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Abstract

In populations with mixed vaccination status, testing programs focused on the unvaccinated have
been proposed and enacted to mitigate the spread of SARS-CoV-2. While the benefits of universal
SARS-CoV-2 screening are well established, it is unclear how the benefits of unvaccinated-only test-
ing depend on population vaccination rate. Here, we introduce and analyze a model of SARS-CoV-2
transmission in which a variable fraction of the population is fully vaccinated and those who remain
unvaccinated are proactively tested for infection, while varying transmission rates, vaccine performance
parameters, and the degree of social mixing between vaccinated and unvaccinated populations. We find
that unvaccinated testing programs are effective only when compliance is high and testing is frequent,
and when vaccine coverage is low or moderate. However, in highly vaccinated populations, the impact of
testing unvaccinated individuals decreases, and, by analyzing the possible modes of transmission within
and between the unvaccinated and vaccinated populations, we show that the unvaccinated community
ceases to be the dominant driver of transmission. By evaluating a wide range of scenarios, this work
focuses on elucidating general principles, finding broadly that resources devoted to routine testing of the
unvaccinated population could be reallocated to other needs when vaccine coverage is sufficiently high.
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Introduction

SARS-CoV-2 has created a world-wide pandemic that is beginning to be countered in some areas by
widespread vaccination. COVID-19 vaccines are not only extremely effective at preventing severe disease
(vaccine efficacy, VE > 90%, [1]), but they also decrease susceptibility to infection (VES = 74% Pfizer-
BioNTech; 85% Moderna [2]) and further decrease rates of onward transmission (VEI = 62% [2]). In
spite of these reductions, so-called vaccine breakthrough infections and subsequent transmission have been
widely documented [3], raising the question of how to further mitigate transmission in partially vaccinated
populations.

Prior to the approval of COVID-19 vaccines, transmission mitigation via consistent population testing
was shown to be an effective approach to break chains of transmission and decrease the burden of COVID-19
using both RT-PCR [4–6] and rapid antigen testing [6, 7]. Specifically, testing is effective at the community
level because it decreases transmission from individuals who are already infected [6, 8]. However, this
means that the impact of testing focused only on the unvaccinated population, as has been proposed [9–11],
may be limited by the extent to which transmission is driven by the unvaccinated population.

In this study, we model the spread of SARS-CoV-2 in populations of mixed vaccination status, focus-
ing on two critical questions. First, how do vaccinated and unvaccinated populations each contribute to
community spread, and how do those contributions vary with vaccination rates? Second, how do testing
programs focused on unvaccinated individuals alone affect community spread? Our study’s goals are not to
make perfectly calibrated predictions, but instead to elucidate more general principles of unvaccinated-only
testing in a partially vaccinated population, and, as such, our analyses consider a wide range of parameters
and scenarios.

Results

Vaccination rates affect the dominant mode of transmission

To examine the dynamics of transmission in a population with mixed vaccination status, we first modeled
transmission within and between communities of vaccinated (v) and unvaccinated (u) individuals in the
absence of a testing program. Based on a standard Susceptible Exposed Infected Recovered (SEIR) model,
we explicitly tracked the four transmission modes by which an infection might spread: u→u, u→v, v→u,
and v→ v (Fig. 1a; see Materials and Methods). To model a population open to movement, all susceptible
individuals were subject to a small, constant rate of exposure, with vaccinated individuals partially protected
against subsequent infection. Because precise estimates of the basic reproductive numberR0 vary by context
and over time, our analyses consider values inclusive of possible non-pharmaceutical interventions like
masking and social distancing, and thus range from 2 to 6.

In a modeled population with 55% vaccination rate (corresponding to U.S. estimates as of Sept. 22,
2021 [12]), outbreaks still occurred, despite assuming a partially mitigated delta variant (R0 = 4) and
vaccines with 80% effectiveness in blocking infection (VES = 0.80 [2]) and a further 62% effectiveness in
blocking onward transmission upon infection (VEI = 0.62 [2]). During the ensuing outbreak, we found that
63% of total infections occurred in unvaccinated individuals, despite making up only 45% of the population
(Fig. 1c), with the remaining 37% occurring among the vaccinated (so-called breakthrough infections).
Furthermore, the peak burden of disease occurred first in the unvaccinated community and then one week
later in the vaccinated community (Fig. 1b), a known consequence of disease dynamics in populations with
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Figure 1: Vaccination affects which populations drive transmission. (a) Diagram of four transmission modes
within and between vaccinated and unvaccinated communities, where vaccines protect against both infection and
transmission. (b) Total infections over time (solid black), stratified by unvaccinated (dashed gray) and vaccinated
(solid gray) populations, with a 55% vaccination rate. (c) Cumulative infections as a percentage of population (black)
and of total infections occurring among the vaccinated (gray) for varying vaccination rates. (d) Daily transmission
events separated and colored by transmission mode (see legend; 55% vaccination rate). External infections (not
shown) persist at a daily level below 1. (e) Transmission mode as a percentage of total infections (see legend) for
varying vaccination rates. Vertical dashed lines denote the vaccination rate at which Reff = 1. R0 = 4 for all plots,
and dynamics are shown in the absence of testing.

