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(" Abstract h

Background

This study is aimed at evaluating the relationship between the number of days elapsed since a country’s first case(s) of coronavirus
disease 2019 (COVID-19), the total number of tests conducted, and outbreak indicators such as the total numbers of cases, deaths,
and patients who recovered. The study compares COVID-19 indicators among countries and clusters them according to similarities in
the indicators.

Methods

Descriptive statistics of the indicators were computed and the results were presented in figures and tables. A fuzzy ~-means clustering
algorithm was used to cluster/group the countties according to the similarities in the total numbers of patients who tecovered, deaths,
and active cases.

Results

The highest numbers of COVID-19 cases were found in Gibraltar, Spain, Switzerland, Liechtenstein and Italy were also of that order
with about 1500 cases per million population. Spain and Italy had the highest total number of deaths, which were about 140 and 165
per million population, respectively. In Japan, where exposure to the causative virus was longer than in most other countries, the total
number of deaths per million population was less than 0.5. According to cluster analysis, the total numbers of deaths, patients who
recovered, and active cases were higher in Western countries, especially in central and southern European countries, which had the
highest numbers when compared with other countries.

Conclusion

There may be various reasons for the differences between the clusters obtained by fuzzy ~means clustering. These include quarantine
measures, climatic conditions, economic levels, health policies, and the duration of the fight against the outbreak.

\_Key Words: COVID-19, total number of cases, total number of deaths, outbreak, clustering Y,
Introduction between the outbreak indicators of 34 countries that had

Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) is caused by severe refp?\;:[tedht};eoztgtal gurgbeé of fests fc Oﬁdugtef by Fhe erﬁd

acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2),a  © b ari Th an <t:1 eb.ura.u on of t T ght agmﬁst 1t82

zoonotic that crossed species to infect human populations outbreak. lhe second objective 15 fo cluster totaly

and was identified first in Wuhan, China. As for severe acute ~ COtPHIeS and regions countries according to the outbreak
. ’ . . indicators (i.e. the total number of patients who recovered

respiratory syndrome (SARS) and Middle East respiratory e .

syndrome (MERS), both of which are human respiratory pe.r.mllhon pop ulation, the total number Of. deaths per

syndromes, the virus causing COVID-19 also often causes meon populatl.on, and the tqtal ngmber of active cases per

severe respiratory symptoms that can be fatal. The World million population) to make it easier to track the outbreak

Health Organization (WHO) first determined that the and to evaluate countries’ policies related to the pandemic.

global risk of a COVID-19 pandemic was “very high” on 28
February 2020, subsequently declaring the outbreak to be a
pandemic on 11 March 2020". At that time, COVID-19 had
been detected in 81 countries, with 57 countries registering
10 cases or fewer. Around 12 March 2020, the centre of the
pandemic moved from China to Europe; subsequently, the
number of countries exposed to COVID-19 reached 186
by the end of March® Because the outbreak has affected
the world in many respects, a summary of the current
situation is of particular importance, and identification of
the similarities and differences between countries in terms
of the measures being taken is crucial.

The first objective of this study is to define the relationships

Methods
Study population

In this study, the data for the 34 countries that had reported
the total number of tests conducted by the end of March
2020 were used for the first objective. The outbreak indicators
obtained from totally 186 countries and regions and also two
ships were analysed for the second objective.

Study design and data collection technique

This was a cross-sectional study. Data on the total number of
tests conducted and the total number of cases in 33 countries
were collected between 17 and 20 March 2020. In addition,
data from Turkey were collected on 26 March 2020. The data
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were analysed according to the following indicators:

® Total number of cases per total number of tests (%o):

Total number of cases
T S w100 (1)

Tatal numhber of tests

®  Total number of cases per million population:

Total number of cases

X 1000000.

Population of the country (2)

The population size and outbreak indicators, which included
the confirmed cases, patients who recovered, deaths, and ac-
tive cases per day in each country, were mined from open-
access public databases on 29 March 2020, The ratio of
the total number of cases to the total number of tests per-
formed indicates how many people had positive results per
100 tests. In addition, the other indicators used were as fol-
lows:

*  Daily number of new cases

e Total number of deaths

*  Total number of patients who recovered
¢ Total number of active cases

e Total number of critical cases

The total number of cases was defined as the total number
of deaths plus the total number of patients who recovered
plus the total number of active cases.

