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Abstract 18 

Understanding how infectious disease transmission varies from person to person, including associations with age 19 

and contact behavior, can help design effective control strategies. Within households, transmission may be highly 20 

variable because of differing transmission risks by age, household size, and individual contagiousness. Our aim was 21 

to disentangle those factors by fitting mathematical models to SARS-CoV-2 household survey and serologic data. 22 

We surveyed members of 3,381 Utah households from January-April 2021 and performed SARS-CoV-2 antibody 23 

testing on all available members. We paired these data with a probabilistic model of household importation and 24 

transmission composed of a novel combination of transmission variability and age- and size-structured 25 

heterogeneity. We calculated maximum likelihood estimates of mean and variability of household transmission 26 

probability between household members in different age groups and different household sizes, simultaneously with 27 

importation probability and probabilities of false negative and false positive test results. 12.8% of the individual 28 

participants showed serologic evidence of prior infection or reported a prior positive test on the survey, and 17.4% 29 

of the participating households showed evidence of at least one SARS-CoV-2 importation. Serologically positive 30 

individuals in younger age groups were less likely than older adults to have tested positive during their infection 31 

according to our survey results. Our model results suggested that adolescents and young adults (ages 13-24) 32 

acquired SARS-CoV-2 infection outside the household at a rate substantially higher than younger children and older 33 

adults. Our estimate of the household secondary attack rate (HSAR) among adults aged 45 and older exceeded 34 

HSARs to and/or from younger age groups. We found lower HSAR in households with more members, independent 35 

of age differences. Our findings from age-structured transmission analysis suggest that age groups contact each 36 

other at different rates within households, a key insight for understanding community outbreak patterns and 37 

mechanisms of differential infection risk.  38 
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Author Summary 39 

Infectious diseases can spread through human communities in irregular patterns, partly because different 40 

demographic groups, such as age groups, experience different transmission risks due to contact or other behavioral 41 

or physiological differences. Understanding the factors driving age differences in transmission can help predict 42 

patterns of disease spread and suggest efficient public health strategies to mitigate outbreaks. Households are inter-43 

age mixing locations where age differences in transmission can be studied. In early 2021, we collected blood 44 

samples from all members of thousands of households in Utah and tested them for SARS-CoV-2 antibodies, from 45 

which prior COVID-19 infection can be inferred. We paired these data with mathematical models that quantify 46 

probabilities that different combinations of household members end up infected for different assumptions about non-47 

household infection and within-household transmission. Our estimates suggest that adolescents and young adults 48 

acquired infection outside the household more frequently than did other age groups. After a household importation 49 

occurred, middle-aged and older adults living together transmitted to each other more readily than all other age 50 

pairings for a given household size. The age patterns of household transmission we found suggest that within-51 

household contact rate differences play a significant role in driving household transmission epidemiology.     52 
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1 Introduction 53 

The spread of an infectious disease through a community can occur in complicated patterns, especially when the 54 

person-to-person transmission potential of infected individuals is highly variable [1]. Such variability can occur 55 

physiologically, through varying duration, severity, and contagiousness of human infections, as well as socially, 56 

through varying social settings and contact behaviors that provide transmission opportunities [2]. These variabilities 57 

may be partially explained by correlating transmission risk with observable demographic variables such as age and 58 

number of contacts in primary social settings such as households [3]. Understanding the mechanisms and 59 

associations along which transmission variabilities arise helps improve the efficiency of infection control via 60 

targeted pharmaceutical and social interventions [4].  61 

Transmission mechanisms and variabilities could be studied by directly observing the transmissions and 62 

transmission opportunities for each infected person, but such data are difficult and costly to collect. Cross-sectional 63 

prevalence data, e.g. from testing serological samples for the presence of antibodies among individuals who have 64 

had contact with each other, can be used to indirectly estimate transmission rates and patterns. When such data are 65 

paired with mechanistically derived mathematical models, insights can be derived about the source of transmission 66 

variabilities using appropriate analytic and computational techniques [5, 6]. In this work, our goal was to use such a 67 

model-based approach to study transmission variabilities of SARS-CoV-2, with a focus on age-based associations 68 

effects, using household seroprevalence data. 69 

SARS-CoV-2 poses high risk of transmission from person to person in indoor public spaces and households [7], 70 

where spread of SARS-CoV-2 has been well documented [8]. Studying transmission at the household level is 71 

convenient relative to other indoor locations with more transient populations, and household transmission research 72 

can provide illuminating insights into risk factors and mechanisms of transmission. Furthermore, households provide 73 

an intergenerational mixing ground with contact across age groups, and both household and age structure can be 74 

crucially important for accurate characterization of community-wide transmission [3]. 75 

Studying differences in susceptibility, transmissibility, and contact by age has been an important area of research 76 

with implications for public health policy for many infectious diseases. During the COVID-19 pandemic, younger 77 

individuals have been less likely to experience severe disease but are a potential source of SARS-CoV-2 contagion 78 

[9]. Infected children with mild or no symptoms may nevertheless transmit to other more vulnerable contacts, 79 
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including to highly vulnerable aged adults in multi-generational households [10]. Some SARS-CoV-2 and influenza 80 

studies have found that households with more members have lower transmission rates [11-13], and it is unclear the 81 

extent to which that observation might be attributed to different age configurations of larger households or other 82 

factors. Understanding differences in transmission among and between different age groups, and the mechanisms by 83 

which those differences might arise, can shed light on the benefits of age-group targeting of transmission-84 

interruption measures, including vaccination [14]. 85 

Serological surveys, in which blood samples from individuals in a population are tested for the presence of 86 

antibodies, can be used to infer which individuals had experienced prior infection, including those who had not been 87 

diagnosed [15]. When performed over entire households, serological surveys offer one way to assess household 88 

transmission: the number of household members testing positive provides information to infer the distribution of the 89 

total number of household members infected during household outbreaks that ran their course prior to data 90 

collection. Quantitative model-based techniques [16] can be used to extract information from these datasets on the 91 

transmissibility of the pathogen under conditions of sustained close contact. When such datasets include metadata on 92 

household member demographics, they can help answer questions about the relative susceptibility to or 93 

transmissibility of infection across demographics such as age [17]. 94 

In this work, we developed a novel mathematical model of household transmission that incorporates transmission 95 

variability [18] and heterogeneity over age and household size. A central goal achieved by our model-based findings 96 

was to estimate quantitative age differences in household COVID-19 epidemiology using detailed serological data 97 

from Utah households and elucidate the extent to which these estimates reveal potential mechanisms of within-98 

household transmission differences by age. 99 

2 Methods 100 

2.1 Data collection from Utah households 101 

Our data was collected via the Utah Health & Economic Recovery Outreach (HERO) Project [19], which recruited 102 

participants from households in the state of Utah during several distinct phases in 2020 [20] and 2021 [21]. 103 

Members of participating households completed surveys and were subsequently invited to a mobile testing site to 104 

contribute samples for testing. Participants contributing the specific subset of the Utah HERO Project data analyzed 105 

and modeled for this manuscript were recruited during two different phases of the Utah HERO Project in 2021: 106 
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“school district testing” and “hotspot testing” (see Supporting Information for recruitment details). In contacted 107 

households, all household members aged 12 years or older were asked to complete an individual survey, adults were 108 

asked to complete the individual survey on behalf of children <12 years of age, and the household was asked to 109 

complete an overall household survey. Each household member >6 months of age was asked to provide a blood 110 

sample at a mobile testing site. 111 

The University of Utah Institutional Review Board reviewed the surveillance project that produced the data analyzed 112 

in this manuscript and determined it as non-research public health surveillance, waived the requirement for 113 

documented consent, and determined that use of these data for analysis to understand the dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 114 

transmission was exempt from further review (IRB_00132598). Individuals were informed of the project procedures 115 

and that participation was voluntary. Participants provided their agreement to participate and were given the chance 116 

to opt out of having their data used for future research. The data were analyzed anonymously for this manuscript. 117 

The following data from the surveys were retained for our analysis. From the household survey, we used the 118 

household size (number of people living in the household). From the individual surveys, we used the date of birth, 119 

whether the individual had previously tested positive for COVID-19, the date of a previous positive test, the number 120 

of prior COVID-19 vaccine doses received, and the date of any prior vaccine doses. We calculated the age of 121 

surveyed participants on the day of serological testing, using the date of birth from the survey. Prior test result data 122 

from the survey were classified as prior positive reported (P) or no prior positive reported (N). 123 

We excluded households from our analysis if the number of people living in the house (household size) or the age of 124 

any household member were missing. We also excluded households for which the reported size was inconsistent 125 

with the individual-level data (i.e., the reported household size was less than the number of individuals contributing 126 

data for that household). 127 

Whole blood was collected from participants at mobile testing facilities, via finger prick for participants aged 128 

between 6 months and 12 years and via venous puncture for participants aged 12 years or older. Serum specimens 129 

from blood collected via venous puncture were analyzed using all three of the following tests: Abbott SARS-CoV-2 130 

IgG assay performed on an Abbott Architect i2000 instrument (Abbott Laboratories), Euroimmun Anti-SARS-CoV-131 

2 ELISA (IgG) assay, and Siemens SARS-CoV-2 IgG (Cov2G) assay. Only the Euroimmun test was used to analyze 132 

specimens from finger prick samples. 133 
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Methodology and criteria for a positive antibody result were defined according to the manufacturers’ instructions 134 

[22-24] and as in prior studies [25, 26]. Antibody test results for each test were classified according to negative (N), 135 

positive (P), or not performed / indeterminate (X). Because the Euroimmun and Siemens assays detect anti-SARS-136 

CoV-2 IgG for the S1 domain of viral spike protein (anti-S1), which can be produced by vaccination, participants 137 

who reported having received at least one dose of COVID-19 vaccine prior to data collection and tested positive on 138 

either assay were automatically labeled as indeterminate (X) for purposes of informing prior infection. The Abbott 139 

assay detects anti-SARS-CoV-2 IgG for the nucleocapsid protein (anti-N), which we assumed was not impacted by 140 

prior vaccination and that vaccinated patients testing Abbott-positive had tested positive for prior infection [27]. We 141 

defined an antibody test result as being “informative” for potential prior infection status when the result was 142 

negative or positive for the Abbott test, negative or positive for Euroimmun or Siemens for participants reporting no 143 

prior vaccination, or negative for Euroimmun or Siemens for participants reporting any prior vaccination. 144 

Each member of a household retained for analysis was labeled according to their combination of five data points: 145 

reported prior positive test (N or P); Abbott test result (N, P, or X); Euroimmun test result (N, P, or X); Siemens test 146 

result (N, P, or X). For example, a participant labeled “NPXN” reported no prior positive test, tested positive by 147 

Abbott, had an indeterminate Euorimmun test, and tested negative by Siemens. Further labels were added indicating 148 

age group and household size, as described in later sections. Then we created a table tallying the number of 149 

participants with each label in each household: a column for each unique label that at least one participant received 150 

and a row for each household. Each table element is the number of participants in each household with each label. 151 

We then tallied the number of unique rows, C, and labeled the sets of numbers in each unique row as vectors 152 

𝐲1, … , 𝐲𝐶. Finally, the entire dataset is represented by the vector 𝐲 = (𝐲1, … , 𝐲𝐶 , 𝑓1 , … 𝑓𝐶), where frequency 𝑓𝑖 is the 153 

number of households described by the corresponding 𝐲𝑖. 154 

The following sections describe the mathematical model designed to produce a likelihood function ℒ(𝐲) to quantify 155 

the probability of observing the dataset 𝐲 under a given set of epidemiological assumptions. The de-identified data 156 

and codes, written in R version 4.0.3, to produce 𝐲, calculate and optimize ℒ(𝐲), and produce the results in this 157 

manuscript, are publicly available at https://github.com/damontoth/householdTransmission2021. 158 

2.2 Household transmission model 159 
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First, we define the probability that a single infected person transmits infection to different numbers of people living 160 

in the same household. We separate a household’s population into age groups that can differ in both susceptibility to 161 

acquisition from infected housemates and in transmissibility to susceptible housemates from each group. For 162 

simplicity, we limited the number of transmission age groups to three, named U, V, and W. We use the notation 𝐹𝐲;𝐳 163 

to denote the probability that a single infected person with 𝐳 = (𝑧u, 𝑧v, 𝑧w) susceptible housemates in each group 164 

directly transmits infection to 𝐲 = (𝑦u, 𝑦v, 𝑦w) of them, respectively. 165 

To derive our formula for 𝐹, we assume that the probability of transmission to a u-group person is a random variable 166 

taking the form 1 − 𝑒−𝑥, where 𝑥 is a gamma-distributed random variable with shape 𝑘 and rate 𝑟. The gamma 167 

distribution models the mean and variability of infected individuals’ transmissibility to housemates, where the 𝑘 168 

parameter is equivalent to the dispersion parameter 𝑘 often used to model transmission variability and 169 

superspreading. The value of 𝑥 can be considered the product of the total dose of exposure experienced by an 170 

infected person’s susceptible housemate and the per-dose probability of infection, as in the exponential dose-171 

response model. Then, the probabilities of transmission to a person in group V and W is 1 − 𝑒−𝜎v𝑥 and 1 − 𝑒−𝜎w𝑥, 172 

where the coefficients 𝜎v and 𝜎w alter the probability of infection relative to a person in group U, from a given 173 

infected housemate. 174 

From the above assumptions, the following formula for 𝐹 applies (see Supporting Information for derivation): 175 

