e
−(b−µ0)t

. (4)

In particular,

S(t) ≤ max{S∗∗, S(0)} (5)

and

lim sup
t→∞

S(t) ≤ S∗∗. (6)

Proof. It follows from the first equation of (1)

S′ − (b− µ0)S ≤ −
bS2

K
,

which can be written as

(Se−(b−µ0)t)′ ≤ −
b

K
e−(b−µ0)tS2.

Dividing both sides by (Se−(b−µ0)t)2 and integrating from 0 to t gives,

e(b−µ0)t

S
≥

b

K(b− µ0)
(e(b−µ0)t − 1) +

1

S(0)
,

which leads to (4).

Relations (5) and (6) are direct consequences of (4). �

Proposition 3.2. The total population N(t) satisfies

(i)

N(t) ≤
1

1
S∗∗ (1− e−(b−µ0)t) + 1

N(0)e
−(b−µ0)t

. (7)

In particular,

N(t) ≤ max{S∗∗, N(0)} and lim sup
t→∞

N(t) ≤ S∗∗. (8)

(ii)

N(t) ≥
1

b
K(b−µ′

3
)(1− e−(b−µ′

3
)t) + 1

N(0)e
−(b−µ′

3
)t
. (9)

In particular,

N(t) ≥ min{
K

b
(b− µ′

3), N(0)} and lim inf
t→∞

N(t) ≥
K

b
(b− µ′

3). (10)
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Proof. (i) Summing up all the equations of (1) gives

N ′ − (b− µ0)N ≤ −
bN2

K
,

which can be written as

(Ne−(b−µ0)t)′ ≤ −
b

K
e−(b−µ0)tN2.

Dividing both sides by (Ne−(b−µ0)t)2 and integrating from 0 to t gives,

e(b−µ0)t

N
≥

1

S∗∗
(e(b−µ0)t − 1) +

1

N(0)
,

which leads to (7).
Relations in (8) are direct consequences of (7).

(ii) Summing up all the equations of (1) gives

N ′ − (b− µ′
3)N ≥ −

bN2

K
,

which can be written as

(Ne−(b−µ′

3
)t)′ ≥ −

b

K
e−(b−µ′

3
)tN2.

Dividing both sides by (Ne−(b−µ′

3
)t)2 and integrating from 0 to t gives,

e(b−µ′

3
)t

N
≤

b

K(b− µ′
3)
(e(b−µ′

3
)t − 1) +

1

N(0)
,

which leads to (9).
Relations in (10) are direct consequences of (9).

�

3.0.1. Boundaries for N . Here we discuss the boundaries for an equilibrium state.

Summing up all the equations in (1) at S, I1, I2, I12, R non-zero gives

b(1−
N

K
)N − µ0S − µ′

1I1 − µ′
2I2 − µ′

3I12 − µ′
4R = 0. (11)

Above equation can be written as

b

K
(N∗∗ −N)N − (µ′

1 − µ0)I1 − (µ′
2 − µ0)I2 − (µ′

3 − µ0)I12 − (µ′
4 − µ0)R = 0, (12)

where N∗∗ = K(1− µ0

b
).

It follows from (12) and (2)
N ≤ N∗∗.

Moreover, it follows from the first equation of (1)

b

K
(N∗∗ −N)− α1I1 − α2I2 − α̂3I12 = 0. (13)

Dividing equations (12) by (13) gives

N =
(µ′

1 − µ0)I1 + (µ′
2 − µ0)I2 + (µ′

3 − µ0)
′I12 + (µ′

4 − µ0)R

α1I1 + α2I2 + α̂3I12
. (14)
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If I1 + I2 + I12 6= 0 then

N ≥ min
I1+I2+I12 6=0

(µ′
1 − µ0)I1 + (µ′

2 − µ0)I2 + (µ′
3 − µ0)

′I12

α1I1 + α2I2 + α̂3I12
,

= min

(

µ′
1 − µ0

α1
,
µ′
2 − µ0

α2
,
µ′
3 − µ0

α3

)

= σ1.

(15)

Hence σ1 ≤ N ≤ N∗∗.

3.0.2. Boundaries of N −R. Summing up the first four equations in (1) at an equilibrium
state S, I1, I2, I12 gives

b(1−
N

K
)(N −R)− µ0S − µ1I1 − µ2I2 − µ3I12 = 0. (16)

Above equation can be written as

b

K
(S∗∗ −N)(N −R)− (µ1 − µ0)I1 − (µ2 − µ0)I2 − (µ3 − µ0)I12 = 0. (17)

Moreover, it follows from the first equation of (1)

b

K
(S∗∗ −N)− α1I1 − α2I2 − α̂3I12 = 0. (18)

Dividing equations (17) by (18) gives

N −R =
(µ1 − µ0)I1 + (µ2 − µ0)I2 + (µ3 − µ0)

′I12

α1I1 + α2I2 + α̂3I12
. (19)

If I1 + I2 + I12 6= 0 then σ1 ≤ N −R ≤ σ3.

4. Equilibrium points and their properties

In this section we discuss the all equilibrium points and some of their basic properties. We
rewrite the system (1) for equilibrium points as follows

(

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− α1I1 − α2I2 − (β1 + β2 + α3)I12 − µ0

)

S = 0,

(

b(1 −
N

K
) + α1S − η1I12 − γ1I2 − µ1

)

I1 + β1SI12 = 0,

(

b(1 −
N

K
) + α2S − η2I12 − γ2I1 − µ2

)

I2 + β2SI12 = 0,

(

b(1−
N

K
) + α3S + η1I1 + η2I2 − µ3

)

I12 + (γ1 + γ2)I1I2 = 0,

(

b(1−
N

K
)− µ′

4

)

R+ ρ1I1 + ρ2I2 + ρ3I12 = 0.

(20)

In the next subsection, we discuss those equilibrium points which do not exist or are always
unstable.
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4.1. Equilibrium points with one zero Ii-component and all zero Ii-components.

There are two equilibrium point where one of the I component is zero and coinfected class
is present and one equilibrium point where both single infections are non zero but coinfected
class is zero. There is one equilibrium point where both single infections are absent but the
component I12 is non zero. These equilibrium points do not exist because it directly follows
from the second and third equation of (20) if I1 = I2 = 0 then I12 must be zero. It means that
the coinfection can not exist in the absence of both single infectious agents. Next we consider
the equilibrium point with I1 = I2 = I12 = 0 but S 6= 0 and R 6= 0. i.e

g0 = (S∗, 0, 0, 0, R∗).

