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Abstract 

In Greece, a nationwide lockdown to mitigate the transmission of SARS-CoV-2 was imposed on March 

23, 2020.  As by the end of April the first epidemic wave is waning, it is important to assess the infection 

attack rate and quantify the impact of physical distancing. We implemented a survey to assess social 

mixing patterns before the epidemic and during lockdown. We estimated R0 from surveillance data 

and assessed its decline as a result of physical distancing based on social contacts data. We applied a 

Susceptible-Exposed-Infectious-Recovered model to estimate the infection attack rate and the 

infection fatality ratio (IFR). As multiple social distancing measures were implemented simultaneously 

(schools/work/leisure), we assessed their overall impact as well as their relative contribution. R0 was 

estimated 2·38 (95%CI: 2·01,2·80). By April 26th, the infection attack rate was 0·12% (95%CrI: 

0·06%,0·26%) and the IFR 1·12% (95%CrI: 0·55%,2·31%). During lockdown, daily contacts were 

reduced by 86·9% and the effective reproduction number reached 0·46 (95%CrI: 0·35,0·57). The 

reduction in R0 attributed to lockdown was 81·0% (95%CrI: 71·8%,86·0%) whereas the reduction 

attributed to each measure separately ranged between 10%-24%. We assessed scenarios with less 

disruptive social distancing measures as well as scenarios where measures are partially lifted after 

lockdown. This is the first impact assessment of the first wave of SARS-CoV-2 in a European country. 

It suggests that only multiple measures implemented simultaneously could reduce R0 below 1.  

Measuring social mixing patterns can be a tool for real-time monitoring of the epidemic potential. 
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Introduction 

Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-2019) caused by a novel coronavirus [severe acute respiratory 

syndrome coronavirus-2 (SARS-CoV-2)] emerged in Wuhan, China in December 2019 [1] and spread 

worldwide in 212 countries and territories causing more than 2,8 million cases and 194,000 deaths 

within a period of 4 months. [2] The transmission potential of SARS-Cov-2 is high as a consequence of 

the high basic reproduction number (R0) and the lack of previous immunity in humans.[3, 4] Fatality 

rates of COVID-19 are higher in older populations and low-income countries with underdeveloped 

hospital infrastructure and critical care facilities. [5, 6] 

The goal of public health authorities is the strongest possible mitigation in order to suppress the 

epidemic curve until sufficient population immunity and/or availability of effective therapies/vaccine. 

Central strategies include travel-related and a variety of case-based and social distancing 

interventions. Social distancing or community measures aim to decrease social contacts and contain 

the transmission. [7]  

In Greece, the first case was reported on February 26, 2020 and, soon after, a number of social 

distancing in addition to travel related and case-based interventions were implemented. A nationwide 

lockdown took place on March 23 (Figure 1) (SI Appendix, Table S1). By the end of April, the first wave 

of the epidemic has waned and withdrawal of physical distancing interventions is a social priority. 

Greece has been referred as an example of a country with successful response against COVID-19, 

despite the severe financial crisis experienced in the recent years and its aged population. [8] 

However, given the substantial risk of re-emergence of a second wave, careful consideration and close 

monitoring is needed to inform strategies on how to withdraw social distancing and resume social and 

economic activities. 

Previous impact assessments of the first epidemic wave were published for Wuhan and major Chinese 

cities. [7, 9, 10] In this paper, we provide estimates for the first wave of the epidemic in Greece based 

on modelling and report an assessment of the effect of social distancing measures. This is the first 

impact assessment of the first wave in a European country. 

 
 
 

Results 

 

The course of the epidemic in Greece (15 February-26 April 2020) 
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The number of confirmed cases by date of sampling for laboratory testing and the timeline of the 

various social distancing measures in Greece are depicted in Figure 1. By April 26th, 2020, there were 

2,517 diagnosed cases (23·0% were imported) and 134 deaths [11]. The corresponding naive case 

fatality rate (CFR) in Greece is 5·3%.  

Model predictions 

R0 was estimated 2·38 (95% CI: 2·01, 2·80). The course of Rt over time is shown in Figure 2A. The initial 

decline resulted from the fist social distancing measures (closure of schools, shops, restaurants etc.) 

and the second drop from the implementation of restrictions of all non-essential movement 

throughout the country (lockdown). The estimated Rt during lockdown is 0·46 (95% CrI: 0·35, 0·57). 

