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Abstract 

The outbreak of the novel Coronavirus (COVID-19) has led countries worldwide to administer 1 

quarantine policies. However, each country or state decides independently what mobility 2 

restrictions to administer within its borders, while aiming to maximize its own citizens’ welfare. 3 

Since individuals travel between countries and states, the policy in one country affects the 4 

infection levels in other countries. Therefore, major question is whether the policies dictated by 5 

multiple governments could be efficient. Here we focus on the decision regarding the timing of 6 

releasing quarantines, which were common during the first year of the pandemic. We consider a 7 

game-theoretical epidemiological model in which each government decides when to switch from 8 

a restrictive to a non-restrictive quarantine and vice versa. We show that, if travel between 9 

countries is frequent, then the policy dictated by multiple governments is sub-optimal. But if 10 

international travel is restricted, then the policy may become optimal. 11 

Keywords: COVID-19, dynamic games, international policy, quarantine policy 

Word count: abstract – 147 words; main text – 1498 words. 

Introduction 

The outbreak of the novel Coronavirus (COVID-19) necessitated quarantine policies, particularly 12 

during its early stages, before vaccines were available [1-4]. While mobility restriction measures 13 

have been taken during several disease outbreaks in history [5-11], the quarantines needed for 14 

the COVID-19 pandemic were at global scales that encompass entire countries. Such quarantines 15 

have economic and social costs [12, 13], and major relevant questions are how restrictive the 16 

quarantines should be, and what would be the right timing to release some of the mobility 17 

restrictions [1-3]. In practice, this decision is made independently by multiple countries [14-16], 18 

or independently by multiple states in countries like the U.S., or even independently by multiple 19 

municipal authorities [17]. Each governor might incline to dictate the strategy that best serves 20 

her/his own citizens; however, in periods when the quarantines are less restrictive, travelers can 21 
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transmit the disease between countries, states, and cities. Consequently, the quarantine policy 22 

in one country/state may ultimately affect the outcome in other countries/states.  23 

Such decentralized governance has a benefit: Each country or state may have a better knowledge 24 

of its own citizens’ lifestyle and needs and may dictate a policy that better suits its own citizens. 25 

However, the decentralized policy also comes with a cost: Each government might ignore the 26 

cost borne to citizens of other countries due to international and interstate travel. Accordingly, 27 

various previous game theory studies have suggested that agents (individuals or countries) 28 

under-invest in the prevention and control of diseases [18-23]. 29 

In this paper, we examine the case where each governor decides independently about the timing 30 

of releasing the quarantine, and we ask what the inefficiency is due to such decentralized 31 

governance. Namely, we examine how the strategies of different governments differ from the 32 

socially optimal strategy of a hypothetical centralized government that aims to maximize the 33 

welfare of all the citizens in all the countries. Specifically, we consider two countries/states, and 34 

we analyze the following three cases (Fig. 1) [14-16, 24]: (1) the countries have approximately 35 

the same population size and infection level; (2) the countries have approximately the same 36 

population size, but one country experiences a more severe outbreak at a given point in time; 37 

and (Case 3) one state experiences a more severe outbreak compared to the rest of the country. 38 

Model 

Our model is general, but some of the assumptions and parameterization are motivated by the 39 

COVID-19 outbreak. We consider two states or countries, 1 and 2, and in line with data about 40 

early COPVID-19 outbreaks [4, 14, 16, 24-27], we assume that the number of infected people in 41 

each country is very small compared to the country’s total population size. Accordingly, we 42 

consider only the dynamics of the infection level in each country, 𝐼𝑖, defined as the portion of 43 

individuals that are infected in country 𝑖. (Namely, in contrast to traditional SIR models [28], here 44 

we consider shorter timescales during which the number of susceptible individuals is constant, 45 

which is in line with the COVID-19 data from 2020, when quarantines were common [4, 14, 16, 46 

