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Abstract

Non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs), including measures such as lockdowns, travel
limitations, and social distancing mandates, play a critical role in shaping human mobility,
which subsequently influences the spread of infectious diseases. Using COVID-19 as a case
study, this research examines the relationship between restrictions, mobility patterns, and
the disease’s effective reproduction number (Rt) across 13 European countries. Employing
clustering techniques, we uncover distinct national patterns, highlighting differences in social
compliance between Northern and Southern Europe. While restrictions strongly correlate
with mobility reductions, the relationship between mobility and Rt is more nuanced, driven
primarily by the nature of social interactions rather than mere compliance. Additionally,
employing XGBoost regression models, we demonstrate that missing mobility data can be
accurately inferred from restrictions, and missing infection rates can be predicted from mobility
data. These findings provide valuable insights for tailoring public health strategies in future
crisis and refining analytical approaches.

1 Introduction

Government measures can be categorized into two groups: pharmaceutical and non-
pharmaceutical. Pharmaceutical interventions (PIs) include medical treatments aimed at prevent-
ing, managing, or curing diseases, such as vaccines, antiviral medications, monoclonal antibodies,
immunomodulators, and antibiotics. On the other hand, non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs)
focus on strategies such as social distancing, quarantine and isolation, screening campaigns, travel
restrictions, mask-wearing, hygiene measures, remote work, closure of educational institutions and
non-essential businesses, limitations on public gatherings, and contact tracing. These interventions
are implemented to prevent or control the outbreak of an emergency, like the spread of a disease in
a population. In this context, NPIs help to reduce the transmission through changes in behaviours,
environments, and community interactions [36].

One of the most immediate and observable effects of NPIs has been their impact on human
mobility. Mobility, which refers to the movement of individuals within and between geographic
areas, plays a crucial role in the transmission dynamics of infectious diseases. The relationship
between NPIs and mobility is complex and multifaceted. On the one hand, stringent measures
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such as nationwide lock-downs and curfews have led to dramatic declines in mobility, as evidenced
by data from mobility tracking tools and transportation statistics [28, 2]. On the other hand, the
relaxation of these measures has often been followed by a resurgence in mobility, sometimes corre-
lating with subsequent waves of infections. Moreover, variations in compliance and enforcement,
socio-economic factors, and public trust in government policies have influenced the effectiveness of
NPIs and the extent of mobility reductions [1, 17].

The COVID-19 pandemic—caused by SARS-CoV-2—, which began in late 2019 and ended
in May 2023, has led to widespread illness, economic disruption, and millions of deaths globally,
demonstrating the far-reaching impact of emerging infectious diseases in a highly interconnected
world [18]. Initially identified in Wuhan, China, the virus quickly spread worldwide, leading to an
unprecedented global health crisis. In response to the rapid transmission and severe consequences
of COVID-19, governments and public health authorities implemented a wide range of measures
to mitigate the transmission of the virus and manage healthcare resources [37]. As of end-2024,
the pandemic has resulted in over 800 million confirmed cases and more than 7 million deaths
worldwide—data from the World Health Organization (WHO) [49].

During the COVID-19 pandemic, changes in mobility patterns have been both a direct con-
sequence of policy measures and a reflection of individual behavioral responses to the perceived
risk of infection. The reduction in mobility, especially through lock-downs and travel bans, aimed
to decrease the opportunities for person-to-person transmission, thereby slowing the spread of the
virus and reducing the burden on healthcare systems [4, 42, 9]. The implementation of NPIs has
varied significantly across different regions and periods, reflecting diverse epidemiological, political,
and socio-economical contexts [36].

The differences among countries in their approach to NPIs and their impact on mobility are
striking. For instance, countries with robust healthcare systems and high levels of public trust in
government, such as Germany, saw more consistent compliance with mobility restrictions, resulting
in more effective control of the effective reproduction number Rt—the average number of secondary
infections generated by an infected individual in a population at a given time. In contrast, coun-
tries with fragmented healthcare systems and lower public trust, such as the USA and Brazil,
experienced greater challenges in enforcing NPIs and saw less dramatic declines in mobility [8, 15].

Social compliance, shaped by trust in institutions and adherence to societal norms, rules, and
regulations, played a crucial role in the effectiveness of non-pharmaceutical interventions [47, 34].
In countries where individuals more readily adhered to collective public health goals, NPIs proved
to be more effective in reducing disease spread. Cultural factors, such as societal norms, values,
and attitudes toward government authority, further influenced these outcomes. For example, in
East Asian countries, where there is a strong tradition of community responsibility and compliance
with public health measures, NPIs were more effective in reducing mobility compared to Western
nations, where individual freedoms are more heavily emphasized [31]. Additionally, social interac-
tions, representing the dynamic exchanges between individuals or groups that collectively shape
relationships, cultural norms, and societal structures, contributed significantly to the effectiveness
of these measures—where social networks facilitated compliance or, conversely, hindered adher-
ence in regions with less social cohesion. Economic disparities also played a role, as lower-income
countries and communities often faced greater difficulties in adhering to lock-down measures due
to the necessity of continuing economic activities. These variations underscore the importance of
context-specific strategies that consider both social compliance and the socio-economic landscape
in managing mobility and Rt during a pandemic [33].

Thus, mobility data plays a critical role in understanding the dynamics of infectious disease
transmission. Still, it often contains significant gaps due to limited geographic coverage, incon-
sistent data collection practices, and varying levels of technology adoption. Similarly, Rt data
can be impacted by irregular reporting, testing backlogs, and inconsistent public health monitor-
ing across different regions. These data limitations hinder the evaluation of policy impacts and
the development of reliable predictive models. To overcome these challenges, it is essential to
employ advanced methods that address these gaps, allowing for more accurate insights into how
NPIs influence mobility patterns and, ultimately, the spread of infectious diseases. This leads to
better-informed policy decisions and more effective public health interventions.
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1.1 Contribution

This study investigates the relationship between government-imposed restrictions, mobility pat-
terns, and the effective reproduction number Rt of COVID-19. We analyze mobility and restrictions
data from major platforms to understand how movement trends respond to policy changes, pro-
viding insights into disease transmission dynamics across diverse countries and demographics. Our
focus is on behavioral patterns and intervention responses. Specifically, we analyze data from
several European countries, including Finland, Norway, Sweden, Belgium, Ireland, the United
Kingdom, France, Germany, Austria, Italy, Greece, Spain, and Portugal. Our main contributions
are as follows:

1. We identify a strong correlation between the considered restrictions and mobility variables,
contrasted by a weaker correlation between mobility and infection rates.

2. We identify cultural patterns by analyzing how mobility and the Rt are influenced by both
official restrictions and self-imposed limitations (in the absence of formal measures), and
variations in social compliance and interaction across different countries.

3. Using K-means clustering [27], we examine the distinctions between Northern and Southern
European countries in terms of their social compliance with restrictions, while also highlight-
ing a lesser degree of distinction in social interactions. Additionally, in the ‘Supplementary
Material’, we apply another clustering technique, CONNECTOR [35], for the same analysis.

4. We apply XGBoost regression models [16] to:

• Estimate missing mobility data using restriction indicators.

• Infer missing Rt values from mobility patterns.

Our approach consists of the following steps: we start pre-processing data to obtain mobility
variables, restriction indices, and the Rt. We then calculate three ratios from the average mobility,
the stringency index, and the Rt to identify cultural patterns. Using clustering methods, we analyze
social compliance with restrictions across European nations, noting differences between Northern
and Southern countries. Finally, XGBoost models estimate missing mobility data from restrictions
and inferred Rt values from mobility patterns.

