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ABSTRACT 27 

COVID-19 has exposed health inequalities within countries and globally.  28 

The fundamental determining factor behind an individual’s risk of infection is the number 29 

of social contacts they make. In many countries, physical distancing measures have 30 

been implemented to control transmission of SARS-CoV-2, reducing social 31 

contacts to a minimum. Characterising unavoidable social contacts is key 32 

for understanding the inequalities behind differential risks and planning vaccination 33 

programmes. We utilised an existing English longitudinal birth 34 

cohort, which is broadly representative of the wider population (n=6807), to explore 35 

social contact patterns and behaviours when strict physical distancing measures were in 36 

place during the UK’s first lockdown in March-May 2020. Essential workers, specifically 37 

those in healthcare, had 4.5 times as many contacts as non-essential workers  38 

[incident rate ratio = 4.42 (CI95%: 3.88–5.04)], whilst essential workers in other 39 

sectors, mainly teaching and the police force had three times as many contacts  40 

[IRR = 2.84 (2.58–3.13)]. The number of individuals in a household, which is conflated 41 

by number of children, increases essential social contacts by 40%. Self-isolation 42 

effectively reduces numbers of contacts outside of the home, but not entirely. Together, 43 

these findings will aid the interpretation of epidemiological data and impact the design of 44 

effective SARS-CoV-2 control strategies, such as vaccination, testing and contact 45 

tracing. 46 

Keywords: COVID-19, SARS-CoV-2, contact patterns, ALSPAC, occupation, household 47 

structure 48 
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MAIN 52 

The novel coronavirus, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-53 

CoV-2) causes a severe respiratory disease, termed COVID-19 [1]. The virus, first 54 

reported in the Hubei province of China in December 2019, spread rapidly across the 55 

globe [2]. SARS-CoV-2 is an airborne infectious disease transmitted between persons in 56 

close contact through respiratory droplets [3] [4]. Physical distancing measures have 57 

been implemented in many countries to reduce transmission, often at substantial 58 

economic and social cost. In the short-term, this has been a successful mitigation 59 

strategy, but vaccination and effective drug treatments are needed for long-term 60 

sustainable prevention of transmission and disease.  61 

Quantifying the way that people interact, and the networks they form is important 62 

for understanding the speed and extent of infectious disease spread [5] [6]. Mathematical 63 

models that predict the impact of proposed interventions, often rely on data from social 64 

contact surveys to inform realistic transmission parameter choices [7] [8] [9]. In turn, 65 

determining the effectiveness of many interventions also relies on accurate and timely 66 

contact pattern information [7]. Moreover, rich participant data can help identify those 67 

who may be at increased risk of infection or identify those more likely to be involved in 68 

transmission events. 69 

To reduce the number of social contacts, the UK government implemented strict 70 

physical distancing measures on March 23rd. Individuals were instructed to stay at home 71 

and only leave for essential work, daily exercise or purchasing of essential 72 

food/medicines. Many establishments were closed, including schools (open only to 73 

children of essential workers or those deemed vulnerable), non-essential shops, bars, 74 

restaurants, and sporting and entertainment venues. Only one published UK survey 75 

captured social contact patterns during the first COVID-19 lockdown [7]. Consequently, 76 
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we have limited understanding on how social demographics and behaviours may 77 

influence contact patterns during times of physical distancing. 78 

To address this data gap, we rapidly deployed a COVID-19 questionnaire to 79 

participants enrolled in the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children (ALSPAC): 80 

a prospective population-based cohort study in Avon, UK which recruited pregnant 81 

women in 1990–1992. This unique three-generational study comprises of three cohorts 82 

who have been followed for the last 30 years - a wealth of biological, genetic and 83 

phenotypic data has been collected [10] [11] [12] [13]. Utilising this resource, we aimed 84 

to quantify and investigate social contact patterns in the ALSPAC cohorts during the 85 

COVID-19 epidemic, when the first physical distancing restrictions were in place. 86 

