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Abstract

Infodemics are a threat to public health, arising from multiple interacting phe-
nomena occurring both online and offline. The continuous feedback loops between
the digital information ecosystem and offline contingencies make infodemics par-
ticularly challenging to define operationally, measure, and eventually model in
quantitative terms. In this study, we present evidence of the effect of various
epidemic-related variables on the dynamics of infodemics, using a robust mod-
elling framework applied to data from 30 countries across diverse income groups.
We use WHO COVID-19 surveillance data on new cases and deaths, vaccination
data from the Oxford COVID-19 Government Response Tracker, infodemic data
(volume of public conversations and social media content) from the WHO EARS
platform, and Google Trends data to represent information demand. Our findings
show that new deaths are the strongest predictor of the infodemic, measured as
new document production including social media content and public conversa-
tions, and that the epidemic burden in neighbouring countries appears to have a
greater impact on document production than the domestic one. Building on these
results, we propose a taxonomy that highlights country-specific discrepancies
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between the evolution of the infodemic and the epidemic. Further, an analysis of
the temporal evolution of the relationship between the two phenomena quantifies
how much the discussions around vaccine rollouts may have shaped the develop-
ment of the infodemic. The insights from our quantitative model contribute to
advancing infodemic research, highlighting the importance of a holistic approach
integrating both online and offline dimensions.

Keywords: keyword1, Keyword2, Keyword3, Keyword4

1 Introduction

The continuously growing amount of data and information accessible online have
generated both opportunities and threats [1–4], one of which is the risk of info-
demics [5, 6]. An infodemic is defined as “an excess information of varying quality,
including false/misleading information or ambiguous information or both, that spreads
in digital and physical environments during a health emergency” [7]. The COVID-19
infodemic was one of the most relevant phenomena that took place in the online ecosys-
tem during the last decade [8]. According to experimental and real-world evidence, the
infodemic had a number of offline consequences, such as the use of autocures [9, 10],
reduced vaccine acceptance [11] and weakened social cohesion, trust and order [12–
14]. Past the COVID-19 health emergency, the scientific community is still actively
discussing the infodemic phenomenon, focusing on: the chance of an overflow of the
infodemic beyond the boundaries of public health [15, 16]; the role that new technolo-
gies, such as generative AI, will play in future infodemics [17]; the systematization of
infodemic management frameworks [18–20], often borrowed from epidemiology [21].
While it is reasonable to assume that epidemics and infodemics are interconnected [6]
and metaphorically similar [22], simply adapting epidemic management frameworks
to infodemic management might not be sufficient.

The infodemic, as highlighted by WHO, extends beyond the spread of information
to include its interplay with behavioural, societal, and health system dynamics [7].
Public health outcomes depend on factors such as information avoidance, community-
level contextualization, and systemic challenges in health communication. Although
these broader dimensions are critical to fully understanding the infodemic, most quan-
titative studies have focused on narrower aspects, often reducing the phenomenon to
single measures, such as the circulation of misinformation [8, 23] or information voids
[24]. Similarly, in this study, we narrow our focus on document production as a mea-
surable proxy for the infodemic. However, unlike prior studies, we take an additional
step by developing an explanatory model to systematically analyse the factors driv-
ing infodemic dynamics related to information production and their relationship with
epidemic variables. While explanatory models are commonly used in epidemiology to
study disease spread [25, 26], their application to infodemics remains largely unex-
plored. To effectively tackle, manage, and prepare for future infodemics, it is crucial
to address this gap by systematically analysing the factors driving their evolution.

2



To address this need, following the recent recommendation for the use of a holistic
approach in the analysis of information ecosystems related to public health [27], the
present study proposes a methodological framework for infodemic modelling, applied
to the COVID-19 epi-infodemic. We investigate the relationship between epidemic
variables, namely new cases and new deaths, and the volume of social media content
and public conversations, which we use as a proxy for the infodemic. We develop a
global model to identify the key drivers of the infodemic, incorporating the effects
of both epidemiological factors (new cases and deaths) and non-epidemiological fac-
tors across different areas. Our analysis includes data from 30 countries representing
diverse income groups. To ensure robustness, we replicate the model using information
demand, a relevant quantity in infodemic studies [24, 28] that we measure through
Google Trends data, as an alternative to information production.

