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Abstract

Finite mixture models have been widely used in antibody (or sero-
logical) data analysis in order to help classifying individuals into either
antibody-positive or antibody-negative. The most popular models are the
so-called Gaussian mixture models which assume a Normal distribution
for each component of a mixture. In this work, we propose the use of
finite mixture models based on a flexible class of scale mixtures of Skew-
Normal distributions for serological data analysis. These distributions are
sufficiently flexible to describe right and left asymmetry often observed
in the distributions associated with hypothetical antibody-negative and
antibody-positive individuals, respectively. We illustrate the advantage
of these alternative mixture models with a data set of 406 individuals in
which antibodies against six different human herpesviruses were measured
in the context of Myalgic Encephalomyelitis/Chronic Fatigue Syndrome.

Key-Words: Finite mixture models; scale mixtures of Skew-Normal
distributions; seropositivity; chronic fatigue syndrome.

1 INTRODUCTION

Antibodies are key immunological proteins produced by B cells upon molecular
recognition of an antigen derived from an infectious agent. In general, they
contribute to microbial clearance and, if maintained in the body over time, they
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comprise the basis of the so-called immunological memory, which translates into
a quicker and more efficient immune response in the case of repeated exposure
to the same infectious agent. In turn, autoantibodies are antibodies recogniz-
ing components from the body and they are usually present in autoimmunity
diseases, such as multiple sclerosis or rheumatoid arthritis. In the laboratory,
antibodies (or autoantibodies) against a specific antigen are usually quantified
by the enzymatic-linked immunosorbent assays (ELISA) using serum samples;
see ref. [1, 2, 3] for some recent studies using these assays. The respective read-
out is a light intensity, also known as optical density, which can be converted
into a concentration or a titre using a calibration curve of known antibody con-
centrations. In practice, these assays are easily standardized, widely available,
and ideal for high-throughput analysis of antibodies against a single antigen
[1]. Such advantages make ELISA particularly suitable for large-scale sero-
epidemiology surveys where one aims to estimate the prevalence of exposure
to a given pathogen in the population [1, 4, 5]. With the recent development
of high-throughput technologies, antibody quantification is currently shifting
from the traditional ELISA to more advance assays, such as microarray [6, 7],
luminex [8, 9], or cytometry bead assays [10], where a large number of differ-
ent antibodies can be evaluated in the same serum sample. However, some of
these promising technologies still require some degree of optimization before
their widely applicability in biomedical research [11, 12].

Statistical analysis of antibody (or serological) data is usually carried out un-
der the assumption that the antibody distribution consists of different latent
populations, each one representing a distinct antibody state or different de-
grees of exposure to a given antigen. This assumption gives rise to a serological
data analysis based on finite mixture models [13]. These models can be more
or less complex depending on the number of components and mixing distri-
butions used to describe the data. Due to its conceptual simplicity and easy
of interpretation, the most popular finite mixture model in routine serologi-
cal applications invokes the existence of two components related to hypotheti-
cal seronegative and seropositive individuals or, equivalently, antibody-negative
and antibody-positive individuals [14, 15, 16]. Models comprising more than
two components have also been found appropriate to describe data from some
studies [17, 18, 19, 20, 21], but they might bring some ambiguity when inter-
preting which components are associated with antibody positivity [22]. In turn,
the most popular choice for the mixing distributions is the Lognormal distri-
bution in the original scale of the measurements or, equivalently, the Normal
distribution after logarithmic transformation of the data [15, 17]. Gamma and
Weibull are other choices for the mixing distributions among textbook probabil-
ity distributions [16, 20]. Alternatively, less trivial mixture models can be used
in the analysis. This is the case of a mixture between two truncated Normal
distributions describing the situation where observations might fall below the
lower limit of detection or above the upper limit of detection of the assay [18].
Another interesting model is a mixture between a Normal and a combination
of half-Normal distributions for the hypothetical seronegative and seropositive
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populations, respectively [14]. The rationale behind this proposal is that the dis-
tribution of the seropositive population should be left skewed, because antibody
levels tend to decrease over time [17]. Notwithstanding their suitability to tackle
specific characteristics of serological data, none of the above models would ap-
pear to provide sufficiently flexibility in terms of skewness and flatnesss of each
mixing distribution that could be used as the basis of data analysis automation
in high-throughput serological studies.

In this scenario, we propose the scale mixture of Skew-Normal distributions
(SMSN) as a flexible mixing distribution for serological data analysis. The
flexibility of this family is attributed to four parameters that control the loca-
tion, the scale, the skewness and the flatness of the resulting distribution. In
addition, SMSN includes the Normal distribution, the Generalized Student’s
t-distribution, and its skewed version as special cases [23]. We illustrate the
advantage of using these models by analysing a data set related to antibodies
against 6 different common herpesviruses in Myalgic Encephalomyelitis/Chronic
Fatigue Syndrome (ME/CFS) [24].

2 DATA UNDER ANALYSIS

ME/CFS is complex disease whose patients experience a long-lasting fatigue
that cannot be alleviated by rest or suffer from post-exertional malaise upon
minimal physical and mental activity [25, 26]. The aetiology of the disease
remains unknown, but it is often linked with common viral infections, including
common herpesviruses [27].

To accelerate current knowledge on ME/CFS, it was created a large disease-
specific biobank in the United Kingdom [28, 29]. The data set under analysis is
part of this biobank and it was published in a recent study with the aim of inves-
tigating the immunological component of the disease [24]. In the data set, there
is a total of 406 individuals, all adults, divided into three main groups: healthy
controls (HC, n = 107; 26.4%), patients with ME/CFS (n = 250; 61.8%), and
patients with multiple sclerosis (MS, n = 49; 12.1%). The group of patients
with ME/CFS was further divided into a subgroup of 196 patients with mild or
moderate symptoms (ME-M) and another subgroup of 54 severely affected pa-
tients who are home- or even bed-bound (ME-S). A detailed description about
the recruitment of study participants, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and ethics
can be found in the original reference [24].

The data set comprises six serological variables corresponding to the antibody
concentration against the following common herpesviruses: human cytomegalovirus,
CMV; Epstein-Barr virus, EBV; human herpesvirus-6, HHV-6; types 1 and 2
herpes simplex viruses, HSV-1 and HSV-2, respectively; and varicella-zoster
virus, VZV. Note that the tested antibodies against EBV were specific to the
viral-capsid antigen.

