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Abstract

We employ individual-based Monte Carlo computer simulations of
a stochastic SEIR model variant on a two-dimensional Newman–Watts
small-world network to investigate the control of epidemic outbreaks
through periodic testing and isolation of infectious individuals, and
subsequent quarantine of their immediate contacts. Using disease pa-
rameters informed by the COVID-19 pandemic, we investigate the
effects of various crucial mitigation features on the epidemic spread-
ing: fraction of the infectious population that is identifiable through
the tests; testing frequency; time delay between testing and isolation
of positively tested individuals; and the further time delay until quar-
antining their contacts as well as the quarantine duration. We thus
determine the required ranges for these intervention parameters to
yield effective control of the disease through both considerable delay-
ing the epidemic peak and massively reducing the total number of
sustained infections.
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1 Introduction

In December 2019, a novel coronavirus, known as SARS-CoV-2, emerged in
the human population and has caused an on-going, widespread pandemic.
COVID-19, the disease caused by SARS-CoV-2 has resulted in significant
losses in lives, health, and the economy. With more than 30 million cases
and 1 million deaths, at the time of writing, additional methods are needed to
accurately understand and predict the spread of the disease. Mathematical
models are important tools to quantify the non-linear interactions inherent
to infectious disease spread [1, 2].

The dynamics of an incubation-type disease in a population can be mathe-
matically captured by variants of the Susceptible-Exposed-Infected-Recovered
(SEIR) model [3, 4, 5]. In the SEIR compartmental model, individuals may
assume four distinct states: S - Susceptible, E - Exposed, I - Infected, and
R - Recovered. Mean-field rate equations are often utilized to encode the
SEIR reactions and predict how the total number of individuals in each
state evolves with time. However, these coupled ordinary differential equa-
tions invoke a mass-action like factorization of higher moments into powers of
compartmental population numbers, and hence neglect temporal fluctuations
and/or spatial variations. Specifically, the rate equation description cannot
properly account for the strong number fluctuations that drive the contin-
uous phase transition when the system is near the epidemic threshold, nor
for spatially correlated clusters and spreading fronts that are induced by the
disease’s propagation through nearest-contact infection [6, 7]. Consequently,
the rate equation approximation cannot capture stochastic extinction events
if the disease parameters are set below or near the epidemic threshold, and
also severely underestimates the ultimate prevalence of the above-threshold
epidemic in the population [8, 9].

In modern human societies, disease spreading in a confined spatial en-
vironment is most adequately described by a graph model that represents
social contact interactions, and that allows for both short-range diffusive
propagation as well as farther-reaching contacts along travel routes. While
direct links on a lattice would enable the infection to spread from the carriers
to their immediate susceptible neighbors, additional long-range connections
emulate ’express’ routes for disease transmission to spatially distant regions.
For example, a detailed study of close proximity interactions in an American
high school examined more than 700,000 interactions and found a network
with small-world properties [10]. Realistic contact networks are rather com-
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plex, and in fact tend to vary from one local community to another [11].
Therefore, it is more convenient and parsimonious to work with a generic
network model that is not constrained by the availability of the real-network
data.

The unusual abundance of non-symptomatic infected individuals consti-
tutes a major obstacle in containing the spread of SARS-CoV-2 [12, 13].
Such asymptomatic or pre-symptomatic individuals do not realize they are
infected or transmitting and thus go about their typical daily routine, lead-
ing to additional spread of the virus. Furthermore, a scant availability of
tests, delays in the process, and potential reluctance of undergoing testing
and isolation procedures, may substantially undermine mitigation efforts. In
practice, and especially for a highly contagious disease such as COVID-19
with a sizeable fraction of non-symptomatic infections, even with a repeated
and effective testing regimen it is impossible to capture and isolate every
single infected individual. To deal with a significant fraction of unidentified
infectious individuals, it is necessary to capture the direct neighborhood of
confirmed disease carriers, and quarantine these individuals. That is, even if
a person who had direct contact with the identified infected individual does
not show any symptoms of infection, that person should still be separated
from the general population. Only then can further infection propagation
through unidentified (perhaps asymptomatic) disease carriers be controlled
effectively.

