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Abstract: 
Airborne transmission is an important transmission pathway for viruses, including SARS-CoV-2. Regions 
with a higher proportion of people wearing masks show better control of COVID-19, but the effectiveness 
of masks is still under debate due to their limited and variable efficiencies in removing respiratory 
particles. Here, we analyze experimental data and perform model calculations to show that this contrast 5 

can be explained by the different regimes of abundance of particles and viruses. Because of the large 
number of particles exhaled during human respiration and vocalization, indoor environments are usually 
in a particle-rich regime which means that masks cannot prevent the inhalation of large numbers of 
respiratory particles. Usually, however, only a small fraction of these particles contain viruses, which 
implies a virus-limited regime where masks can help to keep the number of inhaled viruses below the 10 

infectious dose. For SARS-CoV-2, the virus load in the respiratory tract of infectious individuals can vary 
by 3 to 4 orders of magnitude (5th to 95th percentile), leading to substantial variations in the abundance of 
airborne virus concentrations and infection risks. Nevertheless, we find that most environments are in a 
virus-limited regime where masks have a high efficacy in preventing the spread of COVID-19 by aerosol 
or droplet transmission during short-term exposure. The characteristic contrast between particle-rich and 15 

virus-limited regimes explains why face masks are highly efficient in most but not all environments, and 
why the largest benefits can be achieved by non-linear synergetic effects of combining masks with other 
preventive measures such as ventilation and social distancing to reduce airborne virus concentrations 
and the overall risk of infection.  
  20 
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Main Text 

 

Introduction 

 
Airborne transmission is regarded as one of the main pathways for the transmission of viruses that lead to 5 

infectious respiratory deceases, including the severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-
CoV-2) (1), and wearing masks has been widely advocated to minimize transmission and protect people. 
Though commonly used, the effectiveness of surgical masks is still under debate. Compared to N95 
respirators, surgical masks show a higher and more variable penetration rate (e.g., from ~ 30% to 70%) 
(2, 3). Given the large number of particles emitted upon respiration and especially upon sneezing or 10 

coughing (4), the number of respiratory particles that may penetrate masks is substantial, which is one of 
the main reasons leading to doubts about their efficacy. Moreover, randomized clinical trials show 
inconsistent results, with some studies reporting only a marginal benefit or no effect of mask use (5). 
Thus, surgical masks are often considered to be ineffective. On the other hand, observational data show 
that regions with a higher percentage of the population wearing masks have better control of the 15 

coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) (6-8). So how to explain the contrasting results and apparent 
inconsistency that masks with relatively high penetration rates may still have a significant impact on 
airborne virus transmission and the spread of COVID-19? Here, we combine knowledge and results of 
aerosol science and medical research with recent literature data to explain the contrasts and provide a 
basis for quantifying the efficacy of face masks.  20 

 
Results 
 
Abundance regimes and mask efficacy 
 25 

When evaluating the effectiveness of masks, we want to understand and quantify its effect on the 
infection probability, Pinf. Assuming every single virus has the same chance to infect people, Pinf can be 
calculated by 

Pinf = 1 - (1-Psingle)
𝑁𝑣          (1) 

in which Psingle represents the infection probability of a single virus and Nv represents the total number of 30 

viruses attacking the people (9). For airborne transmission, the infection probability Pinf in a given time 
period can be plotted as a function of airborne virus concentration, Cv. Figure 1 illustrates such a 
functional dependence of Pinf on Cv based on the exponential dose response model and scaled by the 
concentration level Cv,50 at which the probability of infection is 50% (9).  
 35 

Figure 1 shows a highly nonlinear sensitivity of Pinf to the change of virus concentrations. Accordingly, the 
same percentage change of virus concentration (due to mask use) may lead to different changes in Pinf, 
i.e., different mask efficiencies. In a virus-rich regime where Cv is much higher than Cv,50 (Figs. 1A and 
1C), the probability of infection is close to unity and not sensitive to Cv. In this case, wearing a mask to 
reduce the inhaled amount by up to a factor of 10 may not suffice to prevent infection. In a virus-limited 40 

regime where Cv is close to or lower than Cv,50, however, Pinf varies with Cv, and reducing the inhaled 
concentration of airborne viruses by wearing a mask will lead to a reduced infection probability (Figs. 1B 
and 1D). Thus, to understand the mask efficacy, we need to first determine the abundance regime of 
airborne viruses. In the following, both exhaled and inhaled virus concentrations were examined. 
 45 

