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30 Abstract

31

32  Socid isolation is extremely important to minimize the effects of a pandemic. Latin American
33  (LA) countries have similar socioeconomic characteristics and health system infrastructures.
34  These countries face difficulties to dea with the COVID-19 pandemic and some of them had
35 very high death rates. Government stringency index (GSI) of twelve LA countries was gathered
36 from the Oxford COVID-19 Government Response Tracker (OXCGRT) project. GSl is
37  calculated considering nine metrics of social distancing and isolation measures. Population data
38  from the United Nations Population Fund and number of deaths data was collected from the
39  dashboard of the World Health Organization (WHO). We performed an analysis of the period
40  March-December using a mixed linear model approach. Peru, Brazil, Chile, Bolivia, Colombia,
41  Argentina and Ecuador had the highest death rates with an increasing trend over time, while
42  Suriname, Venezuela, Uruguay, Paraguay and Guyana had the lowest ones, which remained
43  deady. GSI in most countries followed the same pattern during the analyzed months. i.e., high
44  indices at the beginning of the pandemic and lower ones in the last evaluated months, while the
45  number of deaths increased over the whole period. Almost no country kept its GSI high for a
46  long time, especially from October to December. Time and GSI as well astheir interaction were
47  highly significant. As their interaction increases, death rate decreases. In conclusion, a higher
48  GSl at the start of the pandemic COVID-19 would impact on the decrease in the number of
49  deathsover time, in LA countries.

50
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53  Introduction
54
55  The COVID-19 pandemic has affected healthcare systems and caused collapses across the
56  globe. In Latin America (LA), the first case of SARS-CoV-2 infection was recorded on
57  February 25th in the City of S&o Paulo. In lessthan a month after the first case, all LA countries
58  had confirmed cases of COVID-19 *2.
59 The LA region has several obstacles that make it difficult for countries to take action
60 against the spread of the virus. Precarious conditions, such as poverty, lack of hospital
61 infrastructure, low sanitary conditions, high prevalence of chronic diseases and government’s
62  tardy responses are factors that make it difficult to prevent contamination by the virus, so that
63 they facilitate transmission and directly impact the hospital system®®. Through predictive
64 models studies, it has been suggested that the virus could spread aggressively through LA®’.
65  Moreover, analyses of the initial cases of the COVID-19 pandemic in LA estimated an
66  unfavorable scenario for the countries, and aso evidenced aggressive dynamics of the disease
67  outbreak in Brazil and Ecuador compared to ltaly and Spain’. Above al, among the LA
68  countries, Brazil was considered a major epicenter of the disease®.
69 Although there are measures aimed at reducing the spread of the new coronavirus such
70 as socia distancing, school closures, cancellation of public events and, sometimes, severe
71  methods such as lockdown, these measures have been relaxed, in addition to noncompliance by
72 the population and poor governmental management®. However, several current studies have
73  dready associated non-pharmaceutical interventions and lockdowns in particular to mortality,
74 especially when measures are adopted early’®™. Although recent studies have estimated that
75  non-pharmaceutical interventions are related to the number of deaths or the rate of infection of
76  COVID-19 in different countries'?, LA countries have not been the focus of these studies. LA
77  countries should be analyzed with caution taking into account that most of the countries in
78  America had difficulties in facing the pandemic™**3. In addition, Brazil is among the countries
79  with the highest number of deaths caused by the virus™.
80 Considering that social distancing and isolation are important protective measures for the
81 containment of SARS-CoV-2 infection, and that there is lack of studies discussing on
82  demonstrating the relationship between the social isolation and death rate due to COVID-19 in
83 LA countries, based on the Government Stringency Index (GSI) from the Coronavirus
84  Government Response Tracker (OXCGRT)™, the objective of this work was to analyze the
85  relationship between GS| and time, as well as death rate from COVID-19 in 12 LA countries,
86 using a mixed linear model approach, especially looking at the measures adopted in the first
87  year of the pandemic. Through this model, the need for maintaining social distancing and
88  isolation measures over time at the start of the pandemic is explained and substantiated.
89
90 Material and Methods
91
92  Data Sources
93  Government gringency index (GSI) of twelve LA countries was developed by the Oxford
94  University and gathered from the platform Policy Responses to the Coronavirus Pandemic on
95 the website ( https:.//ourworldindata.org/policy-responses-covid). This index represents the
96  drictness of government policies and was calculated considering nine metrics of social
97  distancing and isolation, such as school and work closures, stay-at-home requirements, transport
98  redtrictions, congraints on public gatherings, cancellation of public events, public information
99  campaigns; restrictions on internal movements; and international travel controls. The index on
100  any given day is calculated as the mean score of nine policy measures, each taking a value
101  between 0 and 100. Hence, a higher GSI indicates a dtricter response to the pandemic. The
102  detailed methodology for calculating indices is  described elsewhere
103  (https://github.com/OxCGRT/covid-policy-
104  tracker/blob/master/documentation/index_methodology.md). To use that data, we first
105 calculated the mean of the GSI for each month. The number of cumulative monthly deaths data
106  was collected from the dashboard of the World Health Organization (WHO). Population data
107 were obtained from the United Nations Population Fund avalable on
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108  (https.//www.unfpa.org/about-us) and used to calculate the proportion of the number of deaths
109 for each country. This data was collected from the first day of March until the last day of
110  December of 2020.