Our goal here is to investigate how a properly implemented periodic test-
ing and isolation regimen combined with quarantining infectious individuals’
contacts may quell the disease spread. While this central idea of repeatedly
screening the population, isolating positively tested individuals, and quar-
antining their immediate contacts, irrespective of their infection status, is
straightforward and long-established, its efficacy depends crucially on the
ability to determine who is infectious in a timely manner [14, 15, 16]. For
the current epidemic, delays occur due to the the period before receiving test
results, as well as the (unavoidable) time lapse between the identification of
infectious individuals and their placement in isolation, and the subsequent
time until all infectious persons’ contacts are quarantined. To properly incor-
porate these delays, and their impact on disease transmission in a heteroge-
neous network, we need to consider a fully stochastic and properly spatially
extended representation of the SEIR model.

We find that the fraction of identified infectious individuals and the test-
ing period both play decisive roles in containing the infection outbreak; in
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contrast, within reasonable bounds, the delays in testing and quarantining,
as well as the quarantine duration, all affect the course of the outbreak and its
extent in a much more limited manner. In prioritizing resources to achieve an
optimized testing / isolation / quarantine strategy, primary emphasis should
be placed on frequent and comprehensive testing, less on reducing minor
delays in reporting test results and effective contact tracing.

2 Model description

2.1 Modified stochastic SEIR model on a two-dimensional
Newman–Watts small-world network

In this model, the disease spread is represented by three characteristic reac-
tions that we consider as independent stochastic processes: S + I → E + I
with the reaction rate r, E → I with the reaction rate b (related to the
inverse incubation period), I → R with reaction rate a (given by the inverse
recovery period). The basic reproduction number for the system is propor-
tional to the ratio of the infection to the recovery reaction rates R0 ∝ r/a,
with a proportionality constant that is given by the mean number of contacts
of each individual [17]. To capture potential limitations for effective testing
and isolation protocols in our mathematical model, we replace the infectious
state in the SEIR model with two distinct configurations that we term iden-
tified infectious (I) and unidentified infectious (A) states, respectively. Here,
“identification” is to be understood as an umbrella term that encapsulates the
overall capability of the testing procedure to identify and subsequently isolate
infected individuals. That is, if the entire population is tested, then only the
fraction of identified infectious individuals will be detected and quarantined,
i.e., temporarily removed from the system, which has the effect of disrupting
their future infection chain with other susceptible individuals. However, any
unidentified infectious individuals will continue to spread the disease until
they ultimately recover from it. The schematics of this modified SEIR model
variant is displayed in Fig. 1a. The reactions E → I and E → A may occur
with the respective rates IID b and (1−IID) b, where IID denotes the fraction
of identified infectious individuals, an important independent parameter in
our study. Note that we assume identical infection and recovery rates for
individuals in both the identified or unidentified states.

In this paper, we utilize a Newman–Watts small-world network [18] in two
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a) b)

Figure 1: (a) Flow diagram for the modified SEIR model. The arrows be-
tween different states represent the stochastic reactions with the appropriate
reaction rates. Our modification entails replacing the infectious state with
distinct identified infectious and unidentified infectious states. The fraction
IID of identified infectious individuals constitutes a crucial adjustable param-
eter in the model. (b) Schematic construction of a Newman–Watts small-
world network in two spatial dimensions. It is obtained from a regular square
lattice (with periodic boundary conditions, i.e., on a torus) through adding
long-distance connections between randomly selected lattice sites. The graph
displays a modified SEIR model configuration snapshot with sites residing
in empty (white), susceptible (blue), exposed/incubative (yellow), identified
infectious (red), unidentified infectious (orange), or recovered (green) states
(color coding as in a).

