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Abstract  

Background: The COVID-19 pandemic is rapidly evolving, with emerging variants and fluctuating 

control policies. Real-time population screening and identification of groups in whom positivity is 

highest could help monitor spread and inform public health messaging and strategy.  

Methods: To develop a real-time screening process, we included results from nose and throat swabs 

and questionnaires taken 19 July 2020-17 July 2021 in the UK's national COVID-19 Infection Survey. 

Fortnightly, associations between SARS-CoV-2 positivity and 60 demographic and behavioural 

characteristics were estimated using logistic regression models adjusted for potential confounders, 

considering multiple testing, collinearity, and reverse causality.  

Findings: Of 4,091,537 RT-PCR results from 482,677 individuals, 29,903 (0·73%) were positive. As 

positivity rose September-November 2020, rates were independently higher in younger ages, and 

those living in Northern England, major urban conurbations, more deprived areas, and larger 

households. Rates were also higher in those returning from abroad, and working in healthcare or 

outside of home. When positivity peaked December 2020-January 2021 (Alpha), high positivity 

shifted to southern geographical regions. With national vaccine roll-out from December 2020, 

positivity reduced in vaccinated individuals. Associations attenuated as rates decreased between 

February-May 2021. Rising positivity rates in June-July 2021 (Delta) were independently higher in 

younger, male, and unvaccinated groups. Few factors were consistently associated with positivity. 

25/45 (56%) confirmed associations would have been detected later using 28-day rather than 14-day 

periods. 

Interpretation: Population-level demographic and behavioural surveillance can be a valuable tool in 

identifying the varying characteristics driving current SARS-CoV-2 positivity, allowing monitoring to 

inform public health policy.  

Funding: Department of Health and Social Care (UK), Welsh Government, Department of Health (on 

behalf of the Northern Ireland Government), Scottish Government, National Institute for Health 

Research.  
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Introduction  

To 31st August 2021, there have been over 216·3 million SARS-CoV-2 cases worldwide.1 Disparities 

in COVID-19 risk and outcomes based on demographics and behaviours have been described in the 

UK2,3 and globally,4,5 but emerging variants6 coupled with varying control policies, including 

differential vaccine roll-out programmes, reinforce the need to monitor characteristics of individuals 

“at increased risk” for SARS-CoV-2 infection continuously. For example, identifying groups in whom 

newly identified variants of concern are spreading in the community may be vital in preventing 

widespread transmission. In England, since 26th March 2020, there have been three national 

lockdowns, a tiered system7 with varying restrictions in smaller geographical areas, and various other 

restrictions between these,8 all affecting behaviour and risk of acquiring and spreading SARS-CoV-2. 

Finding societal factors or specific behaviours where these restrictions are less effective may aid 

policy development. With restrictions being relaxed in many countries, rapidly identifying groups 

where positivity is rising in real-time can help monitor spread and target advice.  

High-quality surveillance is challenging, particularly given the large proportion of asymptomatic 

SARS-CoV-2-infected individuals,9 with a balance between missing important but potentially 

imprecisely estimated signals (false-negatives) and noise (false-positives). With large datasets 

containing many potential risk factors, multiple testing is inevitably problematic,10 but standard 

approaches to building regression models restricting to smaller numbers of hypothesised associated 

factors risks missing true signals with a rapidly evolving pathogen and societal responses. The 

cumulative effect of missing data across many risk factors can mean substantial proportions of the 

original sample are excluded from penalised regression or backwards elimination, losing power,11 and 

risking bias if missingness depends on outcome.12 A method allowing numerous variable 

parametrisations of many individual variables would therefore be useful, provided collinearity and 

confounding can be avoided.13  

Using the Office for National Statistics (ONS) COVID-19 Infection Survey, a large community-based 

surveillance study, we therefore developed a process to monitor groups with highest SARS-CoV-2 

positivity week by week.  
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Methods  

Study design  

The ONS COVID-19 Infection Survey is a large household survey with longitudinal follow-up 

(ISRCTN21086382; https://www.ndm.ox.ac.uk/covid-19/covid-19-infection-survey/protocol-and-

information-sheets). Private households are randomly selected on a continuous basis from address 

lists and previous surveys to provide a representative sample across the UK. Following verbal 

consent, a study worker visited each household to take written informed consent for individuals aged 

2 years (from parents/carers for those 2–15 years; those 10–15 years also provided written assent). 

The study received ethical approval from the South Central Berkshire B Research Ethics Committee 

(20/SC/0195). 

Participants were asked about demographics, behaviours, work, and vaccination uptake 

(https://www.ndm.ox.ac.uk/covid-19/covid-19-infection-survey/case-record-forms). At the first visit, 

participants were asked for consent for optional follow-up visits every week for the next month, then 

monthly thereafter. At each visit, participants provided a nose and throat self-swab.  

Inclusion/exclusion criteria  

This analysis included visits from 19th July 2020-17th July 2021 with a positive or negative swab 

result, including one visit per participant within each discrete fortnight in this period, namely the first 

test-positive visit, otherwise the last (negative) visit. This mimics repeated point-prevalence surveys, 

similar to the English Real-time Assessment of Community Transmission (REACT) study.14  

Outcome and exposures  

The outcome was any SARS-CoV-2 PCR-positive swab in each fortnight. For exposures, we 

identified eight non-missing key potential confounders (“core” variables): sex, ethnicity (white vs 

non-white as relatively small numbers in the latter), age (years), geographical region (12 levels; 9 

English regions and 3 devolved administrations: Wales, Scotland, Northern Ireland), rural/urban 

classification (major urban area, urban town/city, rural town, and rural village), deprivation percentile 

(derived separately for each country15-18), household size, and whether the household was 

multigenerational (details in Supplementary Methods).  

We next defined 60 non-core “screening” variables that could dynamically identify those at increased 

risk of testing positive (Supplementary Table 1), from questions detailing participant’s current 

work/school status, including ability to social distance and patient-facing healthcare/social-care roles, 

current health status including COVID-19 vaccination and smoking, household and living 

environment, and contacts including with care homes, hospitals, and confirmed COVID-19 cases.  

Although participants are tested predominantly monthly, most behavioural questions relate to the last 

7 days. As some participants already know/think they have COVID-19 (from symptoms or testing 

outside the study) this could affect behaviours reported immediately before study tests, leading to 

reverse causality. The screening variables were therefore grouped into those most plausibly preceding 

any current infection (47 variables), or potentially modified through knowledge of recent prior 

infection (13 variables, including social/physical contacts, frequency of shopping and/or socialising, 

time spent in others homes/other people spent in participants’ homes; Supplementary Table 1B). For 

the latter, rather than the self-report at the included visit, we considered the maximum reported value 

across all visits in the preceding 35 days, excluding the included visit, and included only participants 

with at least one negative visit in the preceding 10-35 days.  

Statistical analysis  
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Within each fortnight, associations with the eight “core” characteristics were estimated using logistic 

regression (numbers included per fortnight in Supplementary Table 2). These characteristics were 

included in all subsequent models regardless of statistical significance. For geographic region, South 

West England was the reference as this had the lowest SARS-CoV-2 positivity across the study, 

facilitating identification of where infections were increasing. Given the large number of effect 

estimates over the 52-week study period (e.g. shown for urban/rural classification in Supplementary 

Figure 1), we summarised the importance of each characteristic over time using two properties 

simultaneously: 1) global (Wald) p-value and 2) overall effect size, the standard error-weighted mean 

effect estimate setting the reference to the level with lowest positivity in each fortnight19: 

𝑂𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑒𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 =  exp (
∑

1

𝑠𝑒(𝛽𝑖)
𝛽𝑖

∑
1

𝑠𝑒(𝛽𝑖)

), where 𝛽𝑖 is the log odds ratio for each level.  

To incorporate non-linear effects, a restricted natural cubic spline was used for age (details in 

Supplementary Methods); the overall effect size combined estimates at ages 10, 25, 40, 55 vs 70 

years (reference category) as above.  

We tested interactions between the eight core variables individually in fortnights where positivity was 

>0·5% (arbitrary threshold to avoid small numbers), conducting backwards elimination on all with 

individual global heterogeneity p-value<0·001 (Bonferroni adjustment, 0·05/26 (number of 

interaction tests)), creating the “core model” (details in Supplementary Methods). An overall effect 

size was calculated for interactions as above, but taking the absolute coefficient values.  

