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ABSTRACT 11 

Though instances of arthropod-borne (arbo)virus co-infection have been documented clinically, 12 

the overall incidence of arbovirus co-infection and its drivers are not well understood. Now that 13 

dengue, Zika, and chikungunya viruses are all in circulation across tropical and subtropical 14 

regions of the Americas, it is important to understand the environmental and biological 15 

conditions that make co-infections more likely to occur. To understand this, we developed a 16 

mathematical model of cocirculation of two arboviruses, with transmission parameters 17 

approximating dengue, Zika, and/or chikungunya viruses and co-infection possible in both 18 

humans and mosquitoes. We examined the influence of seasonal timing of arbovirus 19 

cocirculation on the extent of co-infection. By undertaking a sensitivity analysis of this model, 20 

we examined how biological factors interact with seasonality to determine arbovirus co-infection 21 

transmission and prevalence. We found that temporal synchrony of the co-infecting viruses and 22 

average temperature were the most influential drivers of co-infection incidence. For seasonal 23 

patterns typical of a tropical region, we observed non-negligible incidence irrespective of arrival 24 
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time when two arboviruses arrived simultaneously. Under our default parameter settings, this 25 

corresponded to a maximum co-infection cumulative incidence of 83 per 1,000 individuals and a 26 

minimum cumulative incidence of 32 per 1,000 individuals in the year following arrival. For 27 

seasonal patterns typical of a more temperate region, co-infections only occurred if arrivals took 28 

place near the seasonal peak, and even then, did not reach 0.01 co-infections per 1,000 29 

individuals. Our model highlights the synergistic effect of co-transmission from mosquitoes, 30 

which leads to more than double the number of co-infections than would be expected in a 31 

scenario without co-transmission. Our results show that arbovirus co-infections are unlikely to 32 

occur in appreciable numbers unless epidemics overlap in space and time and in a tropical 33 

region.  34 
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 43 

INTRODUCTION 44 

The past decade has seen the Americas affected by epidemics of both Zika and chikungunya, 45 

adding to the burden of arthropod-borne (arbo)viral disease in a region where seasonal dengue 46 

epidemics were already a regular occurrence in most countries (1–3). All three of the viruses that 47 
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cause these diseases are spread by the same vectors: Aedes aegypti and Aedes albopictus 48 

mosquitoes. Hence, the diseases’ spatiotemporal distribution is largely determined by the same 49 

environmental and climatological drivers (4–7). This has led to overlapping epidemics of two 50 

and three viruses, which in turn has led to many reports of co-infections (8). The rate of co-51 

infections with multiple arboviruses is magnified by the ability of the vector to be simultaneously 52 

co-infected with two or more viruses and to co-transmit two or more viruses with a single bite 53 

(9). 54 

 55 

The phenomenon of arbovirus co-infection is still largely understudied with many unknowns (8). 56 

For instance, while some studies have reported an increased risk of severe outcomes in co-57 

infections of dengue virus (DENV) and chikungunya virus (CHIKV), other studies have not 58 

observed this (10,11). Similarly, while co-infection involving Zika virus (ZIKV) does not alter 59 

the clinical presentation of uncomplicated infections, it is unclear whether it alters the risk of 60 

severe disease (12). It is also unclear the extent to which prior or recent infection with one virus 61 

can enhance or protect against subsequent infection with another (13–16). When multiple 62 

arboviruses circulate in the same region at the same time, the combination of uncertainty about 63 

cross-protection versus mutual enhancement, differing importation times of each virus, and 64 

strong seasonal climate drivers, leads to potentially complex temporal patterns of single infection 65 

and co-infection (17).  66 

 67 

Seasonal climate drivers play an important role in arbovirus infection dynamics, as variations in 68 

temperature determine environmental suitability for mosquito vector survival and virus 69 

transmission (18–21). Arbovirus epidemic size and duration are a product of both mean 70 
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temperatures and seasonal variation and are maximized under conditions that promote mosquito 71 

survival (22). Tropical climates are generally more suitable for arbovirus vectors (6) and are 72 

therefore more likely to experience recurring arbovirus epidemics, which leads to the accrual of 73 

immunity in human populations who live there (23). While much remains unknown about the 74 

level of cross-immunity between arboviruses, preexisting immunity in a population is likely to 75 

impact the dynamics and observed patterns of arbovirus co-infections, as well. 76 

 77 

Data on the frequency of arbovirus co-infection remain sparse (8) and where data does exist 78 

there are many factors which could lead to variability between studies, such as cross-immunity, 79 

epidemic timing, and seasonality. In this context, mathematical modeling provides a useful way 80 

to synthesize our understanding of arbovirus transmission and explore the conditions which may 81 

most likely give rise to a heightened burden of arbovirus co-infection. To do this, we built a 82 

temperature-dependent mathematical model of arbovirus co-circulation and co-transmission that 83 

permits cross-protection between arboviruses and asynchronous epidemics. We first use the 84 

model to understand the interplay of differing importation times and seasonal transmission in an 85 

immunologically naive population. Next, we describe how the burden of co-infection could 86 

change under differing levels of immunity and cross-protection. Finally, we undertake a global 87 

sensitivity analysis of our model’s parameters to provide a holistic view of the conditions which 88 

may lead to the highest frequency of co-infection in humans.  89 

 90 

METHODS 91 

Model 92 
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We used a deterministic SEIR-SEI model to explore the influence of temperature on arbovirus 93 

co-infection magnitude and timing. This model incorporates two arboviruses, referred to as virus 94 