 87 

METHODS 88 

Ethics 89 

  Ethical approval for the study was obtained from the ALSPAC Ethics and Law 90 

Committee and the Local Research Ethics Committees. Informed consent for the use of 91 

data collected via questionnaires and clinics was obtained from participants following the 92 

recommendations of the ALSPAC Ethics and Law Committee at the time. Participation 93 

was voluntary and analyses were performed on anonymised data. 94 

Cohorts  95 

ALSPAC is an intergenerational prospective birth cohort from the southwest of 96 

England. The study recruited 14,541 pregnant women with expected dates of delivery 97 

between 1st April 1991 to 31st December 1992 in the county of Avon (eligible sample). 98 

This cohort of original pregnant women, the biological fathers and other carers/partners 99 

are known as the ‘G0’ cohort. Of the pregnancies initially enrolled, 13,988 children were 100 

alive at 1 year of age. When the oldest children were approximately 7 years of age, this 101 

initial sample was bolstered with cases who would have been eligible to join the study 102 
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but originally failed to. Following this additional recruitment, 14,901 children were alive 103 

at 1 year of age [10] [11] [12]. This cohort of index children are known as the ‘G1’ cohort 104 

and have been followed since birth with measures obtained through clinical visits and 105 

questionnaires. The G1 cohort now includes their partners, referred to as G1 partners of 106 

offspring; the cohort of offspring of these index children are known as ‘G2’ [13]. Full 107 

details of the cohort and study design have been described previously and are available 108 

at http://www.alspac.bris.ac.uk. 109 

 110 

Data collection 111 

 An online questionnaire was developed to capture information on COVID-19 112 

infection and behaviours in ALSPAC participants when physical distancing measures 113 

were first implemented in the UK, known as ‘lockdown’. The questionnaire was launched 114 

on 9th April 2020, shortly after the announcement of official lockdown in the UK on 23rd 115 

March. All participants enrolled in the ALSPAC G0 and G1 cohorts for whom we had a 116 

valid email address were invited to complete the questionnaire. Invitees were emailed a 117 

reminder two weeks after the original invite went out. The questionnaire was deployed 118 

and hosted using REDCap (Research Electronic Data CAPture tools) [14] [15], running 119 

for 5 weeks until 15th May 2020. Full details on the questionnaire development and 120 

deployment can be found in the Wellcome Open Research data note [16].  121 

The questionnaire was comprised of four sections recording information on: a) 122 

general health, recent travel, COVID-19 and/or influenza-like-illness symptoms; b) self-123 

isolation, activities and contacts; c) pandemic impact (worries and feelings); d) 124 

accommodation and household structure, keyworker and healthcare worker (HCW) 125 

status, COVID-19 awareness/knowledge. The contact section of the questionnaire was 126 

based on that used in [17]. Participants were asked one question: “How many people, 127 

apart from those you live with, did you speak to yesterday in the following ways (for 128 
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personal and for work reasons)?” Participants were asked to record four types of 129 

contacts: face-to-face (in person); over the phone; via video media; and physical (skin-130 

to-skin touching). Participants recorded the number of each contact types in four different 131 

age groups: 0–4; 5–17; 18–69; and ≥70 years of age.   Participants’ sex, date of 132 

birth and ethnicity (defined as ‘White’ or ‘Non-white’) were collected at the time of 133 

enrolment into ALSPAC. Information on participant occupation was collected from a 134 

separate questionnaire conducted in December 2019 as part of the ALSPAC regular data 135 

collection exercise. Occupational titles were coded according to the Standard 136 

