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ABSTRACT

Background. Many studies examined the impact of behavioural interventions on
COVID-19 outcomes. We conducted a systematic review to gain insight into
transmission models, following PRISMA 2020 guidelines. We included peer-reviewed
studies published in English until December 31, 2022, focusing on human subjects,
modelling, and examining behavioural interventions during COVID-19 using real data
across diverse geographical regions.

Methods. We searched seven databases. We used descriptive analysis, network
analysis for textual synthesis, and regression analysis to identify the relationship
between basic reproduction number (R0) and various characteristics. From 30, 114
articles gathered, 15, 781 met the inclusion criteria. After deduplication, 7, 616 articles
remained. The titles and abstracts screening reduced these to 1, 764 articles. Full-text
screening reduced this to 270, and risk-of-bias assessment narrowed it to 245 articles.
We employed combined criteria for risk of bias assessment, incorporating domains from
ROBINS-I and principles for modeling.

Results. Primary outcomes focused on the R0, COVID-19 cases, and transmission
rates. The average R0 was approximately 3.184, indicating an infected individual could
spread the disease to about 3.184 of others. The average effective reproduction number
(Rc) was about 0.936, reflecting the impact of interventions. Most studies (90.3%) used
compartmental models, particularly SEIR. Social distancing, mask-wearing, and
lockdowns were frequently analyzed interventions. Early and strict implementation of
these interventions significantly reduced transmission rates. Risk of bias assessment
revealed 61.9% of studies with low risk, 24.8% moderate, and 9.3% high risks. Common
issues included transparency, attrition bias, and confounding factors.

Conclusions. This comprehensive review highlights the importance of behavioural
interventions in reducing COVID-19 transmission and areas for improving future
research transparency and robustness. Our risk of bias criteria offers an important
framework for future systematic reviews in modeling studies of interventions. We
recommend that future studies enhance transparency in reporting and address common
biases such as attrition and confounding.

INTRODUCTION 1

Rationale 2

Pandemics have a significant global impact, including health, social, political, and 3

economic impacts. [1] The COVID-19 pandemic has caused significant economic crises 4

in the world. It caused a severe global recession, resulting in widespread job losses and 5
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economic inequality. This emphasizes the importance of building a comprehensive social 6

safety net, such as basic income and health care coverage, as a critical step in preparing 7

for future pandemics. Besides the economic effects and the effects on people’s physical 8

health, the pandemic also harmed citizen’s mental health. Plans and actions are needed 9

to strengthen healthcare systems globally and to restore economies and societies 10

damaged by COVID-19. This requires collaborative work. [2–5] 11

One of the early challenges during COVID-19 was monitoring relevant social and 12

behavioural indicators and the effects of prevention measures. There is still limited 13

methodological evidence on including behavioural data in epidemiological models of 14

pandemic spread and how to estimate the impact of behavioural and social interventions 15

on transmission or hospitalization. [6–8] Therefore, there is a need to consider a special 16

approach to modeling. To address the challenges, a systematic literature search was 17

conducted. This systematic review was conducted to generate a comprehensive overview 18

of transmission models including specific transmission behaviours related to the 19

COVID-19 pandemic and how the associated model parameters are informed by 20

behavioural data. Understanding these factors is crucial for developing evidence-based 21

strategies to mitigate the impact of future pandemics. As a result, the task helps 22

(future) social and behavioural researchers to assist and advise policymakers in the 23

future more effectively. 24

Objectives 25

The primary objective of this review is to explicitly address key questions related to the 26

impact of behavioural interventions during COVID-19. Further, it will advance science 27

by providing a foundation for selecting and advancing models that can be used 28

effectively in exploratory simulation studies. These studies will play a critical role in 29

estimating the impact of behavioural interventions on pandemic outcomes. Through 30

this comprehensive approach, the systematic review aims to provide valuable insights to 31

support subsequent modeling efforts and advance our understanding of the relationship 32

between behavioural interventions and COVID-19 outcomes. To generate important 33

models that embedded behavioural aspects, various models were evaluated based on 34

predefined criteria. These criteria include the ability of the models to link behaviours to 35

transmission and outcomes, [9] identify subgroups, including individual heterogeneity 36

and dynamics in behaviour, [10] incorporation of regional or temporal differences, [11] 37

availability of open source software, [12] and model performance/validation. [13] 38

Research question 39

The main research question of this paper is “Under what conditions can behavioural 40

interventions impact COVID-19 outcomes?”. According to the PICO framework, [14] 41

the review focused on participants, interventions, comparators, and outcomes. These 42

terms are described as follows: 43

• Participants: Individuals exposed to behavioral interventions to prevent or 44

mitigate the spread of COVID-19, such as hand washing, mask-wearing, social 45

distancing, and contact tracing. Studies that have participants from all types of 46

backgrounds; regardless of age, gender, race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, or 47

health status will be included. 48

• Interventions: behavioural interventions aimed at addressing or mitigating the 49

impact of pandemics focusing on a) Enhancing testing and Isolation and b) 50

Vaccination. 51
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• Comparators: Situations where these behavioural interventions are not 52

implemented or are less effective. Example: Social distancing (with practice, 53

without practice). 54

• Outcome: COVID-19 cases, deaths, transmission rates, basic reproduction 55

number (R0), and impact of interventions on COVID-19 outcomes, considering 56

factors like effect size and the degree to which the intervention penetrates 57

particular population subgroups. 58

By providing explicit statements for each component of the PICO framework, this 59

review aims to systematically address the complex interplay between behavioural 60

interventions and COVID-19 outcomes, contributing to the advancement of knowledge 61

in this critical area. 62

METHODS 63

The Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA 64

2020) statement was used to review different research papers. [15] It is attached in S2 65

Appendix of Supporting information section. 66

Eligibility criteria 67

The study population of interest encompasses individuals who have been exposed to 68

behavioral interventions aimed at preventing the spread of COVID-19. The 69

interventions under investigation include changes in hygiene practices, social distancing, 70

wearing masks, isolation behaviours, and vaccination adherence. 71

Peer-reviewed articles published between January 1, 2019, and December 31, 2022, 72

were considered to capture the evolving landscape of behavioural interventions during 73

the COVID-19 pandemic. Only articles written in English were included. The review 74

emphasizes articles published in various countries, irrespective of region, with a specific 75

focus on behavioural interventions. Articles that include humans and the behaviour of 76

humans regarding COVID-19 were included, which indicates that researches on plants 77

and animals were excluded. The contents of the included articles comprise a variety of 78

research papers with real data, such as original research articles, published reports, and 79

conference papers/proceedings. Articles must also include transmission models relevant 80

to COVID-19 and incorporate behavioural interventions as a key aspect. Additionally, 81

the inclusion criteria for articles in this systematic review were assessed based on their 82

relevance to the research question and the validity of their methodologies. 83

Exclusion criteria involve non-English articles, book chapters, letters, editorials, 84

comments, retracted papers, short surveys, notes, review articles, systematic reviews, 85

and qualitative studies. These criteria aim to ensure a comprehensive and focused 86

approach to understanding the impact of behavioural interventions on pandemic 87

outcomes. 88

Information sources 89

To ensure a comprehensive approach to data collection, we used seven databases, each 90

serving a specific purpose: 91

1. PsychInfo and Psychology and behavioural Sciences Collection: We included these 92

databases because both are valuable sources for behavioural data. PsychInfo is 93

the largest resource devoted to peer-reviewed literature in behavioural science and 94

mental health. Similarly, Psychology and behavioural Sciences Collection covers 95
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information concerning topics in emotional and behavioural characteristics, 96

psychiatry & psychology, mental processes, anthropology, and observational and 97

experimental methods. 98

2. MathSciNet via EBSCOhost: For coverage of mathematical sciences literature, we 99

incorporated MathSciNet, offering access to a carefully maintained and easily 100

searchable database of reviews, abstracts, and bibliographic information. 101

3. Web of Science and Scopus: We included both databases to ensure a 102

comprehensive and diverse coverage of research literature across various disciplines. 103

Web of Science provides a complementary perspective on research across various 104

domains. Similarly, Scopus is a valuable resource for multidisciplinary research. 105

4. MEDLINE and EMBASE: The inclusion of these databases ensures 106

comprehensive coverage of biomedical and pharmaceutical literature. MEDLINE 107

provides extensive coverage across various biomedical topics, including medicine, 108

nursing, dentistry, veterinary medicine, and healthcare systems. EMBASE is 109

known for its focus on drug development and clinical pharmacology. 110

Additionally, Google Scholar was utilized for a manual search of papers. These 111

database selections were made in consultation with an information specialist at the 112

University of Groningen Library. 113

The search for studies began on September 15, 2023, and the initial search period 114

ended on October 6, 2023. However, after consultation with consortium members on 115

November 24, 2023, modifications were made to the keywords used. Subsequently, a 116

second search started on November 24, 2023, and the last search was carried out on 117

November 28, 2023. 118

Search strategy 119

The search strategy focused on the following keywords: This search query was used

’(“COVID*” OR “corona*”)’ AND ’(“Model*”)’ AND ’(“Transmission Model*”
OR “Compartmental Model*” OR “Population Dynamic*” OR “Epidemiological
Model*” OR “Mathematical Model*”)’

120

across the four databases: PsycInfo, MEDLINE, Psychology and Behavioural Sciences 121

Collection, and MathSciNet. 122

For EMBASE, Web of Science, and Scopus some technical alterations to this search 123

query were needed. These alterations are explained in S1 Appendix of Supporting 124

information. 125

Selection process 126

We performed a three-step screening process to identify relevant articles for inclusion in 127

the systematic review. The first step involved gathering all articles that matched the 128

search terms. In the second step, we examined the titles and abstracts of articles with 129

behavioral interventions and real data. In the third step, the contents of the full articles 130

were assessed as a comprehensive full-text review to decide whether they should be 131

included or excluded based on their relevance to the study. These studies form the basis 132

for data extraction and subsequent analysis in the systematic review. 133

The selection process involved two independent reviewers (T.K. Gebretekle and C.J. 134