Given missing data (Supplementary Table 1), we used forward selection to retain as many 

participants as possible when screening each non-core characteristic, first adding each of the 47 

“screening” variables individually to the “core model”, thus estimating the total effects not explained 

by core characteristics. For all work-related variables, work status was included regardless of 

significance so that effects reflected additional effects of the characteristic for those currently 

employed and working. To monitor multiple testing, we plotted observed p-values (global per variable 

and individual level vs reference) against expected p-values assuming no difference (randomly 

distributed between 0 and 1 given the number of tests), creating a Q-Q plot, including 0·05, 

Bonferroni and Benjamini-Hochberg adjusted p-values (0·05/tests) as references. As the goal was to 

identify signals of “at-risk” populations, we included all characteristics with either global p<0·05 or 

any level with p<0·001 vs reference, and then used backward elimination (exit p=0·05) to identify a 

final “main model”. We used a similar process on the behavioural variables, also adjusting for 

variables identified from the main screen, regardless of significance. We categorised screening 

variables into five broad groups dependent on persistence of effects (details in Supplementary 

Methods).  

Sensitivity Analyses  

To assess the impact of small numbers of positives in some fortnights on power, we repeated the 

process using 28-day periods. Given logistic regression can have higher bias and variability with low 

rates, and hence lose accuracy and precision,20 we also compared the core variables effect estimates 

with those from ridge regression (see Supplementary Results).  

Role of the funding source  

The funder had no role in study design, data collection, data analysis, data interpretation, or writing of 

the report. All authors had access to all data reported in the study and accept responsibility for the 

decision to submit for publication. 

 

  

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

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 5, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.02.21263017doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.02.21263017
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


6 

Results  

Analyses included 4,091,537 RT-PCR results from nose and throat swabs from 482,677 individuals in 

240,490 households from 19th July 2020-17th July 2021. 29,903 (0·7%) swabs were positive. Overall, 

the median (IQR) age was 52 years (33-66), 300,208 (7%) visits occurred in those reporting non-

white ethnicity, 2,165,833 (53%) in females, 1,463,624 (36%) in major urban areas and 1,746,530 

(43%) in urban cities/towns, most (1,735,618, 42%) in two-person households, and with a median 

deprivation percentile of 60 (34-81) (1=most deprived, 100=least deprived) (Table 1; screened 

variables in Supplementary Table 1A,1B). The highest positivity was 1·9% (95% CI 1·9-2·0%) 20th 

December-2nd January 2020, and the lowest 0·05% (0·03-0·08%) 2nd-15th August 2020 

(Supplementary Figure 2A). Numbers within each fortnight increased as the study expanded from 

August-October 2020,21 from 32,184 participants 19th July-1st August 2020 to a median 173,054 (IQR 

168,171-195,031) from 27th September 2020 onwards (Supplementary Figure 3).  

Core model  

From 19th July-1st August 2020, we found no evidence that any core variable was associated with 

positivity, potentially related to power given both low positivity (0·08% [95% CI 0·06-0·12%]) and 

sample size (32,184 swabs, 27 positive). The first characteristic associated with positivity was 

ethnicity, the only characteristic associated with positivity in the fortnights between 2nd-29th August 

2020 (Figure 1A), with 3·3 (1·1-10·0; p-value=0·034) and 3·5 (1·5-7·9; p-value=0·003) higher odds 

of positivity in those of non-white ethnicity, respectively.  

As positivity began to increase early September 2020, geographical region, rural/urban classification, 

and household size became independently associated with positivity, with odds of positivity highest in 

Wales, Northern Ireland, and northern English regions, in more urban areas, and those living in larger 

households (Figure 1B). For most subsequent fortnights, evidence of higher positivity persisted in 

participants living in more urban areas, and larger households.  

As positivity rates rose further through October 2020, age and deprivation became associated with 

positivity, with rates highest in those 16-30y, and living in more deprived areas. Positivity was also 

heavily concentrated in northern and then midland English regions until 21st November 2020. From 

22nd November, positivity increased overall, particularly in southern England, with higher odds of 

positivity in London, East, and South East England, reflecting the rise of the Alpha variant.22 Age 

remained strongly associated with positivity, but with less excess risk at younger ages, and instead 

decreased odds of positivity in those over 60y (Figure 1B, Figure 2). This lower risk in older 

individuals persisted for most subsequent fortnights. During February-May 2021, as positivity 

decreased, associations between positivity and age, region, and deprivation persisted, but their 

strength attenuated. As positivity rose during 17th May-17th July 2021, reflecting the rise of the Delta 

variant23 and major sporting events, sex was associated with positivity in two consecutive fortnights 

for the first time in the study, with higher odds in males compared with females. Age again became 

strongly associated, with a large peak in those aged 16-30y (Figure 2).  

Few interactions between core variables were significant at the p=0·001 threshold, with no evidence 

of the same significant interactions in any consecutive fortnight (Supplementary Figure 4). For 

model comparability, none were therefore included in any fortnight for screening other variables.  

Screening process  

As positivity increased, the screening process identified more variables and at a greater significance 

than expected by chance (Figure 3; Figure 4A). Contact with anyone who had recently had COVID-

19, currently self-isolating and thinking one had had COVID-19 recently, strongly and consistently 

predicted higher positivity. As these characteristics are potential mediators of effects of other factors, 

they were not considered further.  
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Work and employment were significantly associated with positivity throughout the study. Initially 

from 2nd August-12th September 2020, there was independently higher positivity for those working in 

care/nursing homes or patient-facing healthcare roles (Figure 4A). This effect returned from 25th 

October onwards, along with increased odds in those reporting working in healthcare sectors and 

specifically in person-facing social-care roles. From 25th October 2020-27th March 2021, we 

consistently observed higher positivity in those working outside compared with from home, with risk 

increasing as social distancing in the workplace became more difficult. Increased risk was also 

associated with all modes of travel to work (foot/bike, car/taxi, train/bus), compared with those not 

travelling to work (Figure 4B), with highest odds for car/taxi, then train/bus then foot/bike. Higher 

positivity was also observed in the teaching work sector during October/November 2020, while those 

working in IT had consistently lower odds (Figure 4A).  

From 16th August-7th November 2020, positivity was consistently higher in those who had travelled 

abroad in the last 28 days. This effect returned during 28th March-12th April 2021 and 9th-22nd May 

2021. Contact with hospital and care homes increased odds of positivity, particularly from 3rd 

January-27th February 2021, when positivity rates were very high due to Alpha. From 27th September 

2020-27th February 2021 (when positivity was consistently >0·3%), participants were more likely to 

test positive on enrolment visits (Figure 4B), most likely reflecting identification of longer-term 

PCR-positives at these visits.  

Health-related variables varied in importance. Notably, there was no evidence of association between 

long-term health conditions and positivity. From 13th September 2020-13th March 2021, we 

consistently saw lower positivity in those who smoked tobacco products, compared with non-

smokers. From 20th December 2020, we observed a very strong effect of COVID-19 vaccination, with 

lower positivity in those vaccinated, compared with unvaccinated (Figure 4B). Deprivation 

components and living environment characteristics (available only for England) had little impact on 

positivity after adjusting for overall deprivation index and household size from the core model, likely 

due to high correlations between individual components with overall deprivation (Supplementary 

Table 3; Supplementary Figure 5; Supplementary Results).  

Independently to the core model, we observed higher odds of positivity with increased social and 

physical contacts during periods when rates were high (Figure 5; Supplementary Figure 6). After 

also adjusting for variables identified from the main screening process and after backwards 

elimination, we observed higher odds of positivity with higher numbers of physical contacts with 18-

69 year olds between 20th December 2020-13th February 2021, and with higher numbers of physical 

contacts with those <18y between 14th February 2021-27th March 2021. As lockdown restrictions 

eased and Delta became prominent during 20th June 2021-17th July 2021, odds of positivity were 

higher in those with increasing time socialising outside home.  