heterogeneous susceptibility and transmissibility [13, 14]. By examining the four modes of transmission
separately, we observe that infections in both communities were driven predominantly and consistently by
the unvaccinated community (u→u, u→ v). These differences occurred despite a “well mixed” modeling
assumption—namely, that neither type of individual is more or less likely to associate with a member of
their own group vs the other group.

Vaccination rates vary widely across the U.S. [12] and the world [15] due to impacts of both vaccine
availability [15] and refusal [16]. We therefore asked how a population’s vaccination rate would affect our
observations about total infections, breakthrough infections, and the relative impacts of the four modes of
transmission. This analysis revealed three important points.

First, our results reinforce the fact that increased levels of vaccination markedly reduce total infections,
even before the so-called “herd immunity” threshold where the effective reproductive number Reff = 1
(Fig. 1c; dashed line). Herd immunity in a well-mixed population is achieved when the vaccination rate φ
satisfies

φ ≥ 1− 1/R0

1− (1− VES)(1− VEI)
, (1)

after which transmission is no longer self-sustaining even in the absence of testing. In our model, this occurs
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Proportion of population vaccinated (%)
when cumulative transmission

is no longer dominated by unvaccinated
well mixed homophily

R0 2 4 6 2 4 6

no testing 74 87 91 82 90 93
weekly testing, 50% compliance 66 83 88 76 87 91
weekly testing, 99% compliance 51 75 83 65 82 87

Testing

2× weekly testing, 99% compliance 0 33 55 0 49 67
Table 1: Vaccination rate at which the dominant mode of transmission shifts. R0 values of 2, 4, and 6 are
considered under well mixed (q = 0) and homphilic (q = 0.8) mixing assumptions. VES = 80%,VEI = 62%.

at vaccination rates of 54%, 81%, and 90% for R0 = 2, 4, and 6, respectively.

Second, as vaccination rates increased, the fraction of the declining infections classified as vaccine
breakthroughs increased monotonically but nonlinearly (Fig. 1c). These observations held true for alter-
native assumptions about transmission-blocking vaccine effectiveness (Supplementary Fig. S1). Thus, our
results set the expectation that with increasing vaccination rates there will be decreasing overall infections
but a higher proportion of breakthrough infections.

Third, at a certain level of vaccination, the unvaccinated community ceased to be the primary driver
of transmission. Under our baseline modeling conditions (R0 = 4, VES = 0.8, VEI = 0.62), this
transition occurred when 87% or more of the population was vaccinated (Fig. 1e). The exact point of
this shift away from unvaccinated-driven transmission varied under alternative assumptions about R0 (Ta-
ble 1) and transmission-blocking vaccine effectiveness (Tables S2 and S3), but always fell between 74%
(R0 = 2) and 91% (R0 = 6) vaccine coverage in the absence of testing. Interestingly, for vaccines with
strong transmission-blocking effects (VEI = 0.62), the transition away from unvaccinated-driven transmis-
sion occurred after the herd immunity threshold, but prior to the herd-immunity threshold when weaker
transmission-blocking effects were assumed (VEI = 0.3 or 0). Thus, while COVID-19 morbidity and mor-
tality are likely to remain concentrated primarily in unvaccinated populations, only a minority of infections
will occur in—and will be driven by—the unvaccinated community when vaccine coverage is sufficiently
high.

Unvaccinated-only testing is of limited value in highly vaccinated populations

To explore the impact of unvaccinated-only testing on population transmission, we modified our simulations
so that a positive test would result in an unvaccinated individual isolating to avoid infecting others [17].
We considered test sensitivity equivalent to RT-PCR with a one-day delay between sample collection and
diagnosis under three testing paradigms: twice-weekly testing with 99% compliance, weekly testing with
99% compliance, and weekly testing with 50% compliance—a value which reflects observed compliance
with a weekly testing mandate in the absence of strong incentives or penalties [4].