Albers), who assessed each study’s eligibility based on the predetermined criteria 135

outlined in the Eligibility criteria subsection. Initially, TKG screened titles and 136
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abstracts to identify potentially relevant studies. Subsequently, CJA independently 137

cross-checked a random selection of the identified studies by reviewing the titles, 138

abstracts, and eligibility criteria. Subsequently, full-text articles were retrieved and 139

independently assessed for eligibility. Any discrepancies or uncertainties were resolved 140

through discussion and consensus between the two reviewers. Rayyan.ai assisted us in 141

the screening process, facilitating collaboration between reviewers, streamlining the 142

tagging process, and providing the option to prioritize articles based on keywords for 143

inclusion. [16] Rayyan.ai was also used to store data, including detailed citation 144

information, abstracts, and key outcomes identified during the screening process. The 145

screening process utilized classification by Rayyan.ai into ’include’, ’exclude’, and 146

’maybe’. All papers in the ’maybe’ group were included for the full-text review 147

phase. [16] EndNote was used to store and do the duplicate detection process as well as 148

reference management software. [17] All articles found from the database searches were 149

imported into EndNote for the de-duplication process. The articles after the duplicate 150

detection process were imported into Rayyan.ai for the title and abstract screening 151

process. Excel sheets were used to perform the data extraction process outlined in the 152

Data items subsection. 153

Data collection process 154

Data extraction followed standardized and piloted data extraction forms to ensure 155

comprehensive coverage of relevant information. The form was designed by T.K. 156

Gebretekle with input from C.J. Albers to capture relevant information, including study 157

characteristics explained in the Data items subsection. 158

As a pilot extraction process, five articles were extracted, and both authors 159

discussed the extracted elements to ensure consistency and mutual understanding. Any 160

disagreements were resolved through discussion. Following the pilot phase, T.K. 161

Gebretekle proceeded to extract data from the selected studies for the full extraction 162

process, with oversight and guidance from C.J. Albers. As part of the extraction 163

process, relevant data were collected directly from the reports by reviewing key sections 164

such as methods, results, and conclusions. 165

Data items 166

A standardized form was used for data extraction of characteristics of studies, outcomes, 167

and risk of bias. We extracted the data using the following sample characteristics or 168

items: authors, DOI, title, publication year, study location (country), model name, 169

study design, sample size, type of data (primary data, secondary data, experimental 170

data, or other), target population, setting, intervention type, outcome measure, basic 171

reproduction Number (R0), effective reproduction number(Reff or Rc), outcome 172

measure results, key findings, additional comments, exact population size consideration 173

(N = 0 as a small setting, N = 1 as the whole population), whether a compartmental 174

model is used and whether the paper was published open access. The format of the data 175

extraction columns used with extracted items is in Table 2 of Study characteristics. The 176

full extracted data is provided in Excel format and can be accessed through the link 177

provided in the Availability of data, code, and other materials subsection. 178

The details of extraction items, their descriptions, and possible values are displayed 179

in S1 Table of Supporting information. Each item corresponds to a specific aspect of 180

the studies under review, providing a comprehensive framework for data extraction. 181
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Study risk of bias assessment 182

Two reviewers assessed each study for risk of bias. TKG independently evaluated the 183

risk of bias for all included studies and CJA took an independent sample of articles and 184

independently evaluated the risk of bias. Both reviewers worked independently to 185

minimize bias during the assessments. Any discrepancies between reviewers in risk of 186

bias assessments or judgments were resolved through discussions. 187

We used Python and the ”matplotlib” library to create risk-of-bias plots, [18] where 188

the look and style were adopted from the ”robvis (visualization)” online tool. [19] 189

In this systematic review, we assessed the risk of bias in the included studies based 190

on combined approaches, considering both general and specific criteria to ensure a 191

comprehensive evaluation of potential biases. From the guidance provided by the report 192

“Guidance for the Conduct and Reporting of Modeling and Simulation Studies in the 193

Context of Health Technology Assessment.” [20], we assessed the risk of bias considering 194

eight principles. Additionally, we adopted seven domains such as selection bias, 195

performance bias, detection bias, etc from the ROBINS-I (Risk Of Bias In 196

Non-randomized Studies - of Interventions) tool to align with established methods for 197

bias assessment in systematic reviews. [21] We systematically applied these criteria to 198

each study included in our review. For each domain and principle, we assigned a score 199

of “Low Risk”, “Moderate Risk”, “High Risk” or “Unclear” risk of bias. A description 200

of the eight principles and the seven adopted domains is presented/outlined in S2 Table 201

of Supporting information. 202

Effect measures 203

In our systematic review, we focused on several outcomes related to the impact of 204

behavioral interventions during pandemics. The key outcomes included death rates, 205

COVID-19 cases, and reproduction numbers (R0 and Reff ). Although we did not 206

extract raw numeric values for death rates or transmission rates, we synthesized the 207

effect measures based on the qualitative and quantitative data reported in the studies. 208

Each included study provided specific effect measures tailored to their respective 209

outcomes and modeling approaches. Effect measures used in our synthesis included: 210

• R0 (Basic Reproduction Number): This measure was used to measure the 211

average number of secondary infections produced by a single infected individual in 212

a fully susceptible population. As a result of various behavioral interventions such 213

as social distancing, quarantine, isolation, and contact tracing studies reported 214

changes in R0. 215

• Reff or Rc (Effective Reproduction Number): This measure was used to 216

assess the average number of secondary infections generated by an infectious 217

individual at a specific point in time, reflecting the impact of interventions over 218

time. Reductions in Reff indicated the effectiveness of interventions in reducing 219

transmission rates. 220

• Death Rates: Although raw death rates were not extracted, we synthesized 221

findings based on reported changes in mortality attributed to behavioral 222

interventions. Studies often reported relative reductions or trends in death rates 223

following the implementation of interventions. 224

• COVID-19 Cases: Similar to death rates, we synthesized findings from studies 225

that reported changes in the number of COVID-19 cases. This included reported 226

percentage decreases, absolute reductions in case numbers, and other descriptive 227

statistics provided. 228
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Synthesis methods 229

Study Selection Process 230

In our study selection process, we established clear inclusion and exclusion criteria to 231

ensure the relevance and quality of the studies included in our synthesis. We considered 232

studies focused on modelling the impact of behavioral interventions during COVID-19 233

and reported outcomes such as death rates, number of COVID-19 cases, and 234

reproduction numbers (R0 and Reff ). For qualitative synthesis, narrative analysis, 235

word clouds, and Network visualization were used. We used word clouds on the 236

following items to identify recurring themes and patterns across studies: Model name, 237

Outcome measure results, and Key Findings. For quantitative synthesis, descriptive 238

statistics were used. We summarized the following study characteristics in tabular 239

format: Publication year, Study location (continent), Study design, Sample size, Type 240

of data, Basic Reproduction Number (R0), effective Reproduction Number (Reff or 241

Rc), Population consideration(N = 0 for a small setting, N = 1 for the whole 242

population), Compartmental? (Yes = 1, No = 0), and Open Access? (Yes= 1, No= 0). 243

We did not perform a meta-analysis because of the heterogeneity in study designs, 244

intervention types, outcome measures, and populations studied. The diverse nature of 245

the data and the varying methodologies used across the included studies made it 246

impossible to calculate a combined effect. 247

Data Preparation 248

We prepared our data to ensure the accuracy and reliability of our synthesis. We used 249

the following Methods: 250

• Handling missing data: Missing values in numerical variables such as R0, Reff , 251

and sample size were addressed by examining the context in which these values 252

were missing. When these variables were not explicitly provided in some studies, 253

we did not simply discard these studies. Instead, we inferred them by considering 254

other details and context in the study. 255

This involved looking up the descriptions of the study population, the study’s 256

methodology, and the results sections. Additionally, we checked other external 257

sources and supplementary materials such as GitHub codes that might indicate 258

these variables to gather the required information. 259

• Data standardization: We systematically categorized and standardized textual 260

variables for consistency across studies. This involved coding categorical variables 261

such as study design (”modeling study” = 1, ”modeling and simulation study” 262

= 2, ”observational study”= 3, and ”others” = 4), and type of data(”Primary 263

data” = 1, ”secondary data”= 2, ”experimental data”= 3). For the variable 264

Population consideration, we coded 0 for studies that considered different 265

subgroups as smaller settings whereas 1 for studies that considered the entire 266

population, such as the population of a whole country. For instance, if a study 267

included separate counts for nurses, doctors, and patients, we combined these 268

subgroups and coded this variable as 0. For the variables Compartmental? and 269

Open Access?, we used 0 to code ’No’ and 1 to code ’Yes’. Similarly, in the risk of 270

bias assessment data, we coded 1 for “low risk of bias”, 2 for “moderate”, 3 for 271

“high”, and 0 for “unclear”. 272

The systematic categorization and standardization of textual variables facilitate 273

comparative analysis and thematic synthesis across diverse study contexts. [22] 274

This process helps to identify common patterns, trends, and themes that may not 275

be immediately apparent from the individual studies. 276
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• Sample Size Adequacy: To ensure the generalizability of the study findings, we 277

assessed the adequacy of the sample sizes reported in the included articles by 278

comparing them with the population sizes of the respective study locations. 279

Results tabulation and visualization 280

To effectively present and interpret the findings from our synthesis, We used descriptive 281

statistics such as frequency tables and graphical representations to summarize the 282

continuous and categorical variables. We employed VOSviewer [23] to extract terms 283

from the title and abstract fields of the included articles, facilitating the creation of a 284

network that represents the relationships between these terms. This method allowed us 285

to identify the key concepts and themes within the body of literature under review, 286

enhancing the synthesis and interpretation of study findings. 287

We also conducted a word cloud analysis using the “wordcloud” package in R [24] to 288

visually represent the frequency of keywords from the included studies where the size of 289

each word indicated its frequency of occurrence. This visualization provided a quick and 290

intuitive overview of the predominant topics and themes within the literature, 291

identifying key areas of focus and research trends. 292

Results synthesis methods and rationale 293

We used a narrative approach to synthesize the results from the individual studies. 294

That means, we carefully reviewed and summarized the key findings and methodologies 295

used in each study. This allowed us to identify common themes, trends, and variations 296

in the modeling approaches and their corresponding outcomes. The rationale for 297

choosing this narrative synthesis method is that it provides a comprehensive and flexible 298

way to integrate the findings from modeling studies with heterogeneous data sources, 299

different model structures, and analytical techniques. [25] We ensured consistency in 300

reporting and synthesis across studies by applying appropriate statistical methods. 301