At the end of the simulations period (April 26th), it is estimated that there are 25 new infections per 

day (95% CrI: 6, 97) and 329 infectious cases (95% CrI: 97, 1027) (Figures 2B, 2C). The infection attack 

rate is 0·12% (95% CrI: 0·06%, 0·26%). This corresponds to 13,189 infections in total since the start of 

the epidemic (95% CrI: 6,206, 27,700) (Figure 2D). The case ascertainment is estimated 19·1% (95% 

CrI: 9·1%, 40·6%). 

Based on the number of deaths and critically ill patients reported by April 26th and using as 

denominator the number of infections obtained from the model with the appropriate time lag, the 

IFR and the cumulative proportion of critically ill patients in Greece is 1·12% (95% CrI: 0·55%, 2·31%) 

and 1·55% (95% CrI: 0·75%, 3·22%), respectively. 

To validate the model, we compared the reported number of deaths to that estimated by applying an 

age-adjusted published estimate of IFR to the number of infections predicted by the model. By April 

26th, the reported number of deaths was 134; the predicted number of deaths is 137 (95% CrI: 66, 

279). The predicted daily number of deaths versus the observed is shown in Figure S1. 

As a sensitivity analysis, we simulated the epidemic and calculated these quantities assuming a shorter 

serial interval, finding very similar results concerning the infection attack rate and the IFR (Figure S2). 

Disentangling the relative contribution of social distancing measures 

In total, 602 persons provided contact diaries; 12,463 and 1,743 contacts were reported in the periods 

before the pandemic and during lockdown, respectively (Table 1). The mean daily number of contacts 

declined from 20·7 to 2·9 for the lockdown period (adjusted for the age distribution of the Greek 

population: 19·9 vs 2·6, reduction: 86·9%).  
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The change in age-mixing patterns is shown in the contact matrices of Figure 3A. In the pre-pandemic 

period, the diagonal of the contact matrix depicts the assortativity by age as participants tend to 

associate more often with other people of similar age. When social distancing measures were put into 

effect, the assortativity by age disappeared and contacts occurred mainly between household 

members (Figures 3B-3D).  

Based on the age-specific contact matrices of the two periods, the estimated reduction of R0 resulting 

from lockdown is 81·0% (95% CrI: 71·7%, 86·1%) (Figure 4). Thus, lockdown would have reduced Rt to 

below 1·0 even if the initial R0 had been as high as 5·3 (95% CrI: 3·5, 7·2).  

The impact of each measure separately as well as of combinations of measures is shown in Figure 4. 

The reduction in R0 attributed to each one of these measures is estimated 18·5% (95% CI: 

10·7%,26·3%) for school closure, 10·3% (95% CI: 5·2%, 20·3%) for the decline in work contacts and 

24·1% (95% CI: 14·8%, 34·3%) for the decline in contacts in leisure activities. The application of each 

measure separately would have reduced Rt to below 1·0 if the initial R0 had been as high as 1·23 

(schools), 1·11 (work) and 1·32 (leisure).  Combination of measures could be effective for higher R0 

(work and school: 1·78 , work and leisure: 1·72, school and leisure: 1·43). 

We assessed alternative scenarios with less disruptive social distancing measures. For example, a 

reduction of 50% in school contacts (e.g.  smaller classrooms), 20% in work contacts (e.g. teleworking) 

and 20% in leisure activities could reduce Rt to below 1·0 for initial levels as high as 1·32 (95% CrI: 1·27, 

1·38). An even higher decline in leisure activities (50%), could be successful for an initial R0 as high as 

1·48 (95% CrI: 1·35, 1·62). 

Finally, we estimated the increase in Rt anticipated following the partial lift of lockdown measures 

assuming that contacts at work, school and leisure activities will return to levels that are 50%, 50% 

and 60% lower compared to pre-epidemic levels, respectively, and that the implementation of 

infection control measures (hand hygiene, masks, keeping distances) may reduce susceptibility to 

infection by 5%-30%. Rt will remain below 1 assuming at least 20% reduction in susceptibility as a 

result of these measures (Figure 5). 