Respiratory particles 
 
Respiratory particles carrying the viruses are often used to visualize and represent the transmission of 
airborne viruses (4). We first calculated the regimes for respiratory particles. Figure 2 shows the size 
distributions of particles emitted by different human respiratory activities (10-12). Taking a representative 50 

average of activities given in (13), we find that people can emit a total number of about 3×106 particles 
during a 30 min period (Sect S1). This extremely large number shows that we are always in a respiratory 
particle-rich regime. Even after wearing surgical masks, the low collection efficiency still leaves ~ millions 
of particles emitted, maintaining a particle-rich regime (green dots in Figs. 1C and 1D). This number is 
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much higher than the virus infectious number, of which the median infectious dose (number) IDv,50 

(leading to 50% infection) is estimated to be around a few tens to thousands of viruses for several viruses 
(14-17). In other words, the human-emitted particle concentration is so high that we cannot avoid inhaling 
particles generated by another person even when wearing a mask. If every respiratory particle contains 
one or more viruses, we will be in a virus-rich regime.  5 

 
Respiratory viruses 
 
But does a respiratory particle-rich regime imply a respiratory virus-rich regime? To answer this question, 
we investigated the virus distributions in both exhaled samples and inhaled indoor air samples.  For 10 

exhaled respiratory viruses, as we are not aware of any direct measurement of SARS-CoV-2 emissions, 
we analyze the recent results for multiple other viruses during a 30-min collection in Leung et al. (2020) 
(13). This study has a relatively large sample number (246 samples) and diverse virus types 
(coronaviruses, influenza viruses and rhinoviruses). Moreover, the samples have been collected for both 
particles above and below ~ 5 µm, and individual contributions from aerosol mode (< 5 µm) and droplet 15 

mode (> 5 µm) particles can be separated. As many samples in Leung et al. (2020) (13) return a virus 
load signal below the detection limit, we reconstructed the mathematical expectation based on the 
percentage of positive cases and standard deviation (σ) of virus load distributions (detailed in Sect S2). 
 
It turns out that most of the time only a minor fraction of exhaled respiratory particles contains viruses. In 20 

contrast to the high concentration of respiratory particles, the emitted virus concentration is very low with 
median Nsample (number of exhaled viruses in a 30-min sample) of ~ 2.1 for coronaviruses (HCoV-NL63, -
OC43, -229E and -HKU1), ~ 1.6 for influenza viruses (A and B) and ~ 4.2 for rhinoviruses. Figure 3A 
shows the dependence of infection probability (Pinf) as a function of the number of viruses under different 
median infectious dose (IDv,50) (Sect S4). These low Nsample values all fall into a virus-limited regime and 25 

are lower than the reported infectious dose (e.g., a few tens to thousands of viruses) for several viruses 
(14-17). Note that even for a virus number much smaller than the infectious dose, there is still an 
infectious risk, e.g. Pinf = ~0.3% for a virus number of 5 and an infectious dose of 1000.  
 
For the coronavirus SARS-CoV-2, we examined its virus regime based on N30 (virus number per 30-min 30 

inhalation of ~ 240 L indoor air) in hospitals and health centers, where high concentrations of SARS-CoV-
2 are expected. In Fangcang Hospital in Wuhan, the measured airborne SARS-CoV-2 concentrations 
varied from undetected to 0.019 L-1 air (18), corresponding to ~ 0 to 4 viruses per 30-min inhalation. 
Given a reported infectious dose (hamsters) of < 1000 viruses (17), the human infectious dose is 
estimated to be ~ 100 to 1000 for SARS-CoV-2. In this case, a small N30 of ~ 0 to 4 viruses is likely in a 35 

virus-limited regime with Pinf up to ~0.3% to 3%. N30 of airborne SARS-CoV-2 in U.S. and Singapore 
medical centers/hospitals have been found to vary from undetected to ~209-2086 (19-21), corresponding 
to a high Pinf up to 76% ~100%, either within or overlapped with the virus-limited regime (Fig. 3A). In an 
environment of such high virus concentration and Pinf, people may get infected without close contact to 
patients, and it is a must to use surgical masks and even N95 masks to reduce Pinf.  40 