After backwards elimination, of the 71 variables screened (47 in the main screen, 13 variables in the 

behavioural screen with 24 parameterisations across the latter), two (3%) effects were persistent, 13 

(18%) had effects which came and went, nine (13%) had effects isolated to only two consecutive 

fortnights, 30 (42%) were associated inconsistently in fortnights, and 17 (24%) were never associated.  

Sensitivity analysis  

Similar key predictors of positivity were obtained using 28-day periods in the core model 

(Supplementary Figures 7A,7B,8). Notably, we saw a more consistent signal of higher positivity in 

non-white ethnicities from 11th October 2020-27th March 2021 (Supplementary Figure 7A), while 

this signal was more intermittent using fortnights (Figure 1A). We again did not see the same 

significant interactions in any consecutive 28-day periods (Supplementary Figure 9A). After 

backwards elimination, six interactions remained significant over five isolated 28-day periods 

(Supplementary Figure 9B-G). Three of these included household size, with a general pattern of 

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

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 5, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.02.21263017doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.02.21263017
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


8 

stronger effects as household size increased in groups with higher positivity e.g. in younger ages (13th 

September-10th October 2020), non-white ethnicities (11th October-7th November 2020), and higher 

prevalence regions (6th December 2020-2nd January 2021). From 31st January-27th February 2021, 

compared with those living in non-multigenerational households, those of non-white ethnicities living 

in multigenerational households had increased odds of positivity, while those of white ethnicities had 

decreased odds.  

Similar key associations were also identified from the screening process (Supplementary Figure 

10A, 10B). Of the 45 consecutive occurrences of effects with p<0·05 in fortnights, 25 (56%) would 

have been detected later in 28-day periods, 14 (31%) at the same time, five (11%) earlier, and one 

(2%) never detected (Supplementary Table 4). 
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Discussion  

Over one year from 19th July 2020-17th July 2021, we estimated and summarised the key predictors of 

SARS-CoV-2 positivity in the UK, using a method designed to be run weekly in real-time to provide 

up-to-date information on changes in populations at increased risk. In the first fortnight from 19th 

July-1st August 2020, we had no evidence that any characteristic impacted positivity. As positivity 

rose through September-November 2020, they were independently higher in those of younger ages, 

living in Northern areas of England, in major urban conurbations, in more deprived areas, and in 

larger households. Additionally, rates were higher in those who had recently travelled abroad, worked 

in healthcare roles, or worked outside of home. As positivity peaked December 2020-January 2021, 

while we still observed strong effects of living in urban areas and large households, there was a major 

shift in high positivity to more southern geographical regions (reflecting the emergence of Alpha), 

with risk no longer concentrated in younger ages. Those working outside of home and in healthcare 

roles still had higher risk. As the national vaccine programme rolled out from December 2020, we 

saw large reductions in positivity in vaccinated individuals. From February-May 2021 as rates 

decreased, the impact of work on positivity decreased, while the effect of vaccination remained. As 

the Delta variant became prominent and positivity rates rose mid-May through July 2021, we 

observed higher odds of positivity in younger ages, in men, and in those not yet vaccinated.  

The screening process demonstrated here has several limitations. First, low event numbers and smaller 

sample sizes reduce statistical power, reducing the chance of detecting true associations (false-

negatives) and increasing the likelihood that the magnitude of “true” effects are inflated (false-

positives).24 Increased statistical power using 28-day periods rather than fortnights more consistently 

detected associations with ethnicity in the core model and found more evidence of interactions. The 

screening process, however, detected the same characteristics using both time-periods, with earlier 

detection in most cases using fortnights. As there were no major differences and we aimed to identify 

associations most relevant to current positivity, the benefit of more regular estimates may outweigh 

the power gained from evaluating longer time-frames, although this will depend on event numbers. 

When events numbers are low, logistic regression can be biased and/or imprecise.25,26 Sensitivity 

analyses using penalised regression techniques showed most coefficients were within the logistic 

regression confidence intervals, suggesting that, while there was some attenuation of estimates, for 

example for geographical regions in a few fortnights, the logistic regression models were not 

substantially overfitting.  

Multiple testing is an unavoidable limitation of our screening process. Doing many multiple 

independent tests increases the risk of false-positives;27 however, a priori the questionnaire was based 

on potential risk factors so the “correct” degree of adjustment is unclear. We therefore used Q-Q plots 

with Bonferroni and Benjamini-Hochberg adjustments to monitor the potential for false-positives, 

rather than as strict thresholds.28,29 Even using stricter Bonferroni criteria, many screening variables 

were associated with positivity. Considering sex as a “negative control” (no effect expected), we only 

found an association in one of 24 fortnights before 20th June 2021. The consistent association between 

sex and positivity from 20th June-17th July 2021 coincided with the European Football Championship, 

thus plausibly reflecting changes in social behaviour by sex, as observed elsewhere.30 Our results 

suggest more emphasis should be placed on effects that appear at least twice, interpreting effects that 

are inconsistent or appear sporadically with caution.  

The underpinning design, namely a large community-based survey including randomly selected 

private households, is a major study strength. Participants being regularly asked about behaviours, 

work, and health status provided a rich opportunity to identify associations between positivity and 

many important demographic and behavioural characteristics. As participants were tested regardless 

of symptoms, characteristics could be assessed in an unbiased population, thus avoiding selection bias 
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through only observing those choosing to take a COVID-19 test, for example, in the England national 

testing programme31 or through presenting to hospital with severe disease. 

The study design also had limitations, particularly with individuals tested initially at weekly and then 

monthly visits. As fragments of virus can be detectable in the respiratory tract long after onset of 

infection, positives included in our outcome include both new infections and lingering PCR-positivity. 

Associations from the screening process may therefore not necessarily be related to new infections. 

Whilst we could have grouped positive tests into “episodes”, for example, considering only the first 

positive in 90-day periods,32 we chose to mirror other point-prevalence studies, such as REACT,14 

also expecting that many characteristics would be reasonably stable over time and therefore even 

associations with ongoing PCR-positivity could still be relevant to the original infection. This may 

however dilute effects if participants with long carriage have different characteristics to those testing 

positive with new infections. Ongoing PCR-positivity may also reduce sensitivity to detect specific 

“at-risk” populations as new variants emerge.  

In conclusion, the screening process presented could be a valuable tool in understanding the 

characteristics driving current SARS-CoV-2 positivity, allowing us to provide enhanced up-to-date 

understanding of the pandemic across the UK. Looking forward, this could be used to target public 

health messages to detected groups to increased uptake of symptomatic and asymptomatic testing. We 

are using this method weekly to monitor the third wave of COVID-19 in the UK.  
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Main Figures and Tables  

Table 1: Characteristics of the core variables for visits included in analysis  

Characteristic Positive, n (%) or 

median (IQR) 

Negative, n (%) or 

median (IQR) 

Total, n (%) or 

median (IQR) 

Age (years) 43 (23, 58) 52 (33, 66) 52 (33, 66) 

Sex    

   Male 14,405 (48) 1,911,299 (47) 1,925,704 (47) 

   Female 15,498 (52) 2,150,335 (53) 2,165,833 (53) 

Ethnicity    

   White 26,702 (89) 3,764,627 (93) 3,791,329 (93) 

   Non-White 3,201 (11) 297,007 (7) 300,208 (7) 

Deprivation percentile 54 (29, 78) 60 (34, 81) 60 (34, 81) 

Household (HH) size    

   One 3,842 (13) 675,623 (17) 679,465 (17) 

   Two 10,124 (34) 1,725,494 (42) 1,735,618 (42) 

   Three 5,797 (19) 657,828 (16) 663,625 (16) 

   Four 6,639 (22) 686,036 (17) 692,675 (17) 

   Five or more 3,501 (12) 316,653 (8) 320,154 (8) 

Multigenerational HH    

   No 27,311 (91) 3,796,655 (93) 3,823,966 (93) 

   Yes 2,592 (9) 264,979 (7) 267,571 (7) 

Rural/urban 

classification 

   

   Major urban area 14,044 (47) 1,449,580 (36) 1,463,624 (36) 

   Urban city/town 11,425 (38) 1,735,105 (43) 1,746,530 (43) 

   Rural town 2,445 ( 8) 435,296 (11) 437,741 (11) 

   Rural village 1,989 ( 7) 441,653 (11) 443,642 (11) 