A and virus B, with identical transmission and human recovery rate parameters. We relied upon 95 

several of the structural assumptions and parameter values reported by Vogels et al. (8), 96 

particularly those governing co-transmission. In our model, transmission from co-infected 97 

humans and mosquitoes occurs with the same probability as transmission from singly-infected 98 

humans and mosquitoes, and there is no mortality effect from infection in either humans or 99 

mosquitoes (9,24). Consistent with Rückert et al. (9), we assume that 60% of mosquitoes become 100 

co-infected following a blood meal on a co-infected human, while 20% become singly-infected 101 

with virus A and 20% singly-infected with virus B. Our model implements an intermediate 102 

transmission scenario, in which 50% of bites from a co-infected mosquito lead to co-infection 103 

and 50% lead to a single infection, the latter split evenly between the two arboviruses. We 104 

assessed model sensitivity to this assumption of intermediate transmission, which has been used 105 

in previous modeling work (8). Viruses A and B have identical, dengue-like parameters (Table 106 

2). 107 

 108 

We additionally made several assumptions about the roles that exposed and infected individuals 109 

play in transmission. Co-infection in humans and mosquitoes can occur via co-transmission to 110 

susceptible individuals or sequential transmission involving individuals who are susceptible and 111 

then exposed to the first of two viruses. Following their infectious period, individuals recover, 112 

and if they have only been singly infected by one virus can then be singly infected with the other 113 

virus. Infection while an individual is exposed restarts the incubation period. In our baseline 114 

analysis, we assumed no cross-protection or enhancement from a prior infection but explored this 115 
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in later analyses. Structural details of the model are illustrated in Figure 1, with sequential 116 

transmission indicated in red and co-transmission in blue. 117 

 118 

We incorporated a seasonal component into the model by using temperature-dependent 119 

parameters, where biologically appropriate (Table 1). We used sinusoidal temperature curves 120 

with a period of one year to drive the values of these parameters, with mean and amplitude 121 

chosen to reflect specific climate regimes (Rio de Janeiro for tropical regions, Beijing for 122 

temperate regions). We did not consider diurnal temperature variation. Temperature-dependent 123 

parameters were those describing Aedes aegypti life history: mosquito biting rate, probability 124 

that an infected mosquito transmits to a human during feeding, probability that a mosquito 125 

becomes infected after feeding on an infected human, mosquito mortality rate, and virus extrinsic 126 

incubation rate. Their values were chosen with reference to previous modeling work on fitted 127 

thermal responses for Aedes aegypti (22). This approach allowed us to explore the relative 128 

influences of seasonal timing and temporal synchrony on arbovirus co-infection under several 129 

climate scenarios. 130 

 131 
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  132 

Figure 1: Model diagrams for the human and mosquito components of the model. Red 133 

arrows indicate sequential transmissions into a co-infected state, while blue arrows indicate co-134 

transmissions into a co-infected state. Superscripts refer to co-transmission (C) or sequential 135 

transmission (S); co-transmission can occur to susceptible or exposed individuals. Subscript “12” 136 

refers to co-infection, and “1,2” refers to secondary infection with the second virus following 137 

recovery from the first. Compartments are colored by state. 138 

 139 

Equations 140 

Model equations for humans are as follows, with parameter values and meanings shown in 141 

Tables 1-2. Eqs. 1-3 define the forces of infection for each infection for each virus and for co-142 
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transmitted viruses, which involves input from mosquito states and transmission probabilities. 143 

Eqs. 7-8 and 11-12 distinguish between co-transmitted co-infections, in which individuals 144 

become infected with two arboviruses simultaneously, and sequentially-transmitted co-145 

infections, in which individuals initially infected with a single arbovirus become infected with a 146 

second. Eqs. 16-19 describe the process of acquiring a second infection for individuals who have 147 

completely recovered from an initial infection, with possible cross-protective immunity. 148 

