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Abstract

The reproductive habits of helminths are important for the study
of the dynamics of their transmission. For populations of parasites
distributed by Poisson or negative binomial models, these habits have
already been studied. However, there are other statistical models that
describe these populations, such as zero-inflated models, but where
reproductive characteristics were not analyzed. Using an arbitrary
model for the parasite population, we model the distribution of fe-
males and males per host, and from these we model the different re-
productive variables such as the mean number of fertile females, the
mean egg production, the mating probability, the mean fertilized egg
production. We show that these variables change due to the effects of
a negative density-dependence fecundity, a characteristic of helminth
parasites. We present the results obtained for some particular models.

Keywords: macroparasite; mating probability; negative binomial
distribution;

1 Introduction

The most important factors in understanding the transmission dynamics of
soil-transmitted helminths are reproductive behaviors.

Most helminths that infect human are dioecious (separate sexes) and
many are assumed to be polygamous (the presence of at least one male can
guarantee the fertility of all females present), but quantitative data are not
available[3].
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The production of offspring of these parasites is, in general, a function
of their population size, the proportion of females, and their reproductive
behavior. Developing mathematical models that allow understanding the
distribution by sex (female and male) and the reproductive behavior of these
parasites is important.

In a population where the distribution of parasites per host is described
by a Poisson or negative binomial statistical model, the distribution by sex
was studied for the case of a sex ratio 1:1 in [15] and for a variable sex ratio in
[14]. Also a dynamic model for the number of fertilized females is presented
in [13].

In this work we present a generalization of what was developed by pre-
vious mentioned works. To model the distribution by sex, we will assume
an arbitrary model for the distribution of parasites per host and variable sex
ratios. We also consider that the distributions by sex can be constituted
jointly or independently.

We then calculated different reproductive variables such as mean number
of fertile females, mean egg production, mating probability, and mean fertile
egg production. Finally we show that these variables change with the density
of parasites per host.

2 Distribution of parasites by sex

For each individual parasite burden, the fraction of all females and males
parasites are represented by α and β, respectively, where α + β = 1. Then
the ratio of males to females is given by β/α : 1. Also if m is the mean of the
distribution of parasites, the mean number of parasites females and males
are given by αm and βm respectively.

LetW be a random variable, the number of parasites per host and denoted
by F the number of female parasites per host. We propose that the distribu-
tion of females parasites per host is modeled by a stopped sums distribution
([11]) and its probability generating function (pgf) is the function GW ◦GB,
where GB is the pgf of the Bernoulli distribution (GB(s) = β + αs)[11].
Therefore the variable F is given by F =

∑W
i=1 Yi where Yi ∼ Ber(α), and its

pgf is

GF (s) =GW (β + αs)

=
∑
w≥0

w∑
j=0

Pr(W = w)

(
w

j

)
αjβw−jsj

(1)

3



The first moments of F are

µF = αµW σ2
F = α2σ2

W + αβµW (2)

The coefficient of dispersion, or variance-to-mean ratio D =
σ2
F

µF
, is given by

D = α
σ2
W

µW
+ β

where
σ2
W

µW
is variance-to-mean ratio of W . Therefore, if W has overdispersion,

so will F .
Similarly, if M is the number of male parasites, this variable is given by

M = W − F where its mean is µM = βµW . By the definition of F and M
these are dependent variables.

3 Mating probability

3.1 Mean number of fertilized female parasites

The parasites treated in this work present a polygamous mating system, so
the presence of at least one male parasite in the host ensures the fertility of
all females. Therefore, from the distribution of parasites by sex presented in
(1), the mean number of fertilized female parasites per host is given by

∑
n≥1

n−1∑
j=0

jpn

(
n

j

)
αjβn−j = αm− αG′(α) (3)

where the term
∑n−1

j=0 jpn
(
n
j

)
αjβn−j is the probability of having at least one

male in a burden of n parasites.
We will denote by G to the pgf of the distribution of parasites per host

GW and G′(x) = ∂G
∂s

∣∣
x
.

3.2 Mating probability

From the above we obtain that the mating probability of a female, as the
ratio between the mean number of fertilized females and the mean number
of females in a host,∑

n≥0
∑n−1

j=1 jpn
(
n
j

)
αjβn−j∑

n≥0
∑n

j=0 jpn
(
n
j

)
αjβn−j

=
αm− αG′(α)

αm
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Therefore the probability of mating of a female that we will denote by φ is
given by

φ = 1− G′(α)

m
(4)

4 Mating probability and density-dependent

fecundity

4.1 Density-dependent fecundity

In population ecology, density-dependent processes (or density-dependent)
occur when population growth rates are regulated by population density.