 
To link the results of exhalation samples with ambient samples, we design a scenario with patient density, 
space areas, and ventilation conditions emulating Fangcang Hospital in Wuhan. Under this scenario, we 
can calculate the ambient concentrations for a given virus emission rate. Based on the emission rates of 
Leung et al. (2020), we calculated an N30 of undetectable to ~ 0.72 (5% to 95%) for coronavirus, influenza 45 

and rhinovirus in the Fangcang Hospital. Because this concentration range of other viruses overlapped 
with that of the observed airborne SARS-CoV-2 (N30 ~ 0 to 4) in the Fangcang Hospital (18), we expect 
that the exhaled samples of SARS-CoV-2 may show a similar virus regime as those of other viruses. This 
result is also supported by recent comparison of viral load in the respiratory tract fluid (22), in which 
SARS-CoV-2 apparently shows similar viral load to that of influenza B and rhinoviruses.  50 

 
Variability of viral loads and impact on infection risk and mask efficacy 
 
One notable feature of airborne virus is its highly variable concentrations (several orders of magnitude 
difference) in indoor environments. On one hand, this is caused by different ventilation, circulation, and 55 

sanitization conditions and if emitters were wearing masks. On the other hand, it can be attributed to the 
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large individual differences between different emitters. For exhaled virus numbers reported in Leung et al. 
(2020) (13), despite of a low median Nsample values of ~1.2 to 3.6, the maximum Nsample values reached ~ 
4×103 to 4×105 viruses. Such large variability is also consistent with the measured viral load distribution in 
respiratory tract fluid (22, 23). For example, we can fit their viral load distribution of SARS-CoV-2 by a 

lognormal distribution with a  of ~1 to 2 (Sect S2). 5 

 
The degree of this variability is a key parameter in the assessment of infectious risks and the selection of 
protection devices/strategies. As shown Fig. 3B, the broad distribution of virus concentrations also 
changed the shape of infection probability (Pinf) curve. It expanded the range of virus-limited regimes from 

N30 < 4.32×IDv,50 (without considering variability,  = 0) to N30 < 66.1×IDv,50 (considering a variability of  = 10 

1). As a result, all virus concentrations shown in Fig. 3A falls into a virus-limited regime for infectious 

doses of ~ 100 – 1000 viruses. Compared to the case of uniform viral loads ( = 0), the broad distribution 
reduced (or increased) the value of Pinf at Pinf above ~ 0.5 (or below ~ 0.5), reduced the overall sensitivity 
of Pinf to the virus concentration, and lead to substantial local variations in virus infection probability. 
Besides, the large variability also suggests that the limited sample numbers of virus measurements 15 

commonly used may introduce uncertainties to the assessment, which may explain why early studies that 
have investigated whether masks reduce infection in randomized controlled trials obtained results that 
were partly inconsistent (Fig. S3B) (24-27).  
 
Figure 4 shows the reduced chance of COVID-19 transmission with surgical and N95 masks calculated 20 

from Fig. 3, i.e., the percentage change of Pinf due to the change of N30 caused by mask uses. It is 
commonly assumed that the percentage change of Pinf is proportional to the percentage change of N30. In 
this way, wearing the same mask will have the same impact on the virus transmission at any Pinf. 
However, our analysis shows a nonlinear effect of mask uses on the virus transmission, which strongly 
depends on the present infection probability, Pinf, or N30. As shown in Fig. 4, at high Pinf, wearing masks 25 

has a minor effect on Pinf while at low Pinf, wearing masks becomes very efficient. Figure 4 also shows the 
impact of broad virus distributions on the mask efficacy, i.e., it greatly reduces the efficiency of masks 
(solid lines) compared to the case of uniform viral load (dash lines).  
 
