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ABSTRACT

The COVID-19 pandemic poses a heightened risk to health workers, especialy in low-
and middle-income countries such as Indonesia. Due to the limitations to implementing mass
RT-PCR testing for health workers, high-performing and cost-effective methodol ogies must be
developed to help identify COVID-19 positive health workers and protect the spearhead of the
battle against the pandemic. This study aimed to investigate the application of machine learning
classifiers to predict the risk of COVID-19 positivity (by RT-PCR) using data obtained from a
survey specific to health workers. Machine learning tools can enhance COVID-19 screening
capacity in high-risk populations such as health workers in environments where cost is a barrier
to accessibility of adequate testing and screening supplies. We built two sets of COVID-19
Likelihood Meter (CLM) models: one trained on data from a broad population of health workers
in Jakarta and Semarang (full model) and tested on the same, and one trained on health workers
from Jakarta only (Jakarta model) and tested on an independent population of Semarang health
workers. The area under the receiver-operating-characteristic curve (AUC), average precision
(AP), and the Brier score (BS) were used to assess model performance. Shapley additive
explanations (SHAP) were used to analyze feature importance. The final dataset for the study
included 3979 health workers. For the full model, the random forest was selected as the
algorithm of choice. It achieved cross-validation mean AUC of 0.818 + 0.022 and AP of 0.449 +
0.028 and was high performing during testing with AUC and AP of 0.831 and 0.428
respectively. The random forest model was well-calibrated with alow mean brier score of 0.122
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+ 0.004. A random forest classifier was the best performing model during cross-validation for the
Jakarta dataset, with AUC of 0.824 + 0.008, AP of 0.397 + 0.019, and BS of 0.102 £+ 0.007, but
the extra trees classifier was selected as the mode of choice due to better generalizability to the
test set. The performance of the extra trees model, when tested on the independent set of
Semarang health workers, was AUC of 0.672 and AP of 0.508. Our models yielded high
predictive performance and may have the potential to be utilized as both a COVID-19 screening
tool and a method to identify health workers at greatest risk of COVID-19 positivity, and
therefore most in need of testing.

INTRODUCTION

Sincethefirst confirmed case of COVID-19 in Indonesiain March 2020, there have been
1.8 million confirmed cases and more than 50 thousand deaths resulting from COVID-19
infection [1]. Health workersin Indonesia are a a high risk of COVID-19 exposure and infection
due to the nature of the profession, with 654 COVID-19 deaths recorded by January 2021 [2, 3].
The COVID-19 pandemic is placing an enormous burden on Indonesia's public health and
economy, especially due to Indonesia having the highest fatality rate for health workersin Asia
[4]. Despite implementation of large-scale social restrictions at the national and regional level,
vaccination of high-risk population groups, and advocation for the usage of personal protective
equipment (PPE) [5], Indonesia still had the highest daily and cumulative COVID-19 casesin
The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) in September 2021 [6]. Furthermore, due
to the often-asymptomatic nature of COVID-19 infection [7], efforts to prevent COVID-19
transmission were constrained by the ability to immediately detect and isolate the infected people
[8-10].

Mass testing by reverse transcription-polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR), the gold
standard of COVID-19 diagnostic testing, remains one of the key measures to reduce
transmission of COVID-19 [11]. However, the implementation of mass RT-PCR testing is
limited in developing countries such as Indonesia due to financial, capital, and logistical
constraints [12, 13]. Despite the rapidly increasing COVID-19 cases since the Eid al-Fitr holiday
in May 2021, some regions of Indonesia have been facing limited reagent supply and inadequate
laboratory capacity to provide sufficient testing. In June 2021, Indonesia had the second-lowest
testing rate in Southeast Asiawith only 7.5 tests per confirmed case, far below the World Health
Organization (WHO) recommendation of 10-30 tests per confirmed case[14-16]. The healthcare
system of Indonesia has further been weakened by surges in case numbers and patients requiring
hospitalization, leading to depleted medical supplies[17]. Furthermore, in the event of a surge,
one study assessed that several provincesin Indonesia would likely have suboptimal diagnostic
capabilities even if using rapid diagnostic technologiesin referral hospitals [18].