Exploration of Heterogeneity 302

To explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results, we conducted subgroup 303

analyses based on key study characteristics, such as type of data (primary, secondary, 304

experimental) and study design (“modeling”, “modeling and simulation”, 305

“observational”, and others). We also conducted a regression analysis considering the 306

basic reproduction number(R0) variable as a dependent variable. We considered the 307

following independent variables: population consideration, compartmental, type of data, 308

sample size, study design, and study location (continent). 309

Sensitivity Analysis Description 310

We did not conduct formal sensitivity analyses on the overall narrative synthesis due to 311

the qualitative nature of the approach. 312

Reporting bias assessment 313

Due to the high heterogeneity observed and the lack of confidence intervals or variances 314

for the reported R0 values, traditional meta-analysis techniques such as funnel plots and 315

Egger’s test were not feasible. As an alternative, we conducted a qualitative assessment 316

of reporting bias based on a comprehensive risk of bias evaluation. The risk of bias 317

assessments were performed across 15 domains, where one of the domains is reporting 318

bias. We evaluated the studies for the presence of reporting bias by analyzing the 319
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completeness and transparency of the reported outcomes. The findings of this 320

assessment are detailed in the Reporting biases results subsection. 321

Certainty assessment 322

The GRADE (Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development, and Evaluation) 323

approach was used to assess the overall certainty of evidence for each outcome of 324

interest. [26] Due to the use of narrative synthesis for most results, the certainty of the 325

evidence may be downgraded due to limitations in combining data from different 326

studies. This will involve considering five factors: overall risk of bias, imprecision, 327

directness, heterogeneity, and publication bias, which is explained as follows: 328

• Overall risk of bias: This is the overall assessment of the risk of bias in the 329

included studies. 330

• Imprecision: This is the uncertainty in the effect estimate due to the size and 331

variability of the included studies. 332

• Indirectness: This is the extent to which the studies are similar to the target 333

population and intervention of interest. 334

• Heterogeneity: This is the variability in the effect estimates between the 335

included studies. 336

• Publication bias: This is the potential for studies with negative or 337

non-significant findings to be less likely to be published. 338

The certainty of evidence will be graded as: 339

• High: The evidence is strong and consistent. 340

• Moderate: The evidence is moderate or inconsistent. 341

• Low: The evidence is weak or conflicting. 342

• Very low: The evidence is very weak or very conflicting. 343

RESULTS 344

Study selection 345

Fig 1 provides a flowchart of the article search and study screening. Initially, We 346

searched articles across seven (7) databases and retrieved a total of 30, 114 articles. The 347

inclusion and exclusion criteria, which involve filtering articles based on the criteria 348

mentioned in Eligibility criteria Subsection, were applied during the first screening 349

process. For example, retracted articles were identified and excluded due to their 350

retraction status based on each database’s allowance to do so. After the initial screening 351

process, 15, 781 articles remained. However, after importing the 15, 781 articles into 352

EndNote (version 20), 13 additional retracted papers were identified. These include 3 353

articles from MEDLINE, 4 articles from Web of Science, 2 articles from Scopus, and 4 354

articles from EMBASE. Therefore, 15, 768 articles were checked for duplicate entries. 355

In the second screening step, duplicate detection was performed on these 15, 768 356

articles. As a result, 13, 103 potential duplicates were identified, and 8, 148 duplicates 357

were initially removed, leaving 7, 620 unique articles. However, after importing these 358

7, 620 articles into the Deduplicator of the Systematic Review Accelerator (SRA) 359

tool, [27] we identified and removed an additional 4 duplicates, resulting in a final total 360
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of 7, 616 unique articles remaining for the title and abstract screening step. As 361

automation tools to resolve duplicates, we used EndNote, [17] Rayyan.ai, [16] and The 362

Deduplicator of the Systematic Review Accelerator (SRA) [27] tool. 363

After the de-duplication process, we assessed 7, 616 articles in the ’Title and 364

Abstract’ screening process, during which 5, 852 were excluded, and the remaining 1, 764 365

articles were screened for their full contents. We initially chose the databases that 366

contained fewer articles for screening. Since 15 articles were still found as preprints, we 367

excluded these and reviewed the full contents of the remaining 1, 749 articles. During 368

the full article screening process, we excluded 1, 478 articles, leaving us with 270 369

remaining. Finally, we extracted the data items in subsection Data items from the 270 370

articles included. As a summary, the process of the inclusion of articles is displayed 371

using a flow diagram (See Fig 1). 372

Fig 1. PRISMA 2020 flow diagram for new systematic reviews which
included searches of databases. The diagram illustrates the stages of the systematic
review process: identification of records from databases, removal of duplicates, screening
for eligibility, and inclusion of studies in the final synthesis. Specific levels include:
Level 1a and 1b for record identification and removal before screening, Level 2a and 2b
for the first screening and further removals, Level 3a and 3b for records screened and
excluded, Level 4a and 4b for full-text assessment and exclusions, and Levels 5a, 5b,
and 6 for included studies and synthesis.

During the full-text screening process, some studies that initially appeared to meet 373

the inclusion criteria were excluded. For example, [28] titled “Analyzing the impact of 374

the media campaign and rapid testing for COVID-19 as an optimal control problem in 375

East Java, Indonesia” was excluded due to incorrect demographics data. The study 376

inaccurately reported the population of East Java as 49, 316, 712, which is the 377

population of West Java. This significant error would affect the validity of the SEIR 378

model used in the study. We also assessed the relevance of the included articles to the 379

research question and the validity of their methodologies. For example, one article by 380

[29] was excluded from the study due to concerns regarding the realism of its 381

application. Specifically, the researchers utilized parameters estimated from South 382

Korea to model the COVID-19 epidemic in the United States, which raised doubts 383

about the generalizability of their findings to the US context. Additionally, 25 articles 384

were excluded from the Synthesis due to a high risk of bias identified in the risk 385

assessment process. However, these articles were included in the descriptive statistics 386

since they were still useful for summarizing general trends or characteristics, even if 387

they were not considered reliable enough for the main synthesis. [30–34] 388

Study characteristics 389

This systematic review aims to synthesize the findings of studies that have modeled the 390

impact of behavioral interventions during the COVID-19 pandemic [35]. The extracted 391

data includes information on 270− 25 = 245 unique articles that examined the modeling 392

of the impact of behavioral interventions during COVID-19 across different countries. 393

These 245 articles generated 380 data entries due to the inclusion of multiple 394

characteristics such as different countries, outcome measures, and key findings. The 395

original 270 articles generated 406 data entries, but 26 of these had a high risk of bias 396

assessment score. 397

We grouped the studies by their respective continents, as shown in Table 1. The 398

majority of the studies were conducted in Asia (37.1%), followed by Europe (28.2%) 399

and North America (19.2%). This distribution reflects the global impact of the 400

COVID-19 pandemic and the extensive research efforts undertaken across different 401
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regions to understand and mitigate its spread through various behavioral interventions. 402

The studies employed different modeling approaches, including compartmental models 403

such as SEIR and SEIQR and logistic regression analysis to assess the effectiveness of 404

interventions such as social distancing, mask-wearing, and self-protection measures. 405

Most of (90.3%) the articles used compartmental models. Additionally, 62.6% studies 406

were open-access, which is important during a pandemic because it helps share 407

information quickly and widely. 408

We can also see in Table 1 that the number of studies has been decreasing over the 409

years with the majority of the studies (41.3%) conducted in 2020. Most studies (94.5%) 410

utilized secondary data, and 95% used ”modeling and simulation” study design. 411

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of studies by various characteristics

No Characteristic Category Freq. Percent(%)

1 Continent Africa 13 3.4
Asia 141 37.1

Australia (Oceania) 4 1.1
Europe 107 28.2

North America 73 19.2
South America 30 7.9

Worldwide 12 3.2
2 Population consideration No (0) 55 14.5

Yes (1) 325 85.5
3 Open Access No (0) 142 37.4

Yes (1) 238 62.6
4 Compartmental model No (0) 37 9.7

Yes (1) 343 90.3
5 Type of Data Secondary data 359 94.5

Primary data 13 3.4
Experimental data 4 1.1

Mixed data 4 1.1
6 Study design Modeling and simulation study 361 95.0

Predictive modeling study 12 3.2
Observational study 7 1.8

7 Publication year 2022 102 26.8
2021 121 31.8
2020 157 41.3

Total 380 100%
“Population consideration” refers to whether the study addressed small settings or entire populations.
“Compartmental model” indicates whether the study employed compartmental models. “Open Access”
indicates whether the article is accessible to everyone publicly.

The word cloud in Fig 2 indicated a wide range of countries where COVID-19 412

studies were conducted. The US has the highest number of studies (63) in the dataset. 413

China is the second most prominent, with 47 studies, showing considerable research 414

interest and contributions. India, Brazil, and Italy also appear prominently, indicating 415

substantial research activity in these countries. It seems that large populations and 416

large national science budgets contribute to having more studies on this topic. 417

From the word cloud in Fig 3, the predominance of compartmental models becomes 418

clear. The SEIR Model is the most frequently used model followed by the SIR model. 419

The epidemiology model, logistic growth model, and compartmental model were also 420

used, indicating that a broad range of modeling techniques were employed to study the 421

effects of behavioral interventions. 422
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Fig 2. Word cloud of countries considered in the study. The figure shows a
word cloud representing the frequency of country. The size of each country’s name
corresponds to its frequency, with the most frequently mentioned countries appearing
larger. The top five countries, based on their frequency, are listed in the upper right
corner: US (63), China (47), India (31), Brazil (26), and Italy (19).

Fig 3. Types of models used in studies included in the systematic review.
This word cloud depicts the frequency of different types of models employed in the
studies included in the systematic review. The size of each model name reflects how
commonly it was used across the studies. Prominent types, such as ”SEIR model,” ”SIR
model,” and ”SEIIR epidemiology model,” stand out, indicating their prevalent use in
the reviewed literature.

All studies varied widely regarding study design, population, interventions, and 423

outcomes measured. Out of the 245 unique included articles, the key characteristics for 424

a selection of five articles are summarized in Table 2. The detailed characteristics of all 425

studies are available in an Excel file, which can be accessed through the OSF link 426

provided in the Availability of data, code, and other materials subsection. 427
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Table 2. Summary of Extracted Articles

No Authors Study ID Title Year Country Model
Name

Study De-
sign

1 Ajbar et al. https:

//doi.org/

10.3855/

jidc.13568

Modelling the evolution
of the coronavirus disease
(COVID-19) in Saudi
Arabia

2021 Saudi
Arabia

SEaImIR-H Modeling
study

2 Brown https://

doi.org/10.