24-27]).  47 

We assume for simplicity that each government can administer one of two types of quarantine 48 

at any given time: restrictive and non-restrictive. Each government can choose when to switch 49 

between these two quarantines. We assume that under a restrictive quarantine in country 𝑖, 𝐼𝑖 50 

decreases exponentially after the first two weeks at a rate −𝑟0 as long as 𝐼𝑖 > 𝐼min. (Even a 51 

restrictive quarantine is not expected to eliminate the disease entirely, and 𝐼min characterizes 52 

some minimal infection level that persists in the population.) In turn, according to evidence 53 

showing that the infection level may still increase under non-restrictive quarantine conditions [4, 54 

14, 16, 26, 27], we assume that 𝐼𝑖 increases at a rate 𝑟𝑖 under a non-restrictive quarantine, where 55 
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𝑟𝑖 is country-specific and can be higher in those countries or states where interactions among 56 

individuals are more frequent. Also, we assume that if a country is under a restrictive quarantine, 57 

there is no travel from or to that country, whereas if both countries are under a non-restrictive 58 

quarantine, some individuals travel between these countries. We describe in more detail the 59 

dynamics of 𝐼1 and 𝐼2 in Methods: Dynamics of the infection levels. 60 

In turn, the government in each country dictates the timing at which it switches from the non-61 

restrictive quarantine to the restrictive one and vice versa. We assume that a government will 62 

not allow the health system in its country to collapse [29], and therefore, it will always switch to 63 

a restrictive quarantine if 𝐼𝑖 approaches some maximum capacity, 𝐼𝑖 = 𝐼max. In turn, under this 64 

constraint, the objective of each government is to maximize the proportion of time during which 65 

its own citizens are under a non-restrictive quarantine. We describe in more detail the objective 66 

functions in Methods: Objective functions. 67 

Finally, we calculate the strategies of the governments in a Nash equilibrium and compare them 68 

to the socially optimal solution. In general, the Nash equilibria in such a dynamic game depend 69 

on various assumptions about the information that each government has [30]. Here we assume 70 

that each government does not get feedback about the infection level in the other country/state 71 

and decides in advance when it releases the quarantine. In our model, this results in a unique 72 

Nash equilibrium per a given set of parameter values (open-loop Nash equilibrium [30]). The 73 

numerical method that we used for finding the open-loop Nash equilibria and the optimal 74 

solutions is described in Methods: Numerical methods. 75 

Results & Discussion 

Our results show that, in all three cases, if the number of travelers between the countries is 76 

greater than a certain threshold, the governments switch to a non-restrictive quarantine sooner 77 

compared to the socially optimal solution (Figs. 2,3). Namely, in Nash equilibrium, the governors 78 

administer the restrictive quarantine for shorter periods compared to the socially optimal 79 

solution. In turn, this results in shorter periods before the infection level approaches its full 80 

capacity and the restrictive quarantine is administered again (Figs. 2,3). Consequently, under 81 

decentralized governance, the solution is sub-optimal, the total amount of time during which a 82 

restrictive quarantine is administered is greater, and the average infection level is higher. This 83 

result is consistent with previous results that suggested that agents under-invest in the control 84 

of diseases [18-23]. Note that in both the optimal solution and the Nash equilibrium, the 85 

governments’ actions tend to be synchronized as the second country to switch does so when its 86 

infection level is similar to that of the other country (Fig. 2D,F). 87 

The difference between the optimal solution and the Nash equilibrium emerges if the number of 88 

travelers between the countries is above a certain threshold, in which case the inefficiency (price 89 
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of anarchy) increases with the number of travelers (Fig. 3). However, if the number of travelers 90 

is below the threshold, the Nash equilibrium and the optimal solution are identical (Fig. 3). This 91 

suggests that one way to prevent the inefficiency due to the decentralized governance is to 92 

restrict international or interstate travel to a low level even when the quarantines are non-93 

restrictive.  94 

There are two mutually dependent reasons why decentralized governance results in releasing 95 

the restrictive quarantine sooner. First, each governor ignores the damages that its own travelers 96 

inflict on other countries, and thus, keeping a higher level of infection is perceived by the 97 

governor as less costly. Second, as a consequence of the first reason, each country hosts more 98 

infected travelers from the other country, and its own travelers are also hosted in countries with 99 

higher infection levels. Consequently, if the infection level in a given country is low, it increases 100 

rapidly due to travel, and therefore, it is not worthwhile for the country to reduce its infection 101 

level beyond a certain value (where due to travel, this value may be lower than 𝐼min).  102 

