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Abstract

Contact tracing is one of the most important tools for preventing the spread of infectious

diseases, but as the experience of COVID-19 showed, it is also next-to-impossible to implement

when the disease is spreading rapidly. We show how to substantially improve the efficiency

of contact tracing by combining standard microeconomic tools that measure heterogeneity in

how infectious a sick person is with ideas from machine learning about sequential optimization.

Our contributions are twofold. First, we incorporate heterogeneity in individual infectiousness

in a multi-armed bandit to establish optimal algorithms. At the heart of this strategy is a

focus on learning. In the typical conceptualization of contact tracing, contacts of an infected

person are tested to find more infections. Under a learning-first framework, however, contacts

of infected persons are tested to ascertain whether the infected person is likely to be a “high

infector” and to find additional infections only if it is likely to be highly fruitful. Second,

using three administrative contact tracing datasets from India and Pakistan during COVID-19,

we demonstrate that this strategy improves efficiency. Using our algorithm, we find 80% of

infections with just 40% of contacts while current approaches test twice as many contacts to

identify the same number of infections. We further show that a simple strategy that can be

easily implemented in the field performs at nearly optimal levels, allowing for, what we call,

feasible contact tracing. These results are immediately transferable to contact tracing in any

epidemic.
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1 Introduction

Contact tracing, in combination with quarantines and other pharmaceutical and non-pharmaceutical

interventions, is a key weapon in the fight against infectious diseases. It proceeds as a branching

process on the network of contacts (Huerta and Tsimring, 2002; Lloyd-Smith et al., 2005). Assum-

ing that transmission events are independent of each other, we begin with an arbitrary infected

person and test each of their contacts for the infection. If the test returns positive, indicating the

presence of an infection, we start the process anew with a new set of potentially infected people.

Contact tracing has been deployed widely and effectively in infectious diseases that are geograph-

ically localized or spread slowly, such as Ebola or HIV (for example Hyman et al., 2003; Saurabh

and Prateek, 2017). However, contact tracing poses substantial logistical and financial challenges

for infections that spread more quickly and easily. During the COVID-19 pandemic, for exam-

ple, contact tracing proved challenging, and in countries like the United Kingdom, many contacts

could not be reached or tested in time. This is not surprising – in typical networks, while most

people have very few contacts, some may have thousands, especially if they are in public-facing

jobs. Given the wide variation in the number of contacts, the question we ask is whether there are

ways to reduce the number of contacts who need to be tested without a commensurate decline in

the number of new infections uncovered. Interestingly, while attempts to improve the efficacy of

contact tracing have focused on innovations that allow more contacts to be reached through the

use of cell phones and other passive data (see Danquah et al., 2019; Zhao et al., 2020), there is

little research on whose contacts should be traced. Feasible contact tracing remains an elusive goal

in the face of a rapidly moving pandemic like COVID-19.

Here, we develop the insight that the testing of any contact provides new information about the

infector, which can then be leveraged to improve contact tracing. We show that substantial gains

are possible if there is heterogeneity in the likelihood that someone passes on the infection to

others, a term we label per-contact infectivity (PCI), which could arise from either biological or

behavioral factors. To see how information about PCI interacts with contact tracing, suppose there

are only two types of people in the population: those who pass on the infection with probability 1
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to every person they meet, and those who never pass the infection i.e., pass on the infection with

probability 0. In such a world, a simple algorithm that tests exactly one contact of every infected

person, to begin with, and tests further contacts if and only if the tested contact is positive can

result in substantial cost savings because additional tests do not provide more information about

the infection status of untested contacts.

We expand on this intuition in this paper. The core message is that when there is heterogeneity

in PCI, there are massive gains to learning about PCI quickly. We further contend that strategies

that prioritize learning in this way are feasible in practice, for instance by testing a subset of people

living with the person. We demonstrate that the kind of heterogeneity in PCI that we need to

realize significant gains in the efficiency of contact tracing is consistent with the data from three

different South Asian locations during COVID-19. Our feasible algorithms would have allowed 80%

of infections to have been detected by testing only 40% of the contacts of infected persons in two

of the datasets (from Punjab, India, and southern India) and 60% of contacts in the third (from

Punjab, Pakistan). In contrast, currently employed strategies that test all contacts of an infected

person need to test 80% of the population to uncover the same number of infections.

Our paper is structured as follows. We first pose contact tracing as a multi-armed bandit and

review related works in Section 2. In Section 3, we establish a theoretical framework and provide

new results on the asymptotic optimality of different contact tracing algorithms. Turning from

asymptotic results, in Section 4 we then consider finite samples and show that the performance

of the algorithms is sensitive to the specific distribution of infections. For instance, depending

on the distributional parameters, one algorithm can outperform another, allowing us to outline

specific policy actionable guidelines for the appropriate choice of an algorithm. In Section 5, we

take these insights to administrative contact tracing data from Punjab (Pakistan), Punjab (India),

and southern India during the COVID-19 pandemic. We estimate the distribution of PCI for each

dataset and show that there is a large variation in PCI among infected persons in our settings.

Then, we show that the bandit algorithms we outline are far more efficient than a naive sampling

strategy and reconcile our findings with those from the empirical simulations. Finally, we conclude

our discussion and provide directions for future research in Section 6.
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2 Contact tracing as bandits

Bandit algorithms are a staple tool for sequential decision-making under uncertainty. The general

setup is as follows. A decision-maker faces a choice between several options. For each option,

there is a reward for choosing that option that comes from a probability distribution. The reward

distributions are not known in advance, so the decision-maker faces a trade-off. Continuing to

choose the same option provides a reliable reward, though moving to a different option might

provide an even higher reward. Under this uncertainty, the goal is to construct a sequence of

decisions amongst the set of options that maximizes the reward. As we discuss in the next section,

there is a deep and active literature that both develops and evaluates bandit algorithms in a wide

range of contacts. In this section, we focus on the connection between these algorithms and contact

tracing. In the context of contact tracing, the set of decisions represents people whose contacts

could be tested and the reward refers to the number of new infections the decision-maker discovers.

The key insight in our paper is that each person infects their contacts at a different rate, called per-

contact infectivity (PCI). In bandit language, this heterogeneity means that the reward distribution

across people varies widely, with some infected people likely to infect many of their contacts while

others (or most, as we see in our empirical examples) infect few or none. This leads us to consider

two things for contact tracing. First, we want to identify highly infectious individuals. Second, we

do not want to spend a lot of effort trying to determine who is the most infectious i.e., it is sufficient

to find someone who is more infectious than the average person. This is called the explore-exploit

trade-off in the context of bandits. We want to exploit the infectious people to uncover more

positive infections while also exploring to identify those who may be more infectious.

Earlier, we considered a scenario where the PCI is binary, 0 or 1. When the distribution of PCI

is continuous, this becomes analogous to what’s known as a multi-armed bandit problem. The

possible arms are infected individuals. Pulling an arm refers to testing a contact of an infected

person. The payoff is measured through the number of infections identified and the time horizon

is a function of the number of people tested. In the bandit setting there is a trade-off between

exploiting infectious people available in a current state versus exploring for more infectious people
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with greater payoffs. The optimal strategy determines whether to continue testing the contacts of

someone with a known PCI or move to testing the contacts of someone whose PCI is unknown.

Although there are clear parallels, contact tracing differs from the standard bandit in two ways.

First, unlike a standard bandit where the arms are fixed, for an infectious disease the arms appear

and disappear rapidly – new people get sick and people who were previously sick either recover or

die within a fairly short period relative to the length of the epidemic. Thus, it serves little to know

the precise PCI of an arm if it exists only for a limited period. Second, since each person has a

fixed number of contacts, there are only so many times each arm can be pulled and the potential

rewards differ based on the number of contacts. This variant of the standard bandit is called the

mortal multi-armed bandit (Chakrabarti et al., 2008).1

The mortal multi-armed bandit changes the goal of the learning algorithm away from finding the

best arm that can be exploited indefinitely to an approach where it is sufficient to find a good-enough

arm by placing emphasis on arms that live longer i.e., people with more contacts. For this problem,

two algorithms called Adaptive Greedy and Stochastic Sampling (which we call Pilot Sampling)

have been shown to be able to theoretically identify the maximum number of infections per test in

the long run by Chakrabarti et al. (2008). We take these algorithms one step further by additionally

incorporating the reward distribution (the PCI distribution) to show that they remain optimal. In

doing so, we also demonstrate the value of information about the PCI distribution in determining

the optimal approach through empirical simulations. One crucial advantage in our setting is that

our goal is to define a strategy that is better than current approaches to contact tracing, which

generally involves testing all contacts. In that sense, our problem is easier than finding the best

i.e., the optimal strategy that most other works tackle.

1It is worth noting that mortal multi-armed bandits are similar to another class of bandit problems called rotting
bandits (Levine et al., 2017). In rotting bandits, the mean reward distributions are not stationary. In particular,
the expected mean reward of each arm decays as a function of the number of times the arm has been pulled. In
that sense, mortal bandits can roughly be seen as a discretization of rotting bandits where the decaying function is
defined in a step-wise manner. Seznec et al. (2019) show that when the number of arms is fixed, rotting bandits are
no harder than the standard stochastic bandit. However, when there are infinitely many arms, the problem becomes
significantly harder (Kim et al., 2022). In our analysis, we will assume that there are only finitely many arms. And
we leave the scenario with infinite arms for future research.

5



2.1 Related literature

There is a long history of research on bandits. Although the current version of the problem was

formalized only in Robbins (1952), such sequential optimization problems were considered as early

as Thompson (1933). Optimal solutions to these problems using index-based rules have been

discussed by Gittins (1979). Another class of bandit algorithms that came to be known as the

upper confidence bounds (UCB) was first put forth by Lai and Robbins (1985). There are other

strategies such as greedy algorithms and probability matching. Sutton and Barto (2018) and

Bubeck et al. (2012) provide an extensive literature review of bandit algorithms.2

Although bandits are predominantly associated with machine learning and computer science, there

is a growing literature that uses bandits to model human decisions. Cohen et al. (2007) suggest that

humans make decisions in such exploration-exploitation problems using index rules, reminiscent

of Gittins (1979). UCB-type algorithms have been used in decision-making by Reverdy et al.

(2014) and Wu et al. (2018). These have found applications in medical decision-making. For

instance, Frank and Zeckhauser (2007) viewed treatment of depression as a bandit problem and

Currie and MacLeod (2020) show that more skilled doctors tend to favor a strategy with greater

experimentation when searching for treatments for depression. Perhaps a more direct application

of bandits is in designing experiments as noted by Athey and Imbens (2019). In fact, Thompson

sampling, one of the earliest bandit algorithms put forth by Thompson (1933) was developed to

guide data collection by identifying treatment arms that units should be assigned to. We add to

this growing literature in economics by finding optimal contact tracing strategies using bandits.

Since 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic has sparked a body of work that explores the connection

between contact tracing and bandits. For example, Grushka-Cohen et al. (2020) use a bandit-

style framework by assigning risk scores and ranking individuals based on expressed symptoms and

characteristics to identify people who need to be tested. However, they do not explicitly leverage

heterogeneity in infectivity, which is where we show we can derive substantial gains. Wang et al.

2There are several variants of the classical bandit problem besides the mortal bandit such as contextual bandits
where we observe covariates as well as rewards (Langford and Zhang, 2007), adversarial bandits where an adversary
changes the reward structure (Auer and Cesa-Bianchi, 1998), infinite-armed bandits where there is an infinite number
of arms to play (Agrawal, 1995), and non-stationary bandits where there is a drift in the mean rewards (Besbes et al.,
2014).
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(2020) construct an agent-based model to simulate infectious disease dynamics and use bandits to

perform contact tracing. Bastani et al. (2021) use batched bandits to identify groups of people to

test at nation borders and found 1.85 times as many asymptomatic travelers as random surveillance

testing. Meister and Kleinberg (2021) model the spread of infection in two distinct phases, an

infection phase, and a contact tracing phase, and derive optimal strategies. Chugg and Ho (2021)

study a related problem of estimating the prevalence of the disease at a given time step using

bandits.

Additionally, some work has identified the heterogeneity in infectiousness that we exploit here.

Hagenaars et al. (2004) explore this in a spatial context. Bolzoni et al. (2007) caution that disease

control strategies should account for heterogeneity and Miller (2007) found that epidemics are more

likely when variance in infectivity is large. More recently, Arinaminpathy et al. (2020) quantified

heterogeneity in infectivity in the transmission of COVID-19.

The key distinction in our work is that we exploit this heterogeneity to motivate a learning-first

perspective for contact tracing. That is, in the presence of heterogeneity, the priority is to learn

about the PCI of the infector. The infector’s PCI gives the decision-maker critical information

about the reward distribution, resulting in more efficient decisions about who to test next. Based

on that key shift in perspective, we make three contributions to the literature.

