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Abstract

Diagnostic testing followed by isolation of identified cases with subsequent tracing and quarantine
of close contacts – often referred to as test-trace-isolate-and-quarantine (TTIQ) strategy – is one of the
cornerstone measures of infectious disease control. The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted that an
appropriate response to outbreaks requires us to be aware about the effectiveness of such containment
strategies. This can be evaluated using mathematical models. We present a delay differential equation
model of TTIQ interventions for infectious disease control. Our model incorporates a detailed
mechanistic description of the state-dependent dynamics induced by limited TTIQ capacities. In
addition, we account for transmission during the early phase of SARS-CoV-2 infection, including
presymptomatic transmission, which may be particularly adverse to a TTIQ based control. Numerical
experiments, inspired by the early spread of COVID-19 in Germany, reveal the effectiveness of TTIQ
in a scenario where immunity within the population is low and pharmaceutical interventions are
absent – representative of a typical situation during the (re-)emergence of infectious diseases for
which therapeutic drugs or vaccines are not yet available. Stability and sensitivity analyses emphasize
factors, partially related to the specific disease, which impede or enhance the success of TTIQ.
Studying the diminishing effectiveness of TTIQ along simulations of an epidemic wave we highlight
consequences for intervention strategies.

Keywords— test-trace-isolate-and-quarantine, delay equations, COVID-19, limited capacities, sensitivity
analysis, presymptomatic transmission

1 Introduction
In the absence of effective medication or vaccination, mitigation of an infectious disease relies on so called
non-pharmaceutical interventions like mask mandates, hygiene measures, contact restrictions or test-trace-isolate-
and-quarantine (TTIQ). These measures aim to reduce epidemiologically relevant contacts (effective contacts),
viz., those between infectious and susceptible individuals during which the pathogen is successfully transmitted.
In contrast to population-wide measures, TTIQ is directly targeted at individuals at risk of being infected.
In principle, an effective implementation of TTIQ could allow to ease the need for population-wide contact
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restrictions and thereby reduce their socio-economic consequences. The TTIQ process begins with searching
infected individuals within the population, potentially using some kind of laboratory test which is typically
conducted symptom- or risk-based. Once detected, the so called index cases are asked to isolate and information
concerning their close contacts is collected. For this, public health authorities provide criteria for defining close
contacts, depending on available information on the transmissibility of the disease. This definition aims to target
contact persons who have potentially been infected by the detected index cases. Based on this information,
attempts are then made to reach the close contacts (they are traced). Successfully approached close contacts are
hence asked to self-quarantine for a period sufficient to cover their potential incubation and infectious phase.
In this way, public health authorities (PHA) aim at catching infected individuals in an early phase, potentially
asymptomatic or presymptomatic, in order to prevent further infections. From here on another round of contact
tracing can be initiated by tracing contacts of contacts.

TTIQ is considered a cornerstone of infectious diseases control and was adopted by many countries worldwide
to combat the spread of the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19), the disease caused by infection with severe
acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus type 2 (SARS-CoV-2). However, its effectiveness is hampered by several
factors. Some of these factors are inherent to the TTIQ process:

• Interviewing index cases about their close contacts and eventually approaching these requires time and
results in the so called tracing delay.

• Limited capacities of PHA and testing laboratories cause the efficiency and speed of the TTIQ process to
decrease if the prevalence of the considered disease, and thus the workload, increases.

• A variety of reasons can prevent individuals from complying with the request to participate in the TTIQ
process.

Other limitations depend on the nature of the disease in question. For COVID-19 these include:

• The airborne transmission limits the proportion of identifiable infected contacts of any given detected
infectious person, the so called tracing coverage, and implies that many potential contacts have to be traced
per detected index case.

• Many infected individuals show weak or unspecific symptoms [1,2]. Moreover, there is a reportedly high
proportion of presymptomatic transmissions [3–6]. Therefore, a symptom-based testing strategy will lead to
a limited detection ratio (the proportion of infectious individuals detected by testing before recovery) and a
significant testing delay (the combined time between turning infectious, administration of a test, obtaining
the test result and starting to isolate) has to be expected. Moreover, tracing the contacts of all symptomatic
individuals, which might include many individuals with a common cold or other respiratory disease, is
virtually impossible. Therefore, tracing usually has to be limited to the contacts of cases confirmed as
infected through a polymerase chain reaction test.

• COVID-19 is associated with a relatively short latency period (time between infection and onset of
infectiousness) and infectious period [3, 6–10]. When the delays caused by testing and tracing become too
large as compared to the timescale of disease progression, a small detection ratio is achieved and the contacts
of an identified index case will already have caused infections themselves before they are successfully traced.

In light of these limitations, it is important to evaluate the contribution of TTIQ to disease control and to assess
how this depends on (i) disease characteristics and (ii) non-disease-specific factors like maintaining low prevalence
(to prevent exhaustion of TTIQ capacities), or a high compliance with isolation mandates. For this purpose,
mathematical modeling provides a powerful tool. However, incorporating TTIQ into standard mean-field models is
challenging due to the individual-based character of contact tracing. Information about the timing, proximity and
traceability of contacts of identified index cases has to be lifted from the individual-level to the population-level
scale [11]. Moreover, in-host processes like the course of infectivity influence the population-level effect of TTIQ. To
more readily include such fine grained mechanisms many models use agent- and network-based approaches [12–17],
or the corresponding branching process at the onset of the epidemic is studied [18–26]. Ordinary (ODE) and delay
differential equation (DDE) models [27–34] are often less complex, allow for full simulation of the epidemic and
are more amenable to analytical investigation. However, to derive quarantine rates in these mean-field settings
certain approximations have to be applied. Striking the right balance between an accurate representation of
contact tracing and model simplicity is rather challenging. Several proposed models are based on simplified
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approaches where contact tracing is represented by an increased removal rate of infectious individuals [30] or a
certain fraction of close contacts is assumed to be instantly quarantined [33]. In more rigorous model formulations
contact tracing is directly correlated to the identification of index cases [27,34], though these works assume the
efficiency of TTIQ to be independent of disease prevalence. In contrast, the model introduced in [29] accounts for
limited TTIQ capacities assuming perfect efficiency until a certain prevalence/incidence is reached. The later was
extended to account for a tracing delay which led to a model based on DDEs [28]. Another approach is presented
in [32] where expressions for the probability that individuals had recent contact with an infectious individual are
derived. This probabilistic argument is then used to derive tracing terms that aim at matching the individual-
and population-level scales. The model is shown to be in good agreement with an agent-based model for most
scenarios. The model in [31], which similarly to [28, 29] includes a limited testing capacity, focuses on contact
heterogeneity by deploying a contact exposure distribution. Based on the idea of digital contact tracing, terms
are derived to account for tracing of those contacts that are above a certain exposure threshold. This approach
aims at finding an optimal notification threshold that manages to balance disease control and quarantine cost by
minimizing unnecessarily quarantined contacts. Among those of the above ODE and DDE models that address
COVID-19 [28–33], only the one in [31] explicitly accounts for presymptomatic transmissions, a key characteristic
of infection with SARS-CoV-2. Models that keep track of the age of infection of infected individuals offer suitable
frameworks to incorporate more realistic infectivity profiles and to derive exact contact tracing rates. Such age
of infection approaches have been studied previously [4, 16, 25, 26, 35–37], considering also the effect of tracing
delays [4,25] or of limited capacities [37], yet again assuming perfect efficiency below a certain incidence threshold.

To aid knowledge and preparedness for future infectious disease outbreaks (COVID-19 or others) we derive a
new DDE model that refines and extends approaches previously proposed in the literature. To consider limited
laboratory testing capacity, we introduce state-dependent testing rates which are motivated by the considerations
in [38]. Based on mechanistic arguments, we derive contact tracing terms that link the success of index case
identification to the quarantine rates achieved by contact tracing. The structure of the resulting terms is similar
to those presented in [28]. However, as with the testing terms, our model does not assume the contact tracing
efficiency to be constant below a certain prevalence. Instead, the efficiency of testing and tracing is assumed
to decrease smoothly with increasing prevalence due to the growing workload. Additionally, we account for the
possibility of transmission by individuals in an early (potentially presymptomatic) phase of their infection by
introducing a compartment of short duration in which individuals are already infectious but do not yet have an
increased chance of being tested unless they are successfully traced (as they cannot yet have developed signs
of infection). As a working example we consider a scenario inspired by the spread of COVID-19 in Germany
during the second wave in late summer and fall of 2020. This specific situation is of interest for our study as in
Germany (and many other European countries) an epidemic wave emerged after a summer of low prevalence,
most of the population was still susceptible, pharmaceutical interventions were not widely available, and TTIQ
was the main control measure applied in addition to population-wide hygiene and contact interventions. As such a
situation is not unusual for (re-)emerging diseases, focusing on this specific example does not restrict the general
applicability of our results to other infectious diseases. Our modeling approach sheds light on the effectiveness
of TTIQ in this critical early phase of an epidemic, underlines factors that limit the success of this strategy,
and demonstrates how its performance is impeded once case numbers begin to increase. Our results highlight
implications for intervention strategies and underline conditions for an effective implementation of TTIQ.

2 Methods
The model used in this work extends the known SEIR-type model for disease dynamics [39]. It comprises
equations for compartments representing susceptible individuals (S) who can be infected, exposed individuals
(E) who are infected but not yet infectious, infectious individuals (U) who can spread the disease, and removed
individuals (R) who either recovered or died from the disease. Infections might be confirmed by testing previously
undetected infectious individuals. These are assumed to self-isolate (U → I) and disclose infected contact persons
that may be traced and quarantined while still being in the latency period (E → QE) or after turning infectious
(U → QU ). We consider here solely the tracing and quarantine of individuals who have eventually been infected
by the index cases. This means that in the model we neglect the temporary shift to a quarantined compartment
for those people who happened to have close contact with the index case, but did not become infected during this
event. We assume that quarantined infectious individuals can themselves become confirmed as infectious through
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Table 1: Dynamic variables of model (1).