𝜆1 = 𝑚𝑎𝑏(𝐼1
𝑀 + 𝑝1𝐼12

𝑀 ) (1) 149 

𝜆2 = 𝑚𝑎𝑏(𝐼2
𝑀 + 𝑝2𝐼12

𝑀 ) (2) 150 

𝜆12 = 𝑚𝑎𝑏𝑝12𝐼12
𝑀   (3) 151 

𝑑𝑆

𝑑𝑡
= −(𝜆1 + 𝜆2 + 𝜆12)𝑆 (4) 152 

𝑑𝐸1

𝑑𝑡
=  𝜆1𝑆 − ((𝜆2 + 𝜆12)(1 − 𝛼1) +

1

𝜖𝐻)𝐸1 (5) 153 
𝑑𝐸2

𝑑𝑡
=  𝜆2𝑆 −  ((𝜆1 + 𝜆12)(1 − 𝛼2) +

1

𝜖𝐻)𝐸2 (6) 154 

𝑑𝐸12
𝐶

𝑑𝑡
=  𝜆12𝑆 + 𝜆12((1 − 𝛼1)𝐸1 + (1 − 𝛼2)𝐸2) −

1

𝜖𝐻 𝐸12
𝐶  (7) 155 

𝑑𝐸12
𝑆

𝑑𝑡
=  𝜆2(1 − 𝛼1)𝐸1 + 𝜆1(1 − 𝛼2)𝐸2 −

1

𝜖𝐻 𝐸12
𝑆  (8) 156 

𝑑𝐼1

𝑑𝑡
=

1

𝜖𝐻
𝐸1 −

1

𝑟
𝐼1 (9) 157 

𝑑𝐼2

𝑑𝑡
=

1

𝜖𝐻 𝐸2 −
1

𝑟
𝐼2 (10) 158 

𝑑𝐼12
𝐶

𝑑𝑡
=

1

𝜖𝐻 𝐸12
𝐶 −

1

𝑟
𝐼12

𝐶  (11) 159 

𝑑𝐼12
𝑆

𝑑𝑡
=

1

𝜖𝐻 𝐸12
𝑆 −

1

𝑟
𝐼12

𝑆 (12) 160 
𝑑𝑅1

𝑑𝑡
=  

1

𝑟
𝐼1 − (𝜆12 + 𝜆2)(1 − 𝛼1)𝑅1  (13) 161 

𝑑𝑅2

𝑑𝑡
=  

1

𝑟
𝐼2 − (𝜆12 + 𝜆1)(1 − 𝛼2)𝑅2  (14) 162 

𝑑𝑅12

𝑑𝑡
=  

1

𝑟
(𝐼1,2 + 𝐼2,1 + 𝐼12

𝐶 + 𝐼12
𝑆 )   (15) 163 

𝑑𝐸1,2

𝑑𝑡
=  (𝜆12 + 𝜆2)(1 − 𝛼1)𝑅1 −  

1

𝜖𝐻 𝐸1,2 (16) 164 

𝑑𝐸2,1

𝑑𝑡
=  (𝜆12 + 𝜆1)(1 − 𝛼2)𝑅2 −  

1

𝜖𝐻
𝐸2,1 (17) 165 

𝑑𝐼1,2

𝑑𝑡
=  

1

𝜖𝐻
𝐸1,2 −

1

𝑟
𝐼1,2  (18) 166 

𝑑𝐼2,1

𝑑𝑡
=  

1

𝜖𝐻 𝐸2,1 −
1

𝑟
𝐼2,1  (19) 167 

 168 

Model equations for mosquitoes are as follows, with parameter values and meanings shown in 169 

Tables 1-2. Eqs. 20-22 define the forces of infection for each infection for each virus and for co-170 

transmitted viruses, which involves input from human states and transmission probabilities. Eqs. 171 
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26 and 29 describe mosquito co-infection, which is driven by temperature-dependent parameters. 172 

Eqs. 30-31 outline how mosquitoes in this model become infected with a second arbovirus after 173 

recovering from their first infection. 174 

𝜆1
𝑀 = 𝑎𝑐(𝐼1 + 𝐼2,1 + 𝑝1

𝑀(𝐼12
𝐶 + 𝐼12

𝑆 ))  (20) 175 

𝜆2
𝑀 = 𝑎𝑐(𝐼2 + 𝐼1,2 + 𝑝2

𝑀(𝐼12
𝐶 + 𝐼12

𝑆 ))  (21) 176 

𝜆12
𝑀 = 𝑎𝑐𝑝12

𝑀 (𝐼12
𝐶 + 𝐼12

𝑆 )   (22) 177 
𝑑𝑆𝑀

𝑑𝑡
= 𝑔(𝐸1

𝑀 + 𝐸2
𝑀 + 𝐸12

𝑀 + 𝐼1
𝑀 + 𝐼2

𝑀 + 𝐼12
𝑀 + 𝐼1𝐸2

𝑀 + 𝐼2𝐸1
𝑀) − (𝜆1

𝑀 + 𝜆2
𝑀 + 𝜆12

𝑀 )𝑆𝑀 (23) 178 

𝑑𝐸1
𝑀

𝑑𝑡
= 𝜆1

𝑀𝑆𝑀 − (𝜆2
𝑀 + 𝜆12

𝑀 + 𝑔)𝐸1
𝑀 − 𝜖𝑀𝐸1

𝑀 (24) 179 

𝑑𝐸2
𝑀

𝑑𝑡
= 𝜆2

𝑀𝑆𝑀 − (𝜆1
𝑀 + 𝜆12

𝑀 + 𝑔)𝐸2
𝑀 − 𝜖𝑀𝐸2

𝑀 (25) 180 

𝑑𝐸12
𝑀

𝑑𝑡
= 𝜆12

𝑀 𝑆𝑀 + (𝜆2
𝑀 + 𝜆12

𝑀 )𝐸1
𝑀 + (𝜆1

𝑀 + 𝜆12
𝑀 )𝐸2

𝑀 − 𝑔𝐸12
𝑀 − 𝜖𝑀𝐸12

𝑀   (26) 181 

𝑑𝐼1
𝑀

𝑑𝑡
= 𝜖𝑀𝐸1

𝑀 − 𝜆2
𝑀𝐼1

𝑀 − 𝑔𝐼1
𝑀   (27) 182 

𝑑𝐼2
𝑀

𝑑𝑡
= 𝜖𝑀𝐸2

𝑀 − 𝜆1
𝑀𝐼2

𝑀 − 𝑔𝐼2
𝑀   (28) 183 

𝑑𝐼12
𝑀

𝑑𝑡
= 𝜖𝑀(𝐸12

𝑀 + 𝐼1𝐸2
𝑀 + 𝐼2𝐸1

𝑀) − 𝑔𝐼12
𝑀  (29) 184 

𝑑𝐼1𝐸2
𝑀

𝑑𝑡
= 𝜆2

𝑀𝐼1
𝑀 − 𝜖𝑀𝐼1𝐸2

𝑀 − 𝑔𝐼1𝐸2
𝑀  (30) 185 

𝑑𝐼2𝐸1
𝑀

𝑑𝑡
= 𝜆1

𝑀𝐼2
𝑀 − 𝜖𝑀𝐼2𝐸1

𝑀 − 𝑔𝐼2𝐸1
𝑀  (31) 186 

 187 

Equations to address seasonal fluctuations in temperature and thermal traits across a 365-day 188 

period are as follows, modeled after the approach to seasonal forcing used by Huber et al. (22). 189 