Occupational Classification 2010 Coding Index [18]. Current address was assumed to 137 

be that recorded in the ALSPAC administrative database as of April 2020. Please note 138 

that the study website contains details of all the data that is available through a fully 139 

searchable data dictionary and variable search tool 140 

(http://www.bristol.ac.uk/alspac/researchers/our-data/). 141 

 142 

Data analysis 143 

The number of daily contacts, consisting either of face-to-face or physical contacts 144 

per person was measured. Contacts involving physical touch were considered 145 

independent of those with face-to-face contact only. The total number of daily contacts 146 

per person was taken as the sum of face-to-face and physical contacts. The average 147 

number of contacts (face-to-face, physical and total) were stratified by age, sex, cohort, 148 

household size, presence of children in household (household composition), day of the 149 

week, occupation and self-isolation status. For age, participants were categorised into 150 

six age bands: 23–29; 30–39; 40–49; 50–59; 60–69; and 70+. We analysed answers 151 

related to symptoms and behaviours descriptively. We present the number and 152 

percentage or mean and standard deviation where appropriate.   153 
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 We investigated the occupational profile of questionnaire participants self-154 

identifying as essential and non-essential workers. Participants self-identified according 155 

to government guidelines [19] as either: a keyworker; a healthcare worker (HCW); or 156 

neither (classified as ‘Other’). We re-classified participants identifying as both keyworkers 157 

and HCWs as HCWs only to give mutually exclusive groups used in subsequent 158 

analyses. Next, we mined available occupational data categorised according to ONS 159 

occupational groups (available through data linkage described above) to determine the 160 

top five group job titles for participants identified as HCWs, keyworkers and other (non-161 

essential) workers. The frequency of reported COVID-19 symptoms and those of 162 

influenza like illness were calculated. 163 

 We assessed representativeness of the study sample by comparing the 164 

distributions of variables (sex, age, ethnicity) observed for participants to those in south 165 

west England and the UK using the UK Office for National Statistics (ONS) estimates 166 

(2019 ONS mid-year estimates [20]; 2011 census data [21]).  167 

We examined the association between covariates (age, sex, household size, 168 

presence of children in household, occupation, day of the week and self-isolation status) 169 

and numbers of daily total contacts, electing to use a negative binomial regression 170 

appropriate for the observed data (Supplementary Figure 2). Motivated by the high 171 

proportion of zero counts (41.5%; 2825/6807) observed, we contrasted the negative 172 

binomial regression analysis with its zero-inflated version. A lower AIC score was 173 

observed for the zero-inflated (29124) model vs the negative binomial (29263). When the 174 

predicted number of zero counts were inspected, both models performed similarly and 175 

when plotting the observed vs predicted counts, the models almost overlapped with each 176 

other (Supplementary Figure 2). The more parsimonious negative binomial model was 177 

used in further analyses. R version 4.0 was used for all analyses. 178 

 179 
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RESULTS 180 

Responses and participants 181 

  Invitations to participate were sent to 12,520 individuals. The questionnaire was 182 

completed by 6807 (54%) participants between 9th April 2020 and 14th May 2020. The 183 

bulk of responses occurred in two waves, each one week in duration: the first 7 days 184 

(3981/6807; 58.5%) and the second 10 days later (1487/6807; 21.8%). Peaks in 185 

responses coincided with the invitation and reminder emails (Supplementary Figure 1). 186 

Most contacts were reported for interactions occurring on weekdays (5016/6807; 73.7%) 187 

versus the weekend (1791/6807; 26.3%). 188 

  Participants were aged between 23 and 81 years of age and belonged to four 189 

ALSPAC participant types: G0 mothers, G0 fathers/partners, G1 offspring and G1 190 

partners of offspring. Participants were mostly female (4895/6807; 72%) and either aged 191 

23–29 (3039/6807; 44.7%) or 50–69 (3562/6807; 52.3%), reflective of the ALSPAC G1 192 

and G0 cohorts respectively (Figure 1a). Most participants were white (6040/6807; 193 