Notation Description

S susceptible individuals

E undetected exposed individuals

QE traced and quarantined exposed individuals

U1,2 undetected (early, late) infectious individuals

QU1,2 traced and quarantined (early, late) infectious individuals

I1,2 confirmed and isolated (early, late) infectious individuals

R removed individuals

testing and are then isolated (QU → I). Removed individuals are not involved in disease transmission, assuming
permanent immunity upon recovery – at least for the short simulation times under consideration. To account
for the reportedly high proportion of COVID-19 transmissions occurring prior to the onset of any potential
symptoms [3–6], we separate the infectious phase into two periods. The first period (early infectious phase, all
individuals in U1, QU1 , I1) starts immediately after the exposed phase and marks the onset of infectiousness. We
characterize the transition to the second period (late infectious phase, all individuals in U2, QU2

, I2) by reaching
a potential symptom onset. For simplicity, we do not differentiate the individuals in the late infectious phase
into those with a symptomatic and those with a completely asymptomatic course of infection (see e.g., [28,40])
which would introduce additional highly uncertain parameters like the transmission rate and the duration of
infectiousness for asymptomatic cases. However, we implicitly account for the presence of asymptomatic or weakly
symptomatic cases in the average rate at which individuals in the late infectious stage are detected by being
tested.

All the state variables as well as their meanings are summarized in Table 1. We describe the dynamics of
these compartments by the following system of differential equations

Ṡ = − λS
Ė = λS − αE − TrE

Q̇E = TrE − αQE
U̇1 = αE − ηU1U1 − γ1U1 − TrU1

Q̇U1
= αQE + TrU1

− ηQU1
QU1
− γ1QU1

İ1 = ηU1
U1 + ηQU1

QU1
− γ1I1

U̇2 = γ1U1 − ηU2U2 − γ2U2 − TrU2

Q̇U2
= γ1QU1

+ TrU2
− ηQU2

QU2
− γ2QU2

İ2 = ηU2
U2 + ηQU2

QU2
+ γ1I1 − γ2I2

Ṙ = γ2(U2 +QU2 + I2)

(1)

with
λ =

βU1
U1 + βU2

U2 + βQ1
QU1

+ βQ2
QU2

+ βI1I1 + βI2I2
N

,

where N denotes the total population size that is assumed to be constant. For simplicity, we neglect demographics,
including disease induced deaths, for the simulated period. A sketch of the corresponding transitions between
compartments is given in Figure 1. The parameters in model 1 are defined as follows: βX denotes the rate of
transmission of the disease to susceptibles via contacts with infectious individuals from compartment X. We set
βU1 = θβU2 for some scaling factor θ describing the extent of early vs late transmission. Moreover, we assume that
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Figure 1: Flowchart of the transmission model (1) with TTIQ interventions. Solid lines indicate state
transitions due to disease spread and disease progression. Dashed lines indicate confirmation and isolation of
infectious cases due to testing. Dotted lines indicate quarantine of infected contacts due to contact tracing.

undetected infectious individuals, lacking the same knowledge about their risk of being infected, have a higher
transmission rate than quarantined infectious individuals (βUi > βQi , i ∈ 1, 2) who are expected to restrict their
contacts to a higher degree. We further assume that quarantined individuals who are not yet confirmed/isolated
reduce their contacts less strictly than confirmed cases (βQi

> βIi , i ∈ 1, 2). We express the transmission rate of
quarantined and of isolated infectious individuals as

βQi
= ρQβUi

, βIi = ρIβUi
, i ∈ 1, 2.

The parameters ρQ, ρI ∈ [0, 1] describe the fractions of secondary infections caused per unit time by an average
quarantined case and by an average isolated case as compared to an average undetected case, respectively. In this
sense, ρQ and ρI capture the efficiency of quarantine and case isolation in reducing transmissions. Motivated by
the above discussion we assume 1 > ρQ > ρI . Disease progression is given by the rates α, γ1 and γ2, that is, 1/α
is the average duration of the latent period and 1/γ1 and 1/γ2 are the average duration of the early and late
infectious period, respectively.

Detection of infectious individuals by testing in compartment X is described by the rates ηX . Since all
the individuals in compartment U1 are without any symptoms, whereas a certain fraction of individuals in U2

show specific symptoms, we assume that the detection rate in compartment U2 is significantly larger ηU2
� ηU1

.
Furthermore, it is plausible to assume that the PHA strive to test all traced individuals during their quarantine
(independently of whether they show symptoms or not) to identify which of the reported contacts are indeed
infected. Thus, we consider the rate at which these individuals are detected to be significantly larger than the
corresponding rate for undetected infectious individuals ηQ := ηQU1

= ηQU2
� ηU2 .

The terms TrX describe the rates at which infected individuals in compartment X are quarantined due to
contact tracing. We assume that both testing and contact tracing depends on the availability of capacities, so
that the corresponding terms are state-dependent. In the following, we describe the derivation of appropriate
expressions taking this into account.
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2.1 Testing terms
We assume that the per capita detection rates are state-dependent and decrease for larger prevalence of infectious
individuals due to finite testing capacity. More precisely, as motivated in [38], we set

ηU1
= σU1

η̄, ηU2
= σU2

η̄, ηQ = σQη̄, (2)

where

η̄ :=
σ+

S +
∑
X σXX + σ−

, X ∈ {E,U1, QU1 , I1, U2, QU2 , I2, R}.

Here σ+ is the maximal number of tests that can be administered and evaluated per unit time, σ− describes
the fact that lab capacity cannot be stored and goes to waste unless quickly used, and σX expresses the relative
frequency of getting tested for individuals in compartment X relative to the respective frequency for susceptibles.
Setting σ− = 0 would correspond to full employment of available lab facilities by administering as many tests as
can possibly be processed independent of the prevalence of the disease. As discussed before, it is reasonable to
assume that

σQ � σU2 � 1 = σX , X ∈ {E,U1, I1, I2, R},

with σQ := σQE
= σQU1

= σQU2
, meaning that the chance of being tested is significantly increased for late

infectious individuals (because they might show symptoms of the disease) and quarantined individuals (because
they were identified as a close contact of an infectious individual). This leads to reasonably high detection rates
at low prevalence, but as the prevalence rises, there are more and more individuals who are considered important
to receive one of the limited number of tests, the per capita detection rates decrease, and a greater proportion of
infections goes undetected. In contrast, a setting where σX = 1 for all X would correspond to a scenario where all
available tests are used for randomly screening the population and leads to a constant but small detection rate of
infections. In comparison to (2) a high and constant (that is, independent of the system’s state) detection rate in
the compartment of late infectious individuals would lead to unrealistically high incidences of confirmed cases
as the true prevalence increases. Being aware that the detection rates are not constant but state-dependent we
usually omit this dependence in our notation and only specify it when referring to times in the past.

2.2 Contact tracing terms
To make the derivation of the contact tracing terms easier to follow, we describe it here without decomposing the
infectious compartments (U, I,Q) into an early (U1, I1, QU1

) and late (U2, I2, QU2
) infectious phase. Thus, in the

following we derive the rates at which infected contacts are quarantined from the exposed (TrE) and from the
infectious stage (TrU ). In the almost analogous derivation of the terms (TrE , T rU1 , T rU2) for the full model (1),
we take into account that the index cases detected by testing in U1 and U2, respectively, yield different numbers
of secondary cases that have been infected on average for different lengths of time before being traced. The quite
cumbersome derivation of these terms is included in Appendix A.

The process of contact tracing is initiated upon detection of an index case by testing. Here we focus on the
effect of manual forward contact tracing. This process is based on PHA interviewing the positively tested index
case in order to identify contacts they might have infected. Digital contact tracing, which would support this
process by using some kind of digital device that keeps track of contacts between individuals and ideally notifies
close contacts instantly when index cases are confirmed as infected, as well as backward tracing, which aims to
identify the individual that infected the index case, are not considered in this work. The contact tracing process
is incorporated into model (1) based on the following assumptions:

(A1) Contact tracing is triggered by confirmation of infectious cases by testing.

(A2) Contact tracing is only triggered by confirmation of previously undetected infectious individuals (U → I)
(first-order tracing). More precisely, tracing contacts of contacts (recursive tracing) is neglected here.

(A3) There is a fixed delay of κ units of time between the confirmation of an index case and the start of quarantine
for their contacts. This delay represents the duration of the process of interviewing the index case and
reaching out to close contacts.

6



(A4) Although we assume them to be imperfectly isolated, index cases only disclose contacts made before their
time in isolation.

(A5) Only a certain fraction of secondary infections can be identified by PHA via contact tracing.

(A6) PHA rely on limited capacities to conduct contact tracing.

In reality, all traced close contact persons, including those who did not get infected during their contact to the
index case, are asked to quarantine. At the time of contact notification, there is no way to pinpoint the truly
infected contacts. Even if contacts quickly receive a laboratory test, some of them may still be in a phase where
their infection is not yet detectable. This means that in practice many susceptible individuals would quarantine,
but also that additional undetected infected individuals (not necessarily infected by the index case above) could be
quarantined by chance. While we account for the tracing effort due to such contact persons, we do not explicitly
consider the effects of their quarantine on the outbreak dynamics.

Assumptions (A1)-(A3) imply that the rate at which contacts are quarantined at time t is proportional to

ηU (t− κ)U(t− κ),

that is the rate at which detection of undetected infectious individuals by testing (U to I) occurs at time t− κ.
How does this term give rise to the rate at which contacts are quarantined at time t? Consider an average index
case confirmed as infectious by testing at time t− κ. We assume that for the interview of this index case the PHA
use a certain tracing window T that determines the time interval

Jt,T := [t− κ− T, t− κ]

for which contacts of the index case are registered (tracing interval), neglecting that additional contacts made
between time t − κ and time t could also be reported (see assumption (A4)). Depending on the relationship
between the tracing window T and the duration τt for which the average index case has been infectious by the
time t− κ of being detected, the tracing interval Jt,T is composed of two subintervals:

• the (potentially trivial) part of Jt,T during which the index case was not yet infectious

Jninft,T :=

{
∅, if T ≤ τt
[t− κ− T, t− κ− τt], if T > τt,

• and the time in Jt,T during which the index case has been infectious

J inft,T :=

{
[t− κ− T, t− κ], if T ≤ τt
[t− κ− τt, t− κ], if T > τt.

(3)

To determine these intervals we need to approximate τt. This is discussed under our assumptions on the full model
(1) in Appendix C. We assume that PHA use a certain definition of close contact and ask the index case to report
only contacts satisfying this definition. Along with the index case’s ability to recall such contacts this determines

• c̃1, the reported close contact rate corresponding to the time interval Jninft,T ,

• c̃2, the reported close contact rate corresponding to the time interval J inft,T , and

• p̃, the infection probability corresponding to the close contacts made during J inft,T .