The article is organized as follows. It begins with a review of related research on the impact
of NPIs on mobility and COVID-19 spread (Section 2). It then details the data sources and pre-
processing steps, including how data was prepared for analysis, and provide preliminary analyses
that highlight a strong correlation among the considered variables (Section 3). The methods section
describes the analytical techniques used, particularly, clustering and regression models (Section 4).
The results section presents findings on mobility patterns, the clustering of countries, and the
performance of regression models (Section 5). In the discussion, we interpret the findings in terms
of policy implications and behavioral trends (Section 6). The article concludes with a summary of
the key results and their contributions to the field (Section 7).

2 State of the art

The effect of government-imposed restrictions or NPIs on people’s mobility and the consequent
repercussions on the spread of the disease has been explored in several studies [11, 50].

Snoeijer et al. [42] investigate the relative impact of NPIs on mobility changes across multiple
countries using Apple and Google mobility data. They found that lock-downs, states of emergency,
business and public service closures, and school closures had the largest effect on reducing mobility.
Chi-square and cluster analyses revealed that NPIs like school closures and business shutdowns
were highly correlated in timing and implementation, suggesting that the observed effects of these
interventions may be amplified by their simultaneous enforcement.

Askitas et al. [4] estimate the average dynamic impact of various interventions on COVID-19
incidence and individuals’ movement patterns by developing a statistical model that accounts for
the simultaneous implementation of multiple interventions using daily data from 175 countries.
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Their findings indicate that restrictions on private gatherings and the closure of schools and work-
places significantly reduced COVID-19 infections. In contrast, restrictions on internal movement
and public transport had no effects, while international travel restrictions yielded only short-lived
effects.

Banholzer et al. [9] evaluate the effectiveness of seven NPIs aimed at controlling the spread of
SARS-CoV-2, including school closures and bans on gatherings. Using a semi-mechanistic Bayesian
hierarchical model and data from the first wave of COVID-19 across 20 countries, the findings reveal
that bans on large gatherings were the most effective in reducing new infections, followed by venue
and school closures. In contrast, stay-at-home and work-from-home orders were the least effective.

Carteǹı et al. [14] quantify the impact of mobility habits on the spread of COVID-19 in Italy
using a multiple linear regression model. The results showed that mobility patterns significantly
contributed to explaining the number of infections, alongside other factors such as daily testing
rates and environmental variables like air pollution and temperature. These findings highlight the
role of mobility, in combination with other key variables, in influencing the transmission of the
virus.

Shao et al. [41] examine the relationship between ambient temperature and COVID-19 trans-
mission by examining human mobility data from 47 countries. The findings show that higher
temperatures are negatively correlated with transmission rates but positively correlated with hu-
man mobility, which increases transmission. This suppression effect suggests that, while warmer
weather may reduce transmission rates, it can also lead to increased outdoor activities, potentially
worsening COVID-19 spread. Effective control measures are crucial, particularly as temperatures
rise, to address the ongoing transmission despite warmer weather in some regions.

Bryant et al. [12] introduce a Bayesian model that estimates daily COVID-19 deaths based on
mobility patterns in response to NPIs across Europe. Using Google mobility data from five cate-
gories, the model finds strong correlations between mobility shifts and death rates, with reductions
in grocery and pharmacy mobility significantly lowering the basic reproduction number R0—the
average number of secondary infections caused by a single infected individual in a fully susceptible
population.

Ilin et al. [29] use simple statistical models—using the same data as Bryant et al. [12] and
Facebook data—to show that NPIs significantly reduce mobility, which can effectively predict
infections based on data from countries like China, France, Italy, South Korea, and the United
States.

Garc̀ıa-Cremades et al. [22] explore the wide-ranging impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic,
highlighting that, until herd immunity is achieved, measures like quarantines and social distancing
are necessary to reduce mobility, despite their economic repercussions. The study evaluates various
prediction models to create a decision support system for policymakers. It proposes consensus
strategies to enhance model accuracy and introduces a multivariate model incorporating Google
mobility data for better forecasting of 14-day case incidence (CI).

Guan et al. [23] analyze anonymized health and mobility data from Israel to develop predictive
models for daily new COVID-19 cases and test positivity rates. Models that incorporate mobility
data significantly outperformed those that do not, reducing RMSE by 17.3% for new cases and
10.2% for positivity rates. The findings indicate high accuracy in predicting outbreak severity,
offering a valuable tool for policymakers to implement targeted interventions in the post-vaccination
era.

Barros et al. [10] investigate the effectiveness of NPIs on COVID-19 transmission by analyzing
their impact on the effective reproduction number Rt and human mobility, used as a measure of
policy adherence. Using a causal inference approach, the study examines five NPIs—confinement,
school closures, mask mandates, events, and work restrictions—across 113 countries up to June
2020. The findings reveal that all NPIs, except mask-wearing, significantly influenced mobility
trends, with school and events having the greatest effect on social distancing. Moreover, school
closures, mask mandates, and work-from-home policies resulted in a sustained reduction in Rt.

Badr et al. [7] examine the impact of social distancing on COVID-19 transmission across the
25 most affected U.S. counties from January to April 2020. Using anonymized cell phone mobility
data, the researchers found a strong correlation between reduced mobility and slower COVID-19
case growth rates, with Pearson correlation coefficients above 0.7 in 20 counties. Mobility dropped
by 35–63%, with the effect on transmission typically observed 9–12 days later, consistent with the
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virus’s incubation period. The study also found that behavioral changes in mobility began before
official stay-at-home orders were issued, indicating a proactive public response.

Tokey [46] analyzes the relationship between human mobility and COVID-19 transmission
across U.S. counties from March to August 2020. It explores spatiotemporal mobility patterns and
their correlation with infection rates, controlling for socio-demographic factors and policy changes.
The findings indicate that mobility decreased until the first COVID-19 wave peaked, then began to
rise. Spatial models reveal a negative correlation between infection rates and mobility indicators,
such as miles traveled and out-of-county trips. Higher infection areas had more online workers,
fewer older and educated individuals, and higher poverty rates.

Adeniyi et al. [1] analyze a COVID-19 compartmental model that incorporates public com-
pliance with health rules and sanitation, aiming to determine the effective reproduction number
Rt and system stability. It shows that the system is stable under certain conditions and that
combining adherence to rules and sanitation is the most cost-effective strategy for controlling the
virus.

Chung et al. [17] investigate how trust in social NPIs influences travel intentions during a
pandemic using data from South Korea, one of the few countries that did not impose mobility
restrictions after the COVID-19 outbreak. The findings indicate that trust in social NPIs mediates
the relationship between efforts to cope with travel restrictions and the intention to travel during
the pandemic.

Painter et al. [34] find that residents in U.S. Republican counties are less likely to fully comply
with stay-at-home orders compared to those in Democratic counties—using geolocation and debit
card transaction data. On the other hand, Democratic counties are more likely to shift to remote
spending after such orders are implemented. While factors like COVID-19 risk and geography
are considered, political beliefs appear to be a key factor influencing compliance with government
mandates, with political alignment potentially explaining these partisan differences.

Van Rooij et al. [47] examine factors influencing Americans’ compliance with stay-at-home
measures using a survey of 570 participants from 35 states. It finds that fear of authorities reduces
compliance, while personal ability, self-control, and intrinsic motivations like moral support and
social norms promote compliance. The findings highlight key factors for improving compliance to
mitigate the virus.