Then it follows from the first and last equation of (20) that

b

(

1−
N

K

)

= µ0 and b

(

1−
N

K

)

= µ′
4,

which have no common solution since µ0 6= µ′
4.

4.2. Equilibrium points with zero S or R-component. Let R = 0 then it follows
from the last equation of (20) that I1 = I2 = I12 = 0 and there are only two such equilibrium
points in this case G1 = (0, 0, 0, 0, 0) and G2 = (S∗∗, 0, 0, 0, 0). The equilibrium point G1 is
always unstable. Next we consider the case when R 6= 0 and S = 0.

The first equilibrium point in this category is g1 = (0, 0, 0, 0, R∗∗) and this point is unstable.
The next three equilibrium points in this case are

g2 = (0, I∗1 , 0, 0, R
∗) , (21)

where

I∗1 =
K

b
(b− µ1)−R∗, R∗ =

ρ1(b− µ1)

(µ′
4 − µ′

1)
.

g3 = (0, 0, I∗2 , 0, R
∗) , (22)

where

I∗2 =
K

b
(b− µ2)−R∗, R∗ =

ρ2(b− µ2)

(µ′
4 − µ′

2)

and

g4 = (0, 0, 0, I∗12, R
∗) , (23)

where

I∗12 =
K

b
(b− µ3)−R∗ R∗ =

ρ3(b− µ3)

(µ′
4 − µ′

3)
.

By (2), the R-component in the equilibrium points g2, g3, g4 is negative .Therefore these equi-
librium points do not exist. Let us now consider the case when one of the infected class is zero
with S = 0. The next three equilibrium point in this categories are as follows

g4 = (0, I∗1 , 0, I
∗
12, R

∗) , (24)
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where I∗1 , I
∗
12, R

∗ can be found by solving the following equations

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− η1I12 − µ1 = 0,

b

(

1−
N

K

)

+ η1I1 − µ3 = 0,

(

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− µ′
4

)

R+ ρ1I1 + ρ3I12 = 0.

(25)

It follows from the (25), that

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− µ1 > 0,

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− µ′
4 < 0.

(26)

This implies that µ1 < b
(

1− N
K

)

< µ′
4, which contradicts (2). Therefore this equilibrium point

does not exist.

g5 = (0, 0, I∗2 , I
∗
12, R

∗) . (27)

where I∗2 , I
∗
12, R

∗ can be found by solving the following equations

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− η2I12 − µ2 = 0,

b

(

1−
N

K

)

+ η2I2 − µ3 = 0,

(

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− µ′
4

)

R+ ρ2I2 + ρ3I12 = 0.

(28)

It follows from the (28), that

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− µ2 > 0 and b

(

1−
N

K

)

− µ′
4 < 0. (29)

Therefore µ2 < b
(

1− N
K

)

< µ′
4, which contradicts (2). Hence this equilibrium point does not

exist. Similarly for equilibrium point g6 = (0, I∗1 , I
∗
2 , I

∗
12, R

∗), we have

µ1 < µ2 < b

(

1−
N

K

)

< µ4,

which contradicts (2). Therefore g6 does not exist.

4.3. Stable Equilibrium points. The system (1) has thirty two equilibrium points and
the equilibrium points with zero S,R-components do not exist. Moreover those equilibrium
points in which coinfection is present with one single infection and without any single infection
do not exist. This guarantees that the coinfection is mediated by two single infectious agents.
Our aim is to describe here stable equilibrium points. Note that all equilibrium points with
zero S or R- components do not exist. Also the equilibrium points with one non-zero I -
component do not exist. Therefore there are seven non-zero equilibrium points in this case.
There is one stable non-trivial disease-free (or a healthy equilibrium) equilibrium point which
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means disease is absent. In the present notation the disease-free equilibrium corresponds to
I1 = I2 = I12 = R = 0, and it follows from (20) that

G2 = (S∗∗, 0, 0, 0, 0).

The next equilibrium points must have non zero S and R components. The first equilibrium
point with the presence of the first strain is

G3 = (S∗, I∗1 , 0, 0, R
∗) .

where S∗, I∗1 , R
∗ can be found by solving the following equations

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− α1I1 − µ0 = 0,

b

(

1−
N

K

)

+ α1S − µ1 = 0,

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− µ′
4 + ρ1

I1

R
= 0

(30)

and equilibrium point with the presence of the second strain is

G4 = (S∗, 0, I∗2 , 0, R
∗) ,

where S∗, I∗2 , R
∗ can be found by solving the following equations

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− α2I2 − µ0 = 0,

b

(

1−
N

K

)

+ α2S − µ2 = 0,

b

(

1−
N

K

)

− µ′
4 + ρ2

I2

R
= 0.

(31)

Note that equilibrium points G3, G4 are independent of parameters βi, γi, i = 1, 2.

The remaining equilibrium point is coexistence equilibrium point i.e

G5 = (S∗, I∗1 , I
∗
2 , I

∗
12, R

∗)

with all non zero components.

5. Equilibrium point: Existence and Local Stability

In this section we discuss the existence and local stability of equilibrium points G2, G3, G4

and G5.
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5.1. Equilibrium point G2. The equilibrium point G2 always exists. The Jacobian
matrix evaluated at G2 = (S∗∗, 0, 0, 0, 0) is

J =













−(b− µ0) −(α1 +
b
K
)S∗∗ −(α2 +

b
K
)S∗∗ −(α̂3 +

b
K
)S∗∗ −(b− µ0)

0 α1(S
∗∗ − σ1) 0 β1S

∗∗ 0
0 0 α2(S

∗∗ − σ2) β2S
∗∗ 0

0 0 0 α3(S
∗∗ − σ3) 0

0 ρ1 ρ2 ρ3 µ0 − µ′
4













.

The second, third and fourth diagonal elements are negative if S∗∗ < σ1 and by (2) the
remaining diagonal elements are also negative. Therefore the equilibrium point G2 is stable if
S∗∗ < σ1 or equivalently K < K∗ where

K∗ =
bσ1

b− µ0
. (32)

5.2. Equilibrium point G3.

5.2.1. Existence. It follows from the first and second equation of (30) that

S + I1 =
µ1 − µ0

α1
= σ1. (33)

Also from the first equation of (30) we get

I1 =
b

Kα1
(S∗∗ − σ1 −R) =

b

Kα1
(Ŝ1 −R), Ŝ1 = S∗∗ − σ1. (34)

The components R and I1 are positive if Ŝ1 > 0 and 0 < R < Ŝ1. We obtain equation for R

by substituting I1 and S = σ1 − I1 in the last equation of (30) and dividing by b
K

gives

f(R,K) = 0, (35)

where

f(R,K) =

(

(Ŝ1 −R) +
K

b
(µ0 − µ′

4)

)

R+
ρ1

α1
(Ŝ1 −R).