𝐹𝐲;𝐳(𝑟, 𝑘, 𝜎v , 𝜎w) = 176 

(
𝑧u

𝑦u
) (

𝑧v

𝑦v
) (

𝑧w

𝑦w
) ∑ ∑ ∑ (−1)𝑗u+𝑗v+𝑗w (

𝑦u

𝑗u
) (

𝑦v

𝑗v
) (

𝑦w

𝑗w
) (1 +

𝑧u − 𝑦u + 𝑗u + 𝜎v(𝑧v − 𝑦v + 𝑗v) + 𝜎w(𝑧w − 𝑦w + 𝑗w)

𝑟
)

−𝑘𝑦w

𝑗w=0

𝑦v

𝑗v=0

𝑦u

𝑗u=0

 177 

Because we also model differential transmissibility from each group, we use three sets of (𝑟, 𝑘, 𝜎v , 𝜎w) parameters 178 

governing transmission: (𝑟u, 𝑘u, 𝜎uv, 𝜎uw), (𝑟v, 𝑘v, 𝜎vv, 𝜎vw), and (𝑟w, 𝑘w, 𝜎wv, 𝜎ww), which are the parameters used 179 

when a person from group U, V, and W is the potential transmitter, respectively. Using those parameters, we can 180 

also define the directional household secondary attack rates (HSARs) 𝑝𝑖𝑗 , the mean transmission probability from an 181 

infected person from group i to a susceptible person from group j in the same household: 182 

𝑝uu = 1 − (1 + 1 𝑟u⁄ )−𝑘u , 𝑝uv = 1 − (1 + 𝜎uv 𝑟u⁄ )−𝑘u , 𝑝uw = 1 − (1 + 𝜎uw 𝑟u⁄ )−𝑘u 183 
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𝑝vu = 1 − (1 + 1 𝑟v⁄ )−𝑘v , 𝑝vv = 1 − (1 + 𝜎vv 𝑟v⁄ )−𝑘v , 𝑝vw = 1 − (1 + 𝜎vw 𝑟v⁄ )−𝑘v  184 

𝑝wu = 1 − (1 + 1 𝑟w⁄ )−𝑘w , 𝑝wv = 1 − (1 + 𝜎wv 𝑟w⁄ )−𝑘w , 𝑝ww = 1 − (1 + 𝜎ww 𝑟w⁄ )−𝑘w  185 

For clarity, we report our estimates for the set of transmission parameters using the above nine directional attack 186 

rates, plus the dispersion parameters 𝑘𝑖. The values of 𝑟𝑖 and 𝜎𝑖𝑗 can then be calculated by inverting the above 187 

equations.  188 

With the above function 𝐹 defined for transmissions from one infectious individual in a household, we now derive 189 

formulae for multiple potential transmitters. First, let 𝐻𝐱;𝐲;𝐳 be the probability that, in a household with 𝐱 =190 

(𝑥u, 𝑥v, 𝑥w) infected members from each group, those infected persons transmit infection directly to a total of 𝐲 =191 

(𝑦u, 𝑦v, 𝑦w) of 𝐳 = (𝑧u, 𝑧v, 𝑧w) susceptible housemates from each group. First, we define the trivial case where 𝐱 =192 

(0,0,0): no infected household members to transmit: 193 

𝐻000;𝐲;𝐳 = {
1, 𝑦u + 𝑦v + 𝑦w = 0
0, 𝑦u + 𝑦v + 𝑦w > 0

 194 

Next, we have already defined the cases where 𝑥u + 𝑥v + 𝑥w = 1 (exactly one infected household member): 195 

𝐻100;𝐲;𝐳 = 𝐹𝐲;𝐳(𝑟u, 𝑘u, 𝜎uv, 𝜎uw) 196 

𝐻010;𝐲;𝐳 = 𝐹𝐲;𝐳(𝑟v, 𝑘v, 𝜎vv, 𝜎vw) 197 

𝐻001;𝐲;𝐳 = 𝐹𝐲;𝐳(𝑟w, 𝑘w , 𝜎wv, 𝜎ww) 198 

Then we iteratively calculate 𝐻𝐱;𝐲;𝐳 for each (𝑥u, 𝑥v, 𝑥w) in increasing sequence of 𝑥u + 𝑥v + 𝑥w = 2, 3, …: 199 

𝐻𝐱;𝐲;𝐳 = 200 

∑ ∑ ∑
𝑥u𝐻𝐱−(1,0,0);𝐢;𝐳𝐻100;𝐲−𝐢;𝐳−𝐢 + 𝑥v𝐻𝐱−(0,1,0);𝐢;𝐳𝐻010;𝐲−𝐢;𝐳−𝐢 + 𝑥w𝐻𝐱−(0,0,1);𝐢;𝐳𝐻001;𝐲−𝐢;𝐳−𝐢

𝑥u + 𝑥v + 𝑥w

𝑦w

𝑖w=0

𝑦v

𝑖v=0

𝑦u

𝑖u=0

 201 

With 𝐻 in hand, we then calculate 𝑇𝐱;𝐲;𝐳: the probability that 𝐱 already infected (u-group, v-group, w-group) 202 

household members lead to a total of 𝐲 transmissions to 𝐳 susceptible household members from each respective 203 

group. In other words, 𝑇𝐱;𝐲;𝐳 is the probability that the vector of final household outbreak sizes of each group is 𝐱 + 𝐲 204 
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given that 𝐱 were initially infected and 𝐳 were initially susceptible. The probability accounts for transmissions 205 

directly from initially infected members and in any subsequent transmission generations. 206 

We calculate values of 𝑇 iteratively, starting with trivial case of no initial infections in the household: 207 

𝑇000;𝐲;𝐳 = {
1, 𝑦u + 𝑦v + 𝑦w = 0
0, 𝑦u + 𝑦v + 𝑦w > 0

 208 

Then, starting with 𝑦u + 𝑦v + 𝑦w = 0 and then for increasing 𝑦u + 𝑦v + 𝑦w in sequence, we iteratively calculate: 209 

𝑇𝐱;𝐲;𝐳 = ∑ ∑ ∑ 𝐻𝐱;𝐢;𝐳𝑇𝐢;𝐲−𝐢;𝐳−𝐢

𝑦w

𝑖w=0

𝑦v

𝑖v=0

𝑦u

𝑖u=0

 210 

2.3 Total household infection size model 211 

The probability of infections within a household also depends on the likelihood of members acquiring infection from 212 

non-household members (called “community” acquisitions). We calculated those probabilities for each household 213 

member based on characteristics that could extend beyond membership in the U, V, and W transmission groups 214 

described in the last section. 215 

Let 𝐧 = (𝑛u, 𝑛v, 𝑛w) be the number of household members in each of the three transmission groups. Let 𝑙1, … , 𝑙𝑛 be 216 

the infection indicators for each household member, where the 𝑙𝑖 values equal 1 if infected and 0 if uninfected. Let 217 

𝑢1, … , 𝑢𝑛 be indicators for whether each household member belongs to transmission group U (1 if yes, 0 if no), and 218 

similarly 𝑣1, … , 𝑣𝑛 and 𝑤1, … , 𝑤𝑛  are indicators for membership in groups V and W. Then we define 𝐥 =219 

(𝑙u, 𝑙v, 𝑙w) = (∑ 𝑙𝑗
𝑛
𝑗=1 𝑢𝑗 , ∑ 𝑙𝑗

𝑛
𝑗=1 𝑣𝑗 , ∑ 𝑙𝑗

𝑛
𝑗=1 𝑤𝑗). 220 

Let 𝑝1, … , 𝑝𝑛  be the community acquisition probability of each household member. Now we define the likelihood 221 

𝑀𝑙1,…,𝑙𝑛
 for household members indicated by the 𝑙 values ending up infected by either community acquisition or 222 

household transmission. 223 

𝑀𝑙1,…,𝑙𝑛
= ∑ … ∑ (𝑝1)𝑖1(1 − 𝑝1)1−𝑖1 ⋯ (𝑝𝑛)𝑖𝑛(1 − 𝑝𝑛)1−𝑖𝑛

𝑙𝑛

𝑖𝑛=0

𝑇𝐢;𝐥−i,𝐧−𝐢

𝑙1

𝑖1=0

 224 

The values 𝐢 = (𝑖u, 𝑖v, 𝑖w) = (∑ 𝑖𝑗
𝑛
𝑗=1 𝑢𝑗 , ∑ 𝑖𝑗

𝑛
𝑗=1 𝑣𝑗 , ∑ 𝑖𝑗

𝑛
𝑗=1 𝑤𝑗). The 𝑀 values depend on both the household 225 

transmission parameters defined in the prior section and the community acquisition probabilities. 226 
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2.4 Data accuracy model 227 

Applying the 𝑀 formula from the prior section directly to our data would be problematic because the true infection 228 

history of each household member is not known with certainty. Our data include up to 4 sources of COVID-19 test 229 

information by which prior infection status of individual household members can be probabilistically inferred: 230 

results from up to 3 different antibody tests (Abbot, Siemens, and Euroimmun) and results from surveys in which 231 

participants could report results of a prior test.  232 

Antibody test results are subject to imperfect sensitivity and specificity due to false negatives and false positives. To 233 

account for these, we added 6 additional parameters to our likelihood model: 𝜙𝐴𝐴, 𝜙𝐴𝑆, and 𝜙𝐴𝐸  are the antibody test 234 

sensitivities for Abbot, Siemens, and Euroimmun, respectively, and 𝜋𝐴𝐴, 𝜋𝐴𝑆, and 𝜋𝐴𝐸  are the specificities. Prior test 235 

results for SARS-CoV-2 reported on the survey also do not perfectly identify those with prior infections. Among 236 

people who had a prior infection, a portion of them never tested positive because they did not receive a test while 237 

their infection was identifiable or because they falsely tested negative. Because the degree of this under-238 

ascertainment has been known to vary widely by age, we modeled it using a separate probability for each household 239 

member: (𝜙𝑆1, … , 𝜙𝑆𝑛) are the probabilities that each of the n surveyed persons in a household reported receiving a 240 

positive test for the virus had they been infected. The parameter 𝜋𝑆 is the probability that any surveyed person with 241 

no prior infection did not report receiving a positive test. 242 

For each person 𝑖 = 1, … , 𝑛 in a household of size 𝑛, we considered the overall combination of that person’s test 243 

results to calculate 𝜙𝑖 and 𝜋𝑖, the probability of that test result combination occurring if the person had been infected 244 

and never infected, respectively. The following provide illustrated examples. 245 

Example 1: result combination “NNNN”: no prior positive reported on survey, and negative by all 3 antibody tests: 246 

𝜙𝑖 = (1 − 𝜙𝑆𝑖)(1 − 𝜙𝐴𝐴)(1 − 𝜙𝐴𝐸)(1 − 𝜙𝐴𝑆), 𝜋𝑖 = 𝜋𝑆𝜋𝐴𝐴 𝜋𝐴𝐸𝜋𝐴𝑆 247 

Example 2: result combination “NNPN”: no prior positive reported on survey, negative by Abbot, positive by 248 

Euroimmun, and negative by Siemens: 249 

𝜙𝑖 = (1 − 𝜙𝑆𝑖)(1 − 𝜙𝐴𝐴)𝜙𝐴𝐸(1 − 𝜙𝐴𝑆), 𝜋𝑖 = 𝜋𝑆𝜋𝐴𝐴 (1 − 𝜋𝐴𝐸)𝜋𝐴𝑆 250 
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Example 3: result combination “PNXN”: prior positive reported on survey, negative by Abbot, no or indeterminate 251 

Euroimmun result, and negative by Siemens: 252 

𝜙𝑖 = 𝜙𝑆𝑖(1 − 𝜙𝐴𝐴)(1 − 𝜙𝐴𝑆), 𝜋𝑖 = (1 − 𝜋𝑆)𝜋𝐴𝐴 𝜋𝐴𝑆 253 

With the 𝜙𝑖 and 𝜋𝑖 values for each household member in hand, the following formula specifies the overall 254 

likelihood of observing the entire household’s set of test results together: 255 

ℒ = ∑ … ∑ (𝜙1)𝑙1(𝜋1)1−𝑙1 ⋯ (𝜙𝑛)𝑙𝑛(𝜋𝑛)1−𝑙𝑛𝑀𝑙1,…,𝑙𝑛

1

𝑙𝑛=0

1

𝑙1=0

 256 

2.5 Age- and size-based parameter values 257 

The formulas in the previous sections included three different components that we assumed could depend on the 258 

characteristics of household member 𝑖. First, the “transmission group” specified by (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑖 , 𝑤𝑖); second, the 259 

community acquisition probability 𝑝𝑖; and third, the prior infection ascertainment probability 𝜙𝑆𝑖. We modeled each 260 

of these dependencies based on the individual’s age at the time of data collection. Specifically, we categorized ages 261 

using combinations of age ranges for terms defined by Medical Subject Headings (MeSH) [28] (Table 1). Because 262 

we had limited data from the youngest individual age groups, we combined the newborn, infant, and preschool child 263 

groups into one category (aged 0 to 5 years). Other MeSH-defined age categories and sub-categories were retained 264 

separately, for a total of 8 categories.  265 

Table 1. Age categories and age-specific model parameters 266 

MeSH age category names Age range 

(years) 

