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Abstract

During an epidemic outbreak, typically only partial information about the outbreak is
known. A common scenario is that the infection times of individuals are unknown, but
individuals, on displaying symptoms, are identified as infectious and removed from the
population. We study the distribution of the number of infectives given only the times
of removals in a Markovian susceptible—infectious—removed (SIR) epidemic. Primary
interest is in the initial stages of the epidemic process, where a branching (birth—death)
process approximation is applicable. We show that the number of individuals alive in
a time-inhomogeneous birth—death process at time > 0, given only death times up to
and including time 7, is a mixture of negative binomial distributions, with the number of
mixing components depending on the total number of deaths, and the mixing weights
depending upon the inter-arrival times of the deaths. We further consider the extension
to the case where some deaths are unobserved. We also discuss the application of the
results to control measures and statistical inference.
Keywords: Branching processes; time-inhomogeneous birth—death process; negative
binomial distribution
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1. Introduction

A key public health consideration throughout the COVID-19 pandemic has been when and
how to act to control the disease. In infectious disease epidemiology there is a balance to be
struck between rapid introduction of control measures to limit the size of an epidemic outbreak
and the costs (for example, economic, social, and mental health costs) associated with control
measures. Given that the probability of a small epidemic outbreak can be close to 1 for a super-
critical epidemic (basic reproduction number Ry > 1), it is important to utilise information
from the epidemic outbreak to decide whether or not intervention will be cost-effective at any
given point in time.

The control of an epidemic outbreak, whether it is at a national or local level, needs to take
place early in the outbreak, before the disease has taken significant hold within the population.
During the early stages of an epidemic, a branching process approximation can be utilised
(see [2], [3], and [19]), with the probability of a small epidemic equated with the extinction
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probability of the approximating branching process. Therefore, a significant focus of this paper
is on modelling the approximating branching process.

Branching process approximations of epidemic processes are built upon coupling infec-
tive individuals to individuals in a branching process, with infectious contacts and removals
of infectives respectively corresponding to births and deaths in the branching process. At any
point in time, given the current state of the population, we can then compute properties of
the branching process (epidemic), such as the probability of extinction. However, in reality
we rarely know the current state of the population and instead have a partial observation of
the epidemic process; see, for example, [15] and [18]. Typically, we do not know when an
individual becomes infected, but we can have information on when they show symptoms.
Specifically, we consider susceptible—infectious—removed (SIR) epidemic models where all
individuals, except an initial infective, start in the susceptible state. A susceptible individual
on receiving an infectious contact becomes infected, and immediately infectious, and is able
to infect other individuals until their removal (for example, through recovery, quarantining, or
death). Removed individuals play no further role in the epidemic. Moreover, we assume that
individuals are potentially detected on removal but nothing is known about infectious individ-
uals prior to removal. This corresponds to observing only some of the deaths of individuals in
the approximating branching process.

This paper’s focus is the distribution of the number of infectives in an epidemic (the number
of individuals alive in a branching process) at any given point in time, ¢ > 0, based upon only
the detected removals (deaths) up to and including time ¢, with the first detected removal (death)
being observed at time t = 0. We focus primarily on the case where all removals are detected.
We consider a time-inhomogeneous Markovian SIR epidemic model and its approximat-
ing branching (birth—death) process. For time-inhomogeneous epidemics, the approximating
branching process has a varying environment, and all individuals alive at a given point in time
have the same birth rate. The environment can depend upon the number of removals/deaths
observed (cf. [14]). We show that the distribution of the number of individuals alive in the
approximating branching process at time 7 > 0 can be expressed as a mixture of (k; + 1) nega-
tive binomial random variables, where k; denotes the total number of observed deaths/removals
up to and including time #. Given that we allow for time-inhomogeneity in the model, we are
able to derive the distribution of the number of infectives in the presence of control measures
or seasonal effects which change the infection and/or the removal rates. In particular, given
only removal data, we can easily obtain the probability that the epidemic is over, and hence
provide a guide for when to lift control measures.

The papers [9] and [18] consider the distribution of the number of individuals alive in a
branching process at the first detection, where each individual is detected an exponentially
distributed time after their birth (infection) assuming that they are still alive (infectious) at their
detection time. Individuals are assumed to have independent and identically distributed lifetime
distributions and, whilst alive, to reproduce at the points of a homogeneous Poisson point
process with rate «, say. These papers show that the population size at the first detection follows
a geometric distribution with support N, and [9] studies further properties of the population at
the first detection, such as the ages of individuals and the residual lifetimes. A key tool in [9]
is to obtain the (shifted geometric) distribution of the population ¢ units after the birth of the
initial individual, conditional upon there being no detections up to time ¢. We take the same
approach in this paper to obtain, in Section 4, Lemma 4.1, a geometric distribution with support
N for the size of the population ¢ units after the birth of the initial individual, conditional upon
there being no deaths up to time . The Markovian models considered in this paper allow for
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explicit expressions for the parameters of the geometric distribution, in contrast to [9], where
the key quantities are expressed in terms of Laplace transforms. Moreover, we allow for time-
inhomogeneity in the model in both the birth and death rates. In [11], a birth—death process
with detections is considered, and this corresponds to the model of [9] with an exponential
lifetime distribution. In [11], the distribution of the number of individuals alive at the kth
detection is considered, but times between detections are not considered. Finally, in [10] the
general stochastic epidemic model (i.e. the Markovian SIR epidemic model with exponentially
distributed infectious periods) is considered, with detections possibly occurring at the removal
of individuals; the authors investigate the distribution of the number of infectives at the kth
detection. Both [10] and [11] allow for the parameters of the models to change at the detection
times. Since we consider the full time dynamics of the branching (epidemic) process, we can
allow for more general temporal behaviour of the parameters, but an important special case is
where the parameters are piecewise constant between detection times.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the time-inhomogeneous
Markovian SIR epidemic model and its branching (birth—death) process approximation. In
Section 3, we present the main result, Theorem 3.1, which shows that the distribution of the
number of individuals alive in the birth—death process, given only death times, can be expressed
as a mixture of negative binomial distributions. This is extended in Theorem 3.2 to the case
where only a subset of the death times are detected. The probability that the birth—death process
will go extinct and the likelihood of observing a given set of death times, given in Corollary 3.1,
follow immediately from Theorem 3.1. In Theorem 3.3 we derive the exact distribution of the
number of infectives in the SIR epidemic given only removal times, which is useful for assess-
ing the accuracy of the birth—death process approximations. In Sections 4-6 we provide the
proofs of Theorems 3.1-3.3 respectively. In Section 7 we present numerical results using sim-
ulations to illustrate the estimation of the number of individuals over time, the implementation
of control measures, and comparisons between the number of infectives in the epidemic and
the number of individuals alive in the approximating birth—death process. In particular, a time-
inhomogeneous birth—death process is shown to give a good approximation of the epidemic
process over its full trajectory. Finally, in Section 8 we present concluding remarks regard-
ing how the findings of this paper can be utilised from statistical inference and public health
perspectives.

2. Epidemic and branching process models

In this section, we introduce formally the time-inhomogeneous Markovian SIR epidemic
model and its approximating branching (birth—death) process.

The time-inhomogeneous Markovian SIR epidemic model is defined as follows. There is
assumed to be a closed population of size N with the epidemic initiated by a single infective
in an otherwise susceptible population. Whilst infectious, individuals make infectious con-
tacts at the points of a time-inhomogeneous Poisson point process with rate B, at time ¢. The
individual contacted by an infectious contact is chosen uniformly at random from the whole
population, independently of any other infectious contacts. If a susceptible individual is con-
tacted by an infectious contact, the individual becomes infected and is immediately able to
transmit the disease to other individuals. Infectious contacts with non-susceptible individuals
have no effect on the recipient. Infective individuals recover from the disease and are removed
from the epidemic process, playing no further role in the epidemic, at rate y; at time 7. Let
S(1), I(t), and R(t) (=N — S(¢) — I(¢)) denote the total numbers of susceptibles, infectives, and
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removed individuals, respectively, in the population at time ¢. Then it suffices to keep track of
{(S(t), I(1))}, and the model satisfies, for & > 0,

P ((S(z+ h), 1(t + h)) = (x, y) |(S(@), [(1)) = (s, 1))

I%iﬁzh + o(h), (x,y)=(s—1,i+1) (infection),
= ivih +o(h), G, =(s,i—1) (removal), 2.1)
1—i{B%+n)h+oh), & y)=(si (no event),

with all other events occurring with probability o(h). We place no restriction on the form of
B: and y;, and these could be continuously varying and/or contain discontinuities. The former
can be used to model seasonal variability, whilst the latter allows for the implementation and
removal of control measures.

In the early stages of the epidemic, whilst the total number of individuals ever infected is
small, the epidemic process can be coupled to a branching process. Specifically, each infec-
tive in the epidemic has a corresponding individual in the coupled branching process whose
lifetime is identical to the infectious period of the infective, so the individual in the branch-
ing process dies when the infective is removed from the population. The individual in the
branching process gives birth to new individuals whenever the corresponding infective makes
infectious contacts in the epidemic process. Thus the two processes can be coupled (see, for
example, [3]) until the first time that there is an infectious contact with a previously infected
individual. For large N this does not occur until O(+/N) of the population have been infected;
see [3]. Specifically, the time-inhomogeneous Markovian SIR stochastic epidemic model can
be approximated by a time-inhomogeneous linear birth—death process [8]. Let B(¢) denote the
total number of individuals alive in the time-inhomogeneous linear birth—death process at time
t. Then for h > 0, B(¢) satisfies

iBth + o(h), j=i+1 (birth),
P(B(t + h) = j|B(1) = i) = { ivih + o(h), j=i—1 (death), (2.2)
1 =i+ yith+oh), j=i (no event),

with all other events occurring with probability o(h).