In general, these works highlight the crucial role of NPIs and mobility patterns in controlling the
spread of COVID-19 infections. Key interventions like school closures, lock-downs, and restrictions
on gatherings were effective in reducing mobility and, consequently, transmission rates. However,
the effectiveness of specific measures varied, with some studies finding that restrictions on internal
movement or public transport had limited or short-lived effects. The correlation between reduced
mobility and lower infection rates was a recurring theme, underscoring mobility as a key factor
in the pandemic’s dynamics. Some studies also noted that mobility began declining before formal
interventions, indicating proactive public behavior. Environmental factors, such as temperature,
interacted with mobility and transmission patterns, with higher temperatures potentially increasing
mobility, which could counteract reductions in transmission due to weather. Moreover, some studies
highlight that compliance with COVID-19 measures is influenced by various factors. Trust in social
measures and political beliefs can significantly impact adherence to restrictions, while personal
ability, self-control, and intrinsic motivations like moral support play crucial roles. Combining rule
adherence with sanitation is found to be particularly effective in controlling the virus.

While numerous studies have examined the impact of NPIs on mobility and the spread of
COVID-19, most focus on specific regions, interventions, or mobility data sources, independently.
There is a notable lack of comprehensive analyses exploring how mobility patterns across different
countries respond to government-imposed and self-imposed restrictions, and how these patterns
influence the effective reproduction number Rt over time, shaped by cultural patterns, variations
in social compliance and interpersonal interactions. Moreover, no study has estimated missing
mobility data from restrictions and missing Rt data from mobility.
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3 Materials

This section details the data employed in the study (Section 3.1), providing a comprehensive
account of the resources used to achieve the research objectives, including the pre-processing (Sec-
tion 3.2) and some preliminary analysis (Section 3.3).

3.1 Data

We utilized several types of COVID-19 data, including official surveillance data from the COVID-
19 Data Hub [25, 24], estimates of active cases computed from the UMD Global CTIS’s survey [5,
38, 3, 39], mobility data from UMD Global CTIS’s survey [5, 21, 30], information on restrictions
from the Oxford Covid-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT) [26], and Google mobility
data [32]. All datasets used in this work are open-source and publicly available. Data from UMD
Global CTIS’s survey are available in an aggregated form—see Availability of materials and data
section for more details.

The COVID-19 Data Hub is the primary source for surveillance data [25, 24]. Specifically, for
each country, we used the cumulative number of fatalities to calculate daily new fatalities and
the total population. While the Data Hub offers a comprehensive range of information, including
vaccinations, testing numbers, hospitalizations, and intensive care unit occupancy, these additional
data are not relevant to our current study. Official COVID-19 mortality data should be generally
more reliable than case data due to the consistent and rigorous reporting standards applied to
fatalities, unlike the variability and potential under-reporting often seen in case counts—also due
to asymptomatic infections. For these reasons, we decided to use estimates of active cases from
prior studies [5, 38, 3, 39], which were based on direct symptom responses indicative of COVID-like
illness (CLI) proposed in UMD Global CTIS—i.e., fever along with cough, shortness of breath,
or difficulty breathing—, along with the cumulative number of fatalities, rather than relying on
surveillance data for officially reported cases.

Since the spring of 2020, Facebook has been collaborating in the context of their program Data
for Good [20] with the University of Maryland promoting surveys created by this institution [5,
21, 30]. The University of Maryland Global COVID-19 Trends and Impact Survey, in partnership
with Facebook (UMD Global CTIS) [21], has been recording daily responses from invited Facebook
users on topics related to the COVID-19 pandemic, including RT-PCR results, symptoms, and
vaccinations, from over 114 countries. We have obtained access to the responses through an
agreement with the University of Maryland (UMD) and Facebook—see Section Ethical Declaration.
The survey questions are available on the UMD Global CTIS website [45]. In particular, from this
platform, we used aggregated mobility information considering the following questions—the labels
correspond to those used in the survey:

• In the last 24 hours, have you done any of the following?

– C0 1 : Gone to work outside the place where you are currently staying.

– C0 2 : Gone to a market, grocery store, or pharmacy.

– C0 3 : Gone to a restaurant, cafe, or shopping center.

– C0 4 : Spent time with someone who isn’t currently staying with you.

– C0 5 : Attended a public event with more than 10 people.

– C0 6 : Used public transit.

• C5 : In the past 7 days, how often did you wear a mask when in public?

Starting from May 20th, 2021, all these questions—except C5—were modified, leading to a sig-
nificant change in their meaning and values. For example, question C0 1 changed from In the
last 24 hours, have you done any of the following? Gone to work outside the place where you are
currently staying to In the past 24 hours, have you done any of the following? Gone to work or
school indoors, outside the place where you are currently staying. The change in values is likely
attributable to the use of the word indoors in the questions. For this reason, we focused the
attention on data from April 29th, 2020 to May, 19th, 2021. We will refer to this data as Facebook
data.
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To combat the COVID-19 pandemic, countries worldwide have implemented stringent policies
(NPIs), such as stay-at-home lock-downs, school and workplace closures, event cancellations, and
public transport restrictions, to slow virus spread by enforcing physical distancing. The Oxford
Covid-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT) [26] provides information on which pandemic
response measures were enacted by governments and when. The OxCGRT furnishes accessible
data on 24 policy indicators, accompanied by a categorization of government responses into four
groups: i) containment and closure policies (C)—i.e., schools and workplaces closure, cancel public
events, restrictions on gathering, close public transport, stay at home requirement, restrictions on
internal movement, and on international travel—, ii) economic policies (E)—i.e., income support,
debt/contract relief for households, fiscal measures, and giving international support—, iii) health
system policies (H)—i.e., public information campaign, testing policy, contact tracing, emergency
investment in healthcare, investment in COVID-19 vaccines, facial coverings, vaccination policy,
and protection of elderly people—, and iv) vaccination policies (V)—i.e., vaccine prioritization,
vaccine eligibility/availability, vaccine financial support, vaccine requirement/mandate, and many
other indices. They also provide four indices that aggregate the information into a single number
with each index reporting a number between 0 and 100, reflecting the level of government response
across specific dimensions: i) overall government response index (includes all indicators, i.e. C,
E, H, and V), ii) containment and health index (includes all C and H indicators), iii) stringency
index (includes all C indicators, plus H1, which records public information campaigns), and iv)
economic support index (includes all E indicators). In this study, we used the whole dataset on
restrictions, focusing in some cases on the stringency index.

Using anonymized data from apps like Google Maps, Google’s COVID-19 Community Mobility
Reports [32] provides a dataset showing the percentage of changes in people’s mobility throughout
the pandemic. This dataset measures daily visits to specific locations (e.g., workplaces, homes,
grocery stores, parks, transit stations) and compares them to baseline days preceding the outbreak,
introducing a significant bias. This baseline represents typical values calculated as the median
over the five weeks from January 3 to February 6, 2020, accounting for routine differences between
weekdays and weekends. In particular, we used data on workplaces (time spent at work), retail
and recreation (includes places like restaurants, cafes, shopping centers, theme parks, museums,
libraries, and movie theaters), grocery and pharmacy stores (includes places like grocery markets,
food warehouses, farmers markets, specialty food shops, drug stores, and pharmacies), transit
stations (includes public transport hubs such as subway, bus, and train stations) and residential
(time spent at home). We confirmed a strong correlation between Facebook and Google mobility
data (see Section 3.3 for details).

