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Background: There has long been uncertainty about the relative size of the "dark" numbers,
the infected population sizes and the actual fatality rate in the COVID-19 pandemic and thus how
the pandemic impacts the healthcare system. As a result it was initially predicted that the COVID-
19 epidemic in Denmark would overwhelm the healthcare system and thus both the diagnosis and
treatment of other hospital patients were compromised for an extended period.
Aim: To develop a robust method for reliable estimation of the epidemic and the healthcare sys-

tem load in Denmark, both retrospectively and prospectively. To do this a new pandemic simulation
had to be developed that accounts for the size and the infection impact of the infectious incubating
and asymptomatic infected individuals (dark numbers).
Methods: Our epidemic simulation is based on a SEIRS (Susceptible - Exposed - Infected - Re-

covered - Susceptible) model, coupled to a simple healthcare model that also includes deaths outside
hospital settings. The SEIRS model has separate assessments of asymptomatic and symptomatic
cases with different immunological memories. The main data used for parameter estimation in the
models are hospital and ICU occupations, death data, serological data of antibody prevalence from
the onset through August 2020 together with hospital data and clinical data about the viral infec-
tion. Optimal model parameters are in part identified by Monte Carlo based Least Square Error
methods while micro-outbreaks are modeled by noise and explored in Monte Carlo simulations.
Estimates for the infected population sizes are obtained by using a quasi steady state method.
Results: The age adjusted antibody prevalence in the general population in May 2020 was

1.37%, which yields a relative frequency of symptomatic and asymptomatic cases of 1 to 5.2. Due
to the large asymptomatic population found, the actual mortality rate to date is 0.4%. However,
with no behavioral and policy restrictions the COVID-19 death toll would have more than doubled
the national average yearly deaths within a year. The transmission rate R0 was 5.4 in the initial
free epidemic period, 0.4 in the lock-down period and 0.8 -1.0 in the successive re-opening periods
through August 2020. The estimated infected population size July 15 to August 15 was 2, 100
and 12, 200 for October 1 - 20, 2020. The efficiency of the applied daily testing strategy for both
periods are estimated to be 40% of the PCR observable infected. Of more theoretical interest we
demonstrate how the critical infection parameters for COVID-19 are tightly related in a so-called
iso-symptomatic infection diagram.
Conclusions: Our simulation may be useful if a major infection wave occurs in the winter season

as it could make robust estimates both for the scale of an ongoing expanding epidemic and for
the expected load on the healthcare system. Our simulation may also be useful to assess a future
controlled epidemic, e.g. as a basis for evaluating different testing strategies based on estimated
infected population sizes. Finally, we believe our simulation can be adjusted and scaled to other
regions and countries, which we illustrate with Spain and the US.
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I. INTRODUCTION

COVID-19 was a new infection that initially hit the Chi-
nese city Wuhan. Therefore it took some time before its
severity and pandemic properties were realized by China,
WHO, CDC and ECDC. The Chinese outbreak was re-
ported to WHO December 31, 2019 and its Emergency

Committee declared a Public Health Emergency of In-
ternational Concern January 30, 2020 and a global pan-
demic situation March 11, 2020 [29]. The international
spread of the COVID-19 pandemic was facilitated by the
Chinese New Year celebration, which took place January
15 - February 11. During this period millions of Chinese
people traveled inside China and from abroad e.g. Eu-
rope and North America to China to visit their families
and then returned after the end of the New Year celebra-
tion [20]. Wuhan locked down January 23, 2020 and the
rest of China subsequently followed that decision [44].

Many Chinese stay and work in large European cities.
One of these cities is Milan, Lombardy, Italy south of
the Alps. This was the first region in a western country
to be heavily hit by the pandemic officially beginning
February 21, 2020 [20] [1]. In February, many schools in
Europe closed for one week for winter holiday over which
thousands of adults and children traveled from all over
Europe to the Alps for skiing.

The first case of COVID-19 reported in Denmark came
from Northern Italy February 27, 2020 and subsequently
139 Danes came home after ski-holiday in Northern Italy
and Austria, mostly from Ischgl [4], where they had
contracted COVID-19 during the school holiday period,
which in Denmark ended February 23. The epidemic in
Denmark (5.82 mil. inhabitants) developed rapidly and
the Statens Serum Institut (SSI), the Danish national
center for disease control, estimated that the transmis-
sion rate per infected person, R0 was 2.6 and the preva-
lence increased exponentially until March 11, when WHO
declared that the COVID-19 was a pandemic and Den-
mark closed down in the following days [9]. The adjusted
information from SSI released June 11, 2020 indicates
that altogether 1, 488 persons contracted the infection
abroad over the first month of the Danish epidemic, ini-
tially mostly from Austria and Northern Italy. The ex-
act number of infected that started the Danish epidemic
is not clear, so after reviewing the data we decided to
approximate the initial infection number to be 690 per
February 24, 2020, which is also the number we use as
initial conditions in our simulations [40] [17].

COVID-19 was initially imported from skiing areas in
the Alps, but then local spread took place inside Den-
mark so the national strategy changed from prevention
and containment to mitigation March 11, 2020 [40], and
testing for SARS-CoV-2 was restricted to patients who
needed treatment in hospitals mainly because of a severe
shortage of testing equipment. After April 1st the na-
tional testing strategy was changed and more people were
gradually tested leading to more information about the
spread of the epidemic. This change to a more compre-
hensive testing strategy gradually increased and became
stable between April 21 and May 17, 2020 [17].

The policies for closing down Denmark were fully im-
plemented by March 17, 2020 and soon thereafter the
number of new hospitalized COVID-19 cases decreased
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dramatically. The observed number of hospitalized pa-
tients already peaked April 7-8 (535 total hospital pa-
tients Htot, of which 146 were patients in ICUs). There-
after the numbers gradually decreased.

After Easter a gradual re-opening of Denmark began
April 20, 2020, and continued with fixed intervals of 2-
4 weeks until June 8, 2020. Altogether, by August 31,
2020 there had been a total of 17, 084 SARS-CoV-2 pos-
itively tested persons, 3, 031 of whom were hospitalized
(∼17.7%) and 416 of those patients were treated in ICUs
(∼ 13.7%), while 625 infected died (∼ 3.7%). As of Au-
gust 31, 2020 there were 20 hospitalized including four in
ICUs[40].

There were five local outbreaks in Denmark between
April 10 and August 31, 2020, with the last two started
around August 1, 2020. One outbreak was at a meat pro-
cessing plant in the city of Ringsted where the infection
was introduced by a Polish worker who then mainly in-
fected other Polish workers. Approximately 150 workers
from the meat processing plant were infected before the
outbreak was eliminated by mid August. The other out-
break was in the city of Århus and was associated with
a soccer game July 26th and associated celebrations, a
university weekend seminar attended by 80 students, the
Muslim Eid festival July 30 - August 3, and a funeral
of a Somalian rap-musician, which was attended by 500
people. Some of the infected unfortunately included bus
drivers that spread the infection to neighboring regions.
About 2/3 of the Århus cases were among people origi-
nating from Somalia and Palestine and the majority of
the infected were young people. The highest incidence
per 100,000 inhabitants in Århus during the outbreak
was 99 and the outbreak was conquered by the end of
August. [54].

Since we now have more information about the nature
of COVID-19, and since there are still many unanswered
questions regarding the future of the Danish epidemic, we
have developed a mathematical model and a correspond-
ing simulation of it. We calibrate the simulation using
the official retrospective Danish hospital, ICU occupa-
tion data and death data as well as a national serological
antibody test conducted late May 2020. Our simulation
is used to investigate unanswered questions regarding the
relative frequency of symptomatic versus asymptomatic
infected, their relative infectiveness, R0, during the pan-
demic, final mortality, as well as the connection to an-
tibody development among the infected. We believe the
simulation can be used as a basis for evaluating and im-
proving contact tracing policies because it provides base-
lines for the infected populations sizes as well as the ob-
servable parts of these populations. Our simulation can
also be used for scenario forecasting of possible future
COVID-19 infection waves e.g. following a pattern simi-
lar to the well-known yearly influenza pandemic. Further
we believe the model is not limited to Denmark, but is
applicable elsewhere in other regions and countries deal-

ing with the COVID-19 pandemic, if it is re-calibrated
appropriately to fit the other population sizes, health-
care details and imposed policies [45] [49].

Since our model is a macroscopic description it has a
number of limitations, e.g. regarding the potential im-
pact of behaviors of individuals that agent based models
would be better suited to address. As for all mathemati-
cal models, our model should be viewed as a tool to help
our understanding of the current nature of the pandemic,
as well as how the pandemic might develop in the future.

II. EMPIRICAL EPIDEMIOLOGICAL DATA

A. Main data source

To inform, test and validate our simulation we use the
available data for the total hospital Htot and ICU oc-
cupations, as well as non-hospital and total death toll
numbers from the onset of the Danish epidemic through
August 2020 that are published daily by SSI, Statens
Serum Institut (SSI) [54], the Danish national center for
disease control. The time-series of these data are shown
in Fig 1.

We use additional data from SSI. These include the ini-
tial influx of newly infected individuals into Denmark in
February 2020, recall discussion in previous section. We
also use hospital admission data and the daily number
of PCR positive individuals from both outside and in-
side of the hospital system, that are used to estimate the
so-called daily transmission contact number, also called
"contact number", Rt [54]. The Rts measure the cur-
rent changes in the infection trend and thus allow us to
better understand the detailed (micro) properties of the
empirical data after the initial infection peak.

It should be noted that SSI has modified minor de-
tails in the COVID-19 data multiple times during the
period February through August 2020. However, these
small changes have not had any measurable impact on
our investigations or conclusions. All data are shown
and further discussed in Appendix A.

B. Asymptomatic versus symptomatic
SARS-CoV-2 positive persons

Several publications have investigated the infectious po-
tential of COVID-19 positive individuals and the ra-
tio between asymptomatic persons and symptomatic pa-
tients. Of the 567 elderly SARS-CoV-2 positive pas-
sengers on the cruise ship Diamond Princess (median
age 68 years), 46.5% were asymptomatic [35][51]. The
young staff (median age 30 years) of the USS Navy car-
rier Theodore Roosevelt arriving in Guam was infected
with COVID-19 and of the 382 surveyed service members
81.5% reported one or more symptoms whereas 18.5%
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Figure 1: Daily total hospital Htot (which includes ICU) and
ICU occupation data, as well as total deaths updated daily
and non-hospital (mainly eldercare facilities) deaths updated
weekly from March 9 to August 31, 2020 [54].

were asymptomatic [31]. The passengers and staff of
a cruise ship departing from Ushuaia, Argentina on a
3 week cruise to Antarctic were infected with COVID-
19, of which 128 passengers and crew tested positive
for COVID-19. Only 19% were symptomatic whereas
81% were asymptomatic [21]. Based on these three care-
fully observed groups of patients, the percentage of symp-
tomatic persons ranges from 19 to 81.5%. The percent-
age of asymptomatic persons ranges from 18.5 to 81%
between these 3 groups. A meta-analysis estimated that
about 40% of children are asymptomatic [56]. Obviously,
there is a grey zone between asymptomatic and symp-
tomatic infected where some authors differentiate asymp-
tomatic and weakly symptomatic while others join these
two groups into one class of asymptomatic and only view
more severely symptomatic as being symptomatic.

Further, SARS-CoV-2 positive persons in the last part
of their incubation time, before they turn symptomatic
(thus still being pre-symptomatic), have been shown to
harbor the same level of virus RNA in saliva and na-
sopharyngeal secretions as symptomatic COVID-19 pa-
tients and therefore are assumed to be nearly as infectious
as symptomatic patients [36][29][13][47][7][25]. Note that
this is not the case for incubating persons that later turn
asymptomatic.

The mortality of COVID-19 is calculated in two ways:
A Case Fatality Rate (CFR) which is the proportion of
deaths from COVID-19 compared to the total number
of individuals diagnosed with the disease for a particu-
lar period. The mortality is also calculated as Infection
Fatality Rate (IFR) which is the proportion of deaths
among all infected individuals, including symptomatic
and asymptomatic and undiagnosed subjects (e.g. based

on sero-prevalence studies).

C. Immunological memory

During COVID-19 infection an antibody response devel-
ops which involves IgM, IgG and IgA. At least 91 com-
mercial antibody tests have been designed mostly using
quantitative ELISA- or qualitative Rapid lateral flow im-
munoassays [42]. Nearly all patients have developed IgM,
IgG and IgA antibodies 3 weeks after onset of the infec-
tion [50][55][46][8]. In one study of 70 Chinese patients,
virus neutralizing antibodies correlated with antibodies
measured by ELISA test [48], but in a study of 62 Euro-
pean patients only 66% developed protective antibodies
as determined by virus neutralization tests [22]. The du-
ration of the antibody response to SARS-CoV-2 is not yet
known, but the experience from the related SARS-CoV
infected patients is, that 94% of the patients still had de-
tectable IgG antibodies after 1 year and 50-74% of the pa-
tients after 4 years [23][26]. After mild or asymptomatic
MERS CoV infection, antibodies were either limited or
rapidly declined within 3 months whereas the antibody
response in severe infections would last for 2-3 years [23].
Preliminary results and calculations from China indicate
similar dynamics of the SARS-CoV-2 antibody response
[45][49].

