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Model sensitivity analysis 9 

To characterize the model parameters exerting the most influence on our quantities of 10 

interest, we performed a variance-based global sensitivity analysis, using a combination of Latin 11 

hypercube sampling (LHS) and a multi-model inference on regression-based models. LHS is a 12 

stratified Monte Carlo sampling technique, where specified parameter distributions are divided 13 

into (M) equiprobable intervals, and then sampled, here (M) is the sample size. The entire range 14 

of each parameter is explored, by sampling each interval for each parameter only once without 15 

replacement. Parameters values are then randomly resorted into sets to use for simulation. The 16 

LHS method assumes that the sampling is performed independently for each parameter, thereby 17 

allowing for an unbiased estimate [1, 2]. Parameter ranges for sampling were derived from 18 

existing literature, expert opinion and field-based data (Table 2 of the main article), we assumed 19 

a uniform distribution for all parameter values.  20 

 21 

Multi-model inference on a generalized least square (GLS) regression was used to 22 

estimate the relative importance of the input parameters. Multi-model inference uses the 23 

information-theoretic approach to offer a more objective way to assess the relative importance of 24 

input variables by inferring all possible models from a defined candidate set [3, 4]. A vector of 25 

the input parameters (𝑥𝑝)  were fitted into all possible unique models and then ranked from best 26 

to worst, based on Akaike information criterion (AIC) values. An estimate of the relative 27 

importance of a single parameter (𝑝) was then calculated by summing the Akaike weights (𝑤) 28 

across all fitted models where parameter (𝑝) occurs. Akaike weights are normalized, such that 29 

the sum over all models considered is 1. The relative importance of parameter (𝑝) was quantified 30 

by the sum (𝑤) for the parameter. The larger the sum of the weight (between 0 and 1 by 31 
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definition) the more important the parameter is, relative to the other parameters [4]. Input 32 

parameters were then ranked in terms of their importance to the quantities of interest.  33 

 34 

The sensitivity analysis considered main effects and pairwise (first-order) interactions of input 35 

parameters on our quantities of interest.  36 

 37 

 38 

Multi-model inference analysis  39 

 40 

We used multi-model inference with glm function from the glmulti R package [5], to estimate the 41 

relative importance of our input variables on our QOIs. Our first analysis considers the main 42 

effects of the input variables on the QOIs. Utilizing the default method of the glmulti package 43 

(exhaustive screening of all candidate models), we built all possible unique models based on the 44 

11 input variables. Thus, the candidate set of models for each QOIs main effect analysis 45 

contained a total of 2048 models. We defined the confidence set of models as those models 46 

within two Akaike information criterion (AIC) unit difference (ΔAIC) from the best model [4] 47 

However, the glmulti function by default returns a confidence set of 100 models and delineates 48 

the number of models within 2 ΔAIC from the best model.  49 

Our second analysis considers the pairwise interactions between our input parameters. We 50 

utilized the genetic algorithm approach of the glmulti package, to fit a sub-set of all possible 51 

unique models (due to the extremely large number of possible candidate models). The genetic 52 

algorithm approach randomly explores a subset of all possible models, with a bias towards better 53 

models to fit the best fitting model. Our confidence set is as defined above, i.e. within 2 ΔAIC of 54 

the best model. However, due to a large number of possible candidate models, the size of the 55 

returned confidence set was increased to 500 models (from the default of 100). 56 

Note, before the multi-model inference fitting, we normalized the input parameters (by centering 57 

on zero and scaled to unit variance) to allow comparison of resulting model-averaged estimates 58 

on a common scale. 59 
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S1- S3 Tables (main effects) and S5 - S7 Tables (pairwise interactions), presents the top five 60 

models in the confidence sets for each our QOIs, their log likelihood values, number of fitted 61 

parameters (K), Akaike information criterion (AIC), AIC weights, and the goodness of fit (R2).   62 

S7 Fig to S9 Fig (main effects) and S10 Fig to S12 Fig (pairwise interactions), shows the AIC 63 

profile of all fitted models. 64 

S1 and S4 Tables, presents the model averaged coefficients and relative-importance weights for 65 

the parameters. The definition and description of the parameter symbols are as presented in 66 

Table 2 of the main article.  67 
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S1 Table. Top five models in the confidence set exploring the main effects of input variables on 𝑴𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉. The confidence set had 6 models 

within 2 ΔAIC from the best model. 

