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Native intra- and inter-specific reactions may cause the paradox
of pest control with harvesting
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We analyse a general time-discrete mathematical model of host—parasite population dynamics with
harvesting, in which the host can be regarded as a pest. We harvest a portion of the host population at
a moment in each year. Our model involves the density effect on the host population. We investigate the
condition in which the harvesting of the host results in a paradoxical increase of its equilibrium population
size. Our results imply that for a family of pest-enemy systems, the paradox of pest control could be caused
essentially by the interspecific relationship and the intraspecific density effect.

Keywords: population dynamics; discrete model; resurgence; harvesting; pest control

AMS Subject Classification: 92D25; 92D40; 92B99; 37N25

1. Introduction

In agriculture, one of the most serious problems has been pest outbreak. Pest management has
been studied empirically and theoretically [6,8,9,13,16,18,20,21,24]. In many cases, pesticides
have been used against the pest. However, in some cases, the pesticide is effective only in the
early period of its introduction and results in an outbreak of the pest in the later period. Such a
paradoxical phenomenon in the pest control is often called the pest resurgence. The resurgence
was firstly defined by DeBach [3] as the unusually fast recovery of the pest population with the
decrease of its natural enemy population due to the pesticide secondary effect [11,17].

Many investigations of the resurgence have been carried out [2-5,7,24]. Since various causes
of the resurgence have been recognized, recently the word ‘resurgence’ is often used as the
paradoxical increase of the pest population due to the application of a pest management operation.
For example, it could be caused by the pesticide secondary effect such as the emergence of a
pesticide-resistant strain of the pest [7,16,18,24], the preferable shift of the pesticide-applied crop
condition for the pest’s predation (‘trophobiosis’) [1], or the physiological increase of the pest’s
reproduction rate (‘“hormesis’, ‘homoligosis’) [12,14,17].
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In this paper, making use of a general family of host—parasite population dynamics model, we
theoretically show that the pest resurgence could occur even without the above-mentioned specific
effects of the pesticide: the nature of the native ecological intra- and inter-specific reactions could
cause it.

2. Modd

2.1. General form

We consider the following time-discrete host—parasite population dynamics:

hig1 = ASp p(hi) (1 — p) I (pr)hg;

1

Prt1 = (1 — p){1 — I(pi) bh, @

where iy and p, are, respectively, the population size of the host and that of the parasite at the

kth season. The sufficiently smooth function IT of the parasite population size is the probability

with which each host individual successfully escapes from the parasitism: 0 < IT < 1. Each host

individual is parasitized with probability 1 — IT. The sufficiently smooth function Sy , of the host

population size introduces the intraspecific density effect on the reproductive rate: 0 < Sp , < 1.

The positive parameter A means the intrinsic growth rate. So 1S, , gives the per capita host

reproductive rate affected by the intraspecific density effect. The parameter w indicates the mean
reproductive rate of parasite per parasitized host.

The parameter p indicates the strength of harvesting on the host population: 0 < p < 1. We
harvest a portion p of the host population at a moment indexed by the parameter 6 (0 <6 < 1)
in the parasitism season only in which the parasite can parasitize the host (see Figure 1). In
general, parasites attack only one or a few of host stages (i.e., egg, larva, and pupa) during a
restricted season [18,24]. In our model, we suppose a season for the parasitism in each year. The
harvesting is repeated every year. The case of 6 = 0 corresponds to the harvesting before the
parasitism season, and that of & = 1 after it. In case of 0 < 6 < 1, the harvesting is operated at
an intermediate moment of the parasitism season. No direct effect of the harvesting is assumed
on the parasite population.