III. THE EPIDEMIC MODEL SYSTEM

Our basic SEIRS (Susceptible - Exposed - Infectious - Re-
covered - Susceptible) style model assumes a single pop-
ulation that can be in one of three infectious states: in-
cubation Ii, asymptomatic Ia, and symptomatic Is. The
Ii state is analogous to the Exposed state in the classical
SEIR model although infection is also possible from the
Ii state in our model formulation. The population starts
from being susceptible S. After transitioning through in-
cubation Ii into one of the two infectious states Ia and Is,
the cases and ends up as either recovered R or dead D.
All three of the infectious states Ix, x = i, s, a can reduce
the susceptible population S by transitioning members
thereof into Ii.

A small fraction of the recovered R slowly moves back
to the susceptible population S as only a time limited
immunity is assumed, which we refer to as the popula-
tion’s average immunological memory. Since there likely
is a significant difference in the immunological memory
for the symptomatic and the asymptomatic infected we
have disaggregated the recovered population into Ra and
Rs with short and long immunological memory respec-
tively. The rate of recovered population members once
again becoming susceptible is given by ξyRy, y = a, s,
which is reflected in the positive terms in the first ex-
pression in equation set (1).
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During the infection, a fraction of the symptomatic
population Is can become seriously ill and is either trans-
ferred to a hospital H or an ICU . From the regular hos-
pital unit H patients can recover, move to an ICU , or
die D. Patients from ICU can ether move to H or die D.
Seriously ill individuals can also die at home or in an el-
dercare facility. These non-hospital deaths are indicated
by M , where terminally ill patients arrive directly from
Is.

A flow diagram of the infection and healthcare dynam-
ics is shown in Fig. 2.

The differential equations that define the flow in Fig.
2 are given in Eqs. 1 and 2.

Ii	
Is	

Ia	
S	

Rs	

ICU	

H	

D	

S	=	suscep)ble	
Ii	=	incuba)on	
Ia	=	asymptoma)c	
Is	=	symptoma)c		
Ra	=	recovered	asymp.	
Rs	=	recovered	symp.	
	
H	=	hospital		
ICU	=	intensive	care	unit		
M	=	home/care	facility	
Ra	=	recovered	

M	

Ra	

Figure 2: Flow through the SEIRS based model system. The
equation system that defines the dynamics is given by Eqs.
(1) and (2). Individuals start as susceptible S that can be-
come infected and initially go through an incubation phase
Ii, then become either symptomatic Is or asymptomatic Ia,
and eventually recover Rs, Ra or die D. Note that part of
the incubation phase Ii can also spread the infection. The
dashed lines indicate the fact that the various infectious cases
Ix, x = i, a, s can infect members of the remaining S popula-
tion. Some symptomatic infected Is may become seriously ill
and are either transferred to a hospital H or an ICU . From
the regular hospital unit H patients can recover, move to an
ICU , or die D. Patients from ICUs can ether move to H
or die D. A small fraction of the symptomatic infected Is
symptomatic individuals may also die D in a non-hospital lo-
cation M . These non-hospital deaths are also accounted for
separately.

The epidemic dynamics is defined by SEIRS model as

follows:
dS

dt
= −(βiIi + βaIa + βsIs)S/N + ξsRs + ξaRa

dIi
dt

= (βiIi + βaIa + βsIs)S/N − γiIi (1)

dIa
dt

= (1− ρs)γiIi − γaIa
dIs
dt

= ρsγiIi − γsIs
dRa
dt

= γaIa − ξaRa,

dRs
dt

= (1− hfrac −mfrac)γsIs + ρh,rγhH − ξsRs,

where the parameters are further discussed in Table 1.
Negative terms in the above equations indicate loss of
respective population members with time, while positive
terms indicate population member growth. The equation
for the change in the susceptible population S describes
how susceptible are infected from three different popu-
lations Ii, Ia, and Is with different rates βi, βa, and βs
normalized by the population size N , while recovered in-
dividuals slowly becomes susceptible again as they lose
their immunity, where we assume longer immunity time
1/ξs days for the recovered symptomatic Rs and a shorter
immunity time 1/ξa days for the recovered asymptomatic
Ra. The newly infected are moved from S to Ii, the incu-
bating population where they on average reside for 1/γi
days. On average 1 − ρs of the incubated Ii becomes
asymptomatic Ia where they on average reside for 1/γa
days. Also, ρs of the incubated Ii becomes symptomatic
Is where they on average reside for 1/γs days.

However, a small fraction hfrac of the Is population
becomes severely ill and are hospitalized, see Eqs. (2),
while another small fraction mfrac becomes so ill that
they are not moved into the hospital system but stay at
home or in a home care facility before dying, see Eqs. (2).
All asymptomatic individuals Ia recover and are moved
into Ra where we assume they retain some immunity for
an average of 1/ξa days. Finally, most symptomatic in-
fected recover Rs directly from Is, as well as from the
hospital system H, see Eqs. (2), where we assume they
retain some immunity for an average of 1/ξs days.

The dynamics of the hospital including its ICU and
their deaths, as well as the non-hospital death dynamics
are defined as follows:

dH

dt
= αhfracγsIs + ρicu,hγicuICU − γhH

dICU

dt
= (1− α)hfracγsIs + ρh,icuγhH − γicuICU(2)

dDtot

dt
= ρh,dγhH + (1− ρicu,h)γicuICU + γmM

dM

dt
= mfracγsIs − γmM

dDm

dt
= γmM
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where the parameters are further discussed in Table I.
Severely ill symptomatic individuals enter the hospital
system at a rate given by hfracγsIs where a fraction
αhfracγsIs goes directly to the regular hospital unit while
(1 − α)hfracγsIs directly enters into an ICU . The size
of hfrac is critical for the scaling of the pandemic as the
hospital data are the central empirical data by which
the simulation is adjusted. We use the age disaggre-
gated data for hospital admissions from Ferguson et al.
2020 [18] together with the actual age distribution within
Denmark to estimate an expected aggregated hfrac, see
Appendix A for details. The regular hospital H also re-
ceives a certain fraction ρicu,h of the improved patients
from the ICU as expressed by ρicu,hγicuICU , while pa-
tients from H leave the hospital after an average period
of 1/γh days. Patients from H either recover into Rs, or
become more ill and move into ICU , or die and move into
Dtot. The ICU population, as mentioned above, receives
(1 − α)hfracγsIs directly from Is as well as ρh,icuγhH
patients from H. ICU patients leave the population
with the rate γicuICU and either improve and move
to H with the already mentioned rate ρicu,hγicuICU ,
or die with the rate (1 − ρicu,h)γicuICU . The accumu-
lated death toll stems from the hospital rate as ρh,dγhH,
from the ICU rate as (1− ρicu,h)γicuICU and from the
non-hospital/ICU associated rate as γmM . Finally, the
symptomatic population that eventually dies in a non-
hospital location M is given by mfracγsIs with a sick
period of an average 1/γm days where mfrac is signifi-
cantly smaller than hfrac The non-hospital death tally
are accounted for separately on a weekly basis in Dm,
while they also are counted in the total death toll Dtot.

A. Infection parameters and relative frequency of
symptomatic and asymptomatic infected

With ρs we express the relative frequency by which an
individual moves from the incubation state to the symp-
tomatic state, while ρa = 1 − ρs expresses the fre-
quency of movement to the asymptomatic state. We may
now define the relation between the infection parameters
βi, βa, βs in the SEIRS model as follows:

βa = ζβs (3)
βi = (ρsβs + (1− ρs)βa)τ (4)
βi = βs(ρs + (1− ρs)ζ)τ (5)

assuming that βi and βa can both be defined relative to
βs and 0 < ζ ≤ 1.0 since we assume the asymptomatic
are always less infectious than the symptomatic infected.
The value of βi in Eq. (4) is defined as the weighted sum
of individuals that eventually become symptomatic and
asymptomatic respectively, and where τ may be viewed
as the fraction of the incubation time they are infectious.
If we e.g. assume the incubating individuals are infec-

Parameter List
Para-
meters

Definitions Default
values

Referen-
ces

βi incubation infection
rate

variable SE

βa asymptomatic infec-
tion rate

variable SE

βs symptomatic infec-
tion rate

variable
(1.09/day)

SE

γi 1/(incubation pe-
riod)

1/(5 days) [6]

γa 1/(asymptomatic pe-
riod)

1/(10
days)

[6]

γs 1/(symptomatic pe-
riod)

1/(10
days)

[6]

ρs symptomatic fraction variable
(0.16)

SE

ξa 1/(immunological
memory for Ra)

1/(60
days)

see section
IIC

ξs 1/(immunological
memory for Rs)

1/(700
days)

see section
IIC

hfrac Is fraction hospital-
ized incl ICU

variable
(0.082)

[18]

mfrac Is fraction terminal
ill non-hospital

variable
(0.0081)

SE

α fraction to H 0.85 SE
ρh,r H fraction to R variable

(0.775)
SE

ρh,icu H fraction to ICU variable
(0.135)

SE

ρicu,h ICU fraction to H 0.72 [54] and
SE

ρh,d H fraction to D variable
(0.09)

SE

γm 1/(non-hospital ter-
minal ill period)

1/(8 to 10
days)

SE

γh 1/(hospitalization
period)

1/(8 days) [54] and
SE

γicu 1/(ICU period) 1/(10
days)

[54] and
SE

Table I: Table with input parameters to the combined SEIRS,
hospital and home care model. SE = simulation estimates.
The table parameter values, sometimes in parentheses, refer
to a "standard run". It will be indicated in the text if different
parameters are used. Note that ρh,r + ρh,icu + ρh,d = 1.

tious the last 1.5 days (0.3) of the average 5 day incuba-
tion time [25] we get

βi = βs(ρs + (1− ρs)ζ)0.3. (6)

We may use clinical data to estimate a reasonable ζ
value. Clinical investigations indicate the viral load in
saliva from symptomatic and asymptomatic is compara-
ble and that the peak viral load in saliva is found the
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last day of the incubation time [36] [29] [13] [47] [25].
Symptomatic children and adults have the same amount
of SARS-CoV-2 in the upper respiratory tract [3].

From [28] it is further assumed that the relative in-
fectiousness for the last day of pre-symptomatic (incu-
bated that turns symptomatic) can be set to 1.00, while
the average of the severe symptomatic, the weak symp-
tomatic and the asymptomatic can be set to 0.89, 0.44
and 0.11 respectively during their infection time. In our
study we do not distinguish between weak symptomatic
and asymptomatic so the corresponding numbers for our
model are 1.00, 0.89 and ((0.44+0.11)/2 = 0.275). We
can now adjust Eqs. (3) and (4) so that they satisfy these
relative infectiousness numbers

βa = ζβs (7)

ζ =
0.275

0.89
= 0.309 (8)

βi =
βs

0.89

(
ρs

0.5 + 1.0

5
+ (1− ρs)

0.16 + 0.32

5

)
,(9)

where βs and ρs are defined as earlier, and we assume an
incubation time of 5 days. Eqs (7) - (9) are use in the
simulations. Note that Eq. (9) can be rewritten as

βi = βs (ρs + (1− ρs) ζδ) 0.3371 (9a)

so it has the same form as Eq. (6) with the insertion of
an extra factor δ = 1.0356 so that Eq. (9a) is identical
to Eq. (9) for standard parameters, recall Table I. The
main difference between this infection model and the sim-
pler infection model given by Eqs. (3) - (6) is a slightly
higher level of relative infectiousness for the incubating
population for standard parameters. Simulation experi-
ments with both types of infection models convinced us
that we could obtain better fits with data if we adopt a
higher weight to the incubating population. This is par-
ticularly clear when investigating the shape of the initial
infection peak in the hospital data.

As neither the proportionality factor ζ between βs and
βa nor the frequency ρs of symptomatic versus asymp-
tomatic in Eqs. (4) and (9) are well known (October
2020), the initial part of this work is to explore the epi-
demiological impact of the relationship between ζ, βs, βa
and βi as well as ξs, ξa and ρs under different assump-
tions. Note that both infection models Eqs. (3) - (6) and
Eqs. (7) - (9) assume a free epidemic. Policy interven-
tions may be implemented by modifying the appropriate
β parameters.

IV. METHODS

The mathematical models defined in Eqs. (1) and (2)
have a variety of parameters, where some are well de-
fined, e.g. from clinical data, while most are restricted

by the necessity for the simulations to reproduce the mea-
sured antibody data, the historical hospital and ICU oc-
cupation data, as well as the death data both from the
hospital system and elsewhere.

The relationship between the infection parameters
βi, βa, and βs is based on clinical studies, recall Eqs. (3)
- (6) and Eqs. (7) - (9). The value of ρs, the fraction
of symptomatic infected, is mainly determined by the
observed serological antibody response, which was con-
ducted May 8 - 28, 2020, and published in early June 2020
[54], together with the average antibody decay-times
1/ξa, 1/ξs from the asymptomatic and symptomatic in-
fected respectively.

The average antibody decay times 1/ξa, 1/ξs are es-
timated based on existing knowledge about SARS and
other corona viruses, recall Section IIC. Despite these re-
strictions a few parameter combinations still have some
degrees of freedom, in particular hfrac [18] and mfrac

that scale the size of Is and thus the whole pandemic.
Also, it has been difficult to obtain explicit data for the
fraction of the seriously ill that are directly admitted to
a hospital H (α) versus ICU (1 - α), as well as ρh,icu and
ρh,d, the fraction that are moved from a hospital to an
ICU and the fraction that dies from a hospital without
going to ICU respectively. We will further discuss all
parameters in the Results and Discussion sections.

Besides parameter variations, the mathematical mod-
els in Eqs. (1) and (2) could be made more realistic by
including more details, i.e. more detailed functional re-
lationships and more state variables. Both a geographic
disaggregation and an age disaggregation would be use-
ful, but these model extensions are outside the scope of
the current study.