Community 

acquisition parameter 

Prior infection 

ascertainment parameter 

Newborn/Infant/Preschool Child  0 – 5 𝑝a 𝜙Sa 

Child 6 – 12 𝑝b 𝜙Sb 

Adolescent 13 – 18 𝑝c 𝜙Sc 

Young adult 19 – 24 𝑝d 𝜙Sd 

Adult (excluding young adult) 25 – 44 𝑝e 𝜙Se 

Middle aged 45 – 64 𝑝f 𝜙Sf 

Aged (excluding 80 and over) 65 – 79 𝑝g 𝜙Sg 

Aged, 80 and over 80+ 𝑝h 𝜙Sh 

MeSH = Medical Subject Headings 267 

The community acquisition parameter for each individual 𝑝𝑖 in a household was set to one of the 8 values 𝑝a through 268 

𝑝h according to age group, and similarly each individual’s prior infection ascertainment parameter 𝜙S𝑖 was set to a 269 

value among 𝜙Sa through 𝜙Sh. For the transmission groupings, because we limited our model to three groups, we 270 

tested different ways to combine our 8 MeSH age groups from Table 1 into three groups of adjacent MeSH age 271 
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groups. We designated transmission group “U” as the oldest age group, “V” as the middle age group, and “W” as the 272 

youngest. 273 

We also allowed within-household transmission to vary by total household size (number of household members) 274 

using two additional parameters: 𝜎34 and 𝜎5+ scale the probability of acquiring infection from an infected housemate 275 

of a person living in a size 3-4 or size 5-or-more household, respectively, relative to a person living in a size-2 276 

household. These parameters multiply each of the 𝜎xy parameters that model age differences, so that each age-to-age 277 

transmission probability is assumed to scale by household size in the same way. Thus, we calculate three sets of T 278 

values quantifying household transmission chain probabilities, for a given set of epidemiological parameters: 279 

𝑇 = {

𝑇(𝑟u, 𝑘u, 𝜎uv, 𝜎uw, 𝑟v, 𝑘v, 𝜎vv, 𝜎vw, 𝑟w, 𝑘w, 𝜎wv, 𝜎ww), size-2 house

𝑇(𝑟u 𝜎34⁄ , 𝑘u, 𝜎34𝜎uv, 𝜎34𝜎uw, 𝑟v 𝜎34⁄ , 𝑘v, 𝜎34𝜎vv, 𝜎34𝜎vw, 𝑟w 𝜎34⁄ , 𝑘w, 𝜎34𝜎wv, 𝜎34𝜎ww), size 3/4 house

𝑇(𝑟u 𝜎5+⁄ , 𝑘u, 𝜎5+𝜎uv, 𝜎5+𝜎uw, 𝑟v 𝜎5+⁄ , 𝑘v, 𝜎5+𝜎vv, 𝜎5+𝜎vw, 𝑟w 𝜎5+⁄ , 𝑘w , 𝜎5+𝜎wv, 𝜎5+𝜎ww), size 5+ house

 280 

In our full model we sought to use our data to simultaneously estimate the 22 epidemiological parameters 281 

𝛉1 = (𝑝a, … , 𝑝h, 𝑟u, 𝑘u, 𝜎uv, 𝜎uw, 𝑟v, 𝑘v, 𝜎vv, 𝜎vw, 𝑟w, 𝑘w, 𝜎wv, 𝜎ww, 𝜎34, 𝜎5+) 282 

and the 15 data accuracy parameters 283 

𝛉2 = (𝜙Sa, … , 𝜙Sh, 𝜙𝐴𝐴 , 𝜙𝐴𝐸 , 𝜙𝐴𝑆 , 𝜋𝑆, 𝜋𝐴𝐴, 𝜋𝐴𝐸 , 𝜋𝐴𝑆  ) 284 

using maximum likelihood estimation (MLE).  285 

The log likelihood of the dataset 𝐲 described in Section 2.1 with variable set 𝛉 = (𝛉1, 𝛉2) is 286 

ln ℒ(𝐲|𝛉) = 𝑓1 ln ℒ(𝐲1|𝛉) + ⋯ + 𝑓𝐶 ln ℒ(𝐲𝐶|𝛉) 287 

2.6 Likelihood optimization and uncertainty 288 

We maximized the log likelihood over the unknown parameters 𝛉 using the observations for each household, to 289 

produce the MLE �̂�. The log likelihood maximization was performed using an iterative scheme in R, in which R’s 290 

native “optim” function was applied alternately to the set of epidemiological parameters 𝛉1 and then to the set of 291 

data accuracy parameters 𝛉2, holding the other set constant at the previous solution and continuing back and forth 292 

until the estimates converged.  293 
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We first tested models with simpler assumptions for the dispersion parameters 𝑘u, 𝑘v, and 𝑘w. The value 𝑘 = 1 is a 294 

special case representing exponentially-distributed (special case of gamma-distributed) transmissibility by an 295 

infected person. The special case 𝑘 → ∞ represents no variance in transmissibility. We tested models assuming 296 

𝑘u = 𝑘v = 𝑘w = 1 and 𝑘u = 𝑘v = 𝑘w = ∞ against one that optimized those values along with other parameters; if 297 

one of the simpler models is favored, we could move forward with other model comparisons described next using 298 

less computationally costly formulae. 299 

We also tested different age-group choices for the household transmission groups U, V, and W described above, and 300 

we selected the grouping that produced the MLE with the highest likelihood. We refer to this result as the MLE of 301 

the “full model” to which alternate, simpler models were compared, to test the extent to which the full model MLE 302 

might suffer from overfitting. 303 

For the full model, we derived approximate confidence interval boundaries for an individual parameter 𝜃𝑖 using the 304 

likelihood ratio test, using the statistic 2 log(ℒ(�̂�) ℒ(𝛉)⁄ ), where 𝛉 consists of 𝜃𝑖  freely varying and the other 305 

elements of 𝛉 held at their optimal value. We defined a 95% confidence interval boundary where 𝜃𝑖 produces a 306 

value for this statistic equal to the 95th percentile of the chi-squared distribution with 1 degree of freedom.  307 

2.7 Alternate model comparisons 308 

We compared the MLE of the full model against simpler models with fewer free parameters. To calculate P-values 309 

at which a simpler model could be rejected in favor of one with more free parameters and of which the simpler 310 

model is a special case, we used the chi-squared distribution with degrees of freedom equal to difference in the 311 

number of free parameters between the two models. We quantified and compared the parsimony of different models 312 

using the Akaike information criterion, which aims to balance goodness of fit with model simplicity.  313 

For the set of average HSARs, which consists of 9 free age-group-to-age-group values in the full model, we tested 314 

alternate models that use fewer parameters via simplifying assumptions. We tested an “equal contact” model, which 315 

assumes that the extent to which household members contact each other is independent of age, but that susceptibility 316 

and/or transmissibility per contact can differ by age. The equal contact model corresponds to the assumption that 317 

𝜎uv = 𝜎vv = 𝜎wv and 𝜎uw = 𝜎vw = 𝜎ww. Thus, in this model the 9 HSARs are governed by 5 free parameters: 2 318 

relative susceptibility (𝜎) parameters and 3 average transmissibility parameters. 319 
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Next, we tested a “reciprocal transmission” model, which assumes that the average household transmission 320 

probability between an infected and susceptible person from two different age groups is the same regardless of 321 

which person is infected, i.e., 𝑝vu = 𝑝uv , 𝑝wu = 𝑝uw, and 𝑝wv = 𝑝vw. With those 3 constraints, the reciprocal 322 

transmission model is governed by 6 free parameters to determine the 9 HSARs.   323 

To seek a maximally parsimonious model, we tested an additional series of models applying a variety of simplifying 324 

assumptions, as defined by optimal AIC. These included assumptions of age-independence of transmission to and/or 325 

from each of the individual transmission age groups. For example, assuming 𝑝uu = 𝑝uv = 𝑝uw enforces 326 

transmission from age group U to be equally likely to a housemate of any age. Likewise, assuming 𝑝uu = 𝑝vu = 𝑝wu 327 

enforces acquisition of infection by age group U to be equally likely from an infected housemate of any age, and 328 

assuming 𝑝uu = 𝑝uv = 𝑝uw = 𝑝vu = 𝑝wu enforces an equal HSAR between age group U and all ages in both 329 

directions. We repeated the MLE procedure for each of these models and each age group, as well as combinations of 330 

them for multiple age groups in cases where multiple sets of assumptions produced favorable fits by the AIC. We 331 

also tested models that collapse the different age-group-based community acquisition parameters 𝑝a through 𝑝h and 332 

prior infection ascertainment parameters 𝜙Sa through 𝜙Sh into fewer age groupings, as well as models that assume 333 

no effect of household size on transmission rates. We combined any of the above simplifications that were favored 334 

by the AIC criteria to arrive at our maximally parsimonious model. 335 

Finally, we analyzed implications of our results for the most parsimonious model. We explored potential 336 

mechanisms of household transmission difference by age that are consistent with estimated age differences in 337 

HSAR, including age-specific differences in household contact rates and per-contact transmissibility or 338 

susceptibility. We also calculated the overall age-specific infection risk for each group implied by the model results 339 

and the age configurations of households in the data to provide a summary of the estimated rate of infection from 340 

household and non-household sources for each age group. 341 

3. Results 342 

3.1 Data summary 343 
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Of the 96,547 total households contacted across both the school district and hotspot testing phases, we compiled 344 

serological test data and associated survey data from 3,381 (3.5%) of the households and 7,707 individuals (Table A 345 

in Supporting Information).  346 

Of the 3,381 total households, we retained 2,514 (74.4%) for our analysis. The 867 excluded households were 347 

removed because of unknown household size (n=55), a reported household size inconsistent with individual data 348 

(n=57), or incomplete age data obtained for the household members (n=755). In the 2,514 retained households, there 349 

were 5,855 (2.33 per household) household members. 350 

Among the 5,855 retained participants, 1,337 (22.8%) reported having received at least one dose of a COVID-19 351 

vaccine prior to serological data collection, and 727 (12.4%) reported having received two vaccine doses. For those 352 

reporting a plausible date for their first vaccine dose (n = 1274), the reported date occurred a median of 32.5 days 353 

prior to serological sample collection (range 0–112 days). For those reporting plausible dates for two vaccine doses 354 

(n = 654), the reported date of the second dose occurred a median of 29 days prior to data collection (range 0–91 355 

days). Participants reporting prior vaccination tested antibody positive by Euroimmun and Siemens tests at highly 356 

elevated rates compared to those not reporting prior vaccination (Table B in Supporting Information), consistent 357 

with the presence of vaccine-induced antibodies; these positive results were labeled non-informative (‘X’) when 358 

calculating prior SARS-CoV-2 infection likelihood in our model. 359 

5,626 (96.1%) of the retained participants provided a blood sample that produced at least one informative antibody 360 

test result, and 2,848 (48.6%) of the retained participants received informative results for all three antibody tests. Of 361 

those, 2,412 (84.7%) were all three negative, 230 (8.1%) were all three positive, and 206 (7.2%) were a mixture of 362 

positive and negative results. The most common conflicting result combinations among the latter group were 363 

Abbott-negative conflicting with Euroimmun-positive and Siemens-positive results (n=99) and Euroimmun-positive 364 

conflicting with Abbott-negative and Siemens-negative results (n=63). We tallied other result combinations, 365 

including indeterminate (non-informative) results marked by ‘X’ as well as prior-positive test reporting for 366 

participants in each antibody test result group (Table C in Supporting Information). 367 

In all, 748 (12.8%) of the 5,855 participants were positive on at least one informative antibody test or reported prior 368 

test. These 748 participants lived in 438 of the 2514 households, thus 17.4% of the participating households had at 369 

least one informative positive result. Among those 438 households with at least 1 informative positive participant, 370 
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246 had exactly 1 and 192 had more than 1, ranging from 2 to 8. A crude HSAR estimate, i.e., assuming exactly 1 371 

importation in each of the 438 households and calculating the fraction of housemates of an importer who were also 372 

informative positive, was 33.9%. Our likelihood model relaxed those assumptions in several ways, including 373 

accounting for the probability of multiple household importations, false negative and false positive tests, and other 374 

features, as detailed in the following sections. 375 

3.2 Maximum likelihood estimates 376 

3.2.1 Preliminary model comparisons: transmission dispersion and age groupings 377 

We compared models that produced estimates of each individual transmission dispersion parameter (𝑘u, 𝑘v, 𝑘w) to 378 

simpler models of transmission variability. First, the simpler model with exponentially distributed transmissibility 379 

(𝑘u = 𝑘v = 𝑘w = 1) produced similar maximal likelihood to the full model and a superior AIC, while the model 380 

with no variability in transmissibility (𝑘u = 𝑘v = 𝑘w = ∞) produced inferior maximal likelihood (Table D in 381 

Supporting Information). For simplicity we fixed the most parsimonious 𝑘u = 𝑘v = 𝑘w = 1 assumption for all 382 

following models. 383 

We also ran our MLE procedure for each possible configuration of the (U, V, W) transmission groups (Table E in 384 

Supporting Information). The best configuration producing the maximal log-likelihood occurred when the oldest 385 

group, reference group U, included middle aged and aged individuals (age 45+), the middle group V included adults 386 

excluding young adults (age 25-44), and the youngest group W included children, adolescents, and young adults 387 