 

Discussion  

 

As the first wave of the SARS-CoV-2 epidemic is waning in many countries, it is important to assess the 

burden of infection and of death in the population and to quantify the impact of social distancing. 

First, because these stringent measures have a major economic impact and restrict individual 
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freedom. Second, lockdown leads to low infection attack rates in many countries raising the possibility 

of a second wave following the resumption of some of the economic activities and travel; thus, some 

type of location-specific physical distancing measures may need to be re-implemented in the near 

future. 

As of May 18th, 2020, Greece has one of the lowest number of reported COVID-19 deaths in Europe 

(15·2 deaths per million population) [2] (SI Appendix, Table S2). Accordingly, our estimate of the 

infection attack rate was very low (0·12%). To simulate the outbreak in Greece, we estimated R0, 

assessed its decline over time, as a result of social distancing measures, and applied those in a 

mathematical model to estimate infections and deaths. Other research groups have applied back 

calculation of infections from reported deaths in a Bayesian framework. [12, 13] The resulting 

infection attack rate under the two approaches was almost identical (0·12% vs. 0.13%). [13] This attack 

rate is one of the lowest in Europe [13] and reflects the substantial impact of preventive measures in 

mitigating transmission. A consequence of this low attack rate is the possibility of continuing 

transmission if measures are lifted, as this is the case even for countries that were more severely hit. 

According to our estimates, the number of infectious cases has subsided considerably towards the 

end of April and social distancing measures can be lifted gradually. However, even in this period with 

low transmission levels, two local outbreaks were identified, the first in a refugee camp and the second 

in a private health care unit, thus increasing the number of diagnosed cases in the respective days 

(Figure 1). An increasing number of reports around the world suggest the significance of super 

spreading events [14-17] and caution should be exercised to prevent them or recognize them early.  

In the validation of the model, the resulting number of deaths (137 (95% CrI: 66, 279) was in 

agreement with the observed (134 deaths). In addition, the estimated IFR of 1·12% was similar to that 

anticipated for the Greek population based on a published estimate, adjusted for non-homogenous 

attack rates by age and for demography. [5] The IFR of 0·66% estimated  for mainland China [5] is 

1·14% after standardizing for the age distribution of the Greek population. 

We assessed the impact of social distancing by directly measuring individuals' contact patterns during 

lockdown using a social contacts survey in a sample including children. Only two other social contacts 

surveys have been implemented during COVID-19 lockdown (in China and UK) and only one of those 

included children. [18, 19] These studies had common findings:  there was a large reduction in the 

number of contacts (86·9% in Greece, 90·3% in Shanghai, 86·4% in Wuhan and 73·1% in UK; the latter 

refers to adults only), the assortativity by age – i.e. contacts between people of the same age group - 

disappeared and contacts during that period were mainly among household members. Other studies 
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have assessed the impact of social distancing indirectly using social contacts data from pre-epidemic 

periods and assuming that interventions reduce social mixing in different contexts. [20, 21] 

We estimated that R0 declined by 81·0% and reached 0·46 during lockdown. This is in agreement with 

estimates from China [7, 22] as well as from UK (76·2%) and France (84%). [23, 24]  In our analysis, we 

assumed lower susceptibility to infection among children as there is growing body of evidence 

supporting this. [18, 25-28] 

We further attempted to disentangle the impact of each measure. School closures, for example, were 

deployed early in China, Hong Kong, Singapore and many countries had instituted large-scale or 

national closure of schools, including Greece. [29] Based on our findings, only lockdown may reduce 

Rt below 1·0 for an initial R0 at the levels observed in Greece (around 2·4). Each measure - when 

implemented at the levels observed during lockdown in Greece - can reduce Rt to levels below 1·0 for 

initial R0 around 1·2. We should note that there is an interrelation between the different measures 

and the approach we have used might be an approximation; for example, school closure might result 

in increases in leisure contacts or decline in work contacts as parents need to attend younger children. 

However, it provides some information about the individual impact of each measure. Combinations 

of measures, such as reductions in contacts at work and school, would be successful for higher initial 

R0 near 1·8. We also assessed a scenario with less disruptive social distancing measures that could 

reduce Rt below 1·0 for initial levels as high as 1·33. Concerning the course of the epidemic post-

lockdown, the effectiveness of infection control measures in reducing transmission is not known. We 

considered scenarios with levels varying between 5%-30%. It seems that an effectiveness of infection 

control measures higher than 15% in combination with less disruptive social distancing may keep Rt 

below 1·0. 