1073/pnas.

2105292118

A simple model for con-
trol of COVID-19 infec-
tions on an urban campus

2021 US Modified
SEIR Model

Modeling
study

3 Ritsema
et al.

https://

doi.org/10.

2196/31099

Factors Associated With
Using the COVID-19 Mo-
bile Contact-Tracing App
Among Individuals Diag-
nosed With SARS-CoV-
2 in Amsterdam, the
Netherlands: Observa-
tional Study

2022 The
Nether-
lands

Logistic Re-
gression

Observational
study

4 Al-Harbi and
Al-Tuwairqi

https:

//doi-org.

proxy-ub.

rug.nl/

10.1371/

journal.

pone.

0265779

Modeling the effect of
lockdown and social dis-
tancing on the spread of
COVID-19 in Saudi Ara-
bia.

2022 Saudi
Arabia

SEIR model Modeling
study

5 Alleman
et al.

https:

//doi.org/

10.1016/j.

epidem.

2021.

100505

Assessing the effects of
non-pharmaceutical in-
terventions on SARS-
CoV-2 transmission in
Belgium using an ex-
tended SEIQRD model
and public mobility data.

2021 Belgium Extended
SEIQRD
metapopula-
tion model

Modeling
study
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Table 2. (Continued)

Study ID Sample
Size

Type of
Data

Target Pop-
ulation

Intervention
Type

Outcome Mea-
sure

https:

//doi.org/

10.3855/

jidc.13568

34, 813, 871 Secondary
data

Individuals
of Saudi
Arabia

Self-protection
measures such
as social distanc-
ing and wearing
masks

Number of COVID-
19 cases

https://

doi.org/10.

1073/pnas.

2105292118

10, 000 Primary
data

Undergraduate
students at
Boston Uni-
versity

Public health
protocols, in-
cluding surveil-
lance testing,
contact tracing,
isolation, and
quarantine

Predicted number
of infections and de-
tected cases within
a university commu-
nity

https://

doi.org/10.

2196/31099

29, 766 Secondary
data

Individuals
diagnosed
with SARS-
CoV-2 in
Amsterdam

Contact-tracing
app usage

App usage among
individuals di-
agnosed with
SARS-CoV-2

https:

//doi-org.

proxy-ub.

rug.nl/

10.1371/

journal.

pone.

0265779

34, 218, 169 Secondary
data

Individuals
of Saudi
Arabia

Lockdown and
social distancing

Impact of lockdown
and social distanc-
ing on COVID-19
spread

https:

//doi.org/

10.1016/j.

epidem.

2021.

100505

22, 136 Secondary
data

Patients
in Belgian
hospitals

Quarantine,
Lockdown mea-
sures, school
closures, and
reduction in
mobility

Hospitalization
rates, mortality
rates in hospitals or
ICUs, the average
time from symptom
onset to hospital-
ization, Effective
reproduction num-
ber (Re)
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Table 2. (Continued))

Study ID Basic
Repro-
duction
Number

Effective
Repro-
duction
Number

Outcome Measure Results
and Key Findings

Population
Consider-
ation (0=
n, 1=N)

Compart-
mental
(Yes=1,
No=0)

Open
Access
(Yes=1,
No=0)

https://doi.

org/10.3855/

jidc.13568

4.75 1.159×
10−08

The total number of infected in-
dividuals would have reached a
peak of 66, 750 by 4 May 2020 and
the COVID-19 would have de-
creased in intensity by 99% by the
end of June 2020; R0 = 4.75 > 1,
indicating rapid disease spread.
The Basic Reproduction Number
(Rc) for Scenario 1 is approxi-
mately 0.00000001159.

1 1 1

https:

//doi.org/

10.1073/pnas.

2105292118

2.5 0.48 Surveillance testing twice per
week can significantly offset trans-
mission rates higher than re-
ported for COVID-19. The model
predicts approximately 20.7 cases
within the university community
at any time, with around 6.2 cases
detected per day.

0 1 1

https:

//doi.org/

10.2196/31099

NA NA 16.2% of SARS-CoV-2 positive
cases reported app use; Charac-
teristics associated with app us-
age were identified through logis-
tic regression analysis.

1 0 1

https:

//doi-org.

proxy-ub.rug.

nl/10.1371/

journal.pone.

0265779

1.8872 0.5242 Experiment 1: Rc = 0.5242 indi-
cating disease eradication. Exper-
iment 2: Rc = 1.8872 indicating
persistent disease presence.

1 1 1

https:

//doi.org/10.

1016/j.epidem.

2021.100505

4.16 0.62 Average time from symptom on-
set to hospitalization: 6.4 days;
Mortality in hospital: 21.4%,
Mortality in ICU: 46.3%.

0 1 1

Risk of bias 428

Fig 4 displays a summary plot of the risk of bias assessment across 15 domains for all 429

270 articles. We can see from Fig 4 that the overall risk of bias assessment indicates 430

that most domains exhibit a low risk of bias, suggesting well-defined objectives and 431

structures across the studies or models. Specifically, domains such as “Research 432

Question, Goals, and Scope”, “Model Structure and Assumptions”, and “Data Informed 433

Model” predominantly display low risk (green). However, areas like “Reflection of 434

Uncertainty”, “Sensitivity and Stability Analyses”, and “Transparency” show moderate 435

risk (yellow), indicating some concerns. Bias-related domains, including “Selection 436

Bias”, “Performance Bias”, “Detection Bias”, “Attrition Bias”, and “Reporting Bias”, 437

have varying levels of risk, with occasional instances of high risk (red). Notably, critical 438

concerns are observed in “Attrition Bias” and “Confounding” highlighting potential 439
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issues that may significantly affect the validity of findings.

Fig 4. A summary plot of the risk of bias assessment across 15 domains. The
figure summarizes the risk of bias across 15 domains and the ”Overall” domain. D1:
Research Question, Goals, and Scope. D2: Model Structure and Assumptions. D3:
Definition and Justification of Model Components and Relationships. D4:
Data-Informed Model. D5: Reflection of Uncertainty. D6: Sensitivity and Stability
Analyses. D7: Model Assessment. D8: Transparency. D9: Selection Bias. D10:
Performance Bias. D11: Detection Bias. D12: Attrition Bias. D13: Reporting Bias.
D14: Confounding. D15: External Validity. D16: Overall.

440

Similarly, from Fig 5, the overall risk of bias assessment reveals that 61.9% of the 441

studies included in the analysis had a low risk of bias, indicating strong methodological 442

rigor and a high level of confidence in their findings. 24.8% of the studies were classified 443

as having a moderate risk of bias, suggesting that they generally employed sound 444

methods but may contain some elements that could introduce minor biases. A smaller 445

fraction, 9.3%, of the studies exhibited a high risk of bias, indicating significant 446

methodological concerns that could compromise the reliability of their results. Overall, 447

the predominance of low and moderate-risk studies supports the robustness of the 448

synthesized results, despite the presence of some studies with higher or unclear risks.

Fig 5. Percentage of risk levels for the ”Overall” risk of bias. The figure
illustrates the distribution of risk levels across studies. The percentage of studies
categorized as Low risk is 61.9%, Moderate risk is 24.8%, High risk is 9.3%, and Unclear
risk is 4.1%.

449

We assessed the risk of bias for the initially included 270 unique studies (E 1 to 450

E 270) across 15 domains (D1 to D15). Fig 6 displays the risk of bias assessment for 85 451

out of the 270 articles, where the left panel includes studies that scored low risk, while 452

the second figure highlights the 25 articles that scored high risk. The color-coded circles 453

represent the level of bias: green for low risk, yellow for moderate risk, and red for high 454

risk, with ’+’ and ’−’ symbols indicating low and high risk, respectively. Most studies 455

across most domains demonstrate a low risk of bias, as indicated by the prevalence of 456

green circles. This suggests that, generally, the studies adhere to high methodological 457

standards. Certain studies, like E 131 and E 44, exhibit high risk in multiple domains. 458

These studies appear to have significant methodological weaknesses that could impact 459

the validity of their findings. The detailed risk of bias assessments for all studies is 460

displayed in S2 Fig17 and S3 Fig18 of Supporting information. 461

Fig 6. Risk of bias judgments across studies: for the 50 studies with all low
risk and the 35 studies including the 25 high-risk studies The figure provides a
detailed overview of the risk of bias judgments for 85 out of the 270 articles. The left
panel includes studies that scored low risk, while the right panel highlights the 25
articles that scored high risk. The colors indicate the level of risk: green for Low, yellow
for Moderate, red for High, and gray for Unclear.