According to the ratio of the reproduction rate (~2-7) for SARS-CoV-2 to the average daily contact 30 

number (~10-25) (28, 29), we can estimate an upper limit of the effective Pinf of ~ 10% to 70% for airborne 
transmission in large populations, suggesting the ubiquity of a virus-limited regime for SARS-CoV-2. As 
shown in Fig. 4, in this range of Pinf, wearing masks (both surgical and N95 masks) may largely reduce 
the chance of COVID-19 transmission. This is consistent with the results of 172 observational studies 
across 16 countries and six continents which have shown a large reduction in risk of infection by face 35 

mask use (7). More importantly, the increasing effectiveness of mask use at lower Pinf and N30 suggests 
synergistic effects of multiple preventive measures in reducing the infection risk.  
 
Aerosol transmission vs droplet transmission 
 40 

Concerning the relative importance of aerosol mode vs droplet mode, we find that the aerosol mode, 
despite of much smaller particle volumes, shows a virus number similar to or even slightly higher than that 
of the droplet mode for both ambient and exhaled samples: N30 (aerosol mode vs droplet mode) of ~5.1 
vs ~1.4 for SARS-CoV-2 in the Fangcang Hospital (Table S7); and Nsample (aerosol mode vs droplet 
mode) of 1.4 vs 0.68 for coronaviruses (HCoV-NL63, -OC43, -229E and -HKU1), of 1.2 vs 0.43 for 45 

influenza viruses (A and B) and of 3.6 vs 0.63 for rhinoviruses, respectively. This suggests a much higher 
virus load per particle volume in the aerosol mode than that in the droplet mode. Because the amount of 
bioaerosols or compounds delivered in particles is proportional to its concentration in the bulk fluid used 
to generate the particles, and is independent of the investigated particulate type (30). If the aerosol and 
droplet modes are mainly generated from the lower and upper respiratory tracts respectively (31), the 50 

higher concentration of viruses in the lung fluid (i.e., sputum samples show much higher viral load than 
throat and nasal swabs (23)) may explain the high virus concentration in the aerosol mode.  
 
 
 55 
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Discussion 
 
The abundance regimes, size dependence, and individual differences have important implications in 
epidemic prevention. The large fraction of virus in the aerosol mode suggests a higher risk than expected, 
because small particles have a longer lifetime in the air and thus can accumulate to a threshold infection 5 

level. This also shows that the greatest danger is in spaces with large number of people and poor 
ventilation, where virus accumulates in the air over long times. Long period of release, long residence 
time, and long period of exposure combine to maximize risks. Besides, aerosol mode particles also have 
a higher penetration rate, and probability to reach the lower respiratory tract (e.g., lung) (32, 33), we thus 
expect that the aerosol mode can cause more severe infectious symptoms than the droplet mode 10 

particles in view of the infection mechanism/nature of SARS-CoV-2. 
 
However, our results show that the airborne transmission of SARS-CoV-2 is most likely in a virus-limited 
regime. In this regime, any preventive measure (such as wearing masks, ventilation, social distancing) 
that reduces the inhaled particles concentrations will reduce the infection probability. The increasing 15 

efficiency of preventive measures at lower virus concentration also suggests that the more measures 
used, the more effective each measure will be in containing the virus transmission. For example, when 
both sources (infector) and susceptible people were wearing masks, the inhaled virus concentration will 
be further reduced, thereby further improving the efficacy of the mask and forming positive feedback. 
Besides, because the inhaled dose also affects the severity of the infection (17), masks can still be useful 20 

even if the reduced dose still leads to an infection. The differences between abundance regimes are not 
limited to respiratory particles and viruses, but may also exist between different types of viruses. Viruses 
of higher emission/exhalation rates, longer lifetime and lower infectious dose may result in a virus-rich 
regime and thus a high basic reproduction number (most likely in the case of measles (34)). Note that in 
this study we focused our discussions on airborne respiratory particles < 100 µm. Respiratory particles > 25 

100 µm can carry more viruses, e.g., a single one-millimeter droplet may carry ~50,000 viruses given a 
viral load of 1×108 per milliliter respiratory droplet, higher than the estimated infectious dose of SARS-
CoV-2. Though they will be removed from air in seconds through fast gravitational settling, they may still 
be sprayed into the upper respiratory tract of susceptible people in a close contact, and leads to 
infections. Concerning these super large droplets, masks become even more efficient and can remove 30 

~100% of them. 
 