2 Data

In this section, we describe the publicly available datasets that we employ in our
analyses. A complete breakdown of the collected data is reported in Tab 1.

Data Source N. Countries Time Window (yy-mm-dd) Time Scale

New Cases WHO 236 2020-01-03 – 2023-11-09 Daily
New Deaths WHO 236 2020-01-03 – 2023-11-09 Daily
New Documents WHO-EARS 30 2020-12-15 – 2023-11-09 Daily
Vaccinations (%) OxCGRT 183 2020-01-01 – 2023-02-28 Daily
Stringency Index OxCGRT 183 2020-01-01 – 2023-02-28 Daily
Google Trends Google 30 2020-01-05 – 2023-11-05 Weekly

Table 1 Summary of variables used for data analysis.

2.1 Epidemiological Data

We employ the WHO Coronavirus (COVID-19) surveillance data that report new
COVID-19 cases and deaths on a daily scale. The dataset provides information for 236
countries, starting from 2020-01-03. The data, displayed in a dashboard1, are freely
available2. Concerning this study, the version of the dataset we use tracks the number
of new cases and new deaths until 2023-11-09 and can be retrieved from the Wayback
Machine3.

2.2 Infodemics Data

Although the infodemic encompasses a broad conceptualization, which includes
behavioural, social, and health system dynamics as highlighted by the WHO [7], in this

1https://data.who.int/dashboards/covid19/cases?n=c
2https://covid19.who.int/data
3https://web.archive.org/web/20231111122217/https://covid19.who.int/

WHO-COVID-19-global-data.csv
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study we focus on information production to develop explanatory models. Documents
related to COVID-19 are collected on a daily basis by the WHO Early AI-supported
Response with Social Listening Platform (EARS). Documents include public conversa-
tions and public social media content related to COVID-19, collected using the Twitter
API, and data aggregators of public sources such as forums, message boards, blogs,
and comments in news. The dataset provides information for 30 countries starting
from 2020-12-15 and can be found in the official WHO EARS repository4. Addition-
ally, we collect Google Trends data related to COVID-19 for the same period and set
of countries encompassed by the previously described epidemiological data, to serve
as a representative metric of information demand, rather than production.

Vaccine Data

We use the Oxford Covid-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT) [29], a publicly
available5 dataset collecting information on the measures enacted by a government
in response to the pandemic, to retrieve the status of COVID-19 vaccination for
each country. More in detail, the dataset keeps track of the daily proportion of the
vaccinated population in 183 countries from 2020-01-01 to 2023-02-28.

Non Pharmaceutical Interventions Data

The aforementioned OxCGRT also includes the Stringency Index (SI) over time for
all 183 countries it monitors, from 2020-01-01 to 2023-02-28, using a daily scale.
The SI is a composite measure that quantifies the extent of containment and closure
measures adopted by a government based on nine indicators, including school and
workspace closings, cancellation of public events, restrictions on gatherings, travel con-
trols, and stay-at-home orders. The SI ranges between 0 and 100, where 100 indicates
the maximum stringency of non-pharmaceutical interventions, e.g. a full lockdown.