In what follows, it is convenient to consider the component of the equilibrium point as a
function of K. Next differentiating the (35) w.r.t R we obtain that

∂f

∂R
=

(

(Ŝ1 −R) +
K

b
(µ0 − µ′

4)

)

−R−
ρ1

α1
(36)

and it follows from (35) that
(

(Ŝ1 −R) + K
b
(µ0 − µ′

4)
)

< 0. Therefore ∂f(R,K)
∂R

< 0.

Moreover
∂f(R,K)

∂K
=

(

b− µ0

b
+

µ0 − µ′
4

b

)

R+
ρ1

α1
(
b− µ0

b
). (37)

Since
df(R,K)

dK
=

∂f

∂R

dR

dK
+

∂f

∂K
= 0,

then
dR

dK
= −

∂f
∂K
∂f
∂R

> 0. (38)
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Since f(0) = bρ1
Kα1

Ŝ1 > 0 and f(Ŝ1) =
b
K
Ŝ1(µ0 − µ′

4) < 0, equation (35) has a unique solution

in (0, Ŝ1) which depends on K.This implies that R(K∗) = 0. Moreover, for S component, it
follows from the first and third equation of (30) that

I1 =
(µ′

4 − µ0)R

α1R+ ρ1
. (39)

Using (39) in (33), we get

S =
α1(µ1 − µ′

4) +
ρ1
R
(µ1 − µ0)

α1(α1 +
ρ1
R
)

> 0. (40)

Thus the equilibrium point G3 exist when Ŝ1 > 0 or equivalently S∗∗ > σ1. We finish this sec-
tion by the following property of R which will be helpful in the study of stability of equilibrium
point G3.

Proposition 5.1. Let the equilibrium point G3 exists. Then the following inequality holds

for R,

0 < K
dR

dK
< σ1 +R.

Proof. The proof for the first part of inequality is given by (38). For the second inequality,
it follows from (37) that

K
∂f

∂K
=

(

(Ŝ1 −R) +
K

b
(µ0 − µ′

4) + σ1 +R

)

R+
ρ1

α1
(Ŝ1 −R+ σ1 +R) = 0,

K
∂f

∂K
= f + (σ1 +R)(R+

ρ1

α1
).

(41)

Since f(R,K) = 0 then we have

K
∂f

∂K
= (σ1 +R)(R +

ρ1

α1
). (42)

Next, it directly follows from (36) that

∂f

∂R
< −R−

ρ1

α1
(Ŝ1 −R). (43)

This implies that

−
∂f

∂R
> R+

ρ1

α1
(Ŝ1 −R).

Therefore from (38), we have

K
∂R

∂K
< σ1 +R.

�
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5.2.2. Effect of large K on R. It follows from the first equation of (30)

I1 =
b

Kα1
(S∗∗ − σ1 −R) =

b

Kα1
(Ŝ1 −R). (44)

Solving the first and second equation of (30) together gives

S + I1 =
µ1 − µ0

α1
. (45)

Substituting (44) and (45) in the last equation of (30) gives

−
b

K
R2 +

b

K

(

R∗∗ −
µ1 − µ0

α1
−

ρ1

α1

)

R+
bρ1

Kα1

(

S∗∗ −
µ1 − µ0

α1

)

= 0, (46)

where

R∗∗ =
K

b
(b− µ′

4).

Some simple arguments shows that for large K

R = R∗∗ +O(1),

I1 =
µ′
4 − µ0

α1
+O(

1

K
),

S =
µ1 − µ′

4

α1
+O(

1

K
).

(47)

So if we increase the carrying capacity then the recovered population grows.

5.2.3. Dependence of I1 on K. Let us consider I1 as a function of K, then it follows from
(34) that

dI1

dK
=

b

K2α1
(R+ σ1 −KR′). (48)

Note that dI1
dK

> 0 due to proposition (5.1). Also if S∗∗ = σ1, then R = I1 = 0. Next, using
first equation in (47), we get

I1(K) →
b

Kα1
(S∗∗ −R∗∗) =

µ′
4 − µ0

α1
as K → ∞. (49)

Since the function I1 is monotone, we have

I1(K) <
µ′
4 − µ0

α1
.

5.2.4. Dependence of S on K. Consider (40) and rewrite it as follows

S =
α1R(µ1 − µ′

4) + ρ1(µ1 − µ0)

α1(α1R+ ρ1)
, (50)

and
dS

dK
=

ρ1R
′(µ0 − µ′

4)

(α1R+ ρ1)2
. (51)

It is evident from proposition 5.1 and (2) that dS
dK

< 0. Since R(K∗) = 0, then from (50) it
follows that

S(K∗) =
µ1 − µ0

α1
. (52)
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Next, using first equation in (47), we get

S →
α1(µ1 − µ′

4) +
ρ1
R∗∗ (µ1 − µ0)

α1(α1 +
ρ1
R∗∗ )

=
µ1 − µ′

4

α1
as K → ∞. (53)

Relation (53) and (52) gives

µ1 − µ′
4

α1
< S(K) <

µ1 − µ0

α1
.

5.2.5. Local stability. The Jacobian matrix evaluated at G3 = (S∗, I∗1 , 0, 0, R
∗) is

J =





























−

b

K
S

∗

−(α1 +
b

K
)S∗

−(α2 +
b

K
)S∗

−(α̂3 +
b

K
)S∗

−

b

K
S

∗

(α1 −

b

K
)I∗1 −

b

K
I
∗

1 −(γ1 +
b

K
)I∗1 β1S

∗

− (
b

K
+ η1)I

∗

1 −

b

K
I
∗

1

0 0 b

(

1−
N

K

)

+ α2S
∗

− γ2I
∗

1 − µ2 β2S
∗ 0

0 0 (γ1 + γ2)I
∗

1 b

(

1−
N

K

)

+ α3S
∗ + η1I

∗

1 − µ3 0

−

b

K
R

∗

ρ1 −
b

K
R

∗

ρ2 −
b

K
R

∗

ρ3 −
b

K
R

∗

−ρ1
I∗1
R∗

−

b

K
R

∗





























.