111

112  Statigtical analysis

113

114  We evaluated the relationship between GSI and time, and the death rates from COVID-19.
115  Since we analyzed repeated measures over a period of time (time was uniformly measured
116  acrossall countries), thisis alongitudinal analysis requiring a mixed linear model approach,

117
Vi = Wy + XGB + Zy + &,

118 where

N° of deaths related to COVID — 19

Yij = - - - X 1000000
N° of inhabitants in the country

119
120 1 = mean of the death ratio adjusted by total population for each million inhabitants,

121 X;; = vector of covariates, § = vector of the regression parameters for the covariates. Z = matrix
122 of covariates, y = vector of random effects and ¢;; = vector of random errors. y and ¢ are
123 uncorrelated.

124 In the model, the variables time (month) and GSI were considered both as fixed. In
125  addition, the country was included as a random effect. All atistical analysis was performed
126  under the most commonly used significance levels (1%, 5% and 10%) using the RStudio
127  atigtical software v.3.6.

128

129 Results

130

131  Weanalyzed data of deathsrelated to COVID-19 in twelve LA countriesin order to evaluate the
132  relationship between desth rates, GSI and time progression. In this context, time and GSI are
133  useful to explain the dispersion of the data.

134 Figure l1a displays death rates from March to December. Peru, Brazil, Chile, Bolivia,
135 Colombia, Argentina and Ecuador have high death rates, with an increasing trend over time,
136  while Suriname, Venezuela, Uruguay, Paraguay and Guyana presented low death rates, which
137  remained stable. Figure 1b displays GSI from March to December. It is noticeable that there
138  was much fluctuation in the GSI for most countries, but with a large decrease from October to
139  December. The only country whose GSI was maintained high for the whole period was
140  Venezuela

141 Also, in Figure 1a, it is possible to observe the asymmetry of the data, so a skew-t
142  disgtribution was adopted for the model’s error. Since the modd presents a variable dispersion,
143  we used alinear regression model for the dispersion.

144
yijltime;, country;, GSI;; ~ ST(w;j,04,V,7)
1
u{jl = “— = o + By time; + B, GSI;j + Bstime; X GSI;; + yo + yocountry;
ij
log(aij) = ay + a time; + a; GSI;;.

145
146 where i =1,...,10 represents each of the months, starting from March, and j =

147 1,...,12 corresponds to each of the countries. time; represents the i-th month, country;
148 represents the j-th country, GSI;; represents the GSI in the i-th month in the j-th country. o;;
149  corresponds to the standard deviation in the i-th month in the j-th country, with its
150  corresponding parametersa.  The random effectsy, e y; have a normal distribution, and
151  theresponse variable hasaskew-t distribution with  parameters y;;, o;;, v and 7.

152 Table 1 displays the coefficient estimates of the mixed linear model and the
153  dispersion model. The random effects are random variables that do not assume a single value,
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154  which means that its values cannot be displayed. Time and GSI, as well as their interaction,
155  were highly significant to explain the death rate under all assumed significance levels. As the
156 interaction of time and GSI increases, the death rate decreases.

157 In Supplemental Figure Sla, the QQ-plot envelope shows there is no evidence that
158  the skew-t distribution is inappropriate to explain the death rate for each million inhabitants.
159  Other aspects of the model were analyzed by the quantile residuals (Supplemental Figure S2b),
160  such as the correct specification of the model’s dispersion and distribution. We can conclude
161  from these graphs that the model satisfies the assumptions so that the model specification is
162  appropriate.