Model 

Order 
Model K 

Log 

Likelihood 
AIC 

AIC 

weight 
R2 

1 ~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣 +  𝛾𝑣 + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  8 -337.87 693.74 0.16 0.24 

2 ~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣 +  𝛾𝑣 + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  8 -337.23 694.46  0.11 0.24 

3 ~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 +  𝑎 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣 +  𝛾𝑣 + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  8 -337.26 694.53  0.11 0.24 

4 
~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒  +  𝑎 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ+  𝛾𝑣 + 

𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  
8 -336.54 695.08  0.08 0.24 

5 
~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣  + 𝑞 + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  

 
8 -337.56 695.12  0.08 0.24 
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S7 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring the main effects of input variables on 𝑴𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉. AIC values from the best to the worst model from 

the 100 returned models, horizontal line delineates models that are within 2 ΔAIC from the best model. Best AIC: 693.74; Worst AIC: 716.14 
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S2 Table. Top five models in the confidence set exploring the main effects of input variables on 𝑡𝒎𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉. The confidence set had 16 models 

within 2 ΔAIC from the best model. 

Model 

Order 
Model K 

Log 

Likelihood 
AIC AIC weight R2 

1 

 

~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ  

 

5 

 
-676.86 1367.73  0.048 0.18 

2 
 

~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ  
6 -675.89 1367.77  0.047 0.18 

3 

 

~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝛾𝑣  

 

6 -676.13 1368.26  0.037 0.18 

4 ~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒+  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ  +  𝛾𝑣  7 -675.25 1368.50  0.033 0.19 

5 ~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ + 𝑞  6 -676.52 1369.05  0.025 0.18 
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S8 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring the main effects of input variables on 𝒕𝒎𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉. AIC values from the best to the worst model from 

the 100 returned models, horizontal line delineates models within 2 ΔAIC from the best model. Best AIC: 1367.73; Worst AIC: 1373.44 
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S3 Table. Top five models in the confidence set exploring main effects of input variables on 𝒄𝒖𝒎𝑰𝒉. The confidence set had 6 models within 

2 ΔAIC from the best model. 

Model 

Order 
Model K 

Log 

Likelihood 
AIC AIC weight R2 

 

1 

~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒+  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣 + 

𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  
8 -623.28 1266.56  0.15 0.40 

2 
~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒  +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣 + 𝑞 

+ 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  
9 -622.69 1267.39  0.10 0.40 

3 ~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡+ 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣  + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  7 -624.93 1267.86  0.08 0.39 

4 
~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒+  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣 +  

𝛾𝑣 + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  
9 -623.15 1268.30  0.06 0.40 

5 ~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣  +  𝜇𝑣 + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  7 -625.18 1268.36  0.06 0.39 
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S9 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring the main effects of input variables on 𝒄𝒖𝒎𝑰𝒉.  AIC values from the best to the worst model from 

the 100 returned models, horizontal line delineates models that within 2 ΔAIC from the best model. Best AIC: 1266.56; Worst AIC: 1284.05 
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S4 Table. Model averaged coefficient and relative-importance weights for dengue parameters (from the models in the confidence set). 

Before model fitting, parameters were centered on zero and scaled to unit variance, to normalize parameters within the same range. Hence 

coefficient estimates are within the range of 0.0 to 1.0. Relative importance ≥0.90 appears in bold, an arbitrary cut-off for visualizing most 

important parameters. 
 