The limitations of mass RT-PCR implementation in Indonesia underscore the
development of a COVID-19 detection method that is accurate, affordable, and accessible to
users with minimum equipment and personnel required to prioritize PCR testing for health
workers. Rapid diagnostic antigen testing is another common testing modality that isless
accurate than RT-PCR [17]. While antigen testing provides rapid results, implementation of mass
testing may still be limited by the coordination of stakeholders who may have to balance
resources. A freetesting or screening modality would encourage hospitals and health systemsto
test their workers more frequently and can be implemented in resource-strapped communities.
Machine learning tools can achieve these goals and have already shown promise in several
countries such as the United States, China, Isragl, and Slovenia[19-22]. Several machine
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learning-based models have already been developed for COVID-19 screening using data from
sources such as Computed Tomography (CT) scans[19, 23], clinical symptoms [20-21], and
laboratory tests [24-26]. These tools sensitivity and specificity values are high, ranging from
0.86-0.93 and 0.56-0.98 respectively.

Currently, most machine learning COVID-19 screening tools have been deployed in
technologically advanced countries [19-21, 24, 26]. Since most of the available models used data
from hospitalized patients, the tools may not be effective for COVID-19 screening for health
workers, due to differences in available features between hospitalized patients and health
workers. Hospitalized patients are highly likely to have different symptomatology, behavioral
tendencies, and PPE usage requirements than health workers who are not hospitalized, the target
population of this study. We aim to apply machine learning algorithms to devel op software tools
to augment COVID-19 screening for Indonesian health workers. This method is expected to ease
the burden in Indonesia s healthcare system caused by COVID-19 through the implementation of
a fast, accessible, and widespread screening methodology that can allow for accurate triage and
systematic allocation of RT-PCR testing for health workers.

METHODS

Study design and data

The study was designed as a cross-sectional observational study with a total of 3979
health workers, including medical professionals and non-medical professions working at
healthcare facilities. The data was collected between January 20 and September 15, 2021, at
forty-four healthcare provider locations: 15 healthcare providers in Greater Jakarta Area, 1
hospital in Bandung city, and 28 healthcare providers in Semarang'. The hospitals and healthcare
providers were selected through online recruitment, recommendations from medical associations,
and a partnership agreement with the following inclusion criteria: 1) the ability to conduct swab
collection for RT-PCR testing by trained health workers, 2) the presence of healthcare or non-
healthcare staff with COVID-19 symptoms or close contact with COVID-19 patients, and 3) the
support from the health facility management to participate in the research. The proportion of
respondents from Jakarta was 3477 (87.4%) and 502 from Semarang (12.6%).

The hospitals had the authority to recommend that a member of their staff to be included
in the study by following this criterion: either (1) had close contact with at least one COVID-19
patient within the last fourteen days or (2) developed COVID-19 related symptoms within the
last fourteen days. For each respondent, we collected oropharyngeal or nasopharyngeal swab
specimens for RT-PCR as well as data for COVID-19 symptoms, comorbidities, COVID-19
protective behaviors, working conditions, and COVID-19 vaccination status through a self-
administered questionnaire. All  oropharyngeal/nasopharyngeal swab specimens from
respondents in participating healthcare providers in Greater Jakarta Area and Bandung were
tested at Primaya Hospital, East Bekas, while specimens from respondents in participating
healthcare providers in Semarang were tested at Diponegoro National Hospital.

! The data from 28 healthcare providers in Semarang came from several surrounding healthcare providers in
Central Java, including: 52.3% from Diponegoro National Hospital; 13.4% from Community health center
(BALKESMAS); 17.2% from individual health worker from clinic/Laboratory/Pharmacy/Homecare; 5.7% from
Medical and Health student around Semarang; 4.2% from Central General Hospital Dr. Kariadi; 2.3% from Health
Equipment / Medical Company; 1.9% from Ken Saras Hospital; 1.9% from Kidney & Hypertension Clinic; and 1.1%
from Halmahera Primary Healthcare.
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Study Variables