163

164  Discussion

165

166 Robust evidence shows that, under most conditions, early adoption of stringent government
167  non-pharmaceutical interventions is associated with a reduction in transmission and death'®™2.
168  Continued intervention should be considered to keep transmission of disease under control™. In
169  addition it was estimated that GSI was able to decrease the number of deaths at different waves
170  during the course of SARS-CoV-2 disease in different countries. However, addressing the
171  influence of this factor on death rates remains a big challenge because countries publish their
172  testing data at different time points: some provide daily updates, while others provide only on a
173  weekly-basis, and some only publish figures on an ad-hoc basis at longer intervals.

174 Based on GS| data extracted from the OXCGRT project *°, it is possible to propose
175  datigtical modelsto evaluate how closely these variables are related to time. Herein, the model
176  shows that the relationship between time and GSl is highly significant. When analyzing time
177  and GSI together, it was observed that, as the interaction of these two variables increases, a drop
178 inthe death rate is detected. For instance, according to this model, with a GS| set to 0 in March
179 and a GSl set to 80 in April. i.e. a 80% increase in the strictness of government policies, we
180  could have observed a reduction of approximately 32 deaths per million inhabitants. In Brazil,
181  whose population is near 212 million, that would represent 6,784 lives that could have been
182 saved at the beginning of the pandemic. This figure would be even higher in other months
183  within the analyzed period. Furthermore, once these two variables were analyzed separately, as
184  time increases, the rate of deaths per million inhabitants increases as well. Surprisingly, the
185 same happens with the GSI reported by the countries. In light of these observations, we can
186 make two hypotheses: 1) GSI alone may not entirely represent the reality regarding social
187  isolation and the death rate from COVID-19, since this condition depends on other factors, such
188 as the infrastructure of the countries public hospitals, government management, and the
189  population's compliance with the rules. 2) Restriction policies as measured by GSI do not have
190 immediate effects and must be maintained over longer periods in order to decrease death rates
191 by COVID-19. Hence, the problem is complex and deserves to be studied in detail taking into
192  account other aspectsthat may be influencing the death rates.

193 LA countries present problematic issues, such as social inegquality and less access to
194  healthcare. However, complying with social isolation is difficult for individuals when work is
195  the only source of income®. In our analyses, countries such as Peru, Brazil, Chile, Bolivia,
196  Colombia, Argentina and Ecuador have the highest death rates. Peru presents low conditions to
197  face a pandemic and even in lockdown at the beginning of the pandemic?, it presented high
198  death rates. In a prediction study with data from the first 10 days of the pandemic, it was
199 estimated that Peru had the lowest effective reproductive number (R;), parameter used to keep
200 track of epidemics’, therefore, the country had these numbers accentuated during the pandemic
201  period.

202 Brazil was the first LA country to report cases of COVID-19'%"8. Since it presents
203  favorable conditions to face a pandemic when compared to other LA countries, it was expected
204  to have lower rates. However, in the present study, Brazil and Chile presented higher death
205  rates, followed by Peru. It is important to consider that, although Peru’s president has played a
206  relevant role helping to control the number of deaths from COVID-19, there has not been
207  neither a national strategic plan to guide communication and educational health policies nor a
208  large-scale awareness campaign to stimulate people to protect their health and abide to the
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209  protective measures. This lack of policies is also a current problem in Brazil®. For instance,
210  through GSl e and COVID-19 Community Mobility Reports from Google, daily new cases and
211  real time R; were calculated, showing that Brazil isnot doing very well regarding its response to
212  COVID-19 pandemic®™. Although Brazil presents a robust public health system and reasonable
213  GSl, the high death rates may be deeply connected to inadequate policy management that has
214  received several criticisms®'®. In comparison to Brazil, Suriname had a similar GSI but a low
215  desath rate, remaining stable over time. Except for Venezuela, no other country kept a high GSI
216  for longer periods. Particularly, GSI decreased at the end of the year (October-December) in
217  most countries, while death rates increased. On the other hand, isolation in Venezuela was
218  maintained even in December (an atypical month because of Christmas and holiday season), and
219  itsdeath rates were low and remained unchanged over time.