88.7%), with only 2% non-white (137/6807). Ethnicity was unknown for 9.4% of 194 

participants (630/6807). Participant characteristics (sex and age) were dissimilar to that 195 

of southwest England and the UK. Ethnicity was broadly similar to southwest England 196 

but dissimilar to the UK (Supplementary Table 1). We assumed 70% of participants lived 197 

in the Bristol/Avon area based on addresses recorded in the ALSPAC administrative 198 

database (as of April 2020 based on the G1 cohort); 3.7% (254/6807) of participants 199 

reported living outside the UK at the time of questionnaire completion. 200 

 201 

Associations with essential contacts 202 

  All participants recorded information on their daily contacts occurring outside of 203 

the household. At least one face-to-face or physical contact was recorded for 3944 204 

(57.9%) and 900 (13.2%) participants respectively. No contact of either type was 205 
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reported for 2825 participants (41.5%). Overall, a daily average of 3.7 [standard deviation 206 

(SD) = 10.6] total contacts outside the household were reported. The maximum number 207 

of face-to-face and physical contacts reported was 250 and 100 respectively. These 208 

contacts were reported for individuals aged between 23–29 years. Total contacts were 209 

higher on weekdays (mean = 4.0, SD = 11.4) compared to weekends (mean = 3.0, SD = 210 

7.7). 211 

Contacts were mostly face-to-face (mean = 3.4, SD = 10.0), with many fewer involving 212 

physical touch (mean = 0.3, SD = 2.1). We observed small differences in the number of 213 

contacts reported for G0 and G1 cohorts: on average, G0s reported increased face-to-214 

face, but fewer physical contacts compared to G1s (  215 
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Table 1). This observation was reflective of participant age, with a greater number of 216 

daily face-to-face contacts observed for individuals aged 50–59 (mean = 3.9, SD = 10.1) 217 

compared to participants aged 23–29 (mean = 3.4, SD = 11.3). Participants aged ≥70 218 

years reported the fewest daily contacts (mean = 2.6, SD = 3.0). 219 

 220 

Household structures 221 

The average household size was 2.6 persons (SD = 1.3, max = 29), with 10.6% 222 

(712/6807) of participants living alone. On average, household size was highest for the 223 

40–49 age group (mean = 2.43, SD = 2.0, max = 11), thereafter household size 224 

decreased as participants aged (Figure 2a). The greatest heterogeneity in the total 225 

number of daily contacts was observed for households ranging from 1 to 4 persons in 226 

size (Figure 2c) – contact numbers tended to increase as household size increased. We 227 

observed increased household sizes to coincide with cohabiting with children aged 0 to 228 

17 years old (Figure 2b). Adults living with children, on average, had 16% higher total 229 

contacts (  230 
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Table 1) compared to those not living with children. Of note, those living with 231 

children had twice the number of contacts involving touch (mean = 0.6, SD = 3.9) 232 

compared to those living without children (mean = 0.3, SD = 1.6). Of the participant ages 233 

investigated, daily contacts were higher for participants aged 30–39 who lived with 234 

children compared to those who did not (Figure 2d).  235 

 236 

Occupation and health behaviours 237 

We observed a clear occupational contact profile for HCW and keyworkers. 238 

Specifically, the number of face-to-face contacts and physical contacts appear positively 239 

correlated for HCWs. The majority of keyworkers had high numbers of face-to-face 240 

contacts but rarely reported physical contacts (Figure 3). There are outliers to this 241 

relationship: participants reporting a high number of face-to-face contacts only and 242 

individuals reporting a high number of physical contacts only. Mining available 243 

occupational group job titles showed nurses and medical practitioners were the largest 244 

groups of HCWs surveyed. Keyworkers were predominately teachers and school staff, 245 

with police officers identified as the fifth top group. The majority of participants not self-246 

identifying as a HCW or keyworker (‘Other’) worked in office-based roles: administration, 247 

programming, sales, marketing and business (Table 2). 248 

  At the time of questionnaire completion, 11.1% of participants (755/6807) reported 249 

to be self-isolating, with a further 10.1% reported to have self-isolated previously 250 

(689/6807). The duration of self-isolation ranged from less than a week, up to more than 251 

13 weeks. The majority of participants reported not to be currently self-isolating 252 