(age 0-24). We used those three age ranges for the three transmission age groups in all following models. 388 

3.2.2 Full model results 389 

The model with the assumptions defined in the prior sub-section and no other simplifying assumptions is called our 390 

“full model” and includes 34 free parameters. We derived the MLE and confidence intervals for all 34 parameters 391 

(Table 2).   392 
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Table 2: Full model MLE results with confidence intervals 393 

 394 

MLE = maximum likelihood estimate; 95% CI = confidence interval, derived from comparing the likelihood ratio test statistic to the chi-squared 395 

distribution with one degree of freedom. 396 

For community acquisition probability, the highest estimates occurred for adolescents: 𝑝c = 15.1% (11.4% – 19.4%) 397 

and young adults: 𝑝d = 12.6% (8.8% – 17.2%). The confidence intervals for those estimates did not overlap with 398 

those of any other age group, younger or older. The community acquisition probability for children aged 6–12: 𝑝b = 399 

2.0% (0.1% – 4.1%) was substantially lower than the adjacent age group of adolescents, and 𝑝b was also lower than 400 

the result for adults aged 25-44: 𝑝e = 6.7% (5.5% – 8.0%) and middle-aged adults: 𝑝f = 6.7% (5.3% – 8.4%). The 401 

Parameter MLE (95% CI) 

Mean community acquisition probability  

– infant/pre-school 0-5 (𝑝a) 3.2% (0.6% – 6.8%) 

– child 6-12 (𝑝b) 2.0% (0.6% – 4.1%) 

– adolescent 13-18 (𝑝c) 15.1% (11.4% – 19.4%) 

– young adult 19-24 (𝑝d) 12.6% (8.8% – 17.2%) 

– adult 25-44 (𝑝e) 6.7% (5.5% – 8.0%) 

– middled aged 45-64 (𝑝f) 6.7% (5.3% – 8.4%) 

– aged 65-79 (𝑝g) 5.2% (3.7% – 7.1%) 

– aged, 80 and over (𝑝h) 0.0% (0.0% – 3.4%) 

HSAR to age 45+ adults in 2-person households  

– From middle aged and older adults aged 45+ (𝑝uu2) 68% (56% – 77%) 

– From adults aged 25-44 (𝑝vu2) 45% (11% – 66%) 

– From children, adolescents, and young adults aged 0-24 (𝑝wu2) 42% (23% – 57%) 

HSAR to age 25-44 adults in 2-person households  

– From middle aged and older adults aged 45+ (𝑝uv2) 52% (22% – 73%) 

– From adults aged 25-44 (𝑝vv2) 44% (29% – 58%) 

– From children, adolescents, and young adults aged 0-24 (𝑝wv2) 63% (50% – 74%) 

HSAR to age 0-24 individuals in 2-person households  

– From middle aged and older adults aged 45+ (𝑝uw2) 34% (11% – 53%) 

– From adults aged 25-44 (𝑝vw2) 47% (31% – 60%) 

– From children, adolescents, and young adults aged 0-24 (𝑝ww2) 45% (33% – 56%) 

Altered transmission coefficient to members of larger households  

– with 3 or 4 members (𝜎34) 0.43 (0.33 – 0.57) 

– with 5 or more members (𝜎5+) 0.22 (0.16 – 0.29) 

Probability that prior infected person reported receiving a prior positive test  

– infant / pre-school, 0-5  (𝜙𝑆𝑎) 16% (6% – 32%) 

– child, 6-12 (𝜙𝑆𝑏) 36% (23% – 49%) 

– adolescent, 13-18 (𝜙𝑆𝑐) 53% (42% – 63%) 

– young adult 19-24 (𝜙𝑆𝑑) 62% (47% – 75%) 

– adult 25-44 (𝜙𝑆𝑒) 59% (52% – 65%) 

– middled aged 45-64 (𝜙𝑆𝑓) 73% (65% – 80%) 

– aged 65-79 (𝜙𝑆𝑔) 73% (61% – 83%) 

– aged, 80 and over (𝜙𝑆ℎ) 100% (38% – 100%) 

Probability that prior infected person (any age) tested positive for antibodies:   

– Abbot (𝜙𝐴𝐴) 72% (68% – 76%) 

– Euroimmun (𝜙𝐴𝐸) 99.2% (97.5% – 99.98%) 

– Siemens (𝜙𝐴𝑆) 87% (83% – 90%) 

Probability that uninfected person did not report receiving a prior positive test  

– any age (𝜋𝑆) 99.2% (98.9% – 99.4%) 

Probability that uninfected person (any age) tested negative for antibodies  

– Abbot (𝜋𝐴𝐴) 99.7% (99.4% – 99.8%) 

– Euroimmun (𝜋𝐴𝐸) 98.1% (97.6% – 98.6%) 

– Siemens (𝜋𝐴𝑆) 99.85% (99.65% – 99.95%) 
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result for the oldest age group, 80 and over: 𝑝h = 0.0% (0.0% – 3.4%), was substantially lower than any other adult 402 

or adolescent age group. 403 

Our results also exhibit age differences in directional household transmission probabilities (HSARs) at given 404 

household sizes. The highest estimated average HSAR among all the 9 possible directional age group pairings in this 405 

model was from middle-aged and older adults (age 45+) to other middle-aged and older adults: 𝑝uu2 = 68% (56% – 406 

77%) in size-2 households. The lowest estimate for size-2 households was from middle-aged and older adults to 407 

children, adolescents, and young adults (age 0-24): 𝑝uw2 = 34% (11% – 53%). We also found significantly smaller 408 

acquisition probability for those living in larger households versus smaller ones: 𝜎34 = 0.43 (0.33 – 0.57), and 409 

𝜎5+ = 0.22 (0.16 – 0.29). This means that our model estimates that each age-to-age HSAR estimate for size-2 410 

households (Table 2) is lower for size 3-4 households and lower still for size 5+ households. For example, our MLE 411 

HSAR estimates among age 45+ adults living together in the three different household size groups are 𝑝uu2 = 68%, 412 

𝑝uu34 = 43%, and 𝑝uu5+ = 31%. 413 

We found age-based differences in the probability that individuals with prior infections tested positive during their 414 

infection (as reported on our survey). Infants and preschoolers (age 0–5) had the lowest probability estimate: 𝜙𝑆𝑎 = 415 

16% (6% – 33%), with a confidence interval that overlapped only with that of children aged 6–12: 𝜙𝑆𝑏 = 36% (23% 416 

– 49%), reflective of lower infection ascertainment for young children. The MLE for each other age group was 417 

above 50%, with middle aged and older individuals having the highest estimates at 73% or higher. The false-positive 418 

rate estimate for survey-reported prior test results among individuals with no prior infection was 0.8%: 𝜋𝑆 = 99.2% 419 

(98.9% – 99.4%). 420 

We also estimated sensitivity and specificity parameters for each of the antibody tests. Our sensitivity estimates 421 

were substantially different for the three tests, with Euroimmun highest at 𝜙𝐴𝐸 = 99.2% (97.5% – 99.98%) followed 422 

by Siemens, 𝜙𝐴𝑆 = 87% (83% – 90%), and Abbott, 𝜙𝐴𝐴 = 72% (68% – 76%). Our sensitivity estimate for 423 

Euroimmun was higher than what the test manufacturer found from samples of individuals who had tested PCR 424 

positive 14+ days earlier. By contrast, our sensitivity estimates for Siemens and Abbott were lower than the 425 

respective test manufacturer estimates. 426 

For antibody test specificity, our results produced the lowest estimate for Euroimmun, 𝜋𝐴𝐸 = 98.1% (97.5% – 427 

98.6%) and substantially higher estimates for Abbott, 𝜋𝐴𝐴 = 99.7% (99.4% – 99.8%) and Siemens, 𝜋𝐴𝑆 = 99.85% 428 
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(99.65% – 99.95%). Those specificity intervals overlap those obtained by each test manufacturer from testing stored, 429 

presumed negative samples collected prior to the COVID-19 pandemic: 99.0% (98.4% – 99.4%) for Euroimmun 430 

[22], 99.6% (99.1% – 99.9%) for Abbott [23], and 99.89% (99.66% – 99.98%) for Siemens [24]. 431 

3.2.3 Equal contact and reciprocal transmission models 432 

The “equal contact” model, in which the assumptions 𝜎uv = 𝜎vv = 𝜎wv and 𝜎uw = 𝜎vw = 𝜎ww are enforced, 433 

produces a MLE result (Table 3) in which the oldest transmission age group has the highest transmissibility, the 434 

middle transmission age group has the lowest transmissibility and the highest susceptibility, and the youngest age 435 

group has the lowest susceptibility. However, the maximal likelihood of this estimate is much poorer than that of the 436 

full model, such that the equal contact model can be rejected by the likelihood ratio test (P = 0.01) and has a poorer 437 

AIC score (difference of 5.0) despite using 3 fewer parameters than the full model. By contrast, the “reciprocal 438 

transmission” model, in which the assumptions 𝑝uv = 𝑝vu, 𝑝uw = 𝑝wu, and 𝑝vw = 𝑝wv are enforced, cannot be 439 

rejected by the likelihood ratio test and produces a superior AIC score (difference of 4.2) to the full model (Table 3) 440 

due to using 3 fewer parameters while achieving a similar likelihood at the MLE. 441 

Table 3. Comparison of equal contact and reciprocal transmission models to full model 442 
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The equal contact model estimates 𝜎uv = 𝜎vv = 𝜎wv = 1.17 and 𝜎uw = 𝜎vw = 𝜎ww = 0.73 are used when calculating the 9 HSAR values shown. 443 

The reciprocal transmission model enforces 𝑝vu = 𝑝uv, 𝑝wu = 𝑝uw, and 𝑝wv = 𝑝vw. P values are for rejection of the model in favor of the full 444 

model, by the likelihood ratio test with degrees of freedom equal to the difference in the number of parameters estimated (Par). ΔAIC = 445 

difference in Akaike information criterion value versus the reference (Ref) model; a negative ΔAIC means the model is favored over the 446 

reference model. 447 

3.2.4 Most parsimonious model results 448 

We tested a series of models using simplifying assumptions determining the age-specific HSAR values, using fewer 449 

free parameters to determine the 9 values. The models enforcing equal HSAR to and/or from age group V (age 25-450 

44) produced better AIC scores than those that did not (Table F in Supporting Information). When combining this 451 

with other favored assumptions, the best AIC score was produced by a 5-parameter model that used 3 HSAR values 452 

to parameterize the 3-by-3 matrix of directional HSAR by age group for a particular household size group, plus the 2 453 

size-effect parameters 𝜎34 and 𝜎5+ (Table F in Supporting Information). This model retains the assumption of equal 454 

AR between age group V (age 25-44) and all age groups in either direction, and also equal HSAR between age 455 

group W (age 0-24) and age groups W and U (age 45+) in either direction, which leaves the HSAR among age 456 

group U as the third independent value for a particular household size group. 457 

We also tested simpler models that used two rather than three transmission age groups by consolidating adjacent 458 

groups of our three-group model (Table F in Supporting Information). The most parsimonious among those two-459 

group models used ages 0-44 and 45+ as the two groups, with reciprocal transmission – it produced a likelihood 460 

inferior to the best three-age-group model just described, with the same number of estimated parameters. Our testing 461 

also included even simpler models that used fewer than 5 transmission parameters (Table G in Supporting 462 

Information), which could each be rejected in favor of the most parsimonious model (P ≤ 0.03). Those rejected 463 

models include models with no age-difference assumptions on transmission (household size being the only correlate 464 

with HSAR) or no household size effect (𝜎34 = 𝜎5+ = 1). The simplest model with no age- or size-structure 465 

produced a single HSAR estimate of 27% applying to all ages and household sizes, but that result could be strongly 466 

rejected (P < 0.0001). 467 

We tested whether adjacent age groups could be consolidated to use fewer free parameters for community 468 

acquisition and case ascertainment while achieving comparable model fit. Guided by comparing confidence 469 

intervals from the full model MLE results, we tested a model that combined the age groups for community 470 
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acquisition to reduce the number of groups from 8 to 4, where the 4 groups are ages 0–12 (𝑝a = 𝑝b), 13–24 (𝑝c =471 

𝑝d), 25–79 (𝑝e = 𝑝f = 𝑝g), and 80+ (𝑝h). For case ascertainment, we reduced the number of groups from 8 to 3: 472 

ages 0–12 (𝜙Sa = 𝜙Sb), 13–44 (𝜙Sc = 𝜙Sd = 𝜙Se), and 45+ (𝜙Sf = 𝜙Sg = 𝜙Sh). Compared to the full model, the 473 

MLE for the model with those new groupings for both community acquisition and case ascertainment could not be 474 

rejected by the likelihood ratio test (P = 0.46) and produced superior AIC score with a difference of 9.2 (Table H in 475 