In each serum sample, the concentration of each vira-specific antibody was ex-
pressed in arbitrary units per ml (U/ml) according the corresponding optical
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density determined by commercial ELISA kits. According to the ELISA’s kit
manufacturers, samples with antibodies concentration ≤ 8 U/ml should be clas-
sified as seronegative and those with concentration ≥ 12 U/ml should be clas-
sified as seropositive for all antibodies with the exception of HHV-6. Samples
with IgG concentration between 8 and 12 U/ml should be classified as equiv-
ocal. For antibodies against HHV-6, seronegative and seropositivity should be
defined as ≤ 10.5 U/ml or ≥ 12.5 U/ml, respectively. Samples with concentra-
tions between these two limits were considered equivocal.

2.1 Ethical approval

All participants provided written informed consent for data collection (ques-
tionnaire, clinical measurement and laboratory tests), and for allowing their
samples to be available to any research receiving ethical approval. Participants
received an extensive information sheet and consent form in which there was an
option for participation withdraw from the study at any time. Ethical approval
was granted by the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine (LSHTM)
Ethics Committee (Ref. 6123) and the National Research Ethics Service (NRES)
London-Bloomsbury Research Ethics Committee (REC ref. 11/10/1760, IRAS
ID: 77765).

3 STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF SEROLOGI-
CAL DATA

3.1 Finite mixture models based on SMSN distributions

When analysing serological data related to the antibody responses against a
specific antigen, it is usually assumed the existence of two or more latent, un-
observed populations, which might represent different levels of exposure to that
antigen. For simplicity, individuals that were never exposed to a given antigen
are considered as seronegatives whilst individuals exposed to it are considered
seropositives. In this scenario, the respective data from a specific antibody are
typically described by a mixture of two or more probability distributions.

Let G1, ..., Gg be the partition from a superpopulation G (sample space) and
π1, ..., πg the probabilities of sampling an individual belonging to each latent
population (with the usual restriction of

∑g
k=1 πk = 1 and 0 ≤ πk ≤ 1). A ran-

dom variable Z is a finite mixture of independent random variables Z1, Z2, ..., Zg
if the probability density function (pdf) of Z is given by

f(z) =

g∑
k=1

πkfZk(z;θk), (1)

where fZk(z;θk) is the mixing probability density function of Zk associated with
the k-th latent population and parameterized by the vector θk = {θ1, ..., θlk}.
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The most popular choice for the mixing distribution in serological analysis is the
Normal distribution which is symmetric around the mean and it is a mesokurtic
distribution (with a kurtosis of 3 irrespective of the mean and standard deviation
of the distribution). However, serological data from populations on the brink
of malaria elimination show long tails and marked right asymmetry [16] in each
latent population even after applying log-transformation. In such cases, one can
use instead the Generalized Student t as the mixing distribution, because it has
heavier tails than the Normal distribution. However, this distribution remains
in the realm of the symmetric distributions. To incorporate asymmetry in the
modelling, one can alternatively use the less-known Skew-Normal as the mixing
distribution [30].

A random variable Wk has a Skew-Normal distribution with location param-
eter µk, scale parameter σ2

k and skewness parameter αk (denoted as Wk _
SN (µk, σ

2
k, αk)) if its pdf can be written as

fWk
(w) = 2

1√
2πσk

e
− (w−µk)2

2σ2
k ×

∫ αk
(w−µk)

σk

−∞

1√
2π
e−

x2

2 dx

= 2φ(w;µk, σ
2
k)Φ

(
αk(w − µk)

σk

)
, w, µk, αk ∈ R, σk ∈ R+

where φ(.;µk, σ
2
k) denotes the pdf of the Normal distribution with mean µk

and variance σ2
k; Φ(.) denotes the the cumulative distribution function of the

standard Normal distribution [23, 31, 32]. The mean and variance of the Skew-
Normal distribution are respectively given by,

E(Wk) = µk + σk

√
2

π

αk√
1 + α2

k

, V (Wk) =

(
1−

(
2

π

αk√
1 + α2

k

)2)
σ2
k.

Additionally, the Skew-Normal distribution can be used to construct a more
general class of flexible distributions, the scale mixtures of Skew-Normal (SMSN)
distributions.

The random variable Zk in expression (1) belongs to the SMSN family with
location parameter µk, scale parameter σ2

k and skewness parameter αk (denoted
as Zk _ SMSN (µk, σ

2
k, αk, H)) if it can be written in the following way:

Zk = µk +
Wk√
Uk
, (2)

where µk is the location parameter; Uk is a random variable with distribution
function Hk(.,vk) and pdf hk(.,vk); vk is either a scalar or a vector of parame-
ters indexing the distribution of Uk; and Wk _ SN (0, σ2

k, αk) which is assumed
to be independent of Uk [23, 33].

Based on expression (2), it is worth noting that the conditional distribution
Zk|Uk = u takes the form

FZk|Uk=u(z) = P (Zk ≤ z) = P (µk +
1√
u
Wk ≤ z) (3)

= P (Wk ≤
√
u(z − µk)) = FWk

(
√
u(z − µk)), z ∈ R.
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Thus,

fZk|Uk=u(z) =
d

dz
FWk

(z) =
√
u× fWk

(
√
u(z − µk)) (4)

=
√
u

2

σk
φ

(√
u(z − µk)

σk

)
Φ

(
αk
√
u(z − µk)

σk

)
, z ∈ R,

where φ(.) represents the pdf of the standard Normal distribution. Which

is equivalent to, fZk|Uk=u(z) = 2φ

(
z;µk,

σ2
k

u

)
Φ

(
αk(z−µk)
σk/
√
u

)
, z ∈ R, where

φ(.;µk,
σ2
k

u ) denotes the pdf of theN (µk,
σ2
k

u ). Hence, Zk|Uk = u _ SN (µk,
σ2
k

u , αk).

The marginal probability density distribution of Zk is given by

fZk(z) =

∫ +∞

0

2φ

(
z;µk,

σ2
k

u

)
Φ

(
αk(z − µk)

σk/
√
u

)
dH(u;v), z ∈ R.