First, we consider active learning algorithms arising from heterogeneity in PCI in the context of

contact tracing. Although previous contributions have proposed active learning algorithms and

identified heterogeneity in infectivity for multiple infectious diseases, they have not been addressed

jointly in the literature to date. Second, in merging the two and being the first to draw the

connection to mortal bandits, we also provide novel theoretical results on the asymptotic properties

of two bandit algorithms. Third, ours is also the first paper to use data on contact tracing to show

that the use of bandit algorithms can lead to marked declines in the fraction of contacts who need

to be sampled without a commensurate loss in the number of infected individuals identified. Taken

together, our results provide policy-actionable and feasible methods for contact tracing in the field.
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3 Methodology

In this section, we present new results on the optimality of different strategies. We formally

introduce the mortal bandit problem and define loss functions to quantify performance called regret

and Bayesian regret. Then, we present a lower bound on the Bayesian regret. Next, we introduce

two commonly used algorithms for the mortal bandit setting: Adaptive Greedy and Pilot Sampling.

Then, we provide novel bounds on the Bayesian regret. In deriving these bounds, we assume that

no new arms appear i.e., arms can only die. In practice, this means that a policymaker has a

fixed group of infected persons and must decide how to allocate tests amongst the contacts of those

individuals. Finally, we describe the intuition behind a variant of these algorithms where we sample

arms by lifetime, which in the context of contact tracing corresponds to sampling based on the total

number of contacts. We show that this strategy does not change our asymptotic optimality results.

3.1 Problem setup and notation

Consider the bandit problem with N arms (infected individuals). Pulling an arm i (testing a contact

of i) rewards the decision-maker with a reward Xi (Xi = 1 if contact is positive and 0 otherwise).

This reward comes from a distribution Pµi with unknown mean µi ∈ [0, 1] (the PCI). Each arm can

only be pulled for a maximum of Li times where Li is known. We call Li the lifetime of the arm

(the number of contacts of i) and say that arm i is alive at time t if we haven’t already pulled it Li

times at time t. In other words, the infected person still has more contacts left to test. An arm is

playable (more contacts can be tested) if and only if it is alive. This is in contrast to the standard

bandit problem where there is no limit to the number of times an arm can be pulled. In a setup

where arms have limitless numbers of pulls, the goal of the bandit algorithm is to find the arm

with maximum payoff (explore) and then play the maximally rewarding arm indefinitely (exploit).

In contact tracing this trade-off is less straightforward, since even the most productive arm will

eventually die (i.e. all contacts will be tested). We will assume that {(µi, Li)}Ni=1 are independently

and identically distributed (i.i.d.) from some joint prior Γ. We will denote the marginal distribution

of µ as Γµ.
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The agent sequentially pulls arms in order to maximize cumulative reward over T turns (the number

of tests available). Let Ht = {(aτ , Xaτ ,τ )}t−1
τ=1 denote the history of the decision maker’s actions aτ

and the corresponding rewards Xaτ ,τ up to time t− 1. Then, we define the decision maker’s policy

π as a mapping from the history Ht to the next action at ∈ {1, . . . , N}.

Define µ⋆
t = maxi µi× I{arm i is alive at t}. For a fixed set of mean rewards (µ1, . . . , µN ) and some

history of actions according to a policy π, we define three different kinds of regret for the decision

maker as follows:

RT (π | µ) =
T∑
t=1

µ⋆
t −Xat,t Realized regret

E[RT (π | µ)] =
T∑
t=1

µ⋆
t − µat Mean regret

BRT,N (π) = EΓE[RT (π | µ)] Bayesian regret

There are two sources of randomness. The first source is reward realization as we are assuming

that the reward generation process is stochastic. This is reasonable even though the lifetime is

finite because we do not know anything about the arm: we have a list of contacts but we have

no information about how many contacts are infected. The second source of randomness is the

distribution of µi itself. This comes from the fact that there is heterogeneity in PCI i.e., some

people are more infectious than other people as shown by Arinaminpathy et al. (2020) for COVID-

19.

Given the stochastic nature of the problem, instead of analyzing realized regret, we average out

the randomness and analyze the resulting Bayesian regret. The goal of the policymaker is then

to reduce the Bayesian regret i.e., their cumulative regret from pulling a sub-optimal arm over T

turns averaged across all possible mean rewards, lifetimes, and realizations of data.3

We use O,Θ to denote the usual order asymptotics, and Õ to denote O ignoring logarithmic

3Of course, one may imagine an adversarial scenario where the mean rewards of all arms are highly concentrated
near the maximum mean reward. Then, regret, as defined here, may not be the right objective to minimize as it will
remain small. Perhaps maximizing the number of infections identified is a better objective. We leave this adversarial
setting as an open problem for future researchers.
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factors. Formally, we say f(x) = O(g(x)) if there is a M > 0 and x0 > 0 such that for all x ≥ x0,

|f(x)| ≤ Mg(x). In other words, asymptotically, f(x) does not grow at a faster rate than g(x).

We say that f(x) = Θ(g(x)) if there are constants m,M > 0 and x0 > 0 such that for all x ≥ x0,

mg(x) ≤ f(x) ≤ Mg(x). In other words, asymptotically, f(x) and g(x) grow at the same rate.

Finally, we say f(x) = Õ(g(x)) if there is a k > 0 such that f(x) = O(g(x) logk x). In other words,

asymptotically, f(x) does not grow at a faster rate than g(x) up to some logarithmic factors.

3.2 A lower bound on Bayesian regret

The following definition, commonly used in the analysis of many-armed bandits, enables us to study

the behavior of the mean rewards (see Wang et al., 2008; Carpentier and Valko, 2015; Bayati et al.,

2020, for examples).

Definition 3.1 (γ-regular distribution). For γ > 0, a distribution Q with support [0, 1] is called

γ-regular if PQ(µ > 1− ϵ) = Θ(ϵγ) when ϵ→ 0.

Commonly used distributions including the Beta distribution, which we will see throughout this

paper, are γ-regular. In particular, for Beta(α, β), γ = α + β − 1 whenever β > 1 and γ = α

otherwise.

γ controls the tail behavior of µ allowing us to bound regret in the worst-case scenario. Intuitively,

when

1. γ < 1, the density is concentrated towards 1,

2. γ = 1, the density is (roughly) uniform near 1, and

3. γ > 1, the density is concentrated away from 1.

When the density is concentrated towards 1, we expect a lot of arms to be highly rewarding as

many people are highly infectious. So as γ ≪ 1, the regret in the best case (the lower bound) will

be smaller. The lower bound will be larger as γ becomes large i.e., the density is concentrated away
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from 1. This is reflected in the theoretical lower bound in Theorem 3.2 which was originally shown

for the standard bandit by Bayati et al. (2020) and we state without proof for the moral bandit

case.

Theorem 3.2 (Lower bound (Theorem 3.1 of Bayati et al. (2020))). Consider the mortal bandit

setting. Suppose that mean rewards µ are drawn from a γ-regular distribution and that there is a

constant c such that T,N ≥ c. Then, there is a constant an absolute constant C such that for any

policy π,

BRT,N (π) ≥ Cmin(N,T γ/(γ+1)) (1)

This theorem is important because it immediately places a benchmark against which we can measure

the performance of our algorithms. If an algorithm approaches the lower bound, we know that its

performance compares favorably to any other policy that may be considered. In fact, we will go

one step better, by showing that both the algorithms we discuss for contact tracing asymptotically

achieve the lower bound of Theorem 3.2 up to constant or logarithmic factors.

Our analysis throughout the rest of this paper will depend on (some subset of) the following

assumptions:

(A1) The joint distribution of the mean reward and lifetime is (µ,L) ∼ Γ where the marginal Γµ

is γ-regular.

(A2) At any time during the game, we have at least Nm ≥ 1 arms to play from.

(A3) The reward distribution Pµ is 1-subgaussian.

(A4) The lifetime of an arm is independent of its mean reward i.e., µi ⊥ Li for all arms i.

(A5) The reward distribution is Pµ ≡ Bern(µ)

(A6) The mean rewards for arms {µi}Ni=1 are i.i.d. Beta(α, β).

(A7) The average lifetime L ≥ K for some K > 0.
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We now analyze the asymptotic properties of two algorithms that are used in this context.

3.3 Adaptive Greedy sampling

The first algorithm we discuss is called Adaptive Greedy sampling and it is based on greedy sampling

(Chakrabarti et al., 2008). In greedy sampling, at time t, we pull an arm that has the largest sample

mean at that time. Instead, Adaptive Greedy chooses to explore a different arm with probability

1 − maxi µ̂
t
i. Here µ̂t

i is the sample mean of arm i at time t and the max is taken over all arms

that are alive. So if maxi µ̂
t
i = 1, then the algorithm decides to be greedy and pulls arm argmaxi µ̂

t
i

but if maxi µ̂
t
i = 0, the algorithm randomly pulls an arm that is available to play. This method is

described in Algorithm 1.

Example 3.3 (How does Adaptive Greedy work?). Suppose that mean rewards are µ ∈ [0, 1] and

µ ∼ Γ. Suppose that there are only two arms with unknown rewards µ1, µ2 ∈ [0, 1] and known

lifetimes, L1, L2.

Suppose that µ1 = 0.1 and µ2 = 0.8. Let µ̂i be the current estimate of µi. In Adaptive Greedy, we

start with µ̂i = 0. Since max µ̂i = 0, we will for sure explore the space of arms. Let’s say, we pick

arm 2 and pull it. Suppose we are rewarded. Then, we update µ̂2 = 0.5. Now, we explore with

probability 1−max µ̂i = 0.5 and exploit arm 2 (current highest mean reward) otherwise. Suppose,

we exploit arm 2 and are rewarded again. Then, µ̂2 = 0.67. Now, we exploit arm 2 with a larger

probability, 0.67. Maybe next time, we choose to explore arm 1 out of randomness and are not

rewarded so µ̂1 = 0 still. As we can see, this algorithm can, in the long run, settle upon the arm

with the largest mean reward. However, it is not strictly greedy as it does allow some random

exploration based on how good our current best arm is.

We now present a new result in Theorem 3.4 showing that Adaptive Greedy shares the same

asymptotic behavior as Greedy sampling. While this is a new bound for the Bayesian regret, we

note that Tracà et al. (2020) state a novel bound for the mean regret. We provide a step-by-step

technical discussion in Appendix S1.
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Theorem 3.4 (Bayesian Regret for Adaptive Greedy). Under the assumptions (A1)-(A5), for

ϵ ∈ (0, 1/3) and N > log T ,

BRT,N (AG) =


Õ
(
TN−1/γ +N min(

√
T ,N1/γ)1−γ

)
, γ < 1

Õ
(
TN−1/γ +N

)
, γ ≥ 1

Observe that when N ≤ T γ/(γ+1), BRT,N (AG) = Õ(T γ/(γ+1)) and otherwise, BRT,N (AG) = Õ(N).

To match the lower bound described in Theorem 3.2, we subsample arms as in Bayati et al. (2020).

Therefore, when N > T γ/(γ+1) we perform Adaptive Greedy on a subset of m = Θ(T γ/(γ+1)) arms

to obtain BRT,N (AG) = Õ(T γ/(γ+1)). Thus, asymptotically, the Bayesian regret of adaptive greedy

(and the subsampled version) matches the optimal lower bound up to some log factors.

Understanding Theorem 3.4 Studying the behavior of Adaptive Greedy is difficult as both

sources of randomness (that generate the mean reward and the reward realization) come into

play immediately. So we can think of two complementary events. If we have bad luck, then no

matter whose contacts we test (infectious person or not), we will never uncover new infections. In

other words, the realized rewards are much much smaller than the true mean rewards (this can be

quantified by invoking the sub-gaussian assumption). The first term in the asymptotic bound of

Theorem 3.4 defines the likelihood of having bad luck. If we have good luck, then there will be at

least one infectious person who infects people at a rate close to their PCI. In other words, there is

at least one arm whose realized rewards are close to the true mean reward. The second term in the

asymptotic bound defines the regret in this situation.