The number of days elapsed between the date of the first re-
ported case and 29 March 2020 was taken into account when
we compared countries in terms of outbreak indicators.
These days were then divided into ten periods at appropriate
intervals, and the effects of these periods on the indicators
were re-evaluated from a different perspective. The periods
were as follows:

* 31 December 2019 to 15 January 2020
*  16-31 January 2020

*  1-7 February 2020

*  8-15 February 2020

* 1620 February 2020

e 21-29 February 2020

e 1-7 March 2020

e 8-15 March 2020

e 16-21 March 2020

o 22-29 March 2020

Eligibility criteria

The countries selected for evaluation of the first objective
are those that had reported the total number of tests con-
ducted by the end of March 2020.

Data from all countries reporting outbreak indicators pub-
lished by the end of March 2020 were used to evaluate the
second objective.

Ethical considerations

All the data were obtained from open-access public data-
bases; these were Worldometer, the WHO database, and
the Johns Hopkins University & Medicine Coronavirus Re-
source Center database’”. Therefore, ethical approval was
not required.

Statistical analysis

The descriptive values, the median value, the 25th and 75th
quartiles, the mode, and the minimum and maximum of the
outbreak indicators from the countries with outbreaks in the
given periods were calculated. All figures were drawn with
use of the program Datawrappet® for the first objective. The
Kruskal-Wallis test followed by the Dunn post hoc test was
used for comparison of the ten periods for the four outbreak
indicators in Figures 5-8. The fuzzy .-means (FCM) clustering
algorithm was used to cluster the countries by use of the total
number of deaths, total number of patients who recovered,
and total number of active cases per million population. All
statistical analyses were done with IBM SPSS Statistics for
Windows version 25.0 (IBM SPSS, Armonk, NY, USA)" and
JASP 0.11 (JASP Team, Amsterdam, Nethetlands)®.

FCM clustering

Clustering or cluster analysis is an unsupervised data analysis
that is used to partition a set of records or objects into
clusters with similar characteristics. Clusters are identified via
similarity measures. Clustering involves assigning data points
to clusters so that items in the same cluster are as similar
as possible, while items belonging to different clusters are
as dissimilar as possible. It is a desideratum that the within-
cluster variance should be low and the between-cluster
variance should be high in clustering.

Fuzzy clustering (also referred to as “soft clustering” or
“soft A£-means”) is a form of clustering in which each data
point can belong to more than one cluster’. Because some
countries may be similar to more than one other country
in terms of outbreak indicators, fuzzy clustering rather than
hard clustering is a more appropriate algorithm. The FCM
clustering algorithm is the most widely used partition-based
clustering algorithm. FCM clustering with an automatically
determined number of clusters could enhance the detection
accuracy; it uses the Euclidian distance measure'’. The FCM
clustering algorithm gives the best results for overlapped
datasets and is comparatively better than A-means and
hierarchical clustering algorithms'".

The algorithm is an iterative clustering method that produces
an optimal ¢ partition by minimizing the weighted within-
group sum of squared error objective function ], '.

Jrcy = By i (a1 d® (g, ).

In this study, X = {x;, 3, ...,186} © BF is the dataset in the p (= 3)-dimensional vector
space, i is the number of countries, ¢ is the number of clusters with 2 =< ¢ < n, wyy is the
degres of membership of x, in the ith cluster, g is a weighting exponent on each fuzzy
membership, vy 15 the prototype of the centre of cluster f, and d¥(xg, ) 15 a distance

measure between country x, and cluster centre 1;
Jrea can be obtained via an iterative process, which is performed as follows:

1. Set values forc, g, and €.
2. Initialize the fuzzy partition matrix U = [u].

3. Set the loop counter o = 0.
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4. Calculate the ¢ cluster centres {vlu"} with U8 as follows:

22 = I e e
i E2 e
5. Calculate the membership U4, For & = 1 1o n, calculate the following:
le=1iNl<i<cdy=lx—wll =0}
(@) 1 1, = g then,ule ™ = : :
Ti_ (A R=1]
L=ty

(b)Else next & (k is the number of countries).
. |F||Um: - U“’_”” < ¢ (termination criterion between [0, 1]), stop; otherwise
set b=+ | and go to step 4.