The name of this class of distributions relies on the fact that the density function
of Zk (2) involves an infinite mixture of Skew-Normal distributions.

To model different patterns arising from serological data, we rely on 4 particular
cases of the SMSN family. The first one is the case of the Skew-Normal distri-
bution itself. This happens when Uk is not a random variable but rather the
scalar u = 1. Then, variable Zk in expression (2) simplifies to Zk = µk + Wk.
Hence,

FZk(z) = P (Wk ≤ z − µk) = FWk
(z − µk), z ∈ R, (5)

fZk(z) = fWk
(z − µk) = 2φ(z − µk; 0, σ2

k)Φ

(
αk

(
z−µk
σk

))
. (6)

Therefore, Zk _ SN (µk, σ
2
k, αk).

The second case is a simplification of the previous one when αk = 0. In this
case, the Skew-Normal distribution reduces to the usual (symmetric) Normal
distribution. In fact, when αk = 0 we get

fZk(z) = 2φ(z − µk; 0, σ2
k)Φ(0) = φ(z − µk; 0, σ2

k) = φ(z;µk, σ
2
k), z ∈ R,

where φ(.;µk, σ
2
k) represents the pdf of the N (µk, σ

2
k) distribution.

The third and fourth cases are the skew Generalized Student’s t-distribution
and its symmetric counterpart, hereafter referred to as Skew-t and Student’s
t-distributions for short, respectively. These distributions can be obtained as
follows.

Let Uk be a Gamma distribution with shape and rate parameters v
2 and v

2 ,
respectively, that is, Uk _ Gamma( v2 ,

v
2 ). The formulation is such that the

mean of Uk is equal to one.

Note that Zk = µk + Wk√
Uk

, where Wk _ SN (0, σ2
k, αk), Uk _ Gamma(v2 ,

v
2 ) are

independent random variables, is equivalent to Zk = µk + Wk√
Rk
v

where Rk is a

χ2 distribution with v degrees of freedom.
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The conditional cumulative distribution function and the corresponding pdf of
Zk|Uk = u are given by the expressions (3) and (4), respectively. According
to expression (5), the marginal probability density distribution of Zk takes the
form

fZk(z) =

∫ +∞

0

fZk|Uk=u(z)fUk(u)du

=

∫ +∞

0

2
√
uφ(
√
u(z − µk); 0, σ2

k)Φ

(
αk
√
u(z − µk)

σk

)
(vk2 )

vk
2 u

vk
2 −1e−

vk
2 −u

Γ( vk2 )
du

=
2v

vk
2

k

σk
√
π2

vk+1

2 Γ( vk2 )

∫ +∞

0

Φ(
√
uA)u

1
2 (vk−1)e−

1
2u(d+vk)du,

(7)

with A = αk(z−µk)
σk

, d =

(
z−µk
σk

)2

.

Integrating expression (7) by substitution of the variable s = 1
2u(d + vk), we

obtain

fZk(z) =
2

σk
√
πvk Γ( vk2 )

(
1+

d

vk

)− 1
2 (vk+1) ∫ +∞

0

Φ

(
A

√
2s

d+ vk

)
s

1
2 (vk−1)e−sds

=
2 Γ( vk+1

2 )

σk
√
πvk Γ( vk2 )

(
1+

d

vk

)− 1
2 (vk+1) ∫ +∞

0

Φ

(
A

√
2

d+ vk

√
s

)
1

Γ(vk+1
2 )

s
1
2 (vk−1)e−sds

=
2 Γ( vk+1

2 )

σk
√
πvk Γ( vk2 )

(
1 +

d

vk

)− 1
2 (vk+1)

×

×
∫ +∞

0

P

(
Z ≤ A

√
2

d+ vk

√
s|S = s

)
1

Γ( vk+1
2 )

s
1
2 (vk−1)e−sds. (8)

It is important to notice the following Lemma [34].

Lemma: Suppose that Z _ N (0, 1), Y _ Gamma(m, 1), R _ t2m,
m > 0. It can be proved that

E

(
Φ(c
√
y)

)
=

∫ +∞

0

P (Z ≤ c√y|Y = y)fY (y)dy = P (R ≤ c
√
m), c ∈ R.
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Applying this Lemma to expression (8) leads to

fZk(z) =
2 Γ( vk+1

2 )

σk
√
πvk Γ( vk2 )

(
1 +

d

vk

)− 1
2 (vk+1)

E

(
Φ

(
A

√
2

d+ vk

√
s

))
= 2 t(z;µk, σk, vk + 1) E

(
Φ

(
A

√
2

d+ vk

√
s

))
= 2 t(z;µk, σk, vk + 1) P

(
T ≤ A

√
vk + 1

d+ vk
; vk + 1

)
= 2 t(z;µk, σk, vk + 1) T

(
A

√
vk + 1

d+ vk
; vk + 1

)
,

(9)

where t(.;µk, σk, vk+1) denotes the probability density function of a Generalized
Student-t distribution with location parameter µk, scale parameter σk and vk+1
degrees of freedom; T (.; vk + 1) represents the cumulative distribution function
of a standard Student-t distribution with vk + 1 degrees of freedom.

In short, if Zk _ ST (µk, σ
2
k, αk, vk), then its pdf is given by

fZk(z) = 2 t(z;µk, σk, vk + 1) T

(
A

√
vk + 1

d+ vk
; vk + 1

)
.

It should be noted that when the skewness parameter is equal to zero, i.e.,

αk = 0, the quantity A = αk(z−µk)
σk

= 0, and the above expression takes the
form

fZk(z) = 2 t(z;µk, σk, vk + 1) P (T ≤ 0; vk + 1) = t(z;µk, σk, vk + 1).

which corresponds to the probability density function of a Generalized Student-t
distribution with location parameter µk, scale paramter σk and vk + 1 degrees
of freedom.

As the degrees of freedom tends to infinity, the Skew-t distribution converges
to the Skew-Normal distribution [23, 31, 32].

The mean and variance of the Skew-t distribution are respectively given by,

E(Zk) = µk+σkbvkδk, if vk > 1, V (Zk) = σ2
k

[
vk

vk − 2
−
(
bvkδk

)2]
if vk > 2,

where bvk =
√
vk Γ( 1

2 (vk−1))√
π Γ( 1

2vk)
and δk = αk√

1+α2
k

.