Parameter 

𝑴𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉  𝒕𝒎𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉  𝒄𝒖𝒎𝑰𝒉  

Coefficient 
Relative  

Importance 
Coefficient 

Relative  

Importance 
Coefficient 

Relative  

Importance 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕 0.17 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.30 1.00 

𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏 0.40 0.99 0.20 1.00 0.27 1.00 

𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆 -0.02 0.41 -0.03 0.47 -0.05 0.67 

𝒂 -0.39 1.00 0.12 1.00 -0.13 0.99 

𝜷𝒉→𝒗 0.33 1.00 0.06 0.71 0.27 1.00 

𝜷𝒗→𝒉 0.18 0.99 -0.15 1.00 0.06 0.73 

𝝁𝒗 -0.41 1.00 0.00 0.24 -0.19 1.00 

𝜸𝒗 0.07 0.42 -0.02 0.43 0.00 0.29 

𝒊𝒗 0.01 0.28 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.27 

𝒒 0.21 0.34 0.01 0.32 0.02 0.40 

𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  0.28 1.00 0.01 0.32 0.12 0.98 
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S5 Table. Top five models exploring in the confidence set the main effects and pairwise (first order) interactions of input variables on 

𝑴𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉. The confidence set had 96 models within 2 ΔAIC from the best model.  

Model 

Order 
Model K 

Log 

Likelihood 
AIC 

AIC  

weight 
R2 

1 

~ 1  +  𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 +  𝑎  +  𝜇𝑣  + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 

𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑞 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑎 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣  + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣 + 

𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ  + 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑞 

15 -312.33 658.65 0.03 0.32 

2 

~ 1  +  𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 +  𝑎  +  𝜇𝑣  + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 

𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑞 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑎 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣  + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝑖𝑣 

+ 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ  + 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑞 

15 -313.47 658.95  0.02 0.32 

3 

~ 1  +  𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 +  𝑎  +  𝜇𝑣  + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 

𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑞 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑎 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣  + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛾𝑣+ 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣 

+ 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ  + 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑞 + 𝛾𝑣: 𝑞 

 

17 -311.68 659.35  0.02 0.32 

4 

~ 1  +  𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 +  𝑎  +  𝜇𝑣  + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 

𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑞 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑎 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣  + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣 + 

𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ  + 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡 + 𝛾𝑣: 𝑞 

  

16 -311.70 659.41  0.02 0.32 

5 

~ 1  +  𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 +  𝑎  +  𝜇𝑣  + 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+   

𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛾𝑣 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑞 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑎 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣  + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣 

+ 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ  + 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝛾𝑣: 𝑞    

16 -311.73 659.46  0.02 0.32 
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S10 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring the main effects of input variables on 𝑴𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉. AIC values from the best to the worst model 

from the 500 returned models, horizontal line delineates models that within 2 ΔAIC from the best model. Best AIC: 658.65; Worst AIC: 699.95 
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S6 Table. Top five models in the confidence set exploring the main effects and pairwise (first order) interactions of input variables on 

𝒕𝒎𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉. The confidence set had 151 models within 2 ΔAIC from the best model.  

Model 

Order 
Model K 

Log 

Likelihood 

AIC AIC  

weight 

R2 

1 

~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑎 

+ 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡 + 

𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝜇𝑣 + 

𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛾𝑣+ 𝑎: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣   + 𝑎: 𝜇𝑣  + 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣  + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑖𝑣 + 

𝜇𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡 + 𝑖𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  

 

23 -616.32 1282.64  0.01 0.42 

2 

~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑎 

+ 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡 + 

𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑖𝑣 

+𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣+ 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛾𝑣+ 𝑎: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣   + 𝑎: 𝜇𝑣  + 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣  + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑖𝑣 + 

𝜇𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  

 

22 -617.36 1282.73  0.01 0.42 

3 

~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  +  𝑎  +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑎 + 

𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 

+ 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑖𝑣 +𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣+ 

𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛾𝑣+ 𝑎: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣   + 𝑎: 𝜇𝑣  + 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣  + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡 + 

𝑖𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  

 

 

22 -617.48 1282.95  0.01 0.42 

4 

~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  +  𝑎  +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣+  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑎 

+ 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡 + 

𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑖𝑣 

+𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣+ 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛾𝑣  + 𝑎: 𝜇𝑣  + 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣  + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡 + 

𝑖𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  

 

22 -617.51 1283.02  0.01 0.42 
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5 

~ 1 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛  +  𝑎  +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑎 + 

𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 

+ 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ +𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣+ 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛾𝑣+ 𝑎: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣   

+ 𝑎: 𝜇𝑣  + 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣  + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  

 

20 -618.52 1283.03  0.01 0.41 
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S11 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring main effects and pairwise (first order) interactions of input variables on 𝒕𝒎𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉. AIC values 

from the best to the worst model from the 500 returned models, horizontal line delineates models that within 2 ΔAIC from the best model. Best 

AIC: 1282.64; Worst IC: 1354.52 
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S7 Table. Top five models in the confidence set exploring the main effects and pairwise (first order) interactions of input variables on 

𝒄𝒖𝒎𝑰𝒉. The confidence set had 97 models within 2 ΔAIC from the best model.  