A set of cluster validity indices is used to estimate the
number of clusters in a set of datasets partitioned by several
algorithms. R?, the Akaike information critetion, the Bayesian
information criterion, the within-cluster sum of squares, the
Dunn index, the Calinski-Harabasz index, and Silhouette
score are used for the validation of the results obtained by
the FCM clustering algorithm. These indices are based on
internal cluster validity indices. There are a few well-known
measures, such as the Silhouette score, the Davies—Bouldin
index, the Calinski-Harabasz index, and the Dunn index'?,
but these are not enough alone for determining the cluster
quality and also the very notion of “good clustering”
is a relative concept, based on the point of view and the
knowledge of the analyser.

The Dunn index is a ratio-type index where the cohesion
is estimated by the nearest-neighbour distance and the
separation is estimated by the maximum cluster diameter.
Algorithms that produce clusters with a high Dunn index are
more desirable.

The Calinski—-Harabasz index is the ratio of the sum of
between-cluster dispersion and intercluster dispersion for all
clusters; the higher the score, the better the performance.

The Silhouette score measures the distance between each
data point, the centroid of the cluster it was assigned to,
and the closest centroid belonging to another cluster. This
index is normalized, and a value close to 1 is always good
for whatever clustering one is trying to evaluate. The score
is bounded between —1 for incorrect clustering and +1
for highly dense clustering. Scores around zero indicate
overlapping clusters.

Results

The relationships between the outbreak indicators
and the total number of tests and the duration of
the fight against the outbreak

Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between the total
number of cases and the total number of tests for the 34
countries that had reported tests performed between 17 and
20 March 2020. In addition, the total number of cases per
total number of tests is plotted against the number of days
clapsed between the first reported cases and 29 March 2020
for each country in Figure 2; see also Table 1.

The results show that Australia, Russia, Bahrain, Poland,
South Africa, South Korea, Taiwan, Vietnam, Hungary, and
Thailand performed the highest number of tests per million
population and had the lowest number of positive test results
(<3%). In eight countries, the rate of positive cases per total
number of tests is higher than 10%. Among these countries,

Spain, Pakistan, and Italy have the highest proportions.

Figure 3 shows the total number of cases against the number
of days after the first case(s).

Gibraltar, Spain, Switzerland, Liechtenstein and Italy had the
highest number, about 1500 cases per million population.
The number of days elapsed between the first reported
cases and 29 March 2020 was 59 in Spain and Italy and 33
in Switzerland. In many countries, however, the number of
cases was less than 100 per million population.

The relationships between the total death per million against
the number of days after the first case(s) were shown in
Figure 4. Spain and Italy had the highest total number of
deaths, which were about 140 and 165 per million population,
respectively.

On the basis of when the first positive cases were reported
in many countries, the number of days elapsed since the
outbreak was divided into ten periods, as described in the
methods section. Changes in the outbreak indicators in each
country according to these periods are presented in Figures
5-10. Specific countries in each period are presented in
Tables 2 and 3. The period in which maximum exposure
occurred was 8—15 March 2020; 54% of countries saw their
first case(s) before 8§ March, and approximately 20% of first
case(s) occurred after 15 March.

Exposure periods are listed on the x-axis in Figures 5-10,
from the longest exposure (period 1) to the shortest
exposure (period 10). In the periods covering 31 December
to 15 January, 8-15 February, and 1-29 March (periods
1, 4, 8, 9, and 10), the median number of active cases per
million population was significantly lower than for the other
periods (Figure 5 and Table 4; P<0.001). Other than that, no
significant difference was found. From Figure 5 it can be seen
that the highest number of active cases among the countries
in the second period was in Italy, and in the sixth period the
highest numbers were in Luxembourg and Switzerland.

In Japan, where exposure to the virus was for longer than in
most other countries, the total number of deaths is very low
(Iess than 0.5 per million population). The median number of
deaths was significantly higher in periods 2, 3, and 6 (16-31
January, 1-7 February, and 21-29 February) than in the other
periods (Figure 6 and Table 4; P<0.001). Italy and Spain have
the highest numbers in period 2 and the Netherlands has the
highest number in period 6.