The orders-of-magnitude differences in emitted virus concentrations between individuals suggest that 
some patients can emit far more viruses and become super spreaders. According to Wölfel et al. (2020) 
(23), pharyngeal virus shedding was very high during the first week of symptoms. The large variability 35 

also suggests that even if the median value is in a virus-limited regime, an individual patient, i.e., a super 
spreader, may still create a virus-rich regime, where wearing surgical masks would provide insufficient 
protections. To better deal with such cases, stricter measures, including wearing N95 masks become 
critical in preventing virus transmission. This is also supported by the fact that wearing N95 masks (and 
eye protection) leads to a low rate of infection despite of close contact with infectious people (among the 40 

40000 medical staffs, almost no one got infected when wearing N95 masks in Wuhan, 
http://www.ccdi.gov.cn/yaowen/ 202003/t20200323_214056.html).  
 
Airborne virus concentration, virus load in respiratory tract fluid, and human emitted virus concentrations 
are key parameters in our understanding of generation and airborne transmission mechanisms of viruses. 45 

Our preliminary quantitative analysis shows a high potential in achieving closures between these 
parameters, which is essential toward a mechanistic understanding. Such a closure study will ideally 
require simultaneous measurements of these parameters, which is not available at the moment and is 
desirable in future research. 
 50 

 
 
 
 
 55 
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Materials and Methods 
 
Modelling of indoor airborne virus concentrations   
 
To compare the results of exhalation samples with indoor air samples, we performed model simulations 5 

for a scenario with patient density, space areas, and ventilation conditions emulating Fangcang Hospital 
in Wuhan:  

• The total area of the ward is 500 m2 with a height of 10 m. The total number of patients is 200 (18). 

• Each patient coughed an average of 34 times per hour, and the volume of each cough is 2 L; the 
breath volume is 8 L min-1. The size distributions of particles emitted during coughs and breath were 10 

taken from Fig. 2. 

• All patients were wearing surgical masks with penetration rates given in Fig. S1A according to the 
guideline of Fangcang Hospital (https://edition.cnn.com/2020/02/22/asia/china-coronavirus-roundup-
intl-hnk/index.html). We have also calculated the case when the patients did not wear any mask. 

• Natural ventilation is assumed and the loss rate of particles is calculated according to the function 15 

given in Fig. S2 (35).  
The median viral load in exhaled samples were assumed the same as in Leung et al. (2020) (13) (Sect 

S2) and the variation between individual patients was assumed to follow a lognormal distribution with a  
of 1. After being emitted, respiratory particles lose water and is dried to half of their initial sizes (36). 
 20 

The indoor airborne virus concentration can be calculated with 

𝐶𝑣,𝑎𝑖𝑟 = 8 ∙ 𝐶𝑣,𝑎𝑒𝑟𝑜𝑠𝑜𝑙 ∙ ∫ 𝑛(𝐷𝑑) ∙
𝜋∙𝐷𝑑

3

6

2.5 𝜇𝑚

0
∙ 𝑑𝑙𝑜𝑔𝐷𝑑 + 8 ∙ 𝐶𝑣,𝑑𝑟𝑜𝑝𝑙𝑒𝑡 ∙ ∫ 𝑛(𝐷𝑑) ∙

𝜋∙𝐷𝑑
3

6

∞

2.5 𝜇𝑚
∙ 𝑑𝑙𝑜𝑔𝐷𝑑               (2) 

where, 𝐶𝑣,𝑎𝑒𝑟𝑜𝑠𝑜𝑙 and 𝐶𝑣,𝑑𝑟𝑜𝑝𝑙𝑒𝑡 are the viral loads in aerosol mode and droplet mode, respectively; 𝐷𝑑 is 

the particle dry diameter; 𝑛(𝐷𝑑) is the equilibrium indoor airborne particle number size distribution and 
can be determined by  25 