Model 

Order 

Model K Log 

Likelihood 

AIC AIC weight R2 

1 

~ 1  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣 +   

𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑎  + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 

𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ+  𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣+  𝑎: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑎: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ  + 

𝑎: 𝜇𝑣+ 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝜇𝑣+ 𝛽𝑣→ℎ: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  

 

22 -581.91 1213.81  0.01 0.52 

2 

~ 1  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣 +   

𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛+ 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑎  + 

𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ+  𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣 + 

𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛾𝑣+  𝑎: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑎: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ  + 𝑎: 𝜇𝑣+ 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝜇𝑣+ 

𝛽𝑣→ℎ: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  

 

24 -581.00 1214.01  0.01 0.52 

3 

~ 1  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣 +   

𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛+ 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑎  + 

𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ+  𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣 + 

𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛾𝑣+  𝑎: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑎: 𝜇𝑣+ 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝜇𝑣+ 𝛽𝑣→ℎ: 𝜇𝑣 + 

𝜇𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  

 

23 -582.05 1214.09  0.01 0.52 

4 

~ 1  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣 +   

𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛+ 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑎  + 

𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ+  𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣 

+𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛾𝑣+  𝑎: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑎: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ  + 𝑎: 𝜇𝑣+ 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣 + 

𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝜇𝑣+ 𝛽𝑣→ℎ: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝛽𝑣→ℎ: 𝑞 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  

25 -580.06 1214.12  0.01 0.52 
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5 

~ 1  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡 + 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 +  𝑎 +  𝛽ℎ→𝑣 +  𝛽𝑣→ℎ +  𝜇𝑣 +   

𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡  + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛+ 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 + 𝑡𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝑎  + 

𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣+ 𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ+  𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝜇𝑣 

+𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒: 𝛾𝑣+  𝑎: 𝛽ℎ→𝑣 + 𝑎: 𝛽𝑣→ℎ  + 𝑎: 𝜇𝑣+ 𝑎: 𝑖𝑣 + 𝛽ℎ→𝑣: 𝜇𝑣+ 

𝛽𝑣→ℎ: 𝜇𝑣 + 𝛽𝑣→ℎ: 𝑞 + 𝜇𝑣: 𝑅𝑡𝑜𝑡   

 

25 -581.10 1214.19  0.01 0.52 
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S12 Fig. The AIC profile of models exploring main effects and pairwise (first order) interactions of input variables on 𝒄𝒖𝒎𝑰𝒉. AIC values 

from the best to the worst model from the 500 returned models, horizontal line delineates models within 2 ΔAIC from the best model. Best AIC: 

1213.81; Worst AIC: 1293.05 
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S8 Table. Model averaged coefficient and relative-importance weights for dengue parameters (from the models in the first order interactions 

confidence set). Before model fitting, parameters were centered on zero and scaled to unit variance, to normalize parameters within the same 

range. Hence coefficient estimates are within the range of 0.0 to 1.0. Relative importance ≥0.90 appears in bold, an arbitrary cut-off for 

visualizing most important parameters. 
 

Parameter 

𝑴𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉  𝒕𝒎𝒂𝒙𝑰𝒉  𝒄𝒖𝒎𝑰𝒉  

Coefficient1 
Relative  

Importance 
Coefficient1  

Relative  

Importance 
Coefficient1  

Relative  

Importance 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕 0.01 0.02 0.19 1.00 0.28 1.00 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕: 𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏 0.00 0.02 -0.05 0.85 -0.02 0.40 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕: 𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆 -0.13 0.96 0.00 0.01 -0.08 0.99 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕: 𝒂 0.00 0.02 0.10 1.00 0.00 0.02 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕: 𝜷𝒉→𝒗 -0.34 1.00 -0.20 1.00 -0.13 1.00 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕: 𝜷𝒗→𝒉 0.00 0.02 -0.10 1.00 0.00 0.01 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕: 𝝁𝒗 0.00 0.02 0.12 1.00 0.00 0.02 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕: 𝜸𝒗 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕: 𝒊𝒗 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕: 𝒒 0.58 1.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 