The survey questions included behavioral (protective, social, and travel) tendencies,
COVID-19 vaccination status, working conditions, symptoms, comorbidities, and level of
COVID-19 exposure and interaction with infected patients at health facilities. The dependent
variable in this study was the result of the COVID-19 RT-PCR test taken within three days of
filling the survey. Respondents with inconclusive RT-PCR results were not included in the
processed dataset. Behavioral questions were chosen based on general and medical worker-
specific risk factors identified in the current literature and encompassed handwashing, mask-
wearing, PPE adherence, social distancing, and domestic and foreign travel tendencies. Hand-
washing behaviors were assessed by the level of adherence to the six-step handwashing protocol
[27, 28]. Mask-wearing and social distancing behaviors were assessed according to current WHO
guidelines [29, 30].

Modeling and Prediction

To predict COVID-19 diagnosisin our cohort, we trained and evaluated several machine
learning classification algorithms, including random forest [31], extra trees classifier [32], and
model ensembles. These were implemented using the scikit-learn Python library [33], while
XGBoost [34] was implemented using scikit-learn compatible packages in Python. These models
were chosen after experiments with various algorithms, such as optimization and deep learning
methods, during preliminary modeling. Preprocessed respondent features were used as inputs for
each model, generating an output prediction risk score with a value between 0 and 1. The output
was then converted to a class label by a thresholding function. Hyperparameters were tuned and
chosen using the random search optimization method in scikit learn [35]. Feature selection was
implemented using the sequential feature selection method in scikit learn. Model performance
was analyzed and interpreted using the area under the receiving-operating characteristic curve
(AUC) and area under the precision-recall (PR) curve, average precision (AP), while model
calibration was assessed using the Brier Score (BS) for each model. Feature importance and
model interpretability was assessed using Shapley additive explanations (SHAP) from the SHAP
package [36] in Python.

Two sets of models were developed: one using respondents from health facilities in both
Jakarta and Semarang (full model), and one on respondents from Jakarta health facilities only
(Jakarta model). The full model was trained with stratified 5-fold cross-validation on 80% of the
dataset and tested on the remaining 20%. The Jakarta model was tested on inputs from the
Semarang health workers and was developed to assess the predictive capability of this approach
in an independent population of health workers within Indonesia. Due to class imbalance,
adaptive synthetic oversampling (ADASY N) [37] was used during training for the positive class
before validation for both modeling approaches.

RESULTS

Data Summary

Data from 3,979 health workers were included in the final dataset for model building. A
summary of cohort demographics and survey responses is provided in Table 1. Approximately
74% of respondents were female and the average age was 30 years old. As health workers are
currently the priority group for receiving the COVID-19 vaccine in Indonesia, 86% of
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respondents had received at least the first dose of the COVID-19 vaccine. Regarding protective
behaviors in the prior month, most respondents indicated they had been trained in PPE standards
(98%) and six-step hand washing techniques (97%). Around 18% of respondents were currently
self-isolating after having close contact with COVID-19 patients and 30% were involved in
aerosol-generating procedures on COVID-19 patients. Furthermore, approximately half of
positive cases were currently self-isolating. Additionally, around 73% and 59% of respondents
reported having activity in a closed room and having outdoor activities at least 1-3 times a
month, respectively. This study also found that 76% of respondents always used a mask outside
the home, 53% always avoided shaking hands, and 53% always maintained physical distance. In
terms of the use of public transportation, 83% of respondents never used mass public
transportation and 76% never used door to door transportation.

Approximately 80% of positive cases were symptomatic. Cough (48.52%), headache
(44.43%), runny nose (39.34%), chills (38.36%), and fever (37.54%) were the five most reported
symptoms among those who had COVID-19 positive test results. 90% of respondents stated that
they did not have any comorbidities. Lung disease (3.11%), hypertension (2.46%), and
pregnancy (2.30%) were the most reported comorbidities among those who were COVID-19
positive.

Model Performance and Explainability

The Jakarta model was developed to investigate the modd performance on a
geographically independent test set, which was the data from the Semarang health workers. The
full model contains data from both cities and is thus a model built on a wider population and
would be generalizable to a more heterogeneous testing population.