3 Results

Epidemic and infodemic curves

In order to understand the potential association between the infodemic phenomenon,
represented by the curve of new documents, and the epidemic phenomenon, repre-
sented by the curves of new cases and new deaths, we start our analysis with a
comparison of these curves. Fig. 1 shows the cumulative proportion of new cases, new
deaths and new documents over time. Overall, we note an association between the two
epidemiological variables, which are only partially correlated to the cumulative pro-
duction of documents. In some cases, we note coupling between the epidemiological
and documents curves, as they tend to have peaks and plateaus (i.e. sudden raises or
steady behaviours of the variables) at nearly the same time (see, for instance, India,
Nicaragua and Philippines). In some other instances, new cases and new deaths are
only partially coupled with new documents, showing a single common jump as in the
case of Indonesia. Otherwise, as in the cases of UK, South Africa and France, the

4https://github.com/citibeats-labs/who-ears
5https://github.com/OxCGRT/covid-policy-dataset
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curves tend to show a stronger decoupling, as the production of new documents is
steadier than the evolution of the two epidemiological variables. For what concerns the
case of France, we note, at the beginning of 2022, a marked peak in cumulative cases
while the documents curve maintains a steady trend; this can be interpreted as a sig-
nal of saturation in document production or even as a potential signal of information
fatigue, a component of epidemic fatigue [30], according to which people and other
actors refrained from posting about COVID-19, regardless of epidemic events. Another
interesting instance happens when a peak in the curve of documents is not associated
with peaks in the epidemiological curves, as in the case of Malta. This situation may
either indicate the enforcement of NPIs, which might fuel document production despite
a steadiness of the epidemic curve, or a shift of focus in the national debate about the
pandemic towards other countries, as observed at a regional to national scale in [31].

Modelling infodemic at a global scale

Given the non-trivial nature of the coupling between document production and epi-
demiological variables displayed in Fig. 1, and for which we provide a detailed
correlation analysis in Appendix A, we employ a fixed effects regression model to
understand and quantify the drivers behind the production of documents. Specifically,
we utilise a panel regression framework with fixed effects (i.e. separate intercept val-
ues that encode country-specific effects) where the daily number of new documents is
treated as the dependent variable y. The panel data is balanced (i.e. each panel con-
tains the same number of observations) and includes a total of N = 30 countries with
T = 1054 observations each (from 2020-12-21 to 2023-11-09). We specify model (1a)
as follows:

yit = αi +

6∑
j=1

γjd
day
j,t +

3∑
j=1

δjd
season
j,t + β1Cit + β2Cit + ϵit (1a)

where αi is the time-invariant fixed effect for country i, ddayj,t are dummy variables for
the weekdays, and dseasonj,t for the seasons of the year. The number of new cases in

country i at time t is denoted with the variable Cit, whereas we denote with Cit the
total number of new cases at time t in all other countries in the same WHO region of
country i. We take a right-aligned rolling average of 7 days for both the independent
and the dependent variables, in addition to log-transforming them. Similarly to model
(1a), we also define a second specification (1b) where we use the number of deaths Dit

as the epidemiological independent variable

yit = αi +

6∑
j=1

γjd
day
j,t +

3∑
j=1

δjd
season
j,t + β1Dit + β2Dit + ϵit (1b)
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Fig. 1 Normalised cumulative curves of new cases, new deaths, and new documents.
Some countries exhibit coupling between the epidemiological curves and the production of new doc-
uments (e.g. Philippines, Malaysia), but in most cases the coupling is either partial (e.g. India) or
absent (e.g. France).

and a third specification (1c) where both cases and deaths are used as independent
variables

yit = αi +

6∑
j=1

γjd
day
j,t +

3∑
j=1

δjd
season
j,t + β1Cit + β2Cit + β3Dit + β4Dit + ϵit . (1c)

In Tab. 2, we report the coefficients obtained for all three models and their standard
errors, which are robust to heteroskedasticity.
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Table 2 Fixed-effect panel regression with robust standard
errors. The model includes dummy variables for the day of the week
and season of the year.