Suppose that at time ¢ we can estimate the proportion, s;, of the population who are suscep-
tible in the epidemic process. We can then replace ; by B;s; in (2.2) to obtain a birth—death
approximation of the epidemic which is valid after the epidemic has taken off. In Section 7 we
outline a simple estimate of s; using only the inter-removal times, up to and including time ¢,
to create a time-inhomogeneous birth—death process approximation to the epidemic process.
In Figure 4 we show the excellent agreement between the estimates obtained from these two
processes of the mean number of infectives at time ¢, given only the inter-removal times up to
and including time .

3. Main results

3.1. Overview

In this section, we present the main results along with the necessary notation. Throughout,
we set time so that the first death (removal) of the birth—death (epidemic) process occurs at
time 0. The time-varying parameters in (2.1) and (2.2) can be adjusted accordingly.
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In Section 3.2 we present Theorem 3.1, which states that the distribution of the number
of individuals alive in a time-inhomogeneous linear birth—death process given only times of
deaths follows a mixture of negative binomial distributions. We present an outline of the argu-
ments used to prove Theorem 3.1, with the details of the proof provided in Section 4. We
note that Theorem 3.1 allows computation of the probability that the birth—death process will
go extinct. In Corollary 3.1 we derive the likelihood of observing the given death times, which
can be used in statistical inference for inferring the parameters of the birth—death process given
data.

In Section 3.3, we consider the special case of the time-homogeneous linear birth—death
process. Lemma 3.1 specialises Theorem 3.1 to the time-homogeneous birth—death process
and Lemma 3.2 gives the distribution of the number of individuals alive in the birth—death
process immediately after the kth death, conditioning only upon there having been k deaths.
The proof of Lemma 3.2 is presented immediately after the lemma and is informative about
why, in general, the distribution of the number of individuals alive follows a mixture of negative
binomial distributions.

In Section 3.4, we consider the important extension of assuming that not all deaths are
detected. In Theorem 3.2, we show that the number of individuals alive given only the times of
detected deaths follows a mixture of negative binomial distributions. The overall structure of
the proof is similar to that of Theorem 3.1, but there are key differences, as Lemma 4.1, which
is a major component in the proof of Theorem 3.1, does not carry over to partial detection of
deaths. Therefore we need to resort to an alternative argument based on probability generating
functions, whose details are provided in Section 5. In Section 3.5, Theorem 3.3, we derive the
number of infectives in the general stochastic epidemic model at time ¢ given only the times of
removals. This enables us, in Section 7, to compare the approximate distribution given by the
birth—death process for the number of infectives (individuals alive) with the exact distribution
given by Theorem 3.3. For succinctness of presentation in Sections 3.4 and 3.5, we assume that
the birth (infection) and death (removal) parameters are piecewise constant between observed
deaths (removals), although more general piecewise-constant parameter scenarios could easily
be considered.

3.2. Time-inhomogeneous linear birth—-death process

For k=1, 2, ..., let X; denote the number of individuals alive immediately after the kth
death, and for r > 0, let Y(¢) denote the number of individuals alive at time ¢, with Y(0) = X|.
For k=2, 3, ..., let T} denote the inter-arrival time from the (k — 1)th to the kth death, with
the convention that T = oo if fewer than k deaths occur, and let Sy = Z;(:z T; denote the time
of the kth death, with S; =0. Let Ty = (T, T3, ..., Ty). For k=2, 3, ..., let t; denote the
observed inter-arrival time from the (k — 1)th to the kth death and s = Z]I-;z tj, with s1 =0.
For k=2,3,..., let tox = (2, 13, . . ., t;); we consider the distribution of X;|T;.;, = to.x. For
t >0, let k; denote the number of deaths, and let s, denote the time of the last death, up to
and including time ¢. Then for ¢ > 0, we consider the distribution of Y (£)|T2.x, = to.,. Note that
Y(sx) = Xk, which is used repeatedly.

Before stating Theorem 3.1 we introduce some notation for probability distributions.
Throughout this paper, G ~ Geom(p) denotes a geometric random variable with parameter
p and probability mass function

PG=x)=(1—-pp (x=0,1,...). 3.1)
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Also, forr=0,1,...,V= Z;Zl G; ~ NegBin(r, p) denotes a negative binomial random vari-
able, where G1, G, . . ., G, are independent and identically distributed according to Geom(p),
and forr=0,P(V=0)=1.

Theorem 3.1 starts with the assumption that there exists 0 < w9 < 1 such that X; = Y(0) ~
Geom(mp). In the important special case where the birth and death rates are constant prior to
the first death—that is, for t <0, B, = &1, and y;, = p1—it is trivial (cf. the start of the proof
of Lemma 3.2) to show that the number of individuals alive immediately after the first death
is Geom (1rg) with o = 1 /(1 + 1£1). (See also [9] and [18].) We discuss how the arguments
can be modified to other scenarios in Section 4, after the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that X| = Y(0) ~ Geom(rrp) for some 0 < 7 < 1.
For t > 0, let ; solve the ordinary differential equation (ODE)

m =y — B+ ym, 3.2)

with initial condition 0 < mg < 1.
For k=2,3, ..., the distribution Xy of the number of individuals alive immediately
following the kth death satisfies

{Xk| T2k =t} ~ NegBin(Ry, ), (3.3)

where Ry is a random variable with support on {2, 3, ..., k}, and P(Ry = j) = By j with B =
(B2, Br3, - .., Bk k) given by (3.11) below.

Fort > 0, the distribution Y(t) of the number of individuals alive at time t satisfies Y (t) = X,
ift=sy, and if t > sy,

{Y(OIT2x, = to,} ~ NegBin(Z(1), ), (3.4)

where Z(t) is a random variable with support on {0, 1, ..., k;}, and P(Z(t) =j) = D, with
D; =(D:,0,Ds,15 - .., Dii,) given by (3.12) and (3.13) below. If k; =1, then T» >t replaces
Tk, = to, in (3.4).

We begin by defining the notation required to obtain the distributions of Ry and Z(¢) intro-
duced in Theorem 3.1. The process {Z(¢):¢> 0} is clarified in the proof of Corollary 4.1.
Briefly, it is an integer-valued stochastic process that decreases in steps of size 1 between
deaths until either it reaches 0, in which case the number of individuals alive is 0 and no fur-
ther deaths occur, or a death occurs, in which case Z(#) increases by 1. The process {Z(z) : t > 0}
is Markovian given also the death times prior to z. We also further explore ; before present-
ing an outline of the main steps in the proof of Theorem 3.1, with the details provided in
Section 4.

Fort e R, let p; = B:/{B: + y1} (resp. g = y1/{B: + y:}) denote the probability that an event
occurring at time ¢ is a birth (resp. death). Then for 7 > 0, we can rewrite the ODE (3.2) for
7, as

7, =B+ vola: — mil, (3.5)

with initial condition O < my < 1. This highlights that 7; is increasing (decreasing) if g, > m;
(gr < ms), with o defined by the birth and death rates prior to the first death.
Fort, T >0, let

1+
¢ 0)= exp( - f {Bs + vs} d5>7 (3.6)
t
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the probability that an individual alive at time ¢ does not give birth or die in the interval

(t, t+ 7], and let
—+t =+t
V(5 1)= f Bu eXP( - f {Bs + vs} dS) du, 3.7)
t u

the probability that an individual alive at time 7 has at least one offspring and their first offspring
(looking back from time ¢+ t) survives to time 7+ 7. We can then rewrite (3.2) in integral
form as

t+1 t+t t+t
Tr = Tt eXP(—/ {Bs + vs} ds) +/ Yu GXP(—/ {Bs + s} ds> du
t t u

=mp(t;T) + {1 — ¢t 7) — Y (1, 1)} (3-8)

We can now define the matrices needed for the probability mass functions of R and Z(¥),
which define the distributions of Xy and Y(¢) in Theorem 3.1. For k=2, 3, ... and fort, T >0,
let M (#; ©) be the (k — 1) x k matrix with (i, j)th element

) i A-mym VY = BN A
[M(t: 7)1, = (l+1)(j_1){m¢(hf)} {mlﬂ(hf)} forj<i+1,

0 otherwise,
(3.9)

and let Ji(#; 7) be the (k — 1) x (k4 1) matrix with (i, j)th element

. - j—1 i+2—j
({t}){((lﬂ(b(t; 1—)} {Lw(t;f)} forj<i+2,

/ I — ) Tge I —7mye
0 otherwise.

Ui D))ij=

(3.10)
Let By =(1),and for k=3, 4, ... let By = (B2, Bi3, - . ., B k) be given by

k—1 -1
B = {(l_[Mj(Sj;tj+1)> '11<T—1} [ ITMiGsis g0, G.1D)

j=2 J=2
with 1;_; denoting a row vector of 1s of length k — 1. Let D; = (D; 0, Dy,1, . . ., D x,) be given
by, for 0 <t < s7,
_ ( Y (0; 1) (1 —m0)¢p(0; 1) ) (3.12)
= , , .
Ty (0;8) + (1 — 70)@(0; 1) 7 (0;2) + (1 — 70)P(0; 1)

and for t > 5o,

k—1 -1
D, = {( l—[ M;(s); tj+1)>Jk,(Sk,; t—sg,) - 1;<T,+1}

j=2
ki—1

X ( [T M6 tj—&-l))ka(Skt;f— Sk,)» (3.13)
j=2

with the convention [ | /.1:2 M;(sj; tiv1) = I (the 1 x 1 identity matrix).
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To prove Theorem 3.1, we start by showing in Lemma 4.1 that the number of living indi-
viduals at time 7 + T originating from a single individual at time ¢, conditional on no deaths
in the interval (¢, # + ], is 1 + Geom(1 — ¥ (#; t)). This is proved using a probabilistic con-
struction of the process. We can use this to consider how the birth—death process evolves
between the first and second death when we have Geom (77) rather than one initial individ-
ual. In Lemma 4.3, we show that for any given time ¢ between the first and second deaths,
the distribution of the number of individuals alive follows a mixture of a geometric distri-
bution, G1(7r;) ~ Geom(r;), and a point mass at 0. This leads, through size-biased sampling
in Lemma 4.4, to the number of individuals alive immediately after the second death (time
so = 1) being distributed as a negative binomial distribution, 21‘2:1 G;(m,,) = NegBin(2, my,).