On the one hand, it is reasonable to assume c̃2 ≤ c̃1, since individuals in U might reduce their contacts upon
starting to show symptoms. On the other hand, this is countered by the fact that less recent contacts are harder
to recall. Not trying to guess which of these effects is more pronounced, we work with the simplifying assumption
c̃ := c̃1 = c̃2. The product β̃ = p̃ c̃ determines the rate at which the index case produced traceable effective
contacts in J inft,T . Comparing β̃ with βU and

∣∣J inft,T

∣∣ with τt gives a proxy for the fraction of infected contacts
covered by the contact tracing process (see assumption (A5)). We call the fraction

ω(t) =

∣∣J inft,T

∣∣
τt

β̃

βU
≤ 1 (4)
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Figure 2: Possible timeline of events for an index case detected by testing at time t−κ and contacts
made during the tracing interval Jt,T for which the index case is asked to disclose close contacts
from. In the depicted example the tracing interval Jt,T is longer than the testing delay resulting in Contact 1
being reported although it could not have been infected since the index case was not yet infectious. Contact 2 gets
infected early during the infectious phase J inft,T, of the tracing interval and the time lag resulting from the testing
and tracing delay lead to it being already confirmed by testing by the time t of close contact notification. Contact
3 is an example of an individual that got infected but is missed by the tracing process. This might happen because
the contact is not covered by the close contact definition or cannot be recalled by the index case. Contact 4 and
Contact 6 get infected late in J inft,T, shortly before the index case is confirmed as infectious by testing. Therefore,
these contacts are less affected by the testing delay, leading to Contact 4 being undetected but infectious and
Contact 6 even being still latent by the time of being traced t. Contact 5 falls under the definition of being a
close contact to the index case and is therefore traced even though no transmission took place. When calculating
the tracing efficiency, we account for the tracing effort contacts like 1 and 5 generate, however we do not consider
the effect of their quarantine on the outbreak dynamics.

the tracing coverage at time t. Social and hygiene measures obviously influence c̃, p̃, β̃. Moreover, the PHA might
change their close contact definition over time or individuals might develop an increased awareness to keep track
of their personal contacts to reduce recall issues. We discuss how we handle such measures and time-dependent
parameters in Appendix B. A possible timeline of events for an index case detected by testing at time t− κ whose
contacts are quarantined at time t is shown in Figure 2.

Following the above assumptions we approximate the rate at which contacts become traceable at time t as

cpot(t) = |Jt,T | c̃ ηU (t− κ)U(t− κ). (5)

Due to limited resources that can be provided to conduct contact tracing (assumption (A6)) not all traceable
contacts necessarily end up being successfully contacted and quarantined. We assume an upper bound Ω (tracing
capacity) for the actual rate at which contacts are quarantined due to contact tracing. As a rough approximation
we could choose

cact(t) = min (Ω, cpot(t)) (6)

8



0K 25K 50K 75K 100K 125K 150K
cpot: rate at which contacts 

 become traceable

0K
5K

10K
15K
20K
25K
30K
35K
40K

c a
ct

: r
at

e 
at

 w
hi

ch
 c

on
ta

ct
s 

 a
re

 q
ua

ra
nt

in
ed

p
p=10
p=2
p=1

Figure 3: Illustration of relation (7) for the choice Ω = 40 000 and multiple values of p. The limit
p→∞ recovers relation (6). Mind the different scaling of the axes.

for the actual rate at which contacts are quarantined at time t. However, we suppose the tracing efficiency, which
we define as the share of successfully traced contacts among all traceable contacts while maintaining the constant
tracing delay κ and under consideration of the current load on capacities, to be continuously decreasing as the
number of traceable contacts increases. That is, we assume that almost perfect efficiency can only be achieved for
small rates of traceable contacts. For this reason, we smooth (6) by a saturating function of the form

cact(t) = cpot(t)
Ω

(cpot(t)p + Ωp)
1/p︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:ε(t) tracing efficiency
at time t

, p > 0. (7)

As shown in Figure 3, a larger choice of p (which we call tracing efficiency constant) corresponds to a slower
initial decrease in tracing efficiency as cpot(t) rises whereas the limit case p→∞ gives

ε(t) =
Ω

‖(cpot(t),Ω)‖∞
,

which exactly corresponds to (6). Several factors determine whether the tracing efficiency can be kept high when
the prevalence rises (large p) or whether it is quickly diminished (small p). These include the ease with which
additional workforce can be recruited and the efficiency at which this additional workforce (that may have been
trained for a different purpose) operates. Moreover, when considering an epidemic outbreak in a large area, the
outbreak is usually spatially heterogeneous, with some regions more affected than others. The tracing efficiency
can only be kept high in regions with high prevalence when capacity from low prevalence regions can easily be
shifted there. If this is not the case (low p), then severely affected regions already have low tracing efficiency
although the overall prevalence in the considered area might still be relatively low. In a mean-field model like (1)
this is reflected in a fast decreasing tracing efficiency as prevalence rises. As the infection continues to spread,
the outbreak is likely to approach states of high prevalence in all regions. As soon as the pool of additionally
recruitable workforce is depleted, it is plausible to assume that the considered area makes use of its total capacity
and a maximal rate at which contacts can be quarantined is approached.

Only the susceptible close contacts made in the time interval J inft,T can have been infected by the index case.
The rate at which infected contacts are quarantined at time t is therefore given by

cinfact(t) =

∣∣J inft,T

∣∣
|Jt,T |

p̃
S(t− κ)

N
cact(t). (8)

Notice that here we approximate the fraction of susceptible individuals to be constant in the short time interval
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J inft,T,. Plugging (7) into (8), using (5) and β̃ = p̃ c̃ we get

cinfact(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
actual rate at which
infected contacts are
quarantined at time t

=
∣∣J inft,T

∣∣ β̃ S(t− κ)

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
secondary infections reported
by an average index case

that was isolated at time t−κ

ηU (t− κ)U(t− κ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
rate of index case

identification at time t−κ

ε(t)︸︷︷︸
tracing efficiency

at time t

. (9)

Using our proxy (9) for the actual rate at which infected contacts are quarantined at time t, we can now
determine TrE(t) and TrU (t). Following a similar reasoning as in [28], we can approximate the fraction of (9)
originating from the exposed or infectious stage. Let us again consider the average index case detected by testing
at time t− κ. Infection of close contacts reported by this index case took place during J inft,T and by the time of
being quarantined all of these contacts are infected for at least a duration of κ units of time due to the tracing
delay. Approximating the infection events produced by our average index case to be uniformly distributed on J inft,T ,
we estimate the time an average infected contact spent in the infected chain by the time t of being quarantined as

r̃(t) = κ+
1

2

∣∣J inft,T

∣∣. (10)

It should be noticed that the second term on the right-hand side of equation 10 is a subtle but important addition
to the derivation in [28] that takes into account the average time elapsed between infection of close contacts and
detection of the index case. A fraction

µE(t) := e−αr̃(t)

of successfully traced individuals infected by the index case remains in the exposed state (E → QE) after r̃(t)
units of time in the infected chain. The remaining fraction described by the term 1 − µE(t) have entered the
U -compartment but might have been tested themselves or might have recovered by the time of being traced.
Therefore, to approximate the fraction of quarantined infected contacts coming from the infectious stage (U → QU )
we keep following the first-order kinetics induced by recovery (rate γ) and testing (rate ηU ) and solve

dŨ

ds
= −(γ + ηU (t− κ))Ũ + αe−αs, Ũ(0) = 0 (11)

up to time s = r̃(t). Notice that we have assumed the detection rate ηU (t− κ) to be approximately constant in
the short time interval J inft,T . The solution to the initial value problem (11) evaluated at time s = r̃(t) is given by

µU (t) := Ũ(r̃(t)) =
α

ηU (t− κ) + γ − α

(
e−αr̃(t) − e−(ηU (t−κ)+γ)r̃(t)

)
.

which continuously extends to µU (t) = αr̃(t)e−αr̃(t) in the degenerate case α = ηU (t− κ) + γ. This motivates us
to set

TrE(t) = µE(t)cinfact(t) and TrU (t) = µU (t)cinfact(t).

2.3 Modeling of social and hygiene measures and assessment of TTIQ effectiveness
Here, we briefly describe how population-wide social and hygiene measures (e.g., mask mandates, increased hand
washing, contact restrictions) are modeled and how we evaluate the effectiveness of TTIQ in controlling disease
spread. For a detailed description on how we account for the effect of these measures on the contact tracing terms
we refer to Appendix B.

Population-wide social and hygiene measures are modeled by a time dependent factor φ(t) ∈ [0, 1], that scales
the transmission rates, i.e.,

βU2(t) = φ(t)βU2 ,

where βU2
is the baseline transmission rate of individuals in the undetected late infectious stage corresponding to

a phase without any intervention. In case of COVID-19, this can be seen as the transmission rate that would be
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observed given our contact level before (or in a very early phase during) the first occurrence of the disease. Thus,
this baseline transmission rate is associated to the basic reproduction number by

R0 =
θβU2

γ1
+
βU2

γ2
. (12)

The factor φ(t) can be seen as the level of effective contacts at time t (relative to the "pre-COVID-19" scenario)
and leads to the control reproduction number

Rc := φR0.

For the evaluation of the effectiveness of TTIQ in preventing an epidemic outbreak, we consider φ∗, the critical
level of effective contacts such that the disease-free equilibrium (DFE), (N, 0, ..., 0), is stable for φ < φ∗ and
unstable for φ > φ∗. In the absence of TTIQ this is clearly given by

φ∗ =
1

R0
. (13)

In the presence of TTIQ we can derive φ∗ from a numerical stability analysis of the DFE (see Appendix D for
details). The higher the obtained φ∗, the higher the effectiveness of TTIQ and the lower the need for social
and hygiene measures. Comparison to the value obtained in the absence of TTIQ (13) gives a measure of how
much population-wide contact restrictions can be relaxed thanks to TTIQ. For a given TTIQ scenario and the
corresponding φ∗ we can also interpret

Rmax
c := φ∗R0 (14)

as the maximal control reproduction number that can be contained by the given TTIQ effort. Later, we also
consider scenarios with high prevalence that operate far from the disease-free state, where stability of the DFE
does not offer sufficient information for disease control. In these cases we evaluate the effectiveness of TTIQ
based on φ, which we define as the critical level of effective contacts that yields a stagnation in the incidence
of infected individuals. In other words, for φ > φ the incidence would further increase and for φ < φ it would
decrease. Clearly, at low prevalence and low immunization we have φ ≈ φ∗.