Our current study seeks a better understanding of
the relationships between βs( and thus R0), ζ, ρs and the
ξs, ξa pair for the COVID-19 pandemic. It also seeks to
to provide useful information about "What if?" scenar-
ios, including potential infection wave scenarios assumed
to follow the well-known winter influenza patterns. We
base our investigations on the simplest model we believe
is able to provide such insights. Such a model is pre-
sented in Fig. 2 and Eqs. (1) and (2). Further, by
adding noise to the mean field approach defined in Eqs.
(1) and (2), we can also interpret the impact of localized
micro-outbreaks of the pandemic, as well as other fluc-
tuations found in the empirical data. We investigate the
impact of noise and compare the interpretation with the
mean field approach without noise.

A. R0 for the SEIRS model

The basic reproduction number R0 can be derived from
our SEIRS model system, recall Eqs. (1), and is given
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below. See Appendix D for details.

R0 =
βi
γi

+
(1− ρs)βa

γa
+
ρsβs
γs

. (10)

Here βx is the average infection parameter for each of
the infected subpopulations, Ix, γx is one divided with
the average infection period for each of the infected sub-
populations and ρs is the fraction of incubating that be-
comes symptomatic. In the following sections we shall,
when appropriate, estimate the numerical value for R0

during the different stages of the Danish epidemic.

B. Lockdown and re-opening of the country

The first documented COVID-19 infected arrived in Den-
mark in late February. On March 11, 2020 the Dan-
ish Prime minister announced that the country would be
closing down in the following days, which meant that all
non-essential professional activities would be shut down,
social distancing (2 meters) and enhanced hand sanita-
tion were imposed, only essential shopping was recom-
mended (food and pharmacy), at most 10 individuals
were allowed to gather at the same time, movement be-
tween different parts of the country was discouraged, in-
ternational borders were closed, but face masks were not
made mandatory. Further, any symptomatic individual
with influenza-like symptoms were highly encouraged to
self-isolate and seek medical advice and everybody who
had been in contact with an infected were also highly
encouraged to self-isolate.

We model the closedown process of the country as a
sigmoid function for the infection parameters βs, βa, and
βi over a period of approximately 7 days. For all βx, x =
s, a, i, as defined in Eqs. (3) - (9) we get

βx(t) =
βx − dx

1 + e−ω(t−t0)
+ dx (11)

where ω defines the steepness of the sigmoid function, t0
the middle of the approximately 7 days lockdown process,
and ds, da, and di the infection parameters for βs, βa, and
βi immediately after country shut down. Once it was re-
alized that Denmark had been hit by the COVID-19 pan-
demic, all individuals with flu-like symptoms were highly
encoraged to self-isolate, so in the following we assume βs
remains at the low level ∼ 1% of the free pandemic value,
both during lockdown and after the country reopens.

We model the reopening of the country in a manner
similar to the closedown process, i.e. by increasing βa
and βi following the dates where the national reopen-
ing policies change. The reopening starts April 20 with
the reopening of schools for the youngest kids (K-5) to-
gether with a number of small businesses including den-
tists, hairdressers and other businesses where services are
rendered and where close physical proximity between a

provider and a costumer is necessary. Later reopening ac-
tivities were implemented May 7, 20, June 8, and August
14, 2020 [33].

We chose to model the reopening process as a slow
(linear) increase of βa and βi over that interval. Thus,
at time date1 April 20, 2020, when the country starts
reopening activities to date2, June 8, 2020, a slow linear
increase in βy, y = i, a occurs as defined below:

βy(t) = dy1 +
dy2 − dy1

date2 − date1
× (t− date1). (12)

At time date2, June 8, 2020, this linear increase levels off
and becomes flat with a constant βreopen1

y value. For the
second reopening, August 14 - 31, 2020, a linear increase
is again similarly defined leading to a constant βreopen2

y

using the August 31, 2020 value.
A graphical depiction of the reopening dynamics as

expressed in Eqs. (11) and (12) is shown in Fig. 3.
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2020   
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Figure 3: The middle of the governmental lockdown process
of the country occurs approximately March 16, 2020, 20 days
after the arrival of the initial group of COVID-19 infected.
The lockdown is modeled by a sigmoid function with the in-
flection point at the middle of the process, see Eq. (11) and
text for details. Successive governmental interventions that
gradually reopen the country are approximated as a linear
ramp starting April 20 and leveling off to a constant level
June 8, 2020. The last reopening, August 14 - 31, 2020, is
handled similarly, see Eqs. (11) and (12) and text for details.

C. Monte Carlo optimization of parameters

Wemay adjust the β parameters in Eqs. (1) and (2) man-
ually while at the same time ensuring that the scale of the
infection fits the data by adjusting ρs that determines the
relative sizes of the symptomatic and asymptomatic pop-
ulations. From the national serological test conducted in
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May 2020, the estimated number of recovered individu-
als is reported to be about 1.3% of the population (May
28, 2020) although this study only includes individuals
of age 18 or above.

The advantage of such an approach is that after some
time experimenting with the simulation, the experi-
menter obtains an intuitive understanding of how the
simulation reacts to parameter changes and minor pa-
rameter adjustments can be made iteratively.

Alternatively, we may use a Monte Carlo method (MC)
to randomly choose the parameter combinations from a
uniform distribution in given intervals in a given scenario.
This is done until a desired minimum value of the sum of
squared differences (LS) between the daily reported data
for total Danish hospital occupations and the same data
generated in the corresponding simulation is achieved.
For more details, see Appendix C.

Using the MC-LS method we initially need to ensure
the optimization process takes into account the appropri-
ate scale of the outbreak that can be obtained by adjust-
ing ρs. Thus we start the formal parameter optimization
by initially looping over slightly different ρs and differ-
ent βlockdowni and βlockdowna values followed by a two-step
MC-LS process:

(i) In the first step we optimize the β0’s at the onset
of the outbreak using the infection model given in Eqs.
(7) - (9) and optimize for the period February 24 - April
20, 2020. We assume the lockdown βLs ' 0.01×β0

s of the
outbreak value once the lockdown in a place, as virtually
all symptomatic individuals are isolated. We can now
optimize for β0

s (as well as β0
a and β0

i ) in the free outbreak
and lockdown period from February 24 to April 20 for
different fixed βlockdowna (and βlockdowni ) values, where
each optimization yields a slightly different β0

s : The lower
βlockdowna (and βlockdowni ), the higher β0

s .
(ii) In the second step we optimize two parameters si-

multaneously, βlockdowna and βreopen1
a (as well as βlockdowni

nd βreopen1
i ) from April 20 to August 14 with the corre-

sponding β0
s obtained in step (i), also using the infection

model given in Eqs. (7) - (9).
Going through the simulation with correct seropreva-

lence numbers for May 28, 2020, the MC solutions with
the smallest LS error in the second step is then selected.
Then the output from the MC-LS optimization yields the
following set of five parameters: β0

s , β
lockdown
a , βreopen1

a

and thus the associated βlockdowni and βreopen1
i .

As we shall see in the Results Section, the MC-LS
method tends to slightly underestimate β0

s compared to a
visual inspection mainly because of the historical details
of the data that are discussed in the next subsection.

D. The impact of noise

It is somewhat problematic using our mean field mod-
eling approach to analyze and understand the succes-

sive, small and localized epidemic outbreaks over the late
spring and summer of 2020. Although these outbreaks
are small due to the low national hospital occupation
numbers from May through August, most of these later
micro-outbreaks are actually reflected in the hospital ad-
mittance numbers. Further, as we inspect the hospital
admittance numbers for mid April 2020 they reveal a
"shoulder" in the data that can be seen as one or more
larger localized outbreaks overlaying a steadily decreas-
ing macroscopic trend in the hospital admittance data,
which is most clearly seen in Fig. 13(2), Appendix A.
Both these earlier (larger) and later (smaller) fluctuations
in the hospital data are also picked up in SSI’s daily es-
timated "contact number" Rt that essentially measures
the deviation from the currently observed number of in-
fected compared to an average over that last week [54].
Rt < 1 indicates decreasing observed infected, Rt > 1 in-
dicates increasing observed infected, while Rt ∼ 1 means
no change in the measured infection level. Rt is esti-
mated both from hospital admittance data and from the
observed infected (positively PCR tested) individuals in
the population at large.

When minimizing the least square error between the
generated total hospital occupation H + ICU in simula-
tion and the reported total hospital occupation, we ob-
scure these fluctuations in the observed data, which is un-
satisfactory as we also hope to understand the smaller de-
tails in the pandemic, in particular the micro-outbreaks.

This issue can be circumvented by viewing the localized
outbreaks as events generated by coincidences that can
be implemented by adding a noise term to the equation
set (1) that determines the dynamics for Ii as follows:

dS

dt
= −S(βiIi + βaIa + βsIs)/N

+ξsRs + ξaRa − Y (A(t), f) (1a)

dIi
dt

= S(βiIi + βaIa + βsIs)/N − γiIi + Y (A(t), f).(1b)

Here Y (A(t), f) is a Poisson point process with frequency
f and amplitude A(t), a local outbreak of size A at time
t that on average occurs with frequency f . We have in-
cluded −Y (A(t), f) in Eq. (1a) to maintain population
conservation by balancing out the same term in Eq. (1b).
The rest of the Eqs. (1) and (2) remain the same.

In the Results Section we review manual parameter
adjustment with and without noise as well as the MC-LS
parameter optimization without noise.

E. Quasi steady state approximation

For extended periods the hospital occupation may be ap-
proximately constant indicating a steady state situation
of the pandemic. For example, we saw that during the
period July - August, 2020. If we assume a quasi steady-
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state pandemic situation we approximately have:

dIi
dt

=
dIa
dt

=
dIs
dt

=
dHtot

dt
= 0. (13)

We can then use our model to estimate the sizes of the
infected background populations Ii, Ia, and Is as we can
calculate backwards from a known approximately con-
stant hospital occupation. In a steady state situation we
have hfracγsIs−(1−ρh,icu)γhH−(1−ρicu,h)γicuICU = 0
that expresses: what goes into the hospital system equals
what leaves the hospital system. With known parameters
hfrac, γs, ρh,icu, γh and known H and ICU populations
the size of Is can be estimated. Then Ia = ((1−ρs)/ρs)Is
and Ii = (Ia+Is)/2 as the average incubation time is half
the average time of both the symptomatic and asymp-
tomatic.

V. RESULTS

A. Visual inspection for infection parameter fitting

The typical infection dynamics generated by the SEIRS
model as defined by the equation system (1) are dis-
cussed in Fig. 4 while the corresponding hospital and
non-hospital dynamics defined by equation systems (2)
are discussed in Fig. 5. For this simulation, the frac-
tion of symptomatic infected is ρs = 0.16 and the infec-
tion model is defined by Eqs. (7) - (9), where β0

s =
1.09, βlockdowns = βreopen1

s = 0.01 × β0
s , βlockdowna =

0.1019 × β0
a, β

reopen1
a = 0.2305 × β0

a. These parameters
are selected by visual inspection of simulation output en-
suring an infection scale such that ∼ 79,700 individuals
had been infected by May 28, 2020 [54]. Other parameter
values used are shown in Table I.

It is noted that the large size of the infected total used
above is because we also include the asymptomatic in-
fected, which are estimated to be ∼ 5.2 times larger than
the symptomatic infected. Initially only the symptomatic
were tested and this is still reflected in the verified posi-
tive PCR test numbers that are commonly quoted.

B. Monte Carlo Least Squares optimization of
infection parameters

Alternatively, we can utilize a Monte Carlo based Least
Squares (MC-LS) optimization method to identify the
different βx where x = s, a, i as discussed in Section IVC.
The result of the simulation is shown in Fig. 6. The
MC-LS parameter optimization (8, 000 iterations) yields
(assuming βlockdowns = βreopen1

s = βreopen2
s = 0.01× β0

s ),
ρs = 0.1570 and β0

s = 1.0583, βlockdowna = 0.1366 × β0
a,

βreopen1
a = 0.1907×β0

a, βreopen2
a = 0.2717×βreopen2

a using
the same infection model as above defined by Eqs. (7) -
(9). Also the death rates have to be slightly increased to
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Figure 4: Infection dynamics; upper panel linear scale, lower
panel logarithmic scale. We assume the initial infection Ii
stems from 690 individuals entering Denmark February 24,
2020. Parameter adjustments were done by visual inspec-
tion to match the observed hospital and death data in Fig.
5, as well as the number of persons with COVID-19 anti-
bodies ∼ 1.37% of the population, ∼ 79, 700 recovered on
May 28, 2020 (day 95 of the simulation). The governmen-
tal interventions, a lockdown and a successive reopening of
the country, are discussed in Fig. 3. In this simulation
ρs = 0.16, which means that a little more than 5 out of 6
infected individuals end up being asymptomatic, and we use
the relationships between the β’s given in Eqs. (7) - (9).
β0
s = 1.09, βlockdown

s = βreopen1
s = 0.01 × β0

s , β
lockdown
a =

0.1019 × β0
a, β

reopen1
a = 0.2305 × β0

a. The immunity loss pa-
rameters for asymptomatic infected are 1/ξa = 60 days and for
symptomatic infected 1/ξs = 700 days. Health care parame-
ters: α = 0.85, γh = 1/8, ρh,r = 0.775, ρh,icu = 0.135, ρh,d =
0.09, γicu = 1/10, ρicu,h = 0.72,mfrac = 0.0081, γm = 1/8.
These are the standard parameters shown in Table I. The
central relationship between ζ, ρs, βs and R0 is discussed in
Fig. 8.
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Figure 5: Dynamics of total daily hospital occupation Htot,
ICU occupation, total death Dtot as well as weekly non-
hospital deaths Dnh corresponding to (same simulation as)
infection dynamics in Fig. 4; upper panel linear scale; lower
panel logarithmic scale. Dots represent the observed hos-
pital and death data, lines represent the simulation data.
Parameter adjustments were done by visual inspection to
match observed data. Health care parameters used are
α = 0.85, γh = 1/8, ρh,r = 0.775, ρh,icu = 0.135, ρh,d =
0.09, γicu = 1/10, ρicu,h = 0.72,mfrac = 0.0081, γm = 1/8,
which are the standard parameters discussed in Table 1.
These hospital and death times series data together with the
hospital parameters define our main means of verification (or
falsification) of our simulations. The central relationship be-
tween ζ, ρs, βs and R0 is discussed in Fig. 8.

fit the data, see discussion in Fig. 6. Other parameter
values used are shown in Table I, except the parameters
controlling the death rates both from the hospitals and
the non-hospital locations.