Supporting Information). Models using alternate groupings using the same or fewer numbers of age groups 476 

produced lower maximal likelihood and inferior AIC scores.  477 

The model combining all the simplifying assumptions producing the best AIC scores in the above comparisons is the 478 

most parsimonious overall model we found, producing the best overall AIC score. The most parsimonious model 479 

includes 3 household transmission parameters for age-specific HSAR, 2 for household size-adjustment coefficients 480 

for HSAR, 4 age-specific importation parameters, 3 age-specific prior case ascertainment parameters, and 7 age-481 

independent sensitivity and specificity parameters (Table 4). The HSAR values shown apply only between members 482 

of 2-person households: 66% HSAR between age 45+ individuals residing together, 47% between age 25-44 483 

individuals and anyone else, and 35% between remaining pairings involving age 0-24 individuals with each other or 484 

with age 45+ individuals. For households with 3 or 4 residents, the model adjusts those HSAR estimates down to 485 

49%, 31%, and 21%, respectively, and for households with 5 or more residents, the respective HSAR estimates are 486 

35%, 21%, and 13%.  487 
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Table 4. Most parsimonious model with confidence intervals 488 

Parameter MLE (95% CI) 

Mean community acquisition probability  

– infant / pre-school / child 0-12 (𝑝a,b) 2.1% (0.8% – 3.8%) 

– adolescent / young adult 13-24 (𝑝c,d) 13.7% (10.9% – 16.7%) 

– adult / middle aged / aged 25-79 (𝑝e,f,g) 6.6% (5.8% – 7.4%) 

– aged, 80 and over (𝑝h) 0.0% (0.0% – 3.4%) 

Mean HSAR in 2-person households  

– Among age 45+ (𝑝uu2) 66% (54% – 75%) 

– From or to age 25-44 (𝑝vu2,vv2,vw2,uv2,wv2) 47% (41% – 54%) 

– Among age 0-24 and between age 0-24 and age 45+ (𝑝ww2,uw2,wu2) 35% (27% – 42%) 

Altered exposure / susceptibility of members of larger households  

– with 3 or 4 members (𝜎34) 0.51 (0.39 – 0.67) 

– with 5 or more members (𝜎5+) 0.29 (0.21 – 0.38) 

Probability that prior infected person reported receiving a prior positive test  

– infant / pre-school / child, 0-12 (𝜙Sa,b) 28% (19% – 39%) 

– adolescent / young adult / adult, 13-44 (𝜙Sc,d,e) 57% (52% – 63%) 

– middled aged and older, 45+ (𝜙Sf,g,h) 73% (67% – 79%) 

Probability that prior infected person (any age) tested positive for antibodies:   

– Abbot (𝜙𝐴𝐴) 72% (68% – 76%) 

– Euroimmun (𝜙𝐴𝐸) 99.3% (97.6% – 100%) 

– Siemens (𝜙𝐴𝑆) 87% (83% – 90%) 

Probability that uninfected person did not report receiving a prior positive test  

– any age (𝜋𝑆) 99.2% (98.9% – 99.4%) 

Probability that uninfected person (any age) tested negative for antibodies  

– Abbot (𝜋𝐴𝐴) 99.7% (99.4% – 99.8%) 

– Euroimmun (𝜋𝐴𝐸) 98.1% (97.6% – 98.6%) 

– Siemens (𝜋𝐴𝑆) 99.85% (99.65% – 99.95%) 

MLE = maximum likelihood estimate; 95% CI = confidence interval, derived from comparing the likelihood ratio test statistic to the chi-squared 489 

distribution with one degree of freedom. 490 

3.3 Mechanisms of household transmission differences 491 

The three different age-specific HSARs at a given household size estimated by the most parsimonious model could 492 

be explained by a combination of age-based differences in transmissibility, susceptibility, and the amount of 493 

household contact. We cannot uniquely estimate the age differences for each of those three mechanisms 494 

simultaneously, but we can use our HSAR estimates to constrain their values and explore possible combinations that 495 

are consistent with our findings (Fig 1). We showed in section 3.2.3 that assuming an equal amount of household 496 

contact between all age groups is inconsistent with our results, as age differences in transmissibility and 497 

susceptibility alone cannot reproduce the attack rate matrix. Thus, all depicted possibilities exhibit age-based contact 498 

differences (Fig 1). However, uncertainty remains about the potential role of age-based transmissibility and 499 

susceptibility differences in combination with different magnitudes of contact differences. 500 
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  501 

  502 

Fig 1. Possible mechanisms of transmission differences consistent with model estimates. W: age group 0-24; V: age group 25-44; U: age 503 

group 45+; labels ‘XY’ in relative-amount-of-contact figures refer to the amount of contact between age groups X and Y when X is infected and 504 

Y is susceptible. (A) Relative amount of contact when assuming no age difference in susceptibility nor transmissibility; (B) results when 505 

assuming equal relative age differences in both susceptibility and transmissibility and no age differences in within-age-group contact; (C) results 506 

when assuming no age difference in transmissibility nor in within-age-group contact; (D) results when assuming no age differences in 507 

susceptibility nor in within-age-group contact. 508 
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One possibility consistent with our results is that transmissibility and susceptibility per contact are independent of 509 

age, and that attack rate differences are entirely explained by contact differences (Fig 1A). With this scenario, we 510 

estimate the amount of contact between age 25-44 adults and their housemates of any age would have to be about 511 

47% the amount that age 45+ adults contact each other. The amount of contact between age 0-24 and age 0-24 or 512 

45+ would be about 28% the amount of contact within the over-45 age group. 513 

Another possibility is that within-age-group contacts are the same, and the increase of within-group attack rates is 514 

explained by both susceptibility and transmissibility increasing with age by equal proportions (Fig 1B). With this 515 

scenario, we estimate that susceptibility and transmissibility of those aged 25-44 and 0-24 are about 68% and 53% 516 

less than those aged 45+, respectively. This scenario also requires that the highest amount of contact occurred 517 

between age 25-44 and age 0-24 individuals. 518 

It is also possible that age groups have equal transmissibility but different susceptibility (Fig 1C) or vice-versa (Fig 519 

1D). However, those scenarios require that contact behavior depends on the age group of the infected person in an 520 

infected-susceptible pairing. For example, if aged 25-44 adults are more susceptible than children but equally 521 

transmissible, the amount of household contact in a potential transmission scenario between adults and children 522 

must be higher when adults were infected and lower when children were infected. 523 

The depicted scenarios illustrate certain boundary cases and are not exhaustive of all possibilities. We derived a full 524 

mathematical description of the possible mechanistic parameter combinations consistent with our MLE results 525 

(Supporting Information). 526 

3.4 Infection risk by age group 527 

Estimates from the most parsimonious model exhibit notable age differences in the overall risk of infection prior to 528 

data collection, as well as in relative contribution of non-household and household sources (Fig 2). Members of the 529 

youngest (0-12 years) and oldest (80+ years) age groups experienced higher probability of within-household 530 

acquisition compared to their risk of acquiring infection from non-household sources. Those in the intermediate age 531 

groups experienced most of their acquisition from non-household sources, but within-household sources still 532 

contributed between 23% and 41% of their overall infection probability. 533 
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Children and adolescents were estimated to have had the highest absolute probability of acquiring infection within 534 

the household (6–7%), despite being members of the transmission age group with the lowest HSAR estimates. This 535 

was because they lived in larger households than an average adult and were more likely to be exposed to an 536 

introduction. Relative to other age groups, adolescents experienced high acquisition risk  from both non-household 537 

and within-household sources.  538 

The age 25-44 and 45-79 groups experienced similar overall within-household acquisition risk despite the 539 

differences in their transmission probabilities; the higher HSAR of age 45+ individuals among themselves was 540 

balanced out by their lower rate of acquisition from the youngest age groups. Finally, the age 80+ age group were 541 

estimated to have negligible non-household acquisition risk and the lowest within-household risk, the latter due to 542 

their living with individuals in the younger groups less frequently.  543 
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 544 

Fig 2. Estimated infection probability of individuals from five age groups from non-household (black) and within-household (grey) 545 

sources. Estimates were derived using parameters from the most parsimonious model (Table 4). 546 

4 Discussion 547 

Our novel mathematical model of household infection, transmission, and test data accuracy can simultaneously 548 

incorporate multiple highly important features of SARS-CoV-2: variability in transmissibility of infected people and 549 

heterogeneity in non-household acquisition, case ascertainment, and household transmission across age groups and 550 

household sizes. Our model could produce nuanced estimates for household transmission dynamics from data and 551 

provide novel insights about potential mechanisms of disparate infection rates across households of different sizes 552 

and age combinations. 553 

Our findings show strong evidence that adolescents and young adults aged 13-24 were more likely than younger 554 

children and older adults to acquire SARS-CoV-2 infection outside the household prior to data collection in early 555 
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2021 in Utah. Children aged 12 and younger were less likely to acquire outside the household than any adult group 556 

other than those aged 80 and over. We found little evidence of any acquisitions by the age 80+ group from outside 557 

the household, suggesting that the primary risk to these elderly individuals living in households may have been 558 

transmission from their housemates. Our data did not include elderly residing in congregate living facilities such as 559 

nursing homes, where residents likely experienced a much different risk profile compared to aged individuals 560 

covered by our sampling of households [29].  561 

The results also suggest that there were differences in household transmission rates across age group pairings. The 562 

highest age-specific HSAR for a given household size was from middle-aged and older adults (age 45+) to other 563 

middle-aged and older adults. The next-highest HSAR estimate was for adults aged 25-44, from and to all age 564 

groups. The lowest HSAR estimate was for those younger than 25 among each other and to and from those aged 45 565 

and older. That age pattern of attack rates was inconsistent with a model that assumes an age-independent rate of 566 

contact among infected and susceptible pairs of housemates. With that equal-contact model, the age group most 567 

susceptible to acquiring infection for a given amount of infectious contact would experience the highest attack rate 568 

from all three age groups. However, our findings showed that, while the 45-and-older group experienced the highest 569 

attack rate from age 45+ housemates, they experienced a lower attack rate from the under-25 group compared to that 570 

experienced by the 25-44 group. Similarly, while infected 45-and-older individuals exhibited the highest attack rate 571 

to other 45-and-older housemates, they transmitted at a lower rate to under-25 housemates compared to the 572 

corresponding attack rate from the 25-44 group. Therefore, our findings suggest that contact within households was 573 

not uniform across age groups.  574 

Our finding that the attack rate estimates were similar in both directions for each given age-group pairing is 575 

consistent with a hypothesis that there are not substantial age differences in susceptibility or transmissibility for a 576 

given rate of contact. For example, if 45-and-older individuals were substantially more susceptible to acquiring 577 

infection from a given contact compared to those under 25, one might expect the under-25 to over-45 attack rate to 578 

be higher than the over-45 to under-25 attack rate. However, it is possible that an equal attack rate in both directions 579 

could be explained by multiple mechanistic differences that cancel each other out, such as age-dependent 580 

susceptibility, transmissibility, or contact behavior changes during infection.  581 
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Additional data on age-structured, transmission-relevant contact behavior in households would help further constrain 582 

the possible mechanisms driving the age differences in transmission we found. For example, if data showed that 583 

contact between younger parents and younger children (i.e. between “V” and “W” groups in our model) was more 584 

substantial than contact between other age pairings within households, and especially if that contact persisted during 585 

illness because of the necessities of childcare [30], then our findings would suggest stronger evidence that younger 586 

age groups had lower susceptibility and/or transmissibility per contact compared to older age groups (Fig 1 panels 587 

B-D). 588 

We also found lower HSARs for larger household sizes, even when controlling for our age difference findings. This 589 

finding is consistent with other household transmission studies [11-13] that favored models with transmission rates 590 

scaled down with increasing household size, e.g. via frequency-dependent-like transmission assumptions. The 591 

precise mechanisms by which transmission probabilities for a given age-to-age pairing might decrease with 592 

increasing household size are unclear. There could be contact rate differences among members of larger vs. smaller 593 

families [12], or risk differences due to domicile size and layout or demographic factors other than age that correlate 594 

with household size. Differences in precaution behavior to prevent transmission might also play a role, particularly 595 

in later generations of infection after a given household introduction, which would be a larger factor for more 596 

populous households where multiple rounds of transmission are possible. 597 

In combination, our findings for age-dependency and household size-dependency of household transmission result 598 

in dramatically HSAR depending on the scenario. Our model’s HSAR estimates range from 66% for middle-aged or 599 

older adults living alone together, down to 13% among age 0-24 individuals or between age 0-24 and 45+ 600 

individuals living together in households of size 5 or more. This finding suggests that standard estimates of a single 601 

averaged HSAR can be highly misleading if used to judge the risk of transmission in all households. 602 

Our estimates quantifying transmission variability are consistent with our prior finding that the low-variability 603 

binomial transmission assumption traditionally used in household models can be rejected in favor of models 604 

incorporating higher variability (lower value of a dispersion parameter) for individual transmissibility [18]. Notably, 605 

our model factors out potential sources of variability that could correlate with age and/or household size. Yet we still 606 

found that incorporating additional variability for individual transmissibility within members of the same age/size 607 
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groups was warranted, suggesting that other sources of variability beyond those determined by age and household 608 

size are important to represent [2].  609 

The dispersion parameter, k, that we used to quantify transmission variability is analogous to the dispersion 610 

parameter k commonly used in negative binomial transmission models, in that it derives from the shape parameter of 611 

gamma-distributed individual transmissibility [1]. However, in the negative binomial model, k represents all 612 

potential contributions to variability, including variability in number of people contacted [31] and variation in non-613 

contact-based characteristics that might correlate with age. Our model explicitly represents those features and leaves 614 

k to represent any remaining contributions to variability. I.e., we use k to represent variability of transmission 615 

probability to each housemate of a given age group, from a given age group, in a household of a given size. 616 