New documents

(1a) (1b) (1c)

New cases 0.110∗∗∗ 0.008
(0.019) (0.021)

New cases (neighbours) 0.159∗∗∗ 0.007
(0.016) (0.022)

New deaths 0.159∗∗∗ 0.151∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.034)

New deaths (neighbours) 0.258∗∗∗ 0.248∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.030)

Observations 31,620 31,620 31,620
R2 0.400 0.493 0.493
Adjusted R2 0.399 0.493 0.493

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

From models (1a) and (1b) we obtain positive and significant coefficients associated
with the independent variables, which indicate an effect of epidemiological variables on
new documents. When both variables are employed (model (1c)), only new deaths are
significant, likely due to the positive correlation between new cases and new deaths.
Overall, the coefficients associated with such variables can be interpreted as the elastic-
ity of the independent variable with respect to the dependent variable, thus providing
a quantitative description of the extent to which a unit change in the evolution of new
cases or new deaths affects the infodemic process in percentage points. For instance,
the elasticity of new deaths being ≃ 0.16 implies that a 1% increase in new deaths
would yield a 0.16% increase in document production. Furthermore, the property of
regression coefficients being elasticity indexes allows for a comparison between mod-
els, as the values are independent of both the unit of measurement and the scale of the
dependent and independent variables. With this in mind, the most interesting result
concerns the relationship between the coefficients related to epidemiological variables
in countries belonging to the same WHO region (β2 and β4) versus the domestic
ones (β1 and β3): when the coefficients are significant, the foreign epidemic burden
(measured either with new cases or new deaths) has a greater effect on document pro-
duction than the domestic one. This can be interpreted as quantitative evidence for
the fact that COVID-19 was indeed an infodemic, driven more by foreign epidemic
burden than by the domestic one.

As a robustness check, we validate the overall effect of the epidemic variables on
the information ecosystem by implementing a different model in which we substitute
the dependent variable (i.e. new documents gathered by the WHO-EARS platform)
with Google Trends data regarding COVID-19 (see Appendix A, Tab.A1). This model
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specification is particularly relevant in that we move from an information production
(WHO-EARS) to an information demand (Google Trends) perspective, and obtain
consistent results.

Finally, to quantify the extent to which other epidemiological variables affect the
infodemic phenomenon, we define a regression model that also includes data regarding
vaccine coverage and non-pharmaceutical interventions as regressors. In particular, we
add to model specification (1b) a new variable Vit that represents the change from
time t− 1 to time t of the percentage of the vaccinated population in country i, and
a variable Sit that is the Stringency Index at time t for country i. As for all previous
models, we take the right-aligned rolling average of 7 days of Vit and Sit and then we
log-transform them. This regression model is thus specified as follows:

yit = αi +

6∑
j=1

γjd
day
j,t +

3∑
j=1

δjd
season
j,t + β1Dit + β2Dit + β3Vit + β4Sit + ϵit (1d)

Interestingly, the model achieves an adjusted R2 of 0.43, which is slightly lower than
that of the simpler model (1b). However, consistently with our previous results, all
included variables have a significant positive effect on the production of new docu-
ments, especially the percentage change in the vaccinated population (see Appendix
A, Tab A2). To make sure that the potential multicollinearity of the epidemiological
variables with the newly added regressors had no impact on the results, we com-
pute the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for model (1d), obtaining a VIF ⪅ 2 (i.e.
non-concerning multicollinearity) for all independent variables.

Temporal sensitivity of the model

As it is reasonable to assume that the epidemic fuels the infodemic consistently
throughout its development, we now aim to investigate whether our model reflects the
possibly weaker relationship between the phenomena towards the end of the health
crisis. From a technical point of view, such variations in the association between the
dependent and independent variables over time would be highlighted by changes in the
elasticity indexes. Indeed, while the coefficient values for the general model are fixed,
we expect them to change when fitting the same model over different time windows
over the time frame under study. To this end, we evaluate the temporal sensitivity of
the model by studying how the elasticity changes over time with model (1b), as it is
the specification that better explains the data in terms of R2.

To substantiate this reasoning, in Fig 2 panel A, we report the evolution of the
internal elasticity β1, which encodes the responsiveness of the infodemic to domestic
changes in the new death counts. In detail, we create rolling windows of 6 months and
employ model specification (1b). The resulting curve is characterised by a decreasing
trend: we observe a peak during the first half of 2021, when the roll-out of the vaccine
likely strengthened the impact of the epidemic burden on the infodemic, followed by
oscillations around zero starting from the end of 2021.