To illustrate the role of γ, consider the case when γ ≪ 1. Here, the PCI density is concentrated

near 1. Since nearly everyone is highly infectious, the likelihood of bad luck is negligible. Therefore,

the second term in the asymptotic bound plays a more important role.
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Algorithm 1 Adaptive Greedy

Require: T budget, N arms
1: Set t = 0
2: while t < T do
3: t = t+ 1
4: if t ≤ N then
5: Pull arm t and record reward
6: else
7: X ∼ Bern(maxi is alive µ̂

t
i)

8: if X = 1 then
9: i∗ = argmaxi is alive µ̂

t
i

10: else
11: Sample i∗ uniformly from all available arms
12: end if
13: Pull arm i∗ and update sample mean
14: end if
15: end while

Algorithm 2 Pilot Sampling

Require: T budget, N arms, K pilot size
1: Set t = 0
2: while t < T do
3: Sample i uniformly from all available arms
4: Pull arm i min{T − t,Ki, Li} times
5: t = t+min{T,Ki, Li}
6: if Reward > 0 and t < T then
7: Pull arm i min{T − t, Li −Ki} times
8: t = t+min{T − t, Li −Ki}
9: else

10: Discard arm i
11: end if
12: Add all new infections as new arms
13: end while
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3.4 Pilot sampling

The second sampling method we consider is Stochastic sampling, which we call this Pilot Sampling

(Chakrabarti et al., 2008). The idea is to pull an arm a finite number of times that is smaller than

its lifetime. If the sample mean of the arm based on this pilot meets a predetermined threshold,

then we deem this arm to be highly rewarding and pull it until it dies.

In the context of contact tracing, pilot sampling means testing a pre-defined number of contacts,

then only testing the remaining contacts if enough infections are found in the initial set (the

pilot set). This approach would allow health officials to, for example, test a subset of the people

living with an infected person and only test remaining contacts if enough family members test

positive. This approach also illustrates the gains of knowing the distribution of infectiousness since

it prioritizes finding the most infectious individuals.

This method is described in Algorithm 2.4 We discuss how to optimally identify the pilot group

size and threshold in Appendix S2.4.

Example 3.5 (How does Pilot Sampling work?). Suppose that mean rewards are µ ∈ [0, 1] and

µ ∼ Γ. Suppose that there are only two arms with unknown rewards µ1, µ2 ∈ [0, 1] and known

lifetimes, L1, L2.

Suppose, we set the parameters K = 3 and, as before, suppose that µ1 = 0.1 and µ2 = 0.8. Maybe

we choose arm 1 first. We pull it K = 3 times and receive no reward. So, we move on to arm 2.

Maybe we pull it K = 3 times and observe 2 rewards. Since we found at least one reward, we pull

it until it dies. Then, we go to the next arm. If we are left with no more new arms, we can start

playing arms from the discard pile.

We now present a Bayesian regret bound for Pilot sampling in Theorem 3.6 with the technical

discussion and proofs presented in Appendix S2.

Theorem 3.6 (Bayesian regret of pilot sampling). Suppose that assumption (A1) and (A7) hold.

4Chakrabarti et al. (2008) also describe a variant where an arm deemed to be highly rewarding can be discarded
if its cumulative reward becomes too small. We do not consider it in our study.
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Then, BRT,N (Pilot) = O(min{N,T}).

For N ≤ T γ/(γ+1), BRT,N (Pilot) = O(N). For N > T γ/(γ+1), running pilot sampling on a subset

of m = Θ(T γ/(γ+1)) arms gives BRT,N (Pilot) = O(T γ/(γ+1)). Thus, asymptotically, Pilot sampling

achieves the same order as the lower bounds in Theorem 3.2. In particular observe that this does

not have any log factors, unlike Adaptive Greedy.

Understanding Theorem 3.6 Pilot sampling is easier to analyze. In the worst case, we go

through all N arms or we exhaust our budget but are not rewarded at all. It is important to

emphasize that both the Adaptive Greedy and the Pilot Sampling algorithms achieve the optimal

lower bound in big-O asymptotics. That is, asymptotically, the difference between the Bayesian

regret of Pilot Sampling and the optimal lower bound does not grow with N . This does not imply

that it necessarily attains the optimal lower bound – a point that we return to below. The exact

asymptotic behavior has some dependence on the distribution of the lifetimes. Since we make no

distributional assumption on the lifetimes, we don’t see it in the big-O bound.

While these are highly favorable results for the algorithms we propose, in Appendix S3, we also

investigate when the asymptotic behavior described in Theorems 3.4 and 3.6 are achieved. We find

that this generally occurs in the range of N between 103 and 106 depending on the distribution

of mean rewards. The exception is when α < β < 1 we need N > 1012 before Adaptive Greedy

achieves the asymptotic behavior. For these parameter values, the Beta distribution is mostly

uniform, but rising in both tails (α controls the behavior on the left tail and β on the right tail).

Fortunately, as we will discuss below, the size of the population N does not preclude real-world

applicability in terms of dramatic efficiency gains.

3.5 Sampling arms by lifetime

An issue that we have not introduced thus far is that we expect and see in empirical data, that the

number of contacts varies substantially between individuals. In particular, we often see a right-

skewed distribution of contacts where a small fraction of individuals have a very large number and
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most have substantially fewer. We see this pattern in our empirical examples and it has also been

documented extensively in work on measuring weak ties networks (for example McCormick et al.,

2010; DiPrete et al., 2011). Through a minimal example, we motivate a variant of the algorithms

where we sample arms proportional to their lifetimes instead of uniformly.

Example 3.7 (Sampling arms by lifetime). Suppose that mean rewards are µ ∈ {0, 1} and that

P(µ = 1) = p. Then, pulling an arm just once will tell us what the mean reward is. If we pull arm

i and obtain Xi = 0, then we know that the mean reward of that arm is µi = 0 and if we obtain

Xi = 1, then we know µi = 1. Note that in this scenario, Adaptive Greedy sampling and Pilot

sampling are identical. Suppose that there are only two possible lifetimes LA and LB with LA > LB

where P(L = LA) = q and P(L = LB) = 1− q. Suppose that there are only two arms with unknown

rewards µ1, µ2 ∈ {0, 1} and known lifetimes, L1, L2 ∈ {LA, LB}. Let the budget be T < L1 + L2 (if

T ≥ L1 + L2, we get to pull both arms until their death and all policies are optimal).

Suppose we pull arm i first. Then, we can show that the expected reward Ri (with respect to

µ1, µ2) is

Ri = p2T + p(1− p)
(
min{T, Li}+min{T − 1, L1+|i−2|}

)

Consider four policies π1, π2, π3, and π4. In π1, we pull arm 1 first. In π2, we pull arm 2 first. In

π3, arms are chosen uniformly at random i.e., with probability 0.5. And in π4, we choose arms with

probability proportional to the lifetime i.e., with probability Li/(L1 + L2). The expected rewards

(with respect to µi) of these policies are

R(π1) = p2T + p(1− p) (min{T, L1}+min{T − 1, L2})

R(π2) = p2T + p(1− p) (min{T, L2}+min{T − 1, L1})

R(π3) = p2T +
p(1− p)

2
(min{T, L1}+min{T, L2}+min{T − 1, L1}+min{T − 1, L2})

R(π4) = p2T +
p(1− p)

L1 + L2
(L1 (min{T, L1}+min{T − 1, L2}) + L2 (min{T, L2}+min{T − 1, L1})) .

Without loss of generality, assume L1 > L2. It is easy to see that R(π1) ≥ R(π4) ≥ R(π3) ≥ R(π2).
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Therefore, sampling arms based on lifetime matters. The intuition is that it is more rewarding to

learn the mean reward of an arm that lives longer because we can exploit it for a longer time. If

we define κ = L2/L1 < 1, then κ represents the heterogeneity in lifetime – a smaller κ denotes

a larger heterogeneity. As κ → 1, R(π4) → R(π3) and as κ → 0, R(π4) → R(π1). Essentially,

π4 represents the continuum between a policy that is agnostic to lifetimes (i.e., π3) and a policy

that greedily chooses arms with longer lifetimes (i.e., π1). Thus, a larger heterogeneity results in a

larger average reward when we sample by lifetime.

Now, we take the expectation ofR(·) with respect to Li. Since ER(π1) = ER(π2), we will formulate

π1 as π′
1, a policy that chooses the arm with the longer lifetime first, and remove π2 from consid-

eration. Simple calculations reveal that ER(π′
1) ≥ ER(π4) ≥ ER(π4). And a similar argument

regarding heterogeneity as measured by LB/LA can be made: π4 represents a continuum between

π3 and π′
1.

Although the analysis, as in Example 3.7, becomes complicated when we have more arms or allow µ

to be continuous, the underlying intuition remains the same: estimating the mean reward for an arm

with a longer lifetime is more rewarding than estimating the mean reward for an arm with shorter

lifetime with the same precision. This is because we can play the arm with the longer lifetime for

a longer time. Further, the additional reward we gain from sampling based on lifetimes is more

pronounced when the heterogeneity in lifetime is larger. This variant is obtained by modifying line

11 of Algorithm 1 and line 3 of Algorithm 2 to sample by lifetime (or degree) instead of uniformly

i.e., P(arm i) ∝ Li.

We’ve shown in the example above that the expected reward from an arm is higher if the arm’s

lifetime is longer (i.e. a person has more contacts). In our previous theoretical results, though,

we’ve been concerned not with the expected performance but with the asymptotic big-O bound,

which quantifies the order of the worst-case performance. In what might seem like a paradoxical

result, Corollaries 3.8 and 3.9 say that the previously established asymptotics are unaffected. This

insight can be very useful in settings where we do not have access to the lifetimes of arms as it says

that, asymptotically, one method does not outperform the other in the worst case. We provide a

technical discussion of this argument in Appendix S1 and S2.
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Corollary 3.8 (Adaptive Greedy sampling by lifetime). Under the assumptions (A1)-(A5), for

any ϵ ∈ (0, 1/3), the Bayesian regret of the adaptive greedy algorithm where we sample by lifetime

obeys the same asymptotics in Theorem 3.4.

Corollary 3.9 (Pilot sampling by lifetime). Suppose that assumptions (A2), and (A7) hold. Then

the Bayesian regret of the pilot sampling algorithm when choosing arms by lifetime obeys the same

asymptotics in Theorem 3.6.

Corollaries 3.8 and 3.9 say that in the worst case, the asymptotic behavior of the Bayesian regret

does not depend on whether we sample arms uniformly or by lifetime. This is because, in the worst

case, we choose arms with the worst mean reward. That is, the worst-case scenario is one where

we happen to choose people with very low infectivity (and thus few infections). The result is still

finding few infections, regardless of whether the person has many contacts or few. Rather than

focusing on the number of contacts (which could be logistically challenging to obtain in practice

anyway), the crucial idea is to learn the mean reward of an arm quickly, regardless of how it is

chosen, to help us decide whether to exploit that arm or explore other arms.5

3.6 Summary of theoretical results

We first showed that the theoretical lower bound on the Bayesian regret of standard bandits,

established by Bayati et al. (2020), extends to mortal bandits in Theorem 3.2. Theorem 3.4 then

showed that the upper bound of Adaptive Greedy sampling achieves this lower bound up to some

logarithmic factors in big O. Theorem 3.6 showed that Pilot sampling achieves the lower bound in

big O. In Example 3.7, we demonstrated that sampling by lifetime can lead to a higher expected

reward than when sampling arms uniformly. However, Corollaries 3.8 and 3.9 show that sampling

based on lifetime does not change the asymptotic behavior.

Next, we focus on empirical simulations of algorithmic performance for different distributions of

5It is worth noting that focusing search on arms that live longer has been brought up in earlier research. Tracà
et al. (2020) describe a similar idea in mortal bandits by exploring arms that live longer. They restrict the exploration
phase in Adaptive Greedy to arms that are in the top k% of the distribution of the remaining lifetimes and they
tune k using a subset of available data. In contrast, our approach is free of hyperparameters and also works for Pilot
sampling.
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mean rewards and lifetimes. This addresses three issues. First, as is well understood, matching

orders in big O does not mean that one algorithm is equally efficient as the other. This is evident

from Example 3.7. Second, finite sample behavior (in terms of N) can be very different from

asymptotic behavior (see Appendix S3). Third, from a perspective based purely on asymptotic

behavior, it is unclear if there is value in learning the distribution of the mean rewards i.e., γ, and

the lifetimes.

4 Simulations

We perform a series of numerical experiments to evaluate the performance of the algorithms de-

scribed in Section 3. We also compare these algorithms with a baseline naive sampler that picks

an arm uniformly at random and pulls it until it dies, effectively not performing any learning, and

with the widely used Thompson sampling algorithm, which we discuss in Appendix S4. In partic-

ular, Thompson sampling has been shown to enjoy the best Bayesian regret bounds for a variety

of model classes in the stochastic (non-mortal) setting (Russo and Van Roy, 2014).

4.1 Simulation setup

For generating synthetic data, we fix N arms with prior parameters for mean reward (α, β). For

each arm i, we draw mean reward µi ∼ Beta(α, β) and lifetime Li ∼ F , where the choice of F is

described below. We randomly choose Xi ∼ Binomial(Li, µi) pulls as the rewards. We set a total

budget of T pulls.6 For prior distribution on the mean reward, we choose (α, β) ∈ {(0.09, 0.6), (1, 3),

(1, 1), (10, 10), (3, 1), (0.6, 0.09}. This allows us to vary the skew of the mean rewards, which range

from distributions that have some highly infective people (first and fifth) to those with a uniform or

normal PCI distribution (third and fourth) and those where most people are not infective (the last).