220 According to the present analysis, Uruguay followed a relatively lower GSI than other
221 LA countries but showed low death rates. Uruguay was a country that acted quickly, closing its
222  borders and schools, with insertion of screening tests, reducing SARS-CoV-2 infections and
223  controlling the outbreak very efficiently®. In contrast, Ecuador started with high social
224  isolation, but a decrease in the isolation rate was observed later. On the other hand, Ecuador had
225 ahigh mortality rate, which is accentuated over time even with the adoption of lockdown. In
226  addition, it should be noted that this country had poor conditions of public health infrastructure
227  at the beginning of the pandemic®. At the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, it had been
228  dready suggested that closing public transportation, workplaces and schools is particularly
229  effectivein reducing COVID-19 transmission®.

230 The rapidly evolving pandemic in LA countries is worthy of especial attention,
231  considering their often weak and low stringency responses to the current sanitary crisis. In this
232 sudy, GSI varies considerably in al LA countries over time. This variation can partially explain
233  why these countries have been differently impacted by COVID-19. In spite of not specifically
234  addressing and discussing the government policies adopted by each country, in this
235  investigation, we successfully show that social distancing and isolation measured by GSI
236  influences death rates from COVID-19 over time. For instance, the interaction between GS| and
237  time can decrease the number of deaths, which demonstrates the importance of maintaining
238 socia distancing and isolation measures for longer periods, as opposed to what most LA
239  countries did. Almost no country kept its GSI high for much time, especially from October to
240  December. We did not expect to find different results since several studies support the idea that
241  sringency policies are extremely important to contain the contagion or death of COVID-19'%2,
242  Therefore, this is the first paper that discusses the importance of non-pharmaceutical
243  interventions based on increased GSI could have directly impacted on the number of deaths in
244 LA countries.

245 Our results have significant implications; however, some limiting aspects must be
246  considered. 1) The GSI was extracted from the OXCGRT project. The curators of this database
247  emphasized how challenging the collection of information on the exact data was due to the
248  nature and extent of the policies of the different governments. This complex data set can
249  obscure the qualitative differencesin each of the nine metrics GSI measures across countries. In
250  addition, many local and cultural factors can affect the implementation of interventions. 2) Our
251  data provide a general interpretation of the influence of time and GSI on death rates in LA.
252  Therefore, future studies can deepen the search for more specific interpretations for each
253  country, taking into account local aspects and other metrics not covered here. 3) The numbers of
254  deaths from COVID-19 can be easily underreported™®, this is due to limited testing, problems
255  in determining the cause of death and the way in which COVID-19 deaths are recorded. Hence,
256  we cannot define the real impact of the GSI on death rates with perfect precision. 4) We know
257  that the differences in population size between countries are often large, and the COVID-19
258  death count in more populous countries tends to be greater. Thus, in order to perform a more
259  truthful comparison, we used the cumulative death data and calculated the death rate adjusted by
260  thepopulation of each country.

261

262  Conclusions

263
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264  We conclude that, in combination, time and GSI have beneficial effects on the decrease of death
265  rates from COVID-19 in LA countries. Higher strictness of social distancing and isolation, as
266  measured by the GSlI, at the start of the pandemic, could have flattened mortality curves from
267 COVID-19 over time, particularly from March to December 2020. Our satistical model
268  explains and substantiates the need for maintaining social distancing and isolation measures
269  over time during the pandemic.
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Table 1. Egimates of the dispersion model and mixed linear model for death rates from COVID-19 in
2020 in Latin American countries.

Estimate Std Error t Vaue p-value

u
Intercept (8,) 491,633.0 69,250.3 7.099 <0.005***
Time (8,) -70,1185 12,794.0 581 <0.005***
GSI(5,) -6,721.4 984.6 -6.826 <0.005***
TimexGSl (B5) 953.6 189.2 5041 <0.005***

@)
Intercept () -3.89 0.59 -6.63 <0.005***
Time(a,) 0.72 0.04 16.67 <0.005***
GSl (@) 0.05 0.01 8.00 <0.005***

Legend: GSI - Government gtringency index. Significance levels: “***” 0.001, “**” 0.01, “*” 0.05,
“.” 0.1. The relationship between the predictors and the original response variable is inversely
proportional .i.e. anegative sign indicates an increase of death rates while the positive one indicates a
decrease. Importantly, considering the interaction effect was significant, the main effects cannot be
interpreted individually. For instance, the interpretation from the estimate obtained for the parameter
associated with the interaction (953.6) is that for a given fixed month, if the GS| increases, the death
rate decreases.
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Figure 1. Death rates from COVID-19 and Government Stringency index from March to December
2020 in Latin American countries.
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Legend Figure 1a: Death rates adjusted by population size for each country per million inhabitants.
Figure 1b: Mean Government Stringency index reported as percentage.
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