As in [15], we assume that the density effect during the juvenile period determines the host’s
reproductive success, that is, the cumulative density effect during the parasitism season determines
it. The cumulative density effect is assumed to be determined by the proportion of the period
before/after the harvesting in the parasitism season. The host population’s size is 4, before the
harvesting and (1 — o)A, after it. Thus, the density effect is altered before and after the harvesting.

harvesting

. harvesting .
A reproduction + reproduction
: I—_
—> | P> |hkn —
s LI =0 (=07 =T >
—> |pk P —> [P P>

Figure 1. Scheme of the parasitism dynamics under harvesting effect in our model (1). & is the host population density
and py is the parasite population density at the beginning of the kth parasitism season. The harvesting targets only the
host and has no direct effect on the parasite population.
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We assume that the parasitized host individuals are alive during the parasitism season (only if
they successfully escape from the harvesting), so that they contribute to the density effect, though
they cannot reproduce. Lastly, we introduce the cumulative density effect on the host reproductive
rate as

So.p(hi) = OR(hi) + (1 = O)R((1 — p)hy),

which is composed with the density effect weighted by the population sizes before and after the
harvesting [15]. Now, &, is the host population density and py is the parasite population density
at the beginning of the kth parasitism season. The sufficiently smooth function R (> 0) of the
host population size introduces the strength of intraspecific density effect per unit time on the
reproductive rate, satisfyingthat 0 < R < 1.

2.2. Assumptions

Inthis paper, we assume that the functions R and IT are sufficiently smooth, two times continuously
differentiable, and satisfy the following natures:

R(0) =1andlim;,_ o R(h) =0;

R'(h) < O0forany h > O;

I1(0) = 1and lim,_, o IT(p) = 0;

IT'(p) < 0and I1"(p) > 0 forany p > 0,

where R’(h) = dR(h)/dh, TI'(p) = dI1(p)/dp, and T1"(p) = d?T1(p)/dp?. Note that, from
these assumptions for R, the density effect function S, , satisfies the corresponding conditions
same as those for R. These mathematical assumptions do not significantly lose the generality of
the system (1) as a host—parasite population dynamics, because they represent somehow natural
modelling for the host—parasite population dynamics.

When A > 1, from the first and the second assumptions for R, there is a unique positive value
of h, say h., such that 1.5y, ,(h.) = 1. With the assumptions for R, we can easily see that, in case
of no parasite (p; = 0) and no harvesting (o = 0; Syp.,0 = R), the host population approaches a
stationary size given by A.: the equilibrium state 1* = A, is globally stable for any positive initial
state hg.

In contrast, when A < 1, the host population eventually goes extinct independently of the
existence of parasite or harvesting, because the net reproductive rate (= hy.1/hy) is always
less than 1. When A = 1, in the same reason, the host population eventually goes extinct if a
harvesting is applied with any p > 0. In case of no harvesting (o = 0), the host extinction is
not trivial even for A = 1. However, in this case, we can easily prove that, with the parasite,
the host population size is monotonically decreasing, and that the host extinction necessarily
occurs. Therefore, from the biological interest, we hereafter consider our model (1) with the
assumption A > 1.

The assumption that T1(0) = 1 means that the host is never parasitized without parasite. The
decreasing nature of IT in terms of the parasite population size means the negative density effect
of the parasite on the success of parasitism, for instance, due to the intraspecific competition about
the parasitism.

From the viewpoint of mathematical modelling for the host—parasite dynamics, the assumption
that I1” (k) > 0 could be modified. In this paper, however, we restrict our attention on the model
with this assumption, which can still cover a wide range of more concrete models, including the
Nicholson—Bailey model [19].
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3. Analysis

3.1. Equilibrium with parasite extinction

In this section, we consider the existence and the stability of the equilibrium (4§, 0), at which the
parasite has gone extinct while the host survives. The equilibrium host population size /1§ satisfies
the following equation:

1
1Sy, (hE) = i )

From the assumptions, the function R (%) is monotonically decreasing toward zero in terms of
h > 0, and so is the function Sy , (). Since the left-hand side of Equation (2) must be less than A,
Equation (2) has a unique positive root only when A > 1/(1 — p), thatis, onlywhenp < 1 — 1/A.
If p > 1 —1/A, itis clear that Equation (2) does not have any positive root for 4. We can easily
find that, in case of p > 1 — 1/1 with the parasite, the host population size is monotonically
decreasing and necessarily goes extinct.

On the other hand, from the assumption that 1.5, , (h.) = 1 for some A, > 0, we can easily see
that 4§ < h., because the right-hand side of Equation (2) is not below 1 for p > 0. From these
arguments and the sufficient smoothness of the function R, we can immediately get the following
result:

Theequilibrium (k3, 0) uniquely existsif andonly if p < 1 — 1/A. If it exists, it issatisfied that
hg < he.