3.2 Pre-processing Data

In this section, we describe the data pre-processing steps taken to clean, transform, and prepare
the raw data for effective analysis and modeling. In particular:

1. We normalized in [0, 1] the mobility variables considered from Facebook data.

2. We normalized the stringency index and the mobility variables considered from Google data.

3. We extracted the infection rates of COVID-19—similar to Rt—using Sybil [6], a machine
learning and variant-aware compartmental model framework designed to enhance prediction
accuracy and explainability.

The first step involves the pre-processing of the considered UMD Global CTIS’s survey
questions—we took the number of people that answered Yes to the first six questions (see Sec-
tion 3.1), divided by the daily number of responses, obtaining values in [0, 1]—to represent different
mobility categories: i) C0 1 as Workplaces mobility, ii) C0 2 as Grocery mobility, iii) C0 3 +
C0 5 as Recreation mobility, iv) 1 - C0 4 as the complement of Residential mobility—we took the
complement to ensure uniformity in the direction of all mobility trajectories—, and v) C0 6 as
Stations mobility.

Moreover, we processed question C5 in the following way: for each answer, there are five possible
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binary options after applying one-hot encoding1. Specifically, i) ATT indicates that the person
used a mask all the time, ii) MOTT most of the time, iii) SOTT some of the time, iv) ALOTT a
little of the time, and v) NOTT none of the time. We computed a weighted average—normalized
in the range [0, 1]—using the following fraction:

masks =
1 ·ATT+ 0.75 ·MOTT+ 0.5 · SOTT+ 0.25 ·ALOTT+ 0 ·NOTT

ATT+MOTT+ SOTT+ALOTT+NOTT
(1)

In particular, for each option, we applied a decreasing weight to the values, reflecting how
frequently individuals used masks in public. Higher values indicate a greater proportion of people
who consistently wore masks in public over the past week. We then divided the weighted sum
by the total number of responses, resulting in values within the range [0, 1] that estimate the
proportion of people who wore a mask in the past seven days. This variable was named Masks.

In the second step, we normalized the Google mobility variables—Workplaces, Stations, Recre-
ation, Residential , and Grocery—and the Stringency index by dividing them by 100, as both are
expressed as percentages. Google mobility data ranges from -1 to N, where -1 indicates no mobility
compared to the baseline, and N represents the total population increase. The maximum possible
increase occurs when only one person moves at time t, followed by the entire population moving
at time t + 1. Conversely, the maximum possible decrease occurs when some individuals move at
time t, followed by no one moving at time t + 1. However, these extreme scenarios do not appear
in the data. As illustrated in Figure 1, the five Google mobility variables we analyzed range be-
tween -0.75 and 1. Using Google mobility data, we were unable to compute the complement of
Residential mobility because the values are relative to the baseline introduced above.

In the third and last step, we extracted the Infection Rates—similar to Rt—using Sybil [6],
an integrated machine learning and variant-aware compartmental model framework designed to
enhance prediction accuracy and explainability. Sybil leverages the relative stability of disease
characteristic indices to make future projections and utilizes a straightforward, widely recog-
nized analytical model to outline the infection dynamics. In particular, Sybil combines a simple
compartmental model—in this case, a Susceptible - Infected - Recovered - Deceased - Suscepti-
ble (SIRDS) compartmental model with reinfections—with a machine learning-based predictive
model—Prophet [44]—to forecast the future progression of infection, even in the presence of mul-
tiple virus strains. At its core, Sybil features an analytical model with dual functionality. In the
first stage of Sybil’s operation, this analytical model derives critical parameter values from the
data. These parameter values, particularly the reproduction number over time, Rt, are then used
as training data for Sybil’s ML component. Based on this training, the ML component predicts
future values for the key parameters, which are subsequently fed back into the analytical model.
Using these future parameter values, Sybil calculates the future evolution of daily infections using
the analytical model.

We extended Sybil by i) including a pre-processing step using a technique—i.e., splines [19],
piece-wise-defined mathematical functions that use multiple polynomial segments to create a
smooth and continuous curve—to fill missing data and ii) adding the possibility to work with
weekly data in case of unavailability of daily data—without significantly changing the information
in the time series. In particular, we used an average number of days necessary to recover from the
infection 1

γ equal to 14 days [13] and an average number of end-of-immunization days 1
ν equal to

180 days [48]. In this study, we focus solely on extracting infection rates from COVID-19 data,
rather than modeling variants or using Sybil to make predictions. As mentioned in Section 3.1, for
each country considered, we used official surveillance data [25, 24] on the cumulative number of
deaths and the total population, as well as estimates of the fraction of active cases (COVID-like
illness or CLI) [5, 38, 3, 39]—using a spline function to smooth these values.

Equation 2 shows the discretized version of the system of ordinary differential equations of the
SIRDS compartmental model, with reinfections, used by Sybil. In this model, the population is
divided into four categories: i) the Susceptible (S) population consists of healthy individuals who
have not yet been infected by the disease, ii) the Infected (I) population comprises individuals

1The possible answers are: All the time, Most of the time, Some of the time, A little of the time, and None of
the time. For example, if a person answered Some of the time, we assigned the following vector to that response:
[0, 0, 1, 0, 0]. By applying this approach to all responses and summing the vectors, we can determine the number
of people who selected each specific answer.
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who can transmit the disease to others, iii) the Recovered (R) population includes those who have
recovered from the disease, and iv) the Deceased (D) population includes those who have died from
it.

The model dynamics involve susceptible individuals becoming infected through contact with
infected people. Infected individuals either recover and move to the recovered group or die of the
disease, moving to the deceased group. Recovered people become again susceptible after 1

ν days on
average. The model is governed by time-dependent rates—infection rates β(t̃), the recovery rates
γ(t̃), and the fatality rates λ(t̃)—meaning that they may vary at each time step, with the time
step corresponding to one day, with the only exception of the end-of-immunization rate ν.

S(t̃+ 1) = S(t̃)− β(t̃)
S(t̃)I(t̃)

N
+ νR(t̃)

I(t̃+ 1) = I(t̃) + β(t̃)
S(t̃)I(t̃)

N
− γ(t̃)I(t̃)− λ(t̃)I(t̃)

R(t̃+ 1) = R(t̃) + γ(t̃)I(t̃)− νR(t̃)

D(t̃+ 1) = D(t̃) + λ(t̃)I(t̃)

(2)

We primarily rely on Facebook data from April 29th, 2020 to May, 19th, 2021 for analyzing
cultural patterns and clustering, as we focus on the first year of COVID-19, which saw a greater
number of government-imposed restrictions. Additionally, we use Google data from April 2020
to March 2022 for XGBoost regression models, incorporating mask usage data from Facebook to
enhance our analysis. We considered the following European countries: Finland, Norway, Swe-
den, Belgium, Ireland, the United Kingdom, France, Germany, Austria, Italy, Greece, Spain, and
Portugal.

