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12 Abstract

13 Objectives: Several interventions have been used around the world trying to contain 

14 the SARS-Cov-2 pandemic, such as quarantine, prohibition of mass demonstrations, 

15 isolation of sick people, tracing of virus carriers, semi-containment, promotion of barrier 

16 gestures, development of rapid auto-tests and vaccines among others. We propose a 

17 simple model to evaluate the potential impact of such interventions.

18 Methods: A model for the reproduction number of an infectious disease including three 

19 main contexts of infection (indoor mass events, public indoor activities and household) 

20 and seven parameters is considered. We illustrate how these parameters could be 

21 obtained from the literature or from expert assumptions, and we apply the model to 

22 describe 20 scenarios that can typically occur during the different phases of a pandemic. 

23 Results: This model provides a useful framework for better understanding and 

24 communicating the effects of different (combinations of) possible interventions, while 

25 encouraging constant updating of expert assumptions to better match reality. 

26 Conclusion: This simple approach will bring more transparency and public support to 

27 help governments to think, decide, evaluate and adjust what to do during a pandemic.
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29 Introduction

30 The SARS-Cov-2 pandemic has been a challenge for the whole world. Countries 

31 implemented diverse measures to contain it such as quarantine, prohibition of mass 

32 demonstrations, isolation of sick people, tracing of virus carriers, semi-containment, 

33 promotion of barrier gestures (masks, hand washing with alcohol), development of 

34 rapid auto-tests and vaccines among others. The effectiveness of such specific 

35 interventions is difficult to measure, since they were often implemented simultaneously 

36 and in non-comparable contexts [1].

37 Politicians often turned to scientists with the creation of "task forces" to advise them. 

38 They took tough political decisions, depriving residents of their freedom of movement, 

39 shutting down schools and entire sectors of the economy for several months [2]. Fear set 

40 in and conflicting information circulated [3]. They invested significant amounts in 

41 scientific research [4]. Controversies arose, for example on the effectiveness of certain 

42 treatments, on the importance of the climatic factor [5, 6] or on the impact of partial 

43 containment measures [7, 8]. This planetary experience showed that it was difficult to 

44 predict the development of a pandemic [9, 10]. How should we react if a new pandemic 

45 would occur? What lessons can we learn from the current pandemic?

46 From our point of view, the main lesson is that we missed a general theory to manage 

47 this pandemic, in a context of great uncertainty. We missed a conceptual framework to 

48 assess the potential impact of each intervention, taking into account the characteristics 

49 of the virus and the affected population.

50 The aim of this paper is to lay the foundations for such a theory for the different phases 

51 of a pandemic. Most of the elements of this theory are known and have already been 
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52 intuitively applied. The purpose here is only to clarify certain points and to set the 

53 minimum parameters necessary to monitor and manage a pandemic. Everyone can then 

54 refine the proposed model and make their own assumptions and adjustments.

55 Methods

56 A formula has long been available for measuring the development of an epidemic 

57 through its reproduction number R, defined as the average number of people infected by 

58 a carrier of a specific infection [11,12]. If the value of R exceeds 1.0 the epidemic will 

59 grow up exponentially, if it is less than 1.0 it will die out. This formula involves the 

60 product of three factors as follows:

61 R = D * C * N     (Formula 1)

62 where D is the average duration of contagion (measured in days), C is the 

63 contagiousness (probability that a person will be contaminated during a contact with a 

64 carrier), and N is the average number of contacts per day that a carrier may have. Of 

65 course, the contagiousness will not be the same for each contact, obviously depending 

66 on the “intensity” of the contact. In this formula, C must therefore be considered as an 

67 “average” probability calculated over all types of daily contacts. 

68 Formula 1 applies at the start of an epidemic, where it is usually noted R0, and when 

69 anyone in contact is likely to be infected. To take into account the appearance of 

70 immunized people (following the disease or by vaccination [13]), a fourth factor is 

71 introduced into the formula [14], yielding:

72 R = D * C * N * (1-P)     (Formula 2)

73 where P is the prevalence of immunized people. Formula 2 explains herd immunity, the 

74 value of R falling below 1.0 if P is large enough, in fact as soon as P>1-1/R0. 
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75 From there, one can immediately understand how the various measures taken by a 

76 government may affect the course of an epidemic. Testing and isolating the patients 

77 makes it possible to reduce the duration of the contagion (D), the barrier gestures will 

78 influence the contagiousness (C), the containment reduces the number of contacts (N) 

79 and the vaccination will act on the prevalence of immunized people (P). These 

80 mechanisms were clearly in the minds of the governments that imposed these measures. 