We remark that 2§ = h, if and only if p = 0.

As for the effect of harvesting on the equilibrium host population size &, we have the following
result of [22]:

If the following condition is satisfied at the equilibrium (4, 0), the equilibriumhost population
size hf isincreasing interms of p > 0:

d
OR(hY) + (1= 6) (R} <0. ©)
h=(1-p)h}

If the inequality in Equation (3) is reversed, the equilibrium host population size A is decreasing
in terms of p > 0 at the equilibrium (&g, 0). From this result of [22], we can see that the equi-
librium host population size kg is decreasing in terms of p > 0 at the equilibrium (%, 0) only
if d{R(h)h}/dh < Oath = (1 — p)hg. As argued in [22], this necessary condition indicates that
the humped reproduction curve is necessary to cause the paradoxical increase of &f in terms of
0, that is, the scramble competition is necessary.

Making use of the standard local stability analysis for the equilibrium (%, 0), we can easily get
the eigenvalues: 1 + Asg’p(hg)(l — p)h§, —uIT'(0)(1 — p)hg. If both of these eigenvalues have
the absolute value less than 1, the equilibrium (4}, 0) is asymptotically stable. Therefore, we can
get the following result:

The equilibrium (i, 0) is asymptotically stable if

d 1
ﬁ{hzse.,)(h)} >0 and p>1-—

_—. 4
h=h; /L|l_[/(0)|h3 ( )

It isunstable if one of these inequalitiesis reversed.

The first condition corresponds to one with which the equilibrium (4§, 0) is asymptotically
stable in case of no parasite, p, = 0. If this condition is violated when the equilibrium (4§, 0)
exists, the host population goes to a temporally variable state. The second condition means that
the invasion of parasite fails for the equilibrium (i, 0).
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We remark that, when no harvesting is applied (i.e., o = 0), we have h§ = k.. We find that the
equilibrium (., 0) incase of p = Qisasymptotically stable if |R'(h.)|h. < 2and u|IT'(0)|A, < 1,
while it is unstable if one of these inequalities is reversed.

3.2. Existence of the coexistent equilibrium

In this section, let us consider the case when the nontrivial equilibrium (h*, p*) exists for given
p > 0, where * > 0 and p* > 0. From Equation (1), the following equations are satisfied:

1
ASy ,(WHI(p*) = —— > 1;
0o (FI(PT) = 7— =
_ o)
1—p’
where Q(p) := p/[u{l — I1(p)}] that is monotonically increasing in terms of p.
From Equation (5), we can derive the necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of
the nontrivial equilibrium (2*, p*):
The nontrivial equilibrium (h*, p*) existsif and only if
1
1l 0) kg’

where A} is the unique positive root of Equation (2).
From Equation (4), this condition corresponds to that for the successful invasion of the parasite
into the equilibrium state (i, 0). If the condition (6) is satisfied, the equilibrium (&, 0) isunstable.
The above condition for the existence of the nontrivial equilibrium (2*, p*) can be derived as
follows: from the first equation of (5), we have a one-to-one relation:

* *y . ¢o—1 1 )
= U= S, <(1 —pai(pn ) 0
where Se‘; is the inverse function of Sy , that is a monotonically decreasing smooth function
from the assumptions. Then, the function U (p) is monotonically decreasing in terms of p, since
the functions IT(x) and S,;}J (x) are monotonically decreasing in terms of x. Moreover, from the
assumptions, we can immediately find that U (0) = A, and that the positive root of the equation
U(p) = 0 is uniquely given by p = p. = TT"1(1/[(1 — p)A]) if and only if p < 1 — 1/A when
hg > 0 uniquely exists.
On the other hand, from the second equation of (5), we find that dQ(p)/dp > 0, thatis, Q(p)
is monotonically increasing in terms of p. Moreover, we have
lim Q(p) = lim 1 L
R = s 7 Bt T T
From these results about the nature of functions U and Q, we can easily find that, for given p,
two curves h = U(p) and h = Q(p)/(1 — p) has a unique intersection in the positive region if
and only if condition (6) is satisfied. Consequently, these arguments prove that condition (6) is
necessary and sufficient for the existence of nontrivial equilibrium (2*, p*) for given p.
We remark that the existence of coexistent equilibrium (2*, p*) assures the existence of the
equilibrium (kj, 0). This is because always I1(p*) < 1 from the assumption, and the following
inequality is necessary for the existence of coexistent equilibrium:

()
h *

p<l1 (6)

Ma—p

for R(h*) < 1 from the first equation of (5) when the coexistent equilibrium (2*, p*) exists.
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3.3. Population size at the coexistent equilibrium

Since Sy, ,(h) is monotonically decreasing in terms of # and IT(p*) < 1 for any positive value
of p*, from Equation (2) and the first equation of (5), we find that 1.5 ,(7*) > 1/(1 — p) =
ASp,p(hg) and subsequently h* < hg. Therefore, the host population size at the coexistent
equilibriumis always below the eqU|I|br|um sizein case of no parasite.

Now, directly from Equation (5), we can obtain the following equations of p-derivatives for
the coexistent equilibrium:

o Py (p?)
810 (1 - p)zgé‘,p ’

op* 1 { (Q(p )) . }
> - N_F 70 8l , 9
= T ; 0(pPHT(pY) ©)

®)

where

d
=g [Se,p (fﬁp;) M(p >] ;
p=p*

d>ep<p>—9R<Q(”;)—{Q(p)n<p)}+<1 9)—{R(Q(p))Q(p)H(p)} (10)

Since Q(p) is monotonically increasing in terms of p while Sy ,(x) and IT(x) are monotoni-
cally decreasing in terms of x, we have €y , < 0. Therefore, from Equation (9), we find that
always dp*/dp < 0, because R’(x) is negative for any x > 0 from the assumption. As a result the
equilibrium parasite population size is ALWAYS monotonically decreasing in terms of p.

In short, the harvesting necessarily reduces the parasite population size at the equilibrium
state, even though the harvesting makes no direct effect on the parasite population. This result is
independent of the details of functions IT and R, and also of the harvesting timing (i.e., 0).

Next, we consider the condition for the paradox emergence in the pest control with the har-
vesting. In our model, we consider the paradox of pest control as the increase in the equilibrium
host population size as p gets larger. In other words, the paradox is regarded as to emerge if
dh*/dp > 0 for some p > 0. From Equation (8), if and only if &y ,(p*) < 0 for some p > 0,
we can have the case that ah*/dp > 0, that is, we find the following sufficient and necessary
condition for the emergence of the paradox of pest control:

The paradox of pest control can occur if and only if ®, ,(p*) < 0 for some p > 0.

Especially, if &4 0(p*|,=0) < 0, the paradox emerges when a sufficiently weak harvesting is
applied, and then the host population size at the coexistent equilibrium becomes greater than that
in case of no harvesting. On the other hand, from this result, we can simultaneously have the
result that, if ®, ,(p*) > 0 for any p* > 0, the paradox never occurs for the population at the
coexistent equilibrium.

Since R'(x) < 0 forany x > 0 from the assumption, we find that

d d
R(Q(P))E{Q(P)H(p)} > @{R(Q(p))Q(P)H(P)} (11)
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for any p > 0. Hence, from Equation (10), we have the following result as a specific sufficient
condition for the emergence of the paradox of pest control:
The paradox of pest control occursif

d
d—{Q(p)l'I(p)} <0. (12)
p

p=p*

Although this sufficient condition (12) apparently depends only on the function IT, the equilibrium
value p* depends on the function R so that the sufficient condition (12) implicitly relates to both
functions of R and I1. As a stronger sufficient condition for the paradox emergence, we can
consider condition (12) for any p > 0 instead of p = p*. Such stronger sufficient condition
depends only on the nature of function I1. Indeed, as seen in the next section, we find that the
paradox emergence is determined only by the function IT in some typical cases.

In contrast, from Equation (10), we can find the following sufficient condition such that the
paradox never occurs:

The paradox of pest control never occursif

d
E{R(Q(P))Q(P)H(P)} >0 (13)

for any p > 0.