Results of individual studies 462

Based on our research question “Under what conditions can behavioural interventions 463

impact COVID-19”, we reported the key findings in three formats: a descriptive 464

analysis of R0, a regression analysis of R0, and a narrative analysis (a narrative 465

September 3, 2024 16/38

 . CC-BY 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 preprintthis version posted September 6, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.05.24313121doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.05.24313121
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


approach to synthesis). We selected 245 unique articles with 380 entries having low and 466

medium risk of bias assessment scores and considered them for further analysis. 467

Descriptive analysis of the reproduction number (R0) and effective 468

reproduction number (Reff or Rc) as outcome measures. 469

From Table 3, we can see that the average R0 value across the studies is approximately 470

3.184 with a standard deviation of 1.891, indicating that, on average, an infected 471

individual could potentially spread the disease to about 3.184 other people in a 472

completely susceptible population. The average value for Rc is approximately 0.936 473

with a standard deviation of 0.838, representing the average number of secondary cases 474

per infected individual after control measures are in place. The minimum Rc reported is 475

almost zero (1.16× 10−8), suggesting very effective control measures in some cases. The 476

maximum Rc reported is 6.89, indicating that in some cases, control measures were less 477

effective, or the disease was highly transmissible despite interventions. From the sample 478

size, the large standard deviation of 80, 500, 000, 000 reflects significant variation in 479

population sizes studied, likely due to a mix of global, national, and regional focus areas. 480

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for R0, Rc, and Population Size

No Statistic R0 Rc Population Size

1 Mean 3.184 0.936 4.86× 109

2 Median 2.9 0.8 2.65× 107

3 Standard Deviation 1.891 0.838 8.05× 1010

4 Min 0.086 1.16× 10−8 2.88× 102

5 Max 10.87 6.89 1.39× 1012

Table 4 and Fig 7 show significant variation in mean and median R0 values across 481

continents. We can also see that the distribution of the basic reproduction number, R0, 482

is not normally distributed. For instance, higher R0 values observed in continents like 483

Asia and South America might reflect higher transmission rates due to denser urban 484

populations or variations in compliance with preventive measures. The standard 485

deviation (SD) values also highlight the spread of R0 estimates, suggesting that some 486

regions within these continents may experience significantly different transmission 487

dynamics. Lower Rc values in comparison to R0 suggest successful interventions in 488

reducing transmission. 489

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for R0 and Rc across different continents

No Continent
R0 Rc

Mean Median SD Min Max Mean Median SD Min Max

1 Africa 2.29 2.01 0.87 1.02 4.09 0.62 0.75 0.33 0.025 1.00
2 Asia 3.27 2.68 1.99 0.0856 10.87 0.98 0.60 1.10 1.16e-08 6.89
3 Australia (Oceania) 1.88 1.91 0.82 1.06 2.63 1.29 1.29 0.49 0.85 1.73
4 Europe 3.08 2.90 1.86 0.80 10.00 0.80 0.80 0.41 0.217 3.00
5 North America 3.33 3.00 1.88 1.03 9.40 0.83 0.80 0.35 0.20 2.00
6 South America 3.25 3.00 2.19 1.01 10.62 1.49 1.15 1.25 0.46 5.25
7 Worldwide 3.76 3.79 1.10 1.80 5.00 1.14 0.98 0.93 0.20 2.93

Fig 7. Distribution of the basic reproduction number (R0). The figure presents
the distribution of the basic reproduction number (R0). The first panel shows the overall
distribution of R0, while the second panel displays the distribution of R0 by continent.
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Fig 8 displayed the boxplot of R0 for continents. The median R0 value is around 2.5 490

for Asia, with a relatively wide interquartile range (IQR), indicating variability in R0 491

values. There are several outliers above 8, suggesting a few studies reported significantly 492

higher R0 values. The median R0 value is below 2 for Europe, with a narrow IQR, 493

indicating consistent R0 values across studies. There are few outliers and most studies 494

in Europe report R0 values between 0.5 and 4.5. North America and South America 495

have similar distributions of R0 with a median R0 value is around 3. There are outliers 496

above 8 for North America, indicating some high R0 estimates but South America has 497

fewer outliers. The median is around 1.5 for Australia (Oceania) but around 1 for 498

Africa. Australia (Oceania) has a lower central tendency compared to other continents.

Fig 8. Boxplot of R0 by continent. The figure illustrates the distribution of the
basic reproduction number (R0) across different continents using box plots. Each box
plot represents the range of R0 values for a specific continent, showing the median,
interquartile range, and outliers.

499

Regression Analysis Results of R0 500

Since a meta-analysis was not possible due to the heterogeneity of studies, we conducted 501

a linear regression analysis to identify the relationship between the reported R0 and 502

various characteristics. The dependent variable was R0 and the independent variables 503

were Continent (categorical; with Africa as baseline level), Open access (binary), and 504

Study design (categorical; with ”modeling and simulation study” as baseline level). 505

The model’s intercept was 1.6486 (p = 0.002), indicating the baseline R0 value when 506

all dummy variables are zero. The variable Open access was highly significant 507

(p < 0.001), with a positive coefficient of 0.7837, suggesting that open-access studies are 508

associated with higher R0 values. 509

For the Continent variable, Asia, North America, and South America had positive 510

coefficients with marginal significance at a 10% level (p-values ranging from 0.068 to 511

0.093), indicating higher R0 values compared to the reference continent, Africa. The 512

Study design variable showed that observational studies and predictive modeling studies 513

were associated with lower R0 values compared to the reference category ”modeling and 514

simulation study”, but these findings were only significant at the 10% level (p = 0.064 515

and p = 0.077, respectively). 516

The model explained only 7.2% of the variance in R0 (R-squared = 0.07178), with 517

an adjusted R-squared of 0.04492, indicating limited explanatory power. The F-statistic: 518

2.672 with a p-value of 0.005311 indicates that the overall model is statistically 519

significant. The outcomes of the regression analysis are summarized in Table 5. 520
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Table 5. Results of the regression analysis for the dependent variable R0.

No Variable Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(> |t|)
1 (Intercept) 1.649 0.537 3.072 0.002 **
2 ContinentAsia 0.992 0.543 1.829 0.068 .

ContinentAustralia (Oceania) −0.164 1.063 −0.154 0.877
ContinentEurope 0.841 0.553 1.521 0.129
ContinentNorth America 1.028 0.570 1.804 0.072 .
ContinentSouth America 1.080 0.640 1.687 0.093 .
ContinentWorldwide 1.246 0.784 1.590 0.113

3 Open access1 0.784 0.218 3.591 0.000 ***
4 Study designObservational study −2.012 1.082 −1.860 0.064 .

Study designPredictive modeling study −1.388 0.782 −1.776 0.077 .

−−−
Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ‘ ’ 1
Residual standard error: 1.857 on 311 degrees of freedom
Multiple R-squared: 0.07178, Adjusted R-squared: 0.04492
F-statistic: 2.672 on 9 and 311 DF, p-value: 0.005311; AIC: 1320.13 BIC: 1361.615

Narrative Analysis 521

1. The basic (R0) and effective(Re) reproduction number: Studies from 522

various countries (Belgium, Germany, the US, and Saudi Arabia) showed that 523

behavioural interventions helped reduce the R0 (basic reproduction number) 524

below 1, effectively controlling the spread of the virus. A study on the sample of 525

the Iraqi population of size 5.000 by [41] indicated that the curfew and social 526

distancing measures can reduce the basic reproduction number (R0) to below 1, 527

preventing outbreaks. Increasing media coverage will not completely prevent 528

outbreaks, but can reduce transmission by increasing awareness. Reducing R0 is 529

key to controlling the disease. Reducing social distance leads to an increase in the 530

outbreak of the disease. Increasing the probability of an individual’s response to 531

the curfew leads to lowering the R0 below unity and subsequently controlling the 532

spread of COVID-19. [41]. When the quarantine ratio is greater than 65%, the 533

reproduction number (R0) can be below unity. [42] A study in Indonesia by [43] 534

indicated that Without vaccination intervention, the transmission rate β must be 535

reduced by greater than 39% to maintain R0 less than unity, and thus provide an 536

opportunity to eradicate COVID-19 from the population. [44] indicated that a 537

range of values of (0.1− 0.2) for both β and η0 will peak the control reproduction 538

number, Rc in the range (0.1− 0.88) for Ghana and (0.2− 0.95) for Egypt. They 539

said that the rate of quarantine through doubling enhanced contact tracing, 540

adhering to physical distancing, adhering to wearing of nose masks, 541

sanitizing-washing hands, and media education remains the most effective 542

measures in reducing Rc to less than unity. [45] indicated that banning ≥ 50 543

gatherings was sufficiently effective to decrease, R0 in some locations; including 544

most New York counties; Massachusetts counties; and Prince George’s, Maryland. 545

However, for other counties, the drop of R0 was significant only after issuing the 546

stay-at-home order. 547

2. The timing of interventions: The timing and strictness of interventions played 548

a crucial role. A study by Matrajt and Leung found that implementing 549

interventions 50 days after the first case resulted in delayed epidemic peaks with 550

minimal peak reduction compared to earlier interventions. [46] A study by [47] 551

found that lockdowns resulted in an 80.31% reduction in effective contacts (95% 552
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CI: 79.76− 80.85%) and a subsequent decrease in reported COVID-19 cases 553

during the initial two weeks of implementation. Even though the study by [48] 554

doesn’t specify a precise timeframe for the stages C/D, they use stages C/D to 555

represent a later phase in the pandemic without vaccination. They found that 556

without vaccination, the pandemic would slow down in a later stage C/D 557

(Without vaccination, without lockdown/With vaccination, without lockdown) 558

and even worse on the earlier release of the lockdown. The study entitled “A 559

data-driven epidemic model to analyze the lockdown effect and predict the course 560

of COVID-19 progress in India” [49] found that the infection rate decreased to 3 561

times lower than the initial rate after 6 weeks of lockdown. The peak and end of 562

the epidemic were estimated in July 2020 and March 2021, respectively. Active 563

infected cases at peak time could reach around 2 lakhs (200, 000 cases), with total 564

infected cases potentially exceeding 19 lakhs (1, 900, 000 cases). A study by [50] 565

indicated that the early lockdown in mid-March 2020 significantly helped in 566

controlling the spread of COVID-19 despite the low number of initial cases in 567

Ukraine. 568

3. Intervention Intensity/strictness: Reducing adult contacts by 95% starting at 569

day 50 significantly mitigated the epidemic peak, nearly eliminating cases. Lower 570

reduction levels (25% and 75%) had less impact on peak reduction. [22] A study 571

by [51] reported that if at least 80% of people wear a mask, even if only 40% 572

effective, transmission on campus will likely not result in any deaths. particularly, 573

they said that the results are not very sensitive to the changes of the R0 values 574

(varying R0 values of 1.8, 2.5, and 3) if 80% (widespread mask usage) of the 575

population wears masks; indicating the control of the outbreak with 5, 9, and 13 576

cases respectively, and zero deaths. They also reported that there was a dramatic 577

reduction in cases and almost no deaths if at least 40% of people were wearing a 578

mask. 579

4. Targeting Age Groups: Reducing contacts of adults over 60 by 95% prevented 580

50% of cases in this group, 30% of hospitalizations, and 39% of deaths in all age 581

groups. A 95% reduction in adult contacts under 60 caused a 98% drop in peak 582

cases. A 75% reduction in adult contacts under 60 resulted in a 91% decrease in 583

peak cases. Adding child contact reduction further decreased hospitalizations by 584

over 64% in all age groups (overall). The intervention of reducing contacts of all 585

age groups by 25% led to a 69% reduction in cases at the epidemic peak. After 586

the social distancing measures were lifted, the number of cases started to increase 587

again for all intervention strategies except for the one targeting only adults over 588