81 However, as far as we can ascertain, there has been little or no discussion of the 

82 expected consequences of the actions taken with respect to these simple formulae. 

83 Some of the concrete questions that decision makers ask during an epidemic include the 

84 following. Should demonstrations be banned? If so, from what size? Should school 

85 classes, restaurants, and certain businesses be closed? In high schools or universities, 

86 what percentage of student participation should be allowed? To answer this type of 

87 questions, it would be necessary to stratify the contexts of contamination, and to 

88 consider a finer formula for the reproduction number:

89 R = i Di * Ci * Ni * (1-Pi)     (Formula 3)

90 This formula expresses the obvious fact that the total number of contaminations due to a 

91 carrier is obtained by the sum of those occurring in all possible (and mutually exclusive) 

92 contexts where that carrier has a chance to infect someone. In Formula 3, a possibly 

93 different duration Di, contagiousness Ci, number of contacts Ni and prevalence of 

94 immunized people Pi is allowed in each population stratum i. Strata could include for 

95 example mass manifestations, public transports, schools, work, shops, leisure activities, 

96 homes for the elderly and households. Importantly, each individual could contaminate 

97 people in more than one stratum, depending on his/her activities. Again, we are 
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98 considering a stratification of contaminations, not of individuals, so our terminology 

99 may differ somewhat from its traditional meaning in epidemiology.

100 To use Formula 3 in practice, it is necessary to simplify it. We could for example assume 

101 that the duration of the contagion and the prevalence of immunized people is the same 

102 in all strata. This is not always possible though. For instance, the prevalence of 

103 immunized people will increase more quickly in contaminated strata, such as homes for 

104 the elderly, than in the general population. In fact, we shall not consider below the 

105 (important but peculiar) stratum of the homes for the elderly, which actually 

106 necessitates separate actions and discussions. On the other hand, it is probably fair to 

107 assume that contagiousness will be lower for outdoor than for indoor activities, being 

108 close to zero and almost negligible for the former. Finally, the number of contacts will 

109 strongly depend on the strata, a carrier obviously meeting more people in a crowd or in 

110 a public transport than within his/her household. 

111 In this paper, we consider the following simplified formula (or model) to express the 

112 reproduction number:

113 R = D (1-P) (C*N1+C*N2+C3*N3)      (Formula 4)

114 It is a model with three strata and seven parameters. These three strata represent 

115 respectively indoor mass events (in a closed space with at least 100 persons, e.g. 

116 concerts, cinemas, bars, dancing, choirs), public indoor activities (including public 

117 transport, schools, work, shopping or leisure) and households (i.e. families), thought to 

118 be three main contexts where contaminations occur.  We consider that the number of 

119 contacts might be different in each stratum, and assume that contagiousness is identical 

120 in the first two strata, but might be higher within households, where the contacts are 
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121 closer. On the basis of such a simplification of reality, it becomes possible to partly 

122 answer some of the questions above, to quantify approximately what the consequences 

123 of a government's measures will be, and to suggest appropriate decisions, as we shall 

124 see in the next section. 

125 Results

126 In what follows, we examine 20 scenarios involving different parameter values in 

127 Formula 4. Results are summarized in Table 1.
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129 Table 1: Values of the seven parameters of our model defined by Formula 4 according to 

130 20 scenarios to manage the SARS-Cov-2 epidemic, together with the resulting 

131 reproduction number R characterizing the spread of the disease. In bold the parameter 

132 values that are different from the baseline scenario (Scenario A). Underlined, the R-

133 values that are less than one.