dimensions as a suitable spatial framework for our individual-based Monte
Carlo simulations of the COVID-19 epidemic propagation [9]. The two-
dimensional Newman–Watts small-world network consists of a regular square
lattice with L sites in each direction, and additional long-distance links, c.f.
Fig. 1b. Thus, it comprises 2L (L− 1) short-range links that connect the
nearest-neighbor lattice vertices, and 2φL2 additional long-distance links be-
tween randomly selected lattice sites. Here, φ denotes a prescribed probabil-
ity for a long-range link to form. In order to minimize finite-size effects, we
set the lattice size in each dimension to be L = 1000, and employ periodic
boundary conditions; i.e., close the square lattice to a two-dimensional torus.
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Each of the L2 lattice sites may be occupied by at most a single individual,
represented as a ‘particle’ with distinct species label S, E, I, A, or R. Once
the N individuals have been distributed over the small-world network with
a fixed initial density N/L2 = 0.1 of S and I species combined (we start
out with zero individuals in either of the states E, A, or R), the simulation
proceeds with random sequential updates: A randomly selected individual is
allowed to move around and/or react, subject to the set of possible particle
reactions prescribed by our modified SEIR model. The control parameters
that regulate the speed of the unmitigated infection spread are: the initial
densities of particles in each state, the values of the reaction rates depicted
in Fig. 1a, and the average connectivity of the small-world network 〈k〉 =
4 (1 + φ). On the lattice, upon encounter of a susceptible with an infectious
individual, we take the reaction probability for the binary reaction S + I →
E + I to unity. This choices essentially defines the intrinsic simulation time
scale.

To model the COVID-19 epidemic on the small-world network, we set the
incubation rate to b = 1/6 days and the recovery reaction rate as a = 1/6.5
days, where 1/b and 1/a represent the mean incubation and recovery periods,
respectively, as reported for this epidemic [19, 16, 20, 21]. The other system
parameters are chosen such that the population will suffer epidemic out-
breaks, i.e., the system is set above the epidemic threshold, with an effective
basic reproduction number tuned to R0 ≈ 2.5, again informed by estimates
for COVID-19 [16, 22, 23, 24, 25]. This entails selecting the probability for
the formation of long-range links to φ = 0.6, and the population density to
10% of the total number L2 of lattice sites (here, N = 10, 000).

2.2 Mitigation strategy

For the current epidemic, delays occur due to the the period before receiving
test results, as well as the (unavoidable) time lapse between the identification
of infectious individuals and their placement in isolation, and the subsequent
time until all infectious persons’ contacts are quarantined. As is illustrated
in Fig. 2, there are several parameters that can be varied in this scenario: the
testing period (TP); the delay between administering the test and isolation of
the infected identified individual (DT); the additional delay between isolating
positively tested individuals and quarantining their direct contacts (DQ); and
the duration of the quarantine (Q).

In the present study, we thus consider the following mitigation protocol:
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Figure 2: Schematic for the proposed mitigation strategy. Vertical arrows
indicate various external actions on the population. The frequency of these
control measures and the time delays between the different interventions
represent the crucial control parameters for containing the infection.

To be able to capture identified infectious individuals, the population needs
to be regularly tested with some prescribed period TP. Testing in the com-
munity begins at day ten of the simulation. At some time instant t∗, the
entire population, irrespective of the state each individual happens to be in
at the time, is considered screened (i.e. full information in the model). Only
the identified infectious individuals, however, are registered. These individ-
uals are placed in isolation after some fixed delay time DT. Contact tracing
is implemented in our model through registering the information about each
identified individual’s neighbors along any of the links in the small-world
network, at the time t∗ of the testing. At the later time t∗ + DT + DQ,
these nearest neighbors will be placed in quarantine. Subsequently, both the
originally identified infectious individuals and their nearest neighbors will
be released from quarantine after Q days from the moment they have been
isolated. Note that these individuals may change their state from E to I/A
and A or I to R with the corresponding fixed rates while in quarantine or
isolation. For example, infectious individuals in isolation recover with rate
a.

In order to clearly demonstrate the efficacy of this mitigation strategy,
it is necessary to set the initial conditions of our dynamical model to admit
sizeable outbreaks to occur. To this end, we take the initial number of the
infection centers in the system to be I0 = 10, and we start to test and isolate
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the individuals 10 days after these infection nuclei were planted in the popula-
tion. Furthermore, we set the basic model parameters that describe the test-
ing protocol to certain realistic default values, also listed in Table 1; namely
IID= 50%: one half of the infectious population is identifiable through the
testing, a ratio that incorporates both test availability and reliability; TP =
7 days: periodic testing campaigns are carried out weekly; DT = 2 days: it
takes two days for the tests to be evaluated and to arrange for the infectious
individuals to be put into isolation; DQ = 2 days: subsequent contact trac-
ing consumes another two days until the immediate contacts (through either
short- or long-range links in the small-world network) are quarantined; and
Q = 14 days: isolated and quarantined individuals are kept immobile and
disconnected from the remainder of the population for two weeks.