Region    

   London 6,498 (22) 698,608 (17) 705,106 (17) 

   North West England 5,077 (17) 477,380 (12) 482,457 (12) 

   North East England 1,390 (5) 156,119 (4) 157,509 (4) 

   Yorkshire 2,861 (10) 343,353 (8) 346,214 (8) 

   West Midlands 2,266 (8) 311,661 (8) 313,927 (8) 

   East Midlands 1,893 (6) 264,293 (7) 266,186 (7) 

   South East England 2,986 (10) 531,594 (13) 534,580 (13) 

   South West England 1,332 (4) 320,869 (8) 322,201 (8) 

   East England 2,425 (8) 405,304 (10) 407,729 (10) 

   Northern Ireland 665 (2) 106,660 (3) 107,325 (3) 

   Wales 969 (3) 179,900 (4) 180,869 (4) 

   Scotland 1,541 (5) 265,893 (7) 267,434 (7) 

Note: for deprivation percentile, 1=most deprived, 100=least deprived. Multigenerational household defined as 

households including individuals aged school year 11 or younger AND school year 12 to age 49 AND aged 50+ 
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Figure 1A: Overall effects of the 8 core variables across the 52 week study period  

 

Note: RC=reference category. HH=household size. The size of the circles are proportional to -log10 of the global p-value for each variable in each fortnight. Circles with 

black outlines indicate p<0·05. The colour of the circles represents the size of the odds ratio (vs the reference category shown). For categorical variables with >2 levels 

(region, rural/urban classification, and household size), the reference category was set as the level with the lowest positivity in each fortnight, and the overall “odds ratio” 

calculated as: exp (
∑

1

𝑠𝑒(𝛽𝑖)
𝛽𝑖

∑
1

𝑠𝑒(𝛽𝑖)

). As age was included in the model as a restricted natural cubic spline, odds ratios were predicted at ages 10, 25, 40, and 55 vs 70 (reference) 

years and then combined in the same way. Numbers testing positive in each fortnight are provided in Supplementary Table 2. See Supplementary Methods for details of 

classification as isolated, persistent etc. 
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Figure 1B: Effects of the individual levels of the 8 core variables across the 52 week study period.  
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Figure 2: Adjusted effect of age (years) on positivity over the 52  week study period.  

 

Note: Odds ratios are predicted for each age vs a reference age of 45 years.  
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Figure 3: Global heterogeneity p-values per factor from the screening process over 4 specific fortnights  

 

*Benjamini-Hochberg threshold; calculated by ordering p-values from smallest to largest (k = 1,…n), and using 

the formula: B-H threshold = k(0·05/N), where N is the total number of tests.  

Note: Black dashed line shows y = x. see Supplementary Table 1 for variable names and distributions. See 

Supplementary Figure 9 for plots for all fortnights. 
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Figure 4A: Overall effects of additional factors from the screening process, adjusted for the core 

variables, over the 52  week study period  

 

 

*potential mediators of effects of other factors so not considered in main effects model further  

Note: each factor included in addition to the core variables in each fortnight. Black diamonds indicate factors 

which remain after backswards elimination of all factors with p<0·05 in each fortnight. White squares indicate 

fortnights where characteristic was not collected by the survey. See Supplementary Table 1 for variable names 

and distributions. 
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Figure 4B Effects of individual levels of factors from the screening process, adjusted for the core variables, over the 52  week study period  

Health status  
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Work and employment  
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Contacts  
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Figure 5: Adjusted effects of behavioural variables from the screening process  

 

Note: each factor included in addition to the core variables in each fortnight. Black diamonds indicate factors which remain after adjustment for all variables identified in the 

main screen and backswards elimination of all factors with p<0·05 in each fortnight. White squares indicate fortnights where characteristic was not collected. See 

Supplementary Table 1 for variable names and distributions..
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Supplementary Methods  

Laboratory testing 

Swabs were couriered directly to the United Kingdom’s national Lighthouse laboratories (Glasgow (from 16 

August 2020 onward) and the National Biocentre in Milton Keynes (from 26 April 2020 to 8 February 2021)) 

where samples were tested within the national testing program using identical methodology. The presence of 

three SARS-CoV-2 genes (ORF1ab and the genes transcribing nucleocapsid protein (N) and spike protein (S)) 

was identified using RT-PCR with the TaqPath RT-PCR COVID-19 kit (Thermo Fisher Scientific), analyzed 

using UgenTec FastFinder 3.300.5 (TaqMan 2019-nCoV Assay Kit V2 UK NHS ABI 7500 v2.1; UgenTec). 

The assay plugin contained an assay-specific algorithm and decision mechanism allowing conversion of the 

qualitative amplification assay raw data into test results with little manual intervention. Samples were called 

positive if either N or ORF1ab, or both, were detected. The S gene alone was not considered a reliable positive 

but could accompany other genes (that is, one, two or three gene positives). 

Variable and model specifications   

Deprivation  

Deprivation was assessed using the index of multiple deprivation (IMD) in England, a score based on lower 

layer super output areas with average population of 1500 people and incorporating seven domains to produce an 

overall relative measure of deprivation (income, employment, education, skills and training, health and 

disability, crime, barriers to housing services and living environment) 

(https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2019). These sub-components were 

also assessed in the variable screening process, restricted to England. Equivalent scores were used in the other 

three countries comprising the UK1-4. Each country’s scores were converted to a within country percentile.  

Age  

Age was including in the model as a natural cubic spline with 4 internal knots at 20, 40, 60, 80th percentiles of 

unique ages, and boundary knots at 5th and 95th percentiles.  

Vaccination status 

Participants were asked about their vaccination status at visits, including the type, number of doses and date(s). 

Participants from England were also linked to administrative records from the National Immunisation 

Management Service (NIMS). We used records from NIMS where available. Otherwise, we used records from 

the survey, since linkage was periodic and NIMS does not contain information about vaccinations received 

abroad or in Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales. Where records were available from both NIMS and the 

survey, agreement on type was 98% and agreement on dates was 95% within ±7 days.  

Interactions  

Interactions between household size and multigenerational households, and region and rural/urban classification 

were not considered as, by definition, all those living in multigenerational households had a household size of 3 

or more, and not all regions included major urban conurbations.  

 

Face covering variables  

Prior to 18th February, participants in the study were asked the following question regarding face coverings: “Do 

you mainly wear any kind of face covering or mask when you are outside your home, because of COVID-19?” 

with the options:  

- “No”,  

- “Yes, at work/school only”,  

- “Yes in other situations only (including public transport, shops)”,  

- “Yes, usually both at work/school and in other situations”  

- “My face is already covered for other reasons (e.g. religious or cultural reasons)” 

As of 18th February this question was retired, and participants were instead asked the two following questions 

about face coverings: “Do you wear any kind of face covering or mask when you are at work/your place of 

education, because of COVID19?”, and “Do you wear any kind of face covering or mask when you are in other 

enclosed public spaces, such as shops, or using public transport, because of COVID-19?”, with the first options 

being either “Not going to place of work or education”, or “Not going to place of work or education”. This 
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question caused similar issues with reverse causality as other behavioural questions, and hence these new 

questions were including in our behavioural screen, while the former question was included in the main screen.  

Approximate categorisation of variable effects  

We classified effects from each variable in both the core and screening model using the following broad 

categorisation:  

 Never: The effect is never significant at a p<0·05 threshold in any fortnight  

 Inconsistent: The variable is significant at a p<0·05 threshold in at least one fortnight, but never in 

with an odds ratio in a consistent direction in any consecutive fortnights  

 Isolated: The variable is significant at a p<0·05 threshold in two consecutive fortnight at most once, 

and “never consecutive” at all other times  

 Comes/goes: The variable is significant at a p<0·05 threshold in three or more consecutive fortnights, 

or two consecutive fortnights at least twice, and is not significant with a gap of at least three fortnights, 

or two gaps of two fortnights, if the effect appears again.  

 Persistent: The variable is significant at a p<0·05 threshold for the entire period after the first 

significant fortnight, with no more than one gap of two fortnights separating consistency of the effect.   
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Supplementary Results  

While the deprivation score component reflecting education was consistently associated with positivity, as this 

effect was in the same direction as the main deprivation score in the core model, and was only available in 

England, it was not considered further (Supplementary Figure 4).  