Finally, note that we have made numerous simplifying assumptions in our model, which suggests 103 

various future directions for examining the consequences of relaxing these assumptions. First, 104 

we considered only two types of quarantine, whereas in reality, more options are available. In 105 

particular, governments can try to administer an intermediate level of quarantine that keeps the 106 

infection at a constant level. Examining whether this policy is better than the ones that we 107 

considered is beyond the scope of this paper (see [2, 3, 29]); however, a similar result will likely 108 

hold: Decentralized governance might maintain a higher infection level than the optimum. 109 

Second, we assumed that travel is allowed under non-restrictive quarantine. However, it would 110 

be interesting to examine policies that also dictate how to best integrate the quarantine policy 111 

with travel policy. Specifically, further restrictions on travel might mitigate the problem (Fig. 3); 112 

however, restrictions on travel come with economic costs [13]. Third, we considered only two 113 

countries, whereas considering more countries is generally expected to increase the price of 114 

anarchy [30]. And fourth, we considered open-loop solutions in which the governments pre-115 

determine their policy, but communication among the governments might lead to the formation 116 

of agreements and coordination of a more global quarantine policy. 117 
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Figure 1: Illustration of the three cases that we consider. (A) Case 1: Both countries have the 118 

same population size and infection level. (B) Case 2: Both countries have the same population 119 

size, but country 1 has a more severe outbreak. (C) Case 3: One U.S. state is a “hotspot” and has 120 

a more severe outbreak than the rest of the U.S. 121 
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Figure 2: The equilibrium solution dictates that governments release the quarantines earlier 122 

than optimal. We consider the three cases illustrated in Fig. 1: identical countries (A, B), non-123 

identical countries (C, D), and a state that initially has a much higher infection level than the rest 124 

of the U.S. (E, F). The left column (A, C, E) shows the optimal time for country 1 to release the 125 

quarantine, 𝑇1
opt

, as a function of the day when country 2 releases the quarantine, 𝑇2 (blue line). 126 

It also shows the optimal time for country 2 to release the quarantine, 𝑇2
opt

, as a function of the 127 

day when country 1 releases the quarantine, 𝑇1, on a flipped axis (mirror image, red line). The 128 

intersection of the blue and the red line indicates the open-loop Nash equilibrium. In turn, the 129 

right column (B, D, E) shows the time evolution of the infection level in countries 1 and 2, 130 

assuming that they adopt the Nash equilibrium strategies (𝐼1
NE, blue line, and 𝐼2

NE, red line), as 131 
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well as the infection levels assuming that the countries adopt the socially optimal solution (𝐼1
opt

, 132 

light blue line, and 𝐼2
opt

, light red line). In all three cases, the governments release the quarantine 133 

sooner than the optimum if they follow the Nash equilibrium. Moreover, in both the optimal 134 

solution and the Nash equilibrium, the second country to release the quarantine does so 135 

approximately when its infection level approaches that of the other country. 136 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Travel between states may lead to inefficient quarantine policy within each state. 137 

Demonstrated is the increase in the relative time that a restrictive quarantine is administered 138 

(efficiency reduction, a.k.a. “cost of anarchy”) in a Nash equilibrium (decentralized government) 139 

compared to the optimal solution. The efficiency reduction is zero if the proportion of travelers 140 

in the population (travel rate, 𝜇𝑖𝑗) is below a certain threshold, and increases with 𝜇𝑖𝑗 above that 141 

threshold. 142 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 11, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.20.20108167doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.20.20108167
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