Our simulations show that unvaccinated-only testing decreases total infections regardless of testing pro-
gram and vaccination rate (Fig. 2). As expected, testing programs with higher frequency and compliance
outperform those with lower frequency or compliance [6]. By reducing transmission from unvaccinated
individuals, these programs also reduce u→ u and u→ v transmission modes, shifting the cutoff values at
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Figure 2: Impact of unvaccinated-only testing on transmission. Results are shown for varying vaccination rates
under four testing regimens: no testing (red), weekly testing with 50% compliance (yellow), weekly testing with 99%
compliance (blue), and twice-weekly testing with 99% compliance (green). (a and e) Percentage of population infected
and (b and f) percentage of infections averted due to testing relative to no testing over population vaccination rate. (c
and g) Percentage of total infections averted in the unvaccinated community out of the total number of infections
averted. (d and h) Effective reproductive number Reff over population vaccination rate. The gray dashed line indicates
where Reff = 1. For all simulations, VES = 0.80 and VEI = 0.62. Top row R0 = 2. Bottom row R0 = 4.

which cumulative transmission is no longer dominated by the unvaccinated community to lower vaccination
rates (Table 1 and Supplementary Tables S2 and S3).

As vaccination rates rise, the overall burden of disease decreases, meaning that, in absolute terms, testing
programs avert fewer and fewer infections (Fig. 2a,e) until and beyond the herd immunity threshold given
by Eq. (1). However, in relative terms, testing programs avert a larger proportion of infections (Fig. 2b,f
and Supplementary Fig. S2), up until a particular vaccination rate is achieved. When vaccination rates
exceed this value, both the absolute and relative numbers of infections avoided by testing drop rapidly,
an observation which echoes model-based analysis of proactive testing of the unvaccinated and vaccinated
alike [8]. For example, our analyses show that unvaccinated-only testing has the greatest impact on total
infections when less than 54% of the population is vaccinated for low transmission scenarios (R0 = 2;
Fig. 2b) or when less than 81% of the population is vaccinated for high transmission scenarios (R0 = 4;
Fig. 2f). In short, our analyses show that testing the unvaccinated population to mitigate transmission is
effective only when Reff of the entire community is greater than 1.

In contrast, the maximum number of infections averted by testing occurs, for any program, at or around
the point where testing decreases Reff to 1 (Fig. 2, Supplementary Fig. S2). This occurs at vaccination rate

φ =
1− θ − 1/R0

1− θ − (1− VES)(1− VEI)
, (2)
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and is driven lower as θ, the fraction by which testing curtails transmission by the unvaccinated, increases.
This observation reinforces the fact that when testing tips the system from a regime with intrinsic growth
(Reff > 1) to a regime with intrinsic decline (Reff < 1), its impacts are maximized. As such, for vaccination
levels beyond this rate—and particularly whenReff < 1 due to vaccination alone—testing-driven reductions
in infections are markedly diminished (Fig. S2). This argues that continued testing for SARS-CoV-2 among
the unvaccinated will be of limited value as vaccination rates become sufficiently high (see Discussion).

In regimes where unvaccinated-only testing had an observable impact on limiting SARS-CoV-2 infec-
tions, infections were predominantly averted in the unvaccinated population (Fig. 2c,g). These observations
held true for all testing programs and transmission rates except for when R0 = 6 (Fig. S2), representing
unmitigated spread of a delta-like variant in a population with no prior immunity. Thus, we find that testing
of the unvaccinated, when impactful, preferentially protects the unvaccinated population.

Homophily in contact patterns by vaccination status alters transmission modes and the im-
pact of testing

Social ties may be correlated with vaccination status, such that those who are vaccinated or unvaccinated
tend to associate with others of the same status more than one would expect from their population sizes
alone. Because this type of social homophily would impact the proportions of the four inter- and intra-
group transmission modes, we explored its effect by introducing a tunable homophily parameter into our
model, increasing contacts between people with the same vaccination status while decreasing vaccination-
discordant contacts. This approach preserves each group’s total contact rate, regardless of the strength
of homophily, by adjustably “rewiring” inter-group contacts into intra-group contacts (see Materials and
Methods).

In the absence of testing, we observed that homophily shifted modes of transmission by increasing
the dominance of the u → u transmission mode, while leaving the v → v mode unchanged (Fig. 3a, b).
In contrast, infections transmitted v → u were markedly reduced, while those transmitted u → v were
somewhat reduced for vaccination rates under 80-85%. Across values of R0, homophily increased the range
of vaccination rates for which the unvaccinated community drove a majority of transmission (Table 1 and
Supplementary Fig. S3).