We remark that both φ∗ and φ (and the corresponding values of TTIQ parameters) are threshold values that
ensure stability of the DFE or the incidence of infected individuals (i.e., achieve Rt ≈ 1). However, in reality
the aim is usually to reduce Rt to a specified value below 1. Therefore, the derived parameter values should be
interpreted as minimally required efforts. In particular, operating at or slightly below Rt = 1 would come with
the risk of minor changes in some external parameters driving Rt above 1, initiating a new wave of exponentially
increasing case loads.

3 Results
In this section we apply model (1) to investigate the effectiveness of TTIQ in disease control. As an example of a
disease spreading in a population with low immunity, we consider the early spread of COVID-19 in Germany.
For this framework, we defined a baseline parameter setting that is motivated in detail in Appendix C and
summarized in Table 2. We start by considering the dynamics near the DFE and study the effectiveness of TTIQ
in preventing an epidemic outbreak. Examining the sensitivity of our results to parameter changes reveals the
disease- and non-disease-specific factors influencing the effectiveness of TTIQ. We then turn to the situation where
disease spread is not fully controlled and the effect of TTIQ diminishes as the disease prevalence rises. Revisiting
parameter changes reveals implications for intervention strategies.

Effectiveness of TTIQ in preventing an outbreak

We compared values of the critical level φ∗ of effective contacts for the stability of the DFE (explained in Section
2.3) for (i) a scenario without TTIQ, (ii) a scenario in which only testing is performed, and (iii) a scenario in
which both testing and contact tracing are performed ( Figure 4A). In our baseline setting we assume R0 = 3.3,
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Table 2: Parameters of model (1). The given values describe our baseline setting which is
motivated in Appendix C.

Notation Description Value Units

βU2 baseline transmission rate of undetected late
infectious individuals

0.33 days−1people−1

θ scaling factor for transmission rate in early vs
late infectious period

1.5 dimensionless

(pQ, pI) strictness of quarantine and isolation (0.2, 0.1) dimensionless

α exposed to early infectious rate 1/3.5 days−1

γ1 early to late infectious rate 1/2 days−1

γ2 late infectious to removed rate 1/7 days−1

σ+ maximal number of tests administered and
evaluated per day

200 000 days−1tests

σ− decay rate of tests 1.353N days−1

(σU2 , σQ) relative frequency of testing undetected late
infectious and traced individuals compared to
susceptibles

(93, 300) people−1days−1

T tracing window 9 days

c̃ baseline reported close contact rate 0.8 days−1people−1

ω tracing coverage 0.65 dimensionless

Ω maximal contact quarantine rate 40 000 days−1people

κ tracing delay 2 days

p tracing efficiency constant 2 dimensionless

N population size 83 000 000 people

and thus, get φ∗ ≈ 0.304 in the absence of TTIQ from relation (13). Adding testing activity controls the disease
at higher rates of effective contacts φ∗ ≈ 0.407. The addition of contact tracing to testing further increases φ∗ to
φ∗ ≈ 0.461. These values for φ∗ correspond to a maximal control reproduction number that can be contained (see
relation (14)) of at most Rmax

c ≈ 1.34 when only testing is applied and Rmax
c ≈ 1.52 when the full TTIQ approach

is applied. That means that if the reproduction number would be brought to less than 1.34 by other measures,
testing alone would be sufficient to suppress an outbreak, and if it were lower than 1.52, the full TTIQ approach
could prevent an outbreak – assuming that the dynamics were still sufficiently close to the DFE. This shows
that in our baseline setting (i) the full TTIQ approach allows for an approximately 52% higher effective contact
rate, (ii) testing contributes more to disease control than contact tracing, and (iii) even under the application of
both testing and contact tracing a quite severe reduction of effective contacts by other measures to 46% of the
pre-COVID-19 level is needed.

Sensitivity to TTIQ parameters

To explore alternative parameter settings and determine the most influential TTIQ parameters on φ∗, we first
considered single parameters one after the other and varied them in ranges according to Table 3 (Figure 5).
As shown in Figure 5A, weak isolation of confirmed infectious cases I (pI close to 1) leads to φ∗ ≈ 0.304, thus,
renders TTIQ completely ineffective. Contact tracing is dependent on prior index case identification and is more
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Figure 4: Critical level φ∗ of effective contacts for the stability of the DFE. Here we compare a scenario
without any TTIQ (no TTIQ), a scenario where only testing is conducted (only testing) and a scenario where
testing and tracing is carried out (full TTIQ). This is shown for A the baseline parameter setting given in Table 2
and B a setting with improved testing such that σU2 = 185.

Table 3: TTIQ parameter ranges considered in the sensitivity analysis.

parameter meaning range

ω tracing coverage [0, 1]

σU2 relative frequency of testing undetected late infectious
individuals

[1, 186]

σQ relative frequency of testing traced individuals [1, 600]

pQ strictness of quarantine [0, 1]

pI strictness of isolation [0, 1]

κ tracing delay [0.5, 14]

effective the shorter the testing delay. This explains why an improved relative frequency σU2
of testing undetected

late infectious individuals has the side effect of increasing the effectiveness of contact tracing (compare Figure 4A
where σU2 = 93 vs. Figure 4B where σU2 = 185) and why σU2 has a significantly larger impact on φ∗ than the
parameters associated with contact tracing (ω, κ, σQ, pQ) (compare Figure 5B with Figure 5C-E). The tracing
coverage ω appears to be slightly more important than the tracing delay κ (compare Figure 5C, Figure 5D). This,
however, is mainly due to the baseline parameters we chose, with a relatively short tracing delay κ = 2 and only
moderate tracing coverage ω = 0.65. Either of these parameters being in an unfavorable range severely limits
the effect of any change of the other. In particular, in a setting with long tracing delay but high coverage it is
the other way around (not shown here). The strictness of quarantine pQ as well as the relative frequency σQ at
which these individuals are tested appear to be of minor importance (Figure 5E-F). It should be noticed, however,
that we chose quite optimistic values for pQ and σQ in our baseline setting (Table 2). Clearly, pQ becomes more
important when σQ is smaller and σQ gains importance when pQ is close to unity (Figure 6A) (σQ may also be
of importance for recursive tracing which is neglected in our equations). Simultaneous improvements of other
parameters show synergistic effects. For example, stricter isolation and quarantine reinforces the benefits of
improved testing (Figure 6B), a similar effect is present between improving tracing coverage and improving testing
(Figure 6C), and between improvements of tracing coverage and tracing delay (Figure 10A).

To gain insight on the global sensitivity of φ∗ we used latin hypercube sampling on the TTIQ parameter
space as given in Table 3 and calculated the corresponding partial rank correlation coefficients (PRCCs). This
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Figure 5: Critical level φ∗ of effective contacts for the stability of the DFE (solid lines) varying
single TTIQ parameters. For comparison we also show the value of φ∗ derived from our baseline parameter
setting given in Table 2 (dashed line).
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Figure 7: Global sensitivity of the critical level φ∗ of effective contacts for the stability of the DFE
with respect to TTIQ parameters. The PRCC values where obtained using latin hypercube sampling on the
parameter space specified in Table 3.

allows us to assess which TTIQ parameters are most influential on φ∗, even if other parameters are simultaneously
perturbed [41]. We excluded the strictness of quarantine pQ of traced contacts from this analysis to rule out the
unnatural cases pQ < pI in which traced (but so far unconfirmed) cases reduce their contacts more strictly than
confirmed cases (in these cases increases in σQ would be predicted to have negative impact on φ∗). Instead we
allowed pI and all the remaining parameters given in Table 3 to vary and set

pQ =

{
2pI , pI < 0.5

1, else.

The calculated PRCCs support our observations from the variation of single parameter values. The strictness
of isolation pI of confirmed cases is predicted to be most influential on φ∗ having the largest PRCC (absolute),
closely followed by the relative frequency σU2 of testing undetected late infectious individuals which is associated
with a significantly larger PRCC than all the parameters corresponding to contact tracing ω, κ, σQ (Figure 7).

Impact of early infectiousness and other disease characteristics

We considered variations in parameters describing disease characteristics to investigate the impact of potential
uncertainty in our parameter choices and to gain insight on how the effectiveness of TTIQ might be altered
for infectious diseases with other characteristics. All parameter changes studied below ensure that R0 is kept
constant, according to formula (12). In particular, in the absence of TTIQ the critical level φ∗ of effective contacts
for the stability of the DFE stays unchanged (compare equation (13)) and all deviations in φ∗ can be attributed
to increased or decreased TTIQ effectiveness.

A high incidence of asymptomatic infectious individuals implies a reduced frequency of testing in compartment
U2 which we demonstrated to have a major impact on φ∗ (Figure 5B). Therefore, TTIQ has to be expected
significantly more effective if overt symptoms occur frequently upon infectious individuals.

The extent of transmission during the early infectious phase is characterized by the average length of the early
infectious period 1/γ1, and by the scaling factor θ describing the relative transmission rate of early infectious
individuals when compared to late infectious individuals. We investigated the effects of variations in these
parameters on φ∗. When varying 1/γ1, we adjusted 1/γ2 such that we maintain the same average for the total
duration of the infectious period 1/γ = 1/γ1 + 1/γ2, and adjusted the transmission rates in order not to alter R0.
Both larger 1/γ1 and larger θ increase the amount of transmissions that cannot be prevented by symptom-based
testing. Larger 1/γ1 additionally implies a smaller detection ratio achieved by testing (at least if 1/γ1 + 1/γ2 and
σU2

stay unchanged) and a larger testing delay such that contacts have spent more time in the chain of infection
before being quarantined. As shown in Figure 8, variations in both parameters notably affect φ∗.
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teristics. Here we vary the average duration of the early infectious period 1/γ1 and the scaling factor θ for the
early infectious transmission rate.
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Figure 10: Critical level φ∗ of effective contacts for the stability of the DFE varying the tracing
delay κ and the tracing coverage ω. This is shown assuming an average latent phase of either A 3.5 days or
B 10 days.