10 
 

Supplementary Online Materials 

Methods 

Dynamics of the infection levels 

Here we describe in detail the dynamics of 𝐼1(𝑡) and 𝐼2(𝑡), which characterize the proportions of 143 

infected individuals in the populations of countries 1 and 2, respectively. Assume that each of the 144 

two countries can be under a restrictive quarantine or a non-restrictive quarantine, and the type 145 

of quarantine can change over time. The dynamics of 𝐼𝑖 at time 𝑡 depend on the type of 146 

quarantine administered in both countries at that time. 147 

Option 1: Country 𝑖 is under a restrictive quarantine. 148 

If country 𝑖 is under a restrictive quarantine at time 𝑡, 𝐼𝑖(𝑡) declines at a daily rate −𝑟0, regardless 149 

of what happens in the other country (no travel). However, there are two exceptions. First, 𝐼𝑖 150 

cannot decline below a certain threshold, 𝐼min, characterizing the minimal level of infection in 151 

the population. Second, if the government switches from restrictive to non-restrictive 152 

quarantine, 𝐼𝑖 starts to decline only after a delay of 𝑇delay days. Therefore, in summary, 153 

𝑑𝐼𝑖

𝑑𝑡
= {

𝑟0𝐼𝑖 if   𝐼𝑖 > 𝐼min and 𝑡𝑠 > 𝑇delay

0 otherwise,
                                                                              (1) 

where 𝑡𝑠 is the time (in days) from the day when the quarantine became restrictive.  154 

Option 2: Country 𝑖 is under a non-restrictive quarantine, but the other country, 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖, is under a 155 

restrictive quarantine. 156 

In this case, there is still no travel between the countries due to the restrictive quarantine in 157 

country 𝑗. Consequently, 𝐼𝑖 grows exponentially at a daily rate 𝑟𝑖: 158 

𝑑𝐼𝑖

𝑑𝑡
= 𝑟𝑖𝐼𝑖  .                                                                                                                                (2) 

Option 3: Both countries are under a non-restrictive quarantine 159 

In this case, individuals travel between the countries, where 𝜇𝑖𝑗 of the residents of country 𝑖 are 160 

in travel to country 𝑗. If we assume that the number of travelers from a country is much smaller 161 

than the number of the country’s own residents (𝜇𝑖𝑗 ≪ 𝑁𝑖 and  𝜇𝑗𝑖 ≪ 𝑁𝑗), it follows that 162 

𝑑𝐼𝑖

𝑑𝑡
= 𝑟𝑖𝐼𝑖 +

𝑟𝑖𝜇𝑗𝑖 + 𝑟𝑗𝜇𝑖𝑗

𝑁𝑖
𝐼𝑗   .                                                                                              (3) 
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Specifically, (i) the term 𝑟𝑖𝐼𝑖 characterizes residents of country 𝑖 that get infected inside country 163 

𝑖 by other residents of country 𝑖; (ii) the term 𝑟𝑖𝜇𝑗𝑖/𝑁𝑖  characterizes residents of country 𝑖 that 164 

get infected inside country 𝑖 by residents of country 𝑗; and (iii) the term 𝑟𝑗𝜇𝑖𝑗/𝑁𝑖  characterizes 165 

residents of country 𝑖 that get infected inside country 𝑗 by residents of country 𝑗. Note that we 166 

assume that travel is temporary (Lagrangian approach [31, 32]); that is, a traveler from country 167 

1 to country 2 is still a resident of country 1 who will return to country 1, and therefore, is s/he 168 

gets infected, it increases 𝐼1, even the infection has occurred in country 2. 169 

In turn, without the simplifying assumption that 𝜇𝑖𝑗 ≪ 𝑁𝑖, Eq. (3) can be written in a more general 170 

form: 171 

𝑑𝐼𝑖

𝑑𝑡
= [

𝑟𝑖(𝑁𝑖 − 𝜇𝑖𝑗)
2

𝑁𝑖 − 𝜇𝑖𝑗 + 𝜇𝑗𝑖
+

𝑟𝑗𝜇𝑖𝑗
2

𝑁𝑗 − 𝜇𝑗𝑖 + 𝜇𝑖𝑗
]