In macroparasites life cycles, density-dependent processes can influence
parasite fecundity, establishment and survival within host . In the case of
soil-transmitted helminths, there is a density-dependent fecundity in which
the weight of females and their egg production rates decrease as the parasite
burden on the host increases [20, 6].

This negative density-dependence can be described mathematically by
the negative exponential function

λ(n) = λ0 exp[−γ(n− 1)] (5)

where λ(n) is the per capita female fecundity within a host with a parasite
burden of size n, λ0 is the intrinsic fecundity in absence of density-dependence
effects and γ is the density-dependence intensity. A study for Ascaris lum-
bricoides is presented in [9].

To simplify notation in rest of the text we will express the female fecundity
by λ(n) = λ0z

n−1 where z = e−γ.

4.2 Mean egg production per host

Due to the effects of density-dependent fecundity, the total egg production by
females decreases as the parasite burden in host increases. Therefore, from
the distribution of parasites per host, the mean egg production per host is
given by the expression

∑
n≥0

n∑
j=0

jλ(n)pn

(
n

j

)
αjβn−j = λ0αG

′(z) (6)

where jλ(n) is the egg production of j females and pn
(
n
j

)
αjβn−j is the prob-

ability of having j females, both cases within a host with n parasites.
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4.2.1 Mean fertilized egg production

For the fertilized egg production, we must consider only the fertilized females.
Therefore the expression for the mean fertilized egg production is given by

∑
n≥1

n−1∑
j=1

jλ(n)pn

(
n

j

)
αjβn−j = λ0αG

′(z)

[
1− G′(αz)

G′(z)

]
(7)

where, we obtain this expression by adding the female fecundity λ(n) to what
was developed in (3).

4.2.2 Mean effective transmission contribution by female parasite

In mean-based deterministic population model of parasite burden such as
[2, 3, 19], is necessary to know the term effective transmission contribution
of female population to the reservoir (eggs or larvae) [5, 6]. Using the results
obtained in this work we can calculate this term denoted by ψ as

ψ =

∑
n≥0
∑n

j=1 jλ(n)pn
(
n
j

)
αjβn−j∑

n≥0
∑n

j=0 jpn
(
n
j

)
αjβn−j

=
G′(z)

m
(8)

where the negative density-dependence function λ(n) is redefined by λ(n)/λ0.
This allows the function λ(n) to have a maximum value of 1 and separate
the density-independent term λ0, from the density-dependent processes (n-
dependent).

4.3 Mating probability and density-dependence effects

Due to the above, if we consider the ratio between the mean fertilized egg
production and the mean egg production, we can obtain the fraction of the
eggs that are fertilized by the male parasites, and therefore obtain the proba-
bility of fecundity of the eggs or mating probability of female parasites under
the density-dependence effects

φ = 1− G′(αz)

G′(z)
(9)

If we consider this last expression (9) we notice that for the case where there
is no density-dependence (z ≈ 1) this expression is equivalent to expression
(4), therefore this is a generalization of the mating probability.

On other hand, in case of mean-based deterministic model of parasite
burden, we obtain that the contribution of fertilized egg production by mean
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parasite burden is modeled by the following expression in terms of functions
ψ and φ

λ0αmψ(m)φ(m) = λ0αG
′(z)

[
1− G′(αz)

G′(z)

]
(10)

where we assume that ψ and φ are functions of the mean m. So we get the
results of [3].

5 Some examples

In this section we will consider the most common statistical models used to
describe the distribution of parasites by host.

5.1 Poisson

For our first example we will consider a simple model for the distribution of
parasites per host [12]. In a Poisson model its probability mass function is
of the form

Pr(X = x) =
λxe−λ

x!
, (11)

where λ is the mean parasite burden m and its pgf is given by

G(s) = em(s−1) (12)

For this parasite distribution the mean number of fertilized female parasites
per host is given by αλ

[
1− e−mβ

]
. On the other hand, the effective contri-

bution of parasites to the transmission cycle is given by (see eq (8))

ψ = e−m(1−z) (13)

Another important term in parasite dynamics is the mating probability (gen-
eral) φ which is given by (see eq 9)

φ = 1− e−mzβ (14)

This expression of φ results a generalization for the term mating probability
obtained in the works [3, 14, 15].