The hospital occupation data has a "shoulder" after
the peak (see Appendix A and Fig. 13(2)). This means
there is an extended period in mid April 2020 with close
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Figure 6: Dynamics of total daily hospital occupation Htot,
ICU occupation and total death Dtot dynamics as well as
weekly non-hospital deaths Dnh, where the parameter ad-
justments are done by 8, 000 iterations of MC-LS optimiza-
tion. Upper panel linear scale and lower panel logarithmic
scale. Dots represent the observed hospital and death data,
lines represent the simulation data. See text for parameter
details and compare with Fig. 5. Note how the MC-LS algo-
rithm optimized for best fit of Htot chooses a slightly lower
β0
s = 1.0583 because it minimizes the sum of the squares of the

errors, which means that it misses the full amplitude of ini-
tial infection peak. A slightly lower β0

s implies a slightly lower
ρs = 0.157 (relatively more asymptomatic infected needed to
reach the measured seroprevalence level per May 28, 2020).
Further, a lower β0

s implies a higher βlockdown
a level (March

17 - April 20, 2020) and a relatively higher βlockdown
a level

implies a relatively lower βreopen1
a level (after June 8 and be-

fore August 15, 2020). Finally, a lower β0
s requires a slightly

higher death rates to match reported data so ρh,r = 0.775→
0.755; ρh,icu = 0.135 → 0.15; ρh,d = 0.09 → 0.095; and
mfrac = 0.0081→ 0.0083.
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to constant hospital admissions. Thus the MC-LS al-
gorithm selects a β0

s that underestimates the observed
impact on the health care system as the LS error be-
comes smallest if the simulated hospital curve is close
to as many observed data points as possible. Therefore
the MC-LS estimate misses the full scale of the hospital
occupation peak. As a consequence of the initial under-
estimation of β0

s = 1.0583, the MC-LS algorithm appro-
priately compensates by slightly increasing the estimate
for βlockdowna = 0.1366× β0

a, again to minimize the least
square error between reported and generated data. Com-
pare Figs. 5 and 6.

C. Impact of noise

Yet another way to interpret the Danish COVID-19 pan-
demic data is to view the macroscopic infection dynamics
as described by the SEIRS model and the microscopic
events as superimposed noise. Thus the noise can be
interpreted as microscopic, localized infection events, as
discussed in Section IVD.

We may assume the impact of noise in the hospital
data only becomes visible around April 1, as singular
microscopic events would be difficult to distinguish ear-
lier because of the dominating macroscopic growth of the
pandemic given by β0

s and the successive macroscopic
disruption of the infection dynamics due to the sudden
lockdown of the whole country. Inspecting the data from
April 1 to August 31 supported byRt [54] measured from
both hospital admissions and observed infected numbers,
yields five distinct peaks corresponding to microscopic
events, see Fig. 13(5 - 6) Appendix A. Thus we may
estimate f as 5 events/150 days = 0.033 events/day.

Now recall Eqs. (1a) and (1b). For April 1 - 20, 2020,
we assume A(t) = 2, 500 based on the size of shoulder in
the hospital admittance for mid to late April; recall Fig.
13(5 - 6). A(t) is thus a bit smaller than 10% of the aver-
age size of the total infected population I(t) = Ii+Ia+Is
in that time interval according to our simulations. For
April 21 - August 31, 2020, we assume A(t) = 1, 000
as there are no more major "shoulders" in the data.
Thereby A(t) becomes approximately 1/3 of the size of
the total infected population from early July through Au-
gust, 2020 according to our simulations.

As a basis for the noise added simulation we in part
use the standard parameters previously used to gen-
erate Figs. 4 and 5: ρs = 0.16, β0

s = 1.09 and
βlockdowns = βreopen1

s = 0.01 × β0
s . However, the reopen-

ing parameters have to be lower βreopen1
a = 0.175 × β0

a

and βreopen1
i = 0.175 × β0

i . These β values are lower so
that they, together with the noise added infections, on
average generate a similar total number of infections as
in the reported data. For simplicity we do not include
the last reopening August 14 - 31, 2020, as it does not
impact the reported data. Fig. 7 shows a comparison

between the observed data and data generated by 100
Monte Carlo simulations each with a different noise se-
quence realization. Two such noise induced simulations
are also highlighted in Fig. 7 to give an impression of
the trajectories of individual realizations. Compare Fig.
7 with Figs. 5 and 6.

VI. SYMPTOMATIC VERSUS
ASYMPTOMATIC POPULATIONS

In the current study we define the symptomatic infected
population as consisting of individuals with serious symp-
toms, while the asymptomatic population for simplicity
includes individuals with no symptoms as well as weak
symptoms, e.g. minor symptoms from upper airways
(nose, throat) and no fever. Thus, in our model a symp-
tomatic infected individual knows that he or she is sick
and will likely seek medical advice as well as self-isolate,
while an asymptomatic individual likely would continue
his or her daily routines at home, go to school or go
to work as well as engage in social activities. In some
model studies asymptomatic and weakly symptomatic
are treated separately [28].

Because historical total hospital Htot and ICU occu-
pations as well as death data only stem from the symp-
tomatic infected population Is, and we assume a constant
fraction of seriously ill individuals are in need of hospi-
talization [18], the symptomatic population size is at any
given time constrained by these real life data. The same
is true about the non-hospital deaths. In contrast, the
asymptomatic population could in principle vary freely if
we didn’t include additional empirical information.

Randomized serological tests for SARS-CoV-2 anti-
bodies in a population yields an estimate of the recov-
ered, both symptomatic and asymptomatic, individuals
at any give time. These recovery numbers can then be
compared to the recovered population generated in simu-
lation. The size of the recovered populations at any given
time depends on both the number of recovered infected
individuals and on the decay rate of the average immuno-
logical memory of symptomatic ξs and asymptomatic ξa
individuals, recall Eqs. (1). This means that with only
one serological measurement at t1 infinitely many combi-
nations of ρs and ξs, ξa fit the observed serological preva-
lence. In principle we need two serological samples at
times t1 and t2, with some months in between, to fix the
parameter values for ρs and the average of the two ξ’s.
Thus, measuring the recovered population at two differ-
ent times t1 and t2 fixes the average ξ, which then can
be expressed in days.

Alternatively, we can estimate the immunological
memory based on our knowledge of other corona viruses,
recall Section IIC, and use these as parameter inputs to
our simulations. Assuming a half-life for 1/ξs to be 700
days and 1/ξa to be 60 days respectively, we can deter-
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Figure 7: 100 Monte Carlo realizations of the epidemic
with noise added micro-outbreaks with a frequency of 0.033
events/day and an amplitude of size A(t) = 2,500 for April 1
- 20, and 1, 000 after April 21, 2020. Upper panel: linear scale
dynamics of total daily hospital Htot and ICU occupations
together with total daily deaths Dtot as well as weekly non-
hospital deaths Dnh. Dots represent the observed hospital
and death data, lines represent the simulation data. Middle
panel: logarithmic scale dynamics of the same observables.
Lower panel: two realizations of the noise induced impact of
local outbreaks on Ii(t), Ia(t), Is(t) (logarithmic scale). See
text for details.

mine ρs and thus the relative frequency of symptomatic
versus asymptomatic individuals from only one random-
ized serological test at time t1 [49].

The Danish SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence was found to
be 34 out of 2, 424 tested ∼ 1.4% of the Danish popu-
lation during the period May 8 - 28, 2020 [54], where
it should be noted that this seroprevalence study only
includes adults of more than 18 years of age. However,
about 1/3 of the Danish population has been PCR-tested
for SARS-CoV-2 virus by the end of August 2020 and the
infection prevalence was found to be ∼ 1.1% in adults and
∼ 0.6% in children [54]. Since there are ∼ 1.30 mil. 0-19
aged and ∼ 4.52 mil. 20-90+ aged in Denmark we esti-
mate 0.6×(1.30/5.82)×1.4%+1.1×(4.52/5.82)×1.4% =
1.3692% ∼ 1.37%, where we assume the age distribution
of infection prevalence is similar to the age distribution
in seroprevalence.

We now need to adjust ρs to obtain ∼ 0.0137× 5.82×
106 ∼ 79, 790 recovered individuals in our simulation by
the end of May, 2020. This yields a ρs ' 0.16, which
means that we estimate that approximately 16% of the
infected are symptomatic while 84% of the infected are
asymptomatic; thus ∼5.2 times more asymptomatic than
symptomatic infected individuals. Also, as Denmark
only has conducted one prevalence study so far, our es-
timated scale of the pandemic significantly relys on this
one measurement.

A. Iso-symptomatic infection diagram

The parameters ζ: the relative infectiousness of asymp-
tomatic versus symptomatic; ρs: the relative fraction of
infected (incubated) that becomes symptomatic; β0

s : the
infection parameter; and the initial R0, define critical
properties of COVID-19 and other communicable infec-
tious diseases. In Fig. 8 shows the relationship that ex-
ists between ζ, β0

s ,R0, and ρ0
s, which we may call an iso-

symptomatic infection diagram. We assume ζ, ρs, βs are
constant over time and throughout a free (non-restricted)
pandemic. Thus βs = β0

s and also the initial R0 are de-
fined for the initial free pandemic period.

The iso-symptomatic infection diagram is constructed
from multiple Monte Carlo - Least Square parameter op-
timized simulations that all match the observed Danish
COVID-19 hospital occupation data at the onset of the
pandemic. In this construction we use the more generic
infection model with variable ζ as defined in Eqs. (3) -
(6).

Quantitatively almost identical iso-symptomatic infec-
tion diagrams are found when we optimize the involve
parameters not only for the initial free pandemic, but
also include data through April 19 (lockdown) or include
data through August 14, 2020 (after the first reopening).

Note that in Fig. 8 the "+" curves for R0 are virtually
horizontal, which means that ζ and β0

s balance each other
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Figure 8: The iso-symptomatic infection diagram shows the
characteristics of a free COVID-19 epidemic as when it began
in Denmark and is constructed as a result of multiple MC-LS
optimization simulations for the free pandemic using the in-
fection model in Eqs. (3) - (6). The abscissa, the ζ parameter,
defines the relative infectiousness between symptomatic and
asymptomatic infected (βa = ζβs). The right ordinate is the
initial reproductive number R0 (the number of persons which
are infected by one contageous person) and the "+" curves
indicate how it depend on ζ for ρs = 1.0, 0.5, 0.15, 0.01, the
relative frequency of symptomatic ρs versus asymptomatic
(1 − ρs) infected. Note how these "+" curves are virtually
horizontal, see text for details. The right ordinate starts with
R0 = 3.0 so that it can match the left ordinate depicting
the infection rate βs = β0

s of symptomatic infective individ-
uals at the beginning of the epidemic. Different ρs values
give different families of "∗" curves for βs where the ρs value
colors match the ρs colors for the corresponding "+" curves
for R0. Note that βs as a function of ζ for ρs = 0.01 is off
the chart (i.e. βs ' 79.5) and also ρs → 0 implies βs → ∞.
The best parameter combination for describing the Danish
COVID-19 pandemic with the infection model given in Eqs.
(3) - (6) is discussed in the text. Note that an often cited R0

for COVID-19 is ∼ 3.2, which is obtained if no distinction is
made between the symptomatic and asymptomatic infected
populations: ζ = 1.0 and ρs = 1.0.

out; as ζ increases β0
s decreases and vice versa. This can

be seen by substituting ζ into the expression of R0 in
Eq. (10) that after reducing the expression yields R0 =
11.5 × β0

s (ζ(1 − ρs) + ρs) where we have also inserted
γa = γs = 0.5× γi = 0.1.

Since all simulations in Fig. 8 approximate the ob-
served initial pandemic we need to empirically identify at
least two of the three parameters ζ, βs, ρs to know which
parameter combination most likely represents the Dan-
ish epidemic. We have previously argued for ζ = 0.309
in the infection model given by Eqs. (7) - (9).

If we fix ζ = 0.309 for the infection model in Eqs.
(3) - (6) and use visual inspection we obtain a slightly
lower β0

s ' 1.08 and a higher ρs ' 0.185 to match the
initial infection peak in the reported Htot data as well

as the infection scale measured by May 28, 2020 (pop-
ulation wide antibody prevalence). However, with these
parameters the later observed data requires a bit higher
βreopena .

If we instead fix β0
s = 1.09 and use visual inspection we

obtain ρs ' 0.18 and a slightly higher ζ ' 0.31 that both
approximate the observed Htot data and the observed
May 28, 2020 population wide antibody prevalence.

Finally, if we fix ρs = 0.16 it is becomes more dif-
ficult to simultaneously fit the observed Htot and anti-
body prevalence as of May 28, 2020. We either obtain
a good seroprevalence fit and too low an initial infection
wave or a good fit for the infection wave and too high a
seroprevalence fit.