𝑑𝑛(𝐷𝑑)

𝑑𝑡
=

𝑅𝐸(𝐷𝑑)

𝑉
− 𝜆(𝐷𝑑) ∙ 𝑛(𝐷𝑑) = 0                                                  (3) 

where 𝑅𝐸 is the emission rate of particles by all patients; 𝑉 is the volume of the ward; and 𝜆 is particle loss 
rate due to ventilation and deposition.  
 
In the case when all patients were wearing surgical masks,  30 

𝑅𝐸(𝐷𝑤) = 𝑅𝐸0(𝐷𝑤) ∙ 𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑠𝑘(𝐷𝑤)                                                       (4) 

where, 𝑅𝐸0 is the emission rate of patients without wearing mask,  𝐷𝑤 is the wet diameter of exhaled 

droplets, 𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑠𝑘 is size-resolved particle penetration rate of surgical masks. In this case, we assumed that 
exhaled liquid droplets only start to lose water after penetrating masks. In case no patients wearing 
masks, 𝑅𝐸(𝐷𝑤) = 𝑅𝐸0(𝐷𝑤). Based on Eq. (3), the ambient particle number size distribution can be 35 

calculated as 𝑛(𝐷𝑑) =
𝑅𝐸(𝐷𝑑)

𝑉∙𝜆(𝐷𝑑)
 when reaching equilibrium.  

 
To account for the individual differences of viral load in exhaled particles, a Monte Carlo method is used 
to get the possible values of airborne virus concentration. The calculation is repeated for 1×107 times with 

randomly generated viral load, which follow a lognormal distribution with a  of 1. The calculated indoor 40 

airborne concentrations of coronavirus, influenza virus and rhinovirus are listed in Table S1.  
 
Our calculation does not consider the lifetime of viruses (37). With a fixed virus emission rate, the 

airborne virus concentration is proportional to 
1

𝜆𝑣+𝜆𝑑𝑒𝑝+𝑘
, where 𝜆𝑣, 𝜆𝑑𝑒𝑝 and 𝑘 are loss rates due to 

ventilation, deposition and virus inactivation, respectively. The value of 𝑘 is similar as (or smaller than) 𝜆𝑣 45 

and 𝜆𝑑𝑒𝑝 (38). Therefore, ignoring virus loss due to inactivation (𝑘) has a minor effect on the calculated 

airborne virus concentrations. The other caveat is that the particle loss rate (𝜆𝑣 + 𝜆𝑑𝑒𝑝) used here may 

differ from the real loss rate in Fangcang Hospital. According to the loss rate reviewed by Thatcher et al. 
(2002) (39), we may expect a maximum uncertainty of one order of magnitude in the calculated airborne 
virus concentrations, which will not change the regimes they belong to. 50 
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Penetration rate of masks 
 
The size-resolved particle penetration rate of surgical and N95 masks (Fig. S1) is calculated based on the 
following literature and model calculation:  

• Particle diameter < 800 nm: modified from Grinshpun et al. (2009) (40) 5 

• Particle diameter > 800 nm & < 5µm: modified from Weber et al. (1993) (41) 

• Particle diameter > 5µm: model calculation based on particle impaction with following parameters:   
o Droplets velocity of 6.5 m s-1, calculated based on the volume flow rate of 8 L min-1 (typical 

breath flow rate of adults) and an air flow cross section as a circle with a diameter of 1 cm; 
o Impact angle = 90 degree. 10 