Our analysis has some limitations. First, the lack of baseline pre-epidemic data since this was the first 

social contacts survey implemented in Greece. We asked respondents to report their contacts 

approximately two months earlier than the survey to make sure that these contacts were not affected 

by increased awareness of the pandemic. There might be recall bias although it is not clear to what 

direction.  Our analysis has focused on the number of contacts, their ages (using wide age groups) and 

the place of the contact and not in the duration or the type of contact (physical or not) where the bias 

might be higher. Second, the survey was conducted in a sample from Athens Metropolitan Area and 

not from the whole of Greece. However, no relationship has been found between social contacts and 

urbanization. [30] In addition, the majority of the population lives in urban areas (Athens and other 

cities account for 35% and 79% of the Greek population, respectively) and the observed reduction of 

social contacts during lockdown was similar to other surveys conducted in China and UK.[24, 31] Third, 
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the estimate of R0 depends on the serial interval and the number of imported cases. As there was no 

data from a local study of pairs infector-infectee, the distribution of the serial interval was based on 

previous estimates.[12, 32-34] The estimated R0 was in accordance with the epidemics in China [4] 

and Italy [35] and in our simulations we accounted for the uncertainty in this value. In addition, we 

repeated the analysis assuming a shorter serial interval [36]; this resulted in a lower R0 and Rt (i.e. a 

more optimistic scenario in terms of epidemic control through social distancing). Fourth, the 

environmental component of R0 (fomites etc.) was not considered due to the lack of data. However, 

from the study of 318 outbreaks in China, in only one the role of outdoor environmental transmission 

was noted. [37]  

In conclusion, in the era of relaxing social distancing measures, it is important to keep the effective 

reproduction number below 1. Close monitoring of Rt is essential in order to adapt interventions over 

time. Its estimation is based on routine surveillance data and the delay between infection and 

diagnosis, resulting from the incubation time and reporting delays, can be considerable. Measuring 

social mixing patterns as well as adherence to infection control measures through repeated surveys 

can be an additional tool for real-time monitoring of the epidemic potential in the months to come. 

 

 

Materials and Methods 

Estimation of R0  

Estimation of R0 was based on the number of confirmed cases with infection onset dates before the 

first social distancing measures were adopted (up to March 9th, 2020) using a maximum likelihood 

method and accounting for imported cases. [38] We have used the daily number of cases by date of 

symptom onset and inferred infection dates assuming that infection occurred approximately 5 days 

ago (mean incubation period [3, 39]). We assumed a gamma distributed serial interval with mean (SD) 

6·67 (4·85) days. [32-34] As a sensitivity analysis, we estimated R0 assuming a shorter serial interval 

(SI Appendix, Figure S2). [36] 

A SEIR model to simulate the epidemic in Greece (February-April 2020) 

We simulated the outbreak of SARS-CoV-2 in Greece from the beginning of local transmission until 

April 26, 2020. We assumed that local transmission initiated on February 15th as the earliest reported 

date of symptom onset among locally infected cases was February 20th. 

A Susceptible-Exposed-Infectious-Recovered (SEIR) model was used to simulate the outbreak (Figure 

6). The population is divided into six compartments: Susceptible (S), Exposed (E), Infectious before 
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developing symptoms (Ipre), Infectious and clinically ill (Isymp), true asymptomatic and partially 

infectious (Iasymp) and Recovered (R). We assumed that a proportion p=80% of infected cases will 

develop symptoms [40] and that infectiousness may occur 1·5 days before the onset of symptoms 

(Table 2). [41-43] To estimate the effective reproduction number Rt in the presence of social distancing 

measures, we assessed the reduction in R0 using social contacts data collected from a survey 

implemented during lockdown (described in the next section). The impact of measures was modelled 

by multiplying the infection rate β by a parameter δ corresponding to the reduction of Rt in two major 

periods of measures: the period of initial measures including closure of schools and entertainment 

venues and shops (expect from super markets, groceries and pharmacies) until the day before 

lockdown (11 March-22 March) and the period of lockdown (23 March-26 April). More information 

about the model is provided in the SI Appendix.  