Finally, as the WHO-EARS data collection only began at the end of 2020, we per-
form a robustness check including year 2020 but changing the dependent variable. The
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new dependent variable shifts the focus towards information demand and is repre-
sented by a collection of COVID-19 data from Google Trends. Our findings highlight
not only the same decreasing trend of the elasticity coefficient from the first half of
2021 onward, but also an increasing trend during 2020 that reaches the same peak
in the first 6 months of 2021 (see Appendix A, Fig A6). Thus, results obtained with
Google Trends data and their consistency with those obtained with EARS data along
the overlapping time window further indicate the potential role of the production and
demand of documents about vaccines on the observed elasticity.

Country-level differences in infodemic modelling

Once modelled and examined the relationship between the epidemic and the infodemic
at a global scale, a natural step is to study the infodemic response of single countries.
This kind of analysis provides additional insights into how national infodemics may
deviate from the general trend.

We perform a regression analysis for each country, and subsequently study the
internal β1 and external β2 elasticity, where the former represents the elasticity index
obtained from domestic epidemiological variables and the latter represents the elas-
ticity index obtained from epidemiological variables of countries in the same WHO
region. Fig 3 panel A displays the relationship between internal and external elastic-
ity indexes across countries, showing heterogeneous results. Using the mean values of
external and internal elasticity indexes as references, we divide the graph into four
quadrants that provide a taxonomy of countries based on the relationship between
internal and external elasticity. While most countries cluster near the junction between
the axes marked by the average values, we note some exceptions. For instance, Canada
(CA), located in the upper left quadrant, exhibits a relatively large external elasticity
but an internal elasticity close to 0, suggesting that the evolution of new deaths in
neighbouring countries (likely, the US) had a larger impact on document production
than the domestic ones. Conversely, Iraq (IQ), located in the lower right quadrant,
is characterised by a large internal elasticity and an external elasticity of approxi-
mately 0, showing a lower impact of epidemic data from neighbouring countries on the
national infodemic. Fig 3 panel B displays the difference between internal and exter-
nal elasticity indexes for each country. In countries that show a difference above 0,
the domestic epidemic burden has a higher impact on the infodemic compared to the
burden from neighbouring countries. In, countries with a difference value below 0, the
infodemic is mostly fuelled by the foreign epidemiological situation (proportionally to
the magnitude of the difference), while the impact of the domestic epidemic burden
on document production is limited.

All estimated values of β1 and β2 are fully reported in Appendix A Fig A5,
including the two resulting from the panel regression with all countries.

4 Discussion and Conclusions

In this paper, we quantitatively analyse how epidemic variables drive the infodemic,
using data-driven models based on diverse official sources, including the WHO, the
University of Oxford, and Google. The study incorporates data on COVID-19 cases,
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Fig. 2 Temporal evolution of the internal elasticity associated with the number of new
deaths. We fit the panel regression model specified in (1b) over 6-month sliding windows, and display
how the internal elasticity β1 and its robust standard error evolve. Left, the evolution of β1 using the
number of new documents as the dependent variable, with the inset reporting the total number of
new deaths across all modelled countries. Right, the evolution of β1 using Google Trends data as the
dependent variable, as a proxy for information demand rather than production. Both curves show
similar behaviour and comparable values, peaking in the first half of 2021 and stabilizing around
values close to 0 from the end of 2021 onward.