In Figure S6, we visualize the densities of these distributions. Irrespective of the choice of (α, β),

the priors for all Thompson sampling simulations were initialized at Beta(1, 1), a uniform prior.

For the average lifetime, we chose two different families of distribution, zero-truncated Poisson and

6If we have
∑N

i=1 Li < T , then we add new arms to the data until
∑N

i=1 Li > T .
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Pareto. We chose Poisson since it is a relatively homogeneous distribution with the same mean

and variance. We chose the mean to be 500. We chose Pareto as the other distribution as it is a

heavy-tailed distribution. For Pareto, we fixed the location as 1 and chose the shape = 0.6. Based

on the literature on social networks, we expect that the degree distribution across the population

will be heavily right-skewed (see Newman and Park, 2003; McCormick et al., 2010; DiPrete et al.,

2011).

The key result we will show is that when the degree distribution is heavy-tailed or when the PCI

distribution is right-skewed, Pilot Sampling yields significant advantages over either the Adaptive

Greedy or Thompson sampling algorithms.

4.1.1 Simulation results

First, consider the case where lifetimes are Poisson distributed. We set the initial number of arms

N = 10, the average lifetime to λ = 500, and the budget to T = 50, 000. The results from these

simulations are shown in Figure 1. For a heavily right-skewed distribution of the mean reward

(Beta(0.09, 0.6), Thompson and pilot sampling perform the best. For a distribution with low

variance (Beta(10, 10)), Thompson and adaptive greedy perform the best. For a distribution that

is not heavily skewed or does not have a small variance, all three methods perform roughly the

same. Finally, for a left skewed distribution (Beta(3, 1), Beta(0.6, 0.09)), Thompson and adaptive

greedy perform the best. Overall, it seems like Thompson is consistently doing well in all situations

while the other two algorithms fail in some extreme cases. While some of these conclusions agree

with the bounds presented in Figure S1, it is clear that the bounds do not tell the full story. We

perform similar simulations with λ = 10 and T = 1000 in Appendix S5.4.

Next, we used a heavy-tailed lifetime distribution. The lifetime was drawn from a Pareto distribu-

tion with shape 0.6 and location 1 (so the expectation diverges). Here, we fix the number of arms

N = 5000. The results are shown in Figure 2. Note that pilot sampling consistently dominates

the other algorithms. This is because pilot sampling commits to exhaustive testing when it finds

a positive in the pilot group. In heavy-tailed scenarios, the regret in committing to a bad arm is
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Figure 1: Cumulative reward over the total time horizon for different policies and various reward
distributions based on data simulated without branching and Poisson(500) lifetime. The axes are
normalized to facilitate visual comparison. Thompson sampling is in black; pilot sampling with
uniform sampling and lifetime sampling are in dark blue and light blue respectively; adaptive
greedy with uniform sampling and sampling by lifetime are in red and pink respectively, and; naive
sampling is in grey. Pilot sampling performs better when the rewards are heavily right skewed
while adaptive greedy performs better in other scenarios. Thompson sampling appears to perform
consistently well in all scenarios. In this setup, sampling by degree seems identical to sampling
uniformly.
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small: (i) we choose an arm with an average lifetime and are done quickly or (ii) we choose an arm

with a very high lifetime and are proportionally given a larger reward. In the Poisson case with

no heavy tail, the loss in committing to a bad arm is relatively the same for all arms. Meanwhile,

other algorithms are afraid of committing to exploit unless they are very sure. So they continue

searching for a good arm for a long time. This is also the same reason why we see Naive sampling

beat other methods in some cases. But since it does not intelligently choose to commit arms, Pilot

sampling performs better. Also, observe that the sampling-by-lifetime variant of Adaptive Greedy

dominates the lifetime-agnostic variant.

We see two main patterns in these simulations. First, as the mean rewards become more and more

right-skewed, there is little difference in how all the methods compare against each other. This is

due to the fact for a right-skewed distribution, the probability that we choose an arm with a high

reward is larger than in the left-skewed case. So all methods perform relatively similarly in this

case.

Second, Adaptive Greedy performs better when the mean rewards have low variability. For example,

compare Beta(1, 1) And Beta(10, 10) in Figures 1 and 2. The reason is that Adaptive Greedy

learns the mean reward of an arm by pulling it once. Thus, it takes more pulls in a high-variance

setting than in a low-variance setting to learn the mean reward of the arm with the same precision.

Compare this to Pilot sampling where we pull an arm multiple times to get a more precise estimate

of its mean reward. In a high variance setting, Pilot sampling has an edge over Adaptive Greedy

which can spend too much time exploring. In a low variance setting, Pilot sampling’s gain in

this precision by pulling an arm more than once is not substantial. Therefore, Pilot sampling can

waste resources by making these unnecessary additional pulls that Adaptive Greedy does not. This

difference does not seem to matter in cases where the lifetimes have a heavy tail but does become

important when the distribution of the lifetime does not have a heavy tail.

At first blush, these results appear to contradict our regret bounds in Theorems 3.4 and 3.6. Based

on our discussion in Section 3, most of our simulations, we appear to be in the regime where

asymptotic behavior holds (also see Appendix S3) and the asymptotic behavior says that Adaptive

Greedy should perform worse than Pilot sampling which, based on simulations, is generally not
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Figure 2: Cumulative reward over the total time horizon for different policies and various reward
distributions based on data simulated without branching and Pareto(1, 0.6) lifetime. The axes
are normalized to facilitate visual comparison. Thompson sampling is in black; pilot sampling
with uniform sampling and lifetime sampling are in dark blue and light blue respectively; adaptive
greedy with uniform sampling and sampling by lifetime are in red and pink respectively, and; naive
sampling is in grey. Pilot sampling outperforms all other methods in all scenarios except when
rewards are heavily left-skewed. In pilot sampling, it is unclear whether sampling uniformly or by
lifetime is better. For adaptive greedy, it is clear that sampling by lifetime dominates sampling
arms uniformly.
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true. In fact, this is only true in the heavy-tailed or heavily right-skewed cases. The reason this is

not contradictory is that the asymptotic behavior only reflects the upper bounds of the Bayesian

regret. This is a scenario where upper bounds are not indicative of the average-case behavior.

We note that (Bayati et al., 2020) also report very similar results for the standard bandit. They

show that even though a greedy algorithm does not achieve universal rate optimality, it performs

extremely well in practice.

Guidelines for choosing a sampler The insights from these simulations are summarized in

these guidelines: If the degree distribution is heavy-tailed, we should use Pilot sampling. If the

degree distribution is not heavy-tailed, then we should use Pilot Sampling if the rewards are heavily

right-skewed; use Adaptive Greedy or Thompson Sampling if rewards have a small variance or are

heavily left-skewed, and; the choice does not matter in other cases. If the degree distribution is not

heavy-tailed and we do not know how the rewards are distributed, we should default to Thompson

Sampling as it consistently performs well. In Appendix S5.2, we show that these findings hold true

in scenarios where new arms can appear. In Appendix S3, we provide additional discussion of the

asymptotic behavior and empirical simulations.

5 Results on COVID-19 contact tracing

A fundamental insight from the previous sections is that the algorithms we have proposed have

similar asymptotic bounds, but the mean performance depends critically on the shape of the degree

and PCI distribution, which are both empirical quantities. In the last section of the paper, we

therefore turn to the data to estimate these distributions. Using these data, we implemented

the different sampling policies described in Section 3. These datasets were collected as a part of

administrative contact tracing efforts during the outbreak of COVID-19 in India and Pakistan. The

first dataset was collected from Punjab (Pakistan), the second dataset was collected from Punjab

(India), and the third dataset was collected from southern India (from parts of Andhra Pradesh

and Tamil Nadu). In Appendix S6, we summarize the properties of these datasets.
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Prior to discussing our estimations, we must acknowledge that our datasets are not perfect, and

there are a number of data gaps that we cannot address. For instance, the data collected from

Punjab, Pakistan exhibits low infectivity because at the time of collection, 485,853 people were still

awaiting test results and, given low infectivity, we treat these individuals as healthy in our simu-

lations. Similarly, the data collected from southern India contains only summary-level information

i.e., total counts of traced and infected people, rather than a ‘line-listing’ of each individual contact

and whether they were infected. Therefore, it was not possible to trace the infected individuals i.e.,

contact tracing does not proceed as a branching process. Finally, none of these data come from

prospective studies with careful lab studies that can help establish the progeny of an infection.

This implies, for instance, that if B is a contact of A and B is now infected, we will follow the

contact-tracing line and assume that the causal infection link went from A to B, and not because

A and B both were infected from a different source, or because B infected A. This is a strong

assumption, but it is likely to hold in the dataset from Punjab, India, that was carried out through

the period of a stringent lockdown with very limited outside contact.

Our idea then is not necessarily to demonstrate the value of our methods in a carefully prospective

study, but rather to assess whether, in very different datasets from different settings and policies,

we obtain similar results in terms of the shape of the degree and PCI distribution. To the extent

that we do, it increases our confidence in the underlying estimates.

5.1 Estimating individual heterogeneity in infectivity

We estimated the parameters of the Beta model for the infectivity of the population using the full

dataset with a Bayesian shrinkage estimator as in Arinaminpathy et al. (2020).

An immediate estimator of PCI for person i, denoted by µi, would be the ratio of infected, zi,

to the total number of people, di, that i came into contact with i.e., θ̂i = zi/di. However, since

the distribution of degree is skewed, this naive estimator would have a different variance for each

individual as the total number of contacts changes. Instead, we will use a Bayesian shrinkage

estimator following Arinaminpathy et al. (2020). Therefore, the individual PCI estimates for high-
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contact individuals will remain mostly unchanged while those of low-contact individuals will be

shrunken towards the overall mean.

In particular, we model the log odds of the individual PCI as following a normal distribution with

a common mean and variance,

µi = logit−1(θi) =
1

1 + e−θi

θi ∼ N(θ, σ2
θ)

where θi is the log-odds of µi and θ is the overall mean. The variance σ2
θ is inversely proportional

to the shrinkage. As σ2
θ → 0, µi → θ and as σ2

θ → ∞, µi → zi/di. These hyperparameters

are estimated using Monte Carlo Markov Chain methods with diffuse priors. Since θ, σ2
θ > 0, µi

is guaranteed to be between 0 and 1. We refer the reader to the Arinaminpathy et al. (2020,

Supplementary) for more details.

We visualize the distribution of infectivity as estimated using Bayes shrinkage in Figure 3.

5.2 Results on contact tracing

We used the PCI distribution estimated previously to initialize Thompson sampling and determine

the pilot group size for mortal bandits. Although we used the full dataset to estimate the pilot

group size, we note that the group size is not very sensitive to the prior distribution, especially in

the right-skewed cases. Based on these parameters and sizes of the datasets, we are in the regime

where the asymptotic behavior described in Theorems 3.4 and 3.6 hold (see Appendix S3).

The results are shown in Figure 4. The results were averaged over 100 simulations to account for

randomly drawing infected people and their contacts. Here, Naive sampling is a straight line because

it is equivalent to testing every single person and the rate of uncovering infections reflects the

proportion of infections in the full population. As expected, Pilot sampling, Thompson sampling,

and Adaptive Greedy vastly outperform Naive sampling. Pilot sampling and Thompson sampling

perform at similar levels with Pilot sampling dominating both the Punjab datasets. Adaptive
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Figure 3: Distribution of estimated PCI from the three different datasets. PCI was estimated using
a Bayes shrinkage estimator. The histogram of the PCI is shown in grey. Using the estimated PCI,
parameters of a Beta distribution were fit using the method of moments. As we can see, the Beta
distribution is heavily right-skewed.
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Figure 4: The top left figure shows results on Punjab, Pakistan dataset. The top right figure
shows results on the Punjab, India dataset. The bottom figure shows results on the southern India
dataset. Pilot sampling and Thompson sampling are clearly doing better when we have branching
data (both Punjab datasets). However, Thompson sampling may be logistically difficult making
pilot sampling favorable when implementing contact tracing. Figure S12 shows the same plot with
absolute numbers of tests and infections.
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Algorithm Punjab, Pakistan Punjab, India Southern India

Naive Sampling 80% 78% 80%

Thompson Sampling 62% 39% 42%

Adaptive Greedy 75% 50% 41%

Pilot Sampling 62% 39% 40%

Table 1: Fraction of tests performed in order to identify 80% of all infections.

Greedy does not perform well here. On the other hand, in the dataset from southern India, all

three algorithms perform similarly. In Table 1, we look at how many people need to be tested to

identify 80% of all infections. The advantages are quite dramatic – the use of Pilot sampling would

have allowed teams to pick up 80% of the infected individuals in the samples with only 40% of the

tests in Pakistan and South India and 62% of the tests in Punjab, India compared to 80% of tests

with Naive sampling.