On its face, homophily’s intensification of transmission within the unvaccinated community—a group
targeted by unvaccinated testing programs—might lead one to hypothesize that homophily would increase
the impact of targeted testing. However, we observe that the opposite is true, with typically fewer infections
averted through testing when homophily is present. This is due to the fact that, in addition to altering
transmission modes, homophily tends to increase Reff (Fig. 3). In turn, this upward shift in Reff increases
the vaccination rates at which testing’s effects are maximized (Reff = 1 inclusive of testing) and similarly
increases the subsequent vaccination rates at which testing’s effects diminish rapidly (Reff = 1 without
testing). Although closed-form equations for these key vaccination rates, as in Eqs. (1) and (2), are not
possible with homophily, the relationship between vaccination rate and Reff is straightforward to calculate
(Fig. 3e). Finally, in the regimes where unvaccinated-only testing had a substantial impact, the majority of
averted infections were averted from unvaccinated individuals, regardless of homophily (Figs. 3 and S3).

In short, homophily shifts modes of transmission into the unvaccinated community and increases Reff.
This pushes the levels of vaccination required for three key transition points higher by 5-10%: (i) the point
where the unvaccinated community no longer drives a majority of transmission (Tables 1, S2, and S3),
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Figure 3: Homophily affects transmission modes and impact of testing. Panels contrast well-mixed contact pat-
terns (no homophily; dashed lines) with homophilic contact patterns (solid lines) over population vaccination rates.
(a) Homophily shifts the four modes of transmission, and in particular leads to increased u→u transmission. (b) Ho-
mophily increases u→u transmission across vaccination rates and (c) has mixed effects on the number of infections
averted due to testing. (d) Homophily alters the composition of the infections averted by testing in both directions, as
indicated by arrows. (e) Homophily increases the effective reproductive value (Reff) non-linearly, except in instances
where Reff < 1 in the absence of homophily. R0 = 4 in all plots.
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(ii) the point where the impact of testing is maximized (Fig. 3c,e), and (iii) the point at which all testing
programs cease to have a substantial impact (Fig. 3c,e).

Discussion

In this analysis, we find that in communities with mixed vaccination status, routine SARS-CoV-2 testing
programs focused on the unvaccinated community can reduce infection, but in a manner dependent on two
conditions. First, effective screening testing requires high participation to be most impactful, reinforcing
the need for mechanisms to encourage or enforce high participation. Second when vaccination rates are
high enough to curtail transmission on their own, testing the remaining unvaccinated population averts few
infections in both relative and absolute terms. Thus, targeted unvaccinated testing programs lose effective-
ness once vaccination rates exceed the threshold at which population immunity pushes Reff below 1. These
results echo related work focused on universal testing programs [8].

We estimate the vaccination rate that negates the impact of unvaccinated testing programs to be at
most 92%, inclusive of social homophily and with a worst-case R0 = 6, based on current estimates of
the infection- and transmission-blocking effects of Pfizer and Moderna’s mRNA vaccines [2]. However,
baseline transmission rates are likely to be substantially lower due to changes in behavior such as social
distancing and masking, compounded by the fact that naturally acquired immunity is estimated to provide
similar infection- and transmission-blocking protections as mRNA vaccines [2]. As a consequence, actual
vaccination rate thresholds, after which unvaccinated-only testing provides limited impact, are likely to be
lower. On the other hand, if early reports of potential waning protection against COVID-19 disease [18]
signal future decreases in VES and VEI , required vaccination rates may be higher. The limited impact of
testing programs focused on the unvaccinated population implies that once a community reaches a high
vaccination rate, limited public health resources may be more effectively utilized elsewhere, including to
further increase vaccination rates.

Our study predicts two other critical shifts as vaccination rates increase. First, when vaccination rates
are sufficiently high, a majority of the albeit reduced number of infections will be vaccine breakthrough
infections. This fact should come as no surprise, as this transition must occur at some point for any vaccine
below 100% effectiveness; our modeling estimates it to take place between 75% and 81% vaccine coverage
(Fig. 1, Supplementary Fig. S1). Second, while at low vaccination rates, community spread is driven by the
unvaccinated population, at high vaccination rates (generally ≥ 85%), community spread is driven by vac-
cinated individuals or importation from neighboring communities. Taken together, these results suggest that
while the overall number of cases in highly vaccinated communities will be low, vaccine breakthrough infec-
tions and transmission events from vaccinated individuals should not be surprising—vaccine effectiveness
is not 100%. Consequently, in anticipation of continued community transmission even in highly vaccinated
communities, those at increased risk of severe COVID-19 should take additional precautions to limit their
risk of infection or severe disease.