(5125/6807; 75.3%). We observed a 59% reduction in the average daily number of 253 

contacts for individuals self-isolating compared to those not (from 4.1 to 1.7) (Table 1). 254 

Some individuals preferred to not disclose their status (43/6807; 0.6%) or left the 255 

question blank (195/6807; 2.9%). Individuals who preferred to not disclose their isolation 256 
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status had similar contacts to those currently self-isolating. Individuals who reported to 257 

self-isolate previously had similar numbers of contacts to those who had not self-isolated 258 

(4.0 vs 4.1).   259 

  Eighty-four participants (1.2%) had a confirmed positive test or were suspected to 260 

have had COVID-19 by their doctor. Of these cases, 8 were confirmed by a positive test 261 

result [16]. The top five symptoms most frequently reported were difficulty sleeping 262 

(20.1%), sneezing (18.3%), tiredness (14.7%), runny nose (12.8%) and sore eyes (10.2).  263 

 264 

Regression analyses of total number of contacts  265 

  Analysis of the total number of daily contacts with a multivariable negative 266 

binomial regression model shows a striking pattern of contact frequency by occupation 267 

– peak contacts were observed for healthcare workers, followed by keyworkers, with 268 

comparatively fewer contacts among non-essential workers (Table 3). Weekdays were 269 

associated with increased contacts compared to weekends. In the univariable model 270 

(Table 1), there was a rise in the number of contacts with age, peaking at 40–49 years 271 

and declining to the lowest number of contacts reported for adults aged ≥70 years. When 272 

controlling for covariates in the multivariable model, peak contacts occurred in adults 273 

aged over ≥70 years. Contacts were increased for females in the univariable model. 274 

Higher contacts were associated with living in a larger household and living with children. 275 

Self-isolation was associated with reduced contacts and for those that preferred not to 276 

disclose their isolation status or if the status was unknown. 277 

 278 

DISCUSSION  279 

  In this paper, we demonstrate that social contacts dropped dramatically during the 280 

first lockdown in the UK, as measured in the ALSPAC cohort in 2020. Contact numbers 281 

were found to be much lower than pre-pandemic estimates, but exhibited a lower, non-282 
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zero, limit, associated with occupation, household size and presence of children living at 283 

home. This limit and its drivers partly explain patterns of transmission and COVID-19 284 

reproduction rates during lockdown in the UK [22] [7]].  285 

  Social contact surveys have mainly been conducted as stand-alone studies by 286 

recruiting new participants [6] [7] [5]. Here, we surveyed an existing longitudinal cohort. 287 

This approach has several strengths. With ethics approval, consent and communications 288 

mechanisms in place it was possible to get a rapid assessment of mixing patterns. 289 

Participant engagement is high, evidenced by the high response rate. Using an existing 290 

cohort provides a more in-depth understanding of contacts and behaviours.  Linkage with 291 

existing data provides the opportunity to understand social contact patterns in the context 292 

of other correlates such as occupation, household size, internet use, pet ownership, as 293 

well as subsequent follow-up to look at the long-term impact of COVID-19. Another 294 

example is the impact of COVID-19 on mental health, this has been explored in two 295 

longitudinal cohorts (ALSPAC and Generation Scotland) [23]. Young adults in the 296 

ALSPAC cohort were shown to experience a rise in magnitude of anxiety and reduction 297 

in well-being. The authors suggest this is possibly reflective of mitigation measures (i.e., 298 

lockdown and physical distancing) as opposed to risk of COVID-19 infection, with the 299 

latter determined as factor for higher depression and anxiety among older adults. 300 

Consequently, COVID-19 has differentially affected mental health in young and old 301 

adults, which may further be explained by contact patterns resulting from mitigation 302 

measures. 303 

 A limitation of the longitudinal cohort approach is that our survey is not 304 

demographically or geographically representative. As a birth cohort, participants were 305 

either born in 1991/1992 or they are parents of children born in those years, therefore 306 

we had few participants aged between 30 to 50 years old. Furthermore, the majority of 307 
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participants are from the Bristol/Avon area and are less ethnically diverse than the UK 308 

as a whole. Given only 2% of the sample was non-white, and a further 9.4% were of 309 

unknown ethnicity, we were unable to investigate the association between ethnicity and 310 

contact patterns. However, evidence now strongly suggests that people from black, 311 