3.2 Estimation and model selection

Suppose that we have a random sample X1, ..., Xn representing the antibody
levels of n individuals. In general, it is very difficult to determine the maximum
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likelihood (ML) estimates of the parameters of any given finite mixture model
by direct maximization of the corresponding log-likelihood functions. One way
to surpass this problem is to consider the Expectation-Maximization (EM) al-
gorithm given that the latent serological status of each individual is unknown
and, thus, we are in the presence of a problem of incomplete data.

A full derivation of an EM-type algorithm for fitting mixtures of SMSN can be
found elsewhere [23]. In brief, the E-step is the same as in the traditional mix-
tures of Normal distributions, which has been largely studied in the literature
[23, 30, 33]. Replacing the classical M-step with a sequence of conditional max-
imization steps (CM-steps), one obtains closed form expressions that simplify
the implementation of the algorithm. Also, the observed information matrix
can be derived analytically [35].

There are several methods to determine the optimal number of components that
constitute the mixture, g [13, 36, 37]. A simple way to do it is to use penalized
forms of the log-likelihood function: the information criteria. They rely on the
idea that an increase in the number of components in the mixture leads to a bet-
ter fit of the data, thus, increasing the maximized likelihood function. Invoking
the parsimony principle to determine the best model for the data, enhance-
ment in model fitting is penalized by an increase in the number of parameters
included in the model. In this framework, two of the most popular measures
are Akaike?s Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion
(BIC) [38]. In general the best model is the one that provides the lowest esti-
mate of AIC or BIC value among all models tested. About the use of one or
the other criterion, the BIC criterion demonstrates consistency in determining
the number of components of the mixture models [38, 39]. In addition, BIC
tends to select simpler models (ideally with less number of components) than
AIC, which simplifies data interpretation. Hence, this information criterion is
preferred for model selection.

Another way to assess the number of components in a mixture model is to carry
out a hypothesis testing, namely the Likelihood Ratio Test (LRT). However, the
regularity conditions for the validity of classical asymptotic approximation of
the test statistic are not met in the context of finite mixture models, because the
null hypothesis associated with this hypothesis is specified in the boundary of the
parameter space rather than its interior [13]. In some cases, the true parameter is
in a non-identifiable subset of the parameter space [40]. As a consequence, there
is no guarantee that, under the null hypothesis, the likelihood ratio statistic
asymptotically follows a χ2 distribution with the degrees of freedom given by
the difference between the number of parameters under the alternative and the
null hypothesis [13]. To surpass this problem, a bootstrap approach can be
carried out to estimate the p-value of this non-standard LRT [40, 41].

Let us consider the test specified by H0 : g = g0 versus H1 : g = g1 where
g0 < g1. Let us also denote ψ0 and ψ1 the vector of parameters of the mixture
models under H0 and H1 hypotheses, respectively; x = (x1, ..., xn) the observed
data and T (x;ψ0,ψ1) the test statistic of LRT. The bootstrap approach is given
by the following algorithm [41]:
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1. Use the EM algorithm to estimate the ψ0 and ψ1 estimates under the H0

and H1 hypotheses, respectively. Calculate T (x; ψ̂0, ψ̂1);

2. Simulate N = 10, 000 independent samples x∗1, ...,x
∗
n using the mixture

model under H0 and parameterized by ψ̂0;

3. For each bootstrap sample i, calculate T (x∗i ; ψ̂0i , ψ̂1i), where ψ̂0i and ψ̂1i
are the estimated parameter vectors for the bootstrap sample i under the
H0 and H1 hypotheses, respectively;

4. Estimate the p-value as 1
N

∑N
i=1 I{T (x∗i ; ψ̂0i , ψ̂1i) > T (x; ψ̂0, ψ̂1)}, where

I{.} is the indicator function.

Another important statistical test in the context of mixtures based on SMSN is
to address the significance of the asymmetry parameters of the mixing distribu-
tions composing the mixture model based on Skew-Normal or Skew-t distribu-
tions . To attain this goal, a LRT can also be carried out. Suppose that we have
a mixture model with all g components given by either Skew-Normal or Skew-t
distributions. In this test, the hypotheses under testing are the following:

H0 : αk = 0, ∀k=1,...,g versus H1 : ∃k=1,...,g, αk 6= 0.

The test statistic is given by Λ = −2 ln L̂0

L̂1
, where L̂0 and L̂1 correspond to the

likelihood functions of the mixture model evaluated at the maximum likelihood
estimates under H0 and H1, respectively. In contrast with the previous test
related to the number of components, the usual asymptotic approximation for
the distribution of the LRT statistic under H0 holds, that is, a χ2 distribution
with g degrees of freedom.

Finally, the quality of the fit of the estimated models should be assessed. For a
matter of simplicity, the Pearson?s χ2 test for goodness-of-fit can be used. To
apply this test, the data under analysis can be divided into bins according to
the sampled 5%-quantiles or deciles (i.e., 10%-quantiles).

3.3 Estimation of seropositivity

After determining the best finite mixture model for the data, the next step
is usually to estimate the seroprevalence, that is, the prevalence of antibody-
positive individuals in the population (or, the probability of an individual being
antibody-positive). Seropositivity is usually defined by a cutoff, denoted by c, in
the respective antibody distribution above which individuals would be consid-
ered seropositive. In the context of finite mixture models, cutoff determination
requires the interpretation of each latent population in terms of seronegativity
and seropositivity. To do that, one typically assumes the seronegative popu-
lation as the one with lowest average value while the remaining components
are interpreted as different levels of seropositivity upon recurrent infections.
In this scenario, the seropositivity of i-th individual can be seen as resulting
from a Bernoulli random variable Yi _ Ber(p) where p = P [Xi ≥ c] and
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Xi (i = 1, ..., n) represents the random variable representing the underlying
antibody concentration. The probability p is also called seroprevalence and it
embodies the probability of exposed individuals to a given antigen in the pop-
ulation. According to the maximum likelihood method, seroprevalence can be
estimated as the proportion of seropositive individuals in the sample. There-
fore, different estimates for the seroprevalence can be obtained according to the
methods used to determine the cutoff.