Due to the block structure of the matrix the stability of the above matrix is equivalent to the
stability of the following two matrices

J1 =





− b
K
S∗ −(α1 +

b
K
)S∗ − b

K
S∗

(α1 −
b
K
)I∗1 − b

K
I∗1 − b

K
I∗1

− b
K
R∗ ρ1 −

b
K
R∗ −ρ1

I∗
1

R∗ − b
K
R∗



 , (54)

and

J2 =

[

b(1− N
K
) + α2S

∗ − γ2I
∗
1 − µ2 β2S

∗

(γ1 + γ2)I
∗
1 b(1− N

K
) + α3S

∗ + η1I
∗
1 − µ3

]

. (55)

The characteristic polynomial of matrix J1 is given by

λ3 + a2λ
2 + a1λ+ a0 = 0

where

a0 = ρ1α
2
1

SI21
R

+
bα2

1

K
SI1R+

bα1ρ1

K
SI1,

a1 = α2
1SI1 +

ρ1b

K

I21
R

+
ρ1b

K
I1 +

ρ1b

K

SI1

R
,

a2 =
b

K
N +

ρ1I1

R
.

(56)

By the Routh-Hurwitz criterion, the stability condition is given by

a2a1 − a0 =
bα1

K
(µ′

1 − µ0)SI1 + (
b

K
N +

ρ1I1

R
)

(

ρ1b

K

I21
R

+
ρ1b

K
I1 +

ρ1b

K

SI1

R

)

> 0.

Therefore the matrix J1 is stable and the stability of matrix J is equivalent to the stability of
matrix J2. So

det J2 =

(

b

Kα1
(α1 − α2 − γ2)(Ŝ −R) + α2(σ1 − σ2)

)(

b

Kα1
(α1 − α3 + η1)(Ŝ −R) + α3(σ1 − σ3)

)

− β2(γ1 + γ2)S
∗I∗1 .

(57)
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We rewrite the detJ2 as follows

∆1(K) = detJ2 = P1Q1 − U1, (58)

where

P1(K) =

(

b

Kα1
(α1 − α2 − γ2)(Ŝ −R) + α2(σ1 − σ2)

)

,

Q1(K) =

(

b

Kα1
(α1 − α3 + η1)(Ŝ −R) + α3(σ1 − σ3)

)

,

U1(K) = β2(γ1 + γ2)S
∗I∗1 .

(59)

The sign of the determinant depends on the sign of P1 and Q1. First, we consider ∆1(K
∗) =

α2α3(σ2 − σ1)(σ3 − σ1) > 0 where K∗ is defined by (32). Also

P1(K
∗) = α2(σ1 − σ2) < 0 and Q1(K

∗) = α3(σ1 − σ3) < 0, (60)

and det(J2) > 0. Hence the matrix J2 is stable at K = K∗. Let us introduce K0 as the largest
number, K0 > K∗, such that P1(K) < 0 and Q1(K) < 0, K∗ ≤ K < K0. Let K1 > K∗ be the
first root of detJ2(K) = 0. So detJ2(K) > 0 for K ∈ [K∗,K1). Clearly, K1 < K0. Therefore
the matrix J2 is stable on [K∗,K1) and lose its stability at K1.

Next, for further study of stability of matrix J2 on the root K1, we assume that

δ1 = (α1 − α2 − γ2) > 0 and δ2 = (α1 − α3 + η1) > 0 (61)

and
µ′
4 − µ0

α1
<

1

2
σ1, (62)

then by proposition (5.1), we have

dP1

dK
=

bδ1

K2α1
(R+ σ1 −KR′) > 0 (63)

and
dQ1

dK
=

bδ2

K2α1
(R+ σ1 −KR′) > 0. (64)

Since P1 and Q1 are negative on [K∗,K0], then

(P1Q1)
′ = P ′

1Q1 + P1Q
′
1 < 0. (65)

Furthermore for U1 we consider

dSI1

dK
= (σ1 − 2I1)

dI1

dK
=

b

K2α1
(σ1 − 2I1)(R+ σ1 −KR′). (66)

This implies that µ′
4 − µ0 < µ1−µ0

2 . Therefore by (62), dSI1
dK

> 0. Hence the function P1Q1 is
decreasing with respect to K on [K∗,K0] where P1, Q1 < 0 together with SI1. This shows that
∆1(K) is decreasing function and ∆1(K

∗) > 0.

Furthermore, for large K it follows from the first equation of (47) that

P1 =
δ1

α1
(µ′

4 − µ0) + α2(σ1 − σ2) +O(
1

K
), (67)

Q1 =
δ2

α1
(µ′

4 − µ0) + α3(σ1 − σ3) +O(
1

K
) (68)
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and

U1 =
β2(γ1 + γ2)

α2
1

(µ′
4 − µ0)(µ1 − µ′

4) +O(
1

K
). (69)

In this case

∆1(∞) =

(

δ1

α1
(µ′

4−µ0)+α2(σ1−σ2)

)(

δ2

α1
(µ′

4−µ0)+α3(σ1−σ3)

)

−
β2(γ1 + γ2)

α2
1

(µ′
4−µ0)(µ1−µ′

4).

If ∆1(∞) > 0, then
(

δ1

α1
(µ′

4−µ0)+α2(σ1−σ2)

)(

δ2

α1
(µ′

4−µ0)+α3(σ1−σ3)

)

>
β2(γ1 + γ2)

α2
1

(µ′
4−µ0)(µ1−µ′

4) (70)

and the matrix J2 is stable for all K > K∗. But if ∆1(∞) < 0 then matrix J2 is unstable for
all K > K∗ .

Hence equilibrium point G3 is locally stable for all K ∈ [K∗,K1) and loses its stability at
K1 and become unstable for all K ≥ K1. Furthermore, the matrix J2 has two simple eigenvalue
for small ∆1(K), one of them is separated from zero and negative and the other is small and
given by

λ(K) =
∆1

P1(K) +Q1(K)
+O(∆2

1).

Moreover if ∆1(K) = 0 then we have another equilibrium point G5. Biologically the stability of
G3 indicates that strain one can invade in the population alone for a certain value of carrying
capacity, but as K increases, the invasion and persistence of more infections is possible.

