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Abstract

The initial rollout of COVID-19 vaccines has been challenged by logistical issues, limited avail-

ability of doses, scarce healthcare capacity, spotty acceptance, and variants of concern. Non-

pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) have been critical to support these phases. At the same time,

the arrival of vaccines might have changed the risk assessment of some leading to a behavioural re-

laxation of NPIs. Several epidemic models have investigated the potential effects of this phenomenon

on the COVID-19 pandemic, but they have not been validated against data. Recent empirical evi-

dence, obtained via surveys, provides conflicting results on the matter. Hence, the extent behavioural

relaxation induced by COVID-19 vaccines is still far from clear. Here, we aim to study this phe-

nomenon in four regions. To this end, we implement five realistic epidemic models which include

age structure, multiple virus strains, NPIs, and vaccinations. One of the models acts as a baseline,

while the other four extend it and, building on the literature, include different behavioural relaxation

mechanisms. First, we set the stage by calibrating the baseline model and running counterfactual

scenarios to quantify the impact of vaccinations and NPIs. Our results confirm the critical role of

both in reducing infection and mortality rates. Second, we calibrate the four behavioural models

to real data and compare them to each other and to the baseline. While behavioural models offer

a better fit of weekly deaths in all regions, this improvement is offset by their increased complexity

in three locations. In the region where one of the behavioural model emerges as the most likely,

our findings suggest that relaxation of NPIs led to a relative increase of deaths of more than 8%,

highlighting the potential negative effect of this phenomenon. Overall, our work contributes to the

retrospective validation of epidemic models developed amid the COVID-19 Pandemic.
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Introduction

In the Global North the first dose of COVID-19 vaccines was administered on December 8, 2020 [1].

Vaccines led to a significant reduction in mortality and transmission rates [2–4]. However, especially in

the first months, vaccination efforts have encountered many challenges due to logistical issues, limited

stockpiles and health care capacity, vaccine nationalism, and spotty vaccine acceptance [5]. A study from

the United States, for instance, showed that counties with limited healthcare resources were also more

likely to achieve lower COVID-19 vaccination rates [6]. Vaccine nationalism and socioeconomic inequities

led to a concentration of doses in high-income countries [7, 8]. The insufficient vaccination coverage in

many areas proved inadequate to prevent subsequent waves, thus leading to increased disease burden

and to the implementation of additional interventions to curb the spread of SARS-CoV-2 [9, 10]. On a

global scale, vaccine acceptance varied significantly across different regions, ranging from 13% in Iraq to

97% in Vietnam according to surveys conducted before the start of vaccine rollout [11]. Furthermore,

the effectiveness of vaccines - especially in preventing transmission - was challenged by the emergence of

new variants of concern (VOC) such as Alpha and Delta [12, 13].

While non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) have been key to support vaccination efforts during

these initial phases [10, 14, 15], their adoption is shaped by many factors such as perceived susceptibility,

severity, barriers to actions, exposure to (mis)information, and peer-effects [16–22]. It is natural to

wonder whether the arrival of COVID-19 vaccines impacted the adoption of NPIs. Indeed, the start

of vaccinations might have lowered the perception of risk, at least in some groups of the population,

which in turn might have led to a relaxation of NPIs. The potential effects of this phenomenon, which

for simplicity we will refer to as behavioural relaxation, have been explored via epidemic models in

realistic, yet theoretical, scenarios considering the first months of the vaccine rollout [23–26]. The results

from these efforts suggest how behavioural relaxation could reduce the positive gains brought about by

vaccines thus leading to higher disease burden. The empirical evidence does not provide a clear picture

of the extent of behavioural relaxation. Indeed, some survey data report that vaccinated individuals had

1.31 times more social contacts [27] and increased mobility levels [28] with respect to non-vaccinated

people. Other surveys conducted in Brazil, Italy, South Africa, and the United Kingdom, indicate that

public transport usage increased by up to 10% after the rollout of first dose of vaccine [29]. However, the

results from large, and repeated, cross-sectional surveys conducted in France provide limited support for

a systematic behavioural relaxation, especially during the initial phases of the vaccine rollout [30].

In this context, we investigate the interplay between vaccinations and NPIs during the first months

of the COVID-19 vaccine rollout in four regions: British Columbia (Canada), Lombardy (Italy), Lon-

don (United Kingdom), and São Paulo (Brazil). These regions have been selected to sample different

epidemiological, socioeconomic, and socio-demographic contexts. We set to quantify the extent of be-

havioural relaxations induced by the start of vaccination campaigns and estimate their potential impact
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on reported weekly deaths via epidemic models. Indeed, as mentioned above, the models published so far

to capture such behavioural relaxation have not been validated against real data [23–26]. Besides, they

have not been compared among them nor against a simpler baseline. By using the data collected and

made available over the last years, we can address these gaps. To this end, we develop a series of stochas-

tic compartmental epidemic models, integrating vaccinations, variants of concern, age-structure, NPIs as

well as individuals’ behavioural relaxation linked to vaccines. In particular, we consider a baseline model

without behavioural relaxation mechanisms and four models that instead include them. In these, we

introduce explicit compartments that account for non-compliant individuals who relaxed their protective

behaviours as a result of the start of vaccinations. These models, which we will refer to as behavioural

models, differ according to the mechanism used to describe the transitions in and out of non-compliant

behavioural compartments. We calibrate and compare these models by using weekly deaths as epidemic

target variable.

To set the stage, we first calibrate the baseline model to reported data and run two counterfactual

scenarios to quantify the impact of vaccines and of NPIs on disease burden. Our results clearly confirm

the crucial role played by both in reducing deaths and infections. Then, we calibrate and compare the

other four models against each other and the baseline. We find that all models are able to reproduce

the trajectories of the COVID-19 Pandemic in the four locations during the period considered. By

studying the weighted mean absolute percentage errors (wMAPEs) we find that incorporating behavioural

relaxation mechanisms improves the accuracy in all regions under study. However, when accounting for

the increased complexity of these models via Akaike weights [31], we find the baseline to be the most

likely model in three out of the four locations. Hence, by applying the Occam’s razor principle, our

results do not support the use of such behavioural relaxation mechanisms across all regions. To gather

a better picture on the dynamics at play, we run another counterfactual scenario removing behavioural

relaxation mechanisms from the four calibrated models. Interestingly, in the region where a behavioural

models emerges as the most likely, this analysis suggests that the relaxation of NPIs led to a relative

increase of deaths of more than 8%. Hence, our findings suggest how behavioural relaxation could be

linked to a worsening of the Pandemic, at least in one of the locations studied. In the other regions our

results do not exclude that some people did in fact relaxed their behaviours as result of the start of the

vaccination campaign. They suggest that, if behavioural relaxation took place, it did not leave clear

marks on confirmed weekly deaths raising the issue of identifiability of complex behavioural dynamics in

epidemic models.

Overall, our results confirm the critical role of vaccines and NPIs in mitigating deaths and infections

during the initial phases of the COVID-19 mass vaccination campaigns. At the same time, they provide

an estimation of behavioural relaxation induced by vaccines in four regions. As we reflect on the COVID-

19 Pandemic and prepare for the next one, studies that test and compare different models developed
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amid the emergency are of clear importance.

Results

We implement and compare five epidemic models. The first acts as a baseline. The others build on

it and include different behavioural relaxation mechanisms. The four behavioural models combine and

extend approaches from the literature [23, 24]. To explore different epidemiological, socioeconomic and

socio-demographic contexts we consider four regions of the world: British Columbia (Canada), Lombardy

(Italy), London (United Kingdom), and São Paulo (Brazil). All models are calibrated to confirmed weekly

deaths via an Approximate Bayesian Computation-Sequential Monte Carlo (ABC-SMC) method [32].

While we provide a summary of the models in the next two sections, we refer the reader to the Material

and Methods as well as section 1.1 in Supplementary Information for full details.

Baseline model

The baseline model (baseline) is a Susceptible-Latent-Infected-Recovered (SLIR) epidemic model in-

tegrating vaccinations, NPIs, age-structured contact matrices, multiple virus strains, and deaths. It

constitutes the core upon which the other four models are built. We include age-stratified vaccinations

by using real data [33–37]. For simplicity, we assume a single dose regiment and ignore the time required

to develop full protection after inoculation. Furthermore, we assume that only Susceptible individuals

are eligible for vaccination. We estimate the impact of NPIs on social contacts using mobility data from

the COVID-19 Community Mobility Report published by Google LLC [38] and the Oxford Coronavirus

Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT) [39]. This data is used to modulate the contact matrices as

function of time. We also consider the spread of a second virus strain. According to virological surveil-

lance data, during the period under consideration, the Alpha variant emerged and replaced the ancestral

type in British Columbia and Lombardy, while Delta replaced the Gamma VOC in São Paulo. London,

during the time interval under investigation, faced primarily a wave dominated by the Alpha VOC [40–

42]. In our models, we assume Alpha and Delta to have higher transmissibility [43, 44], immune escape

potential [43, 45, 46], and shorter latent period with respect to previously circulating strains [47–51]. We

refer the reader to the Materials and Methods for more details.

Behavioural relaxation models

Building on the baseline and the literature, we explore four different behavioural relaxation models. To

this end, we extend the compartmental structure of the baseline by introducing non-compliant (NC)

compartments to account for susceptible individuals (both vaccinated or not) who relax their COVID-19

safe behaviours as result of the vaccine rollout. Individuals in the NC compartments have a proba-
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bility of infection that is r (r > 1) times higher than that of compliant individuals [23, 24, 27]. The

four behavioural models differ for the mechanisms regulating the transitions from and to compliance.

Following Ref. [23] in the first (model 1) and second (model 2) behavioural model we assume that all

susceptible individuals (vaccinated or not) might enter/leave the NC compartments. In detail, in the first

model the transition rates between compliance and non-compliance are constant and equal to α and γ

respectively. In the second behavioural model, susceptible individuals enter/leave the NC compartment

at varying rates. The transition rate to non-compliant behaviour is set as a function of the fraction of

vaccinated individuals and a parameter α. The reverse transition rate is instead set as a function of

the number of reported daily deaths per 100, 000 and a parameter γ. Indeed, daily deaths have been

used by media to characterize the status of the Pandemic and are known to have influenced individuals’

adherence NPIs [16]. Following Ref. [24] the third (model 3) and fourth (model 4) behavioural models

are respectively analogous to model 1 and model 2. However, in these two only vaccinated individuals

might transition to non-compliant compartments.