Finally, the dynamics of the process between the first and second death, along with the
Markovian nature of the process, allow us to relatively straightforwardly write down the full
dynamics. In particular, given that {X;|To.x = t.4} = Zﬁ | Gi(ms,), we can consider the evolu-
tion of Ry independent processes each starting from Geom(rry, ) individuals. At time sg1, the
(k + 1)th death will occur, and the death will belong to one of the R processes starting with
Geom(ry, ) individuals. The process with the death will have NegBin(2, n,, ) individuals alive
at time s to contribute to Xi1. The remaining Ry — 1 processes will have experienced no
deaths in the interval (s, sr+1], and the number of individuals alive in each of these processes
is distributed according to a mixture of Geom(r, ) and a point mass at 0. This leads to the
binomial terms in (3.9) and (3.10) for the number of processes which have Geom(ry,, ) indi-
viduals alive; see Corollary 4.1. It is then straightforward, using Lemma 4.5, to iteratively
compute the distribution of {Xj|T2.x = t2.x} and complete the proof of Theorem 3.1.

We briefly discuss some interesting results which follow straightforwardly from
Theorem 3.1.

Given that Theorem 3.1 provides the probability mass function of Z(¥), it is straightforward
to compute moments of Y (), the number of individuals alive at time . However, the forms
of (3.4) and (3.13) do not permit any simplifications for rapid calculations of the moments of
Y(@).

From [8, Equation (18)] we have that at time ¢, the probability of non-extinction of the
time-inhomogeneous birth—death process from a single individual is

oo s -1
o= {1 +/ Vs 6XP<[ [Vu — Bul du>d5} : (3.14)
t t

Therefore, given ty,, at time ¢ we have that the probability that the birth—death process will go
extinct is

Z(1)
]E[ - p,)y(t)‘ Ta, = tz:kt] —E|:<1 —(1 nt)(l -p ))

Ty, = t2:k,:|- (3.15)

It is straightforward to compute the right-hand side of (3.15) using the probability mass func-
tion of Z(¢), which is given by (3.13). Note that if, for all u>¢, 8, =« and y, = u, then
pr=1—min{l, u/a}, and (3.15) gives the probability of extinction if the current birth and
death rate were to persist.

We can compute the likelihood of observing inter-death times t;.; using Corollary 3.1.
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Corollary 3.1. For k=2, 3, ... and s; < 00, we have that the probability density function of
Tk is given by

k

s, (1 — s Vs d(si—15 1) k=1
szzk(tZ:k)zl_[nj_( ﬂjnz)yj(p(sj a {|:1_[M(sj’tj+l):| lk 1}

Jj=2

(3.16)

with, for k =2, the vacuous latter term set equal to 1.

Corollary 3.1 is the key result in using the findings of this paper for statistical inference
and inferring the parameters of the birth—death process given t;.x. The generality of the time-
inhomogeneous birth—death process allows for different features such as the periodicity or
control measures to be incorporated. We will explore likelihood inference for the birth—death
process given only death times in future work.

3.3. Time-homogeneous linear birth—death process
An important special case of Theorem 3.1 is the time-homogeneous model, where, for all
teR, B; =« and y; = w. In this case, for all £ > 0,
P _3 say
P , ,

Ty =(qr =

and for all T >0, ¢(1;7) = () = exp(—[a + u]7) and Y(1;7) =Y (1) = {1 - $(r)}. For
k=2,3,...1let Mk(t) be the (k — 1) x k matrix with (i, j)th element

o] = i+ (o) fra-gen] " wrsivn o

b 0 otherwise,

and let jk(t; 7) be the (kK — 1) x (k 4+ 1) matrix with (i, j)th element

R i+1 P 2 ..

)| = (= ){‘p(’)} #a - "5(”)} forj=<i+2, (3.18)
i.j

0 otherwise.

Lemma 3.1. For the time-homogeneous birth—death process with birth rate B; = a and death
rate y;y = W, the number of individuals alive immediately following the first death at time t =0
satisfies

= Y(0) ~ Geom(7).
Fork=2,3, ... X satisfies (3.3) with w5, = 7 and By given by (3.11), with Mk(r) given
in (3.17) replacing My(t; 7).

Similarly, for t > 0, Y(1) satisfies (3.4) with 7r; = 7 and D, given by (3.12) and (3.13), with
Mk(r) and Jk(r) given in (3.17) and (3.18) replacing My (t; ) and Ji(t; T), respectively.

From Lemma 3.1, we observe that X;|Sy = ijz T; < oo (conditioning on at least k deaths
occurring in the birth—death process) is a mixture of negative binomial random variables
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{Qj ~ NegBin(j, 7); j=2,3, ..., k}. We can look to integrate over Ty to obtain the distri-
bution of X |Sx < 0o, which can be equivalently expressed as Xi|Xy—; > 0. However, a direct
argument, which we present below, yields Lemma 3.2 and gives a straightforward illustration
of how the number of individuals alive immediately after a death follows a mixture of negative
binomial distributions.

Lemma 3.2. Fork=2,3, ..., let kk be a discrete random variable with support {2, 3, ..., k}
and probability mass function

Ak_‘
Ch—1k—j7" 7

P(R = jlXi—1 > 0) = SE

where {c, j} are the entries of Catalan’s triangle (see, for example, [17]), a triangular array
satisfying the following: forj=0,1,...andm=1,2, ..., cpo=1, cpj=0(>m), and

J . .

Z m—j (m+j

Cm,j= Cmfl,i=Cm71,j+Cm,j71 :m_ﬂ( m ) (319)
i=0

Then fork=2,3, ...
{Xk|Xi—1 > 0} ~ NegBin(Ry, 7).

Proof. Given that the outcome (birth/death) of each event is independent, the number
of births which take place between each pair of deaths are independent and are distributed
according to G ~ Geom(7). Therefore, fork=1, 2, ...,

X Z2X 1 +G-1, (3.20)

subject to Xx_1 > 0. Given Xo =1 (the birth of the initial individual), it immediately follows
from (3.20) that X; ~ G.

To study Xj (k > 1), we consider a Markov chain for the evolution of the birth—death process
until the kth individual is born (which guarantees at least k deaths occur) or the process goes
extinct. Let (a, d) denote the state in the Markov chain corresponding to a births and d deaths
having occurred. Then for k =2, 3, .. ., the possible states are

(@ dya=1,2,... . k—1,d=0,1,...,a}U{k, d);d=0,1,... k—2},

with a total of Ly = (k+4)(k — 1)/2 possible states. The Markov chain starts in state (1,0),
the birth of the initial individual, and has absorbing states £ = {(x, x);x=1, 2, ..., k — 1} (the
birth—death process dies out before the kth birth) and Z = {(k, d); d =0, 1, ..., k — 2} (there
are at least k births in the birth—death process). For (a, d) € £ UZ, we have that the probability
of transiting from state (a, d) to state (a + 1, d) (birth) is 1 — 7 and the probability of transiting
from state (a, d) to state (a, d + 1) (death) is 7. Note that the process reaches an absorbing state
in at most 2k — 3 transitions, and if the birth—death process reaches a =k, it does so through a
birth, so that there are at least two individuals alive (a — d > 2).
Let Vi denote the final (absorbing) state of the Markov chain. Ford =0, 1, ..., k—2,

P(Vy = (k, d)) = cx_1.q(1 — ) 174, (3.21)
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where {cy—1 4} are the Catalan numbers given in (3.19). The derivation of (3.21) is as fol-
lows. Any path from (1,0) to (k, d) must include k — 1 births and d deaths, so has probability
(1 — 7)*~17#4 of occurring. The admissible paths are those for which, at any point on the path,
the number of births (including the initial ancestor) is always greater than the number of deaths.
Therefore, the number of admissible paths is equivalent to the number of ways of counting the
votes in the ballot theorem with candidates A and B having k and d votes, respectively, such
that after the first vote, candidate A always has more votes than candidate B, with there being
ck—1,4 such paths. Hence, forj=2,3, ...k,

k-1 p—j(1 — Y1k

S kot gi(1 = A1 7k

P(Vk =k, k=pIViel) =

Ak_'
Ck— 1,k

= . (3.22)
Sy it gk

Conditioned upon the birth—death process reaching state (k, k—j) (j=2,3,...,k), the
number of additional births until the kth death is the sum of j independent and identically
distributed G random variables. Hence, the number of individuals alive immediately following
the kth death is distributed according to

J
> Gi~NegBin(j, #). (3.23)
i=1
and the lemma follows immediately from (3.22) and (3.23). O

3.4. Partial observations of deaths

We turn our attention to the case where not every death is detected. Suppose §; denotes the
probability that a death at time ¢ is detected and that the detection or otherwise of a death is
independent of all other events. The epidemic model considered in [10] can be constructed
in this manner. We are in a situation similar to that studied in [9] and [11], although in those
papers (i) the death and detection processes are independent and (ii) individuals do not die
upon detection.