Therefore, if contact degree and and/or age/size-based differences contribute significantly to overall transmission 617 

variation, we would expect our estimate of k to be higher (lower variability) than estimated k from a negative 618 

binomial model. Indeed, a systematic review [32] found that 93% of 28 studies estimated k < 1 for the negative 619 

binomial model fit to COVID-19 transmission data, whereas we did not find strong support for k < 1 in our model (k 620 

= 1 could not be rejected and produced the most parsimonious model fit). However, our rejection of the lower 621 

variance binomial assumption (𝑘 → ∞) suggests the possibility that a large portion of overall transmission 622 

variability could be attributed to factors other than number of contacts or age/size-associated differences, such as the 623 

duration of infectiousness, organism shedding rate [33], or individual contact timing and intensity.  624 

Our detailed data including results from up to three different antibody tests also presented a unique opportunity for 625 

comparing test accuracies against each other and against data from the test manufacturers or other sources. Our 626 

independent estimates of the antibody test specificities were remarkably consistent with results from independent 627 

data. However, our results for antibody test sensitivities included some disagreements with other sources, 628 

particularly for the Euroimmun test. Further research could illuminate why our Euroimmun sensitivity estimates 629 

were so high, perhaps by building a model that utilizes the quantitative Euroimmun results to investigate whether the 630 

manufacturer-suggested positive/indeterminate/negative thresholds were less appropriate for our implementation. 631 

Our extensive antibody test data also allowed us to estimate case ascertainment across age groups. By comparing 632 

survey data about whether antibody-positive individuals had ever tested positive prior to serological testing, we 633 

found a high level of age dependence: younger individuals with a prior infection were substantially less likely to 634 
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have tested positive during their infection compared to older age groups. This finding provides evidence that case 635 

ascertainment in Utah had been substantially lower for children aged 0-12 compared to adolescents and adults, and 636 

somewhat lower for those aged 13-44 compared to those middle-aged and older, perhaps suggesting that those 637 

younger groups were less likely to experience symptoms that warranted seeking testing [34]. 638 

This study has several limitations. We did not test factors other than age composition and household size that might 639 

affect the way community acquisition risk or within-household transmission varies by household. Some households 640 

could have experienced higher collective community acquisition risk than others of similar age composition due to 641 

living in higher-risk locations, common work or school exposure, or common social exposure. Household 642 

transmission could also be driven by non-age-based properties of households such as age-independent contact 643 

behavior, health composition of household members, physical properties of the domicile such as size and 644 

ventilation, or other properties that could increase infection or transmission risk of all household members together. 645 

It is possible that further expansion of our model to include correlates with non-age data and/or household-level 646 

variability distributions for community acquisition or household transmission could provide further insights, but we 647 

suspect that these additions would push the limits of parameter identifiability against our data. 648 

Some members of participating households might have been actively or very recently infected with SARS-CoV-2 at 649 

the time of sampling for serological testing. When ongoing or recent household outbreaks involved multiple 650 

infections, some of the infected members could have tested seropositive while others had yet to become infected or 651 

had yet to seroconvert on the day of sampling. For that scenario, our assumption that household outbreaks had 652 

reached their final size would be violated, contributing to underestimates of HSAR. We suspect that the proportion 653 

of those households was low, given the short time window in which those conditions would apply in a multi-person 654 

outbreak, and households might have been unlikely to choose to travel to a testing site while experiencing or 655 

recovering from symptomatic infection.  656 

Our findings may contain biases related to non-participation rates of households that were selected and approached 657 

for inclusion in the study. Our data collection in the school district testing phase included a complicated sampling 658 

design with weights introduced partly to account for different rates of nonresponse across demographic strata. For 659 

simplicity we ignored these details and sampling weights for the analysis presented here. In the hotspot testing phase 660 

households were selected for invitation by simple random sample of addresses, and those choosing to participate 661 
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may not be representative of those areas. Also, while the included sampling phases and locations cover a broad area 662 

of the most populous region in Utah, there may be important differences in households both within those areas and 663 

from the areas of Utah not covered. Thus, households with higher COVID-19 risk may be overrepresented or 664 

underrepresented in our data relative to their frequency in the broader population of households in Utah. 665 

We used participants’ prior vaccination information only to indicate whether positive test results for the two spike-666 

protein-based antibody tests might have been triggered by the vaccine rather than prior SARS-CoV-2 infection; we 667 

did not attempt to assess whether the vaccine produced a protective affect against community and/or within-668 

household acquisition in the period after receiving one or two vaccine doses. Our raw data show that vaccinated 669 

individuals tested positive by the Abbott (nucleocapsid) test at a lower rate than non-vaccinated individuals, 670 

particularly in the 65-79 age group, which had received higher vaccination coverage than younger age groups. Thus, 671 

it is possible that including a vaccination effect parameter on community acquisition or household transmission 672 

probability would produce a result suggesting a reduced infection probability. However, such a result would not be 673 

conclusive of a causal effect of the vaccine on acquisition risk, for the following reasons. 674 

As vaccines had only recently become available in early 2021, only 12% of participants had received the full two-675 

dose series prior to serological sampling, and about half of those had received their second dose less than one month 676 

prior. Thus, even the minority of those participants who were considered fully vaccinated at the time of testing had 677 

spent only a small portion of their cumulative time at risk since the onset of the pandemic in a potentially protected 678 

state. The subset of participants who had experienced both prior infection and vaccination could include both those 679 

who were infected prior to vaccination as well as break-through infections post vaccination, and inferring the 680 

relative timing of these events would be difficult with our data. Also, inferring a potential causal effect of 681 

vaccination on infection risk would be hampered by confounders, including risk-based vaccination eligibility, the 682 

potential reverse causal effect of known prior infection on the decision to vaccinate, and potential correlations 683 

between exposure risk and vaccine access and/or refusal among those eligible. If the vaccinated participants did 684 

experience substantial COVID-19 exposures between their vaccination and serological testing, and the vaccine 685 

substantially reduced their likelihood of infection by those exposures, then our results for the relative acquisition 686 

probabilities of older age groups (who had higher vaccine coverage) might be biased low. 687 
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Our dataset’s collection period ended on April 10, 2021, just prior to the widespread emergence of the Delta variant 688 

of SARS-CoV-2, which was first detected in Utah in mid-April 2021 and spread rapidly in the following weeks [35]. 689 

Thus, our estimates may not accurately reflect infection and transmission characteristics of dominant SARS-CoV-2 690 

strains circulating in the U.S. and elsewhere from late Spring 2021 to the present, particularly because different 691 

strains have been found to exhibit different household transmission rates [36]. Also, as the state of Utah has a 692 

younger population, larger average household size, and other demographic differences compared to U.S. national 693 

averages [18], our household-based epidemiological estimates might be atypical. However, as we expressed our 694 

household transmission estimates as per-capita transmission probabilities from and to particular age groups and 695 

household sizes, our findings could serve as tool to study how overall household transmission patterns would differ 696 

in communities with different household size and age distributions.  697 

In conclusion, we found evidence of important age differences in COVID-19 epidemiology in Utah households 698 

during 2020 and early 2021, including differences in case ascertainment, non-household acquisition, and within-699 

household transmission. Household transmission differences by age occurred in patterns that suggest substantial 700 

differences in household contact rates between different age groups. A better understanding of those differences 701 

might be crucial to deciphering community-wide transmission patterns and mitigation efforts.  702 
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Supporting Information 793 

Participant recruitment: 794 

Participants contributing to our dataset were recruited during two different phases of the Utah HERO Project. The 795 

first phase targeted households within the geographic boundaries of two school districts (“school district testing”): 796 

the Salt Lake City School District, identical to the boundaries of Salt Lake City, and the adjacent Granite School 797 

District, which includes other urban areas in Salt Lake County. These geographies were chosen to enable analysis of 798 

relationships between school policies [21] and community transmission of SARS-CoV-2 and to understand the 799 

extent of infection in this urban population.  800 

For the school district testing phase, participants were recruited and enrolled starting from January 7, 2021, and 801 

samples were collected from January 14 to April 10, 2021. The source population consisted of all households in the 802 

two school district boundaries as defined in 2020-2021, for a total of 83,353 and 138,397 possible households in Salt 803 

Lake City and Granite School Districts, respectively. Households were chosen using a random sampling design as 804 

previously described [20]. A total of 75,067 households were invited by mail to participate, of which 35,936 were in 805 

the Salt Lake City School District and 39,131 were in the Granite School District. 806 

The second phase of recruitment contributing to our dataset occurred in response to a spike in COVID-19 cases in 807 

specific areas (“hotspot testing”). The Utah Department of Health had notified the Utah HERO Project team of an 808 

especially high incidence of COVID-19 cases in early 2021 among communities in the southern portion of Salt Lake 809 

County and the northern portion of Utah County. In response, the HERO Project conducted a simple random sample 810 

of households in the following cities/towns in Salt Lake County (Draper, Highland, South Jordan, West Jordan) and 811 

Utah County (Alpine, American Fork, Bluffdale, Cedar Hills, Eagle Mountain, Herriman, Lehi, Lindon, Pleasant 812 

Grove, Riverton, Saratoga Springs) in the State of Utah. Households that had been tested during previous phases of 813 

the Utah HERO Project were not eligible for participation in the hotspot testing phase. A total of 21,480 households 814 

were invited by mail to participate: 10,601 in Salt Lake County and 10,879 in Utah County. Recruitment for hotspot 815 

testing began in late February 2021, and samples were collected from March 2 to March 13, 2021. 816 

For both the school district and hotspot testing phases of recruitment, the Utah HERO Project team sent a postcard 817 

and letter to each household in the sampling frame encouraging household members to participate. Study 818 
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participants received testing free of charge, and each household member who completed the survey and provided a 819 

blood sample received a $30 gift card. 820 

Derivation of household transmission distribution 𝑭𝒚𝒛: 821 

When an infected household member has susceptible housemates, we require the probabilities that the infected 822 

person transmits to given numbers of them. The susceptible housemates can be members of up to three different age 823 

groups: U, V, and W. We assume the probability of transmission to a susceptible group-u housemate is 1 − 𝑒−𝑥 , 824 

where 𝑥 is a gamma-distributed random variable with shape 𝑘 and rate 𝑟. Then the transmission probability  to a 825 

susceptible group-v housemate is 1 − 𝑒−𝜎v𝑥, and to a susceptible group-w housemate is 1 − 𝑒−𝜎w𝑥 , where and 𝜎v 826 

and 𝜎w are constants governing the altered transmission probability to age groups V and W relative to age group U. 827 

𝐹𝐲𝐳 is the joint probability of the infected person directly transmits to 𝐲 = (𝑦u, 𝑦v, 𝑦w) of 𝐳 = (𝑧u, 𝑧v, 𝑧w) susceptible 828 

housemates. We show here that these assumptions lead to the formula for this probability stated in the main text. 829 

We use the binomial distribution with individual success probability distributed as described above: 830 

𝐹𝐲𝐳 = ∫ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑦u, 𝑧u)𝐵(𝜎v𝑥, 𝑦v, 𝑧v)𝐵(𝜎w𝑥, 𝑦w, 𝑧w)
𝑟𝑘

Γ(𝑘)
𝑥𝑘−1𝑒−𝑟𝑥𝑑𝑥

∞

0

 831 

Where 𝐵 is the probability mass function of the binomial distribution taking the following form: 832 

𝐵(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = (
𝑧
𝑦) (1 − 𝑒−𝑥)𝑦(𝑒−𝑥)𝑧−𝑦 833 

The expression for 𝐵 can be rewritten by converting (1 − 𝑒−𝑥)𝑦 into a sum: 834 

(1 − 𝑒−𝑥)𝑦 = ∑ (
𝑦
𝑗 ) (−𝑒−𝑥)𝑗

𝑦

𝑗=0

= ∑(−1)𝑗 (
𝑦
𝑗 ) 𝑒−𝑗𝑥

𝑦

𝑗=0

 835 

So 836 

𝐵(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = (
𝑧
𝑦) ∑(−1)𝑗 (

𝑦
𝑗 ) 𝑒−𝑗𝑥

𝑦

𝑗=0

(𝑒−𝑥)𝑧−𝑦 = (
𝑧
𝑦) ∑(−1)𝑗 (

𝑦
𝑗 ) 𝑒−(𝑧−𝑦+𝑗)𝑥

𝑦

𝑗=0

 837 

Substituting within the integral for F we get: 838 

for use under a CC0 license. 
This article is a US Government work. It is not subject to copyright under 17 USC 105 and is also made available 

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 
The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted April 19, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.18.24306047doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.18.24306047


38 
 

𝐹𝐲𝐳 = (
𝑧u

𝑦u
) (

𝑧v

𝑦v
) (

𝑧w

𝑦w
) ∑ ∑ ∑ (−1)𝑗u+𝑗v+𝑗w (

𝑦u

𝑗u
) (

𝑦v

𝑗v
) (

𝑦w

𝑗w
) ∫

𝑟𝑘

Γ(𝑘)
𝑥𝑘−1𝑒−(𝑟+𝑧u−𝑦u+𝑗u+𝜎v(𝑧v−𝑦v+𝑗v)+𝜎w(𝑧w−𝑦w+𝑗w))𝑥𝑑𝑥

∞

0

𝑦w

𝑗w=0

𝑦v

𝑗v=0

𝑦u

𝑗u=0

 839 

The integral can be solved: 840 

𝐹𝒚𝒛 = (
𝑧u

𝑦u
) (

𝑧v

𝑦v
) (

𝑧w

𝑦w
) ∑ ∑ ∑ (−1)𝑗u+𝑗v+𝑗w (

𝑦u

𝑗u
) (

𝑦v

𝑗v
) (

𝑦w

𝑗w
) (

𝑟

𝑟 + 𝑧u − 𝑦u + 𝑗u + 𝜎v(𝑧v − 𝑦v + 𝑗v) + 𝜎w(𝑧w − 𝑦w + 𝑗w)
)