Vaccines rollout, epidemic progression and NPIs in the four regions under

study

The rollout of COVID-19 vaccines is a key part of our work. Hence, we start by providing some infor-

mation about the initial phases of vaccinations in the four regions under study. In Fig. 1-A, we show the

7-day moving average of the fraction of daily newly vaccinated individuals across all age groups (shaded

areas) and in the 70+ age group (solid lines) from the start of the vaccination rollout until the end date

of the period under consideration. COVID-19 vaccination campaigns started on 2020/12/19 in British

Columbia, 2020/12/08 in London, 2020/12/27 in Lombardy, and 2021/01/18 in São Paulo [33–37]. In

all locations, we observe a peak in the first month during which the initial doses were mainly admin-

istered to healthcare workers and fragile individuals. A similar behaviour can be seen for the 70+ age

group. Moreover, the vaccine rates of this group show a second peak earlier with respect to the overall

vaccination rates in the four regions, reflecting the priority given to the elderly population. Additionally,

we observe how the vaccination rate in London was concentrated during the second to the fifth month

since the rollout started. In British Columbia and Lombardy instead, vaccination started on a wide scale

(i.e., beyond the prioritization of fragile individuals and healthcare workers) from the third month of the

rollout, and even later in São Paulo (from the fourth month).

To better understand the epidemic contexts in the periods under examination, next we discuss the

evolution of the Pandemic and of NPIs in the four regions. In Fig. 1-B we show the confirmed deaths

per 100, 000 (solid lines). We can observe differences in the timing, shape, and intensity of the Pandemic

across the four regions. Indeed, within the time horizon of interest, British Columbia and London

experienced a single peak concentrated around the end of 2020. The peak in London was particularly
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intense and fuelled by the spread of the Alpha VOC which was initially detected there and traced back

to a set of transmission chains that occurred in September 2020 [52]. In British Columbia, instead, the

peak was more than five times less intense and followed by a slower decrease with fluctuations due to

the Alpha variant replacing the wild type [53]. In Lombardy, we observe an intense peak (comparable

to London) right before the end of the year and a second, less pronounced, peak in early April mainly

due to the lifting of some of the NPIs and the spreading of Alpha [14]. Also in São Paulo we observe

two intense peaks, which however are much closer both in terms of intensity and timing. Genomic data

in this region suggests that the two peaks were driven by the rapid spread of the Gamma VOC first

followed by the arrival and spread of the Delta VOC [42, 54, 55]. We note how the first of these two

peaks take place in April, hence months later the main peak in the other three areas.

In Fig. 1-B we also show the effects of NPIs on contacts estimated from the COVID-19 Community

Mobility Report released by Google [38] and the Oxford Coronavirus Government Response Tracker

(OxCGRT) [39]. We use this data to compute the contact levels during the Pandemic with respect to

a pre-Pandemic baseline. Indeed, this data has been often used as a proxy of NPIs adoption, especially

during the first two years of the Pandemic [16]. We refer the reader to the Materials and Methods

for details. The plot suggests that, among the regions considered, individuals in London adopted the

strictest NPIs. This is likely due to the emergence and rapid spread of the Alpha VOC that resulted in

strong social distancing policies. These measures led to a significant reduction in contacts ranging from

10% to 50% with respect to the pre-pandemic contact levels. A similar trend, though not as strong, is

observed in Lombardy where contacts rapidly dropped as the 2020 winter season progressed. In British

Columbia, despite a visible drop at the end of 2020, we observe a slow increasing trend centred around

50% with respect to the pre-pandemic baseline. Similar trends are observed in São Paulo where, however,

we can observe a much steeper increase in contacts, back to, and even larger than, the pre-pandemic

baseline in the second half of 2021.

Baseline calibration

In Fig. 1-C, we show the weekly deaths as reported by official surveillance and as estimated by the

baseline epidemic model in the four regions considered. In the figure, we plot medians along with 90%

confidence intervals (CI) computed considering 1000 stochastic trajectories sampled from the empirical

joint posterior distribution estimated via the ABC-SMC calibration (see Materials and Methods for

details). We highlight the start of the vaccination campaign in each location with vertical solid lines. To

account for local differences in the epidemic trajectory, the starting point of our simulations is left as a

free, calibrated, parameter (see Materials and Methods for more details). Furthermore, the simulation

horizons in the four regions are set to capture the local epidemic wave(s) in the first months of the

vaccine rollout. More precisely, we run simulations until 2021/07/04 in British Columbia, London, and
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Lombardy. In case of São Paulo we run until 2021/10/03 to capture the late waves of infection experienced

there with respect to the other regions. Interestingly, most reported data points fall within the 90% CI

of the calibrated baseline, which suggests the effectiveness of the model in fitting the unfolding of the

Pandemic in the four locations. The analysis of the posterior distributions of free parameters, shown

in section 5.2 of the Supplementary Information, indicates London as the region with the highest basic

reproductive number R0. This is likely due the dominance of the Alpha VOC in London at the start of

our simulation window.

Estimating the impact of vaccines and NPIs via counterfactual scenarios

To estimate the impact of vaccines we run a counterfactual scenario where they are removed from the

baseline model. To this end, we first calibrate the model in the four locations. Then, we run matched

simulations where we remove vaccinations. Hence, we quantify the effect of vaccines by computing the

fraction of total deaths avoided by vaccines with respect to the deaths observed in an equivalent model

without vaccines. This fraction, describing the relative deaths difference (RDD) (see more details in Ma-

terials and Methods), is shown Fig. 2-A. The median values of RDD are greater than zero highlighting the

clear positive effects of vaccinations. In particular, we find an RDD of 3.85% (90% CI: [−0.22%,9.39%]) in

British Columbia, 12.77% ([9.11%,16.13%]) in Lombardy, 7.65% ([1.57%,18.9%]) in London, and 48.22%

([42.05%,53.75%]) in São Paulo. The difference in RDD across the four regions is possibly due to several

factors including timing and coverage of vaccines, local epidemiological context (e.g., VOC circulating),

and NPIs in place. Notably, São Paulo, which exhibits the highest RDD, achieved also the highest vac-

cine coverage (78% of the population) by the end date of the simulation window. This is significantly

larger than the coverage in British Columbia (69%), Lombardy (63%), and London (61%). Notably, the

median value of RDD in São Paulo corresponds to more than 60K additional deaths averted (see section

3.5 in Supplementary Information). Though British Columbia has marginally higher vaccine coverage

compared to Lombardy and London, its RDD is however the lowest (with some negative outliers due to

stochastic fluctuations). This discrepancy can be explained by the relatively lower and slower epidemic

progression in this region. As mentioned, this location experienced, at the peak, a burden of the disease

about five times lower than the other three. Consistently, the estimated reproductive number is also

the smallest. The RDD values in this region are reflective of a very small absolute difference between

the two scenarios (about 60 deaths as shown in section 3.5 in Supplementary Information). Such small

values are subject to stochastic effects and should be interpreted carefully. The RDDs in Lombardy and

London are similar, with London showing a slightly lower value compared to Lombardy. In London the

early 2021 wave was fuelled by the Alpha VOC which was more transmissible and able to reduce the

vaccines’ protection from infection. Besides, the time window for computing RDD is slightly longer in

Lombardy than London.
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Fig 1. Weekly deaths, vaccinations, contacts reduction, and calibration of baseline model.
A) Fraction of daily newly vaccinated individuals across all age groups (shaded areas) and within the
70+ age-group (solid lines) in the four regions from up to down: British Columbia, Lombardy, London,
and São Paulo. B) Contact levels during the Pandemic with respect to a pre-pandemic baseline. C)
Reported data describing weekly deaths per 100, 000 (dots) and the results from the calibrated baseline
model (solid lines representing the medians, shaded areas the 90% confidence intervals). The grey
vertical lines mark the start of vaccinations in different regions.
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Analogously, we compute relative difference of infections (RDI), defined as the fraction of total infec-

tions avoided by vaccines with respect to the infections observed in an equivalent model without vaccines

(see Section 3.3 in Supplementary Information for details). In general, the RDIs are lower compared

to RDDs across the regions as vaccines are more effective in preventing severe outcomes rather than

infection. The RDIs show a similar pattern to that observed for RDDs across the four regions, except

for São Paulo. The median of RDIs is only 9% while it is 48% for RDDs. This is likely due to São

Paulo experiencing distinct viral strains, specifically the Gamma and Delta variants, which significantly

reduces vaccine efficacy against infection compared to the other regions that instead saw the circulation

of the wild type and the Alpha variant [43].

Furthermore, to investigate when the vaccination began to have macroscopic effects on deaths, we

compute when, in the simulations, weekly deaths with and without vaccination begin to diverge by

more than 1%. We found that, in median terms, the vaccination effects started 8 weeks after the first

vaccination in London. This is earlier than that in British Columbia, Lombardy, and São Paulo, in which

the vaccine effects started, respectively, 12, 10, and 10 weeks after the first dose. The difference is likely

due to the faster and earlier vaccine rollout in London with respect to the other regions. We refer the

reader to section 3.1 in the Supplementary Information for further details on this analysis.

Britis
h Columbia

Lombardy
London

Sao Paulo

0

20

40

60

80

%

A Vaccination RDD

Britis
h Columbia

Lombardy
London

Sao Paulo

0

20

40

60

80

%

B NPIs RDD

Fig 2. Impact of vaccines and non-pharmaceutical interventions on COVID-19 deaths
(baseline model). A) Fraction of total COVID-19 deaths averted by vaccinations with respect to a
model without vaccinations. B) Fraction of total COVID-19 deaths averted by the implementation of
NPIs with respect to a model without NPIs. The boxplots in both panels show the results considering
1000 sampled stochastic trajectories in each region. These estimates are obtained considering the
baseline model.