Asian, and minority ethnic (BAME) communities are disproportionately affected by 312 

COVID-19, with both racism and social determinants of health (e.g., high risk occupation, 313 

socioeconomic status, increased burden of comorbidities) identified as causes [24]. 314 

We acknowledge that the presented analyses are susceptible to collider bias since 315 

they have been restricted to ALSPAC participants who volunteered to respond to 316 

the COVID-19 questionnaire [25]. Participation in ALSPAC questionnaires by cohort 317 

participants has previously been demonstrated to be non-random; respondents are likely 318 

to be highly educated and health conscious (non-smokers) [26]. In addition, the COVID-319 

19 questionnaire was completed online which may favour responses from those with 320 

internet access and engagement in technology [27] [28]. Consequently, the associations 321 

relating to the number of contacts could be biased due to colliders on participation. Ideally 322 

one would perform these associations using inverse probability weighting in which we 323 

estimate the probability of being selected into the sample using at least the exposure and 324 

outcome variables; however, this is not possible in our data because we do not have 325 

information on numbers of contacts outside of the selected sample. Instead, we reported 326 

the representativeness of the sample by comparing variable distributions outside the 327 

sample, and we observed that questionnaire participants were more likely to be female, 328 

white and aged 23–29 and 50–69. Similarly, analysis of variable distributions within the 329 

sample demonstrated that females, particularly younger females, and individuals with 330 

higher educational level (≥ A level) were more likely to respond [16]. Despite these 331 

differences in sample representation, the distribution of the number of contacts was 332 
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comparable to pre-pandemic social contact surveys (right skewed, with a small fraction 333 

having the most contacts) [5] [29] [30]. 334 

Although we took an alternative approach to recruitment, our results are 335 

comparable to other social contact surveys. Compared to pre-pandemic surveys, we 336 

measured a significantly reduced number of social contacts per person. Our estimates 337 

are broadly consistent with other pandemic era surveys, such as CoMix, which reported 338 

an average of 2.8 contacts per person (cf. 3.7) at the height of the UK lockdown in May 339 

2020 [5]. We modelled the distribution of contacts with a negative binomial model; a pre-340 

pandemic contact survey found that a negative binomial distribution was unable to 341 

capture large groups [5], which are largely absent with physical distancing measures.  342 

  We observed striking occupational trends, with high numbers of contacts for 343 

healthcare workers and other keyworkers. Contacts of healthcare workers were more 344 

likely to involve touch, increasing their risk of exposure. The majority of keyworkers were 345 

identified as teachers in nursery, primary and secondary school settings, during a time 346 

of partial school closures. Interestingly, the group also included police officers. In line 347 

with contact surveys pre- and post-pandemic, essential contacts were higher for 348 

individuals living in larger households and with children [31] [6] [7]). Since these variables 349 

are related, associated contacts could be explained by lockdown placing pressures on 350 

parents and carers to seek non-household support, which necessarily involves contacts 351 

[32]. Finally, self-isolation was demonstrated to reduce daily contacts by 59%, suggesting 352 

that although effective in reducing contacts, some level of essential contacts outside of 353 

the household are maintained. These essential contacts may reflect financial pressures 354 

to continue work and/or caring responsibilities, necessity to obtain supplies or perceived 355 

risk of COVID-19 [32]. 356 

 Understanding the drivers of contact patterns during the COVID-19 pandemic is 357 

informative for designing testing and vaccination strategies. For the latter, this will 358 
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depend largely on whether a vaccine will interrupt transmission, prevent disease or both. 359 