 
Sample numbers and uncertainties 
 
We found that the huge variability of the patient's exhaled virus concentration is an important reason for 
the contrast conclusions from experiments on efficacy of masks to prevent virus transmissions. This large 15 

variability requires a large number of samples to draw a robust conclusion. To illustrate the impact of the 
number of samples, a sensitivity experiment is conducted using a Monte Carlo approach: the virus 
number in samples of 30-min exhaled droplets above and below 5 µm is assumed to follow a lognormal 

distribution with median values as given in Table S3 and a  of 1. The sampling experiment is simulated 
with different sample numbers (2, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 500 and 1000) and each experiment is 20 

repeated for 1×104 times. The standard deviation () of the derived positive rates (percentage of samples 
with virus number > 2 (13)) is then calculated. Moreover, to see how the sample number influences the 
evaluation of the efficacy of masks, the virus number is calculated with a pre-assumed set of positive 

rates which follow a normal distribution with  shown in Fig. S3A. The frequency distributions of derived 
virus number in 30-min exhalation samples with and without masks at different sample numbers are given 25 

in Fig. S3B. 
 
Figure S3A shows the variability of the positive rates under different number of samples. And Fig. S3B 
shows the frequency distributions of the calculated virus numbers under different sample numbers. When 
the number of samples is less than 10, the uncertainty of the observed positive rate is relatively large (σ 30 

up to ~0.35), and the difference between the derived viral load in samples collected with and without 
mask use have a high chance to be indistinguishable (Fig. S3B). When the number of samples is ~ 100, 
the variability is small (σ ~ 0.05), and the efficacy of masks become visible. 
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Figures and Tables 
 

 
 
Fig. 1. Schematic illustration of different abundance regimes for virus and particles. (A) Virus-rich 5 

and particle-rich regime; (B) virus-limited and particle-rich regime. The blue line represents the infection 
probability Pinf under a given ambient virus concentration C. The C50 corresponds to the virus 
concentration at Pinf of 50%. The Cv and Cp represent the concentration of respiratory viruses and 
particles, respectively while the Cv,mask and Cp,mask represent their equivalent ambient concentrations after 
mask use. The shaded areas are separated by a threshold concentration C above which ~ 100% of 10 

people will be infected by viruses. We can see a “virus-rich” regime or a “virus-limited” regime for cases 
when ambient virus concentration is above or below the threshold, respectively. Under a particle/virus-
rich regime, people will always inhale large numbers of particles/viruses and wearing a mask has a limited 
effect if the resultant concentration is still above the threshold. Under a virus-limited regime, wearing a 
mask will further reduce the virus concentration and the risk to be infected. (C) and (D) are schematic 15 

illustrations for (A) and (B), respectively. Red dots represent respiratory viruses while green dots 
represent respiratory particles.  
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Fig. 2. Volume size distribution of particles emitted by different human activities. sneezing (A), 
coughing (B), speaking (C) and breathing (D) and with and without surgical or N95 masks. Circles 
represent measurements and solid lines show bimodal fits to measurements. Here, the distribution of 5 

exhaled particles for each human activity is also plotted for reference. V and Dp represents the particle 
volume and diameter, respectively. 
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Fig 3. Abundance regimes for SARS-CoV-2 and other viruses under different infectious dose. The 
bold lines show the infection probability (Pinf) as a function of inhaled number of viruses at different 
median infectious doses. Colored dots show the 30-min inhaled virus numbers (N30) calculated based on 5 

reported airborne SARS-CoV-2 concentrations in medical centers/hospitals. Open circles show the 30-
min exhaled number of coronavirus, influenza virus and rhinovirus. Error bars show the standard 

deviation. The virus-rich and virus-limited regime is defined as N30 (Pinf > 0.95) and N30 (Pinf ≤ 0.95), 

respectively. (A) The infection probability (Pinf) is calculated assuming that each virus has the same 
probability of causing infection. (B) The infection probability (Pinf) is calculated by considering both the 10 

infectious probability of viruses and individual differences ( = 1) in a large population, in which N30,med 
represents the effective median 30-min inhaled virus number of the whole population (Sect S4).  
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Fig. 4. Reduced chance of COVID-19 transmission with masks. The curves represent the percentage 
change of the probability of infection, Pinf, caused by mask use due to the change of N30. The blue and 
red lines represent the results with surgical (blue lines) and N95 masks (red lines), respectively. The 5 

dependence of Pinf on N30 used here was assumed the same as in Fig. 3.   
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