We modify the notation slightly to take account of partial detection of the death process. For
k=2,3,..., let Ty denote the length of time between the (k — 1)th and kth detected deaths,
with the convention that Tl denotes the time from the birth of the initial individual to the first
detected death (with Tl = o0 if no death is ever detected). Given that Tl < 00, 1.e. that a death
is detected, we set time O to be the time at which the first death is detected. Let )~(k denote the
number of individuals alive immediately after the kth detected death. In Theorem 3.2 we show
that X is a mixture of negative binomial random variables with mixture weights depending on
Ty.x = 1ok, similarly to Theorem 3.1. Note that we set 5; = Z]]';z 7.

As stated in Section 3.1, we assume that the birth and death rates are piecewise con-
stant between detecte~d deaths. That is, setting 5o = —o0o0, we assume for 53— <t <5 that
(Bts Vi, 80) = (0, [k, di). Let gr = jig /(@ + fix) and pr = 1 — gi. Note that for 5| <t <5,
q: = gk and p; = py. Let
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- ~ 14 up — 2pi
Uy, =\/1—4Pk61k(1—dk), Ak =——
1+ uy
1—uy ¢ 1+ u 1 394
Ve ==, k== , )
2pk 2py 1 -2 (3.24)

(1 = 21 — u(T)
1— (1 — 2A)e(T)

dr(0)=exp( — [@x + ficluxt), Yi(r)=

Note that if dj = 1, i.e. all deaths are detected, then the above simplify to ux =1, Ak = gx,
v =0, &k = 1/pk, ¢r(t) = exp( — [ax + fixl7), and Y (7) = pi[1 — exp( — [ax + fie]7)]. Thus
Ak, dr(7), and Y (7) take the roles of ¢, ¢(t; ), and ¥ (¢; T) in Section 3.2.

Letr; =X\, andfork=2,3,...let

ol = (= )] = (A= vl — A1 1k @)
T = - — ) (3.25)
1 —ve(1 = 7wp—1) + velAk — Tr—119k(t)

Thus 73 = m5,, the success probability of the geometric at the kth detected death, and we can
modify (3.25) to obtain 7; (r > 0); see (3.29).

Theorem 3.2. For the piecewise time-homogeneous linear birth—death process with parame-
ters (Br, Vi, 81) = (G, flk, di) (Sk—1 < t < 5k), we have the following:

1. Xi|T) < 0o ~ Geom(7}).
2. Let ]~32 =(1), andfork=3,4, ..., let ﬁk = (Ekg, Ek,g, R Bk,k) be given by
k—1 =1 k-1
B = : ( [ M,~<i,~+1>> : 1,32} [ [MiG, (3.26)
j=2 j=2

where, for T > 0, Mk(t) is the (k — 1) x k matrix with (i,j)th element

[Mk(r)]. i {(i+ DG @ [ =R @ @) forjsit,
N 0 otherwise,
where
A 1 — et — Vi1 (1)
P (0= 77 - (3.27)
T =) (1= @)
and

Mt + (1= A DI = V1) 1(T)]
Mt [1= vt (1= 76) | = (1 = v D[ Mt — 7| i1 (7).

Frp1(7) =

Then fork=2,3, ..., Xy, the number of individuals alive immediately following the kth
detected death, satisfies

{)?k|T2:k = EZ:k} ~ NegBin(f\’k, ﬁk), (3.28)

where Ry has support {2,3, ...k} and PRy =j) =Bij (j=2,3, ..., k).
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3. Fork=2,3,... let Jx(v) be the (k — 1) x (k + 1) matrix with (i,j)th entry

j—1

i) = (D1 @Y1 =l O] TR @) forj<i+2,
ij otherwise.

For >0, let k; and S",;t denote the number of detected deaths and the time of the last

detected death, respectively, up to and including time t. Let 13, = (D,yo, D,,l, e, D,,k,)
satisfy, fort < 5o,

B, — () ik 10
(1= 7)1 =) (A = 7)1 — () )

where
a1 =vp (L=7g )] = (0= v )M, — 7, 1, (1 = 5¢)
U= (L= ) +vg [Ag, — 73,167, (1= 5,)

. (3.29)

77[;:

and for t > 5,

k—1 -1 k-1
D, = {( l—[ 1\~’l]'(t,'+1)>jk,(t— 51;,) : 1;_1} ( l_[ Mj(tj+1)>jk,(t - 5,;[).
j=2 j=2

Then Y(t) satisfies Y(t) EX/%’ ift= 51}:’ and
{Y(t)|’i‘2:]~q = Ez:ic,} ~ NegBin(Z(1), ;).
where Z(t) has support {0, 1, . . ., k;} and P(Z(t) =) =l~)l,j G=0,1,..., k).

3.5. General stochastic epidemic

Finally, we turn our attention to the time-inhomogeneous general stochastic epidemic,
defined by (2.1) in Section 2, with one initial infective in an otherwise susceptible population
of size N. Let {(S(¢), I(f))} denote the process of the numbers of susceptibles and infectives
at time #; as with the birth—death process, we employ the convention that the first removal
takes place at time 0. In a natural change of terminology for moving from the birth—death pro-
cess to the epidemic process, let T denote the inter-arrival time between the (k — 1)th and kth
removals, and let S; denote the time of the kth removal, with the convention that S; = 0.

The Markovian nature of the general stochastic epidemic model allows us to model the
evolution of {(S(¢), I(t))} using continuous-time Markov chains; see, for example, [5] and [12].
To facilitate analysis of the model, we assume that the infection and removal parameters are
piecewise constant, and for succinctness of presentation we assume, as with the birth—death
process with partial detection of deaths, that the parameters are piecewise constant between
removals. That is, we assume that for s;_1 <t < 5%, between the (k — 1)th and kth removal,
B: = oy and y; = uy in (2.1).

For k=1,2,...,N and sx <t < sg4+1, we derive the distribution of {I(#)|T2.x =t.4} in
Theorem 3.3 as a product of matrices which determine the transition in the number of infec-
tives between removal events and the transition at a removal event. We continue by defining
the required matrices before stating Theorem 3.3.
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Fork=0,1,...,N, let
Q={N—-k—ii:i=1,2,...,N—k}

be the set of states of {(S(¢), I(f))} in which the epidemic is still going (i.e. there is at least
one infective) and precisely k removals have occurred. Give the states in i the labels
ki, ky, ..., ky_r, where the state (N —k — i, i) has label k; (i=1,2,...,N—k). For k=
0,1,...,N, let Q= [Clk,-,kj] be the (N — k) x (N — k) transition-rate matrix for transitions
of {(S(2), 1(1))} within Q. Then, using (2.1), with 8; = x4 and y; = pg+1,

—(ak—H(N k—l)l+ﬂk+1l> if j=1i,
Gk = Olk+1 AL N k= i ifi=it1, (3.30)
0 otherwise.

Fork=0,1,...,N—1, let Q1 =gk, k+1y] be the (N — k) x (N — k — 1) transition-rate
matrix for transitions of {(S(¢), I(¢))} from Q2 to Q41 (a removal), so that, using (2.1),
i ifief{2,3,...,N—klandj=i—1,

i, (k+1); = ,
(k+D) {0 otherwise.

The above partitioning of the state space differs from that of both [5] and [12], where the state
space is partitioned on the basis of the number of susceptibles remaining and the focus is on
the final size (number of removals) of the epidemic.

In a similar vein, for k=0, 1, ..., N, let

={N—Fk—j,j):j=0,1,...,N—k}

be the set of all states of {(S(r), 1(r))} in which precisely k removals have occurred. Thus
Qi =QU{(N —k, 0)}. Let Qk r be the (N —k+ 1) x (N — k+ 1) transition-rate matrix for
transitions of {(S(¢), I(r))} within €. The elements of Qky  are given by (3.30), except that the
indices now run from O to N — k. Note that the first row of Qk,k comprises all zeros as the
process has been absorbed. Finally, for k=0, 1, ..., N, let Qk,kﬂ be the (N — k) x (N —k)
transition-rate matrix for transitions of {(S(¢), I(¢))} from 2 to Qk+1- Note that Qk, k+1 1s the
diagonal matrix with successive diagonal elements fg+1, 2thi+1, - - -, N — k) li+1-

Theorem 3.3. Consider an epidemic satisfying (2.1) with one initial infective in an otherwise
susceptible population of size N, and let s1 =0, so the first removal occurs at time 0.
Fork=2,3,...,N,i=0,1,..., N—k,and t >0, let

Vk,i(T|t2) = PU(sk + ©) = 1| Tok = tork, Tie1 > 7),
with vy i(v) =PU(r) =i|T2 > 1), and let
Vi(Tlt2n) = (Ve o(Tt2ik), Vi1 (T2, - - - i N—k(T]t2:)).

Then

k-1
vi(T|t2x) = TUIQO 0( 1_[ Qi_1,i exp(Q; ztl+l)> Qi1 exp(Qu 7). (3.31)
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where uy is the row vector of length N whose first element is 1 and all other elements are 0,
k—1
() = ulQQ(l)< 1_[ Qi1 exp(Qi,iti+1)) Q14 exp(Quit) - Ly 1o (3.32)
i=1
and the product in (3.31) is equal to Iy_1 if k= 1.
Also setting T =0 in (3.31) yields the conditional distribution of the number infected
immediately after the kth removal, given only the removal times. Note that exp(Qy ;0) =
In—k+1.

The key difference from the approach for the birth—death process is the effect of the finite
size of the population, which means that infectives do not behave independently, but that for
moderate N, matrix multiplication directly yields the distribution of /(¢) given only removal
times. To obtain the distribution of I(f) we require matrix exponentials and matrix multi-
plication with the initial matrices of size N x N. By comparison, the computation of the
distribution of Z(f) involves successive vector—matrix multiplication with the largest matri-
ces of size (k; — 1) x (ks + 1). Therefore, it is much faster to compute the distribution of Z(?),
and subsequently the distribution of Y(¢), than the distribution of 1(z).

