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Figure 3. Homogeneous and susceptibility-adjusted herd immunity thresholds, constant R, value.

Figure 4 shows a population with uniformly-distributed Ry over the range 0 to 4.8. At herd
immunity, the distribution is biased heavily towards the lower R, values with a steadily-
declining trend with Ry. There is a significant reduction in HIT from 58.3% to 46.1% with the
corresponding equivalent Ry value (which would produce the same HIT from the
homogeneous model) of 1.85.
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Figure 4. Homogeneous and susceptibility-adjusted herd immunity thresholds,
uniformly-distributed R,.

Figure 5 shows the case of a Rayleigh-distributed population with a mean value of 2.4.
Infection occurs more rapidly in the higher R, values, skewing the distribution towards lower
values. This results in a modest reduction in HIT from 58.3% to 49.2% with the
corresponding equivalent Ry value that would produce the same HIT from the homogeneous
model of 1.97. Note that in this case, as in all cases, the total area under the red and green
curves is 1 and the area under the green curve is the HIT. It is clear that the HIT value can
only be reduced by this mechanism, regardless of the R, distribution, relative to the
homogeneous model.
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Figure 5. Homogeneous and susceptibility-adjusted herd immunity thresholds,
Rayleigh-distributed Ry.

The final case is an attempt to arrive at a distribution close to the observed 17% HIT from
random serological testing of Covid-19 in Stockholm County [7]. This requires a quite severe
bimodal or multi-modal distribution. An example of such a bimodal distribution fitting the
Stockolm data is shown in Figure 6, comprising a Rayleigh region with a mean close to 1 and
a Gaussian region with a mean of 12, in the ratio 85:15, not far from the 80:20 Pareto rule
often cited in the context of super-spreaders [8]. This, in practice, may represent the situation
where the bulk of the population has a relatively low Ry, whilst a minority cohort in
professions or situations with much greater exposure to infection, such as medical or public-
facing occupations, have a much higher Ry, so-called ‘super-spreaders’ [9].

From Figure 6, the R-value trend with the postulated bimodal distribution is seen to decline
very rapidly with infection rate and reaches herd immunity at just 17.6% prevalence. At the
onset of herd immunity, most of the high-R, cohort are infected whilst only a small minority
of the low-R, cohort are infected. The R, value found in Stockholm County and used here
was 2.4, which would correspond to a HIT of 58.3% using the elementary Kermack and
McKindrick approach based on a homogeneous population, and was indeed the estimate
made by Ferguson [10], some 3.4 times the observed value.
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Figure 6. Homogeneous and susceptibility-adjusted herd immunity thresholds,
bimodal distributed R,.

The recursive model described in Section 3 is extended to calculate the total infection rate
versus time/generation for the bimodal case representing Stockholm County, with the result
as shown in Figure 7. The final infection rate is 32.7% in the absence of intervention or
28.6%, 24.4% and 17.9% with intervention equivalent to arresting the cases at infection rates
of 5%, 10% and 15%, respectively. This suggests that intervention to temporarily slow or halt
the infection rate just below the HIT is effective at limiting the final infection rate to just over
the HIT. This would require careful timing and monitoring of infection rate across the
population, which may not be possible in practice.
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Figure 7. Infection rate versus time/generation estimate based on Stockholm County data
and the susceptibility-adjusted model.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

An enhanced yet simple model for herd immunity threshold has been described based on a
non-uniform reproduction number distribution and the assumption that host susceptibility is
directly proportional to reproduction number. Results for a number of R, distributions show
that the herd immunity threshold is reduced relative to the homogeneous model and may be
substantially reduced, for instance by a factor of 3.4 from the Stockholm County data used
here, if there is a large variation in R, distribution across the population. The herd immunity
threshold is strongly influenced not just by the mean R, value but by its distribution, and
simply using the mean R, value for a given population as done by Ferguson [10] for Covid-
19 is likely to lead to an unrealistic overestimate.

An attempt has been made to postulate a distribution that yields the HIT of 17% observed
from serological sampling of Covid-19 in Stockholm County. This requires a quite severe
bimodal distribution with a cohort of super-spreaders having much higher Ry and associated
susceptibility than the bulk of the population. Whether this situation is realistic cannot easily
be determined, but it serves to illustrate the principle and offer insight into the likely Ry
distribution responsible for the observed result. In addition to demographic R, heterogeneity,
spatial and other heterogeneities are likely to contribute to modulation of the HIT, as
described by network models [5], so it is likely that the simple mechanism modelled here is a
partial explanation for the observed low HIT seen for Covid-19 in Stockholm County.

The significance for infections such as Covid-19 is that in order to accurately estimate HIT it
is crucial to take account not just of the basic Ry value averaged over a given population but
also of its distribution, which results in a reduced and possibly substantially-reduced HIT
estimate.
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