To investigate the effects of NPIs on the progression of the Pandemic, we run a counterfactual scenario

where we remove the impact of NPIs on contacts, while maintaining vaccinations. By comparing the
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trajectory of deaths with/without contacts modulation induced by NPIs, we found that without NPIs we

would have experienced a larger number of deaths across all regions considered. Specifically, our results

show that removing NPIs would have resulted in a much higher peak of weekly deaths, 5.5 (90% CI:

[2.8, 11.3]) times higher in British Columbia, 2.8 ([1.8, 4.6]) times higher in Lombardy, 6.1 ([5.0, 7.6])

times higher in London, and 4.6 [3.8, 5.7] times higher in São Paulo compared to the estimates of the

model considering NPIs. The absence of NPIs would have led to a 3 weeks earlier peak of weekly deaths

in London and 2 weeks São Paulo (see Section 3.2 in the Supplementary Information). Furthermore, we

quantify the effect of NPIs by computing the fraction of total deaths avoided by NPIs with respect to

the deaths observed in an equivalent simulation without NPIs (denoted by RDD as above). As shown in

Fig 2-B we find that 85.47% (90% CI: [80.51%, 89.58%]) deaths have been avoided due to NPIs in British

Columbia, 55.40% ([44.95%, 63.11%]) in Lombardy, 65.77% ([61.56%, 69.91%]) in London, and 34.74%

([26.30%, 42.68%]) in São Paulo. Not surprisingly, the RDD of the four regions are strongly correlated

with their contact reduction with an exception in British Columbia. Specifically, British Columbia shows

the highest RDD despite not featuring the strongest reduction in contacts. As noted above, the peak

height of weekly deaths in British Columbia is more than five time smaller than the other regions. Hence,

the NPIs in place, and their adoption, successfully managed to reduce the burden of the disease more

than in the other locations. Thus, relatively speaking, without NPIs the picture in British Columbia

would have been drastically different. The RDD of London is the second largest due to the strict NPIs

implemented during the observed period, imposed by the emergence and spreading of the Alpha VOC

in September 2020. In contrast, São Paulo exhibits the lowest RDD, due to the relative low reduction

in contacts induced by NPIs.

Analogously, we compute the fraction of total infections avoided by NPIs with respect to the infections

estimated by an equivalent model without NPIs (denoted by RDI as mentioned above, see details in

Section 3.3 in the Supplementary Information). The results of RDIs of the four regions are consistent

with the results of RDD, except for London that shows lower RDIs than Lombardy. This may be

explained considering that Lombardy has a larger population of elderly with respect to London (see

section 3.3 in Supplementary Information for more details).

Comparing panels A and B in Fig. 2, we see that, in the first months of the vaccine rollout, NPIs

averted more deaths than vaccinations underscoring the crucial role of NPIs in supporting the initial

critical phases of mass vaccine campaigns that, as discussed, struggled with colossal challenges.

Estimating the extent of behavioural relaxation induced by vaccines

Building on the baseline and the literature, we developed four behavioural models (models 1-4) where

we incorporate behavioural relaxation mechanisms potentially induced by vaccines. In Fig. 3, we show

the calibrated results of all the models (including the baseline) by presenting the medians and the 90%
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confidence intervals of weekly deaths. The calibrated curves are all consistent with reported epidemio-

logical data. The differences between the five models appear minimal to a visual inspection. To better

investigate the nuances of these models, we use weighted mean absolute percentage errors (wMAPEs)

and Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) scores [56]. The wMAPE measures the difference between the

median outcomes of our models and reported data, while AIC scores assess the performance of models

by trading off their complexity and the goodness of fit. Based on the AIC scores, we further calculate

the AIC weight of each model for a more intuitive interpretation [31]. These weights can be interpreted

as the probability that a model, among those considered, is the most likely given the empirical data [31].

While we only display AIC weights in the main text, we refer the reader to the Supporting Information

for the AIC scores.
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Fig 3. Comparison of behavioural and baseline models. Calibrated weekly death trajectories
(weekly deaths per 100, 000) for the baseline and four behavioural models across the four regions. Solid
lines indicate the medians, while the shaded areas the 90% confidence intervals. Reported weekly
deaths are denoted by blue dots.

The wMAPEs of the five models are shown in Table 1. Interestingly, behavioural models outperform

the baseline in the four regions. The best model results in an improvement of 9.7% in WMAPEs in British

Columbia, 14.7% in Lombardy, 2.5% in London, and 26.7% in São Paulo compared to the baseline. In

more detail, model 1 results the best in Lombardy, model 2 in British Columbia and São Paolo, and

model 3 in London. Hence, in three out of four locations behavioural models that extend the possibility

of non-compliance to NPIs to all susceptible, independently from their vaccination status (i.e., model 1

and 2), better reproduce reported data.

The picture changes, when we account for the complexity of the models. Indeed, according to AIC
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Table 1. wMAPEs between estimated models’ medians and reported weekly deaths. Lowest wMAPE
in each location is highlighted in bold.

baseline model 1 model 2 model 3 model 4
British Columbia 0.259 0.235 0.234 0.258 0.258

Lombardy 0.266 0.227 0.260 0.259 0.243
London 0.130 0.142 0.127 0.125 0.142

São Paulo 0.290 0.232 0.213 0.217 0.221

weights, the baseline is the most likely model in three regions (see Table 9). In São Paulo, instead,

model 2 (followed by the baseline) is the most likely. These results show that, although behavioural

mechanisms improve the goodness of fit, they come at the cost of an increased complexity that does

not offset the gains in fitting the epidemic curves of three regions. Following Occam’s razor principle,

we can conclude that the inclusion of behavioural relaxation mechanisms is not fully justified, at least

when looking at weekly deaths in the three out of four regions studied. A simpler model, that does

not explicitly account for this phenomenon, appears well suited to reproduce the unfolding the epidemic

indicator in the majority of locations. Nevertheless, it is important to stress how our results do provide

evidence for behavioural relaxation in one of the regions. Including these effects not only decreases the

wMAPE by more than 20%, but the gains in the fit cannot be explained just by the larger number of

parameters.

Table 2. AIC weights computed on estimated models’ medians and reported weekly deaths. Highest
AIC weight in each location is highlighted in bold.

baseline model 1 model 2 model 3 model 4
British Columbia 0.83 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04

Lombardy 0.91 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.01
London 0.84 0.02 0.07 0.04 0.02

São Paulo 0.37 0.00 0.52 0.05 0.05

In order to gather a better understanding of the dynamics at play, and to isolate the potential effects

of behavioural relaxation on deaths, we run another counterfactual analysis removing the relaxation

mechanisms in the four behavioural models. In doing so, we compute the relative deaths difference

(RDD) between the models with/without behavioural relaxation. As shown in Fig. 4 and in Table 5, the

median RDD values are below zero in the large majority of cases, indicating that removing behavioural

relaxation generally results in fewer deaths. The results show that models 1 and 2 lead to a larger

difference in deaths (especially in Lombardy and São Paulo) compared to models 3 and 4 which restrict

behavioural relaxation to vaccinated individuals only. Not surprisingly, the impact of non-compliance

extended to the whole population is higher. We note how in São Paulo, where model 2 emerges as the

most likely, the effects of behavioural relaxation is quantified in more than 8% additional deaths. Hence,

our results highlight the negative impact of this phenomenon on COVID-19 death toll.

Finally, we compute the relative infection difference (RDI) (shown in section 3.4 in Supplementary

Information), which shows consistent results with those of RDDs.
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Fig 4. The impact of behavioural relaxation on COVID-19 deaths (behavioural models).
For the four behavioural models and the four regions we plot the distribution of RDD (i.e., relative
deaths difference). Each boxplot is built considering 1000 stochastic simulations.

Discussion

In this paper, we aimed to find signs, and to quantify the extent of behavioural relaxation possibly induced

by vaccines during the initial phase of the COVID-19 vaccine rollout. To this end, we developed a series

of stochastic epidemic compartmental models integrating age-structure, vaccinations, NPIs, variants of

concern, and deaths. We used a baseline model, without any behavioural relaxation mechanism, as a

reference, and on top of this, we developed four behavioural models that extended previous work to

account for individual behaviours in response to vaccination and the epidemic [21–26]. We tested these

models considering weekly deaths in four regions: British Columbia (Canada), Lombardy (Italy), London

Table 3. Relative deaths difference estimated in counterfactual scenarios without relaxation in
behavioral models. Medians and 90% confidence intervals are reported. Numbers indicate percentages.

RDD (%) model 1 model 2 model 3 model 4
British Columbia -3.27 [-22.95,2.28] -1.14 [-9.89,3.41] -0.06 [-4.69,4.29] 0.0 [-3.79,3.63]

Lombardy -36.48 [-70.47,-2.19] -0.49 [-9.74,0.95] -0.36 [-1.99,1.03] -0.1 [-1.41,1.14]
London -1.48 [-35.99,0.99] -0.29 [-4.75,1.62] -0.14 [-2.18,1.63] -0.07 [-1.48,1.38]

São Paulo -1.33 [-43.91,0.6] -8.48 [-69.82,0.59] -1.22 [-6.23,0.61] -0.4 [-4.37,0.73]
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(United Kingdom), and São Paulo (Brazil). These locations sample different epidemic, socioeconomic

and socio-demographic contexts. We first calibrated the baseline model to reported data and studied

two counterfactual scenarios to quantify the impact of vaccines and NPIs on COVID-19 deaths and

infections. Our results confirmed that both significantly reduced mortality and infections. Furthermore,

they highlighted the critical role of NPIs in supporting the challenging initial phases of vaccinations. We

then calibrated the four behavioural models and compared them considering both their goodness of fit and

complexity. Behavioural models estimates are closer to real data than the baseline. However, behavioural

mechanisms increase models’ complexity which is not offset by the benefits of improved fits in three out of

the four regions. This suggests that additional mechanisms of behavioural relaxation linked to vaccination

may not be evident across all regions. Finally, we isolated the impact of behavioural relaxation with

another counterfactual scenario finding that adding these mechanisms might lead to significant variations

on the target variable (i.e., weekly deaths) especially when the behavioural relaxation is not restricted

to the vaccinated population. Furthermore, we find that in São Paulo, the region where one of the

behavioural model emerges as the most likely, behavioural relaxation might have led to an additional 8%

deaths. Notably, this corresponds to about 5000 deaths. In line with results from some surveys [27–29]

and theoretical modelling efforts [23, 24], our findings highlight and quantify the negative impact of

relaxation of NPIs in the initial critical phases of a mass vaccination campaign.