In this work, we consider the following three different methods for determining
the seropositivity cutoff:

- Method 1: It is based on the 99.9%-quantile associated with the es-
timated seronegative population. This method is the most popular in
sero-epidemiology [22, 42]. It is often called as the 3σ rule, because the
99.9%-quantile is given by the mean plus 3 times the standard deviation
of a normally distributed seronegative population;

- Method 2: It relies on the minimum of the density mixture functions. In
the case of two latent populations, the cutoff corresponds to the absolute
minimum, and in the case of three or more latent populations the cutoff
corresponds to the lowest relative minimum. This point can be calculated
using the Dekker?s algorithm [43]. It should be noted that the minimum
of the mixing function is not expected to coincide with the point of inter-
section of the probability densities of each individual subpopulation;

- Method 3: It imposes a threshold in the the so-called conditional classifi-
cation curves [22]. Under the assumption that all components but the first
one refer to seropositive individuals, the conditional classification curve of
seropositive individuals given the antibody level x is defined as

p+|x =

∑g
k=2 πkfk(x;θk)∑g
k=1 πkfk(x;θk)

.

In turn, the classification curve of seronegative individuals is given by

p−|x = 1− p+|x.

After calculating these curves, one can impose a minimum value for the
classification of each individual. In this case, two cut-off values arise in the
antibody distribution, one for the seronegative individuals and another for
seropositive individuals. Mathematically, the classification rule is given as
follows

Ci =


seronegative , if xi ≤ c−

equivocal , if c− < xi < c+

seropositive , if xi ≥ c+

11
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where c− and c+ are the cutoff values in the antibody distribution that
ensure a minimum classification probability, say 90%. To calculate these
cutoff values in practice, one can use the bisection method providing an
initial interval where they might be located [22].

3.4 R packages

We used the package mixsmsn to fit different mixture models based on SMSN
[44]. In particular, we used the function smsn.mix to estimate the model param-
eter via the EM algorithm and the function rmix to generate random samples
from a given mixture model in the bootstrap method. For fitting the Stu-
dent’s t-distribution, we considered the R package extraDistr [45], namely,
the function dlst to calculate their density and the function plst to define the
cumulative distribution function. The fitting of the Skew-Normal distributions
was performed with the package sn [46]. The functions dsn and psn were used
to calculate the probability density function and the cumulative distribution
function of the Skew-Normal distribution, respectively. In the case of the Skew-
t distribution, the functions dst and pst were used to calculate the probability
density function and the cumulative distribution function, respectively.

4 RESULTS

4.1 Analysis of serological data by finite models based on
SMSN

The statistical analysis was performed after applying the base 10 logarithmic
transformation to the data. The number of components g in the mixture models
was allowed to vary from 1 (single distribution) to 3 components. When fitting
the mixtures of Skew-t distributions, the package mixsmsn only allowed to fit
models with a common degree of freedom for all mixing distributions (i.e., v1 =
... = vg = v)

Our results suggested that the 6 antibodies under evaluation could be divided
into two major classes: (i) the first one including antibodies against HHV-6
and VZV where there was evidence for a single serological population (Table
1) and (ii) another one including the antibodies against the remaining four
herpesviruses where there was evidence for the existence of more than one sero-
logical population in the respective data (Table 2).

According to BIC, the best models for the antibodies against HHV-6 and VZV
were Skew-Normal and Skew-t distributions, respectively. The estimated dis-
tributions were both left skew (Figure 1A; αHHV 6 = −1.82 with 95% CI =(-
2.44;-1.02) and αV ZV = −4.54 with 95% CI =(-6.94;-2.14). They would appear
to have a good fit to the data at the 5% significance level (pgof = 0.140 and
0.076, respectively). In the case of antibodies against VZV, further evidence was
obtained for a single population when testing one Skew-t distribution against
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Virus SMSN g p Lmax BIC pgof pboot
HHV-6 Normal 1 2 -129.46 270.94 0.064 0.064

2 5 -116.97 263.97 0.169
3 8 -110.43 268.91 0.462

Skew-Normal 1 3 -121.35 260.71 0.140 0.027
2 7 -117.35 276.75 0.084
3 11 -109.40 284.87 0.152

Student’s t 1 3 -124.38 266.77 0.157 0.042
2 6 -117.14 270.32 0.122
3 9 -105.36 264.78 0.254

Skew-t 1 4 -118.81 261.65 0.148 0.409
2 8 -116.83 281.71 0.076
3 12 -104.00 586.83 0.001

VZV Normal 1 2 -108.76 229.53 < 0.001 0.000
2 5 -7.28 44.60 0.159
3 8 -1.70 51.45 0.153

Skew-Normal 1 3 -23.94 65.90 < 0.001 0.180
2 7 -0.11 42.27 0.406
3 11 0.10 65.87 0.068

Student’s t 1 3 -61.90 141.80 < 0.001 0.000
2 6 -7.41 50.86 0.082
3 9 -1.68 57.42 0.113

Skew-t 1 4 -7.89 39.81 0.076 0.375
2 8 -0.05 48.16 0.211
3 12 5.47 62.14 0.134

Table 1: Analysis of antibody data with evidence for a single serological popu-
lation, where g represents the number of components in the mixture models, p
is the number of parameters of the model, Lmax is the value of the maximized
log-likelihood function, pgof is the maximum p-value for the goodness-of-fit test
when dividing data into deciles or 5%-quantiles, and pboot is the bootstrap p-
value for testing H0 : g = 1 versus H1 : g = 2.

a mixture of two Skew-t distributions, respectively (pboot = 0.375). However,
when testing one Skew-Normal distribution against a mixture of two Skew-
Normal distributions for the antibodies against HHV-6, the respective result
was in the borderline of the 5% statistical significance (pboot = 0.027).

In terms of serological classification, the evidence for a single population would
appear to represent a putative seropositive population. This interpretation is
consistent with the prior knowledge that HHV-6 and VZV are usually acquired
during childhood and more than 95% of the adult populations typically shows
evidence of antibody positivity against these viruses [47]. In addition, the core
values of these distributions are higher than the cutoff for seropositivity sug-
gested by the lab protocol. Finally, a left skewness is also predicted for a hypo-
thetical seropositive population, because the antibodies should decay over time
[17].