60 due to their smaller population size and fewer contacts. The study by [46] 589

highlighted significant uncertainty in the effectiveness of milder interventions (e.g., 590

25% contact reduction). Surprisingly, cases, and hence hospitalizations and deaths, 591

can be reduced by 90% during the first 100 days if all groups reduce their contact 592

with others, even when adults do so by only 25%. When only 25% of adults ¡60 593

changed their contact habits, all interventions rebounded as soon as the 594

intervention was lifted. A study in France by [52] indicated that weak 595

populations, people in the age group over 60 years, have a high probability of 596

dying. They also said the strong population has a considerably shorter 597

confinement. As indicated in Wuhan by [53], children and adolescents were less 598

susceptible to infection, but more infectious once infected, than individuals aged 599

20 years or older. Children’s higher infectivity was affected by household size. 600

They also found a higher susceptibility of infants (aged 0–1 years) to infection 601

than older children (≥ 2 years of age). Although children and adolescents were 602

much less likely to have severe disease, they were as likely as adults to develop 603
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symptoms. Similarly, a study by [50] indicated that higher mortality was 604

observed in the 50–70 years age group, with significant deaths even among the 605

40–50 age group, potentially due to co-morbidities. Children and young adults 606

under 20 accounted for around 10% of cases, with some deaths, highlighting the 607

importance of maintaining social distancing in nurseries and schools. [52] 608

5. Impact of Combined Intervention Strategies: A study by [54] concluded 609

that the combination of three controls is more influential when compared with the 610

combination of two controls and a single control. A study by [48] shows a higher 611

peak in daily new cases without lockdowns (scenario C) compared to scenarios 612

with lockdowns (A and B). The simulations showed that lockdowns helped 613

decrease the transmission rate, highlighting the potential benefits of combining 614

lockdown measures with other interventions. In contrast, a data-driven assessment 615

by [55] in China highlighted the limitations of travel restrictions as a standalone 616

measure. Although travel restrictions may be effective in the short term, they 617

cannot eradicate the disease due to the risk of spreading to other regions. In all 618

scenarios considered, the majority of cases remained contained within Hubei 619

province, regardless of the travel restrictions. These restrictions had a relatively 620

small impact on the temporal evolution of the disease in the rest of the country. 621

Mass gatherings like the one in China reported by [56] could have been a 622

potential infection risk without any preventive strategies. However, the combined 623

use of vaccination, nucleic acid testing, and face mask-wearing effectively 624

protected the people against infection. They found that the use of any two of 625

these strategies could significantly lower the infection rates. [57] 626

A combination of media campaigns and rapid testing reduces the number of 627

infected individuals significantly. The more aware the community is, the more 628

readily the infection rate will decrease. [28] 629

6. Most Effective type/s of Intervention/s NPIs like social distancing, 630

mask-wearing, lockdowns, and school closures significantly impacted transmission 631

rates. 632

• Mask usage had a substantial effect on reducing transmission. Studies from 633

the US and Mississippi particularly highlight the significant drop in cases 634

and deaths when a high percentage of the population wore masks 635

consistently. [51] They reported that at 20% mask use, the cases and deaths 636

are over halved from 9314 cases and 37 deaths (without masks) to 4094 cases 637

and 12 deaths (20% mask use). Another article titled “Optimal Control on 638

COVID-19 Eradication Program in Indonesia under the effect of community 639

awareness” found that medical masks have the greatest effect on determining 640

the number of new infections. [58] 641

• Social distancing: A study by [59] concluded that social distancing is the 642

main nonpharmaceutical measure to end the novel coronavirus. A study 643

by [60] found that among the measures, including social distancing in adults, 644

spring semester postponement, diagnostic testing, and contact tracing; social 645

distancing in adults showed the highest effectiveness. 646

From a study by [61], the most effective double control strategy is isolation 647

combined with detection. Maximum detection must occur at the beginning 648

to ensure that infected individuals are rapidly transferred to hospitals and 649

isolated for treatment as quickly as possible. The intensity of testing 650

remained high until day 11, after which it gradually decreased to zero. This 651

strategy effectively reduced the source of COVID-19 transmission within the 652

population. 653
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• Awareness: Community awareness plays a crucial role in determining the 654

success of COVID-19 eradication programs. [58] A study by [62] in Wuhan 655

reported that public health efforts promoted infection-prevention actions like 656

mask-wearing, hand hygiene, and reduced mobility. They analyzed the 657

influence of two key factors: sensitivity to payoff gain (κ), representing 658

public awareness and willingness to take these preventive actions, and control 659

measure effectiveness (α). Their findings suggest that a higher κ and a lower 660

α (more effective control measures) can significantly reduce the COVID-19 661

outbreak size. 662

7. Individual Compliance and Social Factors Influencing NPIs: Individual 663

compliance with NPIs significantly influenced the effectiveness of NPIs. Studies 664

like the one in the Netherlands by [63] showed a lower uptake of contact tracing 665

apps, potentially hindering their effectiveness. Behavioural interventions like 666

physical distancing rely on individual compliance for effectiveness. Studies like 667

[30] highlight the influence of social factors on adherence. Their research found 668

that despite restrictions, nearly 10% of participants aged 18− 59 reported 669

intimate physical contact outside their household in the past month. This finding 670

exemplifies how social needs like intimacy can influence compliance with 671

behavioural interventions like physical distancing. 672

The findings indicate that the implementation of strong control measures, including 673

government actions and mild self-protection measures, can significantly reduce the 674

transmission rate of COVID-19. For instance, A study by [36] found that with such 675

measures, the basic reproduction number (Rc) could be reduced to less than 0.001 676

suggesting the virus’ spread would be effectively controlled. Similarly, a study by [39] 677

found that when lockdown and social distancing measures were moderately applied 678

(ρ = 0.5, SD = 0.75), the basic reproduction number (R0) was reduced to 0.524 from 679

1.887, indicating that the community would be free of COVID-19. Another study by 680

[64] demonstrated that a 20% increase in the effectiveness of lockdown measures 681

combined with a 20% increase in face mask compliance will result in a 92% reduction in 682

the cumulative number of deaths. 683

However, the effectiveness of non-pharmaceutical interventions appears to vary 684

greatly across different settings and populations. Some studies observed that the 685

number of cases dropped by more than 90% due to the implementation of continuous 686

social distancing measures. [65] Similarly, other studies found that the complete 687

lockdown contributed to a reduction in the effective contact rate by a factor of 688

approximately 6.1, indicating successful containment measures. [66] In contrast, others 689

highlighted the importance of considering population-level factors, such as the size of 690

the setting (small vs. large). [67–70] 691

Furthermore, although these interventions have a beneficial effect on reducing the 692

reproduction rate, they have negative economic, social, and other consequences. [65] 693

These consequences have hardly been studied, and are therefore also not considered in 694

this systematic review. 695

Results of syntheses 696

To provide an overview of the primary focus areas in the literature, we generated a word 697

cloud from the keywords for inclusion. This visualization highlights the most frequently 698

discussed themes and interventions, giving a clear picture of the main topics covered in 699

the research on behavioral interventions during COVID-19 (See Fig 9). 700

The word cloud in Fig 9 reveals that “distancing” is the most frequently mentioned 701

keyword, followed by ”quarantine”, and then by ”Isolation and lockdown. It also 702
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highlights that most studies use compartmental models, particularly SEIR, to analyze 703

and predict the effectiveness of these behavioral interventions. Keywords such as 704

“Non-Pharmaceutical Interventions (NPIs)”, “masks”, “hand hygiene”, and “contact 705

tracing” show the range of non-pharmaceutical strategies used to mitigate pandemic 706

impacts. 707

Fig 9. Word cloud of keywords for inclusion. The figure presents a word cloud
generated from keywords used for inclusion criteria of the systematic review. The size of
each keyword reflects its frequency or emphasis, with larger words indicating higher
prominence. The most frequent key terms include ”distancing,” ”quarantine,”
”isolation,” ”lockdown,” and ”compartmental models” such as SEIR.

We generated a network visualization of the terms from the titles and abstracts. 708

This visualization highlights the central themes and their interrelationships in the 709

literature on behavioral interventions during COVID-19. [23] The network visualization 710

represents the co-occurrence of terms from the titles and abstracts of included studies, 711

illustrating how different concepts are related in the context of modeling the impact of 712

behavioral interventions during COVID-19. 713

From the left panel of Fig 10, the green cluster includes terms such as “social 714

distancing”, “mask”, and “npi”, highlighting general non-pharmaceutical interventions 715

(NPIs) aimed at preventing the spread of COVID-19. The blue cluster features terms 716

such as “isolation”, “SEIR”, and “restriction”, focusing on specific control measures and 717

epidemiological modeling approaches. The red cluster encompasses terms like “epidemic 718

model”, “basic reproduction number”, and “numerical simulation”, indicating a strong 719

emphasis on mathematical modeling and simulation studies. Finally, the yellow cluster 720

includes terms like “community”, “incidence”, and “child”, reflecting research on 721

community-level interventions and demographic considerations. The term “app” is 722

separate from the main clusters, suggesting a unique but significant interest in digital 723

solutions for pandemic management, such as contact tracing applications or health 724

monitoring tools. 725

Similarly, the density visualization in the right panel of Fig 10 offers a heatmap 726

representation of term frequencies and their associations. We can see that the 727

high-density areas (bright yellow to green) such as “contact”, “age”, “mask”, “social 728

distancing”, “wave”, “risk”, and “isolation” indicate that these terms are central to the 729

discourse on COVID-19 measures. Moderate-density areas (green to yellow) include 730

terms like “basic reproduction number”, “restriction”, “peak”, “control measure”, 731

“community”, “incidence”, and “burden”, showing significant but less central discussions. 732

Low-density areas (green to blue) such as “app”, “child”, “agent”, “media coverage”, 733

“awareness”, “protective measure”, and “prevention” indicate less frequent discussions. 734

This visualization provides a clear picture of the focus areas within the systematic 735

review.

Fig 10. Network and density visualization of terms from titles and abstracts.
The figure consists of two panels. The left panel shows a network visualization of terms
from the titles and abstracts, with clusters representing related concepts in the
literature. The right panel displays a density visualization, highlighting the frequency
and centrality of key terms.