At the same time, our results indicate that behavioural relaxation did not leave clear marks in the

other three regions. This finding, in line with surveys conducted in France [30], might be interpreted

as a lack of support for systematic behavioural relaxation induced by COVID-19 vaccines in those

locations. However, our findings cannot exclude that, in fact, behavioural relaxation took place also in

these regions. Indeed, the lack of clear signs on weekly deaths is compatible with at least three other

hypotheses. First, behavioural relaxation might have taken place but not to the levels needed to affect

deaths at a macroscopic scale. Second, behavioural relaxation might have impacted deaths, but these

effects could be accounted for by simpler models that do not explicitly consider additional mechanisms.

In our settings, the effects of behavioural relaxation might be fully captured by the modulation of contacts

induced by NPIs. This interpretation raises the important issue of identifiability of complex behavioural

mechanisms in epidemic models when using a single macroscopic indicator as target. Somehow in the

middle between the previous two we have a third hypothesis: signs of behavioural relaxation might

be clearer in other indicators. For example, given the strong dependence of COVID-19 mortality on

age [57], behavioural relaxation might have primarily affected infections, especially among the young,

active population, rather than deaths. Unfortunately, real data on confirmed cases has been shown to

be a poor indicator and a very hard signal to fit due to under-reporting and variations in testing policies

among other factors [58]. Clearly more work, including a wider range of indicators and data, is need to

evaluate these hypotheses and to reconcile the contrasting results from past surveys.
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Our work comes with limitations. First, the epidemiological and vaccination data are sourced from

different datasets. Although the data has been obtained from official sources, the granularity provided is

not homogeneous. Second, we considered a simplified vaccination protocol assuming that only susceptible

individuals can get vaccinated and a single dose regiment. These assumptions have been made to simplify

the model structure. Third, we used regional-level data regarding school closures for British Columbia,

London, and São Paulo but country-level data for Lombardy, due to the lack of specific regional data.

Moreover, there is lack of available data to parametrize the rates regulating behavioural relaxation. As

a consequence, we had to calibrate the behavioural parameters within some rather arbitrary ranges.

Fourth, though we accounted for a higher transmission rate, shorter latent period, and decreased vaccine

efficacy for the second variant, we used the same infection fatality rate (IFR) across all strains and

regions. Finally, our model does not account for socioeconomic nor socio-demographic differences in

vaccines uptake nor in adoption of NPIs [59, 60].

Overall, our work highlights the critical importance of both NPIs and vaccines in curbing COVID-

19 deaths and infections during the initial months of COVID-19 vaccination campaigns. Our findings

pave the way for further research to refine the proposed models and deepen our understanding of the

interaction between individual protective behaviour and vaccinations in a broader context.

Materials and Methods

Baseline model

As baseline we adopt a stochastic age-stratified epidemic compartmental model that integrates vacci-

nation, NPIs, and the emergence/spread of a second variant based on a Susceptible-Latent-Infected-

Recovered (SLIR) compartmentalization extended to account for deaths. Individuals are grouped into

16 age brackets with a five-year interval (except for the last group which is 75+). We use age-stratified

Infection Fatality rates (IFR) from Ref. [57] and age-stratified contact matrices from Ref. [61]. The

natural history of the disease is modelled as follow. By interacting with the Infected (I), Susceptible

(S) individuals transition to the latent stage (L compartment) where they are infected but not yet in-

fectious. We assume a force of infection (i.e., the rate at which Susceptible get infected) function of age,

transmissibility of each strain, contact matrices, and NPIs (see below for details). Individuals stay in

L for an average of ϵ−1 time steps. After, they become infectious transitioning to the I compartment.

After the infectious period µ−1, infected individuals either recover with probability (1− IFRk) (transi-

tioning to the R compartment) or die from the disease with probability IFRk (transitioning to the D

compartment), where k denotes the age-group. We also consider a delay of ∆ time steps in reporting

deaths. Therefore, individuals are moved to the Do compartment from D after ∆ time steps.
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Fig 5. Epidemic compartment structure. All compartments connected by solid lines constitutes
the baseline model. This model includes susceptible (S), latent (L), infected (I), recovered (R), and
dead (D, Do) compartments. The top row represents non-vaccinated compartments, whereas the
bottom row represents vaccinated compartments. Individuals in the S compartment get vaccinated
according to real vaccine rates (rV ) and then transition to the SV compartment. To account for the
emergence of a second variant, we double the compartments creating L′, I ′, R′, D′, and Do′ . This is
done also for the vaccinated compartments that become LV ′

, IV
′
, RV ′

, DV ′
, DV o′ . Behavioural models

include susceptible non-compliant compartments (SNC , S
V
NC) connected by dotted lines, where

individuals have r times higher probability of getting infected with respect to susceptible compliant
individuals (S and SV ). In models 1 and 2, we include SNC and SV

NC , whereas in models 3 and 4 we
include only SV

NC .
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Modelling vaccinations

We incorporate vaccinations into our models by doubling all the compartments to include vaccinated

individuals at any stage of the disease. We assume that only susceptible individuals can receive the

vaccine. Additionally, to simplify the model, we disregard the time interval between the first and second

dose. Consequently, we assume that individuals acquire full protection right after the first inoculation.

We use real data to capture the unfolding of the vaccination campaigns in the four regions [33–37].

Notably, vaccine data are recorded weekly in official statistics in British Columbia while the other three

regions report vaccine data daily. Thus, in British Columbia, we convert the weekly doses into daily by

splitting them homogeneously in each week day. Vaccines protect individuals in two ways: by lowering

the risk of infection, and by reducing the risk of death in case of breakthrough infection. In practice,

for vaccinated individuals the force of infection is multiplied by a factor 1 − V ES , where V ES denotes

the vaccine’s efficacy against infection. If a vaccinated individual becomes infected, the IFR is further

reduced by a factor 1 − V EM , where V EM represents the vaccine’s efficacy against death. Therefore,

the overall vaccine efficacy for a susceptible individual, against death, is V E = 1− (1−V ES)(1−V EM ).

Modelling the impact of NPIs on contacts.

In age-structured epidemic models, contact matrices C stratify interactions among age groups [61].

Contact matrices might be further stratified by the context (i.e., location) where contacts take place:

home, school, workplace, and general community settings [62]. Here, we consider both dimensions and

express the overall contact matrix as the sum of the contact matrices of each context:

C = Chome +Cwork +Cschool +Cothers (1)

To estimate the variations in contact rates due to NPIs, we use mobility data from the COVID-19

Community Mobility Report released by Google [38] and the Oxford Coronavirus Government Response

Tracker (OxCGRT) [39]. In particular, we use this data to adjust the contact matrix as follows:

C′ = Chome + wworkCwork + wschoolCschool + wothersCothers (2)

where C′ is the adjusted contact matrix, wwork and wothers are computed as (1 − x/100)2, where x is

the percentage of change in mobility with respect to a pre-Pandemic baseline measured by Google [38].

We use a square form as the number of contacts in a location scales proportional to the square of people

visiting that location [10, 14]. In particular, wwork is computed considering the field related to workplaces

of the Google Mobility Report, while wothers considering an average of the fields related to retail and

recreation and transit stations. Furthermore, wschool is computed as (3− school)/3, where school is an
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index measuring the strictness of containment policies in schools computed by OxCGRT [39]. It takes

integer values from 0 (i.e., no containment measures are in place) to 3 (i.e, full school closure). Notably,

contacts at home are not adjusted although we acknowledge they may increase due to the adoption of

NPIs.

Modelling multiple viral strains

In order to capture the spread of a second variant in British Columbia, Lombardy, and São Paulo, we

introduce new compartments L′, I ′, R′, D′ and Do′ for non-vaccinated individuals infected by a second

strain. Similarly, we consider compartments LV ′
, IV

′
, RV ′

, DV ′
, DoV ′

for vaccinated individuals infected

by a VOC. We model the introduction of a second variant as follows. We denote tvar as the time at

which the second variant establishes its presence in each location. To this end, we use genomics data

from Ref. [40] and calibrate tvar in a range between 0 and 42 days prior to the first date in which each

variant is consistently featured in the genomics data (i.e., the share of the variant in the genomics data

is different than zero from this first date onwards). We did not consider the first appearance in the

dataset as a single sample might be linked to an isolated importation from a different location. Then,

during simulations at tvar, we initialize the compartment I ′ by allocating there 1% of infected individuals

(considering both I and IV ).

The four regions studied faced the Alpha, the Gamma, and the Delta VOC. In detail, in British

Columbia and Lombardy, Alpha appeared as second strain replacing the wild type. In London, the

Alpha variant was the dominant variant circulating throughout our time horizon. In São Paulo, the

initial variant observed at the start of the simulation period was Gamma which was then replaced by

Delta.

We model VOC by adjusting (or not) relevant parameters. According to literature, the latent period

of Alpha and Gamma is similar to that of the wild type [47–50]. Hence, we keep ϵ′ = 4−1days−1 for

these variants. In contrast, the latent period of Delta has been reported to be shorter [51]. Hence, we

set ϵ′ = 3−1days−1 for this VOC. For all variants, including the wild type, we set the infectious period

to µ = 2.5−1days−1. Additionally, the second variant may exhibit higher transmissibility. Thus we

adjust the transmissibility of variants by multiplying it by a parameter σ, which represents the relative

increase in transmissibility. Following the literature we set σ = 1.5 for Alpha compared to the wild

type [43]. For São Paulo, where Delta replaced Gamma, we calibrate σ in a range of [1.6 − 2.5], as no

specific indication was found in the literature. Moreover, the vaccine efficacy might also be lower against

variants [43, 45, 46]. Following the literature, we set the vaccine efficacy as V E = 90% (V ES=85%)

against the wild type [45], V E = 85% (V ES = 75%) against Alpha [45], V E = 80% (V ES = 65%)

against Gamma [46], and V E = 90% (V ES = 60%) against Delta [45].
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Behavioural models

Building on the baseline and the literature, we implemented four additional models that also include

behavioural relaxation mechanisms [27, 28]. To this end, we introduce new compartments SNC and

SV
NC to account for susceptible individuals (vaccinated or not) that relax adoption of NPIs becoming

non-compliant (NC). In detail, individuals who relax their behaviour transit from S (SV ) to SNC (SV
NC).