The number of new cases in the countries that have been
exposed the longest is quite low. The median number of
new cases was significantly lower in periods 1, 4, 8, and 10
(31 December to 15 January, 8-15 February, 8—15 Match,
and 22-29 March). This was followed by the 16-21 March
period, with a significantly higher number of cases than for
the other periods (Figure 7 and Table 4; P<0.001). Figure 7
shows that among the countries that experienced outbreaks
in the 16-31 January period (period 2), Spain, the UK, and
Sweden have a significantly higher number of new cases
than the other countries. In addition, among the countries
exposed in the 1-7 February period, the number of new
cases is highest in Belgium.

The number of critical cases is quite low in the countries that
have been exposed the longest.

https://dx.doi.org/10.4314/mmj.v34i2.2.
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Table 1. Total number of cases per total number of tests in the countries studied

Total number of cases

Total number of cases

Countries per total number of tests Couniries per total number of tests
Australia 0.62% Panama 9.42%
Armenia 15.01% Poland 2.72%

Bahrain 1.44% Philippines 18.12%

Costa Rica 8.37% Qatar 5.48%
Colombia 3.12% Romania 4.42%
Denmark 10.73% Russia 0.14%
Hungary 2.83% Slovakia 4.40%

Finland 13.33% S. Africa 2.33%

Indonesia 10.66% S. Korea 2.73%

Israel 6.23% Spain 46.35%
Italy 19.83% Taiwan 0.51%
Japan 6.38% Thailand 2.99%

Lithuania 3.99% Turkey 6.04%
Malaysia 6.49% UK 5.07%

N. Zealand 6.68% Ukraine 8.23%
Norway 3.55% USA 13.71%

Table 2. Periods and the number of countries and ships

Country’s first COVID-19 Number of countries and

Period

outbreak regions
1 31 Dec 2019-15 Jan 2020 3
2 16-31 Jan 2020 24
3 1-7 Feb 2020 2
4 8-15 Feb 2020 1
5 16-20 Feb 2020 3
6 21-29 Feb 2020 37
7 1-7 Mar 2020 39
8 815 Mar 2020 52
9 16-21 Mar 2020 29
10 22-29 Mar 2020 11

Table 3. Countries and ships in the periods determined by considering exposure times

| m | m s [P | ps [ pe | m | ) | ro |
China Australia Belgium  Egypt ITran Afghanistan Albania Antigua Honduras Angola Anguilla
Japan Cambodia gf:zzsd Israel Algeria Andorra Aruba Ivory Coast Barbados Belize
Thailand Canada Lebanon  Armenia Argentina Bahamas Jamaica Bermuda Brllstl';/;llgfm
Finland Austria Bangladesh Benin Kazakhstan  Cape Verde Guinea
France Azerbaijan Bhutan Bolivia Kenya Chad Laos
Germany Bahrain 1_113 osma apd Brunei Liberia Djibouti Libya
erzegovina
Hong Kong Belarus Bulgaria Bgl:gla Mauritania Dominica Mali
. . Cayman MS
India Brazil Cameroon Islands Mayotte El Salvador aandam
Central
Italy Croatia Chile African Mongolia Eritrea Myanmar
Republic
Czech o Channel ... Saint Kitts
Macao Republic Colombia Islands Montenegro Fiji and Nevis
Malaysia Denmark Costa Rica Cuba Namibia Gambia Turk_s —
Caicos
Democratic Republic of
Philippines Ecuador Gibraltar Republic of P Isle of Man
the Congo
the Congo
. . Equatorial
Russia Estonia Hungary Guinea Rwanda Kyrgyzstan
South Korea Georgia Indonesia Eswatini Saint Lucia ~ Madagascar
Singapore Greece Jordan Ethiopia Seychelles Mauritius

https://dx.doi.org/10.4314/mmj.v34i2.2.
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Table 3 Cont...