5.2 Negative binomial

In the case of soil-transmitted helminths, works such as [4, 10, 18] show that
the distribution of parasites by host can be described by a negative binomial
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model,

P (X = x) =
Γ(k + x)

Γ(x+ 1)Γ(k)

(
k

k +m

)k (
m

k +m

)x
(15)

where m is the mean parasite burden and k is the inverse dispersion param-
eter of the parasites. Its pgf is given by

G(s) =
[
1− m

k
(s− 1)

]−k
(16)

Therefore the mean number of fertilized female parasites per host is given by

the fraction 1−
[
1− m

k
(α− 1)

]−(k+1)
of αm. Another important result is the

expression for ψ, the effective contribution, which is given by (see eq. (8))

ψ =
[
1− m

k
(z − 1)

]−(k+1)

(17)

Finally the mating probability, φ, is given by (see eq. (9))

φ = 1−
[

1− m
k

(αz − 1)

1− m
k

(z − 1)

]−(k+1)

(18)

This expression of φ results in a generalization for the mating probability
obtained in works [3, 14, 15].

5.3 Zero-inflated and hurdle Models

Other frequently used models for event counting in parasites are the zero-
inflated and hurdle models as mentioned in the works [1, 7, 8, 21]. For a
zero-inflated model, its probability mass function is of the form

P (Y = y) =


π + (1− π)p0 y = 0

(1− π)py y 6= 0

where p is the probability mass function of a distribution with no excess
zeros. If G is the pgf of the distribution with no excess zeros, the pgf of the
zero-inflated distribution and its mean are of the form

F (s) = π + (1− π)G(s)

mF = (1− π)mG

Then for this model the mean number of fertilized female parasites per host
is given by
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αF ′(1)

[
1− F ′(α)

F ′(1)

]
= α(1− π)G′(1)

[
1− G′(α)

G′(1)

]
Another important result is the expression for ψ, the mean contribution per
female parasite, which is given by

ψ =
F ′(z)

mF

=
(1− π)G′(z)

(1− π)mG

=
G′(z)

mG

(19)

Finally the mating probability φ can be calculated by

φ = 1− F ′(αz)

F ′(z)
= 1− G′(αz)

G′(z)
(20)

A hurdle model is a two-part model, the first part π which is the probabil-
ity of attaining value zero, and the second part 1−π which is the probability
of non-zero values. The use of hurdle models is often motivated by an excess
of zeros in the data, which is not sufficiently accounted for in more standard
statistical models [5]. For this model its probability mass function is given
by

P (Y = y) =


π y = 0

(1− π) p(y)
1−p0 y 6= 0

Its pgf H and its mean are of the form

H(s) = π + (1− π)
G(s)− p0

1− p0
mH = (1− π)

mG

1− p0

Therefore

ψ =
H ′(z)

mH

=
ρG′(z;mG)

mH

=
G′
(
z; mH

ρ

)
mH

ρ

φ = 1− H ′(αz)

H ′(z)
= 1−

G′
(
αz; mH

ρ

)
G′
(
z; mH

ρ

) (21)

where ρ = 1−π
1−p0 .
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5.3.1 Zero-inflated geometric

The zero-inflated geometric distribution is given by

P (Y = y) =


π + (1− π)p y = 0

(1− π)pqy y 6= 0
(22)

Its pgf G and its mean is given by

G(s) =

[
1− 1− p

p
(s− 1)

]−1
mG =

1− p
p

(23)

The effective contribution, ψ, is given by (see eq. 19)

ψ =

[
1− m

1− π
(z − 1)

]−2
(24)

While the mating probability, φ, is given by (see eq. 20)

φ = 1−

[
1− m

1−π (αz − 1)

1− m
1−π (z − 1)

]−2
(25)

In Figure 1 we show plots of the effective mean contribution ψ and the
matching probability φ for all the distributions discussed above. We consider
the parameters z =0.95, k =0.3, π =0.5.

6 Independence in the variables F and M

Let W be the random variable count of the number of parasites in a host and
F , M are the number of female and male parasites, respectively. In section
2 we assumed that the variables F and M were dependent. In this section
we study the case in which these variables are independent, that is, W ,F
and M verify the following properties

W = F +M

GW (s) = GF (s)GM(s)
(26)

The independence of the variables F and M can occur when the parasites are
acquired individually, as in case of hookworm parasites that can penetrate

10



Figure 1: The mean effective contribution ψ (left) and the mating probability
φ (right) corresponding to Poisson (dash curve), negative binomial (solid
curve) and zero-inflated geometric (dot curve) distributions. All as a function
of the mean parasite burden m.

the skin of host [16, 17]. Unlike the ingestion of eggs or larvae of helmint
parasites where the host can acquire one or more parasites in the same event,
entry through the skin is done individually for each parasite.