It is worth noting that most of the mixture models under comparison could
also fit data of these two antibodies well. This the case of the mixture of two
or three Normal distributions (pgof = 0.169 and 0.462 for antibodies against
HHV-6 and pgof = 0.159 and 0.153), which are typically used in serological data
analysis. Therefore, although not being the best models for HHV-6 and VZV-
related antibodies, these models could have been used for subsequent serological
analyses.
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With respect to the antibodies against the remaining herpesviruses, the respec-
tive data analysis was not so straightforward, because the model with lowest
BIC estimate could not fit the data well according to the Pearson’s goodness-of-
fit test at 5% significance level (Table 2). This is the case of the mixtures of two
Skew-Normal distributions for the antibodies against CMV (BIC=509.69 and
pgof = 0.038), HSV-1 (BIC=563.52 and pgof = 0.003), and HSV-2 (BIC=570.68
and pgof = 0.013). For these antibodies, the best models were considered to
be a mixture of two Skew t distributions (BIC=511.45 and pgof = 0.072), a
mixture of three Skew-Normal distributions (BIC=570.70 and pgof = 0.104),
and a mixture of two Normal distributions (BIC=585.27 and pgof = 0.516),
respectively, because they were the first models ranked by BIC with a good
fit for the data (Figure 1B). Interestingly, for the HSV-2-related antibody data,
when the mixture of two Normal distributions was compared to the mixture of 2
Skew-Normal distribution by a likelihood ratio test, the first model was strongly
rejected (p < 0.0001), which suggested the asymmetry of at least one of the com-
ponents. This inconsistency between this test and the selected model can be
explained by the unavailability of fitting a mixture of a Normal distribution and
a Skew-Normal distribution in the package smsn. For the EBV-related antibody
data, the best model according to BIC was a mixture of two Skew-t distribu-
tions, which also had a good fit for the data (BIC=299.32 and pgof = 0.248;
Figure 1B).

In terms of interpretation of each component, there was evidence of putative
seronegative and seropositive populations for antibodies against CMV, EBV,
and HSV-2 (Figure 1B). This interpretation was supported by the observation
that the cutoff value suggested by the commercial kits lies between these hy-
pothetical serological populations. In the case of antibodies against HSV-1,
the respective interpretation was not so obvious, because (i) the best mixture
model was composed of three components and (ii) the cutoff suggested by the
commercial kits lies in the middle of the intermediate distribution, which shows
right asymmetry. In theory, the distribution of a putative seronegative popula-
tion tends to show right asymmetry [17] and, if so, this intermediate component
should be interpreted accordingly. However, this interpretation opens the door
for the presence of two sets of seronegative populations resulting from distinct
background signals in absence of antibodies. In absence of additional informa-
tion about the serological data, this intermediate component was considered to
represent a putative seronegative population.

4.2 Estimation of cutoff for seropositivity

After fitting the mixture models to the data, the following step of the analysis
was to estimate a cutoff value for seropositivity and the subsequent seropreva-
lence in the different study groups (Table 3).

For CMV and HSV-2 antibody data, the cutoff values did not vary substan-
tially from one method to another. Interesting, the cutoff values estimated by
method 1 (the 3σ rule) almost perfectly matched with the ones suggested by the
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Virus SMSN g p Lmax BIC pgof
CMV Normal 1 2 -409.11 830.24 < 0.001

2 5 -245.75 521.54 0.016
3 8 -233.70 515.45 0.018

Skew-Normal 1 3 -357.61 733.23 < 0.001
2 7 -233.82 509.69 0.038
3 11 -226.64 519.35 0.146

Student’s t 1 3 -410.14 838.29 < 0.001
2 6 -238.54 513.12 0.038
3 9 -231.23 516.59 0.046

Skew-t 1 4 -357.71 739.45 < 0.001
2 8 -231.55 511.45 0.072
3 12 -226.93 525.93 0.324

EBV Normal 1 2 -342.30 696.62 < 0.001
2 5 -152.66 335.36 < 0.001
3 8 -129.30 306.65 0.173

Skew-Normal 1 3 -226.42 470.86 < 0.001
2 7 -130.57 303.17 0.084
3 11 -128.02 322.10 0.054

Student’s t 1 3 -240.21 498.43 < 0.001
2 6 -151.61 339.26 < 0.001
3 9 -129.41 312.88 0.117

Skew-t 1 4 -173.14 370.31 < 0.001
2 8 -125.63 299.32 0.248
3 12 -126.29 324.66 0.087

HSV-1 Normal 1 2 -442.27 896.56 < 0.001
2 5 -291.59 613.22 < 0.001
3 8 -264.94 577.94 0.003

Skew-Normal 1 3 -394.55 807.11 < 0.001
2 7 -260.74 563.52 0.003
3 11 -252.32 570.70 0.104

Student’s t 1 3 -443.73 905.48 < 0.001
2 7 -291.73 619.51 < 0.001
3 9 -264.98 584.02 0.002

Skew-t 1 4 -395.43 814.88 < 0.001
2 8 -260.88 569.82 0.001
3 12 -251.86 575.79 < 0.001

HSV-2 Normal 1 2 -427.29 866.59 < 0.001
2 5 -277.62 585.27 0.516
3 8 -269.24 586.54 0.007

Skew-Normal 1 3 -337.36 692.74 < 0.001
2 7 -264.32 570.68 0.013
3 11 -257.19 580.45 0.003

Student’s t 1 3 -428.40 874.81 < 0.001
2 6 -277.84 591.71 0.688
3 9 -269.60 593.26 0.004

Skew-t 1 4 -337.79 699.60 < 0.001
2 8 -264.52 577.10 0.007
3 12 -257.38 586.83 0.001

Table 2: Analysis of antibody data with evidence for more than one serologi-
cal population, where g represents the number of components in the mixture
models, p is the number of parameters of the model, Lmax is the value of the
maximized log-likelihood function, and pgof is the maximum p-value for the
goodness-of-fit test when dividing data in deciles or 5%-quantiles.

commercial kits (12.6 U/ml and 12.0 U/ml for CMV and HSV-2 respectively
versus 12.0). This good matching between estimates could be explained by a
good approximation of the Normal distribution for the seronegative population
(Figure 1B) and, therefore, we could infer that the cutoff value suggested by the
commercial kits was derived from the 3σ rule; this information was absent from
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Figure 1: Best models for the data under analysis. A. Antibody distribu-
tions with evidence for a single serological population (HHV-6 and VZV). B.
Antibody distributions with evidence for more than one serological population
(CMV, EBV, HSV1, and HSV2). Antibody concentration in x axis is given in
log10 units.

the original study [24]. Since the seronegative and seropositive populations were
separated well in these antibody distributions, the estimates of seroprevalence
across the different study groups were almost invariant with respect to cutoff
value used.