In Eq. 32, Tmax, Tmin, and Tmean represent the maximum, minimum, and mean temperature for a 190 

region across a calendar year. In Eqs. 33 and 34, c, Tmax, Tmin, and T represent the fitted rate 191 

constant, critical temperature maximum, critical temperature minimum, and temperature at a 192 

given time, respectively. As in Mordecai et al., we assumed that values above the critical 193 

maximum and below the critical minimum were zero (25). 194 

 195 

𝑇(𝑡) =  
𝑇𝑚𝑎𝑥−𝑇𝑚𝑖𝑛

2
sin (

2𝜋

365
𝑡) +  𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛   (32) 196 

 197 

𝑄(𝑇) = 𝑐(𝑇 − 𝑇𝑚𝑖𝑛)(𝑇 − 𝑇𝑚𝑎𝑥) (33) 198 

𝐵(𝑇) = 𝑐𝑇(𝑇 − 𝑇𝑚𝑖𝑛)√𝑇𝑚𝑎𝑥 − 𝑇 (34) 199 
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 200 

Parameters  201 

Fitted parameters describing Aedes aegypti life traits and arbovirus transmission are shown in 202 

Table 1. Temperature dependence of traits was described using quadratic or Briére functions and 203 

fitted to experimental data (22,25). The value of the parameters describing these traits varies in 204 

our model as seasonal temperatures fluctuate. 205 

 206 

Table 1: Temperature-dependent parameters describing fitted Aedes aegypti life traits and 207 

arbovirus transmission (22). 208 

Parameter Definition Function Fitted Parameters 

a Mosquito biting rate Briere c=13.4 Tmin = 40.1 Tmax = 2.0x10-4 

b Probability that an infected 

mosquito transmits to a human 

during feeding 

Briere c=17.1 Tmin = 35.8 Tmax = 8.5x10-4 

c Probability that a mosquito 

becomes infected after feeding 

on an infected human  

Briere c = 12.2 Tmin = 37.5 Tmax = 4.9x104 

g Mosquito mortality rate Quadratic c = 9.2 Tmin = 37.7 Tmax = -1.5x10-1 

εM Virus extrinsic incubation rate Briere c = 10.7 Tmin = 45.9 Tmax = 6.7x10-5 

 209 

Additional population-level parameters were governed by temperature. To ensure that the ratio 210 

of mosquitoes to humans, m(T), remained biologically feasible regardless of climate, we 211 

followed the approach of Siraj et al. (26) and developed a mosquito ratio scaling factor, γ, such 212 

that 213 

𝛾 =  1.24𝑔(𝑇𝑇𝑟𝑜𝑝𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑙)   (35) 214 

and 215 

𝑚 =
𝛾

𝑔(𝑇)
       (36). 216 

 γ is defined here as the product of the estimated ratio of mosquitos to humans in Rio de Janeiro 217 

in 2012 (1.24) and the temperature-varying fitted mosquito mortality rate at temperatures typical 218 
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of that city, such that TTropical = 24.3 (Eq. 35) (22,26,27). Using this value to scale m across 219 

various temperature environments ensured that the ratio of mosquitoes to humans remained 220 

biologically feasible, between 1.18 and 1.25 over the course of each simulation (Eq. 36). 221 

 222 

Temperature-independent parameter values and definitions are consistent with those in Vogels et 223 

al. (8), which developed a generic model of arbovirus co-infection that ours is built on. 224 

Transmission parameters pertaining to Aedes aegypti mosquitoes follow those used in previous 225 

dengue modeling studies (16,28,29) while transmission parameters pertaining to co-transmission 226 

from co-infected humans to mosquitoes were informed by data from Rückert et al. (9). 227 

 228 

Table 2: Temperature-independent parameters. 229 

Parameter Definition Value One-at-a-time 

sensitivity 

analysis range 

Source(s) 

α Coefficient of 

cross-protection 

0-1, varied 0-1 n/a 

r Average time for 

a human to 

recover 

5 days 3-10 days (30–32) 

p12 Probability that 

when a co-

infected 

mosquito 

transmits, it 

transmits both 

viruses to a 

human 

0.5 0-1 (8) 

p1 Probability that 

when a co-

infected 

mosquito 

transmits, it 

transmits only 

virus X to a 

human 

0.25 0.5(1- p12) (8) 

p2 Probability that 

when a co-

0.25 0.5(1- p12) (8) 
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infected 

mosquito 

transmits, it 

transmits only 

virus Y to a 

human 

p1
M Probability that 

when a mosquito 

becomes infected 

after feeding on 

a co-infected 

human, it only 

becomes infected 

by virus X 

0.2 n/a (8,9) 

p2
M Probability that 

when a mosquito 

becomes infected 

after feeding on 

a co-infected 

human, it only 

becomes infected 

by virus Y 

0.2 n/a (8,9) 

p12
M Probability that 

when a mosquito 

becomes infected 

after feeding on 

a co-infected 

human, it 

becomes infected 

by both viruses 

0.6 n/a (8,9) 