5.3. Equilibrium point G4.

5.3.1. Existence. It follows from the first and second equation of (31) that

S + I2 =
µ2 − µ0

α2
= σ2. (71)

Also from the first equation of (31) we get

I2 =
b

Kα2
(S∗∗ − σ2 −R) =

b

Kα2
(Ŝ2 −R), Ŝ2 = S∗∗ − σ2 (72)

The components R and I2 are positive if Ŝ2 > 0 and 0 < R < Ŝ2. We obtain equation for R

by substituting I2 and S = σ2 − I2 in the last equation of (31) and dividing by b
K

gives

f(R,K) = 0, (73)

where

f(R,K) =

(

(Ŝ2 −R) +
K

b
(µ0 − µ′

4)

)

R+
ρ2

α2
(Ŝ2 −R).

Differentiating equation (73) w.r.t R gives

∂f

∂R
=

(

(Ŝ2 −R) +
K

b
(µ0 − µ′

4)

)

−R−
ρ2

α2
(74)

and it follows from (73) that
(

(Ŝ2 −R) + K
b
(µ0 − µ′

4)
)

< 0. Therefore ∂f
∂R

< 0.
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Moreover
∂f(R,K))

∂K
=

(

b− µ0

b
+

µ0 − µ′
4

b

)

R+
ρ2

α2
(
b− µ0

b
) (75)

Since
df(R(K),K)

dK
=

∂f

∂R

dR

dK
+

∂f

∂K
= 0,

we have
dR

dK
= −

∂f
∂K
∂f
∂R

> 0. (76)

Since f(0) = bρ2
Kα2

Ŝ2 > 0 and f(Ŝ2) =
b
K
Ŝ2(µ0 − µ′

4) < 0, therefore equation (73) has a unique

solution in (0, Ŝ2) which depends on K. Moreover, for S component, it follows from the first
and third equation of (31) that

.I2 =
(µ′

4 − µ0)R

α2R+ ρ2
. (77)

Using (77) in (71), we get

S =
α2(µ2 − µ′

4) +
ρ2
R
(µ2 − µ0)

α2(α2 +
ρ2
R
)

> 0. (78)

Hence the equilibrium point G4 exist when Ŝ2 > 0.

Proposition 5.2. Let the equilibrium point G4 exists then the following inequality holds

for R

0 < K
dR

dK
< σ2 +R.

Proof. The proof for the first inequality is given in the case of equilibrium points G4 by
(76). For the second inequality, it follows from (75) that

K
∂f

∂K
=

(

(Ŝ2 −R) +
K

b
(µ0 − µ′

4) + σ2 +R

)

R+
ρ2

α2
(Ŝ2 −R+ σ2 +R) = 0,

K
∂f

∂K
= f(R,K) + (σ2 +R)(R+

ρ2

α2
).

(79)

Since f(R,K) = 0, we have

K
∂f

∂K
= (σ2 +R)(R +

ρ2

α2
). (80)

Next, it easily follows from (74) that

∂f

∂R
< −R−

ρ2

α2
(Ŝ2 −R). (81)

This implies that

−
∂f

∂R
> R+

ρ2

α2
(Ŝ2 −R).

Therefore from (76), we have

K
∂R

∂K
< σ2 +R.
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5.3.2. Effect of large K on recovered class. Solving (31) , we get

−
b

K
R2 +

b

K

(

R∗∗ −
µ2 − µ0

α2
−

ρ2

α2

)

R+
bρ2

Kα2

(

S∗∗ −
µ2 − µ0

α2

)

= 0 (82)

and some simple arguments shows that

R = R∗∗ +O(1),

I2 =
µ′
4 − µ0

α2
+O(

1

K
),

S =
µ2 − µ′

4

α1
+O(

1

K
).

(83)

5.3.3. Dependence of I2 on K. Let us consider I2 as a function of K, then it follows from
(72) that

dI2

dK
=

b

K2α2
(R+ σ2 −KR′) (84)

Note that dI2
dK

> 0 due to proposition (5.2). Also if S∗∗ = σ2 then R = I2 = 0. Next, using first
equation in (47), we get

I2(K) →
b

Kα2
(S∗∗ −R∗∗) =

µ′
4 − µ0

α2
as K → ∞. (85)

Since the function I2 is monotone, we have

I2(K) <
µ′
4 − µ0

α2
.

5.3.4. Dependence of S on K. Consider (78) and rewrite it as follows

S =
α2R(µ2 − µ′

4) + ρ2(µ2 − µ0)

α2(α2R+ ρ2)
, (86)

and
dS

dK
=

ρ2R
′(µ0 − µ′

4)

(α2R+ ρ2)2
. (87)

It is evident from proposition 5.2 and (2) that dS
dK

< 0. Since R(K̂∗) = 0, then from (86) it
follows that

S(K̂∗) =
µ2 − µ0

α2
. (88)

Next, using first equation in (47), we get

S →
α2(µ2 − µ′

4) +
ρ2
R∗∗ (µ2 − µ0)

α2(α2 +
ρ2
R∗∗ )

=
µ2 − µ′

4

α2
as K → ∞. (89)

Relation (89) and (88) gives

µ2 − µ′
4

α2
< S(K) <

µ2 − µ0

α2
.
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5.3.5. Local stability analysis. The Jacobian matrix evaluated at G4 = (S∗, 0, I∗2 , 0, R
∗) is

J =





























−

b

K
S

∗

−(α1 +
b

K
)S∗

−(α2 +
b

K
)S∗

−(α̂3 +
b

K
)S∗

−

b

K
S

∗

0 b

(

1−
N

K

)

+ α1S
∗

− γ1I
∗

2 − µ1 0 β1S
∗ 0

(α2 −

b

K
)I∗2 −(γ2 +

b

K
)I∗2 −

b

K
I
∗

2 β2S
∗

− (
b

K
+ η2)I

∗

2 −

b

K
I
∗

2

0 (γ1 + γ2)I
∗

2 0 b

(

1−
N

K

)

+ α3S
∗ + η2I

∗

2 − µ3 0

−

b

K
R

∗

ρ1 −
b

K
R

∗

ρ2 −
b

K
R

∗

ρ3 −
b

K
R

∗

−ρ2
I∗2
R∗

−

b

K
R

∗





























,

where we partitioned the Jacobian matrix into one 2× 2 and one 3× 3 blocks with

J3 =





− b
K
S∗ −(α2 +

b
K
)S∗ − b

K
S∗

(α2 −
b
K
)I∗2 − b

K
I∗2 − b

K
I∗2

− b
K
R∗ ρ2 −

b
K
R∗ −ρ2

I∗
2

R∗ − b
K
R∗



 , (90)

and

J4 =

[

b(1− N
K
) + α1S

∗ − γ1I
∗
2 − µ1 β1S

∗

(γ1 + γ2)I
∗
2 b(1− N

K
) + α3S

∗ + η2I
∗
2 − µ3

]