Ridge regression  

We found 43 of the 692 (6%) coefficients from the core models produced from ridge regression did not fall 

within the 95% of the equivalent coefficients obtained from logistic regression (Supplementary Figure 10). Of 

these, the majority (38 coefficients; 88%) were effects of geographical region. These were mostly in the first 

fortnights of the study period when event rates and sample size was smallest, and also during December 2020, 

where we observed strong regional effects due to the rise of the Alpha variant in the Southern regions of 

England. Many of the inconsistencies within geographical region occurred within the same fortnight i.e. either 

none or all of the effect estimates for geographic regions were within the confidence intervals.  

The differences observed between coefficients in December 2020 while the Alpha variant was rising suggest 

that the ridge regression penalised early signal for the regional effect, while logistic regression models picked 

this up. While often challenging to distinguish between signal and noise, through triangulation with other data 

sources, the regional effects observed in logistic regression model were accurate and representative of rises in 

Alpha variant in London and the South East, while ridge regression missed this effect, hence justifying our 

choice of method.  
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Supplementary Tables 

Supplementary Table 1A: Characteristics of screening variables for visits included in the main screening 

process   
Characteristic Positive, n (%) or 

median (IQR) 
Negative, n (%) or 

median (IQR) 
Total, n (%) or median 

(IQR) 

Contact with other people  

Contact with known Covid-19 (last 28 days)    
   No 13,999 (47) 3,640,835 (90) 3,654,834 (89) 

   Yes 15,904 (53) 420,799 (10) 436,703 (11) 

   Missing 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Contact hospital (last 28 days)    

   No 22,699 (76) 3,124,538 (77) 3,147,237 (77) 

   Yes, I have 3,677 (12) 500,711 (12) 504,388 (12) 
   No, but someone in my household has 2,967 (10) 359,387 (9) 362,354 (9) 

   Missing 560 (2) 76,998 (2) 77,558 (2) 

Contact carehome (last 28 days)    
   No 28,007 (94) 3,825,176 (94) 3,853,183 (94) 

   Yes, I have 623 (2) 77,503 (2) 78,126 (2) 
   No, but someone in my household has 592 (2) 67,317 (2) 67,909 (2) 

   Missing 681 (2) 91,638 (2) 92,319 (2) 

Travel abroad in the last 28 days    
   No 29,662 (99) 4,034,194 (99) 4,063,856 (99) 

   Yes 241 (1) 27,440 (1) 27,681 (1) 

   Missing 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Face covering    

   Yes, other situations only 15,479 (52) 2,394,819 (59) 2,410,298 (59) 

   Yes, work and other situations 10,254 (34) 1,224,461 (30) 1,234,715 (30) 
   Yes, work only 471 (2) 40,593 (1) 41,064 (1) 

   Yes, face already covered 632 (2) 52,980 (1) 53,612 (1) 

   No 1,746 (6) 188,210 (5) 189,956 (5) 
   Missing 1,321 (4) 160,571 (4) 161,892 (4) 

Face covering (binary)    

   Yes (any) 26,836 (90) 3,712,853 (91) 3,739,689 (91) 
   No 1,746 (6) 188,210 (5) 189,956 (5) 

   Missing 1,321 (4) 160,571 (4) 161,892 (4) 

Visit frequency    
   Last visit >14 days ago 19,043 (64) 2,863,978 (71) 2,883,021 (70) 

   Last visit <= 14 days ago 7,852 (26) 916,167 (23) 924,019 (23) 

   Enrollment 3,008 (10) 281,489 (7) 284,497 (7) 
   Missing 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Household and living environment  

IMD indoors* 50 (27, 73) 51 (27, 75) 51 (27, 75) 
   Missing 3,175 (11) 552,453 (14) 555,628 (14) 

IMD outdoors* 44 (20, 71) 51 (26, 76) 51 (26, 76) 

   Missing 3,175 (11) 552,453 (14) 555,628 (14) 

IMD education* 59 (34, 82) 64 (39, 84) 64 (39, 84) 

   Missing 3,175 (11) 552,453 (14) 555,628 (14) 

IMD health* 55 (29, 78) 62 (37, 82) 62 (37, 82) 
   Missing 3,175 (11) 552,453 (14) 555,628 (14) 

IMD crime* 49 (26, 72) 57 (32, 79) 57 (32, 79) 

   Missing 3,175 (11) 552,453 (14) 555,628 (14) 

IMD housing* 49 (26, 75) 49 (25, 75) 49 (25, 75) 

   Missing 3,175 (11) 552,453 (14) 555,628 (14) 

Number of people per room*  1 (0, 1)  1 (0, 1)  1 (0, 1) 
   Missing 3,633 (12) 562,589 (14) 566,222 (14) 

Number of people per bedroom*  1 (1, 1)  1 (1, 1)  1 (1, 1) 

   Missing 3,640 (12) 562,795 (14) 566,435 (14) 

Number of people per 100m2*  3 (2, 4)  2 (2, 3)  2 (2, 3) 

   Missing 3,669 (12) 566,273 (14) 569,942 (14) 

Energy efficiency decile*  6 (3, 10)  6 (3, 10)  6 (3, 10) 
   Missing 3,526 (12) 551,740 (14) 555,266 (14) 

Age of house (decades) *  3 (3, 4)  3 (3, 4)  3 (3, 4) 

   Missing 14,910 (50) 2,174,664 (54) 2,189,574 (54) 

Work , school, and nursery  

Work status    

   Employed, working 14,713 (49) 1,832,299 (45) 1,847,012 (45) 
   Employed, not working 1,858 (6) 134,876 (3) 136,734 (3) 

   Not working 1,631 (5) 213,550 (5) 215,181 (5) 

   Retired 5,455 (18) 1,281,213 (32) 1,286,668 (31) 
   Child/student 6,239 (21) 599,352 (15) 605,591 (15) 

   Missing 7 (0) 344 (0) 351 (0) 

Work location    
   Working from home 7,868 (26) 1,005,480 (25) 1,013,348 (25) 

   Elsewhere 12,528 (42) 1,433,415 (35) 1,445,943 (35) 
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Characteristic Positive, n (%) or 

median (IQR) 

Negative, n (%) or 

median (IQR) 

Total, n (%) or median 

(IQR) 
   NA 8,511 (28) 1,537,192 (38) 1,545,703 (38) 

   Missing 996 (3) 85,547 (2) 86,543 (2) 

Work social distancing    

   Working from home 7,868 (26) 1,005,480 (25) 1,013,348 (25) 

   Elsewhere, easy to maintain 2m 3,239 (11) 437,667 (11) 440,906 (11) 
   Elsewhere, relatively easy to maintain 2m 1,826 (6) 214,528 (5) 216,354 (5) 

   Elsewhere, difficult to maintain 2m 2,004 (7) 214,690 (5) 216,694 (5) 

   Elsewhere, very difficult to maintain 1m 4,247 (14) 449,980 (11) 454,227 (11) 
   NA 8,511 (28) 1,537,192 (38) 1,545,703 (38) 

   Missing 2,208 (7) 202,097 (5) 204,305 (5) 

Work travel†    
   Working from home 7,868 (26) 1,005,480 (25) 1,013,348 (25) 

   On foot/bike or other 2,616 (9) 295,024 (7) 297,640 (7) 

   Car/taxi 7,986 (27) 937,529 (23) 945,515 (23) 
   Train/bus 1,413 (5) 137,124 (3) 138,537 (3) 

   NA 8,511 (28) 1,537,192 (38) 1,545,703 (38) 

   Missing 1,509 (5) 149,285 (4) 150,794 (4) 

Work direct contact patients, service users, 

clients, customers 

   

   No 25,962 (87) 3,630,423 (89) 3,656,385 (89) 
   Yes 3,685 (12) 404,714 (10) 408,399 (10) 

   Missing 256 (1) 26,497 (1) 26,753 (1) 

Ever reported working in person facing social 

care  

   

   No  29,464 (99) 4,020,303 (99) 4,049,767 (99) 

   Yes  439 (1) 41,331 (1) 41,770 (1) 
   Missing  0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Ever reported working in care home    