The above investigations with different fixed ζ, β0
s , ρs

parameters underscore that even though it is always pos-
sible to identify a best MC-LS fit to Htot it might not
represent the actual pandemic as it misses the seropreva-
lence observation - and possibly other observables.

Iso-symptomatic infection diagrams could be con-
structed readily for most infectious diseases. With such
diagrams available for the medical community, a single
diagram would have crucial and quantitative information
about critical parameters that define the dynamic char-
acteristics of a given epidemic. Further, it would also at
a glance make comparisons between different infectious
diseases easier. Similar diagrams where critical thermo-
dynamic properties of materials are depicted have had
tremendous practical importance for the development of
engineering since the early days of the industrial revolu-
tion.

B. Estimation of mortality rates of the Danish
COVID-19 epidemic

The estimated Infection Fatality Rate (IFR) as of August
31, 2020, based on the simulations that include asymp-
tomatic cases, can be calculated by dividing the total
number of deaths with the total number of recovered:
628/173, 544 = 0.0036 or ∼ 0.4%.

The official calculations of mortality of COVID-19 in
Denmark in the beginning of the pandemic was based
on hospitalized patients. The value was found to be
3.3% April 3, 2020, just before Easter, and 4.8% June
19, 2020, when the testing strategy had been changed for
about 2 months to also include non-hospitalized individu-
als. However, asymptomatic cases of COVID-19 were not
included in these calculations and therefore the numbers
were Case Fatality Rates (CFR). Thus, according to our
calculations the true mortality (Infection Fatality Rate)
of COVID-19 in Denmark has been overestimated by a
factor of approximately 10.

In another location of the Danish Kingdom, the Faeroe
Islands (52, 484 inhabitants), testing was far more exten-
sive from the beginning of the epidemic (109, 233 tests
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as of September 14, 2020) to detect and isolate all con-
tacts. They have recorded 423 COVID-19 cases (0.8%
including asymptomatic cases) and no deaths (both IFR
and CFR) (0% - 95% c.l. 0.0 - 0.9%) [54]. Note that our
estimated IFR of 0.4% in Denmark is in the middle of
their confidence interval.

In Iceland (364, 260 inhabitants), a serological study
estimated that 0.9% of the population had been infected
with SARS-CoV-2 and that the IFR was 0.3%, which is
again similar to our estimates [19].

C. Estimation of the R0 for the different phases of
the Danish COVID-19 epidemic

R0 can be estimated for the different phases of the epi-
demic using Eq. (10) if we adjust the βx(t), x = i, a, s
values appropriately. For standard simulation parame-
ters and the simulation started on February 24, 2020 with
690 incubated individuals, we estimate R0 = 5.361 ' 5.4
for β0

s ' 1.09 in the free pandemic until the lockdown
March 16, 2020, recall Figs. 4 and 5. Using a bit
lower β0

s ' 1.06 instead for the MC-LS optimized pa-
rameters yields R0 = 5.213 ' 5.2. During the lock-
down and the successive re-opening of the country we
assume symptomatic infected individuals are effectively
isolated to about 1% of the initial β0

s infection parameter
so the majority of the infection transmission occurs due
to asymptomatic and incubating individuals. We can de-
rive Rlockdown0 during the lockdown March 16 - April 20,
2020, and Rreopen1

0 after the reopening June 8 - August
14, 2020, with infection assumptions either as in Eqs.
(3) - (6) or (7) - (9). Using the standard parameters for
the simulation discussed in Figs 4 and 5 based on the
infection model from Eqs. (7) - (9), we have

Rlockdown0 =
0.1019β0

i

γi
+

(1− ρs)0.1019β0
a

γa
+
ρs0.01β0

s

γs
= 0.386 ' 0.4 and (14)

Rreopen1
0 =

0.2305β0
i

γi
+

(1− ρs)0.2305β0
a

γa
+
ρs0.01β0

s

γs
= 0.8511 ' 0.9. (15)

An additional Danish reopening phase occurred over
the period August 14 to August 31, 2020, that most
significantly allowed physical attendance at higher ed-
ucational institutions and longer opening times for pubs
and restaurants [53]. This last re-opening, however, was
partly rolled back in the first half of September due to a
significant infection increase.

An expanding epidemic requires R0 > 1. For this to
occur after the reopening of the country, the increased in-
fection pressure must almost solely come from the asymp-
tomatic and incubating populations as the symptomatic
population is assumed to be almost completely isolated,
i.e. βs = 0.01 × β0

s . Taking this value and setting

Rreopen1
0 = 1.0 in the above equation, we can solve for

the factor to multiply βa and βi by for the steady state
reopening case and find the multiplier to be 0.2717.

From mid July to mid August 2020 the noise in-
duced simulations generate a better approximation to the
low-level steady state background infection that the ob-
served data indicate. Neither of the deterministic sim-
ulations with parameters adjusted either by visual in-
spection nor by Monte Carlo Least Square optimization
are able to capture the balance between the frequent
micro-outbreaks and the otherwise slightly decreasing
pandemic, compare Figs. 5, 6 and 7.

An approximate steady state is indicated in the follow-
ing observables:

(i) a fluctuating low level of hospitalized (Htot ∼ 20)
and

(ii) a close to stationary fluctuating number of ob-
served infected (positively PCR tested) individuals in
the population at large. The infection numbers fluctu-
ate with an average of 85/day currently based on 20,000
- 40,000 tests/day or 0.3 - 0.6% of the population/day, if
we average across the re-occurring micro-outbreaks.

(iii) The two contact numbers Rt fluctuate around 1.0
estimated from the hospital admissions and the national
testing program respectively.

We may thus view this situation as a low-level steady
state for the background pandemic, with re-occurring,
localized, micro-outbreaks, counteracted in part by test-
ing and contact tracing operations. This means that Eq.
(16) should modified to

Rreopen1
0 ' 1.0 (16a)

for July 15 to August 15, 2020 that indicates a quasi
steady state epidemic.

VII. ESTIMATION OF INFECTED
POPULATION SIZES AND TESTING

EFFICIENCIES

A. Quasi steady state approximation for
populations sizes

If we assume a steady-state pandemic situation we again
have the relations given by Eq. (13). We can then use
our model to estimate the sizes of the infected back-
ground populations Ii, Ia, and Is during a quasi steady
state period. It should be noted that the above men-
tioned steady state equation system is neutrally stable,
which means that any perturbation to a solution we pick
is also a solution, because the equation system is degen-
erate (determinant = 0). Thus, the system has infinitely
many solutions all with an appropriate balance between
the different infected populations and thus the resulting
hospitalized patients.
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Recall the hospitalization fraction hfrac ' 8.2% (Ap-
pendix B and [18]), which is the percentage of severely
symptomatic infected that need hospital care, recall Eqs.
(1) and (2). We can equate Is×γs×hfrac with the aver-
age in-rate to the hospital system consisting of Htot = H
+ ICU . Recall steady state where dH/dt+dICU/dt = 0
that can then be written out is

0 = hfracγsIs − (1− ρh,icu)γhH

−(1− ρicu,h)γicuICU ⇔

Is =
(1− ρh,icu)γhH + (1− ρicu,h)γicuICU

hfracγs
(16)

Is =
(1− ρh,icu)γhHtotk + (1− ρicu,h)γicuHtot(1− k)

γshfrac
,

where in the last equation we have expressed H and ICU
as a function of Htot where k is defined as H/Htot. In-
serting the parameter values from Table I we now have
an estimate for the symptomatic population Is. From
this we can also estimate the other infected populations
as:

Ia = ((1− ρs)/ρs)Is and (17)
Ii = (Ia + Is)/2, (18)

where the last relationship follows from γa = γs = 0.5γi.
Thus, the size of the total infected population Itot is:

Itot = Ii + Ia + Is. (19)

Currently PCR tests should be able to pick up SARS-
CoV-2 RNA starting the last 1.5 days of the∼ 5 day incu-
bation period and through the ∼ 10 day period where the
infected individuals are either symptomatic or asymp-
tomatic.

Still assuming γa = γs = 0.1/day and no PCR detec-
tion after the 10 day infection period associated with Is
and Ia, the detectable steady state population is approx-
imately

Iobs = 0.3× Ii + Ia + Is, (20)

as Ii on average can only be identified the last 1.5 days of
the 5 day incubation time; thus the factor 0.3. It should
be noted, however, that RNA virus can be excreted and
be picked up by PCR measurements significantly longer
than the approximately 10 days we have assumed as the
duration of the infection both for the symptomatic and
asymptomatic cases [6].

From Eqs. (1) for the steady state case we note that

dIi
dt

= (βiIi + βaIa + βsIs)S/N − Iiγi = 0. (21)

In steady state this means that the two terms should be
identical; what goes into Ii is equal to what goes out of
Ii. Thus, we can estimate the daily rate at which newly
infected are recruited from the susceptible population as

Inew = Iiγi. (22)

Based on hospitalization data and using Eqs. (16) to
(22), we can estimate the corresponding infected and ob-
servable populations sizes as well as the daily infection
rate, none of which are directly observable.

Note the linear proportionality between the numbers;
e.g. 10 times higher hospital population yields 10 times
higher infected populations and infection rates. Also note
that these estimates may be impacted by testing and
removal of identified infected individuals so their ability
to further spread the infection is reduced. Finally, it
should be noted that quasi steady state approximations
are often successfully used even when true steady state
conditions do not yet apply.

During the quasi steady state period from mid July
to mid August, 2020, Denmark on average had 20 hos-
pitalized COVID-19 patients (Htot) where the intensive
care unit patients are approximately one fifth of every
patient, ICU = 0.2 × Htot = (1 − k) × Htot. Inserting
these numbers and default values from Table I into Eqs.
(16) to (20) and (22) we obtain the following population
infection numbers:

Is '
(1− 0.135)20 1

80.8 + (1− 0.72)20 1
100.2

1
100.082

' 225

Ia ' (0.84/0.16)225 ' 1179

Ii ' (225 + 1179)/2 ' 702

Itot ' 225 + 1179 + 702 ' 2106 (23)
Iobs ' 225 + 1179 + 0.3× 702 ' 1615

Inew ' 702× 0.2 ' 140.

The reopening of the country August 14 - 31, 2020 un-
fortunately caused a new significant infection rise with an
increase in the hospitalizations from early to late Septem-
ber. The infection rise initially had a doubling time of
approximately 8 days and by the end of September, 2020
the hospital occupation largely leveled off around 110 due
to a number of national initiatives including renewed in-
formation campaigns and reinstated restrictions includ-
ing early closing of bars (10 pm) and at most 50 peo-
ple at private events. If we assume a quasi steady state
for October 1 - 20, 2020 we get from [52] the averages
Htot = 111, k = 0.85 and Td = 407 that inserted in the
Eqs. (16) - (22) yield:

Ii ' 4066

Ia ' 6830,

Is ' 1301, (24)
Itot ' 12196,

Iobs ' 9351, and
Inew ' 813.

The key population numbers for differentHtot population
sizes are tabulated in Table II (all numbers are calculated
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on a computer with double precision and then rounded
to integer values).

B. Testing efficiencies

From mid July to mid August, 2020 the nationwide vol-
untary testing program together with medically recom-
mended testing and contact tracing on average identify
and isolate Td ∼ 85 infected/day from the contagious
populations [54]. By comparing the number of identi-
fied infected Td with the number observable contagious
individuals Iobs gives a simple indicator of the testing ef-
ficiency. We may define a single day detection efficiency
as the detected within a day divided with the estimated
number of infected on that same day: DTabs = Td/Iobs
= 85/1615 = 0.0526 or approximately 5.3%. So in a the-
oretical situation where every individual in the country
could be tested in a single day, all observably infected
would be identified in one day with a total efficiency of
100%.

However, from an operational point of view a more rel-
evant efficiency number is DTdaily the net daily detected
and isolated compared to the daily newly infected defined
Inew. Obviously, the impact of the detection and isola-
tion critically depends on which time point in an infected
individual’s disease process it occurs. Since an explicit
modeling of the infection and contact tracing processes
is outside of the scope of our current study, we will only
provide upper and lower bounds for the impact of the
infection and contact tracing processes.

The impact would be maximal if the detection and
isolation of all individuals occur during the incubation
period and before the incubating infected become conta-
gious, i.e. in the first 3.5 days of the incubation period.

Thus, we can calculate an upper bound of the im-
pact of the net daily detection and isolation efficiency as
DTmaxdaily = Td/Inew ' 85/140 = 0.6071 or approximately
61%.

The impact would be minimal if the detection and iso-
lation of all individuals are asymptomatic infected oc-
curs the very last day of their time as infectiousness.
However, we need to recall that throughout this study
we have assumed that almost all the symptomatic in-
fected are detected and isolated in Denmark so part of
the daily identification and isolation process involves the
symptomatic infected. Since Is = 225 in the steady state,
we can deduce that the epidemic produces Isγs = 22.5
new symptomatic infected each day that are assumed de-
tected. So 85 detections/day minus 22.5 detections/day
= 62.5 detections/day are available for detection from
Ia at their last contagious day. In our model there are
11.5 days of infectiousness for both the symptomatic and
asymptomatic populations: 1.5 days of the incubation
times plus 10 days of the symptomatic or asymptomatic
time. If for simplicity we assume equal contagiousness

every day we get that the symptomatic can only infect
1.5 days during the incubation time as we assume they
are detected and isolated once they become symptomatic.
The asymptomatic can infect 1.5 days during the incuba-
tion time and 9 days during the asymptomatic infection
period, because they are only detected on the 10th and
last day of this period.