Jakarta Model

The Jakarta model was trained and cross-validated on health workers from Jakarta only
and was tested on respondents from Semarang. The test set was composed of 12.6% of the entire
dataset. Figure 1 displays the test set receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curvd, precision-
recall (PR) curve, the cross-validation calibration curve as well as both cross validation and test
sensitivity, specificity, positive-predictive value (PPV), negative-predictive value (NPV), and the
F1 score of severa algorithms on the Semarang data. The prevalence of COVID-19 positive
health workers in the validation and testing datasets was 29.5%. The random forest classifier had
the best predictive performance during cross-validation, followed by the voting classifier,
composed of an ensemble of a XGBoost classifier and arandom forest classifier. The mean AUC
for random forest on the cross-validation sets was 0.824 + 0.008, followed by that of the voting
classifier (0.822 + 0.007) and was greater than those of XGBoost (0.786 + 0.014) and extra trees
classifier (0.815 + 0.008) (Fig. S1A). The random forest produced the best AP (0.397 + 0.019),
followed by voting classifier (0.395 + 0.022), extra trees (0.371 £ 0.022), and XGBoost (0.335 +
0.030) (Fig. S1B). The calibration curves showed all models were well-calibrated, but calibration
might be greatly improved if the predicted risk is scaled down (Fig. 1C). The voting classifier
produced the lowest brier score of 0.096 + 0.008.

When testing the models on the Semarang dataset, the voting classifier had the best AUC
of 0.674 followed by random forest, extra trees, and XGBoost with AUCs of 0.673, 0.668, and
0.643 respectively (Fig. 1A). XGBoost had the best AP of 0.533, followed by that of the voting
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classifier (0.514), random forest (0.513) and extra trees classifier (0.510) (Fig. 1B). The voting
classifier model was selected as the best classifier due to producing the best test AUC and
second-best F1 score.

Figure 2 displays a SHAP summary plot for the voting classifier Jakarta model. Being
asymptomatic was the most important feature ranked by the SHAP analysis and were strongly
associated with lower predicted risk of COVID-19 infection. Of COVID-19 symptoms, cough,
fever, and chills ranked among the most important features. Of the behavioral questions, frequent
handwashing in different scenarios, such as after touching or disposing trash, after shaking hands
with people or after touching animals was associated with lower risk of COVID-19 infection.
Health workers that wore shoe covers, hazmat suits, face shields and medical gloves regularly
were also at lower risk of COVID-19 diagnosis and these behaviors ranked among the most
important features. Furthermore, health workers that wore PPE such as medical gloves when
handling COVID-19 specimens were aso at lower risk of COVID-19. PPE such as masks and
gloves have been shown to reduce risk for COVID-19 infection [36]. Furthermore, the higher
average density of people in the room most frequented by the health worker was highly
associated with COVID-19 positivity by the Jakarta model. Health workers that frequently work
in crowded areas may be at increased risk for COVID-19.

Full Model

Figure 3 displays test set ROC and PR curves as well as cross validation calibration
curves for al the algorithms applied to the full patient cohort training set. The prevalence of
positive classes in the validation and testing datasets was 15.3%. The best performing model
during 5-fold stratified cross-validation was the random forest with the highest AUC (0.818 +
0.022), followed by voting classifier, which is an ensemble of a random forest and extra trees
classifier (0.817 £ 0.024), extratrees (0.813 + 0.026), and the XGBoost classifier (0.795 + 0.027)
(Fig. S2A). The random forest also had the best AP (0.449 + 0.028) followed by that of the
voting classifier (0.446 + 0.034), XGBoost (0.440 + 0.017) and extra trees (0.438 + 0.039) (Fig.
S2B). The calibration curves, derived from validation folds of 5-fold cross validation, showed all
models were relatively well-calibrated, with the voting classifier and extra trees classifier
producing the lowest mean brier score of 0.116 + 0.005 (Fig. 3C).

On the held-out test set, random forest produced the highest AUC of 0.831 as compared
to voting classifier (0.828), extra trees (0.822), and XGBoost (0.776) (Fig. 3A). The random
forest had the highest AP (0.428) compared to voting classifier (0.426), XGBoost (0.410) and
extra trees (0.402) (Fig. 3B). The random forest was overall the best performing algorithm for
the full model, due to high operating point predictive performance on the held-out test set with
sensitivity, specificity and F1 score of 0.787, 0.770 and 0.515 respectively. Other performance
metrics such as the positive and negative predictive values are displayed in Figure 3D.