If condition (13) is satisfied, the equilibrium host population size 4* is always monotonically
decreasing in terms of p. So the harvesting always results in the successful suppression of the
pest (= host) density in this case.

Furthermore, from Equation (10) and the above arguments, we can easily find the following
necessary condition for the paradox emergence:

The paradox of pest control occursonly if

d
E{R(Q(P))Q(P)H(P)} <0. (14)

p=p*

So, from Equations (10) and (11), we can see that the paradox is more likely to occur with the
smaller 6, that is, the paradox is more likely to occur with the harvesting before or earlier in the
parasitism season.

This result indicates that, to satisfy the condition for the paradox emergence, the sufficiently
small 6 is necessary.

In summary, when the application of harvesting with the parameter p for the system results
in the coexistent equilibrium with the parasite population size p*, if the condition ®, ,(p*) < 0
defined by Equation (10) is satisfied, the paradox of pest control occurs so that the increase of p
makes the equilibrium host population size greater. Moreover, there is the host—parasite system in
which the emergence of the paradox of pest control is determined only by the nature of function
[T that gives the relationship between host and parasite populations in terms of the parasitism
dynamics. In contrast, the host—parasite system in which such paradox never occurs requires
specific natures of both functions IT and R. Further, the paradox of pest control is more likely
to emerge with a sufficiently early application of harvesting in the parasitism season. Thus, in
some cases, the application of harvesting at an appropriately late moment in the parasitism season
is necessary for the successful suppression of the pest (= host) density, while that at too early
moment may fail and cause the paradox of pest control.
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3.4. Application for some typical cases
3.4.1. Exponential function

In case of the exponential function IT,
(p) =e 7, (15)

where « is a positive constant, which is corresponding to the well-known Nicholson-Bailey
model [19], we can easily prove that d{Q(p)I1(p)}/dp < O for any p > 0. Therefore, the
condition that @, ,(p*) < 0 is satisfied independently of the value of p* also in this case.
Thus, the paradox of pest control occurs. Numerical illustrations are given in Figure 2,
where

1

1+ bh

R(h) = (16)
with a positive constant b [15].

We remark that, in this case with the growth function R given by Equation (16), the host
population has a monotonically increasing reproduction curve when the parasite is absent. The
host population is under a contest type of intra-specific competition. So, from the result of [22],
the equilibrium host population size 4§ in case of no parasite is always decreasing in terms of
o [22]. However, even in this case, the above result shows that the paradox of pest control can

(a) b)

t p

Figure 2. Numerical illustrations of the paradox emergence for the model (1) with an exponential function IT and the
Beverton—Holt type function R, given by (15) and (16). After [15]. (a) population size transition by the introduction of
harvesting for the host. « = 1; u =1; b =0.75; 6 = 0.5. Upper: A = 2.5 and p = 0.2, lower: » =5.0 and p = 0.3.
The harvesting starts after # = 100. In the lower case, the chaotic oscillation transits to a dumping oscillation toward an
equilibrium. (b) Numerically obtained bifurcation diagram: p-dependence of the limit state as t — oco. @ = 1; u = 1;
A =5.0;b=0.756 =0.5.
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occur. Therefore, we can conclude that the paradox of pest control may be essentially caused by
an inter-specific reaction.
3.4.2. A concave polynomial function

In this section, let us consider the following concave function IT:

a

- <£> for0 < p < pe;
Pe

0 for p > p.,

I(p) =

where p, is a positive constant beyond which every host cannot escape from being parasitized.
Although this function does not satisfy all our assumptions for the function IT because it is not
differentiable at p = p,, every assumption is satisfied in [0, p,) with any positive parameter
a < 1. Since any positive p* must be in [0, p,), we focus p in [0, p,).

In this case, we obtain

d o\
SO = 1 -a) (p—) —1 17
P p

Therefore, the sign of d{Q(p)I1(p)}/dp at p = p* depends on the value of p*, necessarily
depending on the function R.