3.3 Preliminary Data Analysis

Compl. of
stringency

index
Grocery Recreation Workplaces Stations Residential Masks Inf. rates

Compl. of
stringency

index
1 0.52 0.69 0.52 0.68 -0.64 0.52 0.48

Grocery 0.52 1 0.80 0.50 0.76 -0.69 0.33 0.31
Recreation 0.69 0.80 1 0.48 0.91 -0.89 0.54 0.39
Workplaces 0.52 0.50 0.48 1 0.61 -0.60 0.26 0.28
Stations 0.68 0.76 0.91 0.61 1 -0.92 0.59 0.37

Residential -0.64 -0.69 -0.89 -0.60 -0.92 1 -0.54 -0.32
Masks 0.52 0.33 0.54 0.26 0.59 -0.54 1 0.12

Inf. rates 0.48 0.31 0.39 0.28 0.37 -0.32 0.12 1

Table 1: Spearman [43] correlation among selected variables—including Google mobility indicators
(Workplaces, Stations, Recreation, Residential , and Grocery), the Facebook Masks variable, the
complement of the OxCGRT Stringency index, and Infection Rates from Sybil—averaged across
all considered countries.

Figure 1 illustrates the temporal evolution of each variable from April 2020 to March 2022,
including Google mobility variables—Workplaces, Stations, Recreation, Residential , andGrocery—
, Facebook’s Masks usage, the complement of the OxCGRT Stringency index, and Infection Rates
from Sybil. For each day, a boxplot aggregates values across the considered countries, showing
the variability, trends, and seasonality over time. A clear and consistent correlation, whether
positive or negative, can be observed across some of these variables. For example, a decrease in
mobility at Recreation and Stations tends to correspond with a decrease in the complement of
the Stringency index, reflecting the impact of stricter government-imposed restrictions aimed at
reducing mobility. This suggests that as policies become more stringent, people are less likely to
engage in activities that require them to travel or gather in public spaces. On the other hand,
Residential mobility generally exhibits a negative correlation with these variables, indicating that
as mobility restrictions increase, individuals tend to spend more time at home, possibly due to
enforced lock-downs or heightened fear of exposure.
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Figure 1: Temporal evolution of each variable—Google mobility variables (Workplaces, Stations,
Recreation, Residential , and Grocery), the Facebook Masks variable, the complement of the Ox-
CGRT Stringency index, and Infection Rates from Sybil—displayed as daily boxplots summarizing
data across all considered countries from April 2020 to March 2022. For each variable, the median
is displayed along with two bands: the darker band represents data from the first quartile (Q1) to
the third quartile (Q3), while the lighter band includes data from Q1−1.5 ·IQR to Q3+1.5 ·IQR,
where IQR stay for inter-quartile range. In addition, outliers can be easily identified.

Similarly, the complement of the Stringency index appears to follow changes in Infection Rates,
suggesting that reductions in NPIs may align with increases in Infection Rates, whereas stricter
measures may coincide with a decline in Infection Rates. Lastly, Grocery andWorkplaces mobilities
appear to show weaker correlations with the other variables, indicating that changes in these
particular types of mobility are less directly influenced by the complement of the Stringency index
or Infection Rates. This may be due to the essential nature of grocery shopping and workplace
attendance—strongly influenced by seasonality—, which might be less affected by the broader
social distancing measures.

To address the first point outlined in Section 1.1 we utilized the Spearman [43] correlation index.
Table 1 shows the correlation between the considered variables and averaged over all the selected
countries. The complement of the Stringency index has moderately high correlations with most
mobility variables, indicating that stricter policies tend to decrease people’s mobility. Generally,
there is quite a high correlation among the mobility variables—including the Facebook Masks
variable, except for Grocery and Workplaces where the correlation is lower. Infection rates have
weaker correlations with most variables, showing a slightly higher correlation with the complement
of the Stringency index (0.48). This suggests that fluctuations in Infection Rates correspond to
changes in the complement of the Stringency index and are affected to a lesser extent by variations
in mobility. The correlation is not particularly strong due to the delay between an increase in
mobility and the subsequent rise in Infection Rates, as well as the lag between stricter restrictions
and a decline in Infection Rates. In contrast, this delay is absent among mobility variables, and
the lag between mobility and the complement of the Stringency index remains minimal.

Finally, we compute the Spearman correlation index among Google and Facebook mobility
variables, averaged across all chosen countries, in the period from April 29th, 2020 to May, 19th,
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2021—we could not consider the whole period due to questions change (refer to Section 3.1 for more
details). In particular, we obtained the following values, concluding that the correlation is high,
especially for Recreation, Residential, and Stations: 0.70 for Grocery, 0.95 for Recreation, 0.75 for
Workplaces, 0.83 for Stations, and -0.83 for Residential—data on mask usage is only available in
the Facebook dataset. In the ‘Supplementary Material’ we included more figures illustrating the
time evolution of each considered variable in detail, for each country.

Figure 2: Schematic representation of our study.
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4 Methods

Figure 2 presents a schematic overview of our approach. Starting with the datasets described in
Section 3.1, we pre-processed the data (Section 3.2) to generate cleaned, filtered, and normalized
mobility variables: Workplaces, Stations, Recreation, Residential , and Grocery (sourced from
both Google and Facebook) and Masks (from Facebook). Additionally, we incorporated restriction
indices and Infection Rates derived using Sybil [6]. Next, we calculated three key ratios, detailed
later, based on average Facebook mobility (excluding masks), the stringency index, and infection
rates. These ratios allowed us to identify cultural patterns by examining how official restrictions and
self-imposed limitations (in the absence of formal regulations) influenced mobility and Rt across the
studied countries (Section 5.1). Next, we applied clustering techniques, specifically K-means [27]
and CONNECTOR [35], to analyze differences in social compliance with restrictions between
Northern and Southern European countries, also highlighting no disparities in social interactions
(Section 5.2). Finally, we employed XGBoost regression models [16] to estimate missing mobility
data from restriction indicators and infer missing Rt values based on mobility patterns (Section 5.3).

XGBoost [16] is a powerful machine learning algorithm known for its high accuracy, particularly
in classification and regression tasks. It efficiently handles missing data and uses regularization
(L1 and L2) to reduce overfitting, making it robust in complex scenarios. Additionally, it is fast
and scalable, leveraging parallel processing to handle large datasets, and provides clear feature
importance for interpretability. However, XGBoost can be computationally intensive, requiring
significant memory and processing power for large datasets. It also needs careful hyperparameter
tuning for optimal performance and may overfit noisy data if not properly regularized. Despite its
complexity, it offers strong results when properly configured. XGBoost is an advanced implemen-
tation of the gradient boosting algorithm designed for efficiency and performance, which builds an
ensemble of decision trees sequentially to optimize predictive accuracy. By focusing on minimizing
errors of previous trees through gradient descent and incorporating regularization techniques to
prevent over-fitting, XGBoost achieves high accuracy and scalability.

On the other hand, K-means [27] is a popular clustering (unsupervised machine learning)
algorithm to cluster similar data points into a predefined number of clusters. It is simple, fast, and
efficient, especially for large datasets. The algorithm works by iteratively assigning data points to
the nearest cluster center and then recalculating the centers until convergence. However, K-means
has some limitations. It assumes clusters are spherical and evenly sized, which may not always
be the case in real-world data. It is also sensitive to the initial selection of cluster centers, which
can affect the final result. Additionally, K-means struggle with identifying complex or non-convex
cluster shapes and can be influenced by outliers. To assess the quality of clustering, the Silhouette
score [40] is often used. This score measures how similar a data point is to its own cluster compared
to other clusters, with a range from -1 to 1. A higher score indicates better-defined clusters, while
values near 0 or negative suggest poor clustering or potential misclassification.