Our analysis suggests that testing of the unvaccinated, when impactful, is most beneficial to the unvac-
cinated population. Nevertheless, testing focused on the unvaccinated population may provide additional
incentives to get vaccinated and thus avoid regular testing. Our analyses strongly suggest that for such
a testing program to be effective in reducing community transmission, testing must take place weekly or
twice-weekly, and must have high rates of compliance; weekly testing with 50% compliance—a rate which
reflects observed compliance in a population without major testing incentives [4]—is likely to be relatively
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ineffective. However, it is important to note that while our analyses focus on the benefits of testing in re-
ducing transmission, testing also plays an important role in diagnosis and treatment, detection of variants,
situational awareness, and surveillance. Our study did not explore the benefits of unvaccinated-only testing
regimens for these additional purposes.

Our analysis is limited in at least four different manners. First, our modeling incorporated fixed pa-
rameters that are difficult to estimate in practice. For instance, baseline SARS-CoV-2 transmission rates
continue to shift with changes in policy and behavior, while VES and VEI vary not only by vaccine manu-
facturer [2, 19] but may also decline over time [18]. Alternative parameter assumptions may be explored via
the provided open-source code. Second, we assume perfect isolation after receiving a positive test result in
all testing regimens, effectively removing all infectiousness once a diagnosis is received. Were this assump-
tion to be violated by imperfect or delayed isolation, we predict a proportional loss of testing impact across
all scenarios. Third, we have not explicitly modeled the impact of prior infection on either unvaccinated
or vaccinated individuals. Due to the partial protection of prior infection against both infection and trans-
mission [2], its inclusion would decrease the relative impact of testing focused solely on the unvaccinated,
while also reducing the levels of vaccination required to achieve Reff = 1. Nevertheless, in a community
that is highly vaccinated, the marginal impact of prior infections may be relatively limited more broadly.
Finally, we have assumed a relatively simple model by which homophily in contacts by vaccination status is
implemented, such that populations are “well mixed” except for varying contact rates to reflect homophily.
Richer spatially embedded or age-structured models may provide additional insights.

More broadly, our work is situated within a family of research which uses mathematical modeling to
estimate the impact of targeted interventions or strategies in populations with heterogeneous susceptibility,
transmissibility, and/or contact rates. Other areas of focus include the allocation of scarce personal protective
equipment to reduce transmission [20], the prioritization of vaccines by subpopulation [21–23], proactive
testing programs in specific workplace structures [24] or contact networks [8], immunity “passport” pro-
grams [17], or immune shielding strategies [25]. Our contribution to this literature is primarily to show
that testing programs focused on the unvaccinated will substantially reduce transmission only if properly
incentivized, and only until vaccination rates are sufficiently high as to obviate the need for this form of
targeted intervention.
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Materials and Methods

SEIR model

We used a continuous time ordinary differential equation compartmental model with Susceptible, Exposed,
Infectious, and Recovered (SEIR) compartments, which were then stratified into vaccinated v and unvac-
cinated u groups. In addition to tracking infections among these two groups separately, we also tracked
infections from both groups separately, enabling us to investigate four modes of transmission: from u to u,
from u to v, from v to u, and from v to v. In all simulations, we used a constant total population size of
N = 20, 000 and let the vaccinated fraction of the population be parameterized by φ. We assumed that
everyone in the vaccinated group was fully vaccinated at the start of each simulation, and that there was no
ongoing vaccination. All simulations were run for 270 days, and all individuals were initially susceptible Su
or susceptible-vaccinated Sv. Model equations were solved using lsoda solver from the package deSolve, R
version 4.1.0.

Vaccination was modeled to affect susceptibility to infection with effectiveness VES and transmissibility
with effectiveness VEI , placing our vaccine model in the broader category of leaky models [26]. Because our
study focuses on transmission, we did not track disease, hospitalization, or mortality variables nor include
vaccination’s impacts on them. See Table S1 for parameter values for VES and VEI used in the main text
and sensitivity analyses.

To model a community with open boundaries, we included a uniform risk of exposure to infection from
an external source at a rate of N−1 per person per day. For instance, in the absence of vaccination, Su/N
individuals would be infected per day. After including the protective effects of vaccination, this resulted
in importation of infections at per-capita rates of N−1 and (1 − VES)N−1 new infections per day in the
susceptible-unvaccinated and susceptible-vaccinated groups respectively. Fig. S4 shows a model schematic
diagram for the SEIR model used in the manuscript, where solid and dashed lines denote movement and
transmission between classes, respectively.