, (91)

The stability of the matrix J is equivalent to the stabliliy of the above two matrices. Next,
the characterstic polynomial of matrix J3 is given by

λ3 + a2λ
2 + a1λ+ a0 = 0

where

a0 = ρ2α
2
2

SI22
R

+
bα2

2

K
SI2R+

bα2ρ2

K
SI2

a1 = α2
2SI2 +

ρ2b

K

I22
R

+
ρ2b

K
I2 +

ρ2b

K

SI2

R

a2 =
b

K
N +

ρ2I2

R

(92)

By the Routh-Hurwitz criterion, the stability condition is given by

a2a1 − a0 =
bα2

K
(µ′

2 − µ0)SI2 + (
b

K
N +

ρ2I2

R
)

(

ρ2b

K

I22
R

+
bρ2

K
I2 +

bρ2

K

SI2

R

)

> 0

Therefore the matrix J3 is stable and the stability of matrix J is equivalent to the stability of
matrix J4 So

det J4 =

(

b

Kα2
(α2 − α1 − γ1)(Ŝ2 −R) + α1(σ2 − σ1)

)(

b

Kα2
(α2 − α3 + η2)(Ŝ2 −R) + α3(σ2 − σ3)

)

− β1(γ1 + γ2)S
∗I∗2 .

(93)

We rewrite the detJ4 as follows

∆2(K) = detJ4 = P2Q2 − U2, (94)
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where

P2(K) =

(

b

Kα2
(α2 − α1 − γ1)(Ŝ2 −R) + α1(σ2 − σ1)

)

,

Q2(K) =

(

b

Kα2
(α2 − α3 + η2)(Ŝ2 −R) + α3(σ2 − σ3)

)

,

U2(K) = β1(γ1 + γ2)S
∗I∗2 .

(95)

The sign of the determinant depends on the sign of P2 and Q2. First, we consider ∆2(K̂
∗) =

α2α3(σ2 − σ1)(σ3 − σ1) < 0 where K̂∗ == bσ2

b−µ0
. and

P2(K̂
∗) = α2(σ1 − σ2) > 0 and Q2(K̂

∗) = α3(σ1 − σ3) < 0, (96)

and det(J4) < 0. Therefore the matrix J is unstable at K = K̂∗.

Let us assume that δ3 = (α2 − α1 − γ1) < 0, and δ4 = (α2 − α3 + η2) > 0. Then by
proposition (5.2), we have

dP2

dK
=

bδ3

K2α2
(R + σ2 −KR′) < 0, (97)

dQ2

dK
=

bδ4

K2α2
(R+ σ2 −KR′) > 0 (98)

and
dU2

dK
=

d

dK
(σ2I2 − I22 ) =

bσ2

K2α2
(R+ σ2 −KR′)

(

1−
2b

Kα2
(S∗∗ − σ2 −R)

)

(99)

Moreover, for large K −→ ∞ , it follows from the first equation of (83) that

P2(∞) =
δ3

α2
(µ′

4 − µ0) + α1(σ2 − σ1), (100)

Q2(∞) =
δ3

α2
(µ′

4 − µ0) + α1(σ2 − σ1). (101)

and

U2(∞) =
β1(γ1 + γ2)

α2
2

(µ′
4 − µ0)(µ2 − µ′

4) (102)

Since we assume that α3 < α2 < α1, then

P2(∞) = (µ′
4 − µ1) +

α1

α2
(µ2 − µ′

4)−
γ1

α2
(µ′

4 − µ0) > µ2 − µ1 −
γ1

α2
(µ′

4 − µ0) > 0 (103)

Q2(∞) = (µ′
4 − µ3) +

α3

α2
(µ2 − µ′

4) +
η2

α2
(µ′

4 − µ0) < µ2 − µ3 +
η2

α2
(µ′

4 − µ0) < 0 (104)

It follows from the first equation in (96) , from (103) and monotonicity of P2 that P2 is positive
for all K. Since P2 is always positive, to guarantee local stability, Q2 must be negative but in
that case ∆2(K) < 0. This shows that the equilibrium point G4 is always unstable.

5.4. Coexistence Equilibrium point G5.
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5.4.1. Local stability analysis. The Jacobian matrix evaluated at G5 = (S∗, I∗1 , I
∗
2 , I