As COVID-19 vaccines are rolled out in the UK and worldwide, priority groups are being 360 

determined; however, it is essential we look for evidence in informing these campaigns. 361 
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Table 1: Daily contact numbers reported by participants (n=6807) stratified by age, 518 

sex, ALSPAC cohort, household size, household composition, day of the week, 519 

occupation and self-isolation status. For each age group, the mean (standard 520 

deviation) and number of participants are shown. 521 

Category Value Mean (SD) face-to-
face contacts 

Mean (SD) 
physical contacts 

Mean (SD) total 
contacts 

n 

Age (years) 23–29 3.4 (11.3) 0.4 (2.6) 3.7 (12.1) 3039 
 30–39 4.3 (15.6) 0.8 (3.8) 5.1 (17.3) 45 
 40–49 5.9 (16.7) 0.7 (2.7) 6.6 (17.7) 90 
 50–59 3.9 (10.1) 0.3 (1.6) 4.2 (10.5) 2107 
 60–69 2.7 (5.2) 0.2 (0.9) 2.9 (5.5) 1455 
 70+ 2.5 (2.8) 0.1 (0.4) 2.6 (3.0) 71 
Sex Female 3.5 (10.1) 0.3 (1.9) 3.8 (10.7) 4895 
 Male 3.2 (9.6) 0.3 (2.5) 3.5 (10.3) 1912 
Cohort G0 3.5 (8.7) 0.2 (1.4) 3.7 (9.1) 3720 
 G1 3.4 (11.3) 0.4 (2.6) 3.8 (12.2) 3087 
Household 
size 

1 2.7 (7.7) 0.1 (0.9) 2.8 (7.9) 712 

 2 3.4 (10.0) 0.3 (1.4) 3.7 (10.4) 3206 
 3 3.6 (10.5) 0.3 (1.4) 3.8 (10.9) 1554 
 4 3.8 (11.7) 0.6 (4.5) 4.4 (13.8) 859 
 5+ 3.6 (6.9) 0.4 (1.4) 3.9 (7.6) 477 
Lives with 
children 

Yes 3.8 (12.8) 0.6 (3.9) 4.3 (14.3) 893 

 No 3.4 (9.5) 0.3 (1.6) 3.6 (9.92) 5914 
Day Weekday 3.7 (10.9) 0.3 (2.1) 4.0 (11.4) 5016 
 Weekend 2.7 (6.8) 0.3 (2.0) 3.0 (7.7) 1791 
Occupation  Health care 

worker 
8.2 (14.3) 0.9 (4.1) 9.1 (16.4) 697 

 Keyworker 5.8 (16.5) 0.4 (2.8) 6.1 (17.0) 1603 
 Other 1.8 (3.8) 0.2 (1.0) 2.0 (4.0) 4507 
Self-isolation  No 3.8 (10.8) 0.3 (2.1) 4.1 (11.4) 5125 
 Previously 3.7 (10.2) 0.3 (2.5) 4.0 (11.2) 689 
 Currently  1.5 (2.7) 0.2 (0.7) 1.7 (2.9) 755 
 Prefer not 

to say 
1.6 (2.2) 0.4 (1.0) 1.9 (2.7) 43 

 Unknown 0.3 (2.3) 0.005 (0.072) 0.3 (2.4) 195 
  522 
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Table 2: Top five ONS group job titles for healthcare workers, keyworkers and 523 

other participants. 524 

Healthcare workers (n) Keyworkers  (n) Other  (n) 
Nurses (67) Primary and nursery 

teachers  
(89) Administrative work  (73) 

Medical practitioners (46) Secondary education 
teachers  

(27) Programmers and software 
developers  

(50) 

Care workers and home 
carers 

(21) Nursery school staff  (26) Sales  (46) 

Physiotherapists (12) Teaching assistants  (22) Marketing  (40) 
Nursing assistants (11) Police officers  (21) Business/Financial project 

management  
(37) 