Scenario P D C C3 N1 N2 N3 R

A Baseline (Switzerland) 0 7 0.027 0.081 1.00 7.06 1.21 2.21

B China 0 7 0.027 0.081 1.19 8.40 2.65 3.32

C India 0 7 0.027 0.081 1.19 8.40 4.79 4.53

D Senegal 0 7 0.027 0.081 1.19 8.40 12.30 8.79

E Quarantine (30 persons) 0 7 0.027 0.081 0.00 0.00 29.00 16.44

F Quarantine (10 persons) 0 7 0.027 0.081 0.00 0.00 9.00 5.10

G Seasonal variations 0 7 0.009 0.027 1.00 7.06 1.21 0.74

H Barrier gestures 0 7 0.014 0.081 1.00 7.06 1.21 1.48

I Isolation of patient 0 5 0.027 0.081 1.00 7.06 1.21 1.58

J Isolation & contact tracing 0 3 0.027 0.081 1.00 7.06 1.21 0.95

K Ban of mass events 0 7 0.027 0.081 0.00 7.06 1.21 2.02

L Semi-containment 0 7 0.027 0.122 0.00 3.53 1.21 1.70

M Full-containment 0 7 0.027 0.162 0.00 0.00 1.21 1.37

N Mixture of measures (H+I+K) 0 5 0.014 0.081 0.00 7.06 1.21 0.98

O Auto-testing (100% sensitivity) 0 1 0.027 0.081 1.00 7.06 1.21 0.32

P Auto-testing (60% sensitivity) 0 3.4 0.027 0.081 1.00 7.06 1.21 1.07

Q Vaccination start 0.33 7 0.014 0.081 1.00 7.06 1.21 0.99

R Herd immunity 0.55 7 0.027 0.081 1.00 7.06 1.21 0.99

S New variant 0.78 7 0.054 0.162 1.00 7.06 1.21 0.97

T New resistant variant 0.55 7 0.054 0.162 1.00 7.06 1.21 1.99

Parameters:
P = prevalence of immunized people
D = duration of the contagion (days)

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 2, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.30.22273190doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.30.22273190
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


9

C = contagiousness (probability of contamination during a contact with a carrier)
C3 = contagiousness in households
N1 = average number of contacts per day during indoor mass events
N2 = average number of contacts per day during public indoor activities
N3 = average number of contacts per day in households

134

135 Baseline scenario (onset of the SARS-Cov-2 epidemic in Switzerland)

136 Since we have 7 parameters in our model, we need 7 information to estimate them. We 

137 attempt here to estimate these quantities in a country like Switzerland, where the 

138 present authors are living, but this may also be valid in other European countries. For 

139 the SARS-Cov-2 epidemic emerging in Wuhan (China), it was reported that the contagion 

140 lasted on average D=7 days (two days before the onset of symptoms [15] plus five days 

141 after [16]). A similar value of D should probably apply in other parts of the world. At the 

142 start of the epidemic, the proportion of immunized people is obviously P=0, while an 

143 estimated R=R0=2.21 has been reported for Western Europe [17]. On the other hand, a 

144 study in Switzerland [18] estimated that D*C3=57% of the people sharing the household 

145 of a carrier were in turn contaminated, this percentage decreasing to D*C=19% for the 

146 contacts of a carrier outside the household. This suggests daily contagiousness values of 

147 C3=0.57/7=0.081 and C=0.19/7=0.027. The number of people per household in 

148 Switzerland is 2.21 [19], meaning that a carrier shared his/her household with an 

149 average of N3=1.21 persons. To get a seventh information, we assume that 1% of the 

150 Swiss population participates to a mass manifestation averaging 100 persons each day, 

151 yielding an average number of daily contacts in a mass manifestation of N1=0.01*100=1. 

152 Clearly, a more precise estimation of this quantity could/should be obtained via a 

153 dedicated survey, although this would not fundamentally change the nature of our 

154 results. From there, one can estimate an average number of daily contacts outside 
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155 household of N2=(R0-D*C*N1-D*C3*N3)/(D*C)=7.06. These are contacts likely to produce 

156 contamination, often estimated by fifteen minutes at least of direct or close physical 

157 contact [20]. Of note, the R0=2.21 contaminations due to a carrier can be decomposed 

158 into D*C*N1=0.19 (9%) contaminations in the first stratum, D*C*N2=1.33 (60%) in the 

159 second stratum and D*C3*N3=0.69 (31%) in the third stratum. Surveys could be used to 

160 check whether this decomposition reasonably matches the reality or not, and in the 

161 latter case, suggest some appropriate update of the values of parameters in our model.

162 These data represent Scenario A in Table 1, referred to as the baseline scenario. Without 

163 explicit mention of a change, these parameter values of our model will be taken identical 

164 in the other scenarios presented below.

165 Other places in the world 

166 In China, a meta-analysis provided an estimated value of R0=3.32 [21]. Keeping the same 

167 contagiousness values as in the baseline scenario, and knowing that the number of 

168 people per household is 3.65 in the Hubei region (where it all began) [22], yielding 

169 N3=2.65, this value of R0 would be compatible with an increase of 19% of the contacts in 

170 the first two strata compared to the baseline scenario (Scenario B).