εH 

 

Incubation 

period (human) 

7 days 4-8 days (28,29,33) 

 230 

Analyses 231 

Outcomes of interest 232 

We focused on four model outputs: 1) cumulative incidence of infection with virus A, 2) 233 

cumulative incidence of infection with virus B, 3) cumulative incidence of co-infection, and 4) 234 

proportion of all infections that were co-infections. All quantities were defined as cumulative 235 
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values across the course of a year-long simulation, at which time all arbovirus outbreaks had run 236 

their course. 237 

 238 

One-at-a-time sensitivity analysis of temperature-independent parameters 239 

While the majority of the parameters governing arbovirus infection and co-infection in our 240 

model were temperature-dependent, three were not: cross-protection (α), recovery time (r), and 241 

human incubation period (εH). We considered the individual impact of these parameters on 242 

model outputs in a series of one-at-a-time sensitivity analyses. For each parameter, we varied the 243 

value across a plausible range (Table 2) while holding the remaining two temperature-244 

independent variables constant and examined the relationship between the varied parameter and 245 

selected model outputs. We then repeated this analysis under several assumptions about 246 

population-level preexisting immunity—25% immunity to virus A, 25% immunity to virus B, 247 

and 25% immunity to both—and considered the aforementioned model outputs’ response to 248 

these population scenarios.  249 

  250 

Explore differing roles of importation time and seasonality  251 

The seasonal component of the model made it possible to examine the effect of seasonal 252 

temperature variation on the cumulative incidence of co-infection, as well as the effect of 253 

temporal synchrony or asynchrony of the co-infecting viruses. We evaluated this effect under 254 

two temperature regimes, defined by mean temperatures and seasonal amplitudes for a given 255 

region and based upon 2019 monthly mean values obtained from Weather Underground 256 

(wunderground.com). These included an environment with temperatures typical of a tropical 257 

region (mean 25.1 °C, amplitude 3.4 °C; similar to Rio de Janeiro), and an environment with 258 
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temperatures typical of a more temperate region (mean 13.8 °C, amplitude 14.7 °C; similar to 259 

Beijing). Using monthly mean temperatures for the two cities, we calculated associated mean, 260 

minimum, and maximum temperatures across a year to determine the average temperature and 261 

seasonality observed in the most recent full calendar year. We systematically considered each 262 

possible combination of virus arrival times within a simulation and compared simulation results 263 

between the two temperature settings. 264 

 265 

Global sensitivity analysis  266 

To evaluate the interaction components of our model parameters, we conducted a global, 267 

variance-based sensitivity analysis, also known as a Sobol sensitivity analysis, using the SALib 268 

library in Python (34). This approach is not dependent on the presence of monotonic 269 

relationships between input parameters and outputs. With this analysis, we were able to quantify 270 

the amount of variance in the aforementioned model outputs that could be attributed to individual 271 

input parameters, as well as the amount of variance that could be attributed to pairwise and 272 

higher interactions among these parameters. We varied all temperature-independent parameters 273 

and the mean and amplitude of the yearly temperature curve in this analysis. We used the Saltelli 274 

sampling scheme to generate 1.8 million parameter combinations from a range of plausible 275 

values (Table 3) to ensure that we covered the parameter space of biological interest. Our 276 

sensitivity analysis was conducted on the corresponding 1.8 million model outputs, once for each 277 

of four population immunity scenarios: no existing immunity, 25% existing immunity to virus A, 278 

25% existing immunity to virus B, and 25% existing immunity to both infections.  279 

 280 

Table 3: Sampling ranges for global sensitivity analysis. 281 

Parameter Sampling Range 
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Mean temperature 0 – 36 °C 

Mean amplitude 0 – 20 °C 

Date of importation of virus A 0 – 365  

Human recovery time (r) 3 – 10 days 

Human incubation period (εH) 5 – 8 days 

Virus introduction interval 0 – 75 days 

Coefficient of cross-protection (α) 0 – 1  

Probability of human co-transmission (p12) 0 – 1 

 282 

RESULTS 283 

The role of virus importation timing, seasonality, and temperature 284 

To better understand what combinations of epidemic timing and seasonality lead to a high 285 

incidence of co-infections, we explored a range of virus arrival times throughout the year under 286 

tropical and temperate temperature regimes. This scenario is reflective of a situation where two 287 

arboviruses are imported to a location within a year of each other, as happened with Zika and 288 

chikungunya viruses in some South American countries in the 2014-2016 period. When seasonal 289 

patterns resembled those in a tropical region (25.1 °C, amplitude 3.4 °C), simultaneous (same-290 

day) virus importation resulted in incidence of co-infection that was always greater than 19 per 291 

1,000 individuals, although seasonal differences were observed (Fig. 2A-B). Simultaneous 292 

arrival of viruses A and B resulted in co-infection incidence ranging from 32 to 83 per 1,000 293 

individuals per year, with low incidence being associated with periods of significant negative 294 

temperature change, particularly in late summer (days 100-150) (Fig. 2A). Asynchronous virus 295 

arrival resulted in fewer co-infections than simultaneous arrival did, with larger gaps between 296 

virus arrival dates corresponding to lower incidence of co-infection (Fig. 2B). 297 