This demonstrates that the conclusions we drew from controlled simulations do in fact hold up when

confronted with data collected during the COVID-19 pandemic. Clearly, Thompson sampling and

Pilot sampling have an edge over Adaptive Greedy. These findings along with simulations in Section

4 strongly suggest that we should abandon Naive sampling in favor of more efficient methods.

One reason why governments may be reluctant to try active learning algorithms is because of their

complexity and other logical constraints. For instance, door-to-door testing makes Thompson sam-

pling and Adaptive Greedy approaches hard to implement in the field but may be more amenable to

phone call testing. What makes our results particularly appealing is that in all three datasets, the

distribution of PCI and degree is such that pilot sampling either performs better or very similarly

to other more complex algorithms. Pilot sampling can be easily implemented in the field and offers

an opportunity for governments to engage in contact tracing that they can actually do.

6 Discussion

In this paper, we address the problem of efficient contact tracing by framing it as a mortal bandit

problem. We showed that the lower bound for the Bayesian regret in standard and mortal bandits
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are identical, and presented new Bayesian regret bounds for the Adaptive Greedy and Pilot Sam-

pling algorithms. Through empirical simulations, we provide guidelines for choosing appropriate

policies. If the distribution of the lifetime of arms is heavy-tailed, then we should use Pilot Sam-

pling. If the distribution of lifetime is not heavy-tailed, then we should use Pilot Sampling if the

rewards are heavily right-skewed; use Adaptive Greedy or Thompson Sampling if rewards have a

small variance or are heavily left-skewed, and; the choice does not matter in other cases. If the

distribution of lifetimes is not heavy-tailed and we do not know how the rewards are distributed, we

should default to Thompson Sampling. We use our theoretical results and findings from empirical

simulations on data from COVID-19 contact tracing in three different regions – Punjab (Pakistan),

Punjab (India), and South India. We show that Pilot Sampling outperforms Adaptive Greedy

in both of the Punjab datasets and performs similarly to Adaptive Greedy in the dataset from

southern India. These results are in line with the results from the empirical simulations.

We outline three possible extensions along with their relevance for contact tracing. First, we

assumed that the distribution of mean rewards (PCI) is known. However, the distribution of PCI

is unlikely to be known at the beginning of the epidemic. Therefore, contact tracing serves the dual

purpose of controlling the epidemic through contact tracing and estimating the distribution of PCI

in the population. Thus, the value of information regarding the distribution of PCI is very high in

the initial stages of the epidemic – performance may be higher if all contacts are tested until the

PCI distribution is known with low uncertainty.

Relatedly, we claimed that Pilot Sampling and Adaptive Greedy are able to match the order lower

bounds when we run the policies on an appropriately sized subset of arms. The size of the arms

depends on the γ parameter. In practice, this may be unavailable. For example, during a new

outbreak, we may not know the behavior of the disease. There are a variety of estimators with

desirable convergence properties available from extreme value theory that help estimate β (for

example, see Hill, 1975; Pickands III, 1975; Haan and Ferreira, 2006). The situation with bandits

is slightly different as we never really observe the true mean reward of each arm. Carpentier and

Valko (2015) tackle this case for the standard bandit. They propose a modification to the estimator

of Carpentier and Kim (2015) and describe a two-phase algorithm that first estimates γ and then
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calls a different policy.

Second, we have disregarded any potential correlation between the number of contacts and PCI.

If PCI is purely biological, this may not be a poor assumption, but if PCI is, in part behavioral,

both positive and negative correlations may occur. Estimating this correlation with any precision

requires considerable data. It will be useful to compute the sample size requirements in order to

estimate this with sufficiently high power. After this correlation is estimated (or is known a priori),

a natural question is the effect of this correlation on choosing an optimal contact tracing policy.

Third, we have abstracted from the full network structure thus far, in part because we just don’t see

how such a structure can be learned in the throes of an epidemic. However, it will clearly matter.

Suppose one person’s PCI based on data accumulated thus far is 20% and another’s is 100%. Each

has 5 remaining contacts to trace. However, the person whose PCI is 20% has one contact who

regularly meets thousands of people, while the contacts of the person whose PCI is 100% each have

no further contacts. Clearly, tracing and quarantining the contacts of the 20% person will still be

the most effective action in this case. It will be beneficial to assess the extent to which a lack of

knowledge of the full structure of the network graph affects our results.
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Supplemental Materials

S1 Technical details of Adaptive Greedy sampling

S1.1 Proof of Theorem 3.4

Before we prove Theorem 3.4, we first present a useful result.

Theorem S1.1 (Bayesian Regret for Adaptive Greedy). Under the assumptions (A1)-(A4), for

any ϵ ∈ (0, 1/3), the Bayesian regret of the adaptive greedy algorithm is given by

BRT,N (AG) ≤ T
(
EΓ

[
I(1− µ ≤ ϵ)P(∃t : µ̂t < 1− 2ϵ)

])N
+ 3ϵT+

NEΓ

[
I(1− µ > 3ϵ)min

{
1 + min{T/Nm, L}(1− µ)(1− ϵ) +

3

C1(1− µ− 2ϵ)
,min{L, T}(1− µ)

}]
(S1)

Proof of Theorem S1.1. Let µ⋆ = maxi∈N µi and ∆i = µ⋆ − µi. Fix ϵ ∈ (0, µ⋆/3). In the

adaptive greedy sampling strategy, we exploit the arm with the largest sample mean with probability

maxi µ̂
t
i. And with probability 1−maxi µ̂

t
i, we randomly choose an arm to explore. Here, µ̂t

i is the

sample mean reward of arm i after time t. Following the idea from Bayati et al. (2020), we will

assume that µ⋆ = 1. This will loosen the bound but also make it easier to handle integration over

priors.

Let us call all arms i with ∆i ≤ ϵ as ϵ-optimal. And all arms i such that ∆i > 3ϵ are called

sub-optimal. Following standard bandit literature, let us define a bad event to distinguish the

randomness of the distributions from the sampling. The bad event is

Gc =
⋂

k:∆k<ϵ

{
∃t : µ̂t

k < 1− 2ϵ
}

Essentially, the bad event happens when for every ϵ-optimal arm, there is at least one time when

its sample mean drops below 1−2ϵ. So the good event happens when there is at least one ϵ-optimal

38



arm whose sample mean remains above 1− 2ϵ. Using the fact that rewards from different arms are

independent,

P(Gc) =
∏

i:1−µi≤ϵ

P(∃t : µ̂t
i < 1− 2ϵ)

=

N∏
i=1

I(1− µi ≤ ϵ)P(∃t : µ̂t
i < 1− 2ϵ)

Next, let us estimate the number of times each arm is pulled under a good event,

E[Ni(T ) | G] ≤ 1 +

T∑
t=1

P(arm i is chosen | G)

P(arm i is chosen | G) = P(arm i is chosen | explored,G)P(explored | G)+

P(arm i is chosen through exploitation | G)

Since we are in the good event, there must be at least one ϵ-optimal arm k such that µ̂t
k ≥ 1− 2ϵ

for all t. So if we chose arm i through exploitation, it must be that µ̂t
i ≥ 1− 2ϵ

P(arm i is chosen | G) ≤ 1

Nt
(1−max

j
µ̂t
j) + P(µ̂t

i ≥ 1− 2ϵ)

Notice that in a good event, maxj µ̂
t
j ≥ 1− 2ϵ. Further, assume that there are always at least Nm

arms left to play. This allows us to write

P(arm i is chosen | G) ≤ 1− ϵ

Nm
+ P(µ̂t

i ≥ 1− 2ϵ)

=
1− ϵ

Nm
+ P(µ̂t

i − µi ≥ ∆i − 2ϵ)

≤ 1− ϵ

Nm
+ exp

{
−t(∆i − 2ϵ)2

2

}

where in the last inequality, we used the fact that µ̂t
i is 1/t-subgaussian. Going back to the counts,

E[Ni(T ) | G] ≤ 1 +

T∑
t=1

1− ϵ

Nm
+ exp

{
−t(∆i − 2ϵ)2

2

}
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≤ 1 + T
1− ϵ

Nm
+

∞∑
t=1

exp

{
−t(∆i − 2ϵ)2

2

}
≤ 1 + min{T/Nm, Li}(1− ϵ) +

1

1− exp
{

(∆i−2ϵ)2

2

}
≤ 1 + min{T/Nm, Li}(1− ϵ) +

1

C1(∆i − 2ϵ)2

where in the third inequality we bounded the number of times an arm i can be explored by Li and

in the last line we used the fact that exp(−x) ≤ 1− 2C1x,C1 = (1− exp(−1))/2 for x ∈ [0, 1].

This implies,

(1− µi)E[Ni(T ) | G] ≤ 1− µi +min{T/Nm, Li}(1− µi)(1− ϵ) +
1− µi

C1(∆i − 2ϵ)2

≤ 1 + min{T/Nm, Li}(1− µi)(1− ϵ) +
3

C1(∆i − 2ϵ)

as 1− µi > 3ϵ =⇒ 1− µi ≤ 3(1− 2ϵ− µi). Finally, we will bound the number of pulls on the arm

by min{Li, T},

(1− µi)E[Ni(T ) | G] ≤ min

{
1 + min{T/Nm, Li}(1− µi)(1− ϵ) +

3

C1(∆i − 2ϵ)
,min{Li, T}(1− µi)

}

Now,

E[RT | G] =
∑

i:∆i≤3ϵ

∆iE[Ni(T ) | G] +
∑

i:∆i>3ϵ

∆iE[Ni(T ) | G]

≤ 3ϵT +
∑

i:∆i>3ϵ

min

{
1 + min{T/Nm, Li}(1− µi)(1− ϵ) +

3

C1(∆i − 2ϵ)
,min{Li, T}(1− µi)

}

= 3ϵT +
N∑
i=1

I(1− µi > 3ϵ)min

{
1 + min{T/Nm, Li}(1− µi)(1− ϵ) +

3

C1(∆i − 2ϵ)
,

min{Li, T}(1− µi)

}
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Therefore, the regret is

E[RT ] = E[RT | Gc]P(Gc) + E[RT | G]P(G)

≤ TP(Gc) + E[RT | G]

=⇒ BRT = EΓE[RT ]

≤ T
(
EΓ

[
I(1− µ ≤ ϵ)P(∃t : µ̂t < 1− 2ϵ)

])N
+ 3ϵT+

NEΓ

[
I(1− µ > 3ϵ)min

{
1 + min{T/Nm, L}(1− µ)(1− ϵ) +

3

C1(1− µ− 2ϵ)
,min{L, T}(1− µ)

}]

□

Proof of Theorem 3.4. The general strategy is similar to the one used by Bayati et al. (2020).

The regret is,

BRT,N (AG) ≤ T
(
EΓ

[
I(1− µ ≤ ϵ)P(∃t : µ̂t < 1− 2ϵ)

])N
+ 3ϵT+

NEΓ

[
I(1− µ > 3ϵ)min

{
1 + min{T/Nm, L}(1− µ)(1− ϵ) +

3

C1(1− µ− 2ϵ)
,min{L, T}(1− µ)

}]

Consider the first term. Since µ comes from a γ-regular prior, P(µ > 1 − ϵ) ≥ cminϵ
γ for some

absolute constant cmin. From Lemma S7.1,

EΓ

[
I(1− µ ≤ ϵ)P(∃t : µ̂t < 1− 2ϵ)

]
≤ (1− exp(−0.5)/3)EΓ[I(1− µ ≤ ϵ)]

≤ cminϵ
γ (1− exp(−0.5)/3)

≤ 1− cminϵ
γ exp(−0.5)

3

= 1− c0ϵ
γ

≤ exp {−c0ϵγ}

=⇒ Term 1 = T exp {−Nc0ϵ
γ}

where c0 = cmin exp(−0.5)/3 and we used 1−x ≤ exp(−x). Our strategy now is to control the first

term as O(1) and treat the third term using Lemma S7.3.

To analyze the third term, we will use the fact that min{f + g, h} ≤ min{f, h}+ g to pull out the
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min{T/Lm, L}(1 − µ)(1 − ϵ) outside the outer min operator. Bounding min{T/Nm, L} ≤ L, we

have

EΓ [I(1− µ > 3ϵ)L(1− µ)(1− ϵ)] ≤ L(1− ϵ)(1− cmin3
γϵγ)

We will also upper bound min{T, L} ≤ T . So, an application of Lemma S7.3 takes care of the

remaining pieces of the third term.