Conversely, non-compliant individuals who return to compliant behaviours transition from SNC (SV
NC)

to S (SV ). We assume that individuals in the non-compliant compartments get infected at higher rates

compared to those in compliant compartments [23, 24]. This is accounted for by multiplying their force

of infection by a factor r > 1.

Following the literature, we study four different behavioural models that differ in the mechanisms used

to describe how individuals enter and leave the non-compliant compartments. In model 1, susceptible

individuals (vaccinated or not) can enter or leave the NC compartments at constant rates α and γ. In

model 2, susceptible individuals enter or leave the NC compartment at varying rates. The transition

rate from S (SV ) to SNC (SV
NC) is set as a function of the fraction of vaccinated individuals and a

parameter α. The transition rate from SNC (SV
NC) to S (SV ) is set as a function of the number of

reported daily deaths per 100, 000 and a parameter γ. Model 3 and model 4 are analogous to model 1

and 2. However, only vaccinated individuals can transition to the NC compartment. The structure of

our models is illustrated in Fig. 5. More details are reported in the Supporting Information.

Models calibration

We apply an Approximate Bayesian Computation-Sequential Monte Carlo(ABC-SMC) method to cal-

ibrate our models [32] to reported data. The goal of ABC-SMC algorithm is to estimate the posterior

distribution of free parameters θ starting from an input prior distribution P (θ). It is an extension of

the ABC rejection algorithm, where suitable parameters are found by iteratively sampling a prior distri-

bution and computing for each sampled parameter θi a distance function d(yi,ydata), where yi ∼ f(θi)

is the output of the model and ydata is the reported data (i.e., weekly deaths). Each θi is accepted

if d(yi,ydata) ≤ ϵ, where ϵ is a predefined tolerance. The process is repeated until M parameters θi

are accepted. Their distribution approximates the true posterior distribution Π(θ|ydata, ϵ). The ABC

rejection algorithm is of straightforward implementation, however suffers from several limitations. First,

the values of M and of the tolerance ϵ are free parameters that shape the interplay between convergence

speed and accuracy [63]. Second, the prior distribution is never updated to account for information from

previous iterations. The ABC-SMC framework has been developed to tackle these issues. It consists of T

generations (i.e., iterations). The first one is based on a rejection algorithm step where ϵ is set to a high

value. In the second generation, the tolerance is decreased parameters are sampled from those accepted

in the previous step and perturbed via a kernel to avoid converging on local minima of the phase space.
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The process is repeated for T generations of M particles (i.e, samples) each. Then, the set of accepted

parameters in the last generation is used as the empirical posterior distribution. We adopted a python

implementation of ABC-SMC from the library pyabc [64].

The free parameters and the priors explored in our models are:

• Reproductive number R0. We explore values in the interval [1, 3].

• Delay in reporting deaths ∆. Consistent with observations, we explore the interval [3, 64] [65].

• Initial fraction of infections of the total population iini. We estimating the ranges from the number

of deaths and IFR across the four regions. We explore the interval [0.0005, 0.02].

• Initial fraction of individuals with residual immunity from past waves rini. We explore the range

of [0.1, 0.4].

• Start date t0 of the simulation of epidemic. We calibrate t0 within a range of 8 weeks such that

t0 = t∗ − ∆t, where ∆t = [0, 1, . . . , 7] week(s). The baseline dates t∗ are set as 8 weeks before

the peak of mortality in real data. Following this, t∗ is set as 2020/10/12 for British Columbia,

2020/10/05 for Lombardy, 2020/11/16 for London, and 2021/01/18 for São Paulo.

• Introduction date of a VOC tvar (applied for all regions except London). we use genomics data

from Ref. [40] and calibrate tvar in a range between 0 and 42 days prior to the first date t∗var

from which each variant is consistently featured in the genomics data. Thus, tvar = t∗var −∆tvar,

where ∆tvar = [0, 1, . . . , 42] day(s). t∗var is set as 2020/12/21 in British Columbia, 2020/9/28 in

Lombardy, and 2021/3/29 in São Paulo.

• Relative transmissibility σ of Delta with respect to Gamma. In the case of São Paulo, Delta replaced

Gamma. Literature shows that Delta is about 1.3 times more transmissible than Gamma [42]. We

explore the interval [1.0− 2.5].

• Behavioural parameters α and γ. We explore the interval [0.0001−10]. For both and sample them

on a logarithmic scale.

• Relative infection probability of non-compliant individuals r. Individuals who relax their behaviour

are more likely infected. Therefore, we increase the infection probability of non-compliant individ-

uals by multiplying it by a factor r. We explore the interval [1.0, 1.5].

The initial prior distribution P (θ) is obtained sampling each interval uniformly.
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Model initialization

We initialize the number of individuals in each compartment as follows. We assume that, at the beginning,

all individuals are in the compartments S or L or I or R. The initial individual numbers of infected

(including both L and I compartments) and recovered (R) individuals are set as fractions of total

population considering under-reporting and official data. The total number of infected individuals is

then distributed to L and I compartments proportionally to the inverse of their respective transition

rates. Besides, since our model is age-stratified, the initial numbers of individuals in compartments S (L

or I or R) in each age group is set as NS ×Nk/N (NL ×Nk/N or NI ×Nk/N or NR ×Nk/N), where

Nk is the individual number in age-group k, N is the total individual number, NS is the total number

of individuals in compartment S. All parameters of our models are displayed in Table 4.

Table 4. Model parameters.

Parameter Symbol Value
Reproductive number R0 Calibrated within [1, 3].

Latent period ϵ
3−1days−1 for Delta [51],
4−1days−1 for others[47–50]

Infectious period µ 2.5−1days−1 [47, 66]
Transmission rate β Obtained from R0

Infection fatality rate IFR Ref.[57]
Contact matrix C Ref. [61]
Delayed days in reporting deaths ∆ Calibrated within [3, 64] [65]
Initial fraction of infections iini Calibrated within [0.0005, 0.02]
Initial fraction of recoveries rini Calibrated within [0.1, 0.4]
Adjustment of the start date of the simulation
of epidemic with respect to the baseline date (t∗)

∆t Calibrated within [0, 7] weeks

Adjustment of the introduction date of a VOC
with respect to the date (t∗var) at which each variant
is consistently featured in the genomics data

∆tvar Calibrated within [0, 42] days [67]

Relative transmissibility of a second variant σ
1.5 for Alpha [43];
calibrated within [1.0− 2.5] for Delta with
respect to Gamma [42]

Overall vaccine efficacy V E
0.9 against wild type and Delta variant;
0.85 against Alpha variant;
0.8 against Gamma variant [45, 46]

Vaccine efficacy against infection V ES

0.85 against wild type;
0.6 against Delta variant;
0.75 against Alpha variant;
0.65 against Gamma variant[45, 46]

Transition rate towards non-compliance α Calibrated within [0.0001− 10]
Transition rate towards compliance γ Calibrated within [0.0001− 10]
Relative infection risk
of non-compliant individuals

r Calibrated within [1.0− 1.5]

Models evaluation

We utilize weighted mean absolute percentage errors (wMAPEs) and Akaike Information Criteria (AIC)

scores [56] for evaluating the five models. wMAPE measures the difference between the median outcomes
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of our models and reported data. It is defined as:

wMAPE =

∑tf
t=1 |ydata,t −median(yi,t)|∑tf

i=t ydata,t
(3)

where ydata,t is the reported data at time t, median(yi,t) is median trajectory of model i at time t,

and tf is the total number of weeks.

AIC scores assess the performance by trading off the complexity and fitting of the models. The AIC

score of model i is computed as:

AICi = tf logΦ
2 + 2Ki (4)

where Φ2 is the sum of the squares of residuals, tf is the number of data points (i.e., weeks considered),

and Ki is the number of free parameters of model i. To obtain a more intuitive metric, we calculate

Akaike weights from the AIC scores. These can be interpreted as the relative likelihood of a given

model [31]. The Akaike weight of model i, denoted by wi, is computed as

wi =
e−∆AICi/2∑Q
i=1 e

−∆AICi/2
(5)

where ∆AICi is the difference between the AIC score of model i and of the best model (i.e., the one

with lowest AIC score), and Q is the number of models.

Relative deaths difference

To quantify the effect of vaccination, NPIs or behavioural relaxation on deaths, we compute the relative

deaths difference (RDD) as the relative difference between the total number of deaths as simulated by

the original model and in a counterfactual scenario where vaccinations, NPIs, or behavioural relaxation

are removed. The relative deaths difference is calculated as:

RDD =
Dcounterfactual −Doriginal

Dcounterfactual
× 100% (6)

where Doriginal and Dcounterfactual are the total number of deaths simulated in the original model and in

the counterfactual scenario, respectively. The same approach, applied to infections, is used to compute

the relative different of infections (RDI).
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Supporting information

Epidemic models

All the epidemic models studied here are based and built on a baseline which is a stochastic age-stratified

epidemic compartmental model that integrates vaccination, NPIs, and the emergence/spread of a second

variant. We consider a Susceptible-Latent-Infected-Recovered (SLIR) compartmentalization with the

addition of deaths. Individuals are grouped into 16 age brackets with a five-year interval (except for the

last 75+ group). We use age-stratified Infection Fatality rates (IFR) from Ref. [57] and age-stratified

contact matrices from Ref. [61]. The natural history of the disease is modelled as follow. Susceptible

individuals (S) transition to the latent stage (L compartment) where they are infected but not yet

infectious. We assume a force of infection (i.e., the rate at which S get infected) function of age,

transmissibility of each strain, contact matrices, and NPIs (see below for details). Individuals stay in L

for an average of ϵ−1 days−1. After, they become infectious thus transitioning to the I compartment.

After the infectious period µ−1, individuals either recover with the probability (1−IFRk) (transitioning

to R) or die from the disease with probability IFRk (transitioning to D), where k denotes the age-group.

We also consider a delay of ∆ days in reporting deaths. Therefore, individuals are moved to compartment

Do from D after ∆ days, capturing the delay in deaths reporting.