 298 

In contrast, when seasonal patterns resembled those of a more temperate region (mean 13.8 °C, 299 

amplitude 14.7 °C), both simultaneous virus arrival and seasonal high temperatures were 300 
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required to observe non-negligible co-infection, with a maximum incidence of 0.0079 per 1,000 301 

individuals (Fig. 2C-D). Asynchronous arbovirus arrival resulted in seasonal trends in co-302 

infection consistent with simultaneous arrival but produced negligible co-infections as the time 303 

between arrivals grew (Fig. 2D). Arrivals after the summer (around day 100) generated similarly 304 

negligible co-infection incidence, as temperatures fell below those conducive to virus 305 

transmission by Aedes aegypti mosquitoes (Fig. 2C).  306 

 307 

Figure 2: Seasonal temperature and co-infection responses under different temperature 308 

regimes. Fill colors indicated total co-infections observed in a year (or the attack rate), rather 309 

than an instantaneous measurement, given each possible combination of virus importation dates. 310 

Temperature curves are shown in blue on each axis of the contour plots, and approximate those 311 

in Rio de Janeiro (A-B, 25.1°C, amplitude 3.4°C), and those in Beijing (C-D, mean 13.8°C, 312 

amplitude 14.7°C). Colored lines on each plot show how the attack rate observed in each year 313 

changes given different intervals between virus importation dates. 314 

 315 
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In addition to being temperature-driven, model outputs are influenced by several biologically 316 

important temperature-independent parameters, including immunological cross-protection, 317 

recovery time, and the human incubation period. The coefficient of cross-protection (α) refers to 318 

the level of protection each infection provides against the other, where 0 indicates no protection, 319 

and 1 indicates complete protection. When values of α increased, the incidence of virus A 320 

decreased slightly, and the proportion of co-infections decreased dramatically (Figs. 3A, D). This 321 

decrease in the incidence of virus A when cross-protection was high was driven by individuals 322 

with virus B who experienced a reduced force of infection of virus A and was limited by the later 323 

arrival of virus B into the population. The proportion of co-infections declined steeply as high 324 

values of α inhibit both sequential and co-transmitted co-infections from occurring. However, 325 

high α favors co-transmitted co-infections over sequentially transmitted co-infections because 326 

co-transmission is limited by cross-protection to the extent that sequential transmission is. 327 

 328 

Model outputs are also noticeably influenced by changes in the value of recovery time (r), the 329 

average time in days it takes for a human to recover from either infection. Longer recovery times 330 

correspond to higher virus A incidence and a higher proportion of co-infections, as more time 331 

spent infectious allows for greater exposure to a second infection and increases the reproduction 332 

number of both viruses (Figs. 3B, E). Longer recovery times lead to a lower ratio of co-333 

transmitted co-infections to sequentially transmitted co-infections for the same reason—time 334 

spent infectious, where another infection cannot be acquired immediately, favors sequential 335 

infection transmission (Fig. 3H). 336 

 337 
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In contrast with the previous two parameters, model outputs do not appear particularly 338 

susceptible to changing incubation period values. Human incubation period (εH) is also measured 339 

in days, and has been approximated in studies of dengue and Zika virus to be 5-8 days (28,35). 340 

Within this range, εH does not strongly influence the incidence of either single or co-infections 341 

(Figs. 3C, F). However, the seasonal and non-seasonal models produce noticeably different 342 

model outputs observe noticeable differences in seasonal model outputs depending on the day 343 

virus A is imported (Figs. 3C, F, I). When virus A was imported in fall or winter, the incidence 344 

of virus A and the proportion of infections that were co-infections were relatively low as 345 

compared to spring or summer importation days. While both the seasonal and non-seasonal 346 

models have parameters that approximate values for a tropical-like region, earlier importation 347 

dates within the year appear more suitable for arbovirus infection and co-infection, as rising 348 

temperatures following importation reach values ideal for transmission once incidence has 349 

grown. 350 
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 351 
Figure 3: Univariate sensitivity to temperature-independent parameters under seasonal 352 

and non-seasonal models. Varying initial importation dates of virus A were considered when 353 

the seasonal model was used to explore the range of temperature environments possible within a 354 

year. Vertical lines indicate the baseline value for each parameter, and y-axes differ for each 355 

subplot. Panels D-F show the proportion of all infections that are co-infections. Panels G-J show 356 

the ratio of co-transmitted co-infections to sequentially-transmitted co-infections. 357 

 358 

Role of preexisting immunity 359 

In many tropical environments, transmission of some arboviruses occurs in semi-regular seasonal 360 

cycles, which will impact the incidence of co-infection as part of the population will have prior 361 

immunity to one or more of the viruses. To consider how this might influence co-infections, we 362 

examined the behavior of the model with respect to four scenarios about initial conditions for 363 

population immunity: 1) none; 2) 50% immune to virus A; 3) 50% immune to virus B; and 4) 364 

50% immune to both viruses (the same 50% of the population immune to virus A was also 365 

immune to virus B) (Fig. 4). Scenario 2, in which virus B is introduced to a population with 366 

some immunity to virus A, reflects patterns in immunity similar to those observed when Zika or 367 
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chikungunya viruses have been introduced in dengue-endemic settings. We used the non-368 

seasonal model for this analysis, and we set the time between importation of the two viruses to 369 