171 This reminds and illustrates that a disease with a given contagiousness and duration of 

172 contagion may reach different values of R0 depending on the number of contacts and 

173 size of the households. As further examples, keeping the data of Scenario B, but 

174 considering households of size 5.79 (as in India, Scenario C) or 13.3 (as in Senegal, 

175 Scenario D), one would obtain values of respectively R0=4.53 and R0=8.79, considerably 

176 higher than what has been reported in China. Other factors would probably affect the 

177 different parameters of our model, for instance climatic factors or the social 
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178 organization, but these simple calculations show that the reproduction number can vary 

179 considerably from one country to another, only depending on the size of the households. 

180 Quarantines

181 A strict quarantine strategy is effective in protecting the global population from the 

182 arrival of contagious people. However, there are significant risks to those quarantined, 

183 as illustrated by the example of the Diamond Princess, where 697 out of 3711 

184 passengers were infected (and 7 died) because of a single carrier at the start of the 

185 quarantine [23]. In places less spacious than a ship, quarantined persons could be seen 

186 as forming a large household, without any contact outside the household (i.e. with 

187 N1=N2=0). Considering that 30 people are quarantined (i.e. N3=29), which could be a 

188 school classroom, we end up with a very high reproduction number (R=16.44, Scenario 

189 E), such that many of those people will be quickly infected. The calculation also shows 

190 that if we would quarantine these people by forming three sub-groups of 10 persons (i.e. 

191 N3=9), the risks would be lower (R=5.10, Scenario F). Note that these values are just 

192 indicative of the intensity of the contagiousness of the disease at the beginning of the 

193 quarantine. This does not imply that each carrier will really infect an average of 16.44, 

194 respectively of 5.10 other persons, since the prevalence of immunized persons P would 

195 quickly increase in such a context. 

196 Seasonal variations

197 The onset of the summer 2020 in Europe correlated with a marked decline in the 

198 reproduction rate. Assuming a reduction of two thirds of contagiousness (C and C3) 

199 during the summer would drop the reproduction number below the critical value of 1 

200 without taking any protective measure (R=0.74, Scenario G). Note that the decrease of 
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201 contagiousness in summer could also be due to the decrease of the intensity of indoor 

202 contacts, as people would spend more time outside.

203 Protective measures

204 Apart from a few countries that have implemented a strict containment policy, most 

205 nations have had to deal with the pandemic by taking partial protective measures. 

206 Formula 4 makes it possible to estimate the potential effectiveness of the different 

207 measures. For instance, a realistic application of barrier gestures in public (including 

208 wearing a mask), aiming at reducing contagiousness C by half (for example), would not 

209 be sufficiently effective on its own, allowing a reduction from R= 2.21 (baseline 

210 scenario) to R=1.48 (Scenario H). 

211 A systematic isolation of patients as soon as they show symptoms would typically 

212 reduce the average duration of contagion, e.g. from D=7 to D=5 days, to reach R=1.58 

213 (Scenario I). On the other hand, isolating not only the patients but also his/her contacts 

214 via efficient (although administratively demanding) contact tracing should make it 

215 possible to further reduce this average duration, e.g. to D=3 days, yielding R=0.95 

216 (Scenario J), thus falling below the critical value of 1. The values of D=5 and D=3 days 

217 used here are just rough estimations to provide an idea of what could be achieved. 

218 Updated and more accurate values of D achievable in these cases could be easily 

219 incorporated into Formula 4 if available. 

220 One of the first obvious measure taken by the governments was a total ban on mass 

221 events, which in our model is characterized by N1=0, allowing for a modest reduction of 

222 the reproduction number, to reach R=2.02 (Scenario K). A semi-containment will further 

223 reduce the number of public contacts in our model (N2), but probably also increase the 

224 intensity of contacts among people living in the same household (via more time spent 
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225 together), and thus intra-household contagiousness (C3). Assuming a reduction of 50% 

226 of N2 (while further assuming N1=0) and an increase of 50% of C3, we obtain R=1.70 

227 (scenario L), which is not sufficient to fall below the value of 1. Full-containment consist 

228 in completely banning any public contact (N1=N2=0). If, as a result, intra-household 

229 contagiousness is doubled compared to the baseline scenario (C3=0.162), this yields 

230 R=1.37 (Scenario M), which would still be high. Of note, as with quarantines, this would 

231 only be an indication of the intensity of contagiousness of the disease at the onset of a 

232 full-containment. In theory, a strict full-containment would stop the epidemics, as the 

233 proportion of immunized persons living in an infected household would quickly 

234 increase, this being not captured by our simple model.  