4. Time-inhomogeneous Markov model

In this section, we study the time-inhomogeneous linear birth—death process, with the main
aim of proving Theorem 3.1. We begin by assuming that at time ¢ = 0 (the first death), X; ~
Geom(mrg) for some 0 < my < 1. For example, if the birth and death rates are constants, o
and p; respectively, prior to the first death, then we can follow Section 3.3 and obtain 7y =
a1/(a1 + p1). We address the distribution of X (¥(0)) more fully at the end of this section,
after the proof of Theorem 3.1.

The first step to proving Theorem 3.1 is to show how the birth—death process progresses
between death events. In Lemma 4.1 we show that if we start with one initial individual at time
t, then given that no deaths have been observed by time ¢ + t, the number of offspring origi-
nating from the initial individual follows a geometric distribution. Before stating and proving
Lemma 4.1 we introduce some notation.

For a non-negative, integer random variable W, > 0, and t > 0, let EZWr and DXVT respec-
tively denote the events that there are no deaths in the interval [7, ¢ + 7) and that the first death
in the birth—death process after time ¢ is at time ¢ 4 7, given that there are W individuals in the
population at time ¢. For w € N, if P(W = w) = 1, we employ the convention E}"; .

Lemma 4.1. For t >0 and t > 0, lert YO(1) denote the number of individuals alive at time
t+ t, given that one individual is alive at time t. Then for n € N,

P(r@=n Bl ) = v 0o ), @1

where () =exp( = [{7 (B, + vy ds) and Yt )= [T Buexp(— [T (Bs + vy)ds )du
(see (3.6) and (3.7)). Therefore, we have that

Ly o)
PED= T yw 42)

and
YO()|E] , ~ 1+ Geom(l — r(t; 7). 4.3)
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Proof. The proof is similar to the exploration process in [9, Section 2].
First, we note that the probability that the initial individual survives to time ¢+ 7 is

exp( - tt+t Vs ds). We then start at time ¢ 4 7 and explore the lifeline of the initial individual
back from time ¢ + t until we either discover an offspring or reach time . The probability that

we reach time 1, i.e. that the initial individual has no offspring, is exp( — [T B, ds), with

exp( - f:ﬂ Vs ds) X exp( — t’“ Bs ds> =¢(t; 7).
The (defective) probability density function for the time of the first offspring, looking back
from time 7 + 7, is B, exp(_ tf:uf Bs ds). Therefore the probability that the initial individual

has at least one offspring and their first offspring (looking back from time ¢ + t) survives to
time ¢ 4 t is given by v (¢; 7). If the initial individual has at least one offspring and their first
offspring survives to time ¢ + 7, then we repeat the above process of exploring lifelines back
from time ¢ 4 7 until we either discover an offspring or reach time 7. This will start with the
offspring’s lifeline, and if they have no offspring, we will continue with the unexplored lifeline
of the initial individual. The total length of the lifeline to explore is again of length t, and

therefore, as above, the probability of no additional offspring is exp(— f;” Bs ds), while the

probability of at least one offspring and that the first offspring discovered survives until time
t+ 1 is ¥(#; 7). We can repeat this process by at each stage considering the combined unex-
plored lifelines of length t and whether or not an offspring is discovered, and if an offspring is
discovered whether or not it survives to time ¢ 4 7. This yields (4.1).

By summing over 7 in (4.1), we have (4.2), and (4.3) follows immediately. (]

Before we consider the birth—death process evolving from a random number of individuals
at time ¢, and specifically a geometrically distributed number of individuals in Lemma 4.3,
we give the following elementary lemma concerning the sums of geometric random variables,
which will prove useful throughout the remainder of the paper.

Lemma 4.2. Let X, Y1, Y2, ... be independent, with X ~ Geom(q;) and Y; ~ 1 + Geom(q3)
(i=1,2,...). Let

where Z=0if X =0. Then

- 1 —
X  with probability —6]1,
D l—q192
Z= |
0  with probability u,
1 —q192

where X ~ Geom(q1¢>).

Proof. This is elementary using probability generating functions. An alternative, more
constructive, proof is available by noting that if X’ ~ 1 + Geom(q;) and Y; ~ 1 + Geom(q)

/
(i=1,2,...) are independent then Z?{:l Y; ~ 1+ Geom(q14>). U
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Fort> 0, let
G, ~ Geom(ry), (4.4)
where 7, is given by (3.2) with initial condition g satisfying 0 < o < 1.

Lemma 4.3. For t > 0, suppose that the number of individuals alive in a birth—death process
at time t is distributed according to G;. For t > 0, let W;(t) denote the number of individuals
alive at time t + t. Then
1— t;
G+ with probability h(t; T) = ( TPt ) ,
G, D (I =)L = (1 7)]
Wi(DIE: = 4.5)
T Y (85 7)

(A =7l =y @ 0)]

0 with probability 1 — h(t; T) =

Proof. Firstly, using Lemma 4.1, it is easily shown that
(I — 7)1 7)
-y )

The birth—death processes from each individual alive at time ¢ proceed independently, so by
Lemma 4.1,

{GAEZG;’,} 25(~Geom<1 -

i, (4.6)
1

{wio i | =

X
i=

where the ¥;s are independent and identically distributed according to ¥ ~ 1 + Geom(1 —
¥(t; t)). From (3.8), we have that

| (U= m)e0)
1 =y(7)
Then the lemma follows immediately from (4.6) and (4.7), using Lemma 4.2. O

){1 — Y& T} = Tpygr 4.7)

An immediate consequence of Lemma 4.3 is that if 7, > ¢, then
D G
v 2 {WoIEG: |

thus proving (3.4) for 0 <r < s7.
We are now in a position to show that if a second death is observed in the birth—death
process, then the distribution of X, only depends on 7> =, through 7,.

Lemma 4.4. For any 0 < t, < 00,
{X2|T2 =t} ~ Qa2(t2) = NegBin(2, 7,).
Proof. Given that X 2 Go and T, =1, for any 0 < 7 < p, we have that Y(t) 2 Wo(r)lEg;OT,
given in Lemma 4.3, (4.5). Therefore, forx =0, 1, ...,
PXo=x|Ta=1)= llTIg PY(r)=x+1|T2 =1)
.mfrz(tzlY(T) =x+1, 1> 0)P¥(r)=x+ 1|12 > 1)P(T> > f).

=1l
1 fT2 (t2)

(4.8)
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We consider the four terms on the right-hand side of (4.8). The first two terms are
liTmfrz(t2|Y(r)=x+ LLT>t)=k+ Dy 4.9)
Tt

and, using Lemma 4.3,

(1 —m0)g(0; 1)
(1 = m,)[1 = ¥ (0; 1)]

Since P(T, > 1) = IP’(E(()’:OT), it is straightforward, using (4.2) and (3.8), to show that
moll = ¢ ;)] _ moll = (05 12)]

liTm P(Y(t)=x+1|Th>1)= x (1 =,y . (4.10)
%)

lim P(T> > t) = lim 4.11)
™ ™ Tt Ty,
Finally, for t > 0,
d
Jr, () = —EP(Tz > 1).
Since ;=1 — ¥ (0; 1) — (1 — 7,)(0; 1), with ¢'(0, 1) = —{B: + y:}¢(0, 1) and
V'O, 0 =—{B + vi}v ;1) + B,

it follows by the quotient rule that
sz(t) =

o Y0, {1 — (05 1) — (1 — m0)(0; )} — [1 — (0, NI{=¥'(0, 1) — (1 — 79)¢'(0; 1)}

— — (1 — 70)p(0: t)l/f 0,0 — B — )/;‘2*‘ B + vy (0, 1)

i
_ o — 7To§¢(0; t)J/z' @.12)
T
Substituting (4.9)—(4.12) into (4.8), we obtain, forx =0, 1, ..,
_ ) — RN TS (1 —70)$(0; 12)
]P(XZ —X|T2 = t2) = ()C + 1)7/l2 X (1 nlz) Tty (1 — T[tz)(l _ 1p(o’ t2))
ol — ¥ (0; tz))/ 7o(1 — 70)P(0; 12) s,
Tty JTI%
= (x+ D — m,) "7,

as required. O

An immediate consequence of Lemma 4.4 is that the distribution of X;|T>.x = ty.x given by
(3.3) holds for k = 2 with P(R, = 2) = 1. We proceed by building upon Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 to
derive Z(t) for t > 5o, and Ry = Z(sy) (k=3,4, ...).