3 Results

Variation of the model parameters {TP, DT, DQ, Q} decisively impact the
dynamics of the disease spread and the final outcome. We systematically
vary our base model parameters within reasonable bounds to probe their
impact on the infection outbreak and its potential mitigation.

The simulation data shown in Fig. 3 illustrate the crucial dependence of
the infection peak and overall spread in the population on the fraction of
identified infectious individuals IID ranging from 10% to 95%. Increasing
IID either by means of a larger testing inventory and/or a higher standard
of test efficacy naturally reduces the infection peak and overall fraction of
infected individuals. For inefficient testing procedures with IID < 25%, the
infection curves deviate only weakly from the uncontrolled outbreak. The
sensitivity for both infected population peak height and cumulative number

Parameter Description Standard Value Range
IID identified infectious fraction 50% 10 – 95 %
TP testing period 7 days 1, 2, 5, 7, 10 days
DT delay to testing 2 days 1, 2, 5 days
DQ delay to quarantine 2 days 1, 2 days
Q quarantine length 14 days 7, 14 days

Table 1: Control parameters varied during mitigation. Figure 2 provides an
example of how these variables function and affect the intervention scheme.
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Figure 3: Infection outbreak and recovered population curves for the stochas-
tic SEIR model with mitigation through periodic testing, isolation, and quar-
antine. (a) Fractions I(t)/N of the infected and (b) R(t)/N of the recovered
population as a function of time, plotted for varying percentages of identified
infectious individuals (IID = 10% . . . 95%). The unmitigated outbreak curve
(black) is shown for reference. The inset in (a) additionally displays the frac-
tions T (t)/N of infectious individuals in isolation, and Q(t)/N of individuals
in quarantine at time t. Note that owing to the smaller population fraction
in isolation or quarantine, the periodic variations induced by the testing as
well as stochastic fluctuations appear more prominently in these graphs. In
all mitigated curves, the testing period (TP = 7 days), delay between test
and isolation (DT = 2 days), quarantine duration of nearest neighbors (Q =
14 days), and delay between isolating positively tested individuals and quar-
antining their direct contacts (DQ = 2 days) are held constant. The data for
each curve were averaged over 100 independent realizations; statistical error
bars presented here are a similar size to that of the data points.

of recovered individuals is observed to be highest when IID is varied from 25
to 75%. Yet it should be noted that even at IID= 95%, more than 1/3 of the
population ultimately falls victim to the disease. The inset in Fig. 3(a) also
depicts the fractions of isolated as well as quarantined individuals during the
course of the epidemic; these reach sizeable values for IID≥ 25%.

Next we examine the efficacy of the testing control protocol as function
of the testing period TP, are shown in Fig. 4. Reducing the testing period
systematically and substantially diminishes the infection peak as well as the
cumulative number of recovered individuals during the outbreak. However,
even daily testing (our lower bound on TP in this study) is not sufficient to
fully suppress the outbreak when IID = 50%. In fact, under these conditions,
it still leads to more than half the population becoming infected.
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Figure 4: Infection outbreak and recovered population curves for the stochas-
tic SEIR model with periodic testing intervention. (a) Fraction I(t)/N of
infected and (b) fraction R(t)/N of the recovered population for different
implemented testing periods (TP ranging from 1 to 10 days). The black
curve depicts the unmitigated outbreak. The inset in (a) additionally dis-
plays the fractions T (t)/N and Q(t)/N of infectious individuals in isolation,
and of individuals in quarantine. In all mitigated curves, the percentage of
identified infectious individuals (IID = 50%), delay between test and isola-
tion (DT = 2 days), quarantine duration of nearest neighbors (Q = 14 days),
and delay between isolating positively tested individuals and quarantining
their direct contacts (DQ = 2 days) are kept constant. The data for each
curve were averaged over 100 independent realizations; statistical error bars
presented here are a similar size to that of the data points.