Finally, CONNECTOR [35] is an R package for unsupervised longitudinal data analysis, using
a model-based approach to cluster functional data, particularly effective for sparse and irregular
curves. It employs spline functions to create smooth curves for accurate modeling and clustering.
The package provides multiple visual inspections of the data, specific indexes, and graphics to set
the two model’s free parameters (i.e., the dimension of the spline basis vector and the optimal num-
ber of clusters). Finally, different visualization plots might be exploited to show the longitudinal
clustering result and cluster stability.

Concretely, we used Facebook mobility data in the first period—from April 29th, 2020 to May,
19th, 2021—to address the second and third points outlined in Section 1.1. We selected this
initial period because the pandemic’s onset saw stricter restrictions in place, and individuals were
generally more compliant with these measures. Additionally, we computed the following ratios for
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each country to identify cultural patterns:

ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob(t) =
1− StrIdx (t)

AvgMob(t)

AvgMobOnInfRates(t) =
AvgMob(t)

InfRates(t)

ComplStrIdxOnInfRates(t) =
1− StrIdx (t)

InfRates(t)

=
1− StrIdx(t)

AvgMob(t)
· AvgMob(t)

InfRates(t)

= ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob(t) ·AvgMobOnInfRates(t)

(3)

where AvgMob(t) is the average mobility computed on the considered variables—Workplaces, Sta-
tions, Recreation, Residential , and Grocery—, without considering Masks, at time t ; InfRates(t)
is the Infection Rates at time t ; and StrIdx(t) is the Stringency index at time t. AvgMob(t) and
InfRates(t) are always greater than 0. Based on these time series, we identified patterns and ap-
plied clustering techniques using K-means [27] and CONNECTOR [35]—the results of the latter
are in the ‘Supplementary Material’.

Specifically, the ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob(t) ratio emphasizes the relationship between restric-
tions and mobility, primarily reflecting aspects of social compliance with restrictions. The Avg-
MobOnInfRates(t) ratio illustrates the connection between mobility and infection rates, mainly
capturing factors related to social interactions. Finally, the ComplStrIdxOnInfRates(t) ratio high-
lights the relationship between restrictions and infection rates, influenced by both social compliance
with restrictions and social interactions.

To address the last point outlined in Section 1.1, we employed XGBoost regression models [16].
Specifically, we used 5-fold cross-validation (80% training and 20% testing) to train XGBoost
models for each country. This approach can be viewed as estimating missing data, where the 20%
of discarded data represents unobserved values used for model testing, while the models aim to
estimate the missing values. These models were designed to estimate mobility variables—namely,
Workplaces, Stations, Recreation, Residential , and Grocery (from Google), as well as Masks (from
Facebook)—at time t, using the whole restriction indices from OxCGRT at the same time point.
Additionally, we trained a separate XGBoost model to estimate Infection Rates (extracted from
Sybil) at time t, using the mobility variables from that time.

5 Results

Here, we present the key results obtained using the methods outlined in Section 4. Specifically,
Sections 5.1 and 5.2 detail the patterns and clusters identified by analyzing the ratios introduced in
the previous section, while in Section 5.3, we discuss the results of the XGBoost regression models.

5.1 Patterns

Figure 3 illustrates the ratios calculated using Equation 3 for each considered country. Figure 3.a,
showing the ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob(t) ratio, highlights the relationship between restrictions and
mobility. Higher values of this ratio indicate that minimal restrictions (low stringency) are sufficient
to limit mobility or keep people at home. This often reflects the influence of external factors such
as fear of infection or strong social compliance with NPIs. As a result, fewer interventions are
needed to achieve the same mobility reduction. Notably, countries like Norway, Sweden, Finland,
and Belgium exhibit consistently high values, visible as dark bands in the heatmap.

Figure 3.b, which illustrates the AvgMobOnInfRates(t) ratio, illustrates the relationship between
mobility and infection rates. Higher values indicate that average mobility is increasing faster than
the infection rate, or that the infection rate is decreasing relative to mobility. For example, in
June and July 2020, most countries showed higher values due to increased mobility and lower
infection rates following the first pandemic wave. However, the United Kingdom was an exception,
with mobility remaining lower while infection rates began to rise again. Two other notable points
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Figure 3: Heatmaps display country ratios: ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob, AvgMobOnInfRates, and
ComplStrIdxOnInfRates, with darker colors for higher values.

occurred around December 2020 (Christmas) and April 2021 (Easter), when seasonality played a
crucial role. In December 2020, a sharp decline in mobility caused the ratio to drop—except in
Greece, where the infection peak occurred later and the decline in mobility was slower. After this
decline, the ratio increased as mobility gradually rose, though more slowly in the United Kingdom.
In April 2021, a similar pattern emerged, but with a faster rise in mobility. In the ‘Supplementary
Material,’ additional details on country-specific data are provided. In general, Figure 3.b reveals
no significant distinctions among countries in the impact of mobility on infection rates, with few
exceptions such as the United Kingdom, Ireland, and Sweden where lighter bands are noticeable,
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particularly after Christmas 2020. This suggests a broadly similar relationship across populations.
The lack of clear differentiation indicates that, despite regional and cultural variations, mobility
patterns and their influence on infection rates were largely consistent during the observed period,
driven primarily by social interactions.

Figure 3.c shows the ComplStrIdxOnInfRates(t) ratio, which highlights the relationship between
restrictions and infection rates. Higher values of this ratio signify that the complement of the
stringency index is high (i.e., restrictions are minimal) while infection rates remain relatively low.
This suggests scenarios where either limited restrictions are sufficient to manage the infection rate
or where infection rates are inherently low, resulting in a higher ratio. In this case, multiple
factors come into play, such as effective natural mitigation mechanisms, high societal compliance,
the nature of social interactions, and other external influences that collectively help control the
spread of infections despite minimal interventions. Additionally, Finland exhibits different patterns
starting from the end of 2020, largely because restrictions remained unchanged for several months.

5.2 Clustering

In this section, we apply K-means clustering [27] to group countries based on the three ratios
described in Section 4—in the ‘Supplementary Material,’ we also use CONNECTOR [35] for com-
parison. Specifically, we perform clustering using the average values of these ratios computed over
the entire period for each country. Additionally, we explore clustering by incorporating both the
average values and their corresponding standard deviations to assess the impact of variability.

Figure 4 shows the average Silhouette score [40], computed using K-means and evaluated with
both the average alone and the combination of the average and standard deviation, for the three
considered ratios. Specifically, the optimal number of clusters appears to be two in all cases.
However, when considering the average, three clusters for the ComplStrIdxOnInfRates ratio also
seem to be a reasonable choice, while five clusters are appropriate for the AvgMobOnInfRates and
ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob ratios. Additionally, when considering both the average and standard
deviation, three clusters also appear to be a reasonable choice for the ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob
ratio and six for the AvgMobOnInfRates and ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob ratios.

Figure 5 illustrates the clusters derived using only the average values. Focusing on the
ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob ratio, the first two plots show the results for two and five clusters,
respectively. These clusters reveal a clear separation between Northern and Southern European
countries. Notably, in both cases, the three analyzed Northern European countries—Finland, Nor-
way, and Sweden—form a distinct cluster, separate from the other nations. When considering five
clusters, Finland is placed in its own separate cluster. Additionally, in both cluster configurations,
Belgium is grouped with the Northern countries, likely due to the fact that fewer restrictions were
implemented there as well.