Corollary 4.1. Suppose that at time t > O there exists j € N such that Z(t) = j; that is, there are
Q;(®) ~ NegBin(j, n;) individuals in the population. Then

{Z(z + )12 =j, E4Y. } ~ Bin(j, h(t; 7)) (4.13)
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and

{Z(t+t)|Z(t) =/, tQ;Ei)r}NZ—l—Bin(j—l,h(t;t)), (4.14)

where h(t; T) is defined in Lemma 4.3, (4.5).
Similarly, forj, k=1, 2, ... we have, for s, ty+1 >0,

{Ri+11Re = J, Sk = Sks Tir1 = tir1} ~ 2+ Bin(j — 1, A(sg; tr+1)). (4.15)

Proof. For t> 0, suppose that at time ¢ a family group comprises a random number of
individuals distributed according to Geom(r;). Then Z(#) denotes the number of family groups
at time #; note that a family group can contain 0 individuals. The corollary follows immediately
from Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4, since the j family groups present at time ¢ evolve independently. If
there are no deaths in the interval [¢,  + t), then all j family groups, independently, behave
according to (4.5), giving (4.13). On the other hand, if the first death after time ¢ is at time
t + 7, one family group must be responsible for the death, and the size of that family group
following the death is NegBin(2, 7,41 ), by a modification of the arguments in Lemma 4.4 with
a time shift of 7. That is, the family group responsible for the death splits (or gives birth to a
family group) to become two family groups. The other j — 1 family groups have experienced
no deaths in an interval of length t, and the sizes of these family groups are independently
distributed according to (4.5), giving (4.14). An identical argument gives (4.15). (]

We continue by studying {(R;, Tj); j=1, 2, ...} in detail, with Z(#), and consequently
Xr and Y(r), following trivially. Before proceeding we note that by the Markov prop-
erty, {(R;, Tj);j=(k+ 1), (k+2), ...} depends on {(R;, T)); =2, 3, ..., k} through R only.
Also, if Ry =1, which is the case in the statement of Theorem 3.1 as we can write X; ~
NegBin(1, mg), it follows that Ry only takes values in the range {2, 3, ..., k}. The process
{(R;, Tj); j=1,2,...} is a (possibly terminating) semi-Markov sequence (see, for example,
[16] or [7]). Lemma 4.5 gives a recursive relationship expressing By (the probability mass
function of Ry) in terms of B;_; (the probability mass function of Ry_1) and T} = t, after
which we will be in a position to complete the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Lemmad.5. Fork=3,4,...andj=2,3, ...,k By satisfies

k—1 l I [ =757 s, +1-j
=1 ( { Ty PGk 1,lk)} { = 1P(Sk 1,tk)} [B.1

Bij= - . (4.16)
Y ome2 [JTS::»I (1 —P(sks tk+1))} mBk,m
Hence,
1
By = — B 1 My—1(sr—15 1), 4.17)
Cr—1
where, for T >0, My_1(t; 7) is a (k — 2) x (k — 1) matrix given in (3.9), and
k—1 —1
Ty (=Y (se—1: ) | ™
Ci1= Z { Skl } MBi—1.m = Bro 1 M1 (k13 1) - 1
m=2 Tosi
4.18)
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Proof. By conditioning upon Ry_, we have that

By j =P(Rk = j| Tk = to:x)

>~

PRy =J, Rk—1 =T =t)

I
ng

k-1 :
PRy =jITk = tr, Ri—1 = Dfr (6 Tok—1 = toi—1, Rk—1 = DBy—1,1
= . (4.19)
P Jr Wl Tok—1 = t2:k—1)
The denominator in (4.19) satisfies

k-1
fr @ T =to ) =Y fr,(t|Toi1 =tog—1, Ree1 =mBi_1m, (4.20)

m=2

and by considering the R;_1 = independent family groups, it follows by using (4.11) and
(4.12) that for T > 0,

Ty (1= Y(sk—15 7)) }f‘

S (@ |Re—1 =j, Tog—1 =tok—1)=Jj {
7TS](_1+‘E

% TCsp_y (1 — T4 )¢(Sk71 > T)Vsk71+r

2
n’sk71+r

421

Let Ly = {mg,_, (1 — w5, )P(Sk—1; tk)ysk}/nfk; then it follows from (4.20) and (4.21) that

k—1 m—1
Ty (=¥ (se—15 1))
It Tok—1 = tok—1) = Lg—1 Zm{ L Bi—1,m.

m=2

(4.22)

T,
Given that Ry < Ry_1 + 1, and from (3.8), my, =1 — ¥(sx—1; t%) — (1 — g, DP(sk—1; 1), it
follows that

k—1

> PRy = j|Ty =t Rt = Dfr (4| Tox1 =t 1, Rer = DBi—1.1
=2

k—1 -1 . |
2 (I - 2) s 1) > (1 = hse—rs 1} 1

I=j—1

o {nsk_l(l - w(sk_l;rk»}’—‘ g, (1 —nsk_12)¢<sk_1;rk>ysk By
s nsk
L S C_1> { (1= 7y )(sk-1 1) }” {1_ (1= 7y JP(se-15 1) }””’
= V=2 LA =) = s 1)) (1 — g )(1 — Y (sk—13 1))
y l{mklu — w<sk_1;rk)>}’—1 < Bers
ﬂsk
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_Lk 1 Z (J ){77:&1(1(1_ﬂ5k1)¢(sk_1;tk) }j—2

I=j—1 (1 _nsk)nsk

I+1—j
{(1 _ﬂrk) vk( s (1= Ylse—151)) — (1 —ﬂskl)d)(skl;tk))} X IBr_1,

I+1—j

k=1 P2
l_ 1 Sk—1 1- Sk—1 !
=L Z (j— 2){—”6 ins ;Tni )¢(Sk—1;tk)} {(171_ )I/f(Sk 1,tk)} [By_1,.
I=j—1 k k

(4.23)

Therefore (4.16) follows from substituting (4.22) and (4.23) into (4.19).
It is straightforward to check that Ck__llBk_le_1(sk_1 ; 1x) gives By satisfying (4.17), and
the lemma is proved. (|

Proof of Theorem 3.1. By noting that B, =1 (the 1 x 1 identity matrix) and iterating from
k to 2, it follows from Lemma 4.5, (4.17), that By, satisfies (3.11), and (3.3) is proved.

We now turn to Z(#). As noted after Lemma 4.3, for 0 < ¢ < s; the probability mass function
of Z(t) is given by D; defined in (3.12). For t > 57, k; > 2, and let o; =t — s, denote the time
since the last death, up to and including time ¢. It follows, by arguments similar to those in the
proof of Lemma 4.5, that for k, =2,3,...andj=0,1, ..., k,

ki

Dy j= Z P( Z(t) =j, Z(s,) = R, = 1| Tou, = tox,)
1=2

_ Z;{’Zz P(Z(t) =j iZ(Skt) =1, Tox, =toy, )P(Tk,+l > Ut|Z(Sk,) = Z)Bk[,l
Yoo P(Tke1 > 01l Z(sk,) = m) By, m

!
Zf’:j (jl-)h(sk,Q oV {1 — h(sg; o)} x {2—’:’(1 — Y (sk,; Uz))} X By,

Zl,zzz {n;k[ (1 - W(Sk,, Ut))} Bkt,m

I—j
k (I—my, )7y T, X
1= (){ = ,k,’t)n,k’ ¢(Sk,0z)} {l_k,’,tlﬂ(Sk;Uz)} By,.1

7 4.24)
Y s {;,—17(1 — Y(ss Gz))} Bim

It is straightforward to combine (4.24) with Lemma 4.5 to show that D, can be expressed in
matrix form as (3.13), completing the proof of Theorem 3.1. U

We return to the distribution of X;. As already noted, if, for t <0, f; =« and y; = uq,
then X7 ~ Geom (o) with mo = 1/(e¢1 + w1). Suppose that 71 =t is known; for example,
it might be known, or found by contact tracing, when the introductory individual entered the
population. Then the initial individual is born at time —¢y, and it follows from Lemma 4.1 and
arguing along similar lines to Lemma 4.4 that, forx=0, 1, .. .,

PXy =x|T1 =t1) =+ 1) (W (—t1;0)" (1 — ¢ (—t1511))?,
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and therefore X |T| = f; ~ NegBin(2, 1 — ¢( — t1; #1)). It is straightforward to adjust the above
arguments by setting 7o = 1 — ¥ ( — #1; #1) and using (3.8) to obtain the distribution Xy |T1.x =
tix and Y(#)|Ti.x =ty,. Specifically, for k=1, 2, ..., the development of the birth—death
process with known introductory time after the kth death will mirror the development of the
birth—death process with unknown introductory time after the (k + 1)th death. Consequently,
for the case of known introductory time, the distribution of the size of the population at time ¢
will be a mixture of {NegBin(j, 7;); j=0, 1, ..., ks + 1}.
We conclude this section with the proof of Corollary 3.1.

Proof of Corollary 3.1. In the case k=2, (3.16) follows immediately from (4.12) in the
proof of Lemma 4.4.
To prove (3.16) for k > 2, we can use induction. From (4.22) and (4.18), we have that

St To—1 = tok—1) = Ly—1Cr—1

_ TCsy_ (1 — Tlsp_y )¢(Sk—l; fk)Vsk

, T
72 X [kalefl(Skfl, f) - 1k_1]~

Using (3.11), we have that

Bi1My_1(sk—15 ) - 1),

[ (k=2 —lg—2
= {HA/Ij(Sjﬂj-&—l)'lkT_z} Hl\/lj(sj;tj+1) Mi—1(si—13 1) - 1
| Uj=2 j=2
k-2 “1 (k-1
= szzj(s,-;t,-m-l,?z} {1‘[1‘4,-@,-;5“).1,31}. (4.25)
j=2 j=2

Therefore,

o (62:0) = fr (e Tosk—1 = tok—1 )Ty (B2:0—1)

o (1= 15 Db(stt: 10ys, [ 523 =
=—= = 3T T Mt ) - 1, [ [ Micsis 00 - 1

2
sk j=2 j=2
k—1 k=2
7y, (L =7t )y p(sj—1: 1)) T
x H l /JT% j ) HMJ'(S/'; ) | L
=2 j J=2
k k=1
75, (1 — 75, )ys;d(sj—15 1)) T
=[1- - x| TTMits 00 |- 10 (4.26)
j=2 5j j=2
as required. O