𝑘
𝑦w

𝑗w=0

𝑦v

𝑗v=0

𝑦u

𝑗u=0

 841 

= (
𝑧u

𝑦u
) (

𝑧v

𝑦v
) (

𝑧w

𝑦w
) ∑ ∑ ∑ (−1)𝑗u+𝑗v+𝑗w (

𝑦u

𝑗u
) (

𝑦v

𝑗v
) (

𝑦w

𝑗w
) (1 +

𝑧u − 𝑦u + 𝑗u + 𝜎v(𝑧v − 𝑦v + 𝑗v) + 𝜎w(𝑧w − 𝑦w + 𝑗w)

𝑟
)

−𝑘𝑦w

𝑗w=0

𝑦v

𝑗v=0

𝑦u

𝑗u=0

 842 

Mathematical description of mechanisms of household transmission differences: 843 

In our model with exponentially distributed transmissibility, the average household secondary attack rate 𝑃𝑋𝑌  from 844 

an infected person in age group X to a susceptible housemate in age group Y can be expressed: 845 

𝑃𝑋𝑌 = 1 − (1 + 𝜏X𝜎Y𝛾XY)−1, 846 

where 𝜏X is the transmissibility of a person in age group X, 𝜎Y is the susceptibility of a person in age group Y, and 847 

𝛾XY is the amount of contact between people in age groups X and Y when the age-group-X person is infected and the 848 

age-group-Y person is susceptible to infection. More specifically, we can define 𝜏 as the average total number of 849 

organisms shed over the period of infection, 𝜎 as the per-organism probability of infection given a dose of exposure 850 

(as in the exponential dose-response model), and 𝛾 as the portion of total shed organisms to which the susceptible 851 

contact is exposed.  852 

Our MLE results provide 𝑃𝑋𝑌 for each of the nine directional attack rates among the three age-groups in our model. 853 

Because there are 15 unknown values in the above formulation (3 𝜏X values, 3 𝜎Y values and 9 𝛾XY values), there is 854 

not a unique solution for all values given the 9 equations. We require 6 additional equation-based assumptions to 855 

arrive at a unique solution. First, because we have no independent information about absolute transmissibility (count 856 

of shed organisms), susceptibility (dose-response), or contact exposures in households, we first make an arbitrary 857 

assumption for these values for a particular age pairing, constrained by its MLE attack rate, and write equations for 858 

the ratios of each component for the other age group against the chosen index. Using U-U as the baseline, we reduce 859 

to the following set of 8 equations: 860 
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𝜏𝑉

𝜏𝑈

𝜎𝑉

𝜎𝑈

𝛾𝑉𝑉

𝛾𝑈𝑈

=
𝑄𝑉𝑉

𝑄𝑈𝑈

 861 

𝜏𝑊

𝜏𝑈

𝜎𝑊

𝜎𝑈

𝛾𝑊𝑊

𝛾𝑈𝑈

=
𝑄𝑊𝑊

𝑄𝑈𝑈

 862 

𝜎𝑉

𝜎𝑈

𝛾𝑈𝑉

𝛾𝑈𝑈

=
𝑄𝑈𝑉

𝑄𝑈𝑈

 863 

𝜎𝑊

𝜎𝑈

𝛾𝑈𝑊

𝛾𝑈𝑈

=
𝑄𝑈𝑊

𝑄𝑈𝑈

 864 

𝜏𝑉

𝜏𝑈

𝛾𝑉𝑈

𝛾𝑈𝑈

=
𝑄𝑉𝑈

𝑄𝑈𝑈

 865 

𝜏𝑉

𝜏𝑈

𝜎𝑊

𝜎𝑈

𝛾𝑉𝑊

𝛾𝑈𝑈

=
𝑄𝑉𝑊

𝑄𝑈𝑈

 866 

𝜏𝑊

𝜏𝑈

𝛾𝑊𝑈

𝛾𝑈𝑈

=
𝑄𝑊𝑈

𝑄𝑈𝑈

 867 

𝜏𝑊

𝜏𝑈

𝜎𝑉

𝜎𝑈

𝛾𝑊𝑉

𝛾𝑈𝑈

=
𝑄𝑊𝑉

𝑄𝑈𝑈

 868 

where 𝑄𝑋𝑌 = (1 − 𝑃𝑋𝑌)−1 − 1. In these 8 equations, there are 12 unknown ratios: two each for 𝜏 and 𝜎 values for 869 

groups V and W relative to U and 8 for 𝛾 values relative to the U-U contact assumption. Note that the unknown 870 

ratios are not dependent on the values of 𝜏𝑈, 𝜎𝑈, and 𝛾𝑈𝑈, so the assumptions for their values are arbitrary if our goal 871 

is to explore the ratios. 872 

We need 4 additional assumptions to determine potential unique solutions for the 12 unknown ratios in the above 873 

equation. In the main text, we made the following sets of assumptions to illustrate a range of possibilities, 874 

corresponding to Figure 2A-D (main text): 875 

A: 876 

𝜏𝑉

𝜏𝑈

= 1,
𝜏𝑊

𝜏𝑈

= 1,
𝜎𝑉

𝜎𝑈

= 1,
𝜎𝑊

𝜎𝑈

= 1 877 

B: 878 
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𝜏𝑉

𝜏𝑈

=
𝜎𝑉

𝜎𝑈

,
𝜏𝑊

𝜏𝑈

=
𝜎𝑊

𝜎𝑈

,
𝛾𝑉𝑉

𝛾𝑈𝑈

= 1,
𝛾𝑊𝑊

𝛾𝑈𝑈

= 1 879 

C: 880 

𝜏𝑉

𝜏𝑈

= 1,
𝜏𝑊

𝜏𝑈

= 1,
𝛾𝑉𝑉

𝛾𝑈𝑈

= 1,
𝛾𝑊𝑊

𝛾𝑈𝑈

= 1 881 

D: 882 

𝜎𝑉

𝜎𝑈

= 1,
𝜎𝑊

𝜎𝑈

= 1,
𝛾𝑉𝑉

𝛾𝑈𝑈

= 1,
𝛾𝑊𝑊

𝛾𝑈𝑈

= 1 883 

  884 
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Table A. Household recruitment and number of individuals tested by phase and location. 885 

Phase / Location Households 

contacted 

Households tested 

(response %) 

Individuals tested Individuals per 

household 

School district: Granite 39,131 1,123 (2.9%) 2,539 2.26 

School district: Salt Lake City 35,936 1,677 (4.7%) 3,262 1.94 

Hotspot: Salt Lake County 10,601 290 (2.7%) 907 3.12 

Hotspot: Utah County 10,879 291 (2.7%) 999 3.43 

Total 96,547 3,381 (3.5%) 7,707 2.28 

 886 

Table B. Positivity rates by age and vaccination status 887 

MeSH age 

category 

Prior positive / total 

participants 

Abbott positive / total 

determinate 

Euroimmun positive / total 

determinate 

Siemens positive / total 

determinate 

All ages Unvax: 349 / 4518 (7.7%) 

Vax1: 37 / 610 (6.1%) 

Vax2: 41 / 727 (5.6%) 

 

Unvax: 328 / 3436 (9.5%) 

Vax1: 37 / 598 (6.2%) 

Vax2: 40 / 712 (5.6%) 

Unvax: 505 / 3587 (14.2%) 

Vax1: 378 / 513 (73.7%) 

Vax2: 664 / 672 (98.8%) 

Unvax: 392 / 3434 (11.4%) 

Vax1: 373 / 597 (62.5%) 

Vax2: 693 / 713 (97.2%) 

Newborn/ Infant/ 

Preschool (0 – 5) 

  

Unvax: 7 / 350 (2.0%) Unvax: 0 / 2 (0%) Unvax: 32 / 312 (10.3%) Unvax: 0 / 1 (0%) 

Child  

(6 – 12) 

 

Unvax: 21 / 633 (3.3%) Unvax: 0 / 8 (0%) Unvax: 55 / 573 (9.6%) Unvax: 0 / 8 (0%) 

Adolescent  

(13 – 18) 

Unvax: 47 / 394 (11.6%) 

Vax1: 0 / 8 (0%) 

Vax2: 0 / 3 (0%) 

 

Unvax: 57 / 369 (15.4%) 

Vax1: 0 / 8 (0%) 

Vax2: 0 / 3 (0%) 

Unvax: 76 / 322 (23.6%) 

Vax1: 4 / 7 (57.1%) 

Vax2: 3 / 3 (100%) 

Unvax: 72 / 369 (19.5%) 

Vax1: 5 / 8 (62.5%) 

Vax2: 3 / 3 (100%) 

Young adult  

(19 – 24) 

Unvax: 26 / 247 (10.5%) 

Vax1: 3 / 14 (21.4%) 

Vax2: 2 / 27 (7.4%) 

 

Unvax: 26 / 233 (11.1%) 

Vax1: 3 / 13 (23.1%) 

Vax2: 2 / 27 (7.4%) 

Unvax: 39 / 189 (20.6%) 

Vax1: 9 / 12 (75.0%) 

Vax2: 25 / 25 (100%) 

Unvax: 33 / 233 (14.2%) 

Vax1: 10 / 13 (76.9%) 

Vax2: 27 / 27 (100%) 

Adult  

(25 – 44) 

Unvax: 115 / 1552 (7.4%) 

Vax1: 12 / 178 (6.7%) 

Vax2: 17 / 242 (7.0%) 

 

Unvax: 120 / 1510 (7.9%) 

Vax1: 11 / 176 (6.3%) 

Vax2: 15 / 236 (6.4%) 

Unvax: 157 / 1191 (13.2%) 

Vax1: 116 / 153 (75.8%) 

Vax2: 214 / 215 (99.5%) 

Unvax: 141 / 1510 (9.3%) 

Vax1: 121 / 176 (68.8%) 

Vax2: 235 / 236 (99.6%) 

Middle aged  

(45 – 64) 

Unvax: 98 / 931 (10.5%) 

Vax1: 10 / 236 (4.2%) 

Vax2: 13 / 164 (7.9%) 

 

Unvax: 86 / 910 (9.5%) 

Vax1: 12 / 232 (5.2%) 

Vax2: 16 / 160 (10.0%) 

Unvax: 107 / 710 (15.1%) 

Vax1: 143 / 209 (68.4%) 

Vax2: 140 / 145 (96.6%) 

Unvax: 100 / 909 (11.0%) 

Vax1: 132 / 231 (57.1%) 

Vax2: 152 / 160 (95.0%) 

Aged  

(65 – 79) 

Unvax: 34 / 381 (8.9%) 

Vax1: 11 / 160 (6.9%) 

Vax2: 9 / 251 (3.6%) 

 

Unvax: 39 / 375 (10.4%) 

Vax1: 10 / 155 (6.5%) 

Vax2: 7 / 247 (2.8%) 

Unvax: 41 / 273 (15.0%) 

Vax1: 99 / 123 (80.5%) 

Vax2: 243 / 245 (99.2%) 

Unvax: 45 / 375 (12.0%) 

Vax1: 99 / 155 (63.9%) 

Vax2: 240 / 248 (96.8%) 

Aged  

(80 and over) 

Unvax: 1 / 30 (3.3%) 

Vax1: 1 / 14 (7.1%) 

Vax2: 0 / 40 (0%) 

Unvax: 0 / 29 (0%) 

Vax1: 1 / 14 (7.1%) 

Vax2: 0 / 39 (0%) 

Unvax: 1 / 17 (5.9%) 

Vax1: 7 / 9 (77.8%) 

Vax2: 39 / 39 (100%) 

Unvax: 1 / 29 (3.4%) 

Vax1: 6 / 14 (42.9%) 

Vax2: 36 / 39 (92.3%) 

MeSH = Medical Subject Headings [28]; Unvax = unvaccinated (participants who reported receiving no prior vaccine doses); Vax1 = participants 888 

who reported receiving exactly 1 vaccine dose; Vax2 = participants who reported receiving 2 vaccine doses; total determinate = total number of 889 

individuals receiving a test result of positive or negative; prior positive = individuals who reported on the survey that they had tested positive for 890 

COVID-19  891 
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Table C. Frequency of test and survey result combinations among individuals in the data 892 

Antibody Test results 

Abbot-Euroimmun-Siemens 

Prior positive test 

reported? (No;Yes) 

>0 negative, 0 positive  

NNN 2384; 28 

NNX 1; 0 

NXN 751; 11 

NXX 972; 19 

XNX 790; 3 

 

>0 negative, >0 positive  

NPP 55; 44 

NPN 53; 10 

PPN 14; 14 

PNN 10; 2 

PXN 6; 3 

NXP 3; 5 

NNP 4; 0 

NPX 1; 0 

  