736

From the network visualization in Fig 11, the term ”face mask” is linked with terms 737

such as ”contact”, ”testing”, ”control strategy”, and ”behavior”. Similarly, the term 738

”self isolation” is linked with terms including ”testing”, ”contact”, ”contact education”, 739

”behavior”, ”awareness”, and ”control strategy”. From the bottom panel of Fig 11, the 740

term ”media campaign” is linked with ”awareness”, ”test”, and ”infected individual”. 741
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Additionally, the term ”physical distancing measure” is linked with terms including 742

”adherence”, ”control strategy”, ”epidemic peak”, ”infection risk”, ”social contact”, 743

”self isolation”, ”testing strategy”, and ”surveillance”. 744

Fig 11. Network visualization that shows terms linked with ”face mask”,
”self isolation”, ”media”, and ”physical distancing measure”. The figure shows
a network visualization of terms associated with ”face mask”, ”self isolation”, ”media
campaign”, and ”physical distancing measure”, highlighting their connections to related
concepts in the literature.

From Fig 12, ’travel’ is linked with terms including ’face mask’, ’behavior’, 745

’movement’, ’testing’, ’importation’, and ’adherence’. Similarly, ”travel ban” is linked to 746

”importation”, ”movement”, and ”travel restriction”. The connections illustrate how 747

these concepts are linked in the context of COVID-19 measures and interventions. 748

Additional network visualizations illustrating the relationships between terms such as 749

”SEIR model”, ”app,” and ”preventive behavior” are provided in S4 Fig19 and S5 Fig20 750

of Supporting information. 751

Fig 12. Network visualization of terms related to travel and mobility
restrictions. The figure displays a network visualization showing the relationships
between terms. The upper panel shows terms linked with ”travel” or ”mobility data”
and the bottom panel shows the terms linked with the term ”travel ban”.

General outcome measures results 752

Fig 13 represents the outcome measure results and key findings characteristics of the 753

extracted textual data. Words such as “cases”, “infection”, “deaths”, “reduction”, 754

“increase”, R0, and “peak” suggest that the studies frequently analyzed changes in 755

infection rates, the effectiveness of interventions, and the impact on mortality rates. 756

Words such as “days”, “time” and names of specific months imply that the outcomes 757

were analyzed over specific time frames, reflecting the temporal dynamics of the 758

pandemic and the interventions’ effects. Terms such as “quarantine”, “isolation” and 759

“social distancing” indicate that the studies extensively discussed various behavioral and 760

control measures implemented to curb the spread of COVID-19.

Fig 13. Word clouds depicting the main outcome measure results and key
findings characteristics from the systematic review. The figure presents
two-word clouds. The left panel shows the word cloud of outcome measure results,
highlighting frequently analyzed terms such as ”cases,” ”infection,” ”deaths,”
”reduction,” and ”peak.” The right panel displays the word cloud for key findings,
emphasizing terms like ”social distancing,” ”quarantine,” ”lockdown,” and ”COVID.”

761

Heterogeneity Assessment 762

Fig 8 in Results of individual studies subsection, illustrates a box plot of the basic 763

reproduction number (R0) across different continents, summarizing the variation in 764

reported values from the included studies. The box plot reveals significant heterogeneity 765

in R0 estimates, with Europe and Asia showing broader ranges and higher outliers 766

compared to regions like Africa and Australia (Oceania). This variability can be 767

attributed to several factors, including differences in public health policies. 768

September 3, 2024 24/38

 . CC-BY 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 preprintthis version posted September 6, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.05.24313121doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.05.24313121
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Sensitivity Analyses 769

In the absence of a feasible meta-analysis due to high heterogeneity, in our primary 770

analysis, we excluded articles assessed as having a high risk of bias, allowing us to 771

consider studies with low, medium, and unclear risk of bias. For the sensitivity analysis, 772

however, we focused exclusively on studies with a low risk of bias to assess the 773

robustness of our findings and determine whether excluding studies with potential 774

biases would alter the overall results. These analyses focused on the impact of varying 775

inclusion criteria and the influence of outliers on the synthesized results. 776

The box plots in Fig 14 illustrate the distribution of R0 values across different 777

datasets. The original dataset includes studies before the risk of bias assessment, i.e., 778

with a low, medium, unclear, and high risk of bias, whereas the filtered dataset includes 779

only studies with a low risk of bias. The median R0 is around 2.5 for the original 780

dataset, with a significant number of studies reporting values above this range whereas 781

the respective median R0 value for the filtered dataset is around 3, which is higher, 782

suggesting that higher-quality studies report slightly higher central estimates. For the 783

original dataset, there is considerable variability, with R0 values ranging up to 784

approximately 16. Whereas, for the filtered dataset, the variability in R0 values is 785

reduced, with fewer outliers compared to the original dataset. The maximum R0 value 786

in this set is approximately 11, indicating a more consistent range of estimates. 787

Fig 14. Box plots of R0 of all 270 articles versus R0 of articles with only low
risk of bias. The left panel shows the R0 values from the original dataset including
articles with a high risk of bias, while the right panel shows the R0 values of low risk of
bias articles only.

Additionally, we plotted box plots that illustrate the distribution of R0 values across 788

different continents for both datasets. The box plots in Fig 15 indicate that the filtered 789

dataset, which includes studies with only a low risk of bias, generally reports higher 790

median R0 values across most continents compared to the original dataset. Outliers are 791

present in several continents in both datasets, particularly in North America and 792

Europe. Across most continents, the filtered dataset reports higher median R0 values, 793

suggesting that the exclusion of studies with a higher risk of bias might eliminate 794

studies with potentially lower R0 estimates. In Africa, similar median values and 795

variability were reported, indicating stable estimates across both datasets.

Fig 15. Box plots of R0 Across Continents. The left panel shows the R0 values
from the original dataset across different continents, which includes studies with varying
bias levels (low, medium, unclear, and high). The right panel presents the R0 values
from the filtered dataset, consisting only of studies with a low risk of bias.

796

Reporting biases results 797

In this subsection, our assessment focused on evaluating the completeness and 798

transparency of outcome reporting. As we can see from Fig 4 of Risk of bias subsection, 799

the reporting bias is included as one of the key domains in the risk of bias assessment 800

criteria. While many studies are categorized as having a low risk of reporting bias, there 801

are also a notable number of studies with moderate to high risk. 802

From S1 Fig16 of Supporting information, we can see that the majority (88.5%) of 803

the studies were categorized as having a low risk of reporting bias, indicating a high 804

level of transparency and completeness in reporting outcomes for the majority of studies. 805

However, there are 7.4% of studies with moderate risk, 3.0% with unclear risk, and 1.1% 806
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with high risk, highlighting some concerns regarding potential selective reporting or 807

insufficient detail in some cases. These findings underscore the importance of improving 808

reporting standards and ensuring comprehensive outcome reporting in future research. 809

Certainty of evidence 810

• Comprehensive search strategy: We conducted a systematic literature search 811

with a broad search strategy to identify relevant studies. 812

• Transparent reporting: We have reported the characteristics, methodologies, 813

and key findings of each included study in detail. 814

• Exploration of heterogeneity: We explored potential sources of variation in 815

the results using subgroup analyses. 816

• Addressing potential bias: We discussed potential limitations and sources of 817

bias in the review, including publication bias. 818

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 819

The systematic review examined the literature on the effectiveness of behavioral 820

interventions, such as distancing, quarantine, and face mask-wearing, in mitigating the 821

impacts of COVID-19. Due to the extreme heterogeneity (by design) in studies, a 822

formal meta-analysis was infeasible, but our systematic and narrative review does give 823

information about common findings, methodological approaches, and shortcomings of 824

the studies under consideration. 825

Methodological approach. The review also highlighted that the majority of 826

studies utilized compartmental models, particularly the SEIR model, to analyze and 827

predict the effectiveness of these behavioral interventions. This can only partially be 828

explained by the fact that ‘compartmental model’ was one of the explicit search terms 829

in the literature search; as we also explicitly searched for other models. The widespread 830

use of SEIR models can be attributed to their robustness in capturing the dynamics of 831

disease transmission and the effects of interventions. These models are particularly 832

effective in simulating the progression of an epidemic under different scenarios, 833

providing valuable insights to inform public health policies. [71, 72] 834

Common results. Our systematic review aligns with findings from previous 835

studies. The word cloud analysis revealed that “distancing” was the most frequently 836

mentioned keyword, followed by “quarantine” and “isolation and lockdown”. These 837

results were supported by [73], where the researchers measured the extent to which 838

social distancing succeeds in reducing the contact rates of individuals. Another research 839

by [74] also found that lack of social distancing and limited stay-at-home restrictions 840

can impact COVID-19 spread, which aligned with our results. The network 841

visualization of the terms from the titles and abstracts further illustrated the central 842

themes and their interrelationships in the literature on behavioral interventions. The 843

network highlighted the connections between concepts like “non-pharmaceutical 844

interventions”, “masks”, “hand hygiene”, and “contact tracing”, which represent the 845

diverse range of non-pharmaceutical strategies used to mitigate COVID-19 impacts. 846

These results were supported by many researchers. [71, 74, 75]. 847

The results of our systematic review identified that with early and stricter 848

interventions, the transmission rates of COVID-19 are reduced. The significant 849

reduction in COVID-19 cases associated with the early implementation of lockdowns is 850

consistent with the findings of previous studies highlighting the timing of interventions 851
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as a critical factor in mitigating the effects of pandemics. Early action is crucial to 852

flatten the epidemic curve and prevent overburdening the healthcare system. 853

The variability in R0 values across different continents, and years, in our review is 854

consistent with other global studies that have highlighted strong regional differences in 855

transmission dynamics and public health responses. This underlines the importance of 856

tailoring public health strategies to the local context. 857

As noted in our synthesis, the observed effectiveness of combined intervention 858

strategies is supported by other studies encouraging a versatile approach to pandemic 859

management. The synergistic effects of combining measures such as lockdowns, 860

widespread mask use, and contact tracing are more effective than individual 861

interventions alone. 862

As older adults, particularly those over 60, are at a significantly higher risk of severe 863

COVID-19, interventions targeting this age demographic deserve special attention. Our 864

study suggests that interventions targeting older adults led to a 30% reduction in 865

hospitalizations and a 39% decrease in overall deaths. 866

The extensive analysis and inclusion of 245 studies after the risk of bias assessment 867

process provided a broad understanding of the impact of behavioral interventions during 868

the COVID-19 pandemic. From the risk of bias assessment, 61.9% of the studies were 869

classified as low risk of bias, suggesting a strong methodological foundation and reliable 870

results. Similarly, 24.8% of studies fell into the moderate risk category, indicating some 871

methodological concerns that may slightly affect the validity of their findings. 872