  525 
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Table 3: Relative number of daily total non-household contacts from univariable 526 

and multivariable negative binomial regression 527 

 Univariable Multivariable 

Variable Incidence Rate 
Ratio 95% CI p Incidence 

Rate Ratio 95% CI p 

Age 23 - 29 1.00 
 

<0.001 1.00  0.00729 

Age 30 - 39 1.36 0.84 – 2.40 
 

1.02 0.64 – 1.72  

Age 40 - 49 1.76 1.24 – 2.60 
 

1.29 0.93 – 1.85  

Age 50 - 59 1.12 1.02 – 1.24 
 

1.18 1.07 – 1.29  

Age 60 - 69 0.77 0.69 – 0.86 
 

1.15 1.03 – 1.28  

Age 70+ 0.69 0.46 – 1.08 
 

1.42 0.97 – 2.16  

Female 1.00 
 

0.0927 1.00  <0.001 

Male 0.92 0.84 – 1.01 
 

1.21 1.10 – 1.33  

Household size 1 1.00 
 

<0.001 1.00  0.407 

Household size 2 1.30 1.12 – 1.51 
 

0.89 0.77 – 1.03  

Household size 3 1.36 1.16 – 1.60 
 

0.95 0.81 – 1.12  

Household size 4 1.55 1.29 – 1.85 
 

0.96 0.80 – 1.14  

Household size 5+ 1.40 1.14 – 1.73 
 

0.97 0.79 – 1.20  

No children in house 1.00 
 

0.00424 1.00  0.183 

Lives with children 1.20 1.06 – 1.36 
 

1.10 0.96 – 1.26  

Weekday 1.00 
 

<0.001 1.00  <0.001 

Weekend 0.75 0.68 – 0.83 
 

0.85 0.77 – 0.93  

Non-essential worker 1.00 
 

<0.001 1.00  <0.001 

Healthcare worker 4.54 4.00 – 5.17 
 

4.42 3.88 – 5.04  

Keyworker 3.07 2.80 – 3.38 
 

2.84 2.58 – 3.13  

Not self-isolating 1.00 
 

<0.001 1.00  <0.001 

Self-isolating currently 0.40 0.35 – 0.46 
 

0.57 0.50 – 0.66  

Self-isolated previously 0.97 0.85 – 1.12 
 

0.92 0.80 – 1.05  

Prefer not to say 0.47 0.28 – 0.84 
 

0.73 0.45 – 1.26  

Unknown 0.07 0.05 – 0.11 
 

0.12 0.08 – 0.16  

 528 
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Figure 1: Distribution of participant age, sex and total contacts. a) Distribution of 529 

participant age coloured by sex. b) Frequency of total daily non-household contacts 530 

fitted to a negative binomial distribution (NB(r=0.11, p=0.97)) with 95% confidence 531 

interval shown. 532 

 533 
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535 

Figure 2: Participant household size and composition by number of contacts.  536 

a) Relationship between age of participant and mean household size. Grey points 537 

represent the mean household size at each participant age, with size proportional to the 538 

number of individuals contributing to the mean. The smoothed conditional mean with 539 

95% confidence intervals is shown in blue. b) Effect of children in the household on mean 540 

household. Grey points represent the mean household size at each participants age, 541 

stratified by children in the household. Smoothed conditional mean with 95% confidence 542 

interval. c) Box and whiskers plot of the total daily contacts by household size; the middle 543 

line (hinge) corresponds to the median, the lower and upper hinges correspond to the 544 

interquartile range, and the whiskers extend to 1.5 times the interquartile range. The 545 

width of the boxplot is proportional to the number of observations. Outliers are shown as 546 

grey points and the geometric mean as red crosses. d) Box and whiskers plot of the total 547 

daily non-household contacts by children in the household (household composition). The 548 

number of observations contributing to each box is shown above. 549 
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 550 

Figure 3: Total number of face-to-face contacts and physical contacts by 551 

occupation. Contacts stratified and coloured by occupational group: other (non-552 

essential worker), healthcare worker (HCW) and keyworker. Size of the point is 553 

proportional to the count of individuals. 554 
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