235 On the other hand, a mixture of measures relatively easy to implement, combining 

236 barriers gestures (Scenario H), isolation of patients (Scenario I) and ban of mass events 

237 (Scenario K), would allow to formally stabilize the epidemics (R=0.98, Scenario N).

238 Another promising measure has been the use of auto-tests, which are inexpensive, 

239 carried out at home and could significantly reduce the time to contamination if the 

240 detected cases are isolated [24]. With tests detecting all cases (100% of sensitivity) 

241 already during the asymptomatic stage (e.g. reaching an average duration of contagion 

242 of D=1 day, half of the time before the onset of symptoms), we would obtain a low 

243 R=0.32 (Scenario O). Unfortunately, such tests may have a modest sensitivity depending 

244 on the gold standard (e.g. the number of cycle thresholds used with a PCR test as gold 

245 standard) [25]. For example, with 60% of sensitivity, the average duration of contagion 

246 would increase to D=0.6*1+0.4*7=3.4 days (since only 60% of cases could be isolated 

247 one day after infection, the 40% missed cases remaining contagious during an average 
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248 of 7 days in this scenario), yielding R=1.07 (scenario P), thus narrowly missing 

249 stabilizing the epidemic without additional measures.

250 Herd immunity

251 Formula 4 is also of interest during the last phase of an epidemic, when it comes to 

252 estimating how to mitigate the measures, as the prevalence of immunized persons P in 

253 the population is increasing (via vaccination or previous infection with the virus). 

254 Shortly after the start of vaccination, when herd immunity reaches, say, P=0.33, it would 

255 be sufficient to apply barrier gestures (scenario H) to contain the epidemics, reaching 

256 R=0.99 (Scenario Q). In order to avoid any protective measure, herd immunity should 

257 reach in our case P=1-1/2.21=0.55 to stabilize the epidemics (R=0.99, Scenario R). 

258 Unfortunately, many viruses tend to develop new variants, with a possible significant 

259 change in the contagiousness C and C3 of the virus. Recently, searchers estimated a (pre-

260 vaccination) R0 value around 5 with the delta variant of SARS-Cov-2 [26, 27] such that 

261 contagiousness is roughly doubled compared to our baseline scenario. In such condition, 

262 vaccinating 78% of the whole population would be necessary to stop the epidemics 

263 (R=0.97, Scenario S). If such a variant were to be partially resistant to vaccination, the 

264 reproduction number would increase again. Assuming that only 70% of those immune 

265 to the original variant would still be immune to the new one, which would give 

266 P=0.78*0.7=0.55, and without any protective measures, we would (almost) be back to 

267 the beginning of the epidemics (R=1.99, Scenario T).

268 Discussion

269 In this paper, we proposed a simple model with three strata and seven parameters to 

270 evaluate the reproduction number characterizing the spread of an infectious disease. 
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271 The three strata included in our model are indoor mass events, public indoor activities 

272 and households, representing three main contexts where one can be infected. We 

273 suggest using such a model to help manage a pandemic during its different phases. It 

274 should allow for an expert estimation of the expected effects of the various protective 

275 measures taken, an open communication with the public on the assumptions made by 

276 the experts in this regard, a continuous assessment of the results through 

277 epidemiological surveillance, and finally for suggesting and supporting the gradual 

278 release of measures towards the end of the pandemic. In case of discrepancies between 

279 what has been assumed and what has been observed in reality, some assumptions could 

280 be updated and the model re-evaluated using different parameter values.

281 To estimate the seven parameters in our model, seven assumptions or pieces of 

282 information are needed. Some is not be too difficult to obtain, such as the average 

283 household size in a given country. Some could be borrowed from other countries, such 

284 as the average duration of contagion of the disease. Others could be obtained through 

285 specific surveys, such as the frequency of population participation in a mass event, the 

286 proportion of infections occurring within a household, or by investigating the sources of 

287 contamination [28]. Finally, some information should simply be guessed or assumed on 

288 the basis of the scientific literature, with the possibility (and duty) of being updated to 

289 become more and more accurate along the course of the pandemic. 