Spain
Sri Lanka
Sweden
Taiwan
UK

United Arab
Emirates
USA

Iceland
Iraq
Ireland
Kuwait

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Mexico
Netherlands
New
Zealand
Nigeria
North
Macedonia
Norway
Oman
Pakistan

Qatar

Romania
Saint
Barthélemy

Saint Martin

French
Polynesia
Gabon

Ghana
Greenland
Grenada

Latvia
Liechtenstein
Maldives
Malta
Martinique

Moldova Guadeloupe

Morocco Guatemala

Peru
Poland
Portugal
Saudi Arabia
Senegal

Serbia
Slovakia

Slovenia
South Africa

Togo

Tunisia

Somalia Montserrat
Sudan Mozambique
Suriname Hew
Caledonia
Tanzania Nicaragua
Trinidad and Niger
Tobago &
Papua New
Tty Guinea
Uruguay  Sint Maarten

P1, 31 December 2019 to 15 January 2020; P2, 16-31 January 2020; P3, 1-7 February 2020; P4, 8-15 February 2020;
PS5, 16-20 February 2020; P6, 21-29 February 2020; P7, 1-7 March 2020; P8, 8—15 March 2020; P9, 16-21 March

2020; P10, 22-29 March 2020.

Table 4. Descriptive values of the indicators in the ten periods according to the first case(s)

= = = = = = -
sE || gf | ggf | 2| 2 isg
e = = g &= £ 2= = -5 e3>
2= g2 @ B 23 g = 2= tzg
2% | 55| 28 | 528 |88 §% |s3¢
s a 23 S & S e & o A °a == 9
55 | 25| 85| £35 |zE5| Eg | =228
=2 | § 22 | FE2E | ZE| EE | 25%
Periods Statistics B _ = g g o E e
31 Dec—15 Jan N 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Mode 13.4 0.02 0 1.39 1.87 0.16 0.86
Minimum 13.4 0.02 0 1.39 1.87 0.16 0.86
Maximum 56.6 041 2.05 52.4 184 0.52 27.6
Median 19.9 0.10 0.03 3.35 9.6 0.44 4.6
16-31 Jan N 24 24 24 24 24 24 20
Mode 0.17 0 0 0.03 0.14 0 0.08
Minimum 0.17 0 0 0.03 0.14 0 0.08
Maximum 1685.3 165.8 118.9 314.6 1158.8 89.1 72.4
Median 71.2 0.64 1.95 3.78 77.5 1.02 2.31
1620 Feb N 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Mode 64.2 1.47 3.81 4.40 583 0.59 1.01
Minimum 64.2 1.47 3.81 4.40 583 0.59 1.01
Maximum 456.1 3.14 34.5 147.5 434.5 382 13.8
Median 446.5 1.73 284 10.3 277.1 7.63 1.75
21-29 Feb N 37 37 37 37 37 37 28
Mode 0.47 0 0 0 0.45 0 0.12
Minimum 0.47 0 0 0 0.45 0 0.12
Maximum 6601.6 648.4 167.0 334.1 57764 4715 12.1
Median 143.1 1.46 1.02 3.39 131.1 1.77 2.18
1-7 Mar N 39 39 39 39 39 39 25
Mode 0.27 0 0 0 0.16 0 0.17
Minimum 0.27 0 0 0 0.16 0 0.17
Maximum 71259 77.6 336.5 1432.6 71259 129.4 153.5
Median 48.6 0.23 0.48 0.59 459 0.18 1.92
8—15 Mar N 52 52 52 52 52 52 15
Mode 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 0.69
Minimum 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 0.69
Maximum 5752 149 173 77.7 563.7 10.0 0.65
Median 10.1 0 0 0 8.77 0 3.63
16-21 Mar N 29 29 29 29 29 29 1
Mode 0.75 0 0 0 0.11 0 1
Minimum 0.11 0 0 0 0.11 0 1
Maximum 1001.8 18.0 58.8 2.6 1001.8 0.79 1
Median 1.70 0 0 0 1.70 0 1
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Table 4 Cont....