Additionally, 9.3% of the studies had a high risk of bias, raising significant concerns 873

about the reliability and validity of their conclusions. 874

Many studies exhibited selection bias, often resulting from non-representative data 875

sources and inadequate descriptions of data selection processes. Some studies did not 876

clearly explain how their data sources were selected and whether these sources were 877

representative of the general population. In some cases, data sources were placed in the 878

supporting material without explanation in the body of the paper, making it difficult 879

for readers to ascertain if and how these data were used. For example, while some 880

studies using compartmental models did not specify population sizes (N) in their main 881

reports, they included this information in the supplementary materials. This makes it 882

challenging to assess if the population size was considered or not if it is not clearly 883

stated in the main text. Other studies used 1 as their normalized sample size, 884

complicating the interpretation of real data from specific populations. Furthermore, 885

some studies did not mention the basic reproduction number (R0), a fundamental 886

outcome measure in compartmental modeling studies, and others did not include the 887

confidence interval of R0, which makes it difficult to assess the precision and reliability 888

of the estimates. Selective reporting of outcomes was evident, with some studies 889

focusing only on positive findings while neglecting negative results. Additionally, some 890

studies cited the models they used without explaining the model structure and 891

assumptions, delaying the ability to fully understand and replicate the study findings. 892

The absence of sensitivity analysis in some studies limits the ability to understand the 893

robustness of the model outcomes to changes in key parameters. Some studies combined 894

the effects of behavioral interventions with vaccination, introducing confounding factors 895

and complicating the interpretation of the specific impact of behavioral measures. 896

The developed criteria for assessing the risk of bias is a combination of principles for 897

modeling studies suggested by [20] and ROBINS-I [21], making it comprehensive and 898

detailed. The detailed risk-of-bias assessment highlighted that while a substantial 899

number of studies exhibited strong methodological rigor, a considerable proportion still 900

faced challenges related to bias. Future studies should ensure that data sources are 901

representative of the target population. Understanding these biases is essential for 902

interpreting the findings accurately and for guiding future research efforts. The 903
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adoption of standardized reporting guidelines for modeling studies can improve 904

transparency and reproducibility. Future studies should clearly distinguish between 905

different types of interventions, such as behavioral measures and vaccination, to 906

accurately assess their individual and combined effects. 907

Limitations 908

The studies included in this review used different outcome measures such as COVID-19 909

cases, deaths, predicted number of cases, and contact tracing app usage, making direct 910

comparison of studies challenging. Even though we collected and assessed numerical 911

data for one of the outcome measures, the basic reproduction number (R0), we only 912

collected textual data for the other outcome measures such as COVID-19 number of 913

cases and deaths, COVID-19 case rate, and death rates. The lack of comprehensive 914

numerical data on these textual outcome measures in our systematic review makes it 915

impossible to conduct a meta-analysis. This limitation restricts our ability to 916

quantitatively synthesize the evidence and draw more precise conclusions regarding the 917

effectiveness of the interventions. 918

Although we attempted to make the review process as comprehensive and inclusive 919

as possible, there are a few aspects that may have impacted this. Most notably, our 920

focus on publications in English and the possibly subjective interpretation of 921

non-numerical findings may have limited the objectivity and consistency of our findings. 922

Policy Implications 923

As showcased in the studies by [36] and [37], mathematical modeling plays a crucial 924

role in informing policy decisions for COVID-19 control. It is essential that the whole 925

modelling process, from data collection up to open-access publication, is as transparent 926

as possible. 927

Models can be used to simulate the effectiveness of various control measures before 928

real-world implementation. This allows policymakers to make informed decisions about 929

resource allocation and intervention prioritization. 930

Modeling studies can highlight areas where data is limited or specific control 931

measures require further investigation. This helps policymakers prioritize research 932

funding and strategies to address these knowledge gaps. 933

Model-based insights can be translated into clear communication strategies for the 934

public. This allows policymakers to effectively convey the benefits and importance of 935

adhering to control measures. 936

Other information 937

Registration and protocol 938

The systematic review has been registered on the Open Science Framework (OSF) as 939

part of the BePrepared Consortium project under the title “Modelling the impact of 940

behavioural interventions during pandemics” (https://osf.io/q425x/). 941

The protocol for this systematic review has been registered on the Open Science 942

Framework (https://osf.io/qakxz/). This registry facilitates the preregistration of 943

research protocols to enhance transparency and credibility. 944
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Amendment/Version History 945

Table 6. Amendment/Version History

Version Date Summary of Changes Rationale
1.0 December 28, 2023 Original protocol submission. Initial version.
1.1 September 01, 2024 Revised the focus of the protocol to specif-

ically target COVID-19 instead of pan-
demics in general. Updated the primary
outcomes to include the basic reproduction
number (R0) as a primary outcome. En-
hanced the risk of bias assessment criteria
by combining principles from the guidance
provided by [20] in their report entitled
”Guidance for the Conduct and Report-
ing of Modeling and Simulation Studies
in the Context of Health Technology As-
sessment. Methods Guide for Comparative
Effectiveness Reviews. (Prepared by the
Tufts Evidence-based Practice Center under
Contract No. 290-2007-10055-I.)” with the
ROBINS-I tool. Added more detailed data
extraction items and examples for clarity.
Updated the synthesis approach to include
potential meta-regression for subgroups if
data allows.

To increase the speci-
ficity and relevance of
the review to COVID-
19. Reflect on the im-
portance of R0 in as-
sessing intervention ef-
fectiveness. Improve
the rigor of risk of bias
assessment and clarify
the data extraction and
synthesis process.

Support 946

This study is funded by ZonMW (‘BEhavioural and social sciences and pandemic 947

PREPAREDness’, grant number 10710022210002). 948

Competing interests 949
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Availability of data, code, and other materials 951

The extracted data is available on the Open Science Framework (OSF) at the following 952

link: https://osf.io/dy9ck/ in Excel file format. 953

The Python code used for the risk of bias assessment, the dataset, and all relevant 954

materials are currently stored in a private GitHub repository. Upon publication of this 955

manuscript, the repository will be made publicly accessible at the following link: 956

https://github.com/Tsega2020/COVID_19 This repository will include: 957

- The full Python code used in the analysis. 958

- The dataset titled ‘270 RiskofBias for RobVis 2Low Char Only.csv‘. 959

- Any additional materials or documentation necessary for reproducing the results. 960

Readers and researchers will be able to download and use these resources freely under 961

the terms of the repository’s license. 962
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Supporting information 963

S1 Fig16. Percentage of risk levels for reporting bias This figure shows the 964

distribution of risk levels for reporting bias across the included studies. The risk levels 965

are categorized as ’Low,’ ’Moderate,’ ’Unclear,’ and ’High,’ with corresponding 966

percentages of 88.5%, 7.4%, 3.0%, and 1.1%, respectively. The risk levels are represented 967

by green, yellow, gray, and red bars in the bar chart. 968

S2 Fig17. Risk of bias assessment for each study (Chunks 1, 2, 3). This 969

figure presents a visual summary of the risk of bias assessment for studies included in 970

Chunks 1, 2, and 3. The left panel (Chunk 1) represents the risk of bias assessment 971

where all 50 articles have a low risk of bias. The assessment covers 15 domains, 972

including ’Research Question, Goals, and Scope,’ ’Model Structure and Assumptions,’ 973

’Data Informed Model,’ ’Sensitivity and Stability Analyses,’ and others. Judgments are 974

categorized as ’Low,’ ’Moderate,’ ’High,’ or ’Unclear’ risk of bias, and are represented by 975

green, yellow, red, and gray symbols, respectively. 976

S3 Fig18. Risk of bias assessment for 135 studies with all the 25 high-risk 977

studies (Chunks 4, 5, 6). This figure presents a visual summary of the risk of bias 978

assessment for studies included in Chunks 4, 5, and 6. The assessment is based on 979

various domains, including ’Research Question, Goals, and Scope,’ ’Model Structure and 980

Assumptions,’ ’Data Informed Model,’ ’Sensitivity and Stability Analyses,’ and others. 981

Judgments are categorized as ’Low,’ ’Moderate,’ ’High,’ or ’Unclear’ risk of bias, and 982

are represented by green, yellow, red, and gray symbols, respectively. 983

S4 Fig19. Network visualization of the terms ”preventive behavior” and 984

”app.” This figure presents a network visualization showing the relationships between 985

the terms ”preventive behavior” and ”app.” The term ”preventive behavior” (left) is 986

linked with ”fear,” ”knowledge,” and ”participant.” The term ”app” (right) is linked 987

with terms including ”close contact,” ”testing,” ”digital contact,” and ”contact.” 988

S5 Fig20. Network visualization of the terms ”SEIR model” and ”SIR 989

model.” This figure displays network visualizations illustrating the relationships 990

between terms associated with the ”SEIR model” and ”SIR model.” In the left panel, 991

the ”SEIR model” is linked with ”parameter,” ”disease,” ”compartment,” ”prediction,” 992

and ”contagion.” In the right panel, the ”SIR model” is connected to similar terms, 993

emphasizing its relationship with ”disease,” ”parameter,” ”prediction,” and 994

”treatment.” 995

S1 Appendix. Search strategy. The search strategy consisting search keywords. 996

S2 Appendix. PRISMA 2020 Checklist. This is the PRISMA checklist used in 997

this systematic review. 998

S3 Appendix. PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts Checklist. This is the PRISMA 999

checklist for abstracts used in this systematic review. 1000

S1 Table. Extraction Items, Descriptions, and Possible Values This table 1001

represents extraction items, their descriptions, and the possible values. 1002
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S2 Table. Principles for good practice in modeling and simulation and 1003

Domains from the ROBINS-I (Risk Of Bias In Non-randomized Studies - of 1004

Interventions) tool (The Netherlands, 2024) This table represents the description 1005

of the 15 risks of bias assessment domains where eight are from the Principles for good 1006

practice in modeling and simulation and the rest seven are from the ROBINS-I. 1007

S3 Table. Descriptive statistics of categorical variables before the risk of 1008

bias assessment 1009
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