Thus, we get a lower bound on the net daily detec-
tion efficiency DTmindaily ' ( 11.5−10.5

11.5 × 62.5 + 11.5−1.5
11.5 ×

22.5)/140 = 0.1786 or approximately 18.0%.

We now have estimates for a lower and upper bound
on the daily testing efficiency for the period July 15 and
August 15, 2020 given as 18% < DTdaily < 61%.

As we have no detailed knowledge about the details
of the infection and contact tracing processes we may
use the average (center point) of the upper and the lower
bound as a rough estimate for the daily testing efficiency:
(18 + 61)/2 ' 39.5 or approximately 40%. Obviously,
more accurate estimates could be calculated from an ex-
plicit modeling and simulation of the involved infection
and contact tracing activities.

Similarly for the period October 1 - 20, 2020 we ob-
tain a single day detection efficiency DTabs = Td/Iobs =
407/9351 = 0.0435 or approximately 4.4%. DTmaxdaily =
Td/Inew = 407/813 = 0.501 or approximately 50% while
DTmindaily = ( 11.5−10.5

11.5 ×130+ 11.5−1.5
11.5 ×(407−130))/813 '

0.3102 or approximately 31%.

Thus, a rough estimate for the daily testing efficiency is
(50.1+31.0)/2 = 40.55 or approximately 41% that within
rounding errors is the same daily testing efficiency as over
the summer.

There are two important lessons to take home from the
above estimates:

(i) The testing, contact tracing, and isolation program
in Denmark both provides a key indicator for the current
geographic infection trends, but also takes part in bal-
ancing the background infection increase. This is partic-
ularly true when geographically focused efforts are under-
taken. Removing and isolating on average 85 infected per
day July 15 - August 15, 2020 together with behavioral
restrictions had a significant impact in controlling the
epidemic. Without the testing and the resulting daily re-
moval of infected individuals the Danish pandemic would
likely have been in an expansion phase during this period.

(ii) The Danish testing program, which is among the
most ambitious in the world, has a testing efficiency of ap-
proximately 40% for both periods investigated, while the
single day infection tracing efficiency indicator is found
to be 5.3% mid July to mid August 2020 and 4.4% for
October 1 - 20, 2020. Many countries have both lower
net daily and single day testing efficiencies as we shall
see in next subsection.

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted November 6, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.04.20225912doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.04.20225912
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


18

C. Hospitalized and estimated infected populations
in other regions: Spain and the US

If we assume the biology of the COVID-19 pandemic is
similar in Denmark, Spain and the US, and we further
assume that the hospital system including ICUs in these
countries function in a similar manner regarding treat-
ment of COVID-19 patients, we may scale the Danish
hospitalization numbers and the corresponding infected
population estimates to larger populations. Obviously
more detailed studies are necessary to verify - or falsify
- the validity of such a comparison, but as a simplified
approximation we believe such estimates provide appro-
priate order of magnitude estimates.

In Table II we list estimates for infected and observed
population sizes based on the total hospitalized popula-
tion size and the quasi steady state approximations given
in Eqs. (16) to (22). For the estimates we assume the
number of intensive care unit patients are approximately
one fifth of every patient, thus ICU = 0.2 × Htot (k =
0.8 in Eq. (16)).

Potential healthcare differences across different coun-
tries can be adjusted by adjusting the appropriate health-
care system parameters in Eq. (16).

Hospital & Infected Populations
Hospital
population

Infected
population

Daily in-
fected

Observable
population

10 1053 70 807
20 2106 140 1615
50 5265 351 4036
100 10530 702 8073
250 26324 1755 20182
500 52649 3501 40364
1000 105297 7020 80728
6000 631784 42119 484367
15000 1579459 105297 1210918
30000 3158918 210595 2421837
60000 6317835 421189 4843674

Table II: Estimated infected population sizes and infection
rates as a function of hospital population using Eqs. (16) -
(22). Note the linear proportionality between the numbers;
e.g., 10 times higher hospital population yields 10 times higher
infected populations and infection rates. See text for details.

By the end of August, 2020, Spain had about 6, 000
hospitalized with COVID-19 [39], which according to
our estimates corresponds to a total infected population
of about 630, 000 with about 484, 000 observable and
about 42, 000 newly infected per day. In late August
Spain detected and isolated a little less than 10, 000 pos-
itive COVID-19 cases/day [38]. Thus the Spanish daily
single day testing efficiency indicator is approximately
10, 000/484, 000 ' 0.0207 or 2.1%.

To estimate the net daily detection efficiency we
need to approximate (DTmaxdaily + DTmindaily)/2. DTmaxdaily =
Td/Inew ' 10, 000/42, 000 = 0.2381 or approximately
24%. To calculate DTmindaily we note that Is ' 67, 390, so
Isγs ' 6, 739 new symptomatic infected are produced ev-
ery day that we assume are detected. Since Td ' 10, 000,
10, 000− 6, 739 detections are thus available for individ-
uals in Ii and Ia, recall discussion in the last subsec-
tion. DTmindaily ' ( 11.5−10.5

11.5 × 6, 739 + 11.5−1.5
11.5 × (10, 000−

6, 739))/42, 119 ' 0.0812 or approximately 8.1%. This
gives an approximate net daily detection efficiency of
(23.81 + 8.12)/2 = 15.965 or approximately 16% by the
end of August 2020.

By the end of September, 2020, the US had two hospi-
talization peaks, both with about 60, 000 patients, one in
mid April and one in late July 2020 [43], as well as two
valleys, both with about 30, 000 patients, one in mid June
and one mid September 2020. The corresponding esti-
mates from Table II indicate that 30, 000 hospitalizations
corresponds to about 3.16 mil. infected while 60, 000
hospitalizations corresponds to about 6.32 mil. infected.
The daily detection average for the US during Septem-
ber 2020 was about 40, 000 [43] while the daily newly
infected average was about 210, 000. Thus the single day
testing efficiency indicator in the US during September
was about 40, 000/2, 420, 000 ' 0.0165 or 1.7%.

To estimate the daily detection efficiency we need
to approximate (DTmaxdaily + DTmindaily)/2. DTmaxdaily =
Td/Inew ' 40, 000/210, 595 ' 0.1899 or approximately
19%. To calculate DTmindaily we note that Is ' 336, 951, so
Isγs ' 33, 695 new symptomatic infected are produced
every day that we assume are detected. This assump-
tion seems less appropriate with the actual numbers in-
volved as almost all of the detections would then stem
from symptomatic infected. However, to keep consis-
tency in the estimations we keep this assumption. Since
Td ' 40, 000, 40, 000 − 33, 695 detections are thus avail-
able for individuals in Ii and Ia, recall discussion in last
subsection. DTmindaily ' ( 11.5−10.5

11.5 × 33, 695 + 11.5−1.5
11.5 ×

(40, 000 − 33, 695))/210, 595 ' 0.0399 or approximately
4%. This gives an approximate net daily detection effi-
ciency of (18.99 + 3.99)/2 = 11.4900 or approximately
11.5% during September 2020.

The above estimates from Spain and the US should
only be viewed as an illustration of the method developed
in Eqs. (16) - (22) applied to other countries. Health-
care differences across different countries should be im-
plemented by adjusting the appropriate healthcare sys-
tem parameters in Eq. (16) as well as our assumption
about detection and isolation of symptomatic infected.
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D. Impact of the fraction of hospitalized
symptomatic

Because hfrac is a critical part of these population esti-
mates, we investigate in simulation the impact of both
a lower hfrac = 0.061 and a higher hfrac = 0.139 using
visual inspection for appropriate fits between reported
H, ICU occupation data as well as death data and the
corresponding values generated in simulation. Recall the
original hfrac = 0.082. For details, see Appendix E.

Obviously a modified value for hfrac requires a sig-
nificant re-adjustment of the main infection parameters.
If hfrac increases, a larger fraction of the symptomatic
infected Is needs hospitalization. As the reported hos-
pitalization volume at any given time does not change,
this implies that the total number of symptomatic in-
fected Is must also be smaller to ensure correspondence
between the reported and simulated data. Thus, increas-
ing hfrac means a decreasing ρs so a smaller fraction of
incubated Ii becomes symptomatic Is while a larger frac-
tion (1 - ρs) becomes asymptomatic Ia. As we know from
the COVID-19 iso-symptomatic infection diagram inves-
tigation, a smaller ρs means a larger β0

s and a larger R0

for a constant ζ value, that in our case is set to 0.309.
As β0

s and R0 change for the initial free pandemic so
must βlockdownx , βreopen1

x , βreopen2
x , x = i, a and their cor-

responding R0 values.
Conversely, a smaller hfrac implies a larger ρs and a

smaller mfrac as well as smaller βs and R0.
Nice hospital occupation and death data fits can be

obtained both for hfrac = 0.061 and 0.139, but only for
the hfrac = 0.139 case is it in the same simulation also
possible to obtain the correct seroprevalence number of
' 79, 700 or ' 1.37% of the adult population per May 28,
2020. For hfrac = 0.061 the simulated seroprevalence is'
96.700 and thus overshoots with a factor of 96,800/79,700
' 1.21, if we at the same time require appropriate fits for
H, ICU and deaths tolls.

For more details, see Appendix E.

VIII. "WHAT IF?" SCENARIOS

A. Best case scenario: Continued micro-outbreak
scenarios with R0 ' 1.

Since April 2020 Denmark has experienced a number of
localized micro-outbreaks that were contained due to iso-
lation, contact tracing, and increasingly more extensive
testing. A narrative discussion of these micro-outbreaks
was given in the Introduction while in the Results Sec-
tion we discuss how we model and simulate the impact of
such micro-outbreaks by means of added internal noise.

Previously in Section VC we used noise to trigger in-
jections of newly infected into the population to generate
local micro-outbreaks. Local fluctuations in the behav-
ior from time to time triggers micro-outbreaks proba-
bly in part caused by a combination of events or places
where many people are gathered and super-spreaders are
present. In these situations the general background dy-
namics is characterized by R0 slightly smaller than 1.0
so that the background dynamics and the noise induced
micro-outbreaks together generate a close to steady state
infection level that corresponds to what we may call a
macroscopic effective R0 ' 1. We interpret the general
background dynamics as the sum of the behavior of the
general population together with the testing and contact
tracing activities that result in a daily removal of infected
from the epidemic, which together defines a R0 that is
smaller then one.

It should be emphasized that there is a critical differ-
ence between injecting additional infected into the gen-
eral population versus changing the behavior in the gen-
eral population. If the background infection is decreas-
ing, R0 < 1, an injection of newly infected has the same
impact whether they e.g. are returning travellers that
were infected elsewhere or they stem from a local micro-
outbreak from within the country. In an R0 > 1 situ-
ation both effects add equally to an already expanding
pandemic.

From August 14 - 31, 2020, Denmark adjusted the re-
opening of the country. The most significant changes
included opening of higher educational and vocational in-
stitutions as well as longer opening hours of restaurants
and bars. However, the restaurant and bar openings were
partly rolled back in the first part of September together
with a number of additional restrictions due to observed
increase in infection levels and hospitalizations, see [53].

If, as a "best case scenario" we assume no changes in
the general human behavior compared to the summer of
2020, as well as no impact by the cooler fall and winter
temperatures, we obtain a development as seen in Fig.
9. We still assume recurring localized micro-outbreaks
with the same frequency and amplitude as previously
had, which is an optimal dynamical regime to operate
in until a vaccine becomes available. Since the pandemic
dynamics is operating around R0 ∼ 1 a quasi steady
state can occur for any hospital occupation level, recall
Section VII A. A low hospital occupation is obviously the
most desirable. Unfortunately, Denmark did not follow
this scenario.

B. Aggressive infection scenario following the
influenza pattern

If all behavioral and policy restrictions are lifted without
a universally available vaccine, a new aggressive infection
wave would immediately emerge. If we further assume

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted November 6, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.04.20225912doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.04.20225912
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


20

Hospital Dynamics and Deaths900 --------------------� 

C,) 
N 

800 

700 

600 

� 500 
0

....... 

'°5 4000.. 

300 

200 

100 

0 L41:.,__��---�

Apr 2020 Jul 2020 Oct 2020 Jan 2021 Apr 2021 Jul 2021 

Time [days] 

--Htot 

--ICU 

--Dtot 
--Dnh 

Figure 9: Monte Carlo simulated health care system and
death toll dynamics (100 realizations) with standard param-
eters, recall Table 1 and Fig. 7. The pandemic is assumed
to be close to steady state with successive micro-outbreaks
(R0 ∼ 1), where we assume no changes in policies and human
behavior since the Summer of 2020, as well as no impact of
colder fall and winter temperatures. Linear upper panel and
logarithmic lower panel scales respectively. Note the contin-
ued low hospitalization and death toll. Dots represent the
observed hospital and death data, lines represent the simula-
tion data.

that we still keep the symptomatic infected effectively
isolated, i.e. βs = 0.01β0

s , we get a scenario where the
pandemic is governed by a free infection spread almost
solely by the asymptomatic Ia and incubating Ii popula-

tions. Such a scenario yields, recall Eqs. (7) - (9),

R0 =
β0
i

γi
+

(1− ρs)β0
a

γa
+
ρs0.01β0

s

γs

= β0
s (ρs + (1− ρs)ζ)0.351

+
(1− ρs)0.309β0

s

γa
+
ρs0.01β0

s

γs
(25)

= 3.004 ∼ 3.0. (26)

Both the initial growth in the Htot observations as well as
the simulations indicate that the initial pandemic Febru-
ary - March 2020 with R0 ∼ 5.4 had a doubling time
of ∼ 2.4 days while a pandemic with R0 ∼ 3.0 would
have a doubling time of ∼ 4.2 days. Thus, as long as we
effectively isolate the symptomatic infected a worst case
scenario of such an infection wave cannot be as aggres-
sive as the initial wave we experienced early 2020. This
means that future infection waves would be expected to
emerge withR0 less than 3.0 and a doubling time of more
than 4.2 days.