As noted in Section 5.1, in these countries, less stringent measures were effective in controlling
infections, largely due to high levels of social compliance. In Northern European countries, cul-
tural norms, behavioral tendencies, and strong trust in public health guidance reduce the need for
coercive measures, as people are more likely to voluntarily adhere to recommendations. Moreover,
we observe that countries like Italy, Greece, Spain, and Portugal—typically considered Southern
European countries—cluster more to the left, alongside several intermediate European countries
like Ireland, Germany, France, Austria, and the United Kingdom. This suggests that these coun-
tries needed more stringent restrictions to encourage people to stay at home. The three clusters on
the left in the second plot reflect progressively increasing levels of restrictions, from right to left.

Considering the AvgMobOnInfRates ratio—the fourth and fifth plots in Figure 5, which show
two and five clusters, respectively—we observe no clear distinction between Northern and Southern
countries. Instead, countries appear mixed, as noted in Section 5.1. This can be attributed to the
fact that, when examining the effect of mobility on infection rates, we are primarily considering the
role of social interactions, instead of social compliance. Unlike measures that target mobility alone,
the influence of social interactions encompasses a wide range of factors, including cultural norms
and community behaviors. In countries with higher social interactions, mobility may have less of
an impact on infection rates, while in others, even small changes in mobility can lead to significant
fluctuations in infections. This mix of factors contributes to the lack of a clear distinction and
highlights the complexity of how mobility and social behaviors interact in different contexts.
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Figure 4: Silhouette score [40] computed using K-means—evaluated both with the average alone
and with the combination of the average and standard deviation—for the three considered ratios:
AvgMobOnInfRates, ComplStrIdxOnInfRates, and ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob.

Finally, when examining the ComplStrIdxOnInfRates ratio—the last two plots in Figure 5,
which show two and three clusters, respectively—we observe that Finland and Norway remain
distinctly separated, while Sweden does not. In this case, both social compliance and social inter-
actions are considered, as we are directly linking restrictions to infection rates. This suggests that
the clusters observed here are more similar to those seen in the first and second plots than to those
in the third and fourth plots, as is indeed the case.

Figure 6 illustrates the clusters derived using both the average values and the standard devia-
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Figure 5: Clusters derived using the average values for the ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob,
AvgMobOnInfRates, and ComplStrIdxOnInfRates ratios with K-means [27].

tion. These clusters align closely with those shown in Figure 5. For the ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob
ratio with three clusters, a clear separation is observed among Finland and Norway, Bel-
gium, and Sweden, consistent with the pattern noted in the second plot of Figure 5. For
the AvgMobOnInfRates ratio with six clusters, we observed the same general separation as
with five clusters when considering only the average; however, the cluster containing Norway,
Greece, Germany, Italy, and Finland is further split into two distinct clusters. Similarly, for the
ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob ratio with six clusters, Finland, Norway, and Austria form three sepa-
rate singleton clusters. Meanwhile, Ireland and Greece are grouped into a fourth cluster, Italy and
the United Kingdom constitute a fifth cluster, and all remaining countries are included in the final
cluster.

To summarize, in Section 5.1 we identified patterns analyzing the interplay among restrictions,
mobility, and infection rates, while in Section 5.2 we analyzed country clustering based on three key
ratios using K-means [27], considering both average values and their standard deviations. Northern
European countries, like Finland, Norway, and Sweden formed distinct clusters when social compli-
ance plays a crucial role in the ratios, reflecting high compliance and effective infection control with
fewer restrictions. Southern and intermediate European countries required stricter measures, high-
lighting differences in compliance levels. The AvgMobOnInfRates ratio showed mixed clustering,
driven by social interactions rather than compliance. The ComplStrIdxOnInfRates ratio, linking
restrictions to infection rates, revealed clusters similar to those based on mobility ratios, empha-
sizing the combined role of compliance and interactions. These findings underscore the importance
of tailored strategies in managing public health measures, potentially by grouping countries into
clusters, as we have identified.
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Figure 6: Clusters derived using both average values and standard deviations for the
ComplStrIdxOnAvgMob, AvgMobOnInfRates, and ComplStrIdxOnInfRates ratios with K-
means [27]. Colors may differ with respect to Figure 5.

5.3 Regression Models

Table 2 presents the average root mean squared error (RMSE) and normalized mean absolute error
(NMAE) between the test set (ground truth, 20% of the data) and the corresponding estimates,
averaged across the five considered folds, for the XGBoost [16] regression models. These models
were used to estimate missing mobility data based on restrictions—we averaged the errors over
the six mobility variables—and missing Rt data based on mobility patterns for each country. The
reported errors highlight the models’ strong performance in accurately estimating missing values.
In the ‘Supplementary Material’, we provide additional details.

The estimated values can be used to fill in gaps in time series data, allowing us to uncover pat-
terns, simulate various scenarios, or test hypotheses regarding the relationships between variables.
Furthermore, the completed time series can be utilized with other models, such as neural networks
for forecasting, decision trees for classification, or reinforcement learning models for optimizing
policy interventions.
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Country
XGBoost from restrictions

to mobility
XGBoost from mobility

to infection rates
RMSE NMAE RMSE NMAE

Norway 0.0336 0.0412 0.0033 0.0164
Sweden 0.0219 0.0396 0.0041 0.0363
Finland 0.0289 0.0469 0.0026 0.0295
Belgium 0.0235 0.0322 0.0024 0.0370
Ireland 0.0228 0.0263 0.0022 0.0226

United Kingdom 0.0200 0.0233 0.0016 0.0159
France 0.0194 0.0209 0.0023 0.0322

Germany 0.0258 0.0330 0.0023 0.0403
Austria 0.0331 0.0381 0.0027 0.0387
Italy 0.0226 0.0266 0.0025 0.0339
Greece 0.0298 0.0292 0.0023 0.0361
Spain 0.0219 0.0280 0.0039 0.0280

Portugal 0.0251 0.0292 0.0027 0.0346

Average 0.0253 0.0319 0.0027 0.0309

Table 2: Average RMSE and NMAE across five folds for XGBoost models estimating missing
mobility data from restrictions—the errors are averaged over the six variables—and missing Rt

data from mobility patterns for each country.

6 Discussion

Findings

Correlation A strong correlation is observed between the analyzed restrictions
and mobility variables, in contrast to the weaker correlation iden-
tified between mobility and infection rates.

Patterns Clear cultural patterns emerge when examining the impact of the
stringency index on mobility and infection rates and the effect of
mobility on infection rates.

Clustering There is a clear separation between Northern and Southern Euro-
pean countries when social compliance is the key factor, but this
distinction disappears when social interactions are the main focus.

Estimations XGBoost models perform very well in estimating missing mobility
data from restrictions and missing infection rates from mobility.

Table 3: Summary of key findings.

Table 3 shows a summary of key findings. Our analysis highlights a strong correlation between
government stringency measures and mobility reductions, as evidenced by the high correlation
values observed in Figure 1 and Table 1. This indicates that restrictions are highly effective in
modifying public behavior, with an almost immediate response in mobility patterns, largely due
to social compliance with public health measures. However, the relationship between mobility and
Rt is weaker, suggesting a delayed and more complex interaction between changes in movement
and its influence on infection rates. This lag can be attributed to additional factors, such as social
interactions, incubation periods, pre-existing transmission dynamics, and the delay between an
increase in mobility and the subsequent rise in Rt.