With respect to the EBV antibody data, the hypothetical seronegative popula-
tion is asymmetric to the right (α1 = 1.74; 95% CI=(-1.30; 4.80); Figure 1B)
with heavy tails (v = 4.52; 95% CI=(0.79;8.26)). As a consequence, the cut-
off value of 249.5 U/ml derived from method 1 was quite different from the one
suggested by the commercial kit. However, this cutoff value was considered non-
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informative, because it was well located within the seropositive population and
implied seroprevalence estimates close to zero for the different study groups. In
contrast, the cutoff values from the remaining methods were in the same order
of magnitude of the one suggested by the commercial kits. Therefore, the subse-
quent seroprevalence estimates of each study group did not differ substantially
among these methods. Again, the consistency of the resulting seroprevalence
estimates was due to the fact that the seronegative and seropositive populations
were well separated in these data.

The largest differences in the cutoff values for seropositivity were observed for
the HSV-1 antibody data. Coincidentally, this was the data set where the
best mixture model was composed of three components. As discussed earlier in
this paper, the intermediate component was considered a second hypothetical
seronegative population, which resulted in a shift in the calculation of seropos-
itivity towards higher values. As such, the cutoff seropositive based on the
commercial kit led to the highest seroprevalence estimates for all study groups
with a global estimate of 45.2% (95% CI=(40.2%;50.2%). As an extreme case,
the 3σ rule produced again a too-high cutoff value due to the right asymme-
try of both seronegative populations. Such unrealistic cutoff value led a zero
seroprevalence estimates and rendered the respective analysis useless.

Finally, although not being the main objective of this study, the comparison of
the four study groups suggested that, given a method for determining seroposi-
tivity and antibody under analysis, the seroprevalence of patients with ME/CFS
did not appear to differ significantly from the one of healthy controls and pa-
tients with multiple sclerosis alike.

5 CONCLUSIONS

This study aimed to review the finite mixture models based on SMSN and to
recommend their routine use in serological data analysis. Such recommendation
sets its foundation in the high flexibility of these models in describing different
patterns of randomness, as illustrated with the analysis of antibodies against 6
different herpesviruses. In particular, a high modelling flexibility is necessary
given that right and left asymmetry could emerge from hypothetical seroneg-
ative and seropositive populations, respectively. In this regard, most popular
distributions used in statistics are not able to exhibit either left or right asymme-
try depending on the parameters specified. A less-known family of distributions
that shows such remarkable stochastic property is the so-called the Generalized
Tukey’s λ distribution [50, 51]. This distribution offers a great variety of shapes
owing to four parameters controlling the location, the scale, the skewness, and
the flatness of the resulting distribution. However, the Generalized Tukey’s λ
distribution is only defined in terms of its quantile function and, hence, its esti-
mation is cumbersome. This distribution has already been proposed for mixture
modelling, but there are only theoretical and computational developments avail-
able for the two-component case [48, 49]. This limits the applicability of these
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Seroprevalence (95% CI)
Virus Method c− c+ Global HC ME-M ME-S MS

CMV M 8.0 12.0
33.5

(28.9-38.4)
37.4

(28.2-47.3)
28.6

(22.4-35.4)
33.3

(21.1-47.5)
36.7

(23.4-51.7)

1 - 12.6
33.5

(28.9-38.4)
37.4

(28.2-47.3)
28.6

(22.4-35.4)
33.3

(21.1-47.5)
36.7

(23.4-51.7)

2 - 13.5
33.2

(28.6-38.1)
37.4

(28.2-47.3)
28.6

(22.4-35.4)
31.5

(19.5-45.6)
36.7

(23.4-51.7)

3 9.4 14.1
32.9

(28.4-37.9)
37.4

(28.2-47.3)
28.1

(21.9-34.9)
31.5

(19.5-45.6)
36.7

(23.4-51.7)

EBV M 8.0 12.0
87.3

(83.6-90.4)
87.9

(80.1-93.4)
86.2

(80.6-90.7)
81.5

(68.6-90.7)
75.5

(61.1-86.7)

1 - 249.5
2.0

(0.09-3.9)
1.9

(0.02-6.6)
1.5

(0.03-4.4)
0.0

(0.0-6.6)
6.1

(1.3-16.9)

2 - 11.5
87.3

(83.6-90.4)
87.9

(80.1-93.4)
86.2

(80.6-90.7)
81.5

(68.6-90.7)
75.5

(61.1-86.7)

3 5.6 20.4
85.5

(81.7-88.9)
87.9

(80.1-93.4)
82.7

(76.6-87.7)
81.5

(68.6-90.7)
75.5

(61.1-75.5)

HSV-1 M 8.0 12.0
45.2

(40.2-50.2)
42.1

(32.6-51.9)
41.8

(34.8-49.1)
51.9

(37.8-65.6)
46.9

(32.5-61.7)

1 - 271.0
0.0

(0.0-0.1)
0.0

(0.0-3.4)
0.0

(0.0-1.2)
0.0

(0.0-6.6)
0.0

(0.0-7.3)

2 - 46.9
34.5

(29.8-39.4)
28.0

(19.8-37.5)
34.7

(28.1-41.8)
38.9

(25.9-53.1)
34.7

(21.7-49.6)

3 42.7 83.2
30.7

(26.2-35.5)
24.3

(16.5-33.5)
32.1

(25.7-39.2)
33.3

(21.1-47.5)
28.6

(16.6-43.3)

HSV-2 M 8.0 12.0
38.1

(33.3-43.1)
33.6

(24.8-43.4)
38.8

(31.9-45.9)
40.7

(27.6-54.9)
32.7

(19.9-47.5)