∗
12, R

∗)
is

J =





























−

b

K
S

∗

−(α1 +
b

K
)S∗

−(α2 +
b

K
)S∗

−(α̂3 +
b

K
)S∗

−

b

K
S

∗

(α1 −

b

K
)I∗1 + β1I

∗

12 −β1

S∗I∗12
I∗
1

−

b

K
I
∗

1 −(
b

K
+ γ1)I

∗

1 β1S
∗

− (
b

K
+ η1)I

∗

1 −

b

K
I
∗

1

(α2 −

b

K
)I∗2 + β2I

∗

12 −(
b

K
+ γ2)I

∗

2 −β2

S∗I∗12
I∗
2

−

b

K
I
∗

2 β2S
∗

− (
b

K
+ η2)I

∗

2 −

b

K
I
∗

2

(α3 −

b

K
)I∗12 (η1 −

b

K
)I∗12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗

2 (η2 −
b

K
)I∗12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗

1 −(γ1 + γ2)
I∗1 I

∗

2

I∗
12

−

b

K
I
∗

12 −

b

K
I
∗

12

−

b

K
R

∗

ρ1 −
b

K
R

∗

ρ2 −
b

K
R

∗

ρ3 −
b

K
R

∗

b(1−
N

K
)− µ

′

4 −

b

K
R

∗





























,

and for 1
K

= 0, we can write the matrix J as follows

J =























0 −α1S
∗

−α2S
∗

−α̂3S
∗ 0

α1I
∗

1 + β1I
∗

12 −β1

S∗I∗12
I∗
1

−γ1I
∗

1 β1S
∗

− η1I
∗

1 0

α2I
∗

2 + β2I
∗

12 −γ2I
∗

2 −β2

S∗I∗12
I∗
2

β2S
∗

− η2I
∗

2 0

α3I
∗

12 η1I
∗

12 + (γ1 + γ2)I
∗

2 η2I
∗

12 + (γ1 + γ2)I
∗

1 −(γ1 + γ2)
I∗1 I

∗

2

I∗
12

0

∗ ∗ ∗ ∗ b− µ
′

4























,

Next, we consider

J ∼ J̃ =



















0 −α1S
∗

−α2S
∗

−α̂3S
∗

α1I
∗

1 + β1I
∗

12 −β1

S∗I∗12
I∗
1

−γ1I
∗

1 β1S
∗

− η1I
∗

1

α2I
∗

2 + β2I
∗

12 −γ2I
∗

2 −β2

S∗I∗12
I∗
2

β2S
∗

− η2I
∗

2

α3I
∗

12 η1I
∗

12 + (γ1 + γ2)I
∗

2 η2I
∗

12 + (γ1 + γ2)I
∗

1 −(γ1 + γ2)
I∗1 I

∗

2

I∗
12



















,
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det(J̃) = −β1
S∗I∗12
I∗1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

0 −α2S
∗ −α̂3S

∗

α2I
∗
2 + β2I

∗
12 −β2

S∗I∗
12

I∗
2

β2S
∗ − η2I

∗
2

α3I
∗
12 η2I

∗
12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗
1 −(γ1 + γ2)

I∗
1
I∗
2

I∗
12

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+γ1I1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

0 −α1S
∗ −α̂3S

∗

α2I
∗
2 + β2I

∗
12 −γ2I

∗
2 β2S

∗ − η2I
∗
2

α3I
∗
12 η1I

∗
12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗
2 −(γ1 + γ2)

I∗
1
I∗
2

I∗
12

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

−β2
S∗I∗12
I∗2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

0 −α1S
∗ −α̂3S

∗

α1I
∗
1 + β1I

∗
12 −β1

S∗I∗
12

I∗
1

β1S
∗ − η1I

∗
1

α3I
∗
12 η1I

∗
12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗
2 −(γ1 + γ2)

I∗
1
I∗
2

I∗
12

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+γ2I2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

0 −α2S
∗ −α̂3S

∗

α1I
∗
1 + β1I

∗
12 −γ1I

∗
1 β1S

∗ − η1I
∗
1

α3I
∗
12 η2I

∗
12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗
1 −(γ1 + γ2)

I∗
1
I∗
2

I∗
12

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

0 −α1S
∗ −α2S

∗ −α̂3S
∗

α1I
∗
1 + β1I

∗
12 0 0 β1S

∗ − η1I
∗
1

α2I
∗
2 + β2I

∗
12 0 0 β2S

∗ − η2I
∗
2

α3I
∗
12 η1I

∗
12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗
2 η2I

∗
12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗
1 −(γ1 + γ2)

I∗
1
I∗
2

I∗
12

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

,

= −β1
S∗I∗12
I∗1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

0 −α2S
∗ −α̂3S

∗

α2I
∗
2 + β2I

∗
12 −β2

S∗I∗
12

I∗
2

β2S
∗ − η2I

∗
2

α3I
∗
12 η2I

∗
12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗
1 −(γ1 + γ2)

I∗
1
I∗
2

I∗
12

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+γ1I1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

0 −α1S
∗ −α̂3S

∗

α2I
∗
2 + β2I

∗
12 −γ2I

∗
2 β2S

∗ − η2I
∗
2

α3I
∗
12 η1I

∗
12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗
2 −(γ1 + γ2)

I∗
1
I∗
2

I∗
12

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

−β2
S∗I∗12
I∗2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

0 −α1S
∗ −α̂3S

∗

α1I
∗
1 + β1I

∗
12 −β1

S∗I∗
12

I∗
1

β1S
∗ − η1I

∗
1

α3I
∗
12 η1I

∗
12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗
2 −(γ1 + γ2)

I∗
1
I∗
2

I∗
12

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+γ2I2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

0 −α2S
∗ −α̂3S

∗

α1I
∗
1 + β1I

∗
12 −γ1I

∗
1 β1S

∗ − η1I
∗
1

α3I
∗
12 η2I

∗
12 + (γ1 + γ2)I

∗
1 −(γ1 + γ2)

I∗
1
I∗
2

I∗
12

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+∆

where

∆ =

(

(β1S
∗ − η1I

∗
1 )(α2I

∗
2 + β2I

∗
12)− (β2S

∗ − η2I
∗
2 )(α1I

∗
1 + β1I

∗
12)

)

×

(

(α1η2 − α2η1)S
∗I∗12 + (γ1 + γ2)S

∗(α1I
∗
1 − α2I

∗
2 )

)

Clearly, if all γi, βj are zero then det(J̃) = (α2η1 − α1η2)
2SI1I2I12 > 0.
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6. Transition dynamics

As it has been already shown in papers [6], [7] that for any K > 0 and admissible choice of
parameters, there exist exactly one stable equilibrium point which depends continuously on K

and those parameters. One can expect the similar transition dynamics in this model as well.
Biologically the transition dynamics shows the relationship between transmission parameters
and characteristic of corresponding equilibrium state. It also shows that how the transition
of equilibrium points depends on carrying capacity which means the invasion of of pathogens
increases with growing K. In this study we have the following two possible scenarios under
the assumptions (61)

(i) G2 −→ G3

(ii) G2 −→ G3 −→ G5

The first case exist when (70) holds. In that case small K there is a stable disease free
equilibrium point but after a threshold, when K continue to increase, that equilibrium point
become unstable and the other equilibrium point G3 which corresponds to the existence of
only one infection becomes stable. In next case we start with stable disease free equilibrium
point for small K and as K increases it bifurcates from G3 point to an inner point G5. This
biologically means that after a certain threshold value of carrying capacity disease can invade
and persist in population. This continuity of transition dynamics will hold true for small βi
and γj.

7. Global stability analysis and some basic properties

7.1. Basic reproduction ratio for disease free equilibrium point G2 = (S∗∗, 0, 0, 0, 0).
The basic reproduction number is the key parameter in epidemiology. It shows the number
of secondary cases which one case would produce in a susceptible population. If R0 > 1, the
disease can persist in the population and if R0 < 1, it will go extinct. Therefore it is important
to estimate the value of R0 in a particular population.

In our first model the basic reproductive number is largest value among the following three.
i.e

R0 = max{λ1, λ2, λ3} = max{R01, R02, R03}

where

R01 =
S∗∗

b− µ1
(
b

K
− α1),

R02 =
S∗∗

b− µ2
(
b

K
− α2),

R03 =
S∗∗

b− µ3
(
b

K
− α3).