30 days. Results from the baseline scenario were equivalent to those from the non-seasonal 370 

scenario in Figure 3.  371 

 372 

When high levels of cross-protection were present, immunity to virus B limited infection by 373 

either virus once virus B became prevalent (Figs. 4A, D). This resulted in a decrease in virus A 374 

incidence driven by the lower proportion of individuals not immune to virus B and, thereby, 375 

partially immune to virus A. In contrast, scenarios with immunity to virus A and immunity to 376 

both produced negligible incidence of virus A infections (Figs. A, D), since both limited the 377 

population susceptible to virus A. 378 

 379 

Preexisting immunity had the most noticeable impact on the ratio of co-transmitted co-infections 380 

to sequentially transmitted co-infections, where we observed that co-transmitted co-infections 381 

were more heavily represented under the scenario with immunity to both viruses (black line) than 382 

they were under the no-immunity scenario (red dashed line) (Fig. 4J). When there was no initial 383 

immunity, there was a larger group of individuals susceptible to virus A at the beginning, which 384 

provided more opportunities for sequentially-transmitted co-infections. Since that population of 385 

individuals was much smaller when there was immunity to both viruses at the beginning, 386 

sequential transmission occurred less frequently. More generally, though, immunity of any type 387 

led to a much smaller proportion of infections that were co-infections (Figs. 4D-F). While this 388 

proportion was low even under the no-immunity scenario, immunity to even a single virus 389 

limited the occurrence of both sequential and co-transmitted co-infections. 390 
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 391 
Figure 4: Non-seasonal model output in response to varied temperature-independent 392 

parameters under different initial immunity conditions. In each immunity scenario, 50% of 393 

the population are immune to a given virus or viruses, while the baseline immunity scenario 394 

includes no preexisting immunity. Vertical lines indicate the baseline value for each parameter. 395 

Panels D-F show the proportion of all infections that are co-infections. Panels G-J show the ratio 396 

of co-transmitted co-infections to sequentially-transmitted co-infections. 397 

 398 

Variance-Based Sensitivity Analysis 399 

To gain a holistic view of the effect of the examined biological and environmental factors and 400 

their interactions on the epidemiology of arbovirus co-infection, we used a variance-based 401 

sensitivity analysis. This approach allowed us to explore the contribution of each parameter to 402 

the variance of each model output. Examining the first-order indices, or those describing the 403 

direct relationship between each parameter and each model output, revealed that interactions 404 

between parameters accounted for more than 50% of the total variance in all four outputs (Fig. 405 

5).  However, when total-order indices were considered, which measure all contributions of input 406 

parameters to output variance (including interactions), parameters related to temperature and 407 
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timing had the greatest effect on the outputs, especially temperature amplitude, temperature 408 

mean, the importation date of virus A, and the importation date of virus B. Together, these four 409 

parameters accounted for 85% of the total variance in the proportion of co-infection we 410 

observed, implying that the timing of outbreaks is by far the most important determinant of the 411 

level of co-infection. Additionally, the parameter governing the time between arbovirus 412 

introductions (virus B importation date) was influential on co-infection-related model outputs 413 

when there was preexisting immunity to virus B, as larger intervals between virus importation 414 

times could severely limit the potential for any temporal overlap between the viruses (Supp. Figs. 415 

2-3). We also observed that the coefficient of cross-protection had a much smaller effect on 416 

incidence of virus A than it did on the other three outputs, due to interactions with the parameters 417 

responsible for temperature and its timing within the year (Fig. 5, Supp. Figs. 1-3). 418 
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 419 
Figure 5: Output of variance-based sensitivity analysis for baseline immunity scenario (no 420 

preexisting immunity). Both first-order (A) and total-order (B) indices are shown. Fill colors 421 

indicate the parameter responsible for a given fraction of the variance in a given output. First-422 

order indices sum to one, while total-order indices additionally account for all variance caused 423 

by a parameter’s interactions and therefore have no such constraint. 424 

 425 

We further explored the interactions between parameters that contribute to variance in the 426 

incidence of co-infection and found these relationships to be consistent with the results from 427 

first- and total-order indices alone (Fig. 6). Interactions between mean temperature and other 428 
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timing and temperature-related parameters, particularly virus A importation date, explained 429 

much more variance in this output than did other parameter combinations. 430 

 431 

 432 

 433 

Figure 6: Total-order variance-based sensitivity analysis parameter interactions for total 434 

co-infection output under the baseline immunity scenario (no preexisting immunity). Black 435 

boxes on the diagonal represent first-order interactions, which were not considered here. 436 

 437 

Additionally, we assessed the role that interactions between the viruses themselves play in 438 

observed co-infections, particularly via the mechanism of co-transmission. As our model allows 439 

for simultaneous arbovirus co-transmission between mosquitoes and humans, a phenomenon 440 

documented frequently in laboratory studies (9), the frequency of arbovirus co-infection was 441 

substantially greater than would be expected if there were no interaction between the viruses. 442 

When we did not allow co-transmission from co-infected mosquitoes in our model, the 443 
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cumulative incidence of co-infection was 22/1,000 individuals per year, a substantial reduction 444 

from 46/1,000 individuals per year, the cumulative incidence when co-transmission is allowed. 445 

Further, we found that the prevalence of co-infection in our model was always greater than the 446 

product of the prevalences of the two individual viruses (Fig. 7). This suggests that these viruses 447 

have a synergistic relationship brought on by the presence of co-transmission in the model. 448 

 449 
Figure 7: Prevalence of virus A, virus B, observed co-infections, and expected co-infections 450 

throughout a year-long simulation of the nonseasonal model, using baseline parameter 451 

values. Expected co-infections are defined as the product of the individual prevalences of virus 452 