Feature importance and model explainability were assessed through SHAP values from
the training set predictions. Figure 4 displays the SHAP summary plot for the top 20 most
important features in the full model. Like the Jakarta model, being asymptomatic and not
handling COVID-19 specimens were ranked among the most important features for reduced
COVID-19 risk. Surprisingly, health workers that performed aerosol-generating procedures on
COVID-19 patients, such as tracheal intubation, non-invasive ventilation, tracheostomy, and
swab collection among others, were also at lower risk of infection. This observation is likely
attributable to more stringent PPE requirements and behavioral measures for health workers
working closely with COVID-19 patients. Fever was highly predictive of COVID-19 infection,
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as well as other common COVID-19 symptoms such as chills and cough. Health workers that
wore surgical hoods and medical gloves during work were at lower risk of COVID-19 infection.
Inadequate access to PPE has already been reported in Indonesia [38, 39]. Employees that
regularly wore a hazmat suit at the health facility were at greatly reduced risk of being COVID-
19 positive. Health facilities that reported a shortage of hazmat suits in Indonesia instructed
health workers to wear thin plastic raincoats while transporting COVID-19 patients [40]. These
limitations highlight the importance of a sufficient supply of PPE for the health workforce during
the pandemic.

DISCUSSION

This study investigated the capability of information collected via questionnaire including
protective behavioral tendencies, COVID-19 vaccine status and information, Symptoms,
comorbidities, and working conditions among others to predict COVID-19 diagnosis for
Indonesian health workers. We demonstrated that machine learning methods, specifically the
random forest, XGBoost, extra trees and ensemble algorithms of these models were able to
predict COVID-19 diagnosis with high performance. Models built on symptom data only have
been found to be insufficient for application to clinical practice [41], perhaps due to the lack of
behavioral, comorbidity, or other critical risk factors for COVID-19 infection. The models
developed here incorporate many of these factors, and specifically include inputs on behavioral
tendencies that are important in COVID-19 transmission and infection. The importance of
behavioral tendencies is demonstrated by their high ranking in the SHAP summary plots for both
models (Figs. 2 and 4), where behavioral tendencies ranked amongst the most important features
for the models. Associations between features and COVID-19 positivity revealed by the models
do not necessarily indicate causal relationships and must be interpreted in this context.

The full model performed well during training and testing with the random forest and was
therefore chosen as the classifier of choice for the full model. The random forest performed
better in terms of both AUC and AP than the extra trees, XGBoost and voting classifier models
during 5-fold cross validation and on the test set. The best performing Jakarta model had poorer
predictive performance on the test set as compared to that of the full model. The poorer
performance of the Jakarta model on the test set of Semarang health workers is likely due to
potential drifts and biases in the testing data relative to the training data. The purpose of this
model was to assess performance on an independent population of health workers relative to the
training data for the model. Although this model displays high test set sensitivity, reduced
specificity compared to the full model may reduce adoption and applicability of models built on
city-specific data to data from heath workers in other cities. The full model displays
generalizable performance to unseen data and may have higher potential to generalize to wider
populations of health workers within Indonesia.

Improved protective behavioral tendencies, such as handwashing and sanitizing [42],
were also associated with lower COVID-19 risk as reasoned by the models. The models we built
are inclusive of many behavioral risk factors of COVID-19 infection among a myriad of other
inputs and perform well on unseen data. Mass health worker testing, adequate PPE supply, self-
isolation and quarantine, and education are the main recommendations previously issued for
saving the frontline health workers during the pandemic [43]. CLM and our results may have the
potential to assist in most of these guidelines, through assessing COVID-19 risk, prioritizing
testing and thus isolation measures, and demonstrating the importance of utilizing PPE.
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Furthermore, CLM can be used to reduce costs, as the survey can be provided to health facilities
at no cost.