To simulate the outbreak, we used the estimated R0 based on diagnosed cases in the country, other 

epidemiological parameters from the literature (Table 2) and the estimated reduction in transmission 

resulting from social distancing measures. One symptomatic case was seeded to the population at day 

0 (February 15th) and the epidemic was further seeded by 700 imported cases over the first 40 days. 

This assumption was based on the number of approximately 500 imported cases diagnosed by April 

7th in Greece. [44] We incorporated uncertainty in R0  by drawing R0 values uniformly from the 

estimated 95% CI (2·01, 2·80). To account for the uncertainty in the reduction of R0, δ was drawn from 

a normal distribution with mean (SD) of 42·7% (1·7%) and 81·0% (1·6%) for the period of initial 

measures and lock-down, respectively, based on the social contacts data. One thousand simulations 

were performed and median estimates as well as 95% credible intervals (95% CrI) were obtained.  

We obtained the infection fatality ratio (IFR) and the cumulative proportion of critically ill patients by 

dividing the reported number of deaths and of critically ill patients [11] to the total number of cases 

predicted by the model using a lag of 18 and 14 days, respectively (this lag was based on unpublished 

data from hospitalised patients in Greece). As patients who die on any given day are infected earlier, 

we have used this time lag so that the denominator reflects the total number of patients infected at 

the same time as those who died. [45]  

To validate our findings, we used a reverse approach; we applied a published estimate of the IFR [5] 

to the number of infections predicted by the model and compared the resulting number of deaths to 

the observed (assuming again a lag of 18 days between infection and death). The published IFR 

estimate was adjusted to account for hon-homogeneous attack rates across age-groups, as proposed 

elsewhere, [12] and for the age distribution of the Greek population (SI Appendix, Table S3).  
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Assessing the impact of social distancing measures 

A social contacts phone survey was implemented during the period of lockdown (March 31-April 7, 

2020) (SI Appendix, Figure S3). Aim of the survey was to estimate the number of contacts as well as 

the age-mixing of the population on a weekday during the lockdown and on the same day of the week 

before the pandemic (mid-January 2020) using contact diaries. In line with the POLYMOD study [46], 

a contact was defined as either a skin-to-skin contact (physical contact, e.g. handshake) or a two-way 

conversation with three or more words in the physical presence of another person (nonphysical 

contact). For each contact, information on the age of the person and location this contact took place 

(home, school, workplace, transportation, leisure, other) was recorded. We planned to recruit 600 

people of all ages residing in Athens using proportional quota sampling and oversampling in the group 

aged between 0 and 17 years old. Participants provided oral informed consent to the interviewers. 

Parental-proxy completion was used for all children 0-11 years old as well as for children/adolescents 

12-17 years old if the parent did not consent to provide information on their own (SI Appendix). 

We assessed the impact of social distancing measures on Rt through the social contact matrices 

obtained before and during lockdown. More specifically, we defined 6 age groups (0-4, 5-11, 12-17, 

18-29, 30-64, 65+) to build age-specific contact matrices before the pandemic (Cpre) and during 

lockdown (Cduring) adjusting for the age distribution of the Greek population (package “socialmixr” in 

R). The elements cij of these matrices denote the average number of contacts between individuals in 

age group i with individuals in age group j. The next-generation matrix K=(𝜅𝑖𝑗) can be parameterised 

using the social contact matrix as follows: 

𝜅𝑖𝑗 = 𝑐𝑖𝑗𝑠𝑖(𝑝𝑗 + (1 − 𝑝𝑗)𝑞)𝐸(𝑑) 

where i,j=1,..6 denote the age group of the participants and their contacts, respectively, pj and (1-pj) 

is the proportion of symptomatic and true asymptomatic cases in individuals in age group j, q is the 

relative infectiousness of asymptomatic cases and E(d) is the average duration of infectiousness 

(assumed to be similar in symptomatic and asymptomatic cases). We introduce an age-dependent 

proportionality factor si measuring susceptibility to infection of individuals in age group i. From contact 

tracing on clusters of confirmed cases, children are found less susceptible to infection compared to 

adults (SI Appendix, Table S4). We performed the analysis using a conservative estimate, i.e. that the 

susceptibility to infection among individuals 0-17 years old is 0·34 compared to adults. [18] 