To assess the sensitivity of TTIQ to the time scale of disease spread, we also considered changes in the mean
duration of the latent period 1/α and the mean duration of infectious phase 1/γ = 1/γ1 + 1/γ2. When varying
1/γ we adjusted the transmission rate to maintain R0 constant and kept a constant ratio between γ1 and γ2
such that the proportion of transmissions occurring in the early infectious phase in the absence of TTIQ remains
unchanged. Unsurprisingly, faster disease progression (smaller 1/α, 1/γ) leads to a smaller φ∗ (Figure 9). A longer
latency period (larger 1/α) implies that more infected contacts are still latent at the time of being traced and
thus more onward transmissions are prevented by their quarantine. This only affects the effectiveness of contact
tracing and has no effect on a purely testing-based scenario (compare second bars in Figure 9B-E). Larger 1/γ
increases the detection ratio achieved by testing (at least if σU2

stays unchanged) and implies that less contacts
will have recovered by the time of being quarantined. Figure 9B-E demonstrates that this increases the benefit of
both testing and contact tracing.

We found that disease characteristics not only influence φ∗ directly but also its sensitivity with respect to the
TTIQ parameters. For instance, the tracing delay (at least for the values considered here) gains relevance when
compared to the tracing coverage in case of a shorter latent phase (compare slope of contour lines in Figure 10A
and Figure 10B).

Diminishing effectiveness of TTIQ during outbreak

When the disease prevalence rises the effectiveness of testing and tracing decreases and our stability analysis about
the DFE does not offer sufficient information for disease control. To investigate how the effectiveness of TTIQ
is affected by increasing prevalence, we considered a scenario where we assume moderately effective social and
hygiene measures that are insufficient to control disease spread at the DFE (φ = 0.6 > 0.46 ≈ φ∗). We initiated a
simulation of our model near the DFE by choosing a constant history function such that the simulation starts
of with an incidence of roughly 300 confirmed cases per day. Although not being an exact representation, this
setting is qualitatively resembling the surge in cases in late summer and early fall of 2020 in Germany: most of
the population is still susceptible, the simulation starts at a low daily incidence of confirmed cases and disease
spread is moderately suppressed by contact restrictions. For simplicity, and recognizing that transmission rates
and TTIQ effort change much more dynamically in reality, all parameters in this scenario are held constant
throughout the simulated period with values as in the baseline setting Table 2. In the considered scenario the
DFE is unstable leading to an increase in the total number of infected individuals (Figure 11A) and daily new
confirmed cases (Figure 11B) over time. As more infectious individuals arise in the population the test positive
rate increases (Figure 11C). Moreover, the finite testing capacity leads to decreasing per capita detection rates
which decreases the detection ratio

ηU1
(t)

γ1 + ηU1
(t)

+
γ1

γ1 + ηU1
(t)

ηU2
(t)

γ2 + ηU2
(t)
.
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Figure 11: Model outcomes simulating an outbreak starting from low case numbers. This simulation
is initiated using the baseline parameter values given in Table 2 and a reduction of effective contacts corresponding
to φ = 0.6.

The nevertheless increasing number of confirmed cases leads to an increase in reported contacts which gradually
diminishes the tracing efficiency (Figure 11B)

ε(t) =
Ω

(cpot(t)2 + Ω2)1/2
.

All in all these effects lead to a steep increase in the under-ascertainment of active infectious individuals

U1(t) + U2(t) +QU1
(t) +QU2

(t) + I1(t) + I2(t)

QU1
(t) +QU2

(t) + I1(t) + I2(t)

as prevalence rises (Figure 11D). This leads to a self-accelerating disease spread that gets harder to control the
longer it remains uncontrolled. This is reflected in the critical level φ of effective contacts that yields a timely
stagnation in the incidence of infected individuals. We calculated φ at multiple points in time t∗ by simulating an
intervention that immediately decreases φ, that is

φ(t) =

{
0.6, t < t∗

φ1, t ≥ t∗

and scanned for the maximal value of φ1 that yields no further increase (thus approximately yields stagnation)
in the incidence after two weeks post intervention for the rest of the additionally simulated period (+42 days).
The result is shown by the dashed line in Figure 12A. Due to the loss of TTIQ effectiveness, later intervention
timing t∗ requires a stricter reduction of effective contacts (lower φ) in order to prevent a further increase in
the incidence of infected individuals. However, at some point the effect of population-level immunization (or
depletion of susceptibles) counterbalances the effect of a decreasing TTIQ effectiveness and φ starts increasing as
t∗ becomes larger (this ease of control comes at the cost of widespread infestation). Models that do not include
limited capacities would predict this increase in φ already for early intervention time points t∗.
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Figure 12: Critical level φ of effective contacts that yields a stagnation in the incidence of infected
individuals. φ is calculated along the epidemic outbreak considered in Figure 11 and plotted against the timing
of intervention t∗. This is shown for different values of A the tracing capacity Ω, B the tracing efficiency constant
p, C the testing capacity σ+ and D comparing a scenario with high tracing capacity Ω and low tracing efficiency
constant p to a scenario with low Ω and large p.

Impact of capacity parameters

We investigated the impact of TTIQ capacities on the temporal evolution of φ by simulating the epidemic outbreak
considered in Figure 11 for multiple values of the tracing capacity Ω, the tracing efficiency constant p, and on the
testing capacity σ+. All three, larger tracing capacity Ω, larger testing capacity σ+, and larger tracing efficiency
constant p (reflecting higher efficiency in allocating tracing capacity) increase the minimal value of φ along the
outbreak and delay its decrease with respect to t∗ (Figure 12A-C). However, for larger p the decrease in φ happens
more abruptly. In particular, a TTIQ system with relatively low tracing capacity but with efficient allocation of
this capacity (large p) manages to maintain a high tracing efficiency for a longer phase of the outbreak than a
TTIQ system with high tracing capacity but inefficient allocation of this capacity (small p). This is only true
until a certain prevalence is reached. The system with low absolute tracing capacity experiences the drop in φ in
a shorter time frame and quite abruptly stricter reductions of effective contacts are needed to regain control over
disease spread (Figure 12D).

Implications for intervention strategies

The decrease in TTIQ effectiveness along an epidemic wave implies that the success of intervention strategies
is state-dependent. To see how this affects interventions based on changes in TTIQ parameters we considered
the outbreak investigated before (see Figure 11) and simulated an intervention taking place either early at a
daily case incidence of approximately 1 500 (t∗ = 47) or late at at a daily case incidence of approximately 20 000
(t∗ = 123). At the start of the intervention we varied TTIQ parameters in ranges as in Table 3 and additionally
scanned for the associated critical level φ of effective contacts that yields a stagnation in the incidence of infected
individuals (Figure 13). While the curves corresponding to the early intervention unsurprisingly resemble those in
Figure 5, the curves corresponding to the late intervention scenario are shifted. For optimistic TTIQ parameter
values, the curves are shifted downwards, reflecting the decreased tracing efficiency and per capita testing rates.
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Figure 13: Critical level φ of effective contacts that yields a stagnation in the incidence of infected
individuals varying single TTIQ parameters. This is shown for an early intervention time point corre-
sponding to a daily case incidence of approximately 1 500 (solid lines) and for a late intervention time point
corresponding to a daily case incidence of approximately 20 000 (dashed lines).

Conversely, for suboptimal TTIQ parameter sets, φ is larger in the late intervention scenario due to the already
greater depletion of susceptibles. In these cases, the beneficial effect of higher immunization outweighs the
detrimental effect of lower TTIQ effectiveness, since TTIQ does not contribute much in the first place. For all
TTIQ parameters, the curve corresponding to the late intervention is notably flatter, demonstrating less impact
on φ and decreased importance of these parameters for disease control.

The above observations have important implications for the outcome of intervention strategies. To demonstrate
that, we report here simulated scenarios where at the day of intervention a stricter reduction of effective contacts
(smaller φ) is applied and, additionally, for some considered scenarios different TTIQ parameters are improved.
As before we assumed that the interventions have an immediate effect on the parameters of the system. As a
benchmark scenario we assumed that the intervention (applied either early or late as above) leads to a reduction
in effective contacts from φ = 0.6 to φ1 = 0.49. When accompanied with no additional improvements of TTIQ,
disease spread is controlled in neither the early nor the late intervention scenario (see solid lines in Figure 14).
Additionally increasing the tracing coverage from ω = 0.65 to ω1 = 1 (e.g., by increasing awareness in the
population to keep track of personal contacts or by improving the close contact definition), improving the relative
frequency of testing undetected late individuals from σU2

= 93 to σU2,1 = 118, or implementing a stricter reduction
of effective contacts corresponding to φ1 = 0.46, show a similar response in case of low prevalence and timely lead
to a slow decrease in the number of infected individuals (Figure 14A). However, the three enhanced interventions
show different responses in the late intervention scenario with high prevalence. Improving the tracing coverage
proves to be ineffective (see dashed line Figure 14B). The improvement in testing does not perform significantly
better (see dotted line in Figure 14B). Only the stricter reduction of effective contacts significantly slows down
disease spread (see triangles in Figure 14B). All three strategies, however, fail to stop the increase in the number
of infected individuals in the late intervention scenario.
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Figure 14: Number of infected individuals (both detected and undetected) simulating the baseline
outbreak scenario from Figure 11 with different interventions. Here an intervention takes place either A
early at a daily case incidence of approximately 1 500 (t∗ = 47) or B late at a daily case incidence of approximately
20 000 (t∗ = 123). At the time of intervention the level of effective contacts is changed from its baseline value to
φ1. Additionally, in some considered scenarios, the tracing coverage is improved to ω1 or the relative frequency
of testing undetected infectious individuals to σU2,1. Parameters not mentioned in the legend are held constant
throughout the simulation.

4 Discussion
We have introduced a delay differential equation model to assess the effectiveness of TTIQ interventions for
infectious disease control. To account for limited testing capacity, we introduced state-dependent detection rates
of infectious cases that are based on the derivation presented in [38]. This leads to reasonably high detection
rates at low prevalence that smoothly decrease when prevalence rises. Similar to the approach in [28], we model
contact tracing as a delayed consequence of successful index case identification. However, in our derivation we
did not consider a sharp prevalence threshold above which the tracing efficiency is affected by disease spread.
Instead, by contrasting the theoretical yield of detected infections per index case and the curtailment of this yield
by the emerging burden on PHA, our model rather describes a smoothly decreasing tracing efficiency as disease
prevalence rises. In addition, our model includes an early infectious phase in the course of infection during which
infected individuals can transmit the disease prior to the occurrence of potential symptoms.