   No 29,426 (98) 4,019,274 (99) 4,048,700 (99) 

   Yes 477 (2) 42,360 (1) 42,837 (1) 

   Missing 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Ever reported working in patient facing 

healthcare  

   

   No  29,031 (97) 3,970,666 (98) 3,999,697 (98) 

   Yes  872 (3) 90,968 (2) 91,840 (2) 

   Missing  0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Work sector    

   Teaching and education 2,832 (9) 295,102 (7) 297,934 (7) 

   Health care 2,034 (7) 225,167 (6) 227,201 (6) 
   Social care 534 (2) 60,746 (1) 61,280 (1) 

   Transport (incl. storage, logistic) 752 (3) 77,628 (2) 78,380 (2) 

   Retail sector (incl. wholesale) 1,384 (5) 150,473 (4) 151,857 (4) 
   Hospitality (e.g. hotel, restaurant) 705 (2) 67,521 (2) 68,226 (2) 

   Food production, agriculture, farming 268 (1) 35,235 (1) 35,503 (1) 

   Personal services (e.g. hairdressers) 235 (1) 27,437 (1) 27,672 (1) 
   Information technology and communication 1,014 (3) 148,805 (4) 149,819 (4) 

   Financial services incl. insurance 1,303 (4) 168,590 (4) 169,893 (4) 
   Manufacturing or construction 1,737 (6) 195,676 (5) 197,413 (5) 

   Civil service or Local Government 1,087 (4) 143,774 (4) 144,861 (4) 

   Armed forces 50 (0) 6,847 (0) 6,897 (0) 

   Arts, Entertainment or Recreation 399 (1) 55,956 (1) 56,355 (1) 

   Other occupation sector 2,341 (8) 324,118 (8) 326,459 (8) 

   NA (not currently working)  9,863 (33) 1,534,348 (38) 1,544,211 (38) 
   Missing 3,365 (11) 544,211 (13) 547,576 (13) 

Additional paid employment    

   No 10,342 (35) 2,241,224 (55) 2,251,566 (55) 

   Yes 127 (0) 21,981 (1) 22,108 (1) 
   Missing 19,434 (65) 1,798,429 (44) 1,817,863 (44) 

Current health status  

Think have had covid (last 90 days)    

   No 10,288 (34) 3,970,284 (98) 3,980,572 (97) 
   Yes 19,615 (66) 91,350 (2) 110,965 (3) 

   Missing 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Self-isolating     

   No  20,121 (67) 3,804,735 (94)  3,824,856 (93)  

   Yes I or some in my HH is  8,003 (27)  24,497 (1) 32,500 (1) 

   Yes, other reasons  845 (3)  74,019 (2)  74,864 (2)  

   Missing  934 (3)  158,383 (4)  159,317 (4) 

Smoke now    
   Non-smoker 27,520 (92) 3,695,283 (91) 3,722,803 (91) 

   Tobacco smoker 1,583 (5) 268,245 (7) 269,828 (7) 

   Only vape 693 (2) 82,037 (2) 82,730 (2) 
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Characteristic Positive, n (%) or 

median (IQR) 

Negative, n (%) or 

median (IQR) 

Total, n (%) or median 

(IQR) 
   Missing 107 (0) 16,069 (0) 16,176 (0) 

Smoke ever regularly    
   No 22,120 (74) 2,843,859 (70) 2,865,979 (70) 

   Yes 7,283 (24) 1,139,616 (28) 1,146,899 (28) 

   Missing 500 (2) 78,159 (2) 78,659 (2) 

Any disability     

   No 26,607 (89) 3,513,264 (86) 3,539,871 (87) 

   Yes 3,296 (11) 548,370 (14) 551,666 (13) 
   Missing 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Long-term health conditions    

   No 24,755 (83) 3,243,863 (80) 3,268,618 (80) 
   Yes 4,765 (16) 751,236 (18) 756,001 (18) 

   Missing 383 (1) 66,535 (2) 66,918 (2) 

Impact of health conditions    
   No health conditions 24,755 (83) 3,243,863 (80) 3,268,618 (80) 

   No impact at all 2,164 (7) 332,664 (8) 334,828 (8) 

   A little impact 1,526 (5) 239,834 (6) 241,360 (6) 
   A lot of impact 1,017 (3) 172,191 (4) 173,208 (4) 

   Missing 441 (1) 73,082 (2) 73,523 (2) 

Covid vaccination status    
   Not vaccinated, no prior positive, >21 days before 

vaccination 

25,254 (84) 2,431,522 (60) 2,456,776 (60) 

   1-21 days before vaccination or 0-7 days post 
vaccination 

1,422 (5) 313,585 (8) 315,007 (8) 

   Vaccinated 8-20 days ago 665 (2) 141,629 (3) 142,294 (3) 

   Vaccinated  >= 21 days ago, no second dose 1,162 (4) 495,471 (12) 496,633 (12) 
   Post second dose or not vaccinated prior positive 1,400 (5) 679,427 (17) 680,827 (17) 

   Missing 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Regular LFT testing    
   No 719 (2) 59,169 (1) 59,888 (1) 

   Yes 1,055 (4) 116,773 (3) 117,828 (3) 

   Missing 28,129 (94) 3,885,692 (96) 3,913,821 (96) 

 

*Characteristic available for England only  

† 6,744/945,515 visits in the car/taxi group were taxi; numbers were too few to assess whether another grouping 

might be preferable. 

** Question introduced or expanded part way through the study so missing data also reflects time periods when 

the question was not included.   
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Supplementary Table 1B Characteristics of screening variables for visits included in the behaviour 

screening process (B) 
Characteristic† Positive, n (%) or median 

(IQR) 

Negative, n (%) or median 

(IQR) 

Total, n (%) or median 

(IQR) 

Number of physical contacts aged <18    
   0 11,898 (40) 2,160,467 (53) 2,172,365 (53) 

   1-5 4,146 (14) 608,127 (15) 612,273 (15) 

   6-10 675 (2) 71,849 (2) 725,24 (2) 
   11-20 2,294 (8) 206,076 (5) 208,370 (5) 

   21 or more 10,890 (36) 1,015,115 (25) 1,026,005 (25) 

   Missing 11,898 (40) 2,160,467 (53) 2,172,365 (53) 

Number of physical contacts aged 18-

69 

   

   0 10,031 (34) 1,848,906 (46) 1,858,937 (45) 
   1-5 6,487 (22) 950,800 (23) 957,287 (23) 

   6-10 1,233 (4) 128,817 (3) 130,050 (3) 

   11-20 1,269 (4) 119,866 (3) 121,135 (3) 

   21 or more 10,883 (36) 1,013,245 (25) 1,024,128 (25) 

   Missing 10,031 (34) 1,848,906 (46) 1,858,937 (45) 

Number of physical contacts aged 

>=70 

   

   0 15,293 (51) 2,530,655 (62) 2,545,948 (62) 

   1-5 3,034 (10) 449,008 (11) 452,042 (11) 
   6-10 205 (1) 22,434 (1) 22,639 (1) 

   11-20 423 (1) 41,165 (1) 41,588 (1) 

   21 or more 10,948 (37) 1,018,372 (25) 1,029,320 (25) 
   Missing 15,293 (51) 2,530,655 (62) 2,545,948 (62) 

Number of social contacts aged <18    

   0 12,138 (41) 1,935,681 (48) 1,947,819 (48) 
   1-5 4,797 (16) 835,491 (21) 840,288 (21) 

   6-10 696 (2) 106,921 (3) 107,617 (3) 

   11-20 1,294 (4) 163,396 (4) 164,690 (4) 
   21 or more 10,978 (37) 1,020,145 (25) 1,031,123 (25) 

   Missing 12,138 (41) 1,935,681 (48) 1,947,819 (48) 

Number of social contacts aged 18-69    
   0 4,243 (14) 803,071 (20) 807,314 (20) 

   1-5 6,351 (21) 1,191,642 (29) 1,197,993 (29) 

   6-10 3,033 (10) 425,739 (10) 428,772 (10) 
   11-20 5,385 (18) 628,365 (15) 633,750 (15) 

   21 or more 10,891 (36) 1,012,817 (25) 1,023,708 (25) 

   Missing 4,243 (14) 803,071 (20) 807,314 (20) 