We simulate the disease progression by using stochastic chain binomial processes in all models. For
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age group k the baseline model is defined by the following set of stochastic equations:

Sk(t+ δt) = Sk(t)−Mult1(Sk(t), λk, λ
′
k)−Mult2(Sk(t), λk, λ

′
k) (7)

Lk(t+ δt) = Mult1(Sk(t), λk, λ
′
k)−Bin(Lk, ϵ) (8)

Ik(t+ δt) = Bin(Lk, ϵ)−Bin(Ik, µ) (9)

Rk(t+ δt) = Bin(Ik, µ)(1− IFRk) (10)

Dk(t+ δt) = Bin(Ik, µ)IFRk (11)

Do
k(t+ δt) = Dk(t+ δt−∆) (12)

L′
k(t+ δt) = Mult2(Sk(t), λk, λ

′
k)−Bin(L′

k, ϵ) (13)

I ′k(t+ δt) = Bin(L′
k, ϵ)−Bin(I ′k, µ) (14)

R′
k(t+ δt) = Bin(I ′k, µ)(1− IFRk) (15)

D′
k(t+ δt) = Bin(I ′k, µ)IFRk (16)

Do
k
′(t+ δt) = D′

k(t+ δt−∆) (17)

SV
k (t+ δt) = SV

k (t)−Mult1(S
V
k (t), (1− V ES)λk, (1− V E′

S)λ
′
k)

−Mult2(S
V
k (t), (1− V ES)λk, (1− V E′

S)λ
′
k) (18)

LV
k (t+ δt) = Mult1(S

V
k (t), (1− V ES)λk, (1− V E′

S)λ
′
k)−Bin(LV

k , ϵ) (19)

IVk (t+ δt) = Bin(LV
k , ϵ)−Bin(IVk , µ) (20)

RV
k (t+ δt) = Bin(IVk , µ)(1− (1− V EM )IFRk) (21)

DV
k (t+ δt) = Bin(IVk , µ)(1− V EM )IFRk (22)

DoV
k (t+ δt) = DV

k (t+ δt−∆) (23)

LV
k
′(t+ δt) = Mult2(S

V
k (t), (1− V ES)λk, (1− V E′

S)λ
′
k)−Bin(LV

k
′, ϵ) (24)

IVk
′(t+ δt) = Bin(LV

k
′, ϵ)−Bin(IVk

′, µ) (25)

RV
k

′(t+ δt) = Bin(IVk
′, µ)(1− (1− V E′

M )IFRk) (26)

DV
k

′(t+ δt) = Bin(IVk
′, µ)(1− V E′

M )IFRk (27)

DoV
k

′
(t+ δt) = DV

k
′(t+ δt−∆) (28)

where the force of infection of the original strain is

λk = β

Nk∑
j=1

C′
kj(Ij + IVj )

Nj
(29)
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while is the force of infection of the second strain (if any) is

λ
′

k = σβ

Nk∑
j=1

C′
kj(I

′

j + IV
′

j )

Nj
(30)

β is the transmission rate of the first strain, σ indicates the relative transmissibility of the second strain

compared to the previously circulating one. C′ is the contact matrix adjusted for NPIs. To avoid

issues with transition probabilities large than one, we transform the rates λk and λ
′

k with the function

f(λ) = 1− e−λ. Furthermore, Mult1(X, p1, p2) and Mult2(X, p1, p2) describe, respectively, a draw from

the random variable 1 occurring with probability p1 and the random variable 2 occurring with probability

p2, given X trials.

In the behavioural models we add non-compliant compartments. In models 1 and 2 non vaccinated

and vaccinated susceptible can both become non-compliant (transitioning to, respectively, SNC and

SV
NC). In models 3 and 4 the behavioural relaxation is linked only to vaccinated susceptible individuals.
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The transitions among compartments in models 1 and 2 are as following:

Sk(t+ δt) = Sk(t)−Mult1(Sk(t), λk, λ
′
k, h(α))−Mult2(Sk(t), λk, λ

′
k, h(α))

−Mult3(Sk(t), λk, λ
′
k, h(α)) +Mult3(S

NC
k(t), rλk, rλ

′
k, h(γ)) (31)

SNC
k(t+ δt) = SNC

k(t)−Mult1(S
NC

k(t), rλk, rλ
′
k, h(γ))−Mult2(S

NC
k(t), rλk, rλ

′
k, h(γ))

−Mult3(S
NC

k(t), rλk, rλ
′
k, h(γ)) +Mult3(Sk(t), λk, λ

′
k, h(α)) (32)

Lk(t+ δt) = Mult1(Sk(t), λk, λ
′
k) +Mult1(SNCk(t), rλk, rλ

′
k, h(γ))−Bin(Lk, ϵ) (33)

L′
k(t+ δt) = Mult2(S

′
k(t), λk, λ

′
k) +Mult2(SNCk(t), rλk, rλ

′
k, h(γ))−Bin(L′

k, ϵ) (34)

SV
k (t+ δt) = SV

k (t)−Mult1(S
V
k (t), (1− V ES)λk, (1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(α))

−Mult2(S
V
k (t), (1− V ES)λk, (1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(α))

−Mult3(S
V
k (t), (1− V ES)λk, (1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(α))

+Mult3(S
V
NCk(t), r(1− V ES)λk, r(1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(γ)) (35)

SV
NCk(t+ δt) = SV

NCk(t)−Mult1(S
V
NCk(t), r(1− V ES)λk, r(1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(γ))

−Mult2(S
V
NCk(t), r(1− V ES)λk, r(1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(γ))

−Mult3(S
V
NCk(t), r(1− V ES)λk, r(1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(γ))

+Mult3(S
V
k (t), (1− V ES)λk, (1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(α)) (36)

LV
k (t+ δt) = Mult1(S

V
k (t), (1− V ES)λk, (1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(α))

+Mult1(S
V
NCk(t), r(1− V ES)λk, r(1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(γ))−Bin(LV

k , ϵ) (37)

LV
k
′(t+ δt) = Mult2(S

V
k (t), (1− V ES)λk, (1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(α))

+Mult2(S
V
NCk(t), r(1− V ES)λk, r(1− V E′

S)λ
′
k, h(γ))−Bin(LV

k
′, ϵ) (38)

The transitions of the rest compartments are the same as those in the baseline model, described by

Eqs 9-28.

Models 3 and 4 can be described by Eqs. 35-38, 7-17, 20-23, and 25-28.

R0 calculation

We calculate the basic reproductive number R0 of proposed model using the next generation matrix

approach [68]. By definition, R0 is the reproductive number at the beginning of the epidemics. Although

our models include the emergence of a second variant, vaccines, and relaxation of individual behaviours,

all of these become relevant only after the start of the epidemic. As such they have no influence on R0.

Thus, we can disregard the compartments related to the second variant, vaccination, and behavioural

relaxation when we calculate R0. We consider only the infected individuals in the compartments Lk and
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Ik. The deterministic equations regulating the dynamics of these two compartments are:

dLk

dt
= λkSk − ϵLk (39)

dIk
dt

= ϵkLk − µIk (40)

We have K = 16 age groups, thus both Eqs. 39 and 40 contains K equations for different age groups.

We describe these 2K equations in matrix form:



dL1

dt

...

dLk

dt

dI1
dt

...

dIk
dt


=



λ1S1

...

λkSk

0

...

0


−



ϵL1

...

ϵLk

−ϵL1 + µI1
...

−ϵLk + µIk


(41)

where λk = β
∑Nk

j=1 C
′
kjIj/Nj is the force of infection of the original strain, and the contact matrix C′

accounts for the change in contacts induced by NPIs. We further denote Eq. 41 as



dθ1
dt

...

dθk
dt

dθk+1

dt

...

dθ2k
dt


=



F1

...

Fk

0

...

0


−



V1

...

Vk

Vk+1

...

V2k


(42)

For age group k, we consider the disease free equilibrium (DFE), defined as (Sk, Lk, Ik, Rk)=(Nk,

0, 0, 0). Next, we define two matrices: Fij |DFE = dFi

dθj
, Vij |DFE = dVi

dθj
. Considering the DFE, we write

down F and V as follows.

F =



0 · · · 0
βN1C

′
1Kχ

NK
· · · βN1C

′
1Kχ

NK

...
. . .

...
...

. . .
...

0 · · · 0
βNKC′

K1χ
NK

· · · βNKC′
K1χ

N1

0 · · · 0 0 · · · 0

...
. . .

...
...

. . .
...

0 · · · 0 0 · · · 0


(43)
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V =



ϵ · · · 0 0 · · · 0

...
. . .

...
...

. . .
...

0 · · · ϵ 0 · · · 0

−ϵ · · · 0 µ · · · 0

...
. . .

...
...

. . .
...

0 · · · −ϵ 0 · · · µ


(44)

The reproductive number R0 is defined as ρ(FV−1), where ρ(·) represents the spectral radius. Then,

we write F and V−1 in blocks and we compute V−1 as follows:

F =

0 βC̃′

0 0

 (45)

where C̃′ indicates the adjusted contact matrix (C̃′
ij = C′

ij
Ni

Nj
) with a size of K ×K, and 0 indicates a

K ×K matrix with all zero elements.

V =

 ϵ⊮ 0

−ϵ⊮ µ⊮

 (46)

where ⊮ indicates a K ×K identity matrix. Then we compute V−1

V−1 =

 1
ϵ⊮ 0

1
µ⊮

1
µ⊮

 (47)

Then, we obtain FV−1

FV−1 =

0 βC̃′

0 0


 1

ϵ⊮ 0

1
µ⊮

1
µ⊮

 =

βC̃′

µ
βC̃′

µ

0 0

 (48)

Finally, we are left with finding the spectral radius of FV−1 (i.e., finding its largest eigenvalue). The

eigenvalue problem can be written as det(FV−1 − λ⊮) = 0. Given the structure of FV−1, and since we

are interested in non-trivial solutions (λ not equal to 0), the problem reduces to:

det(
βC̃′

µ
− λ⊮) = 0 (49)

Therefore, we obtain R0 = ρ(FV−1) = β
µρ(C̃

′).