As a working example representative of a (re-)emerging disease for which pharmaceutical interventions are not
yet available, we applied our model to study the effectiveness of TTIQ in the context of the spread of COVID-19
in Germany during the wave in late summer and fall of 2020. Under these conditions, in particular original strain
of SARS-CoV-2, no vaccine, no rapid antigen tests, and low population immunity, our model results suggest that,
as long as disease prevalence is low, TTIQ allows to control disease spread if the reproduction number is reduced
to a value below 1.52 by other interventions alone. Thus, assuming a basic reproduction number of 3.3, TTIQ as
described here would allow for approximately 52% more effective contacts within the population. Nevertheless,
a reduction to approximately 46% of the pre-COVID-19 effective contact rate would be needed to prevent an
epidemic outbreak. This is in line with previous modeling studies suggesting that additional interventions are
required to control disease spread under realistic assumptions on imperfect TTIQ [4,13,16,19,20,22–24,28,29,37].

By means of a sensitivity analysis we identified the TTIQ parameters most influential to the effectiveness of
TTIQ. Our results show that depending on how the TTIQ parameters are set, TTIQ may allow a significantly
higher or lower effective contact rate than observed in our baseline setting. In agreement with previous findings in
the literature, the compliance with isolation [13,17,19] and the rate of index case identification [13,16,18–20,23,27]
play a central role in this regard. The significance of these parameters reflects simple causal relationships between
the mechanisms described by the TTIQ parameters. It is irrelevant how many index cases are found by testing
and how many contacts are traced when none of them effectively reduces their contacts. Similarly, by definition
contacts can only be traced and quarantined upon prior identification of index cases. This renders the success
of testing a key factor for the effectiveness of TTIQ. Consistent with previous studies [27, 29, 32], we observed
synergistic effects when varying TTIQ parameters simultaneously which highlights the benefit of combining
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strategies rather than concentrating on, e.g., testing exclusively.
To go beyond our consideration of COVID-19 and to further examine the effect of uncertainty in our baseline

parameter setting, we also considered variations in parameters describing disease characteristics. Overall, our
results underline that COVID-19 combines several characteristics adverse to TTIQ (asymptomatic and early
transmissions, short latency and infectious period, airborne transmission resulting in imperfect tracing coverage)
that explain its rather low effectiveness observed in our baseline setting. The central role of asymptomatic
and presymptomatic transmission in diminishing TTIQ effectiveness has been repeatedly demonstrated in the
literature [12,16,20,22,24,27,35].

When disease control is insufficient and an outbreak takes place, limited TTIQ capacities lead to a self-
acceleration of disease spread [28, 29, 31, 37]. In our model, this effect takes place gradually along an epidemic
wave until it is countered by sufficiently wide spread immunization. We show how the timing and intensity of the
self-accelerating effect depend on the capacity parameters. It is weaker for higher capacities and a more efficient
allocation of contact tracing expressed by larger tracing efficiency constant p. Moreover, a larger p extends the
period of almost perfect tracing efficiency and leads to a more abrupt decrease of tracing efficiency. The limit
p → ∞ offers a transition between the description of tracing capacity in our model and previous models that
assume a sharp prevalence threshold for the decrease in tracing efficiency [28,29,37].

The self-accelerating effect observed in our working example appears to be only moderate. Our sensitivity
results and the previous literature shows that it may be more or less pronounced depending on assumptions on
the model structure and parameters (see for example [28]). It should be noticed, however, that the detrimental
effect of limited capacity in our simulations, though less pronounced than under alternative modeling assumptions,
is far from negligible and the transient acceleration of disease spread may have irreversible effects [37]. In
particular, our results show that at states of high prevalence stricter measures are needed to control disease
spread and interventions based on improvements of TTIQ parameters become less effective. In such situations,
greater reduction of transmission rates by means of stricter social or hygiene measures might be the only feasible
non-pharmaceutical intervention to effectively stop case numbers from rising.

There are several limitations to our model that offer routes for further research and should be considered
when interpreting our results. We focused on first-order manual forward tracing. Other modeling studies consider
the effect of recursive tracing [14,16,21, 25], backward tracing [15,25,26] and digital contact tracing [4, 16, 23,24].
Under favorable conditions, like a high acceptance within the population in case of digital contact tracing, these
processes may significantly increase the effectiveness of TTIQ. Moreover, in reality, a relevant proportion of
contacts of confirmed cases is likely to be informed about their potential transmission by the index case before
PHA reach out to the contact. This can lead to earlier quarantine of contacts and render parts of contact tracing
independent of PHA capacities. Similarly, individuals might reduce their contacts due to an increase in reported
cases. These and other behavioral factors are so far not considered in our model. Moreover, we only considered
quarantine for close contacts that happened to be infected by one of the identified index cases. It should be noticed
that quarantine of the remaining contacts (those that had contact but were not infected), which is for example
considered in [16, 31, 32, 34], can effect the disease dynamics if sufficiently many susceptibles are quarantined or a
substantial amount of additional infected individuals are quarantined by chance (this becomes relevant only at
a high prevalence). In addition, the consideration of quarantine of all close contacts (infected and uninfected)
would allow to assess the socioeconomic damage induced by contact tracing and to address TTIQ strategies that
reduce quarantine costs (see for example [17, 24, 31,42]). Furthermore, our approach considers the populations in
the different compartments in our model as homogeneous. At the cost of an extended parameter space many
additional factors that differentiate individuals could be considered, such as age, space, overdispersion and disease
severity. Not differentiating infectious individuals by the severity of their disease, for instance, implies that
the significant benefit of increasing the relative frequency σU2 of testing undetected late infectious individuals
when compared to susceptibles shown in Figure 5C should be seen as harder to realize the larger σU2

becomes.
Every increase of σU2

deviates the typical distribution of individuals in U2 more and more towards asymptomatic
individuals. This makes the average individual in U2 less amenable to symptom-based testing and a further
increase of σU2

more difficult to achieve. Furthermore, our approach assumes homogeneous mixing. However, the
effect of contact tracing is dependent on the contact network underlying the considered population. Previous
modeling studies found that, for instance, clustering benefits contact tracing [43,44] and that mixing patterns can
affect the efficacy of contact tracing [14]. Additionally, although our model splits the infectious phase into an early
and late infectious stage, a more realistic infectivity profile and course of symptoms could be considered using an
age of infection approach [4,16,25,26,35–37]. If the state-dependent dynamics induced by limited capacities could
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be incorporated as detailed as in our model, an age of infection approach would offer a natural environment to
overcome many approximations that we applied in the derivation of the contact tracing terms. An agent-based
framework [12, 13, 16, 17] would allow to include even more complexity and to consider various of the factors
outlined above. A comparison to such complex formulations of contact tracing could be used to investigate the
justification of a numerically inexpensive but approximate model as leveraged in the present work.

5 Conclusion
We rigorosuly derived a detailed mechanistic model of TTIQ interventions that accounts for challenges posed
by disease characteristics and inherent limitations such as a tracing delay, imperfect compliance with isolation,
and limited testing and tracing resources. Using the spread of COVID-19 as an example, we show how these
factors can limit the effectiveness of TTIQ as a strategy for disease control. Our observations on the diminishing
TTIQ effectiveness during simulations of an epidemic outbreak, demonstrate that a careful evaluation of the
contemporary load on TTIQ capacities is needed to predict the effect of different intervention strategies. A
strength of our approach is that we disentangle the individual contributions to disease control that result from
isolating index cases and tracing their contacts. Our model extends the state-of-the-art in mean field models
of TTIQ and is flexible enough to be adapted and applied to evaluate the effectiveness of TTIQ in controlling
infectious diseases other than COVID-19.
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Appendix A Derivation of contact tracing terms with early and late
infectious individuals

In this section we outline the derivation of the terms TrE , T rU1 , T rU2 describing contact tracing in the
full model (1). To this end, we distinguish between index cases detected while being in the late infectious
phase U1 and those being detected while being in the late infectious phase U2. On average, these different
types of index cases report different numbers of infected contacts, and their contacts spent a different
duration in the infected chain at the time of being quarantined.

First, consider an average index case detected by testing at time t− κ while being in U2 (here called
U2-index case). Following the same reasoning as in Section 2.2, we assume that the PHA choose a tracing
window T and ask for close contacts from the tracing interval JU2

t,T = [t− κ− T, t− κ]. The duration τU2
t

for which the index case has been infectious by the time of detection t− κ is the sum of the time spent
in U1 and the time spent in U2,

τU2
t = τU2

t,U1
+ τU2

t,U2
.

Depending on the tracing window T , the tracing interval JU2
t,T is composed of three subintervals:

• the (potentially trivial) part of JU2
t,T during which the index case was not yet infectious

JU2,ninf
t,T =

{
∅, if T ≤ τU2

t

[t− κ− T, t− κ− τU2
t ], if T > τU2

t

• the (potentially trivial) part of JU2
t,T where the index case was in the early infectious phase U1

JU2,early
t,T =


∅, if T ≤ τU2

t,U2

[t− κ− T, t− κ− τU2
t,U2

], if τU2
t,U2

< T ≤ τU2
t

[t− κ− τU2
t , t− κ− τU2

t,U2
], if T > τU2

t

(15)

• the time in JU2
t,T during which the index case was in the late infectious phase U2

JU2,late
t,T =

{
[t− κ− T, t− κ], if T ≤ τU2

t,U2

[t− κ− τU2
t,U2

, t− κ], if T > τU2
t,U2

.
(16)

In reality, the close contact definition probably leads to different reported close contact rates c̃0, c̃1, c̃2
corresponding to JU2,ninf

t,T , JU2,early
t,T , JU2,late

t,T and different infection probabilities p̃1, p̃2 corresponding to
JU2,early
t,T , JU2,late

t,T . These result in transmission rates observed by contact tracing β̃1 := p̃1 c̃1 in JU2,early
t,T

and β̃2 := p̃2 c̃2 in JU2,late
t,T . Following our argumentation in Section 2.2, we make the simplifying

assumption that c̃ := c̃0 = c̃1 = c̃2. Additionally, we set p̃1 = θp̃2, where θ is the scaling factor for the
early infectious transmission rate. Note that this results in

β̃1
βU1

=
β̃2
βU2

. (17)

Following the approach in Section 2.2, we approximate the rate at which contacts of U2-index cases
become traceable at time t as

cU2
pot(t) =

∣∣∣JU2
t,T

∣∣∣ c̃ ηU2(t− κ)U2(t− κ). (18)
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The rate at which infected contacts of U2-index cases become traceable at time t is the sum of those
infected while their U2-index case was in U1

cinf,U2

pot,U1
(t) =

∣∣∣JU2,early
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣∣JU2
t,T

∣∣∣ p̃1
S(t− κ)

N
cU2
pot(t)

and those infected while their U2-index case was in U2

cinf,U2

pot,U2
(t) =

∣∣∣JU2,late
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣∣JU2
t,T

∣∣∣ p̃2
S(t− κ)

N
cU2
pot(t).