As R0 is the largest eigenvalue of the next generation matrix K, to determine its relative change during 

lockdown (R0,during) compared to the period before measures (R0, pre) we calculated the following ratio 

[47] : 
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𝑅0,𝑑𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑔

𝑅0,𝑝𝑟𝑒
=

max 𝐸𝑖𝑔𝑒𝑛 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 (𝐾𝑑𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑔)

max 𝐸𝑖𝑔𝑒𝑛 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 (𝐾𝑝𝑟𝑒)
=

max 𝐸𝑖𝑔𝑒𝑛 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 (𝑆𝐶𝑑𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑔)

max 𝐸𝑖𝑔𝑒𝑛 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 (𝑆𝐶𝑝𝑟𝑒)
     [1] 

where S is a diagonal matrix accounting for the age-dependent susceptibility to infection with 

elements equal to 0·34 for children (i=1,2,3) and 1 for adults (i=4,5,6). A nonparametric bootstrap on 

the contact data by participant was performed to estimate 95% CrI for the relative change in R0 

(n=1,000 bootstrap samples).  

As multiple social distancing measures were implemented simultaneously, to disentangle the impact 

of each measure on R0 we used the information from the contacts reported on a regular weekday 

(January 2020) and “mimicked” the impact of each intervention separately by excluding or reducing 

subsets of the corresponding social contacts data (SI Appendix). [47, 48]  As a contact with a particular 

person can take place in multiple settings (e.g. school and leisure), we assigned contacts at multiple 

locations to a single location using the following hierarchical order: home, work, school, leisure 

activities, transportation and other locations. [48] Then, we applied equation [1] using the social 

contacts matrix before the pandemic (Cpre) and the “synthetic” matrix corresponding to each measure 

(or combination of measures). Using the above methodology, we also assessed scenarios with less 

disruptive social distancing measures as well as scenarios assessing the increase in Rt when measures 

are partially lifted after lockdown. For the scenarios after lifting lockdown, we assumed a reduction in 

susceptibility to infection in all age groups of 5%-30%, as a result of intensive infection control 

measures post lockdown (hand hygiene, use of masks, keeping distances) (SI Appendix).  
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Figures and Tables 
 

Figure 1. Daily number of cases by date of sampling for laboratory testing [11] and timeline of key 
measures. The high number of diagnosed cases at the end of March as well as in late April (bars 
indicated with an asterisk) correspond to clusters of cases in three settings (a ship, a refugee camp 
and a clinic)  

 

 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-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 May 29, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.27.20114017doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.27.20114017
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 

17 

 

Figure 2. The first wave of the SARS-CoV-2 epidemic in Greece (15 February-26 April 2020). The grey rectangle indicates the period of restrictions of all non-
essential movement in the country (lockdown). 
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Figure 3. Age-specific contact matrices in Greece before the pandemic (January 2020) and during 
lockdown (April 2020). Each cell represents the average number of reported contacts, stratified by 
the age group of the participants and their corresponding contacts. In Figure 3A (all contacts), the 
diagonal of the contact matrix corresponds to contacts between people of the same age group, the 
bottom left corner of the matrix corresponds to contacts between school age children and the central 
part to contacts mainly at the work environment. 

 
 
A. All contacts 

 
 

 
B. Contacts at home 
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C. Contacts at work

 

 
 
D. Contacts during leisure activities 
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Figure 4. Estimated ratio Rt/R0 to assess the impact of lockdown as well as the relative contribution of each measure or combination of measures as 
implemented during lockdown in Greece. A ratio of e.g. 0·80 corresponds to 20% decline in R0. The lowest ratio, corresponding to the period of lockdown, 
was obtained by comparing the social contacts data collected for the two periods (April 2020 vs January 2020). The other estimates were derived using the 
information from contact diaries in January 2020 corresponding to a regular school/working day and excluding or reducing subsets of social contacts at school, 
work home and leisure, based on what was observed during lockdown. 
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Figure 5. Estimated Rt following the partial lift of social distancing measures at the end of the first SARS-CoV-2 wave in Greece depending on the efficacy 
and adherence to infection control measures (hand hygiene, use of masks, keeping distances). Rt during lockdown was 0·46. For the partial lift of measures, 
we hypothesised a scenario where contacts at work, school and leisure activities will return to levels that are 50%, 50% and 60% lower compared to pre-
epidemic levels, respectively. 
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Figure 6. Modified SEIR model. Individuals are classified into Susceptible (S), Exposed (I), Infectious 
(before developing symptoms: Ipre, clinically ill: Isymp or true asymptomatic: Iasymp) and Recovered (R) 
states. We assumed that a proportion p of exposed cases will develop symptoms and that 
infectiousness may occur before the onset of symptoms (see also Table 1). 