Number of social contacts aged >=70    

   0 12,138 (41) 1,935,681 (48) 1,947,819 (48) 

   1-5 4,797 (16) 835,491 (21) 840,288 (21) 
   6-10 696 (2) 106,921 (3) 107,617 (3) 

   11-20 1,294 (4) 163,396 (4) 164,690 (4) 

   21 or more 10,978 (37) 1,020,145 (25) 1,031,123 (25) 
   Missing 12,138 (41) 1,935,681 (48) 1,947,819 (48) 

Outside socialising times    

   None 409 (1) 80,290 (2) 80,699 (2) 
   Once 345 (1) 52,733 (1) 53,078 (1) 

   Twice 208 (1) 28,400 (1) 28,608 (1) 

   Three times 128 (0) 14,056 (0) 14,184 (0) 
   Four times 54 (0) 6,834 (0) 6,888 (0) 

   Five times 52 (0) 4,194 (0) 4,246 (0) 

   Six times 19 (0) 1,468 (0) 1,487 (0) 
   Seven times or more 43 (0) 4,718 (0) 4,761 (0) 

   Missing 28,645 (96) 3,868,941 (95) 3,897,586 (95) 

Outside shopping only times    
   None 260 (1) 32,514 (1) 32,774 (1) 

   Once 297 (1) 47,098 (1) 47,395 (1) 

   Twice 291 (1) 48,764 (1) 49,055 (1) 
   Three times 180 (1) 30,207 (1) 30,387 (1) 

   Four times 84 (0) 13,948 (0) 14,032 (0) 

   Five times 56 (0) 7,835 (0) 7,891 (0) 
   Six times 14 (0) 2,663 (0) 2,677 (0) 

   Seven times or more 76 (0) 9,669 (0) 9,745 (0) 

   Missing 28,645 (96) 3,868,936 (95) 3,897,581 (95) 

Time spent shopping or socializing 

outside  

   

   None 3,180 (11) 513,784 (13) 516,964 (13) 
   Once 3,687 (12) 634,651 (16) 638,338 (16) 

   Twice 3,719 (12) 602,006 (15) 605,725 (15) 
   Three times 2,236 (7) 356,644 (9) 358,880 (9) 

   Four times 1,133 (4) 180,386 (4) 181,519 (4) 
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Characteristic† Positive, n (%) or median 

(IQR) 

Negative, n (%) or median 

(IQR) 

Total, n (%) or median 

(IQR) 
   Five times 737 (2) 111,370 (3) 112,107 (3) 

   Six times 293 (1) 44,966 (1) 45,259 (1) 
   Seven times or more 1,196 (4) 177,612 (4) 178,808 (4) 

   Missing 13,722 (46) 1,440,215 (35) 1,453,937 (36) 

Hours spent in other's homes    
   None 11,597 (39) 1,954,027 (48) 1,965,624 (48) 

   Once 2,619 (9) 397,279 (10) 399,898 (10) 

   Twice 830 (3) 125,436 (3) 126,266 (3) 
   Three  356 (1) 49,845 (1) 50,201 (1) 

   Four  175 (1) 23,312 (1) 23,487 (1) 

   Five  129 (0) 19,331 (0) 19,460 (0) 
   Six  49 (0) 6,566 (0)  6,615 (0) 

   Seven or more 261 (1) 34,453 (1) 34,714 (1) 

   Missing 13,887 (46) 1,451,385 (36) 1,465,272 (36) 

Hours others spent in own home    

   None 10,753 (36) 1,780,000 (44) 1,790,753 (44) 

   Once 2,906 (10) 490,148 (12) 493,054 (12) 
   Twice 1,139 (4) 171,857 (4) 172,996 (4) 

   Three times 502 (2) 69,515 (2) 70,017 (2) 

   Four times 201 (1) 32,278 (1) 32,479 (1) 
   Five times 180 (1) 23,641 (1) 23,821 (1) 

   Six times 60 (0) 7,818 (0) 7,878 (0) 

   Seven times or more 254 (1) 32,741 (1) 32,995 (1) 
   Missing 13,908 (47) 1,453,636 (36) 1,467,544 (36) 

Face coverings (work/school)    

   Not going to work/school 1,491 (5) 854,693 (21) 856,184 (21) 

   Never 1,190 (4) 413,563 (10) 414,753 (10) 

   Yes, sometimes 433 (1) 111,707 (3) 112,140 (3) 

   Yes, always 434 (1) 124,250 (3) 124,684 (3) 

   Face already covered 26,355 (88) 2,557,421 (63) 2,583,776 (63) 

   Missing 1,491 (5) 854,693 (21) 856,184 (21) 

Face coverings (other situations)    

   Yes, always 113 (0) 49,684 (1) 49,797 (1) 

   Yes, sometimes 3,156 (11) 1,376,289 (34) 1,379,445 (34) 

   Face already covered 120 (0) 39,674 (1) 39,794 (1) 

   Not going to enclosed public spaces 181 (1) 49,240 (1) 49,421 (1) 

   Never 26,333 (88) 2,546,747 (63) 2,573,080 (63) 

   Missing 113 (0) 49,684 (1) 49,797 (1) 

 

† All characteristics except hours spent with someone else in one’s own home per day relate to the past 7 days.  
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Supplementary Table 2: Count in each fortnight, including number not included in core model  
Fortnight Positive visits, n (%) Negative visits, n (%) Total, n (%) Negative visits excluded from 

core models*, n (% of 

negatives) 

19Jul20-01Aug20 27 (0·1) 32,157 (99·9) 32,184 (100) 4,074 (12.7) 
02Aug20-15Aug20 22 (0·1) 43,073 (99·9) 43,095 (100) 86,72 (20·1) 

16Aug20-29Aug20 41 (0·1) 57,895 (99·9) 57,936 (100) 0 (0·0) 

30Aug20-12Sep20 111 (0·1) 76,276 (99·9) 76,387 (100) 0 (0·0) 
13Sep20-26Sep20 320 (0·3) 116,467 (99·7) 116,787 (100) 0 (0·0) 

27Sep20-10Oct20 1,090 (0·6) 171,298 (99·4) 172,388 (100) 0 (0·0) 

11Oct20-24Oct20 1,995 (1·0) 194,123 (99·0) 196,118 (100) 0 (0·0) 
25Oct20-07Nov20 2,109 (1·2) 169,735 (98.8) 171,844 (100) 0 (0·0) 

08Nov20-21Nov20 2,316 (1·2) 192,715 (98.8) 195,031 (100) 0 (0·0) 

22Nov20-05Dec20 1,874 (1·0) 192,534 (99·0) 194,408 (100) 0 (0·0) 
06Dec20-19Dec20 2,286 (1·2) 190,313 (98.8) 192,599 (100) 0 (0·0) 

20Dec20-02Jan21 2,710 (1·9) 136,703 (98.1) 139,413 (100) 0 (0·0) 

03Jan21-16Jan21 3,891 (1·9) 198,116 (98.1) 202,007 (100) 0 (0·0) 

17Jan21-30Jan21 3,275 (1·7) 194,157 (98.3) 197,432 (100) 0 (0·0) 

31Jan21-13Feb21 2,171 (1·0) 205,148 (99·0) 207,319 (100) 0 (0·0) 

14Feb21-27Feb21 1,058 (0·5) 196,410 (99·5) 197,468 (100) 0 (0·0) 

28Feb21-13Mar21 621 (0·3) 193,549 (99·7) 194,170 (100) 0 (0·0) 
14Mar21-27Mar21 475 (0·3) 173,734 (99·7) 174,209 (100) 0 (0·0) 

28Mar21-10Apr21 364 (0·2) 169,692 (99·8) 170,056 (100) 0 (0·0) 

11Apr21-24Apr21 189 (0·1) 164,958 (99·9) 165,147 (100) 0 (0·0) 
25Apr21-08May21 123 (0·1) 172,931 (99·9) 173,054 (100) 0 (0·0) 

09May21-22May21 137 (0·1) 164,249 (99·9) 164,386 (100) 0 (0·0) 

23May21-05Jun21 240 (0·1) 160,888 (99·9) 161,128 (100) 0 (0·0) 
06Jun21-19Jun21 309 (0·2) 167,862 (99·8) 168,171 (100) 0 (0·0) 