Inevitable delays in isolating infectious individuals after positive test re-
sults are observed, and subsequently in quarantining their direct contacts.
These lags may also adversely affect mitigation success. Indeed, as evidenced
in Fig. 5, increasing delays in the isolation of positive test cases induce higher
peaks in the infection curves and concomitant increases in the cumulative in-
fected population counts. As Fig. 6a illustrates, however, reducing the quar-
antine period to just one week does increase the infection peak and the total
number of recovered individuals, but only by comparatively small amounts.
Similarly, an increase in the delay between isolation of positive test cases and
the quarantine of their direct contacts, explored in Fig. 6b, causes slightly en-
hanced infection curve peaks and a minor increase of the cumulative infected
population.
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Figure 5: Infection outbreak and recovered population curves for the stochas-
tic SEIR model with various delays in testing. (a) Fraction I(t)/N of infected
and (b) fraction R(t)/N of the recovered population for the stochastic SEIR
model for different delay times (DT = 1, 2, or 5 days) between test and isola-
tion (unmitigated outbreak curve in black). The inset in (a) additionally dis-
plays the fractions T (t)/N of isolated individuals and Q(t)/N of quarantined
individuals. In all mitigated curves, the percentage of identified infectious
individuals (IID = 50%), testing period (TP = 7 days), quarantine duration
of nearest neighbors (Q = 14 days), and delay between isolating positively
tested individuals and quarantining their direct contacts (DQ = 2 days) are
kept constant. The data for each curve were averaged over 100 independent
realizations; statistical error bars presented here are a similar size to that of
the data points.

4 Discussion

We summarize our quantitative parameter study data in three heat map
plots, Figs. 7a-7c. These graphical representations indicate that for low val-
ues of IID and high values of TP, the outbreak remains essentially unmiti-
gated and the infection peak arrives within the first 100 days. In contrast,
for an extremely efficient containment of the outbreak, corresponding to a
high fraction of IID (> 70%) and frequent (daily) testing, the infection is
seen to peak already in the first 50 days of the outbreak, with a considerably
lower peak magnitude and drastically reduced total fraction of ever infected
individuals as compared with the unmitigated scenario, both indicating that
the outbreak is most effectively suppressed.

We note that, e.g., recent work by Kretzschmar et al. demonstrated that
a combination of non-pharmaceutical interventions, i.e., both physical dis-
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a) b)

Figure 6: Infection outbreak and recovered population curves for the stochas-
tic SEIR model with periodic testing intervention. (a) Fraction I(t)/N of the
infected populations, with varying quarantine duration (Q = 7 or 14 days).
Here, the delay between isolating positively tested individuals and quaran-
tining their direct contacts (DQ = 2 days) is kept constant. The inset in (a)
displays the fraction R(t)/N of recovered individuals. (b) Fraction I(t)/N of
the infected populations, with the delay between isolating positively tested
individuals and quarantining their direct contacts (DQ = 1, 2, or 5 days).
Here, the quarantine duration for nearest neighbors (Q = 14 days) is kept
constant. The inset in (b) shows the fraction R(t)/N of recovered individu-
als. In all mitigated curves, the percentage of identified infectious individuals
(IID = 50%), testing period (TP = 7 days), and delay between test and isola-
tion (DT = 2 days) are held constant. The data for each curve were averaged
over 100 independent realizations; statistical error bars presented here are a
similar size to that the data points.

tancing and contact tracing can reduce the effective reproduction number
below the epidemic threshold [26]. Varying the testing and tracing coverage
as well as testing and tracing delays, the authors showed that testing de-
lays can significantly increase the potential for onward transmission. With
no delay in testing, nearly 80% of transmission is averted while only 5% is
averted with a five day delay. They conclude that an advanced contact trac-
ing method via mobile app, which eliminates testing and tracing time delays,
is sufficient to quell the infection spread when the testing coverage exceeds
60%. Indeed, it has been claimed that more restrictive, widespread control
measures can be substantially alleviated if testing and contact tracing pro-
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grams are implemented effectively [27]. Similar to our finding, Grantz et al.
determined that test effectiveness constitutes a crucial parameter for con-
taining infectious spreading. According to their simulation results, at least
60% of the infectious population must be captured with testing (assuming
perfect quarantine) for spread of the infection to be brought below the epi-
demic threshold. With more than 50% of infectious individuals identified, we
observe significant reductions in the peak of infections and the total number
that becomes infected during the epidemic (Figure 3). In contrast, our re-
sults require a much larger fraction of infectious individuals to be identified
before falling below the epidemic threshold.