In particular, if γ = 1, then the Bayesian regret is upper bounded by

T exp {−Nc0ϵ
γ}+ 3ϵT +NL(1− ϵ)(1− cmin3

γϵγ) +
3C0

C1
N(5 + log(1/ϵ))

where C0 is the constant in Lemma S7.3. Now, if we choose ϵγ = C2 log T/(Nc0) where C2 ≥ 1,

then

BRN,T = O
(
T 1−C2 +N−1T log T +N + log T +N−1(log T )2 +N log log T +N logN

)
= O

(
N−1T log T +N(log log T + logN) + log T

)
= Õ

(
TN−1 +N

)
And when γ > 1, if we choose the same ϵ as above,

BRN,T = O
(
T 1−C2 +N−1/γT (log T )1/γ +N +N1−1/γ(log T )1/γ + log T +N−1/γ(log T )1+1/γ +N

)
= O(N−1/γ(log T )1/γ(T +N) +N + log T )

= Õ(TN−1/γ +N)

Finally, when γ < 1 and choosing the same ϵ,

BRN,T = O
(
N−1/γ(log T )1/γ(T +N) +N + log T +N min(

√
T ,N1/γ(log T )−1/γ)1−γ

)
= Õ

(
TN−1/γ +N min(

√
T ,N1/γ)1−γ

)
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Thus,

BRT,N =


O
(
N−1/γ(log T )1/γ(T +N) +N + log T +N min(

√
T ,N1/γ(log T )−1/γ)1−γ

)
, γ < 1

O
(
N−1T log T +N(log log T + logN) + log T

)
, γ = 1

O(N−1/γ(log T )1/γ(T +N) +N + log T ), γ > 1

=


Õ
(
TN−1/γ +N min(

√
T ,N1/γ)1−γ

)
, γ < 1

Õ
(
TN−1/γ +N

)
, γ ≥ 1

□

S1.2 Mean rewards from a beta prior

Under assumption (A6), we have γ = α + β − 1 for β > 1 and γ = α otherwise. Corollary S1.2

gives an explicit bound under (A5) and (A6).

Corollary S1.2 (Adaptive Greedy - Bayesian Regret with Beta priors). Under the setup of The-

orem 3.4 with an additional assumption (A6), the Bayesian regret of the adaptive greedy algorithm

is given by

BRT ≤ T exp {−Nc0ϵ
γ}+ 3ϵT +N min

{
L

β + 1

α+ β + 1
(1− Fα,β+1(3ϵ)),(

1 +
3

C1ϵ

)
(1− Fα,β(3ϵ)) + min{T/Nm, L}(1− ϵ)

β + 1

α+ β + 1
(1− Fα,β+1(3ϵ))

}

where γ = α+ β − 1 for β > 1 and γ = α otherwise, and Fa,b is the distribution of Beta(a, b) and

L := E[Li].

Proof of Corollary S1.2. Following the same idea as the proof of Theorem S1.1, the first term

is,

EΓ

[
I(1− µ ≤ ϵ)P(∃t : µ̂t < 1− 2ϵ)

]
≤ exp {−c0ϵγ}
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where γ = α + β − 1. When analyzing the second expectation, we will bring the min operator

outside the expectation and treat each inner expectation separately. The first expectation is,

EΓ

[
I(1− µ > 3ϵ)

(
1 + min{T/Nm, L}(1− µ)

1− ϵ

Nm
+

3

C1(1− µ− 2ϵ)

)]
≤ EΓ

[
I(1− µ > 3ϵ)

(
1 + min{T/Nm, L}(1− µ)

1− ϵ

Nm
+

3

C1ϵ

)]
=

∫ 1

3ϵ

(
1 + min{T/Nm, L}(1− µ)

1− ϵ

Nm
+

3

C1ϵ

)
µα−1(1− µ)β−1

B(α, β)
dµ

=

(
1 +

3

C1ϵ

)
(1− Fα,β(3ϵ)) + min{T/Nm, L}(1− ϵ)

β + 1

α+ β + 1
(1− Fα,β+1(3ϵ))

And the second is,

EΓ [I(1− µ > 3ϵ)min{L, T}(1− µ)] = min{L, T} β + 1

α+ β + 1
(1− Fα,β+1(3ϵ))

Assuming that min{T, L} = L gives us the desired result. □

S1.3 Sampling by lifetime

Corollary S1.3 describes the upper bounds of the Bayesian regret of Adaptive Greedy when sampling

by lifetimes. Essentially this allows us to conclude that previously established asymptotics of the

upper bounds are not affected thereby proving Corollary 3.8.

Corollary S1.3 (Adaptive Greedy sampling by lifetime). Under the assumptions (A1)-(A4), for

any ϵ ∈ (0, 1/3), the Bayesian regret of the adaptive greedy algorithm where we sample by lifetime

is given by

BRT,N (AG) ≤ T
(
EΓ

[
I(1− µ ≤ ϵ)P(∃t : µ̂t < 1− 2ϵ)

])N
+ 3ϵT+

NEΓI(1− µ > 3ϵ)min

{
1 + min{ T∑Nm

i=1 L(i)

, 1}L(1− µ)(1− ϵ) +
3

C1(1− µ− 2ϵ)
,min{L, T}(1− µ)

}

where {L(i)}Ni=1 are the order statistics of {Li}Ni=1.

If assumption (A5) also holds, then the asymptotics in Theorem 3.4 still hold. Further, if we assume
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(A5) and (A6) hold, then the result of Corollary S1.2 naturally extends to

BRT ≤ T exp {−Nc0ϵ
γ}+ 3ϵT +N min

{
L

β + 1

α+ β + 1
(1− Fα,β+1(3ϵ)),(

1 +
3

C1ϵ

)
(1− Fα,β(3ϵ)) + E

[
min{ T∑Nm

i=1 L(i)

, 1}L

]
(1− ϵ)

β + 1

α+ β + 1
(1− Fα,β+1(3ϵ))

}

where γ = α+ β − 1 and Fa,b is the distribution of Beta(a, b) and the expectation is over {Li}Ni=1.

Proof of Corollary S1.3. The key difference from the previous proofs lies in the exploration

phase. Instead of sampling uniformly, we are sampling proportional to lifetimes. Therefore,

P(arm i is chosen | G) ≤ Li∑Nt
j=1 Lj

(1−max
j

µ̂t
j) + P(µ̂t

i ≥ 1− 2ϵ)

Since there are at least Nm arms to play and
∑Nm

j=1 Lj ≥
∑Nm

j=1 L(j) where L(1), . . . , L(N) are the

order statistics of L1, . . . , LN , we have

P(arm i is chosen | G) ≤ Li∑Nm
j=1 L(j)

(1−max
j

µ̂t
j) + P(µ̂t

i ≥ 1− 2ϵ)

Pushing this through the remainder of the steps gives the desired result and the extensions of

Theorems 3.4 and S1.2. □

S2 Technical details of Pilot sampling

S2.1 Proof of Theorem 3.6

Proof of Theorem 3.6. Let µ⋆ = maxi∈N µi and ∆i = µ⋆ − µi. In the pilot strategy, we get to

pull an arm min{K,Li} times. For simplicity of analysis, we will assume that min{K,Li} = K.

If there is at least one positive in the K pulls, then we pull until the arm dies (or we run out of

budget). Again, we will assume that µ⋆ = 1. This will loosen the bound but also make it easier to

handle integration over priors.
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Let E[RN,T ] be the mean regret when we have N arms and a budget of T . Immediately, we

have ERN,T ≤ T . Therefore, for T1 ≥ T2, ERN,T1 − ERN,T2 ≤ T1 − T2. And if we have {Li}Ni=1

arms initially and we remove arm Lj to get Nj = N − 1 arms, then for the same budget T , then

ERN,T − ERNj ,T ≤ Lj .

Suppose we pick arm i first. Then the conditional mean regret is,

E [RN,T | choose i] ≤ [Li(1− µi) + ERNi,T−Li ] (1− (1− µi)
K)+

[K(1− µi) + ERNi,T−K ] (1− µi)
K

≤ Li(1− µi)− (Li −K)(1− µi)
K+1 + ERNi,T−Li+

(ERNi,T−K − ERNi,T−Li)(1− µi)
K

≤ Li(1− µi) + (Li −K)
[
(1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

]
+ ERNi,T−Li

Therefore,

ERN,T =
N∑
i=1

P(choose i)E [RN,T | choose i]

≤
N∑
i=1

P(i)
(
Li(1− µi) + (Li −K)

[
(1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

])
+

N∑
i=1

P(i)ERNi,T−Li

If we sample arms uniformly, then P(i) = 1/N . Therefore,

ERN,T ≤
1

N

N∑
i=1

(
Li(1− µi) + (Li −K)

[
(1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

])
+

1

N

N∑
i=1

ERNi,T−Li

=⇒ EΓERN,T ≤ EΓ

(
Li(1− µi) + (Li −K)

[
(1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

])
+

1

N

N∑
i=1

EΓERNi,T−Li

Notice that the first term is independent of T and N (technically, we should apply a min operator

to account for T < Li, but we will come back to that later). And the second term can be recursively

expanded at most E⌊T/L(1)⌋ times on average where L(1) = mini=1,...,N Li is the smallest lifetime

46



of N samples. Thus, we have

BRT = EΓERN,T

≤ E
⌊

T

L(1)

⌋
EΓ

(
L(1− µ) + (L−K)

[
(1− µ)K − (1− µ)K+1

])
+ EΓL(1− µ)

where the last term captures any remaining available pulls after exhausting ⌊T/L⌋ arms. Notice

that this naturally captures the case where T < L, which we ignored above. And to finally account

for N < T/L,

BRT ≤ min
{
N − 1,E⌊T/L(1)⌋

}
EΓ

(
L(1− µ) + (L−K)

[
(1− µ)K − (1− µ)K+1

])
+ EΓL(1− µ)

This gives us that BRT,N (Pilot) = O(min{N,T}). □

S2.2 Mean rewards from a beta prior

Theorem 3.6 immediately allows us to apply Beta priors described in Assumption (A6). This is

presented in Corollary S2.1.

Corollary S2.1 (Pilot Sampling - Bayesian Regret under Beta Priors). Consider the setup of

Theorem 3.6. Additionally assume that (A4) and (A6) hold. Then, the Bayesian regret of the pilot

sampling algorithm is given by

BRT,N (Pilot) ≤ min
{
N − 1,E⌊T/L(1)⌋

}[
L

β

α+ β
+ (L−K)

α

β + α+K + 1

K∏
r=0

β + r

β + α+ r

]
+

L
β

α+ β

where L := E[Li].

Proof of Corollary S2.1. Suppose that µi ∼ Beta(α, β). Therefore, 1 − µi ∼ Beta(β, α). Then
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the m-th moment of 1− µi is given by

E[(1− µi)
m] =

m−1∏
r=0

β + r

β + α+ r

Therefore,

BRT ≤ min
{
N − 1,E⌊T/L(1)⌋

}[
L

β

α+ β
+ (L−K)

α

β + α+K + 1

K∏
r=0

β + r

β + α+ r

]
+ L

β

α+ β

where L := E[Li]. □

S2.3 Sampling by lifetime

Corollary S2.2 provides an upper bound on the Bayesian regret of pilot sampling when we sample

by lifetimes. At first glance, the asymptotic order does not match with Theorem 3.6. Here, we

have BR = O(min{N,T}N/Nm) with an inflation factor of N/Nm. To gain tractability over the

problem, we sacrificed lower-bounded
∑N

i=1 Li by
∑Nm

i=1 L(i). This is the reason we see the sum of

the order statistics in the regret resulting in an apparently larger bound (as N ≥ Nm). Since Nm is

the number of arms available to play at any time t < T , it makes sense that Nm = o(N −T/L) (we

assume T < NL as otherwise any policy is good). Therefore, N/Nm = O(N/(N − T/L)) = O(1),

which implies that BR = O(min{N,T}). Thus, the asymptotic behavior matches that of the

variant that uniformly samples arms. This is exactly what we state in Corollary 3.9.