1 - 12.0
38.1

(33.3-43.1)
33.6

(24.8-43.4)
38.8

(31.9-45.9)
40.7

(27.6-54.9)
32.7

(19.9-47.5)

2 - 10.7
38.8

(33.9-43.8)
33.6

(24.8-43.4)
39.3

(32.4-46.5)
40.7

(27.6-54.9)
36.7

(23.4-51.7)

3 7.1 12.6
37.8

(33.0-42.8)
33.6

(24.8-43.4)
38.8

(31.9-45.9)
40.7

(27.6-54.9)
30.6

(18.3-45.4)

Table 3: Seroprevalence (%) by cutoff method for seropositivity and by study
group. c− and c+ are on the linear scale (U/ml). Seroprevalence was calculated
based on c+. The method denoted by ”M” refers to the cutoff suggested by
the protocol of the commercial kit. The confidence intervals (CI) refer to the
Clopper-Pearson exact confidence interval for a proportion.

alternative models, namely, in data where there is evidence for more than two
serological populations, such as the case of the antibodies against HSV-1 here
analyzed or against the influenza virus reported elsewhere [20]. Therefore, fi-
nite mixture models based on SMSN would appear the most general and flexible
approach so far for analysing serological data.

For data analysis, we recommend the use of the package mixsmsn for estimat-
ing the finite mixture models [44]. Notwithstanding this recommendation, the
package only allows to estimate finite mixture models where all mixing distri-
butions belong to the same class of SMSN probability distributions. Hence, it
is only possible to fit 4 different models per number of components. In theory,
there are 42 = 16 possible two-component mixture models resulting from the
combination of Normal, Skew-Normal, Generalized Student’s t, and Skew-t dis-
tributions as mixing distributions. Note that these possible models result from
imposing parametric restrictions to the most general mixture model based on
the Skew-t distribution. For three-component mixture models, the number of
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possible models increases to 43 = 64. Therefore, the package mixsmsn excludes
a vast number of possible models, which ultimately affects the detection of the
true best model for the data. This computational limitation might be the reason
for some inconsistencies that can be found in the example of application. For
instance, a single Skew-Normal distributions was considered the best model for
the antibodies against HHV-6. However, the hypothesis of a single Skew-Normal
distribution against a mixture of two Skew-Normal distributions could be re-
jected by bootstrap at the 5% significance level. A possible explanation for this
contradicting evidence is that the best model for these data could be a mixture
of a Normal distribution for the seronegative population and a Skew-Normal
distribution for the seropositive population.

Another limitation of using mixsmsn package is that, for mathematical tractabil-
ity, the mixtures of generalized Student t and Skew-t distributions were assumed
to have the same degrees of freedom in all the mixing distributions. In theory,
this assumption could be relaxed so this parameter could vary from one com-
ponent of the mixture to another. This modelling option was available in the
package EMMIXuskew for the mixture of Skew-t distributions [52]. However, this
package is currently discontinued. In practice, we expect some degree of numeri-
cal instability when trying to estimate different degrees of freedom for mixtures
in which different components overlap with each other substantially. In this
regard, future research could be conducted in order to determine under which
conditions different degrees of freedom could infer for the different components.

The problem of determining the optimal cutoff value for seropositivity has been
intensively investigated, discussed, and revisited over the years [42, 53, 54, 55].
In this regard, the most popular cutoffs for seropositivity are simply defined
by the mean plus a given number of times the standard deviation of the hypo-
thetical seronegative population without checking the Normality assumption of
the hypothetical seronegative population. The resulting cutoffs are associated
with high-order quantiles of the Normal distribution, such as 97.7% or 99.9%
for the 2σ and 3σ rules, respectively. In practice, these cutoffs imply a high
specificity but show an arbitrary sensitivity for the respective serological clas-
sification. When the hypothetical seronegative population shows a right skew
distribution, similar cutoffs can be obtained by calculating same high quantiles
of the estimated SMSN, as done here. The reverse argument can be made when
analysing antibodies where seropositivity is expected to be the default serolog-
ical state of an individual, such as the case of antibodies against HHV-6 and
VZV here analyzed or vaccine-related antibodies in populations where vaccina-
tion is mandatory. For these antibodies, similar cutoffs can be determined by the
mean minus a given number of times the standard deviation of the hypothetical
seropositive population assumed to be normally distributed. For a hypotheti-
cal seropositive population with a left skew distribution, the cutoff values for
seropositive are now calculated using the low order quantiles (e.g., 2.3% and
0.1%-quantiles for the 2σ and 3σ rules, respectively). Inversely, these cutoffs
generate a high sensitivity but an arbitrary specificity for the respective serolog-
ical classification. It is worth noting that, as expected, several authors advocate
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a free-cutoff approach for serological analysis [15, 56]. However, a detailed dis-
cussion about the advantages and disadvantages of free-cutoff approaches was
considered to be out of the scope of this study.

In terms of the results concerning the example of application, there is no ev-
idence for a different level of exposure of the patients with ME/CFS to these
herpesviruses when compared to healthy controls and patients with multiple
sclerosis. This finding seems independent of the method for determining the
seropositivity and it is in line with the findings reported in the original study
[24] and with another serological investigation of these herpesviruses when com-
paring patients with healthy controls only [9]. A possible explanation for this
”negative” finding might be explained by the choice of antibodies against highly
immunogenic antigens used in this serological study. It is then possible that
there is a specific set of viral-derived antigens associated with ME/CFS, as sug-
gested by a comprehensive study about the role of antibodies against EBV in this
disease [7]. Finally, a more detailed analysis of these data is currently carried
out in order to understand whether the lack of association between ME/CFS
and these antibodies could be explained by putative confounding effects of age
and gender on the underlying antibody distributions. This detailed analysis will
be reported elsewhere.

In summary, the finite mixture models based on SMSN show a good potential to
become a routine tool for serological data analysis. They have the advantage of
including the popular Gaussian mixture models as special cases. However, given
the statistical complexity of these models, we recommend a closer collaboration
between biomedical researchers who generate the serological data and biostatis-
ticians who have in principle the knowledge and skills to fit and compared them
properly.
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