related deaths, vaccine coverage and non-pharmaceutical interventions, as well as infor-
mation production and demand. This approach leads to key insights regarding the
infodemic phenomenon that can inform public health measures, infodemic manage-
ment strategies, and, potentially, infodemic prediction models. Our models show a
clear relationship between document production and epidemiological variables (i.e.,
the infodemic and the epidemic), with the number of new cases and new deaths being
among the main drivers for the infodemic. Moreover, we show that new deaths outper-
form other epidemic-related variables as infodemic predictors. The relevance of this
variable resonates with recent findings from social psychology, according to which the
salience of death brought on by COVID-19 played a central role in driving the atti-
tudes and behaviour of the population [32]. Regarding the epidemic variables, one
of the most significant findings is that the epidemiological situation in neighbouring
countries emerges as a strong predictor of the infodemic at the national level. If we
interpret the foreign epidemic situation as a measure of pandemic proximity, we can
speculate that the fear of impending domestic contagions was a significant driver of the
infodemic phenomenon. This highlights the critical importance of coordinated, cross-
border efforts to mitigate the spread of misinformation and disinformation during
health crises.

From a technical perspective, the coefficients in our model represent elasticity fac-
tors, providing a robust and scale-independent measure of how percentage changes in
independent variables affect the dependent variable (i.e. the intensity of the infodemic).
Furthermore, the model displays temporal sensitivity with respect to the epidemic
burden and thus has more explanatory power when fitted on the early phases of the
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internal and external elasticity β1 − β2 for all countries. Nicaragua was omitted from this figure
because its estimated β1 was much higher than that of all other countries.

epidemic/pandemic. This aspect of the model highlights its versatility and accuracy
in providing robust results that can be used in scenarios where the independent vari-
able is subject to sudden changes. Furthermore, a model characterised by such fine
temporal sensitivity enables us to develop reasonable scenarios of infodemic trends by
accounting for variations in the effects of different independent variables across dif-
ferent time windows, aligning with common practices in epidemic management [33].
The results are robust to a stress test performed using Google Trends data as an
alternative dependent variable [34, 35], therefore considering information demand as
proxy for the infodemic. This dual perspective aligns closely with the broader def-
inition of infodemics, which encompasses both the generation and consumption of
information [36].

Our study has a number of limitations. First, data on information production are
available only after December 2020, and this might result in a partial image of the
whole information dynamic. Secondly, despite considering 30 countries, for certain
areas of the world, such as Eastern Europe, Russia, China and Australia data are not
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available, and therefore a geographical bias could have been introduced in the model,
limiting its accuracy and generalisability. Lastly, we considered only document pro-
duction and information needs as proxies for the infodemic, therefore excluding some
other crucial measures of the infodemic, such as information voids and disinformation.

The findings from this study hold significant implications for the management of
future infodemics. The influence of neighbouring countries’ epidemiological situations
underscores the necessity of international cooperation to address the inherently global
nature of infodemics. Information spread transcends borders, requiring transnational
strategies to counteract misinformation effectively. Our results demonstrate that the
evolution of infodemics and their relationship with epidemic variables can be closely
monitored, even over short time windows. The proposed modelling framework offers
potential for nowcasting and short-term predictions of infodemic trends, making it a
valuable tool in critical situations of rapid information spreading. Just as epidemic
models allow for the evaluation of different epidemic management strategies, our
model enables the estimation and potential prediction of the effects of various info-
demic management measures on the infodemic burden. The model’s robustness in
capturing both information demand and production creates an opportunity for devel-
oping early-warning systems to detect and mitigate emerging infodemics promptly.
Future specifications of the model could better capture the complexity of the info-
demic, enhancing both its accuracy and explanatory power. Assuming some degree of
similarity between an infodemic and a syndemic [37, 38], where a multitude of inter-
acting factors such as biological, social, and geopolitical ones play a significant role,
additional variables should be considered. In the considered case, variables such as
education level, economic indicators, and internet access, are more readily available
and could provide valuable insights if included in future analyses. Others, such as
health and digital literacy, trust in media and institutions, and characteristics of the
media landscape, are potentially harder to measure but could be explored through
regional investigations, especially with greater resource allocation. Additionally, com-
bining measures of document production and information demand into a single variable
could offer a more integrated perspective on the interplay between these two dimen-
sions of the infodemic. Furthermore, variables like the estimation of information voids
and the prevalence of circulating misinformation and disinformation, while requir-
ing advanced computational capabilities, hold significant potential for broadening the
scope of infodemic modelling. Including these factors would provide a more compre-
hensive framework for understanding and addressing the multifaceted dynamics of
infodemics and enable policymakers and health organizations to identify and respond
to emerging infodemics more effectively, preventing escalation. Overall, this study pro-
vides a comprehensive framework for understanding the dynamics of infodemics and
offers actionable insights for developing more effective containment strategies in the
future. While the model already provides valuable information, it also has the poten-
tial for further refinement by incorporating additional variables and perspectives, to
enhance its explanatory power and broaden its applicability.
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signatures in the different covid-19 pandemic waves across both hemispheres.
Nature Computational Science 1(10), 655–665 (2021)