This study has several limitations. The first limitation is the self-reported nature of the
survey, which poses risks of over or underreporting. Methods of fraud detection and error
handling must be applied if using the model in real-time. The authority for hospitals to
recommend their staff to be included in the study may introduce selection bias in the data
collection process. Additionally, recall bias may be introduced in answers to retrospective
guestions in the survey, such as symptoms within the previous 14 days. Future work for the study
includes collecting more data for these models, as well as investigating models for using CLM
survey and other data to predict additional outcomes, such as hospitalization and mortality.
Recruitment of health workers for the study also will expand to several other provinces within
Indonesia.

Notwithstanding the limitations, our results demonstrate predictive capability for
COVID-19 in heath workers using machine learning. Our preliminary models showed high
predictive performance, especially when trained and tested on similar population groups. When
used in practice, CLM can be tuned by training on local populations that resemble target
populations in which it will be used. The models can potentially be used to prioritize RT-PCR
testing in regions where diagnostic resources are scarce. Allocating testing using the model
predictions may lead to reductions in the challenges health workers in Indonesia are facing due
to the pandemic. Our study may also have the potential to inform policy decisions regarding
health worker PPE reguirements, such as the promotion of the use of face shields and protective

goggles.
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TABLES

Table 1 | Dataset descriptive statistics

Knowledge of standard PPE

No 81 2.03 74 2.19 7 1.15
Yes 3,903 97.97 3,300 97.81 603 98.85
Self-isolating after contact with COVID-19 patient
No 3,258 81.77 2,954 87.55 304 49.84
Yes 726 18.23 420 12.45 306 50.16
Performs aerosol-generating procedure on COVID-19
patient
No 2,784 69.87 2,316 68.63 468 76.72
Yes 1,200 30.13 1,058 31.37 142 23.28
Knowledge of 6 step hand washing techniques
No 108 2.71 94 2.79 14 2.30
Yes 3,876 97.29 3,280 97.21 596 97.70
Used a mask outside of the home
Never 64 1.61 58 1.72 6 0.96
Sometimes 361 9.06 307 9.10 54 8.85
Often 512 12.85 439 13.02 73 11.97
Always 3,047 76.48 2,570 76.16 477 78.2

Removed part or all of mask when met
someone outside the home

Never 2,341 59.71 1,995 60.15 346 57.28
Sometimes 1,202 30.67 1,001 20.20 201 33.28
Often 184 4.70 151 4.56 33 5.46
Always 193 492 169 5.10 24 3.97
Visited closed, ventilated, or air-conditioned
room
Never 1,065 26.74 940 27.87 125 20.49

1-3 times a month 390 9.79 332 9.84 58 9.51
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1-3 times a week 377 9.47 321 9.52 56 9.18
4-6 times a week 1,385 34.75 1,139 33.74 246 40.33
More than 6 times a week 767 19.26 642 19.03 125 20.49
Had in-person meetings
Never 2,387 59.93 1,999 59.26 388 63.61
1-3 times a month 978 24.53 857 25.38 121 19.84
1-3 times a week 278 6.98 225 6.67 53 8.69
4-6 times a week 201 5.05 168 4.98 33 5.41
More than 6 times a week 140 3.51 125 3.71 15 2.46
Had outdoor activities
Never 1,621 40.69 1,356 40.19 265 43.44
1-3 times a month 1,215 30.50 1,039 30.79 176 28.85
1-3 times a week 544 13.65 458 13.57 86 141
4-6 times a week 323 8.11 286 8.48 37 6.07
More than 6 times a week 281 7.05 235 6.97 46 7.54
Used mass public transportation
Never 3,264 81.93 2,756 81.68 508 83.28
1-3 times a month 375 9.41 325 9.63 50 8.2
1-3 times a week 119 2.99 98 2.90 21 3.44
4-6 times a week 114 2.86 102 3.02 12 1.97
More than 6 times a week 112 2.81 93 2.76 19 3.11
Used door to door transportation
Never 3,028 76.00 2,547 75.49 481 78.85
1-3 times a month 545 13.68 468 13.87 77 12.62
1-3 times a week 160 4.02 134 3.97 26 4.26
4-6 times a week 125 3.14 113 3.35 12 1.97
More than 6 times a week 126 3.16 112 3.32 14 2.30
Boarded an airplane
Never 3,897 97.82 3,299 97.78 598 98.03
1 time 44 1.1 37 1.10 7 1.15
2-4 times 32 0.8 27 0.80 5 0.82
More than 4 times 11 0.28 11 0.33 0 0.00
Avoiding shaking hand with someone outside the home
Never 228 5.72 196 5.81 32 5.25
Sometimes 803 20.16 679 20.12 124 20.33
Often 831 20.86 701 20.78 130 21.31
Always 2,122 53.26 1,798 53.29 324 53.11
Maintaining physical distancing
Never 88 2.21 78 2.31 10 1.64
Sometimes 716 17.97 614 18.20 102 16.72
Often 1,082 27.16 902 26.73 180 29.51