290 In the Results section, we have illustrated how such information could be gathered and 

291 the model used to manage the SARS-Cov2-epidemic, considering as baseline scenario the 

292 onset of the epidemic in Switzerland (or in a European context), although it could easily 

293 be recalculated to fit other configurations. Although our model is simple, we could 
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294 attempt to evaluate the influence of most of the potential protective measures that could 

295 be applied by governments, either alone or simultaneously. 

296 Using debatable but transparent assumptions, we were able to identify some scenarios 

297 that would allow us to reach a reproduction number of less than one, a necessary 

298 condition for the stabilization of an epidemic. One of the most effective scenario would 

299 be just to rely on seasonal variations, as a virus is generally less contagious in summer 

300 than in winter. Of the measures we could act on, simple isolation of patients might not 

301 be effective enough, while isolation and contact tracing might be sufficient, but 

302 cumbersome to implement. Semi-containment, accompanied by a ban on mass events 

303 and the application of gesture barriers might be a more pragmatic alternative. The best 

304 approach would probably be a systematic application of rapid auto-tests with isolation 

305 of the detected cases. Both interventions are inexpensive and do not cause too many 

306 social restrictions. The possibly low sensitivity of these tests will, however, mitigates the 

307 effects of this attractive measure, although it will remain useful, if not to stop the 

308 pandemics, at least to identify clusters, for example. When available, vaccination of a 

309 significant proportion of the population is another effective measure, unless a resistant 

310 variant of the virus emerges. Of course, all these examples are theoretical and, as already 

311 mentioned, each parameter value we have used can be criticized and modified to obtain 

312 possibly more accurate evaluations. 

313 An important aspect of our model is to consider a specific stratum for households. The 

314 focus on stratifying for household contagion is not new [29, 30]. Surprisingly, almost no 

315 action has been recommended to reduce this factor during the pandemic. De facto, many 

316 professionals separated their spouses during the acute phases of the pandemic, 

317 especially when masks and other protective measures were lacking. This is likely to 
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318 have had an impact. The effect of such an action at the level of the population could be 

319 investigated using our model.

320 Many authors have compared the dangerousness of the coronavirus with other viruses, 

321 such as influenza for example, based on R0 values. Our model helps to better understand 

322 and illustrate that an R0 can vary considerably depending on the context and that it 

323 would be better to analyze contagiousness directly [31]. Even with a much more stable 

324 virus like measles, there are large variations in R0 estimates that are poorly understood 

325 [32]. The SARS-Cov-2 pandemic surprised by its virulence, with an initial 

326 underestimation of its dangerousness. The epicenter of the onset of the pandemic was in 

327 China, which has a relatively small household size. Our calculations show, that the 

328 epidemic would probably have appeared more dangerous if it had originated in India, 

329 for example. 

330 Our model has of course limitations. An important one is that we are not able to 

331 recognize that a strict full-containment would be effective (even if it is difficult to 

332 implement and to get a population to accept), as shown during the first wave of SARS-

333 Cov-2 epidemic in China. This is because the proportion of immunized persons in our 

334 model is assumed to be stable and identical in all three strata. In particular, we do not 

335 capture in our model that the proportion of immunized persons in an infected 

336 household will increase rapidly in the event of a full-containment, so that there will be 

337 no one left to infect, thus stopping the epidemics. This will also apply to a lesser extend 

338 in a semi-containment [33,34]. We are currently investigating ways to extend our model 

339 in this respect, to take into account the fact that herd immunity is reached more quickly 

340 in households than in the general population. 
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341 Other limitations of our model include the following. We are not able to assess the role 

342 of border controls to limit the circulation of virus variants. As mentioned in the Methods 

343 section, we ignored the important stratum of the homes for the elderly, while we did not 

344 consider the specific situation of children. A model with more than three strata might be 

345 preferable, although this would imply a larger number of parameters to estimate. 

346 In the end, our model is probably too simple. Note that the use of more sophisticated 

347 models (SEIR compartmental models or others) provided similar results (advantage or 

348 early detection and mixture of containments measures) but are much more difficult to 

349 implement [35,36]. Scientific studies have also struggled to demonstrate the 

350 effectiveness of e.g. semi-containment measures and the effects of climatic factors. This 

351 is why we still believe that despite its obvious limitations, our simple and pedagogical 

352 model can be extremely useful in helping a government to think, decide and evaluate 

353 what to do during a pandemic. Its use will bring more transparency and public support 

354 than the use of more sophisticated models, also to manage future pandemics with 

355 different characteristics than SARS-Cov-2.
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