Appendix A

Coupling between epidemic and infodemic using
cross-correlation

In order to quantitatively estimate the level of agreement between the number of new
documents and the number of new cases, that is the infodemic and epidemic phe-
nomena, we compute the cross-correlation function (CCF) of the two time series, by
displacing the latter of h = 0,±1,±2, . . . ,±25 days. In this analysis, correlation for
negative (positive) values of h indicates that the number of documents precedes (fol-
lows) the number of cases, whereas a high correlation for h = 0 suggests that the
two variables are strongly coupled. In Fig A1, we observe that almost all countries
exhibit a positive correlation across all the considered lags, suggesting that the num-
ber of new documents and the number of new cases are positively coupled overall.
However, we note that not all CCF’s display the same profile. For instance, the curves
for India, Indonesia, and Senegal are symmetrical around h = 0, meaning that the
highest correlation is found when the two time series are not displaced with respect
to each other. On the other hand, countries such as Angola, the UK, and Spain show
a generally decreasing CCF: correlation is highest when the number of cases is shifted
back in time, meaning that the number of documents appears to lead the number of
cases. Note that the behaviour observed in the case of countries such as France and
Switzerland can be interpreted as a specification of this decreasing trend towards neg-
ative values. Although not as common, the opposite behaviour (increasing CCF) can
also be observed (e.g., for Nicaragua and Yemen). For a final visual inspection, in
Fig A2 we highlight how the cross-correlation function for some countries relates to
their respective number of documents and number of cases over time.
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Fig. A1 Cross-correlation between number of new cases and number of new documents.
On the x-axis, how many days the number of documents has been shifted by, with positive (negative)
values indicating that the documents time series has been moved backwards (forwards); on the y-
axis, the sample correlation between the two time series at the given lag.

Transient dynamics of coupling between epidemic and
infodemic

The positive cross-correlation observed in the data represents summary information
that is useful to understand the general relationship between the variables over the
complete time window. Indeed, cross-correlation does not take into account local vari-
ations that are present in the data (see for instance the time series in Fig A2). These
variations, if present, may represent a localised (e.g., weekly/bi-weekly) decoupling
between the epidemic and infodemic curves. To capture these local variations, we
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Fig. A2 Cross-correlation between the number of new cases and the number of new
documents. Four paradigmatic cases related to Senegal, India, UK and Peru are displayed.

employ the scale-dependent correlation analysis (SDC) [39, 40], a method applied to
the time series of both epidemiological and infodemiological variables [41]. The SDC
plots can be read as follows: each cell of the grid is coloured according to the Spearman
correlation coefficient, with the x and y coordinates corresponding to the position of
the two respective time windows of size s = 70 days along each of the time series. The
main diagonal shows the correlation between paired segments (h = 0), while other
points refer to the correlation between unpaired segments (h ̸= 0): in the area above
the diagonal the first segment of the new cases time series lags the second segment of
the new documents time series, while in the area below the diagonal the opposite hap-
pens. More in general, the lag h between the cells’ position corresponds to the distance
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from the diagonal (h ∈ {−21, . . . ,+21} days), thus the value of the shift between two
fragments is the distance in pixels from any point to the main diagonal: positive lags
h ∈ [1, 21] of the new cases time series with respect to the new documents one are
visualised as shifts on the x-axis, whereas negative lags h ∈ [−21,−1] (that is positive
lags of the new documents time series with respect to the new cases one) are visu-
alised as shifts on the y-axis. For instance, the first line of pixels in Fig A3 compares
new documents in the interval [1, 70] with new cases in the same interval, while the
first pixel on the right of the diagonal compares new documents in the interval [1, 70]
with new cases in the interval [2, 71].