1

𝑁𝑖
𝐼𝑖 + [

𝑟𝑖(𝑁𝑖 − 𝜇𝑖𝑗)𝜇𝑗

𝑁𝑖 − 𝜇𝑖𝑗 + 𝜇𝑗𝑖
+

𝑟𝑗𝜇𝑖𝑗(𝑁𝑗 − 𝜇𝑗𝑖)

𝑁𝑗 − 𝜇𝑗𝑖 + 𝜇𝑖𝑗
]

1

𝑁𝑖
𝐼𝑗   .   (4)  

In our simulations, we used values of 𝜇𝑖𝑗 that are much smaller than 𝑁𝑖 (see Parameterization 172 

subsection), and therefore, the results obtained using Eq. (3) and those obtained using Eq. (4) 173 

were almost indistinguishable. 174 

Objective functions 

The government in each country chooses the time periods during which each type of quarantine 175 

is administered in that country. We assume that the objective of each government is to maximize 176 

the relative time during which the quarantine is non-restrictive in its country, under the 177 

constraint that the health system does not collapse, and therefore, a restrictive quarantine has 178 

to be administered in country 𝑖 whenever 𝐼𝑖 approaches 𝐼max [29]. 179 

Specifically, denote 𝑇𝑖
tot as the time to complete a cycle during which 𝐼𝑖 increases to 𝐼max and 180 

returns back to its initial value, 𝐼𝑖(0). In turn, denote 𝑇𝑖
non as the total time within such a cycle 181 

during which a non-restrictive quarantine is administered in country 𝑖. Then, we define the utility 182 

of country 𝑖 as 183 

𝑢𝑖 =
𝑇𝑖

non

𝑇𝑖
tot   .                                                                                                                             (5) 

In turn, we calculate both the optimal solution and the open-loop Nash equilibrium. Specifically, 184 

the optimal strategy is the one that maximizes 𝑁1𝑢1 + 𝑁2𝑢2. The open-loop Nash equilibrium is 185 

given by the set of pre-determined strategies that are such that no country can increase its own 186 

utility by unilaterally changing its strategy. 187 

Numerical methods 
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Since the growth rates of 𝐼1 and 𝐼2 are piecewise-linear, and since we considered a time delay 188 

after the government switches to restrictive quarantine before the infection level starts to 189 

decline, it follows from Pontryagin’s maximum principle [30, 33] that the optimal strategy of each 190 

government is to choose a time, 𝑇𝑖 ≥ 0, at which it switches to a restrictive quarantine and then 191 

to wait until 𝐼𝑖 = 𝐼max before switching to a restrictive quarantine again (Fig. 2).  192 

Then, 𝑇𝑖
non, is the period from 𝑇𝑖 until 𝐼𝑖 approaches 𝐼max, and the time during which the 193 

quarantine is restrictive, 𝑇𝑖
tot − 𝑇𝑖

non, is given by the sum of three distinct periods: (i) between 194 

𝑡 = 0 and 𝑡 = 𝑇𝑖, (ii) 𝑇delay days after 𝐼𝑖 approaches 𝐼max, and (iii) the time until 𝐼𝑖 declines back 195 

to its initial value, 𝐼𝑖(0). 196 

To find the optimal solution and the open-loop Nash equilibrium, we first generate a matrix in 197 

which each cell characterizes a set of strategies, (𝑇1, 𝑇2), and we simulate dynamics to calculate 198 

the utility for each country in every cell. Then, the optimal solution is given by 𝑇1 and 𝑇2 that 199 

correspond to the cell in which 𝑁1𝑢1 + 𝑁2𝑢2 is maximized. In turn, the open-loop Nash 200 

equilibrium is found by calculating the best response of each country to every strategy of the 201 

other country, where the intersection of the curves characterizes the Nash equilibrium (Fig. 2 202 