 

 

 

 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-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 May 29, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.27.20114017doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.27.20114017
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 

23 
 

Table 1.  Number of contacts on a weekday during lockdown (March 31-April 7, 2020) and on the corresponding day before the epidemic (January 2020) 
in Athens, Greece (N=602 participants).  

1 adjusted for the age distribution of the Greek population: 86·9%

  
Regular weekday (mid-January 2020) 

 
During lockdown (April 2020) 

 
Reduction1 

of reported contacts 

Covariate 
Number (%) 

of participants 
n (%) mean (95% CI) n (%) mean (95% CI) (%) 

Overall 602 (100·0) 12,463 (100·0) 20·7 (18·9 - 22·5) 1,743 (100·0) 2·9 (2·6 - 3·2) 86·01 

Gender       

Male 295 (49·0) 6,218 (49·9) 21·1 (18·3 - 23·9) 934 (53·6) 3·2 (2·7 - 3·6) 85·0 

Female 307 (51·0) 6,245 (50·1) 20·3 (18·0 - 22·7) 809 (46·4) 2·6 (2·2 - 3·1) 87·1 

Age (y)       

0-4 20 (3·3) 386 (3·1) 19·3 (12·8 - 25·8) 53 (3·0) 2·7 (2·2 - 3·1) 86·3 

5-11 58 (9·6) 2,020 (16·2) 34·8 (29·1 - 40·6) 168 (9·6) 2·9 (2·6 - 3·2) 91·7 

12-17 83 (13·8) 2,758 (22·1) 33·2 (28·4 - 38·1) 275 (15·8) 3·3 (2·3 - 4·3) 90·0 

18-29 74 (12·3) 1,316 (10·6) 17·8 (14·4 - 21·1) 361 (20·7) 4·9 (3·1 - 6·7) 72·6 

30-64 209 (34·7) 4,852 (38·9) 23·2 (19·5 - 26·9) 529 (30·4) 2·5 (2·2 - 2·9) 89·1 

65+ 158 (26·3) 1,131 (9·1) 7·2 (5·4 - 8·9) 357 (20·5) 2·3 (1·8 - 2·7) 68·4 

 . CC-BY-NC-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 May 29, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.27.20114017doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.27.20114017
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 

24 
 

Table 2. Parameters of the Susceptible-Exposed-Infectious-Recovered model  

 

Epidemiological parameters Value Comments/References 

R0 2·38 
(95% CI: 2·01, 2·80) 

Estimated from data on the number of 
diagnosed cases [accounting for imported 

cases and assuming Gamma distributed serial 
interval with mean (SD) 6·67 (4·85) days [32-

34]] 

Latent period (1/γ) 3·5 days Based on an average incubation time of 
approximately 5 days [3, 39] and assuming 

that infectiousness starts 1·5 days prior to the 
occurrence of symptoms [41-43] 

Proportion of infected cases 
developing symptoms (p) 

80%  Estimated proportion of true asymptomatic 
cases was 20·6% assuming a mean incubation 

period of 5·5 days [40]  

Symptomatic cases   

Duration of time being 
infectious prior symptoms (1/γs) 

1·5 days [41-43] 

Duration of infectious period 
from the development of 

symptoms to recovery(1/σs) 

4·5 days To obtain a serial interval of ~6 days  [3, 34, 
39]  

True asymptomatic cases   

Reduction factor of 
transmissibility among 
asymptomatic cases (q) 

50% [43] 

Duration of infectious period 
until recovery (1/σasymp) 

6 days The same duration of infectiousness as for 
symptomatic cases (1/γs+1/σs)  

 

 

 

 . CC-BY-NC-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 May 29, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.27.20114017doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.27.20114017
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