Incorporation of testing

Testing, with subsequent isolation of those testing positive, was modeled by increasing the rate at which in-
fected individuals were removed from the Iu compartment, and, because our modeling focuses on unvaccinated-
only testing paradigms, these changes apply only to the unvaccinated population. We estimated increased
rates of Iu removal using a previously established method that takes into account (i) the calibrated tra-
jectories of viral loads within individual infection [27], (ii) the relationship between viral load and infec-
tiousness [6], (iii) the frequency of testing, (iv) the test’s analytical sensitivity (i.e. limit of detection) and
turnaround time [17], and (v) testing compliance and valid sample rates, i.e. the fraction of scheduled or
mandated tests which actually produce a valid sample [4]. In particular, our adaptation takes a previous
model [6, 17] and updates viral load dynamics for the delta variant of SARS-CoV-2 [28, 29], the dominant
variant at the time of the present analysis. To incorporate the effectiveness of testing θ, we reduce the dura-
tion of infectiousness 1/γ by a factor (1 − θ). Parameter values for θ are found in Table S1, and are based
on PCR testing with a one-day turnaround, testing once or twice weekly, and compliance rates of 50% (as
in [4]) or 99% (as in [7]). These values assume that individuals immediately and successfully isolate upon
receiving a positive diagnosis. We note that estimated effects of rapid antigen tests (with higher analytical
limits of detection, but zero turnaround time) are highly similar to PCR testing under the assumptions above,
provided that testing program frequencies and compliance rates are identical [6].
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To compute the total number of tests administered over the course of each simulation, we assumed the
probability an unvaccinated individual was tested on any given day is 1/δ, where δ is the frequency of the
testing regimen. We further assumed that unvaccinated individuals who previously received a positive test
result were exempt from further testing requirements. Thus, the proportion of recovered individuals who
continue to be tested are those who were not detected by testing during their infectious window i.e. 1− 1

δγ ,
where γ is the recovery rate. Thus the total number of tests administered over the course of the simulation is∑

i

(
Su(ti) + Eu(ti) + Iu(ti) +

(
1− 1

δγ

)
Ru(ti)

)
c

δ
,

where c ∈ [0, 1] is the testing compliance, and ti corresponds to day i ∈ [0, 270].

Transmission modes and forces of infection

Inclusive of all effects introduced above, the forces of infection on the vaccinated and unvaccinated groups
are

λv =

(
α

[
Iu
Nu

cu→v +
Iv

Nv
cv→v(1− VEI)

]
+

1

N

)
(1− VES) ,

λu = α

[
Iu
Nu

cu→u +
Iv

Nv
cv→u(1− VEI)

]
+

1

N
, (3)

where α is the probability of infection given a contact, tuned to achieve the desired R0, ci→j is the number
of times an individual in group j is contacted by individuals from group i per day, and Nv = φN and
Nu = (1 − φ)N are convenience variables representing the total vaccinated and unvaccinated populations,
respectively.

We calculated who is infecting whom at each time t by considering the different terms in λvSv(t) and
λuSu(t) as follows:

Modes of transmission Number of new infections at time t

→ unvaccinated α Iu(t)Nu
cu→uSu(t)

unvaccinated → vaccinated α Iu(t)Nu
cu→v(1− VES)Sv(t)

→ unvaccinated α Iv(t)
Nv

cv→u(1− VEI)Su(t)
vaccinated → vaccinated α Iv(t)

Nv
cv→v(1− VEI)(1− VES)Sv(t)

→ unvaccinated Su/Nimportation → vaccinated (1− VES)Sv/N

To approximate how many cumulative infections one group caused in another group, we integrated each
transmission mode over the duration of simulation, appromating the integral using the midpoint rule. For
example, the cumulative number of unvaccinated infections caused by the unvaccinated is∫ 270

0
α
Iu(t)

Nu
cu→uSu(t)dt ≈

α

Nu
cu→uh

K∑
i=0

Iu(ti)Su(ti),

where h is the timestep and K − 1 is the number of time intervals.
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Reproductive number and homophily

This model’s next generation matrix M , used to calculate the effective reproductive number Reff, is given
by

M = α

(
1− VES 0

0 1

)(
cv→v cu→v

cv→u cu→u

)(
1− VEI 0

0 1− θ

)
(4)

where C is the contact matrix for the vaccinated and unvaccinated groups. In a well-mixed population of
Nφ vaccinated and N(1− φ) unvaccinated individuals,

Cwell mixed = N

(
φ 1− φ
φ 1− φ

)
(5)

This choice results in a reproductive number of

Rwell mixed = R0 [φ(1− VES)(1− VEI) + (1− φ)(1− θ)] (6)

Homophily, the general tendency of people to associate with others who are similar to themselves, may
affect the contact matrix C. Homophily in interactions based on vaccination status may be an active deci-
sion, where vaccinated individuals choose to primarily interact with others who are vaccinated, or a passive
decision, where those who choose to be vaccinated are more likely to exist in a social network with others
who choose to be vaccinated [30]. We included homophily in the contact matrix C by increasing within-
group contacts and decreasing between-group contacts, subject to the constraint that homophily should not
result in an overall increase or decrease in contacts—simply a rewiring of whom one contacts. We therefore
adapted the “planted partition” model from network science [31, 32], which allows for adjustable levels
of homophily while preserving overall contact rates between two equally sized groups, by applying it to
unequal groups of sizes φN and (1 − φ)N . This modification required us to place an upper bound on the
maximum within-group contact rates to avoid otherwise diverging contact rates when φ → 0 or φ → 1.
Under these conditions, the contact matrix with homophily is