Demographics of regions considered

Here, we provide more information about the demographic profiles of the four regions under study.
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Contact matrices

We first present the contact patterns among different age groups. In Fig. 6, we show the pre-Pandemic

contact matrices of each region in four settings (i.e., home, school, work places, and other places) sourced

from Ref. [61]. Across settings and regions we use the same colour scale for comparison. The plot shows

that, across the board, the four regions exhibit similar contact patterns. In detail, the contacts at home

show a higher intensity along the diagonal. Contacts at school are the most intense compared to the

other three settings, where interactions are mainly among children and adolescents (i.e., age brackets

0− 4, 5− 94, 10− 14, 15− 19). This is followed by contacts at other places among the young population

(i.e., 10−14, 15−19, 20−24, 25−29). Contacts at workplaces are less intense than in schools and other

places, and are reported mainly among the middle-aged population. By considering contacts across all

four settings, we obtain the aggregated contact matrices shown in the last column. The darker colour

of the diagonal suggests that within-group interactions (i.e., among people in the same age group) are

significantly more frequent than interactions across different age groups. Additionally, teenagers and

young adults tend to have more contacts than the elderly population. To compare the contact matrices

of the four regions, we compute the spectral radius of the aggregated contact matrix. We find that the

spectral radius is 15.2 in British Columbia, 17.0 in Lombardy, 11.7 in London, and 19.5 in São Paulo.

As discussed in the previous section, this indicates that, in the context of epidemic spreading, for a given

disease London would feature the lowest R0 while São Paulo the largest.

Contact intensity and population distribution

In Fig. 7 we show the pre-Pandemic contact intensity (panel A) and age distribution (panel B) for each

age group in the four regions. Contact intensity is computed by summing each column of the overall

contact matrix.

Younger age groups, particularly children and adolescents, exhibit the highest contact intensity across

all regions, while the elderly population (i.e., 65+) the lowest. In detail, contact intensity peaks in the

15 − 19 age group, followed by a general decline with age with small fluctuations including a slight

increase in the 35 − 39 age group (except in São Paulo, where the decline is consistent). A downward

trend in contact intensity is observed from the 40− 44 age group onwards in all regions.

Fig. 7-B shows the population distributions of the four regions in 2021 [69–72]. In British Columbia,

the population is relatively evenly distributed across most age groups, with small double peeks in the

30 − 34 to 55 − 59 age groups. Lombardy shows a gradual increase in population from the 30− 34 age

group to the 50− 54 age group. The population distribution in London peaks in the 30− 34 age group,

suggesting a substantial proportion of young adults. São Paulo shows a peak in the 35− 39 age group.

Comparing the population distributions of the four regions, British Columbia and Lombardy display

signs of ageing and also display smaller populations in younger age categories (i.e., 0 − 4, 5 − 9 age
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Fig 6. Contact matrices of the four regions. We show the four layers (i.e., home, school,
workplace, and other places) of contact matrices between 16 age groups in each region (British
Columbia, Lombardy, London, São Paulo). The numbers shown on the top and left of the matrices
indicates age groups (e.g., 2 represents age group 5− 9 and 16 represents age group 75+). The last
column shows aggregated contact matrices considering all interaction settings.

groups).

Impact of vaccines and NPIs

Timing of vaccination impact

In the context of the no-vaccination counterfactual with the baseline model, we investigate when vacci-

nations start to have a macroscopic impact. To this end, we compute the time when the weekly deaths

with/without vaccinations begin to diverge by at least 1% (i.e., the weekly relative difference of deaths

exceeds this threshold). The results are shown in Fig. 8. The grey lines mark the start of vaccinations,

and the red lines denote the week in which the vaccination begins to have impact. We find that the

vaccination impact started 8 weeks after the first rollout in London. This is much earlier than that in

British Columbia, Lombardy, and São Paulo, in which the vaccination impact started respectively 12,

10, and 10 weeks after the first rollout. The difference is likely due to the faster and earlier vaccine

rollout in London with respect to the other regions. In addition, the confidence interval of weekly RDD

values falls below 0, particularly in British Columbia. This phenomenon may be influenced by overlaps

in the trajectories with and without vaccination in certain samples, as well as the stochastic effects in

the simulations.
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Fig 7. Contact intensity and demographics. A) Contact intensity across age groups in the four
regions. Contact intensity is computed by summing each column of the contact matrix. B) Age
distributions across the four regions with a 5-year bracket except for the last 75+ group.

Influence of NPIs on peak deaths

We analyze the impact of non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) on deaths peak by calculating the

fold increase in the peak intensity in a scenario without NPIs compared to the original model with NPIs.

In doing so, we maintain vaccination in both scenarios. We first show the death trajectories with/without

NPIs in Fig. 9. The peak of deaths without NPIs (red lines) is much higher than with NPIs (blue lines).

The peak without NPIs also comes earlier (in terms of the median trajectory) compared to those with

NPIs in London (3 weeks earlier) and São Paulo (2 weeks earlier). Next we show the fold increase in peak

deaths in Fig. 10. Removing NPIs would have resulted in 5.8 (90% CI: [2.9, 11.9]) in British Columbia,

2.8 ([1.9, 4.6]) in Lombardy, 6.1 ([5.0, 7.6]) in London, and 4.6 ([3.8, 5.7] ) in São Paulo times higher

peaks. London reports the highest fold in peak deaths as it reports the most stringent NPIs compared

to the other three regions. São Paulo reports higher increase compared to Lombardy despite the lower

adoption of NPIs among the four regions. This may be due to demographic and social factors. Indeed,

São Paulo has a larger proportion of young people with active social contacts.

Relative difference of infection in counterfactual scenarios without vaccination or NPIs

In the main text, we presented the relative deaths difference (i.e., RDD) with/without vaccination, NPIs,

and behavioural relaxation. Here, we show the analogous results for the relative difference in the number

of infected (i.e., RDI). This quantity is defined as:

RDI =
Icounterfactual − Ioriginal

Icounterfactual
× 100% (50)

where Ioriginal and Icounterfactual are the total number of simulated infections in the original model
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Fig 8. Weekly relative deaths difference in counterfactual scenarios without vaccinations.
The fraction of deaths averted by vaccination each week with respect to an equivalent model without
vaccinations. The grey lines mark the start of vaccinations while the red lines mark the week in which
the relative difference of deaths is larger than 0.01 (0.0312 in British Columbia, 0.0281 in Lombardy,
0.0276 in London, 0.0147 in São Paulo). We show the results considering 1000 stochastic trajectories,
median and 90% confidence interval.

and in the counterfactual scenario respectively.

For example, in the case of NPIs Icounterfactual is computed considering estimates from a model

without them. Instead, Ioriginal is the corresponding value in matched model with NPIs.

The RDIs in a scenario without vaccination are shown in Fig. 11-A. We compute the median of RDI

with a 90% confidence interval considering 1000 stochastic trajectories. The results indicate that vaccina-

tion prevented 3.41% (90% CI: [−0.25%, 8.95%]) of infections in British Columbia, 12.96% ([8.9%, 17.6%])

in Lombardy, 2.42% ([0.5%, 5.6%]) in London, and 8.99% ([6.84%, 13.87%]) in São Paulo. The figures are

generally smaller than RDDs (shown in the main text) across the four regions, since vaccines are more

effective at preventing deaths than infections. Furthermore, the RDI rankings among British Columbia,

Lombardy, and London exhibit a similar pattern to that observed for the RDD. However, São Paulo

shows different pattern of RDI compared to RDD. Indeed, São Paulo has the largest vaccine coverage

among the regions and it shows the highest RDD. However, it features a lower RDIs compared to RDDs.

São Paulo experienced the Gamma and Delta variants, which reduce the vaccine efficacy against infec-

tions significantly. Also, as discussed above, São Paulo has a larger portion of younger individuals aged

10− 19 who are very socially active, resulting in a greater burden in terms of infections.

The RDIs of a counterfactual scenario without NPIs are shown in Fig. 11-B. We find 85.57% (90%

CI: [80.86%, 89.44%]) infections avoided by NPIs in British Columbia, 49.65% ([41.05%, 57.42%]) in

Lombardy, 44.91% ([39.48%, 50.12%]) in London, and 3.43% ([−3.98%, 12.56%]) in São Paulo. The

RDIs of the four regions show similar patterns to the observations for RDDs. By comparing panel A and

panel B in Fig. 11, we can conclude that overall, in the first months of vaccines rollout, NPIs averted
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Fig 9. Comparison of weekly death trajectories with/without NPIs. Calibrated weekly death
trajectories (weekly deaths per 100, 000) of the baseline model (denoted by blue lines) and in a
counterfactual scenario where NPIs are removed (denoted by red lines).

more infections compared to those prevented by vaccinations. These results highlight one more time the

importance of NPIs during the complex initial phases of the vaccination campaign.

Relative difference of infection in counterfactual scenarios without behavioural relaxation

We also calculate the relative difference of infections (RDIs) considering a counterfactual scenario where

we remove the relaxation from the four behavioural models. The results are shown in Fig. 12 and Table 5,

displaying the median of RDIs along with 90% CIs. The values of RDI are below 0 in most cases, which

means removing behavioural mechanisms leads to fewer infections (see Table 5). Furthermore, the results

for RDIs are consistent with the analogous for RDDs shown in the main text.

Table 5. Relative infection difference in counterfactual scenarios without behavioural relaxation.
RDI (%) model 1 model 2 model 3 model 4

British Columbia -1.90 [-34.27,2.9] -1.05 [-19.57,2.71] 0.03 [-3.82,3.33] -0.06 [-2.81,2.93]
Lombardy -35.62 [-68.53,-2.16] -0.35 [-9.94,0.58] -0.30 [-1.77,0.58] -0.08 [-0.9,0.6]

London -0.99 [-29.81,0.1] -0.14 [-4.48,0.19] -0.06 [-0.44,0.2] -0.01 [-0.28,0.22]
São Paulo -0.15 [-9.76,0.37] -4.29 [-30.32,0.07] -0.69 [-3.7,0.12] -0.19 [-2.76,0.19]

Absolute death differences across counterfactual scenarios

In the main text, we showed the relative deaths difference considering counterfactual scenarios without

vaccinations, NPIs, or behavioural relaxation. Here, we show absolute values. We show the medians

with 90% confidence interval in Tables 6-8.