We approximate the time that contacts, infected while their U2-index case was in U1, have spent in the
infected chain by the time t of being traced as

r̃U2
U1

(t) = κ+
1

2

∣∣∣JU2,early
t,T

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣JU2,late
t,T

∣∣∣. (19)

For those contacts, infected while their U2-index case was in U2, we approximate this time as

r̃U2
U2

(t) = κ+
1

2

∣∣∣JU2,late
t,T

∣∣∣. (20)

Let us now consider an average index case detected at time t− κ while being in U1 (U1-index case).
For simplicity, we assume that the same tracing window T as for U2-index cases is chosen, thus, the
index case is asked to disclose close contacts from JU1

t,T = [t− κ− T, t− κ]. Denote the time the average
U1-index has been infectious by the time t− κ of being detected by τU1

t . Depending on the relationship
between T and τU1

t , the tracing interval JU1
t,T is composed of two subintervals:

• the potentially trivial part of JU1
t,T during which the index case was not yet infectious

JU1,ninf
t,T =

{
∅, if T ≤ τU1

t

[t− κ− T, t− κ− τU1
t ], if T > τU1

t

• the time in JU1
t,T during which the index case was in the early infectious phase

JU1,early
t,T =

{
[t− κ− T, t− κ], if T ≤ τU1

t

[t− κ− τU1
t , t− κ], if T > τU1

t .
(21)

We approximate the rate at which contacts of U1-index cases become traceable at time t as

cU1
pot(t) =

∣∣∣JU1
t,T

∣∣∣ c̃ ηU1(t− κ)U1(t− κ). (22)

The rate at which infected contacts of U1-index cases become traceable at time t is approximated as

cinf,U1
pot (t) =

∣∣∣JU1,early
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣∣JU1
t,T

∣∣∣ p̃1
S(t− κ)

N
cU1
pot(t).
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The time such contacts have stayed in the infected chain by the time of being traced t is estimated as

r̃U1(t) = κ+
1

2

∣∣∣JU1,early
t,T

∣∣∣. (23)

The sum of (18) and (22) gives the total rate at which contacts become traceable at time t,

cpot(t) = cU2
pot(t) + cU1

pot(t), (24)

which determines the tracing efficiency (see equation (7))

ε(t) =
Ω

‖(cpot(t),Ω)‖p
. (25)

The actual rates at which infected contacts are quarantined at time t are then given by

cinf,U1
act (t) = cinf,U1

pot (t)ε(t), (26)

cinf,U2

act,U1
(t) = cinf,U2

pot,U1
(t)ε(t), (27)

cinf,U2

act,U2
(t) = cinf,U2

pot,U2
(t)ε(t). (28)

In order to approximate from which compartment the infected contacts described by these rates originate,
we use the durations (23),(19),(20) and follow the first-order kinetics of system (1). To this end, we
solve the initial-value problem

dẼ

ds
= − αẼ

dŨ1

ds
= − (γ1 + ηU1(t− κ))Ũ1 + αẼ

dŨ2

ds
= − (γ2 + ηU2(t− κ))Ũ2 + γ1Ũ1

Ẽ(0) = 1

Ũ1(0) = 0

Ũ2(0) = 0

and evaluate the solution at time s = r̃U1(t) when considering contacts of U1-index cases; at time
s = r̃U2

U1
(t) for contacts of U2-index cases that were infected when the respective index case was in

U1; and at time s = r̃U2
U2

(t) when considering contacts of U2-index cases that were infected when the
respective index case was in U2. This results in fractions µU1

E (t) of (26), µU2
U1,E

(t) of (27) and µU2
U2,E

(t) of
(28) originating from the E compartment. Similarly, we get fractions µU1

U1
(t) of (26), µU2

U1,U1
(t) of (27)

and µU2
U2,U1

(t) of (28) originating from the U1 compartment and lastly fractions µU1
U2

(t) of (26), µU2
U1,U2

(t)

of (27) and µU2
U2,U2

(t) of (28) originating from the U2 compartment.
We end up with the following terms describing contact tracing

TrE(t) = µU1
E (t)cinf,U1

act (t) + µU2
U1,E

(t)cinf,U2

act,U1
(t) + µU2

U2,E
(t)cinf,U2

act,U2
(t),

T rU1(t) = µU1
U1

(t)cinf,U1
act (t) + µU2

U1,U1
(t)cinf,U2

act,U1
(t) + µU2

U2,U1
(t)cinf,U2

act,U2
(t),

T rU2(t) = µU1
U2

(t)cinf,U1
act (t) + µU2

U1,U2
(t)cinf,U2

act,U1
(t) + µU2

U2,U2
(t)cinf,U2

act,U2
(t).
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In the setting of this model we get three different tracing coverages for the three different types of
secondary infections. The tracing coverage for individuals who got infected by U1-index cases is given by

ωU1(t) :=

∣∣∣JU1,early
t,T

∣∣∣
τU1
t

β̃1
βU1

. (29)

The tracing coverage for individuals who got infected by U2-index cases when these respective index
cases were in U1, is given by

ωU2
U1

(t) :=

∣∣∣JU2,early
t,T

∣∣∣
τU2,U1
t

β̃1
βU1

. (30)

Lastly, the tracing coverage for individuals who got infected by U2-index cases when these respective
index cases were in U2, is given by

ωU2
U2

(t) :=

∣∣∣JU2,late
t,T

∣∣∣
τU2,U2
t

β̃2
βU2

. (31)

We could continue with this scheme and divide the infectious period into more and more subperiods. In
this way, we could approximate a realistic infectivity profile along the infectious period. Alternatively,
a more elegant approach would be to continuously structure the infected compartment by age of
infection [4, 16, 25, 26, 35–37]. However, the approach presented here is sufficient to illustrate the adverse
effect of transmission prior to the occurrence of potential symptoms on the effectiveness of TTIQ.

Appendix B Modeling social and hygiene measures and changes in the
tracing coverage

In this section we discuss how we account for changes in social and hygiene measures (i.e., non constant
transmission rates), as well as measures affecting the tracing coverage (e.g., changes in the close contact
definition or an increasing awareness to keep track of personal contacts), in the contact tracing terms.
As for our derivation of the contact tracing terms in Section 2.2, for simplicity, we explain our approach
and assumptions by means of a model without decomposed infectious compartments into early and late
infectious phase. We proceeded similarly for the full model (1) and briefly comment on this case at the
end of this section.

We assume that measures affecting the tracing coverage deviate the contact tracing parameters
discontinuously with respect to different "generations" of index cases. Specifically, changes taking place
from time t on affect only the contact tracing executed on index case that were detected at time t− κ or
later, even though these might have overlapping tracing intervals with earlier detected index cases. We
indicate this time-dependency of the contact tracing parameters by writing p̃t, c̃t, β̃t for the infection
probability, the contact rate and the transmission rate observed by contact tracing, respectively. We
refer to this as the contact tracing scheme applied to contacts being traced at time t. Accordingly, the
rate at which contacts become traceable at time t reads (compare with equation (5))

cpot(t) = |Jt,T | c̃t ηU (t− κ)U(t− κ), (32)

and the rate at which infected contacts are quarantined at time t is given by (compare with equation (8))

cinf
act(t) =

∣∣J inf
t,T

∣∣ β̃t S(t− κ)

N
ηU (t− κ)U(t− κ)ε(t). (33)
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As discussed in Section 2.3 changes in the transmission rates are modeled by a time dependent factor
φ(t) ∈ [0, 1], so that

βU (t) = φ(t)βU ,

where βU is the baseline transmission rate of the disease corresponding to a phase without any intervention.
When there is a reduction in transmission rate in place at some time point t∗ so that βU (t∗) = φ(t∗)βU ,
this potentially also affects β̃t, p̃t, c̃t along their relevant time intervals Jt,T and J inf

t,T , for all t for which
t∗ ∈ Jt,T . To account for this, we let p̃t, c̃t denote the infection probability and contact rate observed
by contact tracing corresponding to a phase without any intervention in combination with the specific
contact tracing scheme applied to contacts traced at time t. We express deviations from these baseline
values due to social and hygiene measures by φ̃1,t(s) and φ̃2,t(s), such that

c̃t(s) = φ̃1,t(s)c̃t, s ∈ Jt,T ,

p̃t(s) = φ̃2,t(s)p̃t, s ∈ J inf
t,T ,

β̃t(s) = p̃t(s)c̃t(s), s ∈ J inf
t,T ,

whereby given a time s ∈ J inf
t,T we must have β̃t(s) ≤ β(s). The quantities φ̃1,t(s) and φ̃2,t(s) are influenced

by the contact tracing scheme applied at time t indicated by the index t and by the social and hygiene
measures that where in place during the time index cases are asked to disclose contacts from, indicated
by the argument s. Their values could be derived from detailed index case and contact tracing data.
However, in this work we confine ourselves to the simplified (non-generic) setting where

φ̃1,t(s) = φ(s), ∀ t and ∀ s ∈ Jt,T ,

φ̃2,t(s) = 1, ∀ t and ∀ s ∈ J inf
t,T .

(34)

This resembles that a reduction in general transmission rates by the factor φ during the tracing interval
Jt,T reduces contact rates observed by contact tracing at time t by the same factor, independent of the
contact tracing scheme applied at time t. However, the corresponding infection probabilities are assumed
to be unaffected by the particular value of φ.

Equations (32) and (33) require c̃t to be constant on Jt,T and p̃t to be constant on J inf
t,T (otherwise

there would appear integrals over the respective interval in these equations). Being aware that this does
not hold for c̃t when we consider social and hygiene measures as discussed in this section, we assume
that T is reasonably small compared to intervals between parameter changes so that we can approximate
c̃t ≡ c̃t(t− κ) over Jt,T . This leads to

ω(t) =

∣∣∣J inf
t,T

∣∣∣
τt

β̃t(t− κ)

βU (t− κ)

being our proxy for the tracing coverage at time t.
The discussed assumptions extend to the model with early and late infectious phase (1). Most

importantly, we assume that changes to the tracing scheme equally increase or decrease the different
tracing coverages (29)-(31), and that changes in the transmission rates βU2 , βU1 = θβU2 affect contact
rates observed by contact tracing by the same factor but do not affect the corresponding infection
probabilities observed by contact tracing.