Our work assumes perfect adherence to quarantine, i.e., all neighbors of
identified infectious individuals are unable to interact with others for the
defined quarantine period. Importantly, even for perfect adherence to quar-
antine not all transmission is averted as some will occur prior to quarantine
and isolation. Similar results were reported by Quilty et al., who determined
the amount of transmission potential during quarantine or isolation, i.e.,
the integral of the infectivity curve over time spent in quarantine and post-
quarantine isolation, weighted by compliance [28]. They extensively explored
the effects of quarantine adherence and suggested that with lower adherence
to quarantine, as has been reported in the UK, only a small fraction of po-
tential transmission is averted [29] . Both our work and that of Quilty et al.
[28] note that quarantine periods of ten days rather than fourteen may be
nearly as effective at averting transmission assuming high compliance.

All three studies, Refs. [26, 28, 27], utilize variations of the well-known
branching process for stochastic modeling of the COVID-19 spread. How-
ever, since these branching processes were not implemented in a spatial or
network setting, these results do not account for potentially decisive spatial
correlations that emerge in realistic disease spreading. It is therefore natural
and relevant to ask next whether the infectious disease dynamics becomes
qualitatively altered if considered in spatially extended models. In previ-
ous work, we explored that question by performing individual-based numer-
ical simulations of stochastic Susceptible-Infectious-Recovered (SIR) model
variants on four distinct spatially organized lattice and network architec-
tures [9]. We found that highly connected networks closely follow mean-field
SIR rate equations, while the disease spread on a lattice and small-world
network revealed marked correlation effects. A distinct investigation con-
firms that the dynamical behavior of infection spreading on networks with
the same connectivity distribution could still differ, depending on the net-
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a) b) c)

Figure 7: Heat map representation of pertinent outcomes: The heat map
colors in figures (a), (b), and (c) respectively represent the peak in the curve
of the fraction of infected individuals, the fraction of the total number of
recovered individuals at the end of the outbreak, and the time (in days)
at which the infection peaks in the population. The fraction of identified
infectious individuals (IID) is varied along the horizontal axis and the testing
period (TP in days) is varied along the vertical axis. IID takes values from
the set {0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75,0.85,0.95}; TP takes values from the set {1,2,5,7,10}
in units of days. In all mitigated curves, the delay between test and isolation
(DT = 2 days), quarantine duration of nearest neighbors (Q = 14 days), and
delay between isolating positively tested individuals and quarantining their
direct contacts (DQ = 2 days) are held constant.

works’ subtle construction details such as degree of clustering [30]. Following
their results for numerical simulations of stochastic Susceptible-Infectious-
Recovered-Susceptible (SIRS) model on a networks with exponential con-
nectivity distribution, some quantities such as the mean number of infected
individuals at stochastic equilibrium change with the fine details of the net-
work structure, while others like the basic reproduction ratio R0 appear to
be completely determined by the network’s mean connectivity and the con-
nectivity distribution.

5 Conclusion

From our individual-based numerical simulations of infectious disease spread-
ing on a realistically motivated small-world network architecture under par-
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tial control through testing and isolation schemes and quarantine of nearest
neighbors, we draw the conclusion that a targeted improvement of mitigation
protocols through systematic reduction of the testing period and maximiza-
tion of the fraction of identified infectious individuals constitutes the most
effective way of mitigating epidemic outbreaks. In this context we note that
deficiencies in test reliability and accuracy can at least partially be com-
pensated by increased testing frequency. Delays in effecting isolation, quar-
antine, and shortening the quarantine period itself, provided the latter still
exceeds the incubation time for the disease, are not as sensitive in reducing
the infection peak and the cumulative number of infected individuals in the
population; these variables should hence be considered with lower priority
for efforts in optimizing testing mitigation protocols.
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