Chomophily = N

(
φ(2− φ) 1− φ(2− φ)

φ2[1−φ(2−φ)]
(1−φ)2

(1−φ)2−φ2[1−φ(2−φ)]
(1−φ)2

)
, (7)

whose complete derivation may be found in Supplementary Text. The contact matrix for an adjustable level
of homophily q is given by

C(q) = (1− q) · Cwell mixed + q · Chomophily . (8)

To compute the reproductive number of dynamics under homophily at level 0 ≤ q ≤ 1, we substitute this
contact matrix into Eq. (4) and compute the largest eigenvalue of the next generation matrix M . All plots
and tables which include homophily use q = 0.8.
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Figure S1: Vaccination affects which populations drive transmission under various V EI scenarios. (a-c) Total
infections over time (solid black), stratified by unvaccinated (dashed gray) and vaccinated (solid gray) populations,
with a 55% vaccination rate. (d-f) Transmission mode as a percentage of total infections (see legend) for varying
vaccination rates. Vertical dashed lines denote the vaccination rate at which Reff = 1. (a,d) V EI = 0, (b,e) V EI =
0.3, (c,f) V EI = 0.6. R0 = 4 for all plots.
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Figure S4: SEIR Model Flow Diagram. SEIR model schematic depicting unvaccinated (u subscript) and vaccinated
(v subscript). Solid lines denote movement of individuals between classes at the given rate. The time spent infectious,
1/γ, may be shortened by a factor of 1 − θ due to testing. Dashed lines denote infectious interactions, scaled by
vaccine protection against infection (VES) and transmission (VEI ).
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Parameter Description Value Reference
Infection parameters

σ−1 Latent period 3 days [33]
γ−1 Infectious period 6 days [34]
R0 Basic reproductive number {2, 4, 6} —

α
Probability of transmission given contact

(tuned to achieve the desired R0)
R0γ/N —

Vaccine parameters

φ Proportion of population vaccinated
[0, 1]

US: 0.55
[12]

VES Vaccine effectiveness to decrease susceptibility 80% [2]
VEI Vaccine effectiveness to decrease infectiousness 62% [2]

Population parameters
N Population size 20,000 —
q Homophily parameter 0.8 see Methods

Testing parameters
Fraction by which testing & isolation reduces typical unvaccinated infectious period∗

no testing 0 —
weekly testing, 50% compliance 0.242 [6]
weekly testing, 99% compliance 0.473 [6]

θ

2× weekly testing, 99% compliance 0.808 [6]
Table S1: Summary of parameters used in modeling and simulation.
∗Assuming PCR testing with a one day turnaround time for test results.
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Proportion of population vaccinated (%)
when cumulative transmission

is no longer dominated by unvaccinated
well mixed homophily

R0 2 4 6 2 4 6

no testing 74 86 80 81 89 84
weekly testing, 50% compliance 66 82 77 75 86 82
weekly testing, 99% compliance 51 74 72 64 80 79

Testing

2× weekly, 99% compliance 0 33 53 0 47 63
Table S2: Vaccination rate at which the dominant mode of transmission shifts under moderate V EI assumption.
R0 values of 2, 4, and 6 are considered under well mixed (q = 0) and homphilic (q = 0.8) mixing assumptions.
VES = 80%,VEI = 30%.

Proportion of population vaccinated (%)
when cumulative transmission

is no longer dominated by unvaccinated
well mixed homophily

R0 2 4 6 2 4 6

no testing 74 76 71 80 83 75
weekly testing, 50% compliance 65 72 67 75 80 72

weekly, 99% compliance 51 67 61 63 77 67
Testing

2× weekly, 99% compliance 0 32 43 0 46 52
Table S3: Vaccination rate at which the dominant mode of transmission shifts under low V EI assumption.
R0 values of 2, 4, and 6 are considered under well mixed (q = 0) and homphilic (q = 0.8) mixing assumptions.
VES = 80%,VEI = 0%.
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Supplementary Text: Derivation of Contact Matrix with Homophily

In Materials and Methods, we state a contact matrix with homophily but omit its complete derivation. The
purpose of this Supplementary Text is to explain the derivation in full detail, and to motivate the need for
such a complicated looking matrix.