As is shown in Table 6, the absolute deaths difference in counterfactual scenarios without vaccination

is small in British Columbia with a median of 52 more deaths without vaccinations. In contrast, São

Paulo shows a large difference with a median of more than 60K.
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Fig 10. Fold increase in peak deaths intensity in counterfactual scenarios without NPIs.
The increase fold of peak deaths in a scenario where NPIs are removed with respect to an equivalent
case with NPIs. The box plots show the results of averted deaths considering 1000 stochastic
trajectories in each region.
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Fig 11. Relative infection difference in counterfactual scenarios without vaccinations and
NPIs. Panel A shows the fraction of total infections averted by vaccinations. Panel B shows the
fraction of total infections averted by NPIs. The box plots show the results of averted deaths in 1000
stochastic trajectories in each region.

The absolute deaths difference in counterfactual scenarios without NPIs is shown in in Table 7. The

values are much higher than those of vaccination except a decrease in São Paulo. As mentioned in the

main text, in São Paulo we observed the least stringent adoption of NPIs. These results underscore the

importance of vaccinations, especially in settings with low adoption of NPIs.

In Table 8, we show the deaths difference in counterfactual scenarios without behavioural relaxation.

Model 2, which as shown in the main text results as the most likely model in São Paulo, leads to highest

number of deaths.
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Fig 12. Relative infection difference in counterfactual scenarios without behavioural
relaxation. The fraction of total infections averted by behavioural relaxation. The box plots show the
results of averted deaths in 1000 stochastic trajectories in each region.

Table 6. Deaths difference in a counterfactual without vaccinations.
British Columbia Lombardy London São Paulo

52 [-3,140] 2702 [1981,3318] 823 [168,2194] 64572 [52672,76191]

Impact of behavioural relaxation

Behavioural transition rate

In model 1 and 3 the transitions towards non-compliance and those back to compliance happen at con-

stant rates, α and γ respectively. Instead, in models 2 and 4 these transitions are proportional to the

fraction of vaccinated (multiplied by α) and deaths per 100, 000 (multiplied by γ). To better understand

these varying transition rates, in Fig. 13-A we plot, for different values of α, the transition rates from

compliant to non-compliant compartments as a function of the fraction of vaccinated individuals. We

denote this rate as h(α, fracV (t)) = 1−e−αfracV (t), where fracV (t) is the fraction of vaccinated individ-

uals of the total population. Similarly, in Fig. 13-B we consider a range of γ values and plot the transition

rates from compliant back to non-compliant as a function of daily new deaths per 100, 000 denoted by

h(γ, rateD(t)) = 1− e−γrateD(t), where rateD(t) represents daily death rate (deaths per 100, 000).

The results in Fig. 13-A show that a higher fraction of vaccinated individuals leads to an increased

British Columbia Lombardy London São Paulo
7774 [6157,9659] 23152 [16081,28069] 18922 [16309,22741] 36612 [26681,47563]

Table 7. Deaths difference in a counterfactual without NPIs
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Table 8. Death difference in a counterfactual without behavioural relaxation.
model 1 model 2 model 3 model 4

British Columbia -42 [-258,29] -15 [-135,47] -1 [-58,57] 0 [-47,51]
Lombardy -4061 [-7028,-409] -92 [-1553,182] -67 [-354,192] -18 [-256,202]

London -140 [-2734,100] -27 [-442,157] -14 [-209,167] -7 [-148,133]
São Paulo -786 [-21572,379] -5094 [-31443,345] -765 [-3664,388] -258 [-2783,459]

transition rates towards non-compliance. As α increases, the transition rate h(α, fracV ) rises more

sharply. This means that, for a given fraction of vaccinated individuals, higher values of α result in a

greater shift towards non-compliance. For example, when α = 0.1, the transition rate is only 0.1 even

when the fraction of vaccinated individuals reaches its maximum (1). In contrast, when α = 10, the

transition rate reaches 1 when only 40% of the population is vaccinated. A similar trend is observed in

Fig. 13-B where higher daily death rates lead to higher transition rates from non-compliance back to

compliance. Furthermore, higher values of γ result in stronger responses to the epidemic’s severity. For

example, when γ = 0.1, the transition rate is 0.2 even when the daily death rate is quite high (2). In

contrast, when γ = 10, the transition rate reaches the maximum when the death rate is smaller (0.5).
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Fig 13. Behavioural transition rates for models 2 and 4. In panel A we plot the behavioural
transition rate from non-compliant to compliant denoted by h(α, fracV ) as a function of the fraction of
vaccinated individuals for different values of α. In panel B we plot the behavioural transition rate from
compliant to non-compliant denoted by h(γ, rateD(t)) as a function of the fraction of daily new deaths
per 100, 000 for different values of γ.

Fraction of non-compliant individuals as function of time

To have a more intuitive understanding on the four behavioural mechanisms, in Fig. 14 we plot the

fraction of non-compliant individuals as function of time for the four models. To this end, we consider

1000 simulations obtaining sampling the posterior distribution of each model. We then compute the

fraction of non-compliant individuals for each. We show the median trajectory with 90% confidence

intervals. Overall, we observe that model 1 and model 2 result in the largest fraction of non-compliant

individuals, especially during the first time steps. We note also that the two models show the largest

variability in terms of their confidence intervals. In the case of Lombardy, the median for model 1 quickly

raises to about half of the population, a trend that is not observed in other locations. As shown below,

this is consistent with the significative large values of α selected by the calibration for this model and
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Fig 14. Fraction of non-compliant individuals as function of time. We plot the fraction of
non-compliant individuals of the four behavioural models (models 1–4) in each region. The fractions
are computed considering 1000 sampled trajectories. The dotted lines represent the median fractions,
with shaded areas indicating the 90% confidence intervals.

Model calibration

AIC scores of models

In Table 9 we report the AIC scores of the five models. Smallest scores indicates a better performance

of a model. As is shown, the baseline reports the smallest scores in the three regions (British Columbia,

Lombardy, and London) out of four, while only one behavioural model (model 2) reports the smallest

AIC score in São Paulo.

Table 9. AIC weights of models.

baseline model 1 model 2 model 3 model 4
British Columbia 263.7 269.1 269.5 269.9 269.9

Lombardy 425.4 436.7 431.1 432.3 434.4
London 331.6 338.8 336.5 337.9 338.7

São Paulo 501.9 511.3 501.2 506.0 505.8

Posterior distributions of parameters

In this section, we present the posterior distributions of the free parameters in our models computed

via the Approximate Bayesian Computation-Sequential Monte Carlo (ABC-SMC). For each region, we

plot the median values of the sampled parameters, along with the interquartile range (IQR) spanning

from the first to the third quartile. Notably, the number of free parameters in the baseline model differs
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among regions due to the emergence of the second variant. Specifically, for the baseline model, in British

Columbia and Lombardy, there are six free parameters to be calibrated: the reproductive number R0,

the delay time in reporting deaths ∆, the initial fraction of infected individuals iini, the initial fraction

of recovered individuals rini, the adjustment of the start date of the simulation of epidemic ∆t, and

the adjustment of the introduction date of a VOC ∆tvar. For London we have five free parameters

as above, excluding ∆tvar, as London experienced only one strain during the simulation period. In

São Paulo, seven parameters are calibrated, the above six, as for British Columbia and Lombardy, and

additionally the relative transmissibility (σ) of the Delta variant compared to the Gamma variant. As

mentioned in the main text, this relative transmissibility for Alpha is fixed at 1.5 for British Columbia

and Lombardy. Across all regions, the behavioural models (Models 1-4) consistently incorporate three

additional behavioural parameters: the behavioural transition parameters α and γ, as well as the relative

infection probability r of non-compliant individuals.

The posterior distributions of the four regions are shown in Figs. 15-18. We compare the posteriors

across the regions. For the reproductive number R0, the calibrated values span from 1.0 to 2.5. London

exhibits the highest R0 across all models, due to the circulation is Alpha variant at the beginning time of

our simulations. British Columbia instead reports the lowest R0, corresponding to the lowest observed

epidemic burden among the four regions. The delay in reporting deaths (∆) ranges from 43 to 64 days

in British Columbia, Lombardy, and São Paulo in terms of the baseline model, whereas London shows a

shorter delay of approximately 20 days. This difference may be due to difference in healthcare reporting

systems. Regarding the posteriors of initial fraction of infected individuals iini, Lombardy stands out

with the fraction above 0.007 while the other three regions show a value below this. The posteriors

of the fraction of recovered rini show the highest value in Lombardy. This is consistent with the fact

that Lombardy experienced the highest mortality rate across the four regions till the start date in our

simulation. The adjustment of the start date of simulations (∆t) are in the range of 2− 6 weeks across

the regions, which indicates that the start dates are 2 − 6 weeks before the baseline date (t∗). The

adjustment of the introduction date of a VOC ∆var is in the range of 14-28 days in British Columbia

and São Paulo, and 0-14 days in Lombardy except model 1 reports the range 14-28 days.

In terms of the parameters in the behavioural models, the values of α and γ are both relatively

small in British Columbia across the four behavioural models than the other three regions. The relative

infection probability r of non-compliant individuals are similar across the regions in the range between

1.1 and 1.4.
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Fig 15. Posterior distributions of calibrated parameters for British Columbia. We plot the
median with the range between first quartile and third quartile. The first sixth parameters, R0, ∆, iini,
rini, ∆t, ∆tvar are calibrated in all the five models. α, β, and r are behavioural parameters only in
behavioural models (models 1-4).
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Fig 16. Posterior distributions of calibrated parameters for Lombardy. We plot the median
with the range between the first quartile and the third quartile. The first sixth parameters, R0, ∆, iini,
rini, ∆t, ∆tvar are calibrated in all the five models. α, β, and r are behavioural parameters only in
behavioural models (models 1-4).
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Fig 17. Posterior distributions of calibrated parameters for London. We plot the median
with the range between the first quartile and the third quartile. The first sixth parameters, R0, ∆, iini,
rini, ∆t are calibrated in all the five models. α, β, and r are behavioural parameters only in
behavioural models (models 1-4).
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Fig 18. Posterior distributions of calibrated parameters for São Paulo. We plot the median
with the range between the first quartile and third quartile. The first sixth parameters, R0, ∆, iini,
rini, ∆t, ∆tvar, σ are calibrated in all the five models. α, β, and r are behavioural parameters only in
behavioural models (models 1-4).
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