The main message deriving from Fig A3, in which only correlations found to be
significant in a non-parametric randomised test (α = 0.01) are shown and coloured, is
systematic evidence for transient dynamics of correlation towards both positive and
negative values witnessed by curves oscillating between blue-coloured and red-coloured
dots. Nonetheless, not all countries behave the same: some of them display a relatively
negative correlation between the two phenomena (e.g., Spain), whereas others (e.g.,
the UK) switch between positive, negative or non-significant correlation regimes, thus
indicating a fluctuating relevance of one variable with respect to the other. While
the peculiarity of these coupling dynamics is substantiated by the correlation values
themselves, the interplay between new documents and new cases substantially differs
from that displayed by comparing epidemiological variables only. In fact, the SDC
plot of the number of new cases and new deaths displays, as expected, largely positive
correlations (see Appendix A, Fig A4).

Table A1 Fixed-effect panel regression with robust standard
errors. As the data provided by Google Trends are weekly, unlike the
models in Tab 2 this regression only takes into account dummy
variables for the season of the year.

Google Trends

(2a) (2b) (2c)

New cases 0.150∗∗∗ 0.055∗

(0.025) (0.024)

New cases (neighbours) 0.132∗∗∗ −0.123∗∗∗

(0.029) (0.032)

New deaths 0.161∗∗∗ 0.101∗∗∗

(0.027) (0.028)

New deaths (neighbours) 0.287∗∗∗ 0.405∗∗∗

(0.025) (0.033)

Observations 6,000 6,000 6,000
R2 0.440 0.568 0.582
Adjusted R2 0.437 0.566 0.580

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Fig. A3 Scale Dependent Correlation between the number of new daily cases and of
new daily documents. For all time windows of s = 70 days of the two time series, the Spearman
correlation is computed and reported on the figure if significant (p < 0.01); on the main diagonal,
the correlation between paired windows is reported, whereas off-diagonal the windows are shifted
with respect to each other. Trinidad and Tobago (TT) and South Africa (ZA) are labelled with their
country code rather than their name for visualization purposes.
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Fig. A4 Scale Dependent Correlation between the number of new daily cases and of
new daily deaths. For all time windows of s = 70 days of the two time series, the Spearman
correlation is computed and reported on the figure if significant (p < 0.01); on the main diagonal, the
correlation between paired windows is reported, whereas on the off-diagonal the windows are shifted
with respect to each other. Trinidad and Tobago (TT) and South Africa (ZA) are labelled with their
country code rather than their name for visualisation purposes.
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Table A2 Fixed-effect panel regression (1d)
with robust standard errors. The model includes
dummy variables for the day of the week and season of
the year. All independent variables have V IF ⪅ 2,
suggesting no multicollinearity.

New documents

New deaths 0.100∗∗∗ (0.030)
New deaths (neighbours) 0.190∗∗∗ (0.040)
Stringency Index 0.35∗∗ (0.11)
Vaccinated population % change 1.41∗∗∗ (0.28)

Observations 22,230
R2 0.432
Adjusted R2 0.431

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Fig. A5 Internal and external elasticity associated with the number of new deaths in
model (1b). The exact internal elasticity for Nicaragua is omitted from the visualization because
much larger than the rest (β1 ≈ 8).
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Fig. A6 Internal elasticity associated with the number of new deaths in a panel regres-
sion framework. ‘New documents’ refers to the data collected by the WHO-EARS platform, whereas
‘Google Trends’ to the COVID-19 search interest reported by Google.
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