In network science, the planted partition model is a convenient model for contact structure with ho-
mophily [31]. In it, one imagines a well-mixed population with two groups, such that a u’s propensity to
contact other us is equal to their propensity to contact vs. If there are φN people in group u and (1− φ)N
in group v, then an individual in either group will have contact rates with the two groups proportional to φN
and (1− φ)N , respectively. This is what is shown in the definition of Cwell mixed in Materials and Methods.

To achieve homophily, the planted partition model then imagines that a fraction q of between-group
connections are “rewired” to be within-group connections. This would result in a contact matrix of

Cplanted partition = N

(
φ+ q(1− φ) (1− q)(1− φ)
(1− q)φ 1− φ+ qφ

)
, (S1)

where q = 0 recovers the well-mixed matrix. Unfortunately, this model results in nonsensical contact
patterns for φ → 0 or φ → 1, with the rewired contacts becoming concentrated in a smaller and smaller
group. Contact rates reach nonsensical levels, and this simplified model of homophily, while mathematically
convenient, fails to capture anything close to realistic contact rates. We note that this problem does not
surface in the network science literature because, typically, two equal-sized communities are considered,
and therefore φ = 0.5 so contact rates are well bounded.

To address this issue, we consider a similar model for homophily, but with an upper bound on how much
the within-group contact rate may increase. Let r(φ) be the maximum factor by which v → v contact rates
may increase. In order for the total contact rates to balance, it must be the case that

φ · r(φ) + (1− φ) · xu→v = 1 , (S2)

where xu→v is the factor governing how vs are contacted by us. Thus,

xu→v =
1− φ · r(φ)

1− φ
. (S3)

Any adjustment to the rate at which each v is contacted by u must be balanced by the rate at which each u
is contacted by each v, which means that

xv→u =
φ

1− φ
· xu→v = φ

1− φ · r(φ)
(1− φ)2

. (S4)

Finally, repeating the argument of Eq. (S2) but for u, we get

φ · xv→u + (1− φ) · xu→u = 1 ,

implying that

xu→u =
1− φ · xv→u

1− φ
=

(1− φ)2 − φ2(1− φ · r(φ))
(1− φ)3

. (S5)
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In summary, the matrix of factors by which contacts will be adjusted for homophily is

X =

(
r(φ) 1−φ·r(φ)

1−φ
φ1−φ·r(φ)

(1−φ)2
(1−φ)2−φ2(1−φ·r(φ))

(1−φ)3

)
, (S6)

a matrix with the interesting property that it is fully specified after r(φ) is specified. Critically, it also ensures
that the total contact rate experienced by each individual is unaltered, regardless of the choice of the factor
r(φ).

Two additional constraints allow us to specify r(φ) exactly. The first constraint is that homophily should
have the same effects on the vaccinated and unvaccinated populations, meaning that our model should not,
for instance, simply increase v → v contact rates without also increasing u → u rates. Mathematically, we
express this constraint as

xu→u(1− φ) = xv→v(φ) .

The second constraint is that the rewiring effect should not increase the connection factors without bound
too much as the smaller group shrinks,

lim
φ→0

[xv→v(φ) + xu→u(φ)] =M � N .

Enforcing these two constraints at once, we get

r(φ) +
(1− φ)2 − φ2(1− φ · r(φ))

(1− φ)3
=M (S7)

and solving for r(φ) produces the rational function

r(φ) =
M(1− φ)3 + φ2 − (1− φ)2

φ3 + (1− φ)3
. (S8)

In this manuscript, we let M = 3, which yields the surprisingly simple r(φ) = 2 − φ. Alternative larger
choices of the bound M are naturally also possible, though higher values lead to increasingly unrealistic
maximum within-group contact rates.

To convert the matrix of homophily factors X into actual contact rates, we multiply X element-wise by
the well-mixed contact rates it is designed to enhance, producing

Chomophily = N

(
φ · r(φ) (1− φ) · 1−φ·r(φ)1−φ

φ · φ1−φ·r(φ)
(1−φ)2 (1− φ) · (1−φ)

2−φ2(1−φ·r(φ))
(1−φ)3

)

= N

(
φr(φ) 1− φr(φ)

φ2 1−φr(φ)
(1−φ)2

(1−φ)2−φ2(1−φr(φ))
(1−φ)2

)
. (S9)

Finally, we let the actual contact rates be a mixture of Cwell mixed and Chomophily, parameterized by q,
such that q = 0 yields well-mixed contacts and q = 1 yields maximally homophilic contacts,

C(q) = (1− q) · Cwell mixed + q · Chomophily . (S10)

Choosing M = 3 (and thus r(φ) = 2− φ) yields the equation in Materials and Methods.

S8

 . 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 October 20, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.19.21265231doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.19.21265231
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