Corollary S2.2 (Pilot sampling by lifetime). Suppose that assumptions (A1), (A2), and (A7)

hold. Then the Bayesian regret of the pilot sampling algorithm when choosing arms by lifetime is

given by

BRT,N (Pilot) < min{N − 1,E⌊T/L(1)⌋}EΓ

[(
NL2∑Nm
i=1 L(i)

−K

)(
(1− µ)K − (1− µ)K+1

)
+

NL2∑Nm
i=1 L(i)

(1− µ)

]
+ EΓL(N)(1− µ),

where {L(i)}Ni=1 are the order statistics of {Li}Ni=1.
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Additionally, if we assume (A4) and (A6), then the Bayesian regret of the pilot sampling algorithm

is given by

BRT,N (Pilot) ≤ min{N − 1,E⌊T/L(1)⌋}EΓ

[(
NL2∑Nm
i=1 L(i)

−K

)
α

β + α+K + 1

K∏
r=0

β + r

β + α+ r
+

NL2∑Nm
i=1 L(i)

β

α+ β

]
+ EΓL(N)

β

α+ β

Proof of Corollary S2.2. From the proof of Theorem 3.6, we have

ERN,T ≤
N∑
i=1

P(i)
(
Li(1− µi) + (Li −K)

[
(1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

])
+

N∑
i=1

P(i)ERNi,T−Li

≤
N∑
i=1

Li∑N
j=1 Lj

(
Li(1− µi) + (Li −K)

[
(1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

])
+

N∑
i=1

Li∑N
j=1 Lj

ERNi,T−Li

= −K
(
(1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

)
+

N∑
i=1

L2
i∑N

j=1 Lj

(
(1− µi) + (1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

)
+

N∑
i=1

Li∑N
j=1 Lj

ERNi,T−Li

Here, we will use the assumption (A2) which says that there are always at least Nm arms left to

play. Therefore,
∑N

i=1 Li ≥
∑Nm

i=1 L(i) where {L(i)}Ni=1 are the order statistics of {Li}Ni=1. Let us

define LNm =
∑Nm

i=1 L(i) for brevity. Therefore,

ERN,T ≤ −K
(
(1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

)
+

N∑
i=1

L2
i

LNm

(
(1− µi) + (1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

)
+

N∑
i=1

Li∑N
i=1 Li

ERNi,T−Li

Recursively expanding ERNi,T−Li once,

ERN,T ≤ −2K
(
(1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

)
+

N∑
i=1

L2
i

LNm

(
(1− µi) + (1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

)
+

N∑
i=1

Li∑N
i=1 Li

N∑
j ̸=i

L2
j

LNm

(
(1− µj) + (1− µj)

K − (1− µj)
K+1

)
+

Lj∑N
k ̸=i Lk

ERNi,j ,T−Li−Lj

Now, look at the second and third terms. Let us call µ̃j = (1− µj) + (1− µj)
K − (1− µj)

K+1 for
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brevity. There are N copies each of L2
i µ̃i/L

Nm
for all i = 1, . . . , N where the sum of coefficients on

copies is 2− Li/
∑N

j=1 Lj . Therefore,

N∑
i=1

L2
i

LNm
µ̃i +

N∑
i=1

Li∑N
i=1 Li

N∑
j ̸=i

L2
j

LNm
µ̃j =

N∑
i=1

N∑
j ̸=i

L2
i

LNm
µ̃i +

Li∑N
i=1 Li

L2
j

LNm
µ̃j

=
N∑
i=1

(
2− Li∑N

j=1 Lj

)
L2
i

LNm
µ̃i

Thus,

ERN,T ≤ −2K
(
(1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

)
+

N∑
i=1

(
2− Li∑N

i=1

)
L2
i

LNm
µ̃i+

N∑
i=1

N∑
j ̸=i

Li∑N
i=1 Li

Lj∑N
k ̸=i Lk

ERNi,j ,T−Li−Lj

At this point, it is easy to see where this recursion is going. If we expand ERN,T m times, then

the coefficient on the first term will m; the coefficient of the terms within the second sum will

be strictly smaller than m, and; the final term will have m summations. As in our strategy for

Theorem 3.6, we can recursively expand out ERNi,T−Li for at most ⌊T/L(1)⌋ times. The behavior

of the last term is hard to analyze. There are ⌊T/L(1)⌋ summations. The kth sum is a weighted

average over N − k+1 items. To make things concrete, note that the last term corresponds to any

leftover budget that is not enough to fully play an arm. Therefore, we can bound the last term

over the arm with the longest lifetime. So, applying expectation over (µ,L) ∼ Γ before expanding

out the recursion, we have

EΓERN,T < EΓ

⌊
T

L(1)

⌋
EΓ

[
N∑
i=1

L2
i

LNm
µ̃i −K

(
(1− µi)

K − (1− µi)
K+1

)]
+ EΓLi(1− µi)

= EΓ

⌊
T

L(1)

⌋
EΓ

[
N

L2

LNm
µ̃−K

(
(1− µ)K − (1− µ)K+1

)]
+

EΓL(N)(1− µ)
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If we assume that µ ⊥ L as in (A4) and that µ ∼ Beta(α, β) as in (A6), then

BRN,T ≤ EΓ

⌊
T

L(1)

⌋
EΓ

[
NL2

LNm

β

α+ β
+

(
NL2

LNm
−K

)
α

β + α+K + 1

K∏
r=0

β + r

β + α+ r

]
+ EL(N)

β

α+ β

Finally, we need to account for the case N < T/L(1). We can do this by replacing E(T/L) with

min{N − 1,E(T/L)}. This completes the result. □

S2.4 Choosing a pilot group size

Let µ ∼ Beta(α, β) to denote the mean reward. Chakrabarti et al. (2008) impose an assumption

that the lifetime of arms is exponentially distributed with mean L. They define the following reward

function,

R(x) = E[µ] + (1− F (x))(L− 1)E[µ | µ ≥ x]

1 + (1− F (x))(L− 1)
(S2)

where F is the distribution of µ.

Equation S2 captures the trade-off between exploration and exploitation. The first term corresponds

to the action where we pull an arm once. Suppose we are given a threshold x. The second term

corresponds to the action that we pull arm i until its death given that its mean reward is larger

than x. Together, Equation S2 describes the average reward per pull when following the strategy

of pulling an arm n ≤ Li times and pulling it until its death if the reward from the first n pulls is

at least nx.

Therefore, choosing x∗ = argmaxxR(x) gives us the optimal threshold. When choosing the pilot

size K, Chakrabarti et al. (2008) show that if K = O(logL/ϵ2) the average reward per step is

R(x∗ − ϵ). We choose K (rounded to the nearest integer greater than K) such that Kx∗ = 1. In

other words, K is the optimal number of pulls before we decide to abandon or exploit the arm.

Under Assumption (A6), Lemma S2.3 gives the exact form of the reward. Equation S3 is concave for
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x ∈ [0, 1] and thus has a unique maximizer, x∗, that can be calculated using standard optimization

algorithms like gradient descent.

Lemma S2.3. For µ ∼ Beta(α, β), Equation S2 simplifies as

R(x) = α

α+ β

1 + (1− Fα+1,β(x))(L− 1)

1 + (1− Fα,β(x)(L− 1)
(S3)

where Fa,b is the distribution of Beta(a, b).

Proof of Lemma S2.3. We have µ ∼ Beta(α, β). Let f denote the density of µ. Then, Equation

S2 simplifies as

f(µ | µ ≥ x) =
f(µ, µ ≥ x)

1− F (x)

=⇒ E[µ | µ ≥ x] =
1

1− F (x)

∫ 1

x

1

B(α, β)
tα(1− t)β−1dt

=
1

1− F (x)

α

α+ β

∫ 1

x

1

B(α+ 1, β)
tα(1− t)β−1dt

=
E[µ]

1− F (x)
(1− Fα+1,β(x))

where B is the beta function and Fa,b is the distribution of a Beta(a, b) random variable. Thus,

R(x) = E[µ]
1 + (1− Fα+1,β(x))(L− 1)

1 + (1− F (x)(L− 1)

=
α

α+ β

1 + (1− Fα+1,β(x))(L− 1)

1 + (1− Fα,β(x)(L− 1)

□

S3 Asymptotic behavior of regret bounds

In Figure S1, we compare the regret bounds between Adaptive Greedy and Pilot Sampling algo-

rithms for Beta priors.

Here, we study the asymptotic behavior of the Bayesian regret bounds for a variety of Beta priors.
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(a) α = 0.1, β < 1. Regret is presented on a log scale. (b) α = 0.1, β > 1.

(c) α = 1 (d) α = 2

Figure S1: Bayesian regret bounds for Adaptive Greedy and Pilot Sampling algorithms presented
in Theorems S1.2 and S2.1 respectively. Here, we fixed N = 10, 000, Nm = 10, L = 20, T = 50000.
In each panel, we fixed α ∈ {0.1, 1, 2} and varied β ∈ [0.1, 10]. When α = 0.1, we split the regret
bounds into two plots to show the difference in the two algorithms at a meaningful scale. It is clear
that when we have a heavily right-skewed distribution, Pilot Sampling has a much smaller regret
bound compared to Adaptive Greedy (see panel (a)). This is exactly what we demonstrate in our
simulations in Section 4. When there is a heavy left-skew, Adaptive Greedy has a smaller regret
bound which is also in line with our simulations in Section 4. For other cases, when the regret
bounds are comparable, we see little to no difference in performance in our simulations.

In particular, we look at four different scenarios: (i) α < 1, (ii) α = 1, (iii) α > 1, and (iv)

β < α < 1. These are shown in Figures S2-S5 respectively. In these plots, we used the bounds

presented in Corollaries S1.2 and S2.1. In all of these plots, we fixed the ratio T/N = 0.5 and

varied N to identify when the asymptotic behavior is achieved.

From these simulations, we can immediately learn three things. First, for a fixed α, as we increase

β, the upper bounds of Pilot sampling and Adaptive Greedy get closer to each other. Second, for a

fixed β, as we increase α, the upper bounds of Pilot sampling Adaptive Greedy get closer to each
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Figure S2: In these figures, we fix α = 0.1 and vary β ∈ {0.5, 1.5, 2, 4}. Except for the case in the
top left with α < β < 1, the asymptotic behavior is reached at a reasonable N = 104. Based on
this, we can conclude that our datasets lie in this asymptotic regime. Here, we fixed T/N = 0.5.

other. Third, the asymptotic behavior occurs in the range of N between 103 (generally for smaller

α) and 106 (generally for larger α) depending on the prior distribution. The only exception is when

α < β < 1 where sometimes we need N > 1027 for the asymptotic behavior to occur.

Now, we attempt to translate some of the patterns revealed by the asymptotic bounds to our

empirical simulations. First, the size of the “asymptotic gap” between Pilot sampling and Adaptive

Greedy tells us how they compare. Note that this gap is primarily composed of the logarithmic

factors present in Theorem 3.4. Observe that, usually, the size of the gap corresponds to how much

better Pilot sampling is. Particularly, consider α < β < 1, and α = 1, β = 4. Compared with

simulations, we see that, in the former case, both Pilot sampling is better and the gap is larger. Of

course, as the gap becomes smaller, it is more likely that Adaptive Greedy performs better than

Pilot sampling in practice.

The size of this gap also corresponds with the variance of the distribution of the mean rewards.
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Figure S3: In these figures, we fix α = 1 and vary β ∈ {0.5, 1.5, 2, 4}. Again, we can conclude that
the asymptotic behavior is achieved quickly. Here, we fixed T/N = 0.5.

The larger the variance, the larger the gap. When the variability (heterogeneity) is larger, Pilot

sampling performs better. This is seen in the case with α < β < 1. With a smaller variance

(α = 1, β = 4), the heterogeneity is not large enough for Pilot sampling to beat Adaptive Greedy.

S4 Additional comparison algorithms

A naive approach. We consider a naive approach that one might take when playing the mortal

bandit. In this method, an agent may choose an arm uniformly at random and play it until it dies.

Then, the agent repeats the procedure on all remaining arms. While this sampling method is very

simple to understand and implement in practice, this method is sub-optimal as the agent does not

do any kind of learning of the mean rewards and is agnostic to the lifetimes of arms. Hence, we

dub this the “naive sampler.” This method is described in Algorithm 3.
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Figure S4: In these figures, we fix α = 2 and vary β ∈ {0.5, 1.5, 2, 4}. Again, the conclusions remain
the same. Here, we fixed T/N = 0.5.

Algorithm 3 Naive sampling

Require: T budget, N arms
1: Set t = 0
2: while t < T do
3: randomly choose an available arm i
4: Pull arm i until it dies (Li times) or we exhaust budget
5: t = t+ Li

6: end while

Thompson sampling. Thompson sampling is a sequential decision-making algorithm that uses

a Bayesian model (Thompson, 1933). While this method is very simple, its empirical performance

makes it highly competitive and has been shown to theoretically achieve optimal performance by

Chapelle and Li (2011) and Agrawal and Goyal (2012) in the standard bandit setting.

Consider the Beta-Bernoulli model, µi ∼ Beta(αi, βi) and Xi | µi ∼ Bernoulli(µi). In our problem,

this models the infectiousness of a person i with µ representing their per-contact infectivity and X

representing whether a random contact of person i gets infected.
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Figure S5: In these figures, we fix α = 0.9 and vary β ∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9}. Again, the conclusions
remain the same. Here, we fixed T/N = 0.5.

The algorithm works the following way. First, we assign the mean reward of all arms the same Beta

prior. This can, and often will, be different from the prior from which µi originally came from. For

simplicity, we may choose the uniform prior i.e., Beta(1, 1). Then, we draw µ̃i for every arm. We

pick the arm with the largest µ̃i and pull it once. Using the observed Xi, we update arm i’s prior.

Algorithm 4 formally describes the method.