Always 2,098 52.66 1,780 52.76 318 52.13
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Visiting other city or country

No 3,738 93.93 3,181 94.28 557 91.31
Yes 246 6.17 193 5.72 53 8.69
S @sympoms
Asymptomatic 2,450 62.74 2,375 70.38 125 20.49
Anosmia or ageusia 322 8.08 170 5.04 152 24.92
Diarrhea 142 3.57 94 2.79 48 7.87
Chills 467 11.72 233 6.91 234 38.36
Runny nose 591 14 351 10.41 240 39.34
Headache 674 16.92 403 11.95 271 44.43
Cough 706 17.73 410 12.16 296 48.52
Fever 419 10.52 190 5.63 229 37.54
Sore throat 463 11.62 278 8.24 185 30.33
Myalgia 538 13.51 337 9.99 201 32.95
Malaise 366 9.19 232 6.88 134 21.97
Fatigue 237 5.95 138 4.09 99 16.23
Phlegm production 231 5.80 132 391 99 16.23
Dizziness 161 4.04 96 2.85 65 10.56
Stomach pain 128 3.21 85 2.52 43 7.05
Nausea or vomiting 261 6.55 169 5.01 92 15.08
Delirium 15 0.38 11 0.33 4 0.66
Breathing difficulties 72 1.81 44 1.30 28 4.59
Tingling or numbness 35 0.88 22 0.65 13 2.13
Watery eyes 69 1.73 24 0.71 45 7.38
Skin rash 29 0.73 20 0.59 9 1.48
Loss of appetite 201 5.05 108 3.20 93 15.25
Night sweats 128 3.21 60 1.78 68 11.15
Chest pain 60 1.51 35 1.04 25 4.10
Sudden hearing loss 22 0.55 11 0.33 11 1.80
Heartbeat irregularities 56 1.41 40 1.19 16 2.62
Acute seizure 1 0.03 1 0.03 0 0.00
- @)Comorbidies
Not comorbidities 3,639 91.34 3,091 91.61 548 89.84
Lung disease 81 2.03 62 1.84 19 3.11
Immune system disease 17 0.43 11 0.33 6 0.98
Hypertension 109 2.74 94 2.79 15 2.46
Other endocrine disease 8 0.20 8 0.24 0 0.00
Diabetes 19 0.48 15 0.44 4 0.66
Pregnancy 105 2.64 91 2.7 14 2.30
Coronary heart disease 24 0.60 22 0.65 2 0.33
Cancer 6 0.15 6 0.18 0 0.00
Stroke 3 0.08 3 0.09 0 0.00
Liver disease 9 0.23 5 0.15 4 0.66
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Fig.1 | Jakarta model performance. A, ROC curve on the test set (Semarang data) for all classifiers. B, PR
curve on test set for all classifiers. C, Calibration curve for all classifiers generated from validation sets
during 5-fold cross validation. D, Test set performance statistics using operating threshold derived from
validation sets during 5-fold cross validation.
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Fig.2 | Jakarta model explainability. SHAP analysis on training set predictions.
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Fig.3 | Full model performance. A, ROC curve on the test set for all classifiers. B, PR curve on test set for
all classifiers. C, Calibration curve for all classifiers generated from validation sets during 5-fold cross
validation. D, Test set performance using operating threshold derived from validation sets during 5-fold
cross validation.
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