At first, let us consider the simplest case with @ = 1, when IT is a piecewise linear function. In
this case, we can easily find that d{Q(p)T1(p)}/dp = —1 for any p in [0, p.). Therefore, from
the sufficient condition (12), the condition that &y ,(p*) < 0 is satisfied independently of the
value of p*, so that the paradox can occur. Now we additionally assume a similar general concave
function for R:

n\?
R(h) = 1_<h_g) forO <h < hy;
0 for h > h,,

where h, and b are positive constants. For i > h,, the reproduction of host population fails
at all, and the host population goes extinct. This is a case of scramble competition in the host
population. To satisfy every assumption in our model, we consider only the case of » < 1 and focus
h in [0, h,). Especially in case of « =1 and b = 1 for IT and R given above, we can explicitly
obtain the population sizes at the coexistent equilibrium:

<h*,p*)=( Pe - Pe )
u(l—p) ML= p){1— pe/(th.)}

Indeed, the equilibrium host population size 2* is monotonically increasing in terms of p, while
the equilibrium parasite population size p* is monotonically decreasing.

In this case with the piecewise linear growth function R with b = 1, the host population has a
humped reproduction curve when the parasite is absent. The host population is under a scramble
type of intra-specific competition. So, in accordance with the result of [22], the equilibrium host
population size kj; in case of no parasite is increasing in terms of p, because we indeed have

L _ 1-1/0Aa-p)
T+ 1-0)A2-p)

and can easily get the necessary and sufficient condition for the paradoxical increase of Aj in
terms of p at the stable equilibrium (%, 0) [22].

h

e
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Next, let us consider the case of a # 1 and b # 1 for IT and R given above. For mathematical
simplicity, we consider the case of & = 1, when the sign of &4 ,(p) is determined only by that of
d{Q(p)I1(p)}/dp. From Equation (5), we have the following equation to determine the value of

pP* b(l—a)/a 1
N a

P
where P* = (p*/p.)* and M = (uh./p.)**=2. From this equation, we can easily prove that
the condition for the existence of coexistent equilibrium (2*, p*) is to satisfy that A(1 — p) > 1,
and that P* is monotonically decreasing in terms of the value of A(1 — p).

From Equation (17),d{Q(p)I1(p)}/dp < Oat p = p*ifandonly if P* > 1 — a. The condition
that P* > 1 — a is now equivalentto U(1 —a) > 1/{A(1 — p)}, that is,

l—ua b(l—a)/a 1
ali- ( ) S S
M A1 = p)

This inequality brings the following condition for the value of b:

a log[l—1/{ar(1— p)}]
l1—a log{(1 —a)/M}

b >

b

where it is necessary that aiA(1 — p) > land M > 1 — q, that is,

1
a> max[_,l_M].
A1 -p)
Consequently, in this case, the emergence of the paradox requires both the sufficiently strong
density dependence of the probability of successful escape from the parasitism and the sufficiently
strong density effect on the host population growth.

3.4.3. A concaverational function

In this section, let us consider the following rational function IT:

(p) = (18)

L+ Cpo)f”
where C, «, B are positive constants, and « < 1. This function satisfies all assumptions for IT in
our model.

Incase of « = 1, 8 = k and C = 1/k, Equation (18) gives the negative binomial function for
I1. In this case, we can easily prove that

>0 fork <1;

d
E{Q(P)H(P)} <0 fork> L

for any positive value of p. Therefore, the paradox occurs independently of the value of p* for
k > 1. The larger value of k means the strong density dependence of the probability of successful
escape from the parasitism: As k gets larger, the probability more steeply decreases for increasing
parasite population density. This result implies that the paradox is more likely to occur in such
a situation as the strong density dependence of the probability of successful escape from the
parasitism. Strong parasitism is likely to cause the paradox.
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Figure 3. (a) Analytical result about the paradox emergence for (1) with the general concave rational function (18) in
case of & = 1. For (a, B) of the region indicated by “NO PARADOX", the paradox never occurs. For («, 8) of the white
region indicated by “p*-dependence", the paradox emergence depends on the features of the density effect function R and
on the other parameter values. The nontrivial equilibrium (h*, p*) always exists. (b) Numerically drawn p-dependence
of the limiting state of A (k > 1) for (1) with the general concave rational function (18) and the Beverton-Holt type
density effect function (16). 6 = 0.5; A = 4.0; u = 1.0; b = 1.0; C = 1.0; « = 0.8. (b-1) 8 = 1.0; (b-2) 8 = 2.0; (b-3)
B =3.0; (b-4) B = 4.0.