—_

11 11 1

a—

22-29 Mar N 11 11 1

0
Mode 0.15 0 0 0 0.15 0 0
Minimum 0.15 0 0 0 0.15 0 0
Maximum 1093.5 0.05 0 0 1093.5 0 0
Median 5.1 0 0 0 5.05 0 0
As there are only two countries and one ship in the 1-7 February period and only one country in the 8-15 February
period, descriptive statistics are not given for these periods.
Table 5. Internal validity criteria and performance of the results
Calinski-
Clusters Silhouette Dunn
. N AIC BIC R . Harabasz
obtained score index .
index
12 186 85.39 204.13 0.540 0.978  0.004 744 .84
The model is optimized with respect to the Bayesian information criterion (BIC).
AIC, Akaike information criterion.
Table 6. Cluster information
Cluster No
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of countries 3 2 1 15 124 1 1 6 39 6 1 1
Within-cluster sum of squares 6.493  2.172 0.000 1.264 0.272 0.000 0.000 1.408 0.932 0.850 0.000 0.000
Silhouette score 0.071 0.283 0.000 0.267 0.776 0.000 0.000 0.283 0.069 0.335 0.000 0.000
Centroid deaths per million 0.718 1417 -0.151 0.019 -0.145 13.163 -0.149 -0.024 -0.108 -0.004 -0.061 0.025
population
Centroid total patients
recovered per million 1.394  -0.055 12.458 -0.137 -0.188 1.365 -0.196 1.017 -0.132 -0.090 3.424 2.697
population
©enitoid Aciive Gases per 1463 4939 1983 0217 -0.300 6983 8682 0.001 -0.146 1015 1233 2992
million population
The between-cluster sum of squares of the 12-cluster model is 587.95. The total sum of squares of the 12-cluster model is 601.34.
Table 7. Clusters obtained from the fuzzy c-means algorithm
C(l:s:te;)l Ttaly Spain Switzerland
C(I:Sje;f Andorra Luxembourg
Cluster 3
=1 Faeroe Islands
Cluster 4  Aruba Channel Islands Denmark Estonia France Ireland Isle of Man Israel Malta Netherlands ~ Saint Barthélemy
(n=15) Slovenia Sweden UK USA
Afghanistan Algeria Angola g’;;ﬁ:; ) Argentina Azerbaijan Bahamas Bangladesh Barbados Belarus Belize
Benin Bermuda Bhutan Bolivia Brazil E{:ﬂggﬂgm Bulgaria Burkina Faso Cambodia Cameroon Cent African Rep
Chad Colombia CostaRica  Cuba Curagao DR of the Congo  Djibouti D. Republic Egypt El Salvador ~ Equ Guinea
Eritrea Eswatini Ethiopia Fiji Gabon Gambia Georgia Ghana Grenada Guatemala Guinea
Guinea-Bissau  Guyana Haiti Honduras Hungary India Indonesia Iraq Ivory Coast Jamaica Japan
Cluster 5 Jordan Kazakhstan Kenya Kuwait Kyrgyzstan Laos Lebanon Liberia Libya Macao Madagascar
(n=124)  Maldives Mali Mauritania ~ Mauritius Mexico Moldova Mongolia Morocco Mozambique Myanmar Namibia
Nepal New Caledonia  Nicaragua  Niger Nigeria Oman Pakistan Palestine EEEZaNew Paraguay Peru
Philippines Poland Portugal Rep. of the Congo  Russia Rwanda Saint Kitts and Nevis ~ Saint Lucia z‘ei‘é:;:zﬁle:nd Saudi Arabia Senegal
Seychelles Sint Maarten Slovakia Somalia South Africa Sri Lanka Sudan Suriname Syria Taiwan Tanzania
Thailand Timor-Leste Tobago Togo Tunisia Uganda Ukraine g:::it;dte?mb Uruguay Uzbekistan ~ Venezuela
Vietnam Zambia Zimbabwe
C(lnus:telr )6 San Marino
C(I:S:telr )7 Vatican City
C(l:s:teGr)S Bahrain Belgium Brunei Germany Iran South Korea
Albania Anguilla Armenia Australia gosnia anfi Canada Cape Verde Cayman Islands Chile China Croatia
erzegovina
Cl““g‘; Cyprus Czech Republic Dominica Ecuador Finland French Guiana French Polynesia Greece Greenland Guadeloupe  Hong Kong
n=
\ / Latvia Lithuania Malaysia Martinique Mayotte Montenegro New Zealand N. Macedonia ~ Panama Qatar Réunion
Romania Saint Martin Serbia Singapore Turkey Turks and Caicos
:l(:St:TG)lO Austria Liechtenstein Monaco Montserrat MS Zaandam  Norway
Cl(:st:erl)l L Gibraltar
Cl(:st:ea)l 2 Iceland
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Table 8. Median values of the indicators in each cluster