𝒕𝒄𝒓𝒊𝒕: 𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  0.00 0.01 -0.10 1.00 0.00 0.05 

𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏 1.62 1.00 0.20 1.00 0.27 1.00 

𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏: 𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆 -0.04 0.15 0.19 1.00 0.00 0.01 

𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏: 𝒂 -1.14 1.00 0.00 0.01 -0.11 1.00 

𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏: 𝜷𝒉→𝒗 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.10 1.00 

𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏: 𝜷𝒗→𝒉 0.00 0.01 -0.16 1.00 -0.07 0.99 

𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏: 𝝁𝒗 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.01 

𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏: 𝜸𝒗 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.06 

𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏: 𝒊𝒗 0.00 0.01 -0.04 0.68 0.00 0.03 

𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏: 𝒒 -0.08 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 

𝑻𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏: 𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  -0.01 0.03 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.02 
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𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆 0.08 0.19 0.00 0.03 -0.07 0.99 

𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆: 𝒂 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.21 

𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆: 𝜷𝒉→𝒗 0.00 0.02 -0.10 1.00 -0.08 0.99 

𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆: 𝜷𝒗→𝒉 0.00 0.01 -0.01 0.12 0.00 0.04 

𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆: 𝝁𝒗 -0.26 0.99 -0.05 0.78 -0.08 1.00 

𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆: 𝜸𝒗 0.00 0.02 0.09 0.99 0.09 1.00 

𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆: 𝒊𝒗 0.25 0.97 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.05 

𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆: 𝒒 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 

𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒈𝒆: 𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 

𝒂 1.34 1.00 0.13 1.00 -0.13 1.00 

𝒂: 𝜷𝒉→𝒗 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.93 0.05 0.90 

𝒂: 𝜷𝒗→𝒉 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.95 

𝒂: 𝝁𝒗 -0.02 0.06 -0.06 0.98 -0.08 1.00 

𝒂: 𝜸𝒗 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 

𝒂: 𝒊𝒗 -0.62 1.00 -0.06 0.98 -0.11 1.00 

𝒂: 𝒒 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 

𝒂: 𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 

𝜷𝒉→𝒗 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.91 0.28 1.00 

𝜷𝒉→𝒗: 𝜷𝒗→𝒉 0.19 1.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.07 

𝜷𝒉→𝒗: 𝝁𝒗 0.48 1.00 0.00 0.01 0.10 1.00 

𝜷𝒉→𝒗: 𝜸𝒗 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 

𝜷𝒉→𝒗: 𝒊𝒗 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 

𝜷𝒉→𝒗: 𝒒 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 

𝜷𝒉→𝒗: 𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 

𝜷𝒗→𝒉 0.00 0.01 -0.16 1.00 0.06 0.98 

𝜷𝒗→𝒉: 𝝁𝒗 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.73 

𝜷𝒗→𝒉: 𝜸𝒗 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 
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𝜷𝒗→𝒉: 𝒊𝒗 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.02 

𝜷𝒗→𝒉: 𝒒 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.12 

𝜷𝒗→𝒉: 𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 

𝝁𝒗 -1.36 0.98 0.00 0.01 -0.17 1.00 

𝝁𝒗: 𝜸𝒗 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 

𝝁𝒗: 𝒊𝒗 0.38 0.99 0.07 0.99 0.00 0.01 

𝝁𝒗: 𝒒 0.43 0.19 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.04 

𝝁𝒗: 𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  0.01 0.03 0.06 0.99 0.06 0.99 

𝜸𝒗 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 

𝜸𝒗: 𝒊𝒗 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.01 

𝜸𝒗: 𝒒 0.15 0.96 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 

𝜸𝒗: 𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  -0.04 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 

𝒊𝒗 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 

𝒊𝒗: 𝒒 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 

𝒊𝒗: 𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  0.00 0.01 0.03 0.47 0.00 0.01 

𝒒 -0.34 0.11 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 

𝒒: 𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  -0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 

𝑹𝒕𝒐𝒕  0.32 1.00 0.00 0.02 0.13 1.00 
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