(105)

7.2. Global stability analysis for G2. In this section we formulate a global stability
result concerning the disease free equilibrium point which guarantees that the disease can not
invade and go extinct in small populations.
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Proposition 7.1. Let (2) holds and

S∗∗ < min

(

µ′
1 − µ0

α1
,
µ′
2 − µ0

α2
,
µ′
3 − µ0

α̂3

)

then the equilibrium point G2 is globally asymptotically stable i.e

lim
t→∞

I1(t) = lim
t→∞

I2(t) = lim
t→∞

I12(t) = lim
t→∞

R(t) = 0,

lim
t→∞

S(t) = S∗∗,

Proof. We define a Lyapunov function v such that

v(t) := S − S∗∗ lnS + I1 + I2 + I12 +R. (106)

v(t)′ :=
(S − S∗∗)

S
S′ + I ′1 + I ′2 + I ′12 +R′, (107)

Differentiating the above equation and combining with (1) yields

v′(t) = −
b

K
(N − S∗∗)2 −

(

α1S
∗∗ − (µ′

1 − µ0)
)

I1 −
(

α2S
∗∗ − (µ′

2 − µ0)
)

I2

−
(

α̂3S
∗∗ − (µ′

3 − µ0)
)

I12 − (µ′
4 − µ0)R. (108)

Then using (2), we have v′(t) < 0, i.e. v(t) is an decreasing function Since S, I1, I2, I12, R
are bounded positive functions, v(t) is bounded too. Therefore by Lemma 2 in [6], N = S

converges to S∗ and I1, I2, I12 converge to zero. �

8. Discussion

In this paper we discussed four model with coinfection to analyse the effect of four different
phenomenon. In the first model we considered an SIR model with coinfection of two disease
or strains,. We assumed that the growth of each class is regulated by the carrying capacity.
Traditionally, the term carrying capacity have meaning as food resource since food can be
the limiting factor for population growth but it can not be necessarily be the food in the
case of disease there could be numerous other factors which can limit the population growth
(exposure to disease etc.). The density dependence in each class plays an important role in
disease dynamics. First in this case we have five equilibrium points depends onK. We analysed
all equilibrium points and have the local stability analysis. An important scenario arises when
one equilibrium point loses its stability after a certain threshold value of K and bifurcates
into another point. This is the bifurcation from disease free state to the states where at least
one of the infected class is non zero. Contrary to [6, 7], we considered the recovered class as
well to see the effect of carrying capacity on recovered population. Although including the
density dependence factor usually provide sufficient control of population growth and to keep
population size bounded. But here we have observed that the recovered population is not
uniformly bounded with respect to K. As K approaches to infinity, recovered class also goes to
infinity. So if disease persist in the population then for large K then relaxing the assumption
of recovered class is completely immune will gives more interesting results. Moreover there are
three stable equilibrium points for different values of K. The dynamics here corresponds to
the transition dynamics in [6, 7], which means as K increases, we move form one equilibrium
point to another one. It is observed that, similar to previous cases, the dynamics depends on
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K. When K is small, the disease can not invade in the population and go extinct quickly due
to the small size of population.

References

[1] Alemu, Abebe, Shiferaw, Yitayal, Addis, Zelalem, Mathewos, Biniam and Birhan, Wubet, Effect of
malaria on HIV/AIDS transmission and progression, Parasites and vectors, 6, 1, 2013.

[2] Allen, Linda JS, Langlais, Michel and Phillips, Carleton J, The dynamics of two viral infections in a
single host population with applications to hantavirus, Math. Biosci., 186, 2, 2003.

[3] Blyuss, Konstantin B and Kyrychko, Yuliya N, On a basic model of a two-disease epidemic, Applied
Mathematics and Computation, 160, 1, 2005.

[4] Castillo-Chavez, Carlos, Huang, Wenzhang and Li, Jia, Competitive exclusion in gonorrhea models and
other sexually transmitted diseases, SIAM J. Appl. Math., 56, 2, 1996.

[5] Chaves, Barbara Aparecida, Orfano, Alessandra Silva, Nogueira, Paula Monalisa, Barnabe Rodrigues,
Nilton, Campolina, Thais Bonifácio, Nacif-Pimenta and others, Coinfection with Zika and Dengue
Viruses results in preferential Zika transmission by vector bite to vertebrate host, J. Inf. Diseases, 2018.

[6] Ghersheen, Samia, Kozlov, Vladimir, Tkachev, Vladimir and Wennergren, Uno, Dynamical behaviour of
SIR model with coinfection: the case of finite carrying capacity, Math. Meth. Appl. Sci., 42, 8, 2019.

[7] Ghersheen, Samia, Kozlov, Vladimir, Tkachev, Vladimir and Wennergren, Uno, Mathematical analysis
of complex SIR model with coinfection and density dependence, Comp. Math. Meth., 1, 4, 2019.

[8] Andersson, Jonathan, Ghersheen, Samia, Kozlov, Vladimir, Tkachev, Vladimir and Wennergren, Uno,
Effect of density dependence on coinfection dynamics, Analysis and Mathematical Physics, 11, 2021.

[9] Andersson, Jonathan, Ghersheen, Samia, Kozlov, Vladimir, Tkachev, Vladimir and Wennergren, Uno,
Effect of density dependence on coinfection dynamics: part 2, Analysis and Mathematical Physics, 11,
2021.

[10] Ferguson, Neil, Anderson, Roy and Gupta, Sunetra, The effect of antibody-dependent enhancement on
the transmission dynamics and persistence of multiple-strain pathogens, Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, 96, 2, 1999.

[11] Kawaguchi, Isao, Sasaki, Akira and Boots, Michael, Why are dengue virus serotypes so distantly related?
Enhancement and limiting serotype similarity between dengue virus strains, Proc. Royal Soc. London
B: Biol. Sci., 270, 1530, 2003.

[12] Martcheva, Maia and Pilyugin, Sergei S., The role of coinfection in multidisease dynamics, SIAM J.
Appl. Math., 66, 3, 2006.


	1. Introduction
	2. Formulation of the models
	3. Boundedness of solutions
	4.  Equilibrium points and their properties
	5. Equilibrium point: Existence and Local Stability
	6. Transition dynamics
	7. Global stability analysis and some basic properties 
	8. Discussion
	References