5. Partial detection of deaths

In this section, we prove Theorem 3.2 with piecewise constant birth and death rates between
the detected deaths. The overall structure of the proof of Theorem 3.2 is similar to that of
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Theorem 3.1, but Lemma 4.1 does not extend to the case where some deaths are not detected.
It is straightforward to modify [9, Section 2] to show that, given that there is one individ-
ual at time ¢ and that there has been no detection by time ¢ + 7, the number of individuals
alive, YO(¢), at time ¢+ 7 is a shifted geometric random variable. Specifically, if El,, is
the event that there are no detections in the interval [¢, f + 7], then there exist a(t) and b(t)
such that P(Y® () =0|E; ;) = a(r) and P(YO () =n + 1|YO (1) £0, E, ) = (1 — b(7))"b(T)
(n=0, 1, ...). However, this approach does not yield explicit expressions for a(r) and b(7).
It is more constructive to use probability generating functions and in particular [6], which
gives the joint probability generating function of the number of individuals alive and the total
number of deaths up to time ¢ in a time-homogeneous birth—death process with one initial
individual at time O. The result analogous to Lemma 4.1 is given in Lemma 5.1. A conse-
quence of Lemma 5.1 is that the number of individuals alive immediately following the first
detected death satisfies Theorem 3.2(1), i.e. X1|T1 < 0o ~ Geom(7}), where 7 = A; is defined
in (3.24). Then in Lemma 5.2, we prove results analogous to Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4, stating that
if the number of individuals alive at time ¢ follows a geometric distribution and there are no
detected deaths in the interval [¢, r + 7), then the number of individuals alive at time 7+ T is
a mixture of a geometric random variable and a point mass at 0, and if the first detected death
after time ¢ is at time ¢ + 7, then the number of individuals alive at time ¢ + t follows a negative
binomial distribution with shape parameter 2. The proof of Lemma 5.2 utilises probability gen-
erating functions in a similar manner to the proof of Lemma 5.1. The remainder of the proof
of Theorem 3.2 follows straightforwardly as Corollary 4.1 and Lemma 4.5 hold with minor
modifications.

Before proving Theorem 3.2, we show how we can use [6] to combine the probability
generating function of the number of individuals alive at time 7 > 0 with the events of no
deaths being detected in the interval [0, 7) and the first detected death after time O being at time
7. Let w = («, 1, d) denote a generic triple of birth rate, death rate, and detection probability,
with @y = (ak, [k, dy) denoting the triple of birth rate, death rate, and detection probability
between the (k — 1)th and kth detections of death. For 7 > 0, let Y, (7), V,(t), and U,(7)
denote the number of individuals alive, the number of deaths, and the number of detected
deaths, respectively, in a time-homogeneous birth—death process with parameters w at time t
given a single initial individual at time 0. Let

HE(r,0)= ]E[GY‘”(I)HTN}] = E[GY‘”(T)l{me:O}}

where T denotes the time of the first detected death after time 7. Since Uy(D)|Vep(T) ~
Bin(V, (1), d), it follows that

HE(, 0) :E[Qywm(l _ d)Vw(f)],

In line with the notation prior to Theorem 3.2, we setp = o /(1 + @), g = /(1 + ),

_ - 1+u—2p
=./1—4pg(1 —d), A =—,
u V1 —=4pg( ) 7
- 1—u - 1+u 1
Vv = s = =,
2p 2p 1—A

(1 =21 =¢(x)

d(t) = exp(—[a + plur), Y(r)= 1= 51— V(1)
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Then, using the equation before (3) in [6], we have, in our notation and after a minor
rearrangement, that
1 u
HE(r,0)= — — —
feo=5 - |

6—E+w—awuq

0 —¢—(0—0)p(r)

_ (0 —5)p— (0 —0)¢e(r)
0—¢—(O—-)p(r)

5.1

Similarly, we can define

HP(t,0) = E[eww(”ﬁ: r}fT(I)
_ 0 ok
= aQHw(r, 0)
_ () __[1—4pq(1 — d))g(r)
PO — ¢ — (O —D)P(DF  pO — — (0 — D)p(v)]?
Lemma 5.1. Suppose that for t <0, (B4, v, 8;) = (&q, [1, 211 ). Then

(5.2)

{Y(0)|T < oo} ~ Geom (71) . (5.3)

Proof: Given that a death is detected (T < o0) and the parameters prior to the first detected
death are @;, we have that {Y(0)|T < oo} has probability generating function

3 . ° HP (1,0)dr
fo HLbl(t’ 1)dr

It is then straightforward, applying a change of variable y =0 — 7| — [0 — D{]¢;(7) in the
integrals in (5.4), to show that

E[QY«))’ 7 < oo] _ #
1—(1—m)0

whence (5.3) follows. O

Lemma 5.2. Suppose that we have a time-homogeneous linear birth—death process with
parameters w = (o, (, d). Fort >0, let )_’w(t) denote the number of individuals alive at time t,
with Y,,(0) ~ Geom(r*) for some 0 < 7* < 1.

Let E; and D denote the events that there are no detected deaths on the interval [0, T) and
that the first detected death after time 0 is at time 1, respectively. Then

1— 7 —¥(z)

o (1 =71 = Y(x)
Yo(T)|E; ~ (5.5)

. e = ﬁr&(f)
0 th probability 1 — h(t) = = ,
with probability (1) 07 —3(0)

Geom(7t;) with probability h(t) =

and

Y, (t)|D; ~ NegBin(2, 7;), (5.6)
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where

C AL =0 =79 = (1 = D)[A — 7¥1$(r)
Tp = _ — ) (5.7)
1= (1 — %) + B[A — 7¥]¢p(1)

Proof. To prove (5.5), we first note that the joint probability generating function of ¥,,(t)
and no death detected in the interval [0, T) can be written, for 0 <6 <1, as

o0
E [erml{E,}] =Y Hi(z. 01 —m*yr*. (5.8)
j=0

It follows from (5.1) and ¢ = 1/(1 — A) that
0 .

[HE(z, 0)(1 — )}
=0

J
_ 0 —¢— (0 —0)p(r)
[0 =& = (0 = D)$(0)] — (1 = 7O — P — (0 = D) p(T)]
1= 0(1 = D(x) — (1 = 1)1 = $(1))0

= — = = = = . (59
(I=v(d =7+ v —79)(0)] = [(1 =)A= vl —7%) + (A — 7%)p(7)]0 G2

Setting 6 = 1 in (5.9) and substituting into (5.8) yields
PEy— U (=R = () 5.10)

ML= =7%)0] = (1 = D)% — 7*1$(r)
Using (5.8)—(5.10) and the definitions of 77, and ¥(t), we have that
E[0%)| £ ]

Toe)]
E [9 ‘”1{5,}]
P(E;)

_ ML= =7l = = D = 7¥16()
d (=21 = D)p(r)

y 1—5(1 = Mg(r) — (1 — 1)1 — ¢(1))8
[1—9(1 —7%) + bk — 7)()] — [(1 = A)(1 — D(1 — %)) + (A — 7*)$(7)10

_1-vd- Mp(r) = (1 = 1)1 = §(x))f 9 Tt

A+ =21 —D)p(r) 1—[1—7.10
_1—y(0) y 7y
T -9 1—[1-7]0
7'?1:1//(1') + l —m, — ¥ (T) Ty 5.11)

T (=1 — v(r) (=71 —¥(2) T
Then (5.5) follows immediately from (5.11).
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Finally, let

5
L(z;0) = EE[ gYro®)

E,]
_ ﬁt[l_ﬁ‘[ _KL(T)]
[1— YOI — (1 —7)012

Then, given that f7(t) = L(z, 1), it is straightforward to show that for 0 <6 <1,

5[ 00| b, _LE:0) _ 72
Lt;1)  [1—=(1 =m0
which yields (5.6) and completes the proof of Lemma 5.2. (]

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Part 1 is proved in Lemma 5.1; we now provide the details of the
proof of Part 2, the distribution of the number of individuals alive immediately following the
kth detected death. The proof of Part 3, the distribution of the number of individuals alive at
time ¢, can then be obtained along similar lines to those used in the proof of Theorem 3.1,
using the distribution of the number of individuals alive at, and the time since, the most recent
detected death.

Let R; (k=1, 2, ...) be defined to satisfy

{Xi| T2} ~ NegBin(Ry, 7).

Then it follows from Lemma 5.2, using arguments virtually identical to those in the proof of
Corollary 4.1, thatfork=2,3,...andj=1,2, ...,

{RelRe—1 =j, T =T} ~ 2 + BinG — 1, = (@),

where A (7y) is given in (3.27). Itis then~straigk~1tfor\yard, folloyving the proof of Lemma 4.5, to
show that P(Ry = j|T2.k) = By,j, where By = (By2, Bi3, - . . , By i) satisfies (3.26), completing
the proof of Part 2. O

6. Process of infectives in general stochastic epidemic given removal times

In this section, we prove Theorem 3.3. We begin by outlining some results from the theory
of aggregated continuous-time Markov chains from which the proof of Theorem 3.3 follows

straightforwardly.
Let {(W()}={W():t>0} be a homogeneous continuous-time Markov chain hav-
ing finite state space E={1,2,...,n} and transition-rate matrix Q ={[g;]. Thus g; =

lim; o ~IP(W(r) = jIlW(0)=1i) (i #Jj) and 6]:‘1‘:—2#1- gij- The state space is partitioned

as E=AUB, where A={1,2,...,n4} and B={nga+1,n4+2,...,n}. Let np=n—ny
denote the cardinality of B. Partition Q into

Qar Qup
Q = 9
|:QBA QBB:|

in the obvious fashion.
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Suppose that W(0) € A, and let T =inf{r > 0: W(¢) € B} be the time when {W(f)} first
visits B. Suppose that P(T' < oo|W(0)=i)=1 for all i€ A. Let F(¢) =[F;()] be defined
elementwise by

Fj()=P(T <tand W(T)=na +jIlWO)=i)  (t>0;i=1,2,....na:j=1,2,...,np),

and let f(r) = F'(r), where the differentiation is elementwise. Then (see for example [4])

f(r) = exp(Qua1)Qap (t=0). 6.1
Further, let P4p be the ngy x np matrix with (7, j)th element given by P(W(T) = n4 + j|W(0) =
i). Then
* -1
Pap = / f(5) dt = —Q,, Q- (6.2)
0

Note that Q44 is nonsingular since A is a transient class, so by [1, p. 77], all eigenvalues of
Q4 have strictly negative real parts.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Fork=2,3,...,N+1landi=0,1,...,N+1—k, let fi i(t2x) be
the probability density of the event {T.x = to.x and I(Sx) =i}, and let

i (t2:0) = (Fr,0(t2:0), fi, 1(82:0)5 - - - fe N1 =k (E2:0))-

Exploiting the conditional independence along the sample paths of {(S(¢), I(¢))}, application
of (6.2) followed by repeated application of (6.1) yields

k=2

fi(tas) = —lllQa,E)Qo,l ( H eXp(Qi,ifi+1)Qi,i+1) exp(Qu_1 - 11)Qk_1 4 (6.3)

i=1

where u; is the row vector of length N whose first element is 1 and all of whose other elements
are 0, and the product is given by the identity matrix Iy_; when k = 2.
Let

Wi(t:0) = Wi, 0(t2:0), Wi, 1(82:0), -+ -, Wi N—k(B2:8)),
where wy i(t2:x) = P(I(Sk) = i| T2 = t24). Then
Wi(t0) = B (to) /(Br(t2:0) - 1y _p).