We present all the expressions developed in the sections 2 and 3.

• Mean number of fertilized female parasites

αm [1− pM(0)] (27)

• Mating probability

1− pM(0) (28)

• Mean egg production per host

λ0GM(z)G′F (z) (29)
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• Mean fertilized egg production

λ0GM(z)G′F (z)

[
1− pM(0)

GM(z)

]
(30)

• Mean effective transmission contribution by female parasite

ψ =
GM(z)G′F (z)

αm
(31)

• Mating probability and density-dependence effects

φ = 1− pM(0)

GM(z)
(32)

• Contribution of mean fertilized egg production for mean-based deter-
ministic model of parasite burden

λ0αmψ(m)φ(m) (33)

6.1 Some examples

In the examples presented here we intend that the variables W , F and M
correspond to the same statistical model. We work with some of the most
popular distributions used to model parasites. Recall that we assume the sex
ratios of female : male parasites to be α : β, where α + β = 1.

6.1.1 Poisson

For the case where the distribution of parasites per host is Poisson with mean
λ, that is, W ∼ Po(λ). A solution for the independence of variables F and
M are the following distributions

F ∼ Po(αλ) M ∼ Po(βλ)

GF (s)GM(s) = eαλ(s−1)eβλ(s−1)

= e(α+β)λ(s−1)

= eλ(s−1)

= GF+M(s)

= GW (s)

Note that the pgf of F and M coincide with what was obtained in section
2, which shows the independence of these variables in that section. We
show some of the expressions obtained in the previous section 2 for case of
independence between variables

12



• Mean effective transmission contribution by female parasite

ψ =
GM(z)G′F (z)

G′F (1)
= e−λ(1−z)

• Mating probability and density-dependence effects

φ = 1− pM(0)

GM(z)
= 1− e−λzβ

Note that the expression for ψ and φ are the same as those obtained in the
section 5.

6.1.2 Negative binomial

Assuming a negative binomial distribution, for the distribution of parasites
per host, with mean m and dispersion parameter k. A solution to problem
(26) is given by

F ∼ NB(αm,αk) M ∼ NB(βm, βk)

GF (s)GM(s) =
[
1− αm

αk
(s− 1)

]−αk [
1− βm

βk
(s− 1)

]−βk
=
[
1− m

k
(s− 1)

]−αk−βk
=
[
1− m

k
(s− 1)

]−k
= GF+M(s)

= GW (s)

For this case, the pgf of F and M are not equal to those obtained in section
2, since it was shown that the variables were not independent. We show some
of the expressions obtained in the previous section 2 for case of independence
between variables

• Mean effective transmission contribution by female parasite

ψ =
GM(z)G′F (z)

αm
=
[
1− m

k
(z − 1)

]−(k+1)

(34)

• Mating probability and density-dependence effects

φ = 1− pM(0)

GM(z)
= 1−

[
1 + m

k

1− m
k

(z − 1)

]−βk
(35)
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Figure 2: Mating probability as a function of mean parasite load. The dashed
curve (red) corresponds to a Poisson distribution (k → ∞). The solid and
dotted curves correspond to a negative binomial distribution with joint or
independent distribution by sex, respectively, where k = 1 (blue), k = 0.2
(yellow) and k = 0.05 (green).

Note that the expression ψ is the same one obtained in the section 5. How-
ever, this occurs with the mating probability φ. In Figure 2 we show the
behavior of the mating probability for both the case of a joint and indepen-
dent sex distribution.
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7 Discussion and Conclusions

Assuming an arbitrary model for distribution of parasites by host, we model
the distributions of females and males. We model different reproductive vari-
ables of parasites such as mean number of fertilized female parasites, mean
egg production, mating probability, mean fertilized egg production and mat-
ing probability and density-dependence effects. We show that these repro-
ductive variables depend on independent nature of the F and M variables,
and density-dependent fecundity of parasites.

The reproductive expressions obtained in the examples of this work coin-
cide with those obtained in[13, 14, 15]. However, in these works, the effects
of dense-dependent fertility on reproductive behavior of parasites are not
considered. The expressions obtained are a generalization of expressions in
[13, 14, 15].

One of the main limitations of this work is that it only considers parasites
with a polygamous mating system and we do not consider monogamous and
hermaphroditic parasites.

In conclusion, in this work we obtain a general expression for egg pro-
duction and the mating probability of the parasites. We show how these ex-
pressions depend on the sex distribution of the parasites and whether these
distributions are considered joint or independent. We also show that these
expressions vary due to the effects of the density-dependence of the parasite.
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