A,C,E). The values of 𝑇1 and 𝑇2 in the matrix vary between 0 and 𝑇max, where 𝑇max is the time 203 

when a restrictive quarantine reduces the infection level in both countries to 𝐼min. (It is never 204 

worthwhile to keep a restrictive quarantine for more than 𝑇max days.) In turn, the size of the 205 

matrix determines the resolution at which the strategies 𝑇1 are 𝑇2 are examined, and in Fig. 2, 206 

we used a 200 × 200 matrix. 207 

Parameterization  

The estimations of the parameter values used for the simulation are taken from datasets and 208 

literature related to outbreaks of COVID-19 during quarantines [4, 14, 16, 24-27]. Notice that 209 

some parameter values vary significantly between countries and states, and therefore, we 210 

performed sensitivity analyses to verify that the main results are general and hold within wider 211 

parameter ranges. 212 

Under restrictive quarantine conditions, a daily decline rate of 5% in the infection level after the 213 

first two weeks is a reasonable estimate. For example, in China, the number of infected 214 

individuals declined from ~86,000 to ~3,000 within 76 days, which implies 𝑟0 ≈ −5% per day. 215 

In turn, in several countries, it took about 14-21 days before any decline occurred following a 216 

quarantine, which suggests that considering 𝑇delay ≈ 14 days is reasonable. Next, note that 𝑟𝑖 217 

depends on the restrictions used in a given non-restrictive quarantine, and it may vary between 218 

states and countries. We used estimates that reflect the weeks before a restrictive quarantine 219 

was administered in countries in Europe, where 5% ≤ 𝑟𝑖 ≤ 15% per day is a reasonable 220 

estimate.  221 
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In turn, we assume that 𝐼max is given approximately by the infection level that was approached 222 

in countries in Europe before the restrictive quarantine was administered or two weeks after it 223 

was administered, where considering 𝐼min ≈ 0.01% − 0.1% of the total population size is a 224 

reasonable estimate. Next, parameters like 𝐼min and the travel rates 𝜇12 and 𝜇21 are harder to 225 

estimate, as they depend on the specific location and scale of the countries and states 226 

considered. Therefore, we performed sensitivity analyses and examined a variety of values (e.g., 227 

Fig. 3). Finally, the ratio between 𝑁1 and 𝑁2 reflects the relative population sizes of the two 228 

countries: 𝑁1 = 𝑁2 characterizes the cases demonstrated in Fig. 1A,B and 2A-D, while 𝑁1 < 𝑁2 229 

characterizes the case demonstrated in Fig. 1C and 2E-F. 230 

Parameter values used to generate the figures 

Fig. 2A,B: 𝑟0 = −5% (day−1), 𝑟1 = 𝑟2 = 7% (day−1), 𝐼max = 0.1%, 𝐼min = 0.005%, 𝑇delay =231 

14 (days), 𝑁1 = 𝑁2 = 1, 𝜇12 = 𝜇21 = 0.2% × 𝑁1.  232 

Fig. 2C,D: 𝑟0 = −5% (day−1), 𝑟1 = 9% (day−1), 𝑟2 = 7% (day−1), 𝐼max = 0.1%, 𝐼min =233 

0.005%, 𝑇delay = 14 (days), 𝑁1 = 𝑁2 = 1, 𝜇12 = 𝜇21 = 0.25% × 𝑁1.  234 

Fig. 2E,F: 𝑟0 = −5% (day−1), 𝑟1 = 11% (day−1), 𝑟2 = 5% (day−1), 𝐼max = 0.1%, 𝐼min =235 

0.005%, 𝑇delay = 14 (days), 𝑁1 = 0.3, 𝑁2 = 1, 𝜇12 = 0.25% × 𝑁1, 𝜇21 = 0.25% × 𝑁2.  236 

Fig. 3: 𝜇12 = 𝜇21 varies (x-axis), and the other parameters are the same as those in Fig. 2A,B. 237 
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