A and B at each time point. 453 

 454 

DISCUSSION 455 

By incorporating seasonal temperature variation, differential importation times, and virus co-456 

transmission, the model implemented here explores the drivers of arbovirus co-infection and 457 

assesses conditions under which increased arbovirus co-infection may be likely. To observe 458 

substantial co-infection incidence, our model suggests a need for both the consistently favorable 459 

temperatures typical of the tropics as well as temporal synchrony between the viruses. In more 460 

temperate regions co-infections of the studied arboviruses are rare, only occurring during 461 
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summer months and even then at very low levels. Repeated seasonal arbovirus outbreaks could 462 

result in some degree of cross-protective natural immunity in populations living in tropical 463 

environments (13,36,37), which adds an additional layer of complexity to the processes modeled 464 

here. Our results suggest that such preexisting immunity to one or more arboviruses could inhibit 465 

significant co-infection incidence even when environmental and temporal circumstances are 466 

otherwise ideal. However, regardless of immunity, sensitivity analyses indicate that parameters 467 

related to seasonality and timing were the primary contributors to variance in model outputs.  468 

 469 

This study provides a novel exploration of temperature variation in mosquito life traits and co-470 

infection dynamics within a single modeling framework. Previous modeling studies have 471 

characterized the relationship between temperature and arbovirus transmission and have 472 

emphasized that warm climates and highly variable moderate climates have high epidemic 473 

suitability (28,38). Our results concur with this, and further show that, in some cases, seasonal 474 

temperature variation can drive changes in co-infection incidence far more than temperature-475 

independent population parameters do (Fig. 3). As climate change and human mobility patterns 476 

lead to expanded arbovirus vector ranges (6), arbovirus co-infection may affect increasing 477 

proportions of the global population. The association between higher Aedes-borne disease 478 

incidence and higher poverty levels (7) indicates that this could become the subject of 479 

humanitarian concern, to the extent that co-infections might be associated with more severe 480 

outcomes. Increased clinical testing for multiple arboviruses, even if one positive diagnosis has 481 

already been obtained, is necessary to provide more informative data on this spread in the future. 482 

 483 
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We made several assumptions to support parsimonious and computationally tractable model 484 

scenarios. First, while temporal synchrony between arriving arboviruses was a crucial 485 

component of this study, it is perhaps more likely that an arbovirus would be introduced to an 486 

environment where another arbovirus is already endemic, as has been noted in studies of Zika 487 

virus and endemic dengue in the Americas (15,39). We explored the dynamics of these scenarios 488 

by imposing preexisting immunity to the viruses in turn, as well as simultaneously, and found 489 

that immunity to one or both viruses reduces the incidence of co-infection, particularly in the 490 

presence of substantial cross-immunity. A similar outcome might be expected in real-world 491 

populations where an arbovirus is endemic, although this reduction in incidence of co-infection 492 

could be limited if cross-protection is incomplete. Conversely, situations where two novel 493 

viruses invade in quick succession, as was observed with Zika and chikungunya viruses in South 494 

America in 2013-14 (40) could increase the incidence of co-infection, as model simulations 495 

showed here.  496 

 497 

Second, for the sake of simplicity, we assumed that the population was homogenous and well-498 

mixed. This could lead to an overestimation of transmission, as high-risk clusters are not always 499 

localized both in time and space (17). Incorporating heterogeneity reduces the herd immunity 500 

threshold for a population and can lower the arbovirus reproduction number (R0), as well 501 

(41,42). Within our model, this could reduce the attack rate and influence the ratio of co-502 

transmitted co-infections to sequentially-transmitted co-infections. Finally, model parsimony 503 

also influenced our choice of a single mosquito population scaling factor, γ(T), a parameter used 504 

to ensure that mosquito populations remained within a reasonable range. While this neglects 505 

many complexities of mosquito population dynamics, our use of simplifying assumptions more 506 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 7, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.05.22274743doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.05.22274743
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

 

27 

generally made it possible to isolate the effects of parameters of interest in a straightforward 507 

way. Sensitivity analysis of our model allowed us to further examine all parameter interactions 508 

and explore the full parameter space. 509 

 510 

In this study, we built upon existing modeling work (8) to explore a range of possible influences 511 

on arbovirus co-infection through a largely theoretical lens. Expansions of this analysis in the 512 

future could benefit from incorporating the growing body of empirical studies exploring the 513 

biological mechanisms and outcomes of arbovirus co-infection, particularly those investigating 514 

cross-protection and antibody-dependent enhancement (13–16). Data on the frequency of 515 

arbovirus co-infection during overlapping epidemics could be informative to this model as well, 516 

as could varying parameters between the modeled viruses. While arbovirus co-infection remains 517 

a growing area of study, significant work has been done on the interactions and outcomes of a 518 

variety of other co-infections, from HIV and tuberculosis (43) to respiratory viral co-infections 519 

(44,45). As such, understanding the dynamics of co-infecting pathogens and the clinical 520 

consequences of co-infection, especially in the context of global change, is of growing 521 

importance for disease mitigation and human health around the world. 522 
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS 667 

 668 
Figure S1: Output of variance-based sensitivity analysis for virus A immunity scenario 669 

(50% preexisting immunity to virus A). Both first order (A) and total order (B) indices are 670 

shown.  671 
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 672 
Figure S2: Output of variance-based sensitivity analysis for virus B immunity scenario 673 

(50% preexisting immunity to virus B). Both first order (A) and total order (B) indices are 674 

shown.  675 
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 676 
Figure S3: Output of variance-based sensitivity analysis for dual virus immunity scenario 677 

(50% preexisting immunity to both viruses). Both first order (A) and total order (B) indices 678 

are shown. 679 
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