Analyzing the ratios defined in Section 4, distinct cultural patterns emerge in the interplay
between restrictions, mobility, and infection rates. These patterns enable us to cluster countries
accordingly. The clustering analysis in Section 5.2 reveals a clear separation between Northern
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and Southern European countries when social compliance plays a major role. Northern European
countries, such as Finland, Norway, and Sweden, demonstrated higher compliance with restric-
tions, leading to significant mobility reductions with less stringent measures. In contrast, Southern
European countries required stricter measures to achieve similar levels of compliance. This distinc-
tion reflects cultural and societal differences, including public trust in authorities, social norms,
and economic conditions. When social interactions become the dominant factor, the clustering
distinction between Northern and Southern countries disappears. This finding underscores the
universal role of interpersonal behavior in driving disease transmission, irrespective of regional or
cultural differences. It highlights the importance of addressing social interaction patterns alongside
mobility restrictions in designing effective public health strategies.

Finally, regression models enable us to accurately estimate missing mobility data from restric-
tions and missing infection rates from mobility. For instance, these estimated values can be used
to complete time series data, which can then be employed to identify patterns in the data, simu-
late different scenarios, or test hypotheses about the relationships between variables. Additionally,
the completed time series can be applied to other models, such as neural networks for forecast-
ing, decision trees for classification tasks, or reinforcement learning models for optimizing policy
interventions.

The findings have significant implications for policy-making in managing infectious diseases.
First, the rapid and robust response of mobility to restrictions underscores the importance of timely
and decisive government interventions. Policymakers should prioritize measures that effectively
reduce high-risk mobility patterns, such as public gatherings and inter-regional travel. Second, the
observed cultural and regional variations suggest the need for context-specific strategies. Northern
European countries may benefit from less coercive measures, harnessing their higher levels of
public trust and compliance. In contrast, Southern European countries may require more stringent
interventions to achieve similar outcomes. Such tailored approaches can optimize the balance
between restriction effectiveness and societal acceptance. Finally, the weaker correlation between
mobility and Rt emphasizes the importance of complementing mobility-focused measures with other
interventions, such as improved testing, contact tracing, and vaccination campaigns. Addressing
factors beyond mobility can accelerate the reduction in transmission rates.

7 Conclusions

In this study, we utilized diverse data sources to investigate the relationship between government-
imposed restrictions, mobility patterns, and the effective reproduction number Rt of COVID-19.
Due to its unprecedented global impact and the extensive data collected during the pandemic,
COVID-19 served as an ideal case study, offering valuable insights into the dynamics of infectious
disease control in a highly interconnected world.

We focused on several European countries—specifically Finland, Norway, Sweden, Belgium,
Ireland, the United Kingdom, France, Germany, Austria, Italy, Greece, Spain, and Portugal—
to identify cultural patterns and cluster these nations using two state-of-the-art approaches: K-
means [27] and CONNECTOR [35]. Moreover, we employed XGBoost [16] to estimate missing
mobility data from the whole restriction dataset and to infer missing Rt values from mobility
data—an innovative approach that represents a novel contribution to the existing literature.

Our findings emphasize the importance of tailoring public health strategies to account for cul-
tural and regional differences, particularly in compliance with NPIs. Moreover, the methodologi-
cal approach adopted in this study—combining machine learning techniques with epidemiological
insights—provides a robust framework for analyzing mobility and infection dynamics in future
pandemics.

Despite the valuable insights provided by this study, several limitations should be noted. First,
while the focus on European countries offers important cross-cultural comparisons, the findings may
not be fully generalizable to regions with different socio-cultural or economic contexts. Second, we
trained separate XGBoost models for each country, which limits the generalization of the models.
Additionally, due to issues with changing survey questions on platforms like Facebook, the study
primarily focuses on the initial phase of the COVID-19 pandemic and may not fully account for
evolving pandemic dynamics, such as the emergence of new variants, which could impact the
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relationship between mobility patterns and infection rates. Finally, we attempted to predict future
mobility trends based on restrictions and future Rt values based on mobility, achieving relatively
good results. However, other time-series techniques, such as Prophet [44], could give more accurate
predictions.

Future work may include: i) expanding the analysis to include additional countries and regions,
particularly those with differing socio-cultural and economic contexts, would enhance the general-
ization of the results, ii) training general XGBoost models to estimate mobility from restrictions
and infection rates from mobility data, and iii) extending the current approach to other infectious
diseases, public health scenarios, or more broadly, to different contexts. This would provide a
deeper understanding of how easily observable variables can influence more challenging-to-observe
variables.
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[14] Armando Carteǹı, Luigi Di Francesco, and Maria Martino. “How mobility habits influenced
the spread of the COVID-19 pandemic: Results from the Italian case study”. In: Science of
the Total Environment 741 (2020), p. 140489. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitote
nv.2020.140489.

22

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted January 12, 2025. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2025.01.10.25320334doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-72834-2_17
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-72834-2_17
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s42254-021-00407-1
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s42254-021-00407-1
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2108.03284
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-81442-x
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-81442-x
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2111455118
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2111455118
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-69660-5
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S1473-3099(20)30553-3
https://news.mit.edu/2021/what-has-pandemic-revealed-about-us-health-care-what-needs-change-0405#:~:text=The%20spread%20of%20the%20virus,the%20labor%20of%20underpaid%20health
https://news.mit.edu/2021/what-has-pandemic-revealed-about-us-health-care-what-needs-change-0405#:~:text=The%20spread%20of%20the%20virus,the%20labor%20of%20underpaid%20health
https://news.mit.edu/2021/what-has-pandemic-revealed-about-us-health-care-what-needs-change-0405#:~:text=The%20spread%20of%20the%20virus,the%20labor%20of%20underpaid%20health
https://news.mit.edu/2021/what-has-pandemic-revealed-about-us-health-care-what-needs-change-0405#:~:text=The%20spread%20of%20the%20virus,the%20labor%20of%20underpaid%20health
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0252827
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0252827
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0252827
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0265289
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0265289
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2021.102916
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.9879
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.9879
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2020-039856
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2020-039856
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.140489
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.140489
https://doi.org/10.1101/2025.01.10.25320334
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


[15] Ho Fai Chan et al. “How confidence in health care systems affects mobility and compliance
during the COVID-19 pandemic”. In: PloS one 15.10 (2020), e0240644. doi: https://doi
.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0240644.

[16] Tianqi Chen and Carlos Guestrin. “Xgboost: A scalable tree boosting system”. In: Pro-
ceedings of the 22nd acm sigkdd international conference on knowledge discovery and data
mining. 2016, pp. 785–794. doi: https://doi.org/10.1145/2939672.2939785.

[17] Jin Young Chung, Choong-Ki Lee, and Yae-Na Park. “Trust in social non-pharmaceutical
interventions and travel intention during a pandemic”. In: Journal of Vacation Marketing
27.4 (2021), pp. 437–448. doi: https://doi.org/10.1177/13567667211009584.

[18] Marco Ciotti et al. “The COVID-19 pandemic”. In: Critical reviews in clinical laboratory
sciences 57.6 (2020), pp. 365–388. doi: https://doi.org/10.1080/10408363.2020.17831
98.

[19] C De Boor. “A practical guide to splines”. In: Springer-Verlag google schola 2 (1978),
pp. 4135–4195. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2006241.

[20] Facebook Data for Good. COVID-19 symptom survey – request for data access. 2020. url:
https://dataforgood.fb.com/docs/covid-19-symptom-survey-request-for-data-ac

cess/ (visited on 05/27/2024).

[21] J Fan et al. “The University of Maryland Social Data Science Center Global COVID-19
Trends and Impact Survey”. In: Partnership with Facebook (2020).
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