As for the general case of Equation (18), again for mathematical simplicity, we focus the case
of 6 =1, when the sign of ®, ,(p) is determined only by that of d{Q(p)IT(p)}/dp. We can
immediately obtain the («, 8)-dependence of the paradox emergence as shown in Figure 3a. We
remark that there is a case that only the features of IT ensures the non-emergence of paradox, as
indicated by the region of o8 < 1 in Figure 3a. The paradox emergence requires the condition
thateB > 1. Indeed, numerical calculations show the paradoxical increase of the equilibrium host
population size as p gets larger in case of o > 1 (see Figure 3b).

4. Concluding remarks

In this paper, we show that, for a family of host—parasite systems, the host harvesting at the
coexistent equilibrium is likely to make the equilibrium host population density larger, while it
makes the equilibrium parasite population density smaller. We analytically proved that such a
paradoxical increase of the equilibrium host density occurs even when the harvesting does not
directly affect the parasite population at all. This result suggests that such a paradox would not
be necessarily caused by the reduction of the parasite (natural enemy) population due to the
harvesting itself, for example, by a pesticide. The host population is reduced by the harvesting,
and simultaneously the intraspecific density effect is weakened. At the same time, the decrease of
the host density causes the reduction of the net reproduction rate of the parasite. Since the parasite
population eventually decreases under the repetitive harvesting operation targeted to the host, the
paradox could emerge if the reduction of the parasite’s reproduction rate would be so serious that
the parasite population cannot compensate it with parasitizing the host population successfully
escaping from the harvesting.

As seen for model (1) with the negative binomial function IT, (18) with « =1, 8 =k and
C = 1/k, the emergence of the paradox depends on the intensity of parasitism. In case of a
sufficiently strong parasitism, the decrease of the host population by the harvesting would signif-
icantly reduce the parasite’s reproductive success and eventually make the equilibrium parasite
population density smaller, which could subsequently enhance the paradoxical increase of the
host population density.
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In our model, we have analytically shown that the parasite equilibrium population size is
monotonically decreasing in terms of the strength of harvesting, represented by the parameter
o. This means that the natural enemy (= parasite) population size is necessarily decreased by
the pest (= host) control operation, even when the operation does not directly affect the natural
enemy at all. Therefore, even though the natural enemy population density would decrease after a
pesticide application against a pest, it is likely that it would not be caused by the pesticide effect,
and instead would be resulted in with the native interspecific reaction between the pest and the
natural enemy.

We conclude that a combined effect of the reduction of the host’s intraspecific density effect and
that of the parasite’s reproduction rate could enhance the emergence of the paradox. Therefore,
the emergence of the paradox in the pest control would not necessarily require the direct effect
on the enemy population, the appearance of some pesticide-resistance, the trophobiosis or the
pest hormesis due to the pest control operation. The purely ecological balance in the native
population dynamics may do cause it, as Huffaker [10] emphasized the importance of ‘balance of
nature’ and ‘density-dependent’ population regulation in the system involving the pest. For the
pest control, the native species interactions are important as the key factors to determine the
success/failure of additional control operation on the system. Therefore, in this reason, some
integrated pest management (IPM) designed case by case would be necessary for the practical
pest control [18,20,21,23-25].

In our model, harvesting before or earlier in the parasitism season is more likely to cause the
paradoxical increase of the host population density. This result implies that the success of a pest
control operation would depend on its schedule. The design of IPM should pay attention to how
and when the pest control operations are scheduled.

Until now we have not found any experimental or observational report properly corresponding
to our model, although there have been a number of researches on the resurgence. This may
be because the studied resurgences in the previous works were mostly for the outbreak of a
pest population after the application of a pesticide, instead of for simply an increase of the pest
population size. We expect that some experiments in laboratory with a periodic partial reduction
of a feeding population (e.g., of an insect, or of a fish in the fishery) could be conducted to show
the paradoxical increase of the equilibrium population size which we have shown in this paper.
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