The most vulnerable period for an aggressive Danish
COVID-19 infection wave would likely be at the time
the country usually experiences it’s yearly influenza epi-
demic, see Fig. 10.

Figure 10: Vertical axis: number of laboratory verified in-
fluenza cases in Denmark shown for the flu seasons 2014/15
to 2019/20 until the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. Hor-
izontal axis: week number in a calendar year. Note the clear
yearly epidemic pattern that starts in the early winter and
peaks between early February and mid March. It should also
be noted that the closing of Denmark due to COVID-19 March
16, 2020, stopped the influenza epidemic and actually also a
smaller whooping cough epidemic, not shown in the above
graph [16].

Fig. 11 shows an aggressive scenario withR0 = 3.0 and
βs = 0.01β0

s (isolated symptomatic infected) adapted to
the yearly epidemic influenza pattern. To explore the
full impact of such an infection wave no policy inter-
ventions are assumed, which means that incubating and
asymptomatic individuals move freely to interact with
and potentially infect the susceptible population. In par-
ticular, note that in particular due to the assumed lim-
ited immunological memory for the asymptotic infected
(1/ξa = 60 days; decay time) the pandemic does not
"burn out" as the susceptible population is continuously
replenished by the recovered population.
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Without intervention the pandemic peaks for Ii De-
cember 30, 2020 and January 7, 2021 for Ia and Is,
and by February 7, 2021, appoximately 4, 071, 000 peo-
ple (∼ 70% of the population) would have been infected
and recovered from the pandemic. The simulated hospi-
tal impact peaks around January 17, 2021 with ∼ 19, 680
hospitalized and January 20, 2021 with ' 4, 786 in ICUs
which would completely overwhelm the Danish health-
care system. It is estimated that the Danish ICU capac-
ity is about 1, 000 beds and the total hospital capacity is
about 15, 000 beds. A year after the onset of this infec-
tion wave (November 1, 2021) about 56, 690 people would
have died from the SARS-CoV-2 virus, which is about the
same as the total number of deaths in Denmark in the
year 2019: 53, 958.

C. Free pandemic: Worst case scenario

"What would have happened if no policy interventions
were imposed at the beginning of the pandemic?" This is
a question many people have asked us. In Fig. 12 data
are generated in simulation using standard the parame-
ters also used in Figs 4 and 5, but assuming no behavioral
modifications or policies imposed at the onset of the pan-
demic, thus R0 ' 5.36. This is a hypothetical scenario
where the pandemic rages freely.

The pandemic does not "burn out" in this scenario
either as the susceptible population is continuously re-
plenished by the recovered population, recall discussion
in Fig. 11. This means that a relatively stable hospital
population of about Htot ' 6, 500 by October 2020 would
slowly decrease to ' 4, 500 in October 2021. A conser-
vative estimate of the expected excess deaths from such
a free pandemic is ' 64, 960 after one year, by February
24, 2021, which is more than all the deaths in Denmark
in 2019 (53, 958).

IX. DISCUSSION

The goal of this work is to provide a theoretical platform
to help understand the details of the Danish COVID-
19 epidemic that can hopefully also provide useful in-
sights about the nature of the pandemic in other coun-
tries and regions. Our models and simulations can easily
be adapted to other regions or countries where hospital,
ICU and death data are available.

We have chosen a simple macroscopic description and
used a differential equation based simulation of the pan-
demic and health care system dynamics that seems ap-
propriate for most of the issues we seek to address,
although a microscopic agent based simulation scheme
would have been more appropriate e.g. to capture the dy-
namics of the observed micro-outbreaks. Our approach is
also limited in two other aspects. We neither have a ge-
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Figure 11: Upper panel: Simulated infection dynamics of in-
fected and recovered modeled after the yearly influenza pat-
tern using standard parameters, recall Table I and Figs. 4
and 5. This hypothetical infection wave is simulated assum-
ing no intervention to demonstrate the full potential impact.
Initially the simulation regenerates the observed hospital and
death data (March - August 2020) and continues with R0 ∼ 1
until early November 2020 when R0 in the simulation in-
creases to 3.0 recall Eq. (26). Lower panel: Simulated re-
sulting total hospital and ICU occupations, as well as total
deaths and non-hospital deaths in logarithmic scale. Dots
represent the observed hospital occupation and death data,
lines represent the simulation data. After a year (Novem-
ber 1, 2021) mainly due to the short immune memory of the
asymptomatic infected (decay-time ∼ 60 days), a close to
steady state situation of the pandemic would be reached with
Htot ' 5, 027 out of which ICU ' 1, 295. We may view such
a scenario as a "soft" version of the free COVID-19 pandemic
explored in Fig 12.

ographic representation of the pandemic nor do we have
an age disaggregated population although reported data
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Figure 12: Upper panel: The simulated dynamics of the in-
fected and recovered for a hypothetical free COVID-19 pan-
demic in Denmark that started February 24, 2020 and runs
until November 1, 2021. This hypothetical pandemic would
have peaked April 7, 2020 with Ii ' 1, 451, 000 and peaked
April 13 with Ia ' 1, 729, 000 and Is ' 329, 400 infected in-
dividuals. By May 13, 2020, the recovered population would
have peaked with more than 4.32 mil. or about 74 % of the
population (Rtot ' 4, 320, 000). Lower panel: Simulated and
reported health care system occupation as well as death toll
data (logarithmic scale). Dots represent the observed hospi-
tal and death data, lines represent the simulation data. The
hypothetical death toll of 64, 960 is clearly underestimated as
we use the health care model from Eqs. (2) that in this simu-
lation is assumed to be able to scale with the pandemic, which
it clearly cannot in real life. The hospitalization occupation
peaks April 23, 2020, with Htot ' 22, 850 patients and the
intensive care units peaks April 26 with ICU ' 5, 472. The
Danish healthcare systems would be completely overwhelmed
in such a scenario and we would expect an increased mortality
rate because of that.

clearly show features caused both by geography and age
differences in the population.

However, by adding noise to our model and conducting
Monte Carlo simulations of large ensembles of the system
we can to some extent compensate for the shortcomings
caused by the lack of geography representations and the
occurrence of localized micro-outbreaks. This approach
is further supported because Denmark is a small coun-
try with a relatively high mobility and population mix-
ing. The missing age distribution does not cause serious
problems for understanding the initial epidemic dynam-
ics, but for the later micro-outbreaks we in principle need
to know the nature of their age distribution as this sig-
nificantly impacts the health care system. We have not
implemented such parameter changes in our simulations.
All parameters are kept constant over time in each of
our simulations except the externally imposed lockdown
and reopening policies/behaviors. By adjusting the am-
plitude and frequency of the added noise we can adjust
the expected impact on the health care system from such
micro-outbreaks.

The micro-outbreaks since late July 2020 began in
a slaughterhouse in the city of Ringsted. Then came
the outbreaks in the three largest cities in Denmark:
first in Århus and then around September 1, 2020 in
Odense and Copenhagen. These outbreaks were driven
by young people aged 20-29 years and immigrants from
Middle East and Somalia who live in rather closed com-
munities. The outbreaks spread to other groups but
fewer old and vulnerable persons became infected com-
pared to the epidemic in the spring. The number of
patients hospitalized, in particular patients treated in
ICUs and the number of deaths, remained very low in
the fall period compared to the spring epidemic although
it was still the old people who dominated the hospital-
izations and deaths. In each of the micro-outbreaks non-
phamacological measures were re-introduced and the Rt
of each micro-outbreak went from above 1.5 to approxi-
mately 0.8 within a month, which probably is to be ex-
pected considering the epidemic dynamics of COVID-19.

The testing capacity during these outbreaks went up to
nearly 1% of the whole Danish population each day and
by October 7, 43% of the population had been tested for
SARS-CoV-2. That means that many persons that con-
tacted SARS-CoV-2 positive persons including asymp-
tomatic persons were detected. Therefore of the 9, 623
SARS-CoV-2 positive persons in the fall outbreak only
34 (0.37%) died, whereas 434 (4.8%) of the 8, 851 SARS-
CoV-2 positive patients who were hospitalized during the
spring epidemic died. The reduced mortality is similar
to a case-fatality rate of 0.4% in a recent report from
Hong Kong [27]. The early high rate mainly reflects
that only patients who were hospitalized were tested for
SARS-CoV-2 in the spring epidemic. Therefore, the true
mortality of the spring epidemic was calculated too high.
This is important to realize, because a restricted testing
capacity may mislead the health-care system, the popula-
tion and the precautions taken to manage the epidemic,
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e.g. based on the calculated R0 and Rt. The burden
on the hospitals and ICUs was much lower in the out-
breaks in the fall. The spring/fall ratio of the maximum
number of normal hospital unit COVID-19 patients was
535/147 while the corresponding ratio for ICU patients
was 153/20. The improved treatment of COVID-19 pa-
tients (with e.g. Remdesevir, dexamethasone, and pro-
phylaxis and treatment of bleeding disorders, [5][12]) is
probably the reason for the proportionally lower number
of hospitalized patients who in the fall were treated in
ICUs or died.

The estimated percentage of symptomatic infected
that needs hospital care hfrac is a critical parameter as it
scales the connection between the main observables, the
time series for H, ICU occupations, and the death toll,
and the infection dynamics. We have used an age aggre-
gated estimate for hfrac = 8.2% based on the age distri-
bution of health care needs from [18]. With an increase
of hfrac to 13.9% the simulation still corresponds reason-
ably well to the observed data we have access to, while a
decrease in hfrac to 6.1% does not allow the simulation
to both satisfy the time series of our main observables
and the measured seroprevalence of May 28, 2020.

For our hospital model we have also chosen simplicity
over including more details that potentially could help
capture the health care dynamics in greater detail. The
simple hospital model is nonetheless able to reproduce
both the historical hospital and death data quite well,
but it has difficulties reproducing some of the reported
data details. For example, both the reported Htot and
ICU occupation time series have sharper peaks at the
onset of the pandemic than the simulated peaks. Also
to enable the simulated ICU data to follow the reported
time series data in a reasonable manner we need to use
an average ICU occupation time 1/γicu = 10 days, which
is shorter than the reported average occupation time, al-
though it should also be noted that a more recent im-
proved treatment of COVID-19 patients means that fewer
have a severe course [5] [12].

Requiring our healthcare model to reproduce the his-
torical hospital Htot and ICU data, the simulation un-
derestimates the total accumulated number of hospital
patients Htot by 7-14% and it also underestimates the
accumulated number of ICU patients. Thus, our simple
health care model has difficulties simultaneously match-
ing both the time series data (daily hospital occupation
numbers) and the accumulated data (total number of
hospitalized patients).

There is an ongoing discussion of the best value for
average period of infectiousness both for the symp-
tomatic and asymptomatic populations, where [6] sug-
gests 1/γs = 1/γa = 10 days while [28] suggests 7 days
as a better estimate. Lowering the infectious period
1/γs and 1/γa both for the symptomatic and the asymp-
tomatic populations from 10 to 8 days in our simulation
makes it difficult to reproduce the total hospital occupa-

tion numbers (too fast a decline of simulation numbers
after lockdown), while for the simulated death numbers
from the hospitals (too fast a rise). However, shorter
1/γs and 1/γa values make it easier to reproduce the ini-
tial relatively sharp peak for the ICU occupation num-
ber. To compensate for the lower 1/γa and 1/γs values
the β values must increase a bit. With lower infection
times minor adjustments are needed for the parameters
associated with hospitals, ICUs, and death tolls.

We can use Monte Carlo (MC) optimization of the pa-
rameters where we minimize the Least Square (LS) differ-
ence between the reported and the simulated time series
of the total hospital occupation (H + ICU). Despite the
minor mismatches between what the MC-LS parameter
optimization yields and what visual parameter inspection
yields, the MC-LS capability enables us to do large scale
explorations of the parameter impacts.

Using a steady state approximation for the background
infection that is indicated by approximately constant low
values in our main observables , i.e. H, ICU and death
data, enables us to make simple analytical estimates of
the sizes of the corresponding infected populations Ii, Ia
and Is. These analytical estimates are robust to most
parameter perturbations and they are confirmed by nu-
merical simulations using steady state conditions. This
approach and the corresponding infected population es-
timates should give more accurate predictions of the ac-
tual sizes of the infected populations than direct infection
testing of the daily scale currently being done.

Another general finding coming out of this study is
the tight relationship that exists between βs,R0, ρs and
ζ, which can be represented by an iso-symptomatic-
infection diagram, see Section VIA, that is made possi-
ble by using MC-LS optimization for each βs,R0, ρs and
ζ parameter combination. We propose such diagrams
could readily be constructed for most infectious diseases,
so that one diagram would hold crucial and comparable
quantitative information about critical parameters that
define the dynamic characteristics of a pandemic.

X. CONCLUSION

Our computational platform explores the connection be-
tween the dynamics of the viral epidemic, the national
health care system and the imposed policies.

Based on reported seroprevalence data [54] we can es-
timate the relative frequency between symptomatic and
asymptomatic infected to be 16% and 84% respectively.
We estimate R0 ∼ 5.4 for the initial free pandemic,
R0 ∼ 0.4 for the lockdown period and R0 ∼ 0.8 − 1
for most of the successive reopening periods.