Thompson sampling leverages heterogeneity in mean rewards by assigning it a prior distribution.

This allows us to model each arm’s mean reward independently. By randomly sampling from and

updating the Beta model during each iteration, Thompson sampling enables us to efficiently explore

the pool of arms.

Despite being mathematically simple, Thompson sampling can be cumbersome to implement in

practice. Theoretically, Thompson sampling invests a lot of resources in pulling randomly chosen

arms, one at a time, before identifying the arm with the largest reward. In a setting such as contact

tracing. it can be logistically difficult to test randomly during an outbreak of a disease.
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Algorithm 4 Thompson sampling

Require: T budget, N arms, (α, β) initial priors
1: For every person i ∈ I, assign them prior parameters (α, β)
2: t = 0
3: while t < T do
4: t = t+ 1
5: Sample µ̃i ∼ Beta(αi, βi) for arm i that is alive
6: Find k = argmaxi µ̃i

7: Pull arm k to get reward Xk

8: if Xk = 1 then
9: Add infection as a new arm and assign priors (α, β)

10: Update αk ← αk + 1
11: else
12: Update βk ← βk + 1
13: end if
14: Remove arm k if is dead
15: end while
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S5 Additional Simulations

S5.1 Visualizing Beta distributions

In Figure S6, we visualize the probability densities of different Beta distributions we use in our

simulations.

Figure S6: Densities of the various Beta distributions used in the simulations.
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S5.2 Simulations with branching

Recall that in Section 3, we worked under the assumption that new arms do not appear for the

tractability of the problem. Here, we confront that assumption as well and show that the conclusions

we draw are robust. In particular, we perform a second set of simulations where we introduce

branching i.e., when we get a reward Xi = 1, this creates a new arm. This kind of branching is

common in applications such as contact tracing where uncovering an infection presents a new set

of contacts to test.

As in the simulations without branching, we will consider two regimes for the lifetime of arms –

Poisson and heavy-tailed Pareto. In the first set of simulations, we set the initial number of arms

N = 10, the average lifetime to λ = 500, and the budget to T = 50, 000. The results are shown in

Figure S7. The trends largely agree with the simulations without branching in 1. A key distinction

we note is that in the simulations without branching, there appeared to be a critical point when

Pilot Sampling began outperforming Adaptive Greedy. And as the distribution became more and

more right-skewed, that critical point kept moving further toward the end of the time horizon. In the

simulations with branching, there does not seem to be such a critical point. This can be attributed

to how Adaptive Greedy sampling works. At the beginning of the game, Adaptive Greedy sampling

estimates the mean reward for all arms that are playable for the entire time horizon (see line 5 of

Algorithm 1). This gives it a distinct advantage over the other methods, which do not perform this

preparation, allowing it to shine in the non-branching case. This advantage is lost when new arms

appear for which Adaptive Greedy does not have a mean reward estimate.

We perform similar simulations with λ = 10 and T = 1000 in Appendix S5.4.

In the final set of simulations, the lifetime was drawn from a Pareto distribution with shape pa-

rameter 0.6 and location parameter 1. The results are shown in Figure S8 and also agree with the

simulations without branching.
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Figure S7: Cumulative reward over the total time horizon for different policies and various reward
distributions based on data simulated with branching and Poisson(500) lifetime. The axes are
normalized to facilitate visual comparison. Thompson sampling is in black; pilot sampling with
uniform sampling and lifetime sampling are in dark blue and light blue respectively; adaptive
greedy with uniform sampling and sampling by lifetime are in red and pink respectively, and;
naive sampling is in grey. Pilot sampling performs better when the rewards are right-skewed
while adaptive greedy performs better when rewards are left-skewed or rewards have low variance.
In other cases, no one policy dominates others. Again, Thompson sampling appears to perform
consistently well in all scenarios. In this setup, sampling by degree seems identical to sampling
uniformly for pilot sampling while sampling uniformly is better for adaptive greedy. These results
are identical to simulations without branching in Figure 1.
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Figure S8: Cumulative reward over the total time horizon for different policies and various reward
distributions based on data simulated with branching and Pareto(1, 0.6) lifetime. The axes are
normalized to facilitate visual comparison. Thompson sampling is in black; pilot sampling with
uniform sampling and lifetime sampling are in dark blue and light blue respectively; adaptive
greedy with uniform sampling and sampling by lifetime are in red and pink respectively, and; naive
sampling is in grey. Pilot sampling performs in all scenarios except for heavily left-skewed rewards.
In this setup, there is no clear winner between sampling by degree and sampling arms uniformly for
pilot sampling while sampling by lifetime is better for adaptive greedy. These results are identical
to simulations without branching in Figure 2.

S5.3 Choosing a pilot group size with a misspecified prior

Now, we turn to a key assumption regarding Pilot sampling. In order to choose an appropriate pilot

group size, K, we need to know the distribution of the mean rewards. Of course, one could choose
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Figure S9: Performance of Pilot sampling with various group sizes, K. Here, µ ∼ Beta(0.09, 0.61)
and average degree was 10. K = 1 is green, K = 2 is red, K = 3 is blue, K = 4 is black, K = 5
is orange, K = 6 is light blue, K = 7 is brown, and K = 8 is pink. The grey line corresponds to
Naive sampling. There is a large variability in our performance as we change the size of the pilot
group. So when the priors are incorrectly specified, we might end up choosing a sub-optimal pilot
group size.

an arbitrary K and still successfully run Pilot sampling, but we are not guaranteed to achieve

optimal performance. To demonstrate this, we will perform some simulations. Consider the case

where Pilot sampling is the best in Figure 1. The mean rewards are drawn from Beta(0.09, 0.61).

We repeat the data generation with S = 10, λ = 10, and N = 1000. We compare the performance

of Pilot sampling with K = {1, . . . , 8} in Figure S9. Although the plot is cluttered, it is easy to

see that the difference in performance is large. While they all seem to outperform Naive sampling

(increasing K → ∞ will make Pilot sampling identical to Naive sampling), the choice of optimal

K is unclear. This is a big drawback of Pilot sampling when we do not know the distribution of

mean rewards. In such cases, Thompson sampling or Adaptive Greedy is favorable as they do not

need any parameter tuning. (Thompson sampling needs initial conditions for a prior, but in our

simulations, we found that the choice of initial conditions does not impact performance, even when
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the correct priors are provided.)

S5.4 Simulations with smaller average degree

In these simulations, we fix N = 10, λ = 10, and T = 1000. We varied the parameters of the Beta

distribution. For Thompson sampling, we initialized the prior distribution at Beta(1, 1), a uniform

prior. The results without branching are shown in Figure S10. And the results with branching are

shown in Figure S11.

S6 Real data

Properties of these datasets are summarized in Table S1. Estimated PCI parameters are described

in Table S2. We estimated the PCI using the Bayes shrinkage estimator and used the method of

moments to estimate the parameters of the Beta model. The optimal pilot group size was chosen

as described in Appendix S2.4.

Region People traced Tests administered Positive infections

Punjab, Pakistan 165,072 1,911,669 36,868

Punjab, India 2,077 18,284 1,620

Southern India 88,616 649,990 27,196

Table S1: Properties of data collected as a part of contact tracing efforts of COVID-19 in 2020

Figure S12 is identical to Figure 4 but the axes reflect absolute numbers i.e., they are not normalized.

To compare with the Poisson and Pareto lifetime distributions we used in the simulations in Section

4, we found the maximum likelihood estimates of the parameters in Poisson and Pareto distribu-

tions. These are shown in Table S3. To visualize how well they compare to the observed lifetimes,

we use a P-P plot to compare the theoretical and empirical CDFs in Figure S13. Just from these

plots, it is unclear if either distribution is a good fit for the observed data. For instance, the Pareto

distribution captures the third quantile in all cases and Poisson captures the median in the Pun-

jab, Pakistan data but only the third quantile for the other two. The Poisson distribution tries

64



0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Budget

C
um

ul
at

iv
e 

re
w

ar
d

Right skew, Beta(0.09, 0.6)

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Budget

C
um

ul
at

iv
e 

re
w

ar
d

Right skew, Beta(1, 3)

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Budget

C
um

ul
at

iv
e 

re
w

ar
d

Uniform, Beta(1, 1)

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Budget

C
um

ul
at

iv
e 

re
w

ar
d

Low variance, Beta(10, 10)

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Budget

C
um

ul
at

iv
e 

re
w

ar
d

Left skew, Beta(3, 1)

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Budget

C
um

ul
at

iv
e 

re
w

ar
d

Left skew, Beta(0.6, 0.09)

Figure S10: Cumulative reward over the total time horizon for different policies and various reward
distributions based on data simulated without branching and Poisson(10) lifetime. The axes are
normalized to facilitate visual comparison. Thompson sampling is in black; pilot sampling with
uniform sampling and lifetime sampling are in dark blue and light blue respectively; adaptive
greedy with uniform sampling and sampling by lifetime are in red and pink respectively, and; naive
sampling is in grey. These results are identical to simulations with a larger mean degree in Figure
1.

to capture the median of the observation but is unable to account for the overdispersion. Pareto

distribution does a better job of accounting for the overdispersion but loses out on the behavior

around the median. It does appear to approximate the dataset from southern India well. Overall,

these plots indicate that the distribution of the observed lifetimes does not have a heavy tail, which
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Figure S11: Cumulative reward over the total time horizon for different policies and various reward
distributions based on data simulated with branching and Poisson(10) lifetime. The axes are
normalized to facilitate visual comparison. Thompson sampling is in black; pilot sampling with
uniform sampling and lifetime sampling are in dark blue and light blue respectively; adaptive
greedy with uniform sampling and sampling by lifetime are in red and pink respectively, and; naive
sampling is in grey. These results are identical to simulations with a larger mean degree in Figure
S7.

is indicated by the blue curve (corresponding to the Pareto distribution) lying below the grey curve

as we approach 1 in all panels of Figure S13.
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Region Beta parameters (α, β) Optimal x∗ (Γ(x∗)) Pilot group size

Punjab, Pakistan (0.0877, 2.0681) 0.1902 (0.1902) 6

Punjab, India (0.1382, 0.8830) 0.5902 (0.5902) 2

Southern India (0.1228 0.9709) 0.3415 (0.3415) 3

Table S2: Estimated parameters for each dataset. All PCI distributions are right-skewed.

Figure S12: The top left figure shows results on Punjab, Pakistan dataset. The top right figure
shows results on the Punjab, India dataset. The bottom figure shows results on the southern India
dataset. Pilot sampling and Thompson sampling are clearly doing better when we have branching
data (both Punjab datasets). However, Thompson sampling may be logistically difficult making
pilot sampling favorable when implementing contact tracing. This is identical to Figure 4 except
for the axes’ scales.
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Region Estimated Poisson mean Estimated Pareto location and shape

Punjab, Pakistan 10.58 (1, 0.51)

Punjab, India 26.62 (1, 0.39)

Southern India 6.36 (1, 0.71)

Table S3: Estimated lifetime parameters for each dataset.

Figure S13: The top left figure shows the P-P plot for the Punjab, Pakistan dataset. The top
right figure shows the P-P plot for the Punjab, India dataset. The bottom figure shows the P-P
plot for the southern India dataset. Pareto distribution seems to be a better fit than the Poisson
distribution in all datasets reinforcing our belief that real-world networks tend to have heavy tails.

S7 Some useful results

Lemma S7.1 (Lemma 4.2 of Bayati et al. (2020)). Let {Xi}∞i=1 be an i.i.d. sequence of Bern(µ)

random variables. Let
∑n

i=1Xi/n as the sample mean of the first n random variables. For ϵ < 1/6
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and µ ≥ 1− ϵ,

P(∃n : Mn < 1− 2ϵ) ≤ 1− exp(−0.3)
2

Lemma S7.2 (Lemma 4.3 of Bayati et al. (2020)). Suppose that Pµ is a distribution with mean µ

and support [0, 1]. Let {Xi}∞i=1 be a sequence of i.i.d. random variables with distribution Pµ. Define

Mn =
∑n

i=1Xi/n as the sample mean of the first n random variables. If Pµ is 1-subgaussian, then

for any ϵ > 0,

P(∃n : Mn < µ− ϵ) ≤ exp(−ϵ2/2)

Lemma S7.3 (Lemma D.3 of Bayati et al. (2020)). Suppose that the distribution of µ ∼ Q is

γ-regular i.e., P(µ > 1− ϵ) = Θ(ϵγ). Then,

EQ

[
I(1− µ > 3ϵ)min

{(
1 +

1

1− µ− 2ϵ

)
, T (1− µ)

}]
≤ C0


5 + log(1/ϵ), γ = 1

C(γ), γ > 1

C(γ)min
(√

T , 1/ϵ
)1−γ

, γ < 1

where C(γ) is a constant that depends only on γ.
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