Deaths per million population Total recovered per million

Active cases per million population

population
Cluster no. Median Cluster no. Median Cluster no. Median
3" 0 7 0 S 7.11
7 0 5 0.07 9 131.6
11" 0 10 0.645 8 242.6
5 0.01 4 1.58 4 434.5
9 1.21 9 2.44 10 1023
10 2.305 2 38.42 1 1159
8 3.05 8 109.2 11" 1246
12 5.86 6 176.8 3" 1821
4 6.74 1 204.8 12° 2649
2 53.21 12" 334.1 2 3532
1 139.6 11" 415.5 6 5776
6 648.4 3" 1432 7 7125
*Median values are country values because only one country was found in these clusters.
**: The lowest and highest median values for each outbreak indicator in the columns are bold
Total Cases
40,000 Ty
30,000
20,000 Spain
°
USA
°
South
10,000 Korea
e
Turke;
Japan e ¥ oUK
ol Ukraine \I. ! Australia @ @ Russia
Viemam Total tests
0 50k 100k 150k 200k 250k 300k

Figure 1 . Relationship between the total number of tests reported and the total number of cases in different countries

Total number of (5]

cases per total ‘nai

number of tests Spain
40
30

Pakistan
o]
Italy
20
. @ Philippines
Armenia
(<] USA
i (°]
Turkey® Denmark Filland®
10 Pall.ama elndonezia
Costa Rica @ © New Zealand Malaysia  Japan
Ukraine o ®omaniaelsrael @ Southe
Slovakia gHungary = o @ UKe Korea _
Colompia® @ Vistiiarri® @ Thailand
; . Norway  @Bahrain IR— . Days
0 South Africa Russigiustralia © @ @ Tajwan——
10 20 30 40 50 60

Figure 2 . Total number of cases per million population versus the number of days after the first case(s) in each country.
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Total cases per
1700 million population
’ Gibraltar e Spain
® Switzerland (o]
1,500 ; ;
Liechtenstein® eltaly
Montserrat
Monaco @
1,000 6]
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. Belgiume
Channel Gern.wany
Islands °
500 (o] e o @ France
. % e @lran
Slovenia @ o @ USA
300 Py : ¢ . : @ Sweden® .
100 o« ¢ %% S se ° China
e e ® @
0 !u«uu.lo’:uu.”'l‘ o oof o° @ Egypt Russia®e® e —ee @ A
Days after first case(s)
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Figure 3 . Total number of cases per million population versus the number of days after the first case(s).
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Figure 4 . Total number of deaths per million population versus the number of days after the first case(s).
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Figure 5 . Total number of active cases per million population according to the period.
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Figure 6. Total number of deaths per million population according to the period.
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Figure 7. Number of new cases per million population according to the period
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Figure 8. Number of critical cases per million population according to the period.
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Figure 9: Total number of cases per million population according to the period
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Figure 10: Total number of patients who recovered per million population according to the period
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Figure 14. Visualization of fuzzy clustering results by Sammon mapping.

Discussion

The earliest countries to report COVID-19 cases after the
outbreak in China were South Korea and Taiwan, but these
countries have contained the outbreak with some success'®.

The rapid spread of COVID-19 has led many countries
around the world to implement strict measures, and serious
problems have started to emerge. To follow the course
of the outbreak and to minimize problems, it is of great
importance that accurate methods of data analysis should
be used. In addition, many indicators and country-specific
characteristics should be taken into consideration when one
is comparing data from different countries'’. There are many
open-access databases comprising shared data relating to
COVID-19 cases that can be used for this purpose’.

In this study, two objectives were achieved. Firstly, the
relationship between outbreak indicators (total number of
cases, total number of deaths, and total number of patients
who recovered) and the number of days after the index
case, and also the total number of tests, was clarified. From
Figures 2—4, it can be seen that, on the basis of the total
number of tests conducted in Italy and Spain, the number of
positive cases and the total number of deaths are very high.
These numbers have negatively affected the responsiveness
of the health systems in those countries. The health systems
in Italy, Spain, Belgium, France, the Netherlands, and Iran
displayed capacity difficulties. Despite the high numbers of
COVID-19 cases in Germany, Austria, Switzerland, and the
USA, the health systems in these countries are currently able
to respond. Figure 7 leads us to the conclusion that quarantine
conditions are not followed adequately in countries with a
high number of new cases. Furthermore, it can be seen that
the spread of the virus slowed down in period 1 countries,
where the virus first spread, whereas the effects of the
outbreak in period 2 countries will continue on the current
course (Table 3). However, it can also be observed that for
countries in periods 6 and 7, the health systems that are
struggling to cope with the numbers of COVID-19 patients
are likely to see increased numbers of deaths.