0 negative; >0 positive  

PPP 70; 160 

XPX 66; 21 

PXX 17; 58 

PXP 22; 29 

  

0 negative; 0 positive: XXX 209; 20 

P=positive, N=negative, X=indeterminate. Indeterminate means the test result was indeterminate or, for Euroimmun and Siemens, the rest result 893 

was positive for a participant reporting any prior vaccination.   894 
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Table D. Transmission variability model comparison 895 

 �̂�a 

⋮ 
�̂�h 

�̂�ww2 

�̂�vw2 

�̂�uw2 

�̂�wv2 

�̂�vv2 

�̂�uv2 

 

�̂�wu2 

�̂�vu2 

�̂�uu2 

 

𝜎34 

𝜎5+ 
�̂�w 

�̂�v 

�̂�u 

�̂�𝑆𝑎 

⋮ 

�̂�𝑆ℎ 

 

�̂�𝐴𝐴 

�̂�𝐴𝐸 

�̂�𝐴𝑆 

�̂�𝑆 

�̂�𝐴𝐴 

�̂�𝐴𝐸 

�̂�𝐴𝑆 

Log 

likelihood 

P value Par ΔAIC 

Gamma-distributed 

transmissibility 

 

3.2% 

2.0% 

15.0% 

12.6% 

6.6% 

6.7% 

5.2% 

0.0% 

 

47% 

48% 

34% 

68% 

44% 

51% 

42% 

44% 

68% 

0.42 

0.22 

0.75 

1.00 

1.82 

16% 

35% 

53% 

62% 

59% 

73% 

73% 

100% 

 

72% 

99.2% 

87% 

99.1% 

99.7% 

98.1% 

99.85% 

−3020.8 Ref 37 Ref 

Exponentially 

distributed 

transmissibility 

 

3.2% 

2.0% 

15.1% 

12.6% 

6.7% 

6.7% 

5.2% 

0.0% 

 

45% 

47% 

34% 

63% 

44% 

52% 

42% 

45% 

68% 

0.43 

0.22 

1 

1 

1 

16% 

36% 

53% 

62% 

59% 

73% 

73% 

100% 

 

72% 

99.2% 

87% 

99.2% 

99.7% 

98.1% 

99.85% 

−3021.0 0.95 34 −5.7 

No-variance 

transmissibiltiy 

 

2.7% 

1.9% 

14.9% 

12.5% 

6.6% 

6.8% 

5.2% 

0.0% 

46% 

45% 

35% 

69% 

42% 

52% 

37% 

43% 

69% 

0.51 

0.27 

∞ 

∞ 

∞ 

17% 

36% 

53% 

62% 

58% 

73% 

73% 

100% 

 

72% 

99.2% 

87% 

99.1% 

99.7% 

98.1% 

99.85% 

−3022.7 0.28 34 −2.2 

P values are for rejection of the model in favor of the full model, by the likelihood ratio test with degrees of freedom equal to the difference in 896 

number of parameters (Par). Par = number of independent parameters simultaneously estimated. ΔAIC = difference in Akaike information 897 

criterion value versus the reference (Ref) model; a negative ΔAIC means the model is favored over the reference model, and the lowest ΔAIC 898 

model is favored over all the others.  899 
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Table E. Maximum likelihood results for different transmission age groupings 900 

 901 

 902 

MLE = maximum likelihood estimate. The MLE for each row was calculated by optimizing over all test accuracy, importation, and transmission 903 

parameters in the full model (fixing 𝑘u = 𝑘v = 𝑘w = 1) after categorizing household members into U, V, and W transmission groups according 904 

to the age ranges listed in that row. The higher-ranking age configurations produced a greater (log) likelihood at the MLE. 905 

  906 

Rank Group W 

age range 

Group V 

age range 

Group U 

age range 

MLE log 

likelihood 

1 0 – 24 25 – 44 45+ −3021.0 

2 0 – 12 13 – 44 45+ −3022.0 

3 0 – 18 19 – 44 45+ −3022.2 

4 0 – 44 45 – 64 65+ −3023.2 

5 0 – 12 13 – 64 65+ −3025.3 

6 0 – 18 19 – 24 25+ −3026.0 

7 0 – 24 25 – 65 65+ −3026.1 

8 0 – 12 13 – 24 25+ −3026.1 

9 0 – 18 19 – 64 65+ −3026.4 

10 0 – 12 13 – 18 19+ −3027.4 
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Table F. Comparison of simpler age- and size-structured transmission models to full model 907 

 �̂�𝑤𝑤2 

�̂�𝑣𝑤2 

�̂�𝑢𝑤2 

�̂�𝑤𝑣2 

�̂�𝑣𝑣2 

�̂�𝑢𝑣2 

 

�̂�𝑤𝑢2 

�̂�𝑣𝑢2 

�̂�𝑢𝑢2 

 

𝜎34 

𝜎5+ 

Log likelihood P value Par ΔAIC 

Full model 

 

45% 

47% 

34% 

63% 

44% 

52% 

42% 

45% 

68% 

 

0.43 

0.22 

−3020.98 Ref 11 Ref 

Equal HSAR from U 50% 

56% 

62% 

71% 

46% 

62% 

49% 

49% 

62% 

 

0.32 

0.16 

−3025.25 0.01 9 4.5 

Equal HSAR from V 45% 

45% 

32% 

62% 

45% 

51% 

42% 

45% 

67% 

 

0.44 

0.21 

−3021.03 0.95 9 −3.9 

Equal HSAR from W 47% 

46% 

28% 

47% 

46% 

52% 

47% 

38% 

66% 

 

0.48 

0.24 

−3023.33 0.10 9 0.7 

Equal HSAR to U 53% 

51% 

30% 

69% 

45% 

52% 

59% 

59% 

59% 

 

0.35 

0.17 

−3023.98 0.05 9 2.0 

Equal HSAR to V 38% 

42% 

29% 

48% 

48% 

48% 

34% 

36% 

65% 

 

0.56 

0.30 

−3021.83 0.43 9 −2.3 

Equal HSAR to W 39% 

39% 

39% 

57% 

42% 

51% 

32% 

36% 

65% 

 

0.53 

0.27 

−3021.36 0.68 9 −3.2 

Equal HSAR to and from V 37% 

47% 

33% 

47% 

47% 

47% 

34% 

47% 

66% 

 

0.51 

0.28 

−3022.17 0.88 7 −5.6 

Consolidate W and V 

 

47% 

47% 

37% 

47% 

47% 

37% 

39% 

39% 

67% 

 

0.48 

0.24 

−3023.64 0.37 6 −4.7 

Consolidate V and U 

 

47% 

43% 

43% 

54% 

56% 

56% 

54% 

56% 

56% 

 

0.41 

0.21 

−3027.18 0.03 6 2.4 

Consolidate W and V; 

reciprocal transmission 

 

48% 

48% 

40% 

48% 

48% 

40% 

40% 

40% 

67% 

 

0.46 

0.22 

−3023.69 0.49 5 −6.6 

Equal HSAR to and from V; 

equal HSAR W-to-W, U-to-W, & W-to-U 

34% 

47% 

34% 

47% 

47% 

47% 

34% 

47% 

66% 

0.51 

0.29 

−3022.26 0.97 5 −9.4 

HSAR values (p estimates in a 3-by-3 grid) that share bold and/or italics font type were assumed to be equal for that model. P values are for 908 

rejection of the model in favor of the full model, by the likelihood ratio test with degrees of freedom equal to the difference in number of 909 

parameters (Par). Par = number of independent household transmission parameters simultaneously estimated. ΔAIC = difference in Akaike 910 

information criterion value versus the reference (Ref) model; a negative ΔAIC means the model is favored over the reference model, and the 911 

lowest ΔAIC model is favored over all the others. 912 
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Table G. Comparison of simpler age- and size-structured transmission models to most parsimonious model 914 

 �̂�𝑤𝑤2 

�̂�𝑣𝑤2 

�̂�𝑢𝑤2 

�̂�𝑤𝑣2 

�̂�𝑣𝑣2 

�̂�𝑢𝑣2 

 

�̂�𝑤𝑢2 

�̂�𝑣𝑢2 

�̂�𝑢𝑢2 

 

𝜎34 

𝜎5+ 

Log likelihood P value Par ΔAIC 

Most parsimonious model 34% 

47% 

34% 

47% 

47% 

47% 

34% 

47% 

66% 

 

0.51 

0.29 

−3022.26 Ref 5 Ref 

Equal HSAR except U-to-U 44% 

44% 

44% 

44% 

44% 

44% 

44% 

44% 

66% 

 

0.47 

0.24 

−3024.70 0.03 4 2.9 

Equal HSAR for all ages 

 

54% 

54% 

54% 

54% 

54% 

54% 

54% 

54% 

54% 

 

0.36 

0.17 

−3029.35 0.0008 3 10.2 

No household size effect 16% 

30% 

16% 

30% 

30% 

30% 

16% 

30% 

57% 

 

1 

1 

−3031.11 0.0001 3 13.7 

Equal HSAR for all ages and sizes 

 

27% 

27% 

27% 

27% 

27% 

27% 

27% 

27% 

27% 

1 

1 

−3053.50 <0.0001 1 54.5 

HSAR values (p estimates in a 3-by-3 grid) that share bold or italics font were assumed to be equal for that model. The “no household size effect” 915 

assumption fixes 𝜎34 = 𝜎5+ = 1. P values are for rejection of the model in favor of the most parsimonious model, by the likelihood ratio test with 916 

degrees of freedom equal to the difference in number of parameters (Par). Par = number of independent household transmission parameters 917 

simultaneously estimated. ΔAIC = difference in Akaike information criterion value versus the reference (Ref) model; positive ΔAIC means the 918 

model is not favored over the reference model. 919 

  920 
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Table H. Consolidated age groupings for community acquisition and case ascertainment 921 

 �̂�a 

⋮ 
�̂�h 

�̂�𝑤𝑤2 

�̂�𝑣𝑤2 

�̂�𝑢𝑤2 

�̂�𝑤𝑣2 

�̂�𝑣𝑣2 

�̂�𝑢𝑣2 

 

�̂�𝑤𝑢2 

�̂�𝑣𝑢2 

�̂�𝑢𝑢2 

 

𝜎34 

𝜎5+  
�̂�𝑆𝑎 

⋮ 

�̂�𝑆ℎ 

 

�̂�𝐴𝐴 

�̂�𝐴𝐸 

�̂�𝐴𝑆 

�̂�𝑆 

�̂�𝐴𝐴 

�̂�𝐴𝐸 

�̂�𝐴𝑆 

Log 

likelihood 

P value Par ΔAIC 

Full model 3.2% 

2.0% 

15.1% 

12.6% 

6.7% 

6.7% 

5.2% 

0.0% 

 

45% 

47% 

34% 

63% 

44% 

52% 

42% 

45% 

68% 

0.43 

0.22 

16% 

36% 

53% 

62% 

59% 

73% 

73% 

100% 

 

72% 

99.2% 

87% 

99.2% 

99.7% 

98.1% 

99.85% 

−3020.98 Ref 34 Ref 

Full transmission 

model; 

consolidated age 

groups for 𝑝𝑖  and 𝜙S𝑖 

 

2.5% 

2.5% 

14.0% 

14.0% 

6.4% 

6.4% 

6.4% 

0.0% 

 

45% 

46% 

33% 

63% 

44% 

54% 

43% 

44% 

67% 

0.44 

0.22 

29% 

29% 

57% 

57% 

57% 

73% 

73% 

73% 

 

72% 

99.2% 

87% 

99.2% 

99.7% 

98.1% 

99.85% 

−3025.37 0.46 25 −9.2 

Parsimonious 

transmission model; 

consolidated age 

groups for 𝑝𝑖  and 𝜙S𝑖 

 

2.1% 

2.1% 

13.7% 

13.7% 

6.6% 

6.6% 

6.6% 

0.0% 

35% 

47% 

35% 

47% 

47% 

47% 

35% 

47% 

66% 

0.51 

0.29 

28% 

28% 

57% 

57% 

57% 

73% 

73% 

73% 

 

72% 

99.3% 

87% 

99.2% 

99.7% 

98.1% 

99.85% 

−3026.80 0.71 19 −18.4 

 The “consolidated age groups for 𝑝𝑖  and 𝜙S𝑖” versions enforce the following assumptions: 𝑝a = 𝑝b , 𝑝c = 𝑝d, 𝑝e = 𝑝f = 𝑝g, 𝜙Sa = 𝜙Sb, 𝜙Sc =922 

𝜙Sd = 𝜙Se, and 𝜙Sf = 𝜙Sg = 𝜙Sh. The parsimonious transmission model enforces 𝑝ww = 𝑝wu = 𝑝uw and 𝑝vu = 𝑝vv = 𝑝vw = 𝑝uv = 𝑝wv within 923 

each household size group. All models in this table assume exponentially distributed variability in transmissibility (𝑘u = 𝑘v = 𝑘w = 1). P values 924 

are for rejection of the model in favor of the full model, by the likelihood ratio test with degrees of freedom equal to the difference in number of 925 

parameters (Par). Par = number of independent parameters simultaneously estimated. ΔAIC = difference in Akaike information criterion value 926 

versus the reference (Ref) model; a negative ΔAIC means the model is favored over the reference model, and the lowest ΔAIC model is favored 927 

over all the others. 928 
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