Then, since Qk’ « 18 the transition-rate matrix for transitions of {(S(¢), I(¢))} within Q. for 0 <
T <li+1,

Vi(T [t:4) = Wi(t2:4) exp(Qp 7).
Using (6.3), we have that (3.31) and (3.32) follow immediately. U

7. Numerical results

In this section, we illustrate briefly the practical usefulness of the results of this paper.
We simulated a time-homogeneous linear birth—death process with §; =1.5 and y; = 1.0
up to the 200th death and estimated the size of the population over time based upon (partial)
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FIGURE 1. Number of individuals alive (solid line) and median of Y (¢)|t2., (dashed line) up to the 200th
death, with 8; = 1.5 and y; = 1.0. The shaded area represents the probability mass between the 10% and
90% quantiles of Y(¢). Top: d = 1. Bottom: d = 0.25.

observation of the death process. We considered the cases where the detection probability of
a death was d =1 (all deaths are detected) and d = 0.25. In Figure 1, we plot the number of
individuals alive against time, along with the median of Y(¢) calculated using Theorem 3.1
(d=1) and Theorem 3.2 (d =0.25). The plot also includes the 10% and 90% quantiles of
Y(#), I(r), and h(t), respectively, with [I(r), h(¢)] shaded for all £ > 0. We set time =0 to be
the time of the first death and note that for the case d =0.25 the first detected death is not
until £ =0.9875, at which point the estimation of the number of individuals alive starts. The
estimation of Y(¢) is similar in both cases, although for d = 0.25 the loss of information from
detecting only a quarter of the deaths is observed in a larger quantile range for Y ().
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Number of individuals alive

Time

FIGURE 2. Number of individuals alive (solid line) and E[Y(#)|t2.,] (dashed line) for a population with
control measures and y = 1. Parameters: oy = 1.5 (no control measures), ac = 0.5 (control measures),
Yy =4 (control measures introduced), ¥ =1 (control measures lifted). Shaded area denotes control
measures in place.

We demonstrate the use of Theorem 3.1 for implementing control measures. Suppose that
the birth rate is oy > 1 when there are no control measures and a¢ < 1 when control measures
are in place. Let y; =1, so that the birth—death process is super-critical in the absence of
control measures and sub-critical when control measures are in place. We assume that ini-
tially the population evolves without control measures until an upper threshold, 9y, is hit,
at which point control measures are introduced. The population remains in control measures
until a lower threshold, ¥, is reached, at which point control measures are removed. We
assume that the population can enter and leave control measures multiple times. We con-
sider control measures based upon E[Y(#)|t2.,], which can be implemented in real time,
although alternatives based on the median of Y(f) or the probability of extinction in the
absence of control measures could easily be used. We have that control measures are intro-
duced for the first time at u; = min/{E[Y(?)|t2.,,] > Py} and are lifted for the first time at
[y = ming , {E[Y(#)[t2.,] < ¥ }. Note that it follows from Theorem 3.1 that E[Y(?)[t2.x, ] jumps
up at death times and decreases continuously between death times. Therefore the introduction
of control measures immediately follows a death, with subsequent lifting when no death has
occurred for a sufficiently long time interval. An illustration of a simulation with control mea-
sures is given in Figure 2, in which oy = 1.5, a¢c = 0.5, 9y =4, and 91, = 1. In the example,
three episodes of control measures are required. A plot of 7; given by the ODE in (3.2) is
presented in Figure 3, which shows rapid changes after the introduction and removal of control
measures.

Finally, we apply the birth—death process calculations to an epidemic outbreak. We con-
sider two different birth—death process approximations of the general stochastic epidemic
model. At the kth removal times we compare the mean number of individuals alive in the
birth—death process approximation calculated using Theorem 3.1 with the corresponding mean
number of infectives in the general stochastic epidemic model calculated using Theorem 3.3.

https://doi.org/10.1017/apr.2022.58 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/apr.2022.58

924 F. BALL AND P. NEAL

Time

FIGURE 3. Plot of ; against time for the population with control measures in Figure 2. Parameters: oy =
1.5 (no control measures), «c = 0.5 (control measures), y =1 (death rate), 9y =4 (control measures
introduced), 97, = 1 (control measures lifted). Horizontal dashed lines at g¢c = 1/(1 4+ a¢) =2/3 (upper)
and gy = 1/(1 + an) =2/5 (lower) correspond to the probability that an event is a death under a constant
regime of control measures (upper) and no control measures (lower).

Number of infectives
40

20
1

T T T T T T T T
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Time

FIGURE 4. Plot of the number of infectives at removal times against time (black dots) for an
epidemic of final size 829 in a population of size N =2000, generated with B;(=a)=1.25 and
y:(= ) = 1. The mean number of infectives estimated using only removal times is given using the gen-
eral stochastic epidemic model (red line), time-homogeneous birth—death process (green, dotted line),
and time-inhomogeneous birth—death process with non-susceptibles accounted for (blue, dashed line).
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In Figure 4, an epidemic outbreak with final size 829 in a population of size N = 2000 gen-
erated with B,(=o)=1.25 and y;,(= ) =1 is plotted, with the mean number of infectives
(individuals alive) after each removal (death) calculated using Theorem 3.3 (Theorem 3.1).
The two birth—death process approximations we consider are the time-homogeneous birth—
death process with o =1.25 and pu =1, which does not take account of the removal of
infectives, and the time-inhomogeneous birth—death process with piecewise constant birth
rate o = 1.25(N — {k — 1 + E[Y(st-1)|T2:k—1 = t2:.k—11})/N between the (k — 1)th and kth
removal and death rate ;. = 1, which reduces the birth rate by the estimated proportion of the
population who are not susceptible (k — 1 removed individuals and E[Y(st—1)|T2:k—1 = t2:k—11,
the estimated number of infectives). We observe that both approximations give a reasonable
estimate of the mean number of infectives, especially in the early stages of the epidemic, when
the birth—death process approximation is most appropriate. By taking account of the number
of non-susceptible individuals we obtain a very good approximation in which the expected
number of infectives differs by at most 0.9157 from that given by the general stochastic epi-
demic model. It should be noted that the computation of the distribution of the birth—death
approximation is much faster than that of the general stochastic epidemic model, as the former
involves vector—matrix multiplication while the latter involves matrix exponentials and matrix
multiplication.

8. Concluding remarks

Explicit formulae for the distribution of the number of infectives (individuals alive) in a gen-
eral stochastic epidemic (branching process), given only partial information, have the potential
to assist with many areas of disease management. Firstly, from a statistical perspective, we are
able to calculate the likelihood of the observed removal times (Corollary 3.1) without the need
for computationally intensive data augmentation (cf. [13, 15]). This allows rapid computa-
tion of the likelihood, enabling the use of likelihood-based statistical methods to maximise the
likelihood or obtain estimates from the posterior distribution of the parameters, and allowing
for greater understanding as we do not need to integrate over augmented data. Moreover, the
ability to include time-varying parameters allows the estimation of infection rates before and
after control measures are introduced. We will present a summary of statistical methodology,
including partial observations of the death (removal) process, elsewhere. Secondly, from a pub-
lic health perspective, we can easily obtain epidemic quantities of interest, such as the mean
number of infectives or the probability that the epidemic is, or will go, extinct. This enables
the introduction and lifting of control measures in a scientifically informed manner, extending
this work beyond the numerical illustrations given in Section 7.

In this paper we have focused on the Markovian SIR epidemic model and its approximating
branching (birth—death) process. We can extend the model to allow for a more general infec-
tious period (lifetime) distribution. It is straightforward using [9] to show that the number of
individuals alive immediately after the first death in a branching process, where individuals
have a constant birth rate and independent and identically distributed lifetimes, follows a geo-
metric distribution. The distribution of residual lifetime of individuals alive at the first death
time means that the arguments used in Section 4 do not extend beyond exponential lifetime
distributions. Progress can be made for phase-type lifetime distributions, and we will show
elsewhere that the number of individuals alive in the approximating branching process at time
t >0 can be expressed as a sum of k; (the total number of observed deaths/removals up to
and including time f) independent random variables. Each of the random variables in the sum
satisfies one of the three distributions, based on (a) a geometric random variable, (b) a mixture
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of a geometric random variable and a point mass at 0, and (c) a sum of an independent geo-
metric random variable and a Bernoulli random variable. Note that for birth—death processes
considered in this paper, only the random variables (a) and (b) feature in the distribution of the
number of individuals alive at a given point in time.
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