Various factors such as demographic structure, geographical
structure, economic level, climatic conditions, and measures
taken can be affected the pandemic results of the countries.
In a study by Violini'®, the importance of exposure times is
emphasized in a comparison of 23 countries also. For this
reason, the duration of exposure to infection was taken into
account in this study as it can affect country differences.
The WHO guidelines explained that the pre-epidemic
preparations of countries and physician knowledge and skills

also affected the rate of positive cases'®.

Secondly, the similarities of countries in terms of outbreak
indicators were examined by a multivariate method. Figure
14 summarizes the similarities and differences between the
countries studied at the end of March 2020 in terms of the
total number of deaths, the total number of patients who
recovered, and the total number of active cases. Those
with characteristics different from the characteristics of
other countries in terms of the effects of the pandemic are
generally located in separate clusters. This study determined
that the total number of deaths is higher in central and
southern Huropean countries, especially Italy, Spain,
Switzerland, and Portugal. However, the number of patients
who recovered in these countries is also high. Additionally,
it was found that the number of active cases is higher in
South America, East Asia, and northern European countries
such as Italy, Spain, and Switzerland. According to the results
of the cluster analysis, countries can make better decisions
about the measures to be taken by investigating the reasons
for the intra-cluster and inter-cluster differences found.

The clustering of countries according to various indicators is
discussed in some studies'"'®. In the &£-means cluster analysis
conducted by Zoumpekas'’, the total number of cases by
country, the daily number of deaths, and the daily number of
patients who recovered were considered. For each indicator,
data presented in separate time series were used.

Kumar'™ performed a hierarchical cluster analysis to classify
Indian states and union territories on the basis of COVID-19
status. He found that it grouped 27 states and five union
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territories into six clusters. He found that optimization of
monitoring techniques is required to improve government
policies and decisions, medical facilities, treatment, etc. to
reduce the number of people who die.

Plonet” petformed two different HDBSCAN cluster
analyses. The first included only three features and worked
well for countries having only 2.5 weeks of data after the
outbreak. In comparison, the second analysis used features
from the peak of the curve. For countries with increased
numbers of daily cases, the peak moved and, therefore, the
results changed. Approximately 60 countries were considered
60. Ploner" found higher mortality in Spain, Italy, Belgium,
New York, Germany, and Canada than in other countries.

Zarikas et al.” presented a novel analysis resulting in the
clustering of countries according to active cases, active
cases per population, and active cases per population and
per atea based on Johns Hopkins epidemiological data. They
found that after removing Monaco and San Marino, a cluster
including Liechtenstein and Andorra and one with Malta
and Luxembourg were obtained, while all other countries
remained together.

Conclusion

To define and track the progress of the pandemic and its
effects, similarities between countries can be examined by
considering indicators together. Therefore, better decisions
can be made using multivariate analysis techniques such as
cluster analysis®, which is an extremely useful method for
finding new relationships and insights”. In the event that
the pandemic continues, this work offers a basic study that
evaluates the measures taken by countries in the periods
following outbreaks. In addition, the results of this study will
benefit researchers by offering a guide for how to design more
comprehensive research. It can be misleading to compare
countries one by one in terms of each indicator. In this study,
country similarities were investigated by our considering the
relationships between outbreak indicators. In conclusion,
various features of countries, such as climatic conditions,
cultural habits, average age, chronic disease frequency, the
epidemic measures taken, and epidemic indicator results, can
be related to each other. For this reason, it is recommended
to perform data analysis with multivariate models such as
cluster analysis, which takes into account the relationships
between these features in studies that examine countries
comparatively.

Limitations

By the end of March 2020, only 34 of 169 countries, 17
regions and 2 ships struggling with the pandemic had
reported the total number of tests. The results can give
limited information to show the relationship between
outbreak indicators and the total number of tests. Besides,
three outbreak indicators were used in the clustering of
countries according to their similarities in this study. On
the other hand, in addition to the outbreak indicators, more
accurate predictions can be made once the similarities of
countries are investigated together with many features, such
as pandemic measures, economic levels, climatic conditions,
and demographic structures.
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