20Jun21-03Jul21 675 (0·4) 159,246 (99·6) 159,921 (100) 0 (0·0) 

04Jul21-17Jul21 1,474 (0·9) 167,405 (99·1) 168,879 (100) 0 (0·0) 

* Negative visits were excluded in the two earliest fortnights due to perfect prediction 
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Supplementary Table 3: Summary of individuals IMD components with combined index  
 Correlation with combined 

index 

Proportion of score*  

Combined 1   

Income 0·93 22·5 

Employment  0·90 22·5 

Education  0·78 13·5 

Health 0·81 13·5 

Crime 0·68 9·3 

Housing 0·18 9·3 

Indoors 0·35 6·2 

Outdoors 0·25 3·1 

Living environment (combination of 

“indoors” and “outdoors”)  

0·41 9·3 

*Taken from https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2019 
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Supplementary Table 4: Summary of p-values in 28-day periods for effects which occur in 2 or more 

consecutive fortnights  

 Number of occurrences, n (%) [N=45]  

Not detected in 28-day periods  1 (2)  

Same detection date  14 (31)  

Detected later in 28-day periods  25 (56)  

Detected earlier in 28-day periods  5 (11)  

 

Note: The effect not detected in 28-day periods was work sector IT in the fortnight 20th June-3rd July. Variables 

which would have been detected earlier in 28-day periods (number of days earlier in brackets) are as follows: 

contact with hospital (14 days), work in a patient facing healthcare role (14 days), education deprivation index 

(14 days), sector health care (42 days), study visit frequency (56 days).  

Additional to these earlier detections, for eight variables in ten 28-day periods, the effect had p<0·05 in a 28-day 

period but p≥0·05 in both the nested fortnights. Of these ten instances, two were significant in related variables 

within the nested fortnightsa, four were identified in one of the two fortnights directly priorb, one was picked up 

in the fortnight directly afterc, and three were not found in any fortnight directly before or afterd.  

aEver smoked regularly in the monthly period 11Oct20-07Nov20 (p=0·041). During the fortnights spanning 

11Oct20-07Nov20, current smoking status was consistently identified. Impact of long-term health conditions 

was identified in the 28-days 31Jan21-27Feb21 (p=0·035), where it was marginally significant in the nested 

fortnight 31Jan21-13Feb21 (p=0·059). Both any long-term health conditions, and disability were flagged as 

significant in this fortnight.   

bAny long-term health conditions in 8Nov20-5Dec20; Indoors deprivation index (16Aug20-12Sep20); Sector 

food production in 31Jan21-27Feb21; Travel abroad (08Nov20-05Dec20; p = 0·047) 

cSector finance in 11Oct20-07Nov20 

dHousing deprivation index in 31Jan21-27Feb21 and 28Mar21-24Apr21 (but this effect did not have an effect 

after adjusting for overall deprivation index); sector finance in 31Jan21-27Feb21 

 

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

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 5, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.02.21263017doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.02.21263017
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


35 

Supplementary Figures  

Supplementary Figure 1: Log odds ratios with 95% confidence intervals for the effect of rural urban classification across the 52 week study period 

Note: All odds ratios are vs rural village  
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Supplementary Figure 2: Unadjusted percentage (95% CI) of positive swabs per fortnight (A), and positive swabs split by gene positivity pattern (B)  

 

Note: Wild-type/Delta=positive on all three genes (N, S, ORF1ab) or S plus one other gene. Alpha-compatible=positive on N+ORF1ab. Single gene=positive on N or 

ORF1ab only (S only not considered positive).  
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Supplementary Figure 3: Total number of participants per fortnight  

 

Note: The red dashed line shows the recruitment target of 179,000 swabs from unique participants across the UK from 1 st October onwards  
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Supplementary Figure 4: Summary of odds ratio and p-values for interactions between all of the core variables using fortnights.  

 

Note: The size of the circles are proportional to -log10 of the global heterogeneity p-value for each interaction in each fortnight. The colour of the circles represent the average 

size of the interaction terms, converted to the odds ratio scale.   
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Supplementary Figure 5: Global hetergeneity p-values per factor from the screening process for household and living enviroment characteristics  

 

 

Note: each factor included in addition to the core variables in each fortnight. Black diamonds indicate factors which remain after backswards elimination of all factors with 

p<0·05 in each fortnight. See Supplementary Table 1 for variable names and distributions. 
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Supplementary Figure 6: Individual p-values per factor from the screening process for screening 

characteristics  
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Supplementary Figure 7A: Summary of odds ratios and p-values for the 8 core variables over 28 day periods 

 

Note: RC=reference category. HH=household size  The size of the circles are proportional to -log10 of the global heterogeneity p-value for each variable in each 28-day 

period. Circles with black outlines represent p<0·05. The colour of the circles represent the size of the odds ratio (vs the reference category shown). For categorical variables 

with >2 levels (region, rural/urban classification, and household size), the reference category was set as the level with the lowest prevalence in each fortnight, and the overall 

“odds ratio” calculated as: exp (
∑

1

𝑠𝑒(𝛽𝑖)
𝛽𝑖

∑
1

𝑠𝑒(𝛽𝑖)

). As age was included in the model as a restricted natural cubic spline, odds ratios were predicted at ages 10, 25, 40, and 55 vs 70 

(reference) years and then combined in the same way. 
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Supplementary Figure 7B: Summary of odds ratios and p-values for the individual levels of the 8 core 

variables over 28 day periods 
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Supplementary Figure 8: Adjusted effect of age (years) on positivity using 28-day periods.  

 

Odds ratios are predicted for each age vs a reference age of 45 years. 
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Supplementary Figure 9A: Summary of odds ratio and p-values for interactions between all of the core 

variables for 28 day periods.  

 

Note: The size of the circles are proportional to -log10 of the global heterogeneity p-value for each interaction in 

each fortnight. The colour of the circles represent the size of the odds ratio  
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Figure 9B: Effect of interaction of age by household size in the 28-day period 13 September to 10th October  

 

Note: effects marginalised over other variables. 
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Figure 9C: Effect of interaction of ethnicity by household size in the 28-day period 11th October 2020 to 

7th November 2020 

 

Figure 9D: Effect of interaction of region by deprivation score in the 28-day period 8th November 2020 to 

5th December 2020  
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Figure 9E: Effect of interaction of rural urban classification by age in the 28-day period 6th December 2020 to 2nd January 2021  

 

Note: effects marginalised over other variables. 

 

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

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 5, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.02.21263017doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.02.21263017
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


48 

Figure 9F: Effect of interaction of region by household size in the 28-day period 6th December 2020 to 2nd 

January 2021  
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Figure 9G: Effect of interaction of ethnicity by multigenerational households in the 28-day period 31st 

January 2021 to 27th February 2021  
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Supplementary Figure 10A: Global heterogeneity p-values per factor from the screening process for 28-

day periods for characetrics based on work, health status and contacts  
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Supplementary Figure 10B: Global heterogeneity p-values per factor from the screening process for 28-

day periods for characteristics based on household and living environment  

 

 

Note: each factor included in addition to the core variables in each period. See Supplementary Table 1 for 

variable names and distributions. 
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Supplementary Figure 11: Results from ridge regression and logistic regression 

 

 Ridge coefficients outside of logistic regression 

95% confidence interval, n (%) 

Total  43 (6% of all 692 coefficients)  

By Variable   

Region  38 (88)  

Rural/Urban Classification  3 (7)  

Household size  1 (2)  

Ethnicity  1 (2)  

By fortnight   

19Jul20-01Aug20 1 (2) 

16Aug20-29Aug20 1 (2) 

30Aug20-12Sep20 3 (7)  

11Oct20-24Oct20 2 (5)  

06Dec20-19Dec20 10 (23)  

20Dec20-02Jan21 10 (23)  

14Feb21-27Feb21 1 (2) 

11Apr21-24Apr21 9 (21)  

09May21-22May21 6 (14)  
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Supplementary Figure 12: Global hetergeneity p-values per factor from the screening process over all 26 

fortnights 
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Note: Black dashed line shows y = x. see Supplementary Table 1 for variable names and distributions 
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