Appendix C Parameterization

Our baseline parameter setting is inspired by the spread of COVID-19 in Germany in late summer and
fall of 2020. All scenarios considered in Section 3 in which parameter values deviate from this baseline
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setting are clearly indicated and explained there.
Parameters describing spreading dynamics and disease characteristics are based on literature dedicated

to the original strain of SARS-CoV-2 circulating in 2020. We assume a latent phase of about 1/α = 3.5
days [8]. This latent phase is followed by an early infectious phase of about 1/γ1 = 2 days [6], which
together with the latent period of about 3.5 days gives an incubation period of about 5.5 days for
individuals with a symptomatic course of infection [3, 45, 46]. We assume that individuals go trough
an infectious phase of in total about 9 days and accordingly set 1/γ2 = 7 [3, 6, 7, 9, 10]. The baseline
transmission rate in the late infectious compartment is chosen as βU2 = 0.33. In addition, we set the
scaling factor for the transmission rate of early infectious infectious individuals to θ = 1.5. At low
prevalence, this leads to approximately 40% [3–6] of transmissions that are produced by undetected
infectious individuals to originate from the early phase of infection and to a basic reproduction number
of R0 = (θβU2)/γ1 + βU2/γ2 = 3.3 [3, 47–49].

For the maximal number of tests that can be administered and evaluated per day we only consider
polymerase chain reaction tests as rapid antigen tests were not yet widely available in 2020 and assume a
baseline value of σ+ = 200 000. Notice that we do not consider the additional effort generated by testing
uninfected traced individuals, the fact that cases might be tested repeatedly or the possibility that all
individuals might seek more testing at higher prevalence which would also explain a slower increase in
the positive rate. Therefore, we choose a relatively low value for σ+ when compared to the theoretical
testing capacity reported for Germany in late summer and fall of 2020 [50]. The decay term of tests is set
to σ− = 1.353N such that at low prevalence only approximately 85 000 tests are conducted per day. This
roughly aligns with the reports for Germany during summer of 2021 at which time the reported incidence
was indeed low [50]. It should be noticed, however, that the test capacity in 2021 was significantly
increased compared to the considered period of late summer and fall of 2020. Nevertheless, our rough
approach captures the detrimental effect of an increasing incidence on the index case detection rates.
The relative frequencies (σU2 , σQ) of testing undetected late infectious and traced individuals compared
to susceptibles depend on the considered disease, the testing strategy and the willingness of infectious
and suspected individuals to get tested. Here we estimate that (σU2 , σQ) = (93, 300). Individuals in
all the other compartments (importantly also those in U1) are assumed to have no increased chance of
being tested when compared to a susceptible individual. The choice σU2 = 93 leads to a conservative
case detection ratio of about 40% at low prevalence by testing alone. For simplicity, we choose to work
with a constant tracing window T = 1/γ1 + 1/γ2, which reflects the theoretical decision to trace contacts
of an index case for the average duration of the infectious period. We assume that the tracing scheme
leads to a baseline value of c̃ = 0.8 for the close contact rate reported by an interviewed index case when
no contact restrictions are in place. Together with correspondingly selected infection probabilities this
results in a tracing coverage of ω = 0.65 (below we discuss why do not have to give different values to the
different tracing coverages (29)-(31)). The maximal rate at which contacts can be quarantined per day
is assumed to be Ω = 40 000. Moreover, we assume a tracing delay of κ = 2 days and a tracing efficiency
constant of p = 2 (a higher p appears to be unrealistic considering the 400 locally managed public health
departments in Germany). The total population size is set to N = 83 000 000 corresponding to the
German population as of 2020.

Our parameter choices are summarized in Table 2 in the main text. Due to a lack of detailed contact
tracing data for Germany and an unknown case detection ratio, our choices for the TTIQ parameters
come with significant uncertainty. However, in the main text sensitivity of our results to these parameters
and alternative parameter constellations are investigated. In addition, while we are aware that parameters
change much more dynamically in reality, we keep them constant in the considered simulations, apart
from single change points.
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Tracing terms resulting from the baseline parameter choices

Here we specify the exact form of the different components included in the contact tracing terms TrE(t),
TrU1(t), TrU2(t) in model (1) given our above assumptions on parameter choices and the assumptions
made in Appendix B.

We approximate the periods that the different types of index cases (introduced in Appendix A) spent
in U1 and U2 before they were identified and isolated at time t− κ as

τU1
t = τU2

t,U1
=

1

ηU1(t− κ) + γ1
, τU2

t,U2
=

1

ηU2(t− κ) + γ2
, (35)

which, considering equations (15), (16) and (21), together with the tracing window T = 1/γ1 + 1/γ2,
leads to ∣∣∣JU1

t,T

∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣JU2
t,T

∣∣∣ =
1

γ1
+

1

γ2
,∣∣∣JU1,early

t,T

∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣JU2,early
t,T

∣∣∣ =
1

ηU1(t− κ) + γ1
,∣∣∣JU2,late

t,T

∣∣∣ =
1

ηU2(t− κ) + γ2
.

(36)

Using equations (24), (26)-(28), (23), (19) and (20) we get (respecting the assumptions in Appendix B)

cpot(t) =

(
1

γ1
+

1

γ2

)
c̃t(t− κ) (ηU1(t− κ)U1(t− κ) + ηU2(t− κ)U2(t− κ)) ,

cinf,U1
act (t) =

β̃t,1(t− κ)

ηU1(t− κ) + γ1

S(t− κ)

N
ηU1(t− κ)U1(t− κ)ε(t),

cinf,U2

act,U1
(t) =

β̃t,1(t− κ)

ηU1(t− κ) + γ1

S(t− κ)

N
ηU2(t− κ)U2(t− κ)ε(t),

cinf,U2

act,U2
(t) =

β̃t,2(t− κ)

ηU2(t− κ) + γ2

S(t− κ)

N
ηU2(t− κ)U2(t− κ)ε(t),

r̃U1(t) = κ+
1

2

1

ηU1(t− κ) + γ1
,

r̃U2
U1

(t) = κ+
1

2

1

ηU1(t− κ) + γ1
+

1

ηU2(t− κ) + γ2
,

r̃U2
U2

(t) = κ+
1

2

1

ηU2(t− κ) + γ2
.

Considering equations (29)-(31), the approximations (35) and (36), together with assumption (17) and
the assumptions in Appendix B, lead to a single tracing coverage

ω(t) := ωU1(t) = ωU2
U1

(t) =
β̃t,1(t− κ)

βU1(t− κ)
=
β̃t,2(t− κ)

βU2(t− κ)
= ωU2

U2
(t).

Appendix D Stability analysis

The stability of the DFE is approached by considering the linearization about the DFE of system (1) [51].
The linearization of a system of delay differential equations with a single constant delay takes the form

x′(t) = Ax(t)−Bx(t− κ) (37)
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with matrices A and B depending on the parameters of the considered system. We consider the
linearization of model (1) with respect to the variables x = (E,QE , U1, QU1 , I1, U2, QU2 , I2). It is
unnecessary to consider R and S here, since the equation for R is encoded in the remaining state
variables and the equation for S only gives a zero eigenvalue since all disease free states are equilibrium
solutions. The corresponding matrices are given by

A =



−α 0 βU1 pQβU1 pIβU1 βU2 pQβU2 pIβU2

0 −α 0 0 0 0 0 0
α 0 −(ηU1 + γ1) 0 0 0 0 0
0 α 0 −(ηQU1

+ γ1) 0 0 0 0

0 0 ηU1 ηQU1
−γ1 0 0 0

0 0 γ1 0 0 −(ηU2 + γ2) 0 0
0 0 0 γ1 0 0 −(ηQU2

+ γ2) 0

0 0 0 0 γ1 ηU2 ηQU2
−γ2


,

B =



0 0 −χU1
E 0 0 −χU2

E 0 0

0 0 χU1
E 0 0 χU2

E 0 0

0 0 −χU1
U1

0 0 −χU2
U1

0 0

0 0 χU1
U1

0 0 χU2
U1

0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 −χU1
U2

0 0 −χU2
U2

0 0

0 0 χU1
U2

0 0 χU2
U2

0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


,

where

χU1
E =

∣∣∣JU1,early
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣DFE β̃1 ηU1 µ
U1
E

∣∣
DFE,

χU2
E =

∣∣∣JU2,early
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣DFE β̃1 ηU2 µ
U2
U1,E

∣∣
DFE +

∣∣∣JU2,late
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣DFE β̃2 ηU2 µ
U2
U2,E

∣∣
DFE,

χU1
U1

=
∣∣∣JU1,early
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣DFE β̃1 ηU1 µ
U1
U1

∣∣
DFE,

χU2
U1

=
∣∣∣JU2,early
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣DFE β̃1 ηU2 µ
U2
U1,U1

∣∣
DFE +

∣∣∣JU2,late
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣DFE β̃2 ηU2 µ
U2
U2,U1

∣∣
DFE,

χU1
U2

=
∣∣∣JU1,early
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣DFE β̃1 ηU1 µ
U1
U2

∣∣
DFE,

χU2
U2

=
∣∣∣JU2,early
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣DFE β̃1 ηU2 µ
U2
U1,U2

∣∣
DFE +

∣∣∣JU2,late
t,T

∣∣∣∣∣DFE β̃2 ηU2 µ
U2
U2,U2

∣∣
DFE,

and ηX denotes the detection rate in compartment X evaluated at the disease-free equilibrium.
The qualitative behavior of solutions of system (37) is determined by the roots of the characteristic

equation of (37) given by

det(−λI +A+ e−λκB) = 0. (38)

In order to numerically approximate solutions of (38) a discretization of the PDE-representation of
the DDE can be used. This discretization results in a matrix whose eigenvalues are approximations
for solutions of (38). To this end, we followed the discretization scheme based on a Chebyshev nodes
described in [52]. The necessary code presented in [52] and [53] was – like all numerical experiments
in this work – implemented in Python [54–58]. We calculated the critical level φ∗ of effective contacts
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introduced in Section 2.3 by scanning for the threshold level in effective contacts which determines a
stability switch. In other words, for φ < φ∗ equation (38) has only solutions with negative real part and
the DFE is stable. For φ > φ∗ there is at least one solution of (38) with positive real part and the DFE
is unstable.
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