For the immediate future, as the northern hemisphere
prepares for the upcoming winter and potential new in-
fection waves, it should be noted that over the summer
Denmark has been operating with R0 ∼ 1 from June
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through August 2020. The estimated infected popula-
tion sizes for the quasi steady state period mid July to
mid August, 2020 are Ii ' 702; Ia ' 1, 179; Is ' 225;
Itot ' 2, 106; and Iobs ' 1, 615, while the daily infection
rate is Inew ' 140.

The daily net testing efficiency is estimated to be ap-
proximately 40% for the periods July 15 - August 15,
2020 and October 1 - 20, 2020. The single day iden-
tification efficiency indicator in these period, defined as
the number of positively identified infected over the es-
timated observable infected population the same day, is
about 5%.

Since the symptomatic infected are effectively isolated
from the population, and if behavioral policies are kept
in place and observed, future COVID-19 infection waves
fortunately would not be nearly as aggressive as the first
wave assuming the viral biology does not change signifi-
cantly due to mutations. We estimate that a new infec-
tion wave would have a lower bound with doubling time
of more than 4.2 days and less than R0 ∼ 3.0 compared
to the initial wave with a doubling time of about 2.4 days
and R0 ∼ 5.4.

We believe our simulation platform is suitable for ex-
ploring forecasting scenarios for the upcoming winter and
beyond or until a vaccine hopefully becomes available.
Our results indicate that it is possible to more precisely
than previously calculate the burden on the hospitals and
ICUs of new COVID-19 infection waves or a new pan-
demic. Because of that, our simulation could hopefully
also help minimize the impact on hospital treatment of
non-COVID-19 patients.

Importantly we have shown, that the mortality of
COVID-19 in Denmark is only 0.4% like in Iceland and
the Faeroe Islands. Although a mortality rate of ∼ 0.4%
may seem small, our simulation indicates that had Den-
mark not adopted any behavioral measures to counteract
the Danish pandemic the death toll would be ' 64, 960
by February 24, 2021 one year into the pandemic. That
surpasses the total number of deaths (53, 958) in Den-
mark in the year 2019. This simulation based COVID-19
death estimate is conservative as we have assumed a fully
functional healthcare system, which is unrealistic as the
free pandemic in such a scenario would have resulted in
a hospital Htot and ICU occupation peaks in late April,
2020 that would have completely overwhelmed the Dan-
ish health care system with ' 22, 850 hospitalized and
' 5, 472 in ICUs. Per January 1, 2021 there would still
be ' 5, 860 hospitalized and ' 1, 500 in the ICUs in a
free COVID-19 pandemic according to such a simulation
scenario.

Clearly Denmark’s adopted behavioral modifications,
lockdown, measured reopening, testing, and contact trac-
ing procedures, have been highly successful in mitigating
the epidemic from the onset through August 2020.
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Appendix A: Statens Serum Institut data

COVID-19 data from Statens Serum Institut is plotted in
Fig. 13 (data accessed per August 31, 2020) See caption
for details.

It should be noted that SSI has modified minor de-
tails in data multiple times during the period February
through August 2020. However, these changes have not
had any measurable impact on our investigations or con-
clusions.

Appendix B: Fraction of hospitalized symptomatic
infected

The current age distribution of the population in Den-
mark is given by Danmarks Statistik (Statistics Den-
mark) [11] and by combining it with the age dependent
hospitalization fractions given in Ferguson et al.(2020),
p5, table 1 [18] yields:

Age distribution of hospitalization
A0019=1.30/5.83 Hfrac0019=(0.1+0.3)/2
A2039=1.47/5.83 Hfrac2039=(1.2+3.2)/2
A4059=1.56/5.83 Hfrac4059=(4.9+10.2)/2
A6079=1.23/5.83 Hfrac6079=(16.6+24.3)/2
A80up=0.27/5.83 Hfrac80up=27.3

From these age weighted hospitalization fractions, hfrac
is obtained as

hfrac = (A0019×Hfrac0019 +A2039×Hfrac2039

+A4059×Hfrac4059 +A6079×Hfrac6079

+A80up×Hfrac80up)/100, (27)

which yields hfrac = 0.0820.
Obviously, the value of hfrac is an important param-

eter as it scales the epidemic because it determines how
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Figure 13: Upper panel: (1) Daily national COVID-19 hospi-
tal occupations and (2) daily admissions. Note the "shoulder"
in the admission data around mid April 2020 indicated by a
nearly constant admission level for a couple of weeks that at
the time breaks a close to exponential decrease in the pattern
of the daily admissions. Upper middle panel: (3) accumulated
daily deaths and (4) daily deaths. Lower middle panel: (5) Rt

calculated from the daily hospital admission data and (6) Rt

calculated from the nationwide testing program. Note that
in the period April 1 - August 31, 2020, one can distinguish
five distinct peaks in Rt both measured from the hospital
data and from the PCR count. Before about April 1, 2020,
the epidemic was dominated by the initial dramatic pandemic
growth and successive lockdown of the country making it im-
possible to identify earlier distinct microscopic events in the
data. Lower, lower middle panel: (7) daily number of PCR
tested nationwide, as well as positively tested and (8) the daily
number of positively tested shown at a different scale. Note
how the capacity of the national testing program had been
stable at around 20,000 tests/day since early May, see image
(7), and that the capacity was expanded in August as a result
of a local micro-outbreak that started in the city of Aarhus
that grew and started to spread to other regions. The national
capacity is planned to be expanded to 50-60,000 tests/day by
mid fall 2020. Lowest panel: (9) the daily number of positive
PCR tests at home care centers. Note how increased caution
and infection prevention policies over time have significantly
decreased the infection level in the older part of the popula-
tion reflected in the observed number of infected at home care
centers.

many symptomatic infected Is enter the hospital system,
which is the empirical data we use to adjust our simu-
lation. A smaller hfrac implies a larger scale epidemic
with higher total number of infected individuals nation-
wide while a larger hfrac implies a smaller scale epidemic.
Note that the overall scale of the epidemic is in part re-
stricted by the empirical hospital and death data and
in part by the empirical data from the population wide
serological antibody count. A detailed discussion of the
impact of the size of hfrac is given in Appendix E.

Appendix C: Monte Carlo Least Square optimization

The optimization algorithm includes a Monte Carlo
method to minimize the sum of squared differences be-
tween the Danish hospitalization data and correspond-
ing data generated in simulation, which is the sum of the
state variables H and ICU in the model, recall equations
(1) and (2). The Least Squares (LS) difference is defined
as follows:

Least Squares error =
n∑
i=1

(f (ti,Θ)− yti)
2 (28)

where yti = yt1 , yt2 , ..., ytn is the observed data and
f (ti,Θ) is the corresponding solution of the simulation
with a given parameter set Θ = (θ1, θ2, ..., θm). A pseudo
description of the algorithm is as follows:
(i) Generate random numbers within a given domain and
choose these numbers as values for selected parameters,
(ii) Run a simulation with these parameter settings,
(iii) Calculate the LS difference between reported and
simulated data with chosen parameters,
(iv) If LS error is less than the former LS error then save
the parameter values,
(v) Repeat a predefined number of times - or until a
certain small LS error value is reached.

Figure 14 illustrates the Least Squares error for a stan-
dard run with ρs = 0.16 and ζ = 0.309 only sampling on
values of β0

s from a uniform distribution. Note the mini-
mum of the LS error for β0

s ' 1.0583.

Appendix D: Derivation of R0

The basic reproduction number, R0, can be calculated
from an epidemic compartment model using the Next-
Generation Matrix Method [10]. Our epidemic compart-
ment model given in Eqs. (1) consists of five compart-
ments (S, Ii, Ia, Is, R) with three (Ii, Ia, Is) infected pop-
ulations. Letting S = N (total population) and only
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Figure 14: Least Squares values produced by random selected
β0
s -values with a minimum for β0

s ' 1.0583. Recall parameter
discussion in Monte Carlo Least Squares section.

including the infected individuals Eqs. (1) reduce to

dIi
dt

= βiIi + βaIa + βsIs − γiIi
dIa
dt

= (1− ρs)γiIi − γaIa
dIs
dt

= ρsγiIi − γsIs, (29)

where we have ignored the hospital dynamics. We may
now write Eqs (29) in matrix form as

dI

dt
= (B + Γ)I, (30)

where the B matrix express the epidemic transmissions
while the Γ matrix express the transitions between the
infected populations each defined as

B =

βi βa βs
0 0 0

0 0 0

 , (31)

and

Γ =

 −γi 0 0

(1− ρs) γi −γa 0

ρsγi 0 −γs

 . (32)

R0 can now be defined as [10]

R0 = ρ(BΓ−1) = ρ(K) (33)

where ρ(K) defines the dominating eigenvalue of the re-
sulting K matrix.

The inverse of Γ is calculated by Γ−1 = 1
det(Γ)Adj(Γ).

The determinant of Γ is

det(Γ) = γiγaγs. (34)

By first transposing Γ we may calculate the adjunct of Γ
by first transposing, then finding the matrix of the minor
and then calculating the matrix of cofactors.

ΓT =

γi − (1− ρs) γi −ρsγi
0 γa 0

0 0 γs

 . (35)

The matrix of minors is given as

M(ΓT ) =

 γaγs 0 0

− (1− ρs) γiγs γiγs 0

ρsγiγa 0 γiγa

 (36)

Applying the matrix of cofactors to (36) to obtain the
adjunct of Γ

Adj(Γ) =

 γaγs 0 0

(1− ρs) γiγs γiγs 0

ρsγiγa 0 γiγa

 . (37)

This implies

Γ−1 =


1
γi

0 0
(1−ρs)
γa

1
γa

0
ρs
γs

0 1
γs

 . (38)

By matrix multiplication of B and Γ−1 we get

K = BΓ−1 =

βi βa βs
0 0 0

0 0 0

×


1
γi

0 0
(1−ρs)
γa

1
γa

0
ρs
γs

0 1
γs



=


βi

γi
+ βa(1−ρs)

γa
+ βsρs

γs

βa

γa

βs

γs

0 0 0

0 0 0

 .

SinceK = BΓ−1 is an upper triangular matrix the (only)
eigenvalue can be read off the diagonal and the basic
reproduction number is

R0 =
βi
γi

+
βa(1− ρs)

γa
+
βsρs
γs

. (39)

Appendix E: Impact of size of hfrac

Here we address the impact of changing the size of hfrac.
If hfrac increases a larger fraction of the symptomatic
infected Is needs hospitalization. As the reported hospi-
talization volume at any given time does not change, this
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Figure 15: Upper panel: Reported and simulated hospital
Htot, ICU and death data for hfrac = 13.9% linear scale.
Simulated seroprevalence matches with the observed May 28,
2020 value. Necessary parameter adjustments compared to
standard simulation, recall Table I. Epidemic parameters:
β0
s = 1.244, ρs = 0.09, βlockdown

a = 0.09 × β0
a, β

reopen1
a =

0.193 × β0
a, β

reopen2
a = 0.228 × β0

a. As expected, the fraction
of terminally ill non-hospital patients is as expected signifi-
cantly increased mfrac = 0.0131, while the hospital system
parameters are only slightly changed: ρh,r = 0.78, ρh,icu =
0.135, ρh,d = 0.085. The rest of the simulation parameters are
the standard values given in Table I. Lower panel: Same re-
ported and simulated observables but logarithmic scale. Dots
represent the observed hospital and death data, lines repre-
sent the simulation data.

implies that the total number of symptomatic infected Is
must also be smaller so as to ensure correspondence be-
tween the reported and simulated data. Thus, increasing
hfrac means a decreasing ρs so a smaller fraction of incu-
bated Ii becomes symptomatic Is while a larger fraction
(1 - ρs) becomes asymptomatic Ia. As we know from
the COVID-19 iso-symptomatic infection diagram inves-
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Figure 16: Upper panel: Reported and simulated hospital
Htot, ICU and death data for hfrac = 6.1% linear scale.
Simulated seroprevalence of ∼ 96, 400 exceeds observation
of ∼ 79, 700 May 28, 2020. Necessary parameter adjust-
ments compared to standard simulation, recall Table I. Epi-
demic parameters: β0

s = 1.085, ρs = 0.183, βlockdown
a =

0.11×β0
a, β

reopen1
a = 0.225×β0

a, β
reopen2
a = 0.277×β0

a. No ad-
justments of the health care parameters are necessary, but as
expected mfrac = 0.0058 is significantly lower because Is be-
comes larger due to the smaller hfrac. Lower panel: Same re-
ported and simulated observables but logarithmic scale. Dots
represent the observed hospital and death data, lines repre-
sent the simulation data.

tigation, a smaller ρs means a larger β0
s and a larger R0

for a constant ζ value, that in our case is set to 0.309.
As β0

s and R0 change for the initial free pandemic so
must βlockdownx , βreopen1

x , βreopen2
x , x = i, a, and their cor-

responding R0 values.
We test two concrete hfrac values away from the stan-

dard hfrac = 8.2%:

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted November 6, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.04.20225912doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.04.20225912
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


28

(i) hfrac = 13.9%, a ∼ 70% increase, see Fig. 15.
(ii) hfrac = 6.1%, a ∼ 25% decrease, see Fig. 16.

Figs. 15 and 16 should be compared with Figs. 4, 5 and
6.

Although both simulation experiments in Figs. 15 and
16 generate nice correspondence with the observed pri-
mary data, only hfrac = 13.9% is simultaneously able to
satisfy the reported seroprevalence of May 28, 2020. This
means that 0.082 ≤ hfrac ≤ 0.139 can satisfy all observed
data with parameter adjustments, while hfrac = 6.1%
cannot. See more details in the figure captions.
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