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Abstract

Respondent-driven sampling (RDS) is widely used to study hidden or hard-to-

reach populations by incentivizing study participants to recruit their social connec-

tions. The success and efficiency of RDS can depend critically on the nature of the

incentives, including their number, value, call to action, etc. Standard RDS uses an

incentive structure that is set a priori and held fixed throughout the study. Thus, it

does not make use of accumulating information on which incentives are effective and

for whom. We propose a reinforcement learning (RL) based adaptive RDS study

design in which the incentives are tailored over time to maximize cumulative util-

ity during the study. We show that these designs are more efficient, cost-effective,

and can generate new insights into the social structure of hidden populations. In

addition, we develop methods for valid post-study inference which are non-trivial

due to the adaptive sampling induced by RL as well as the complex dependencies

among subjects due to latent (unobserved) social network structure. We provide

asymptotic regret bounds and illustrate its finite sample behavior through a suite

of simulation experiments.

∗Department of Statistical Science, Duke University, justin.weltz@duke.edu
†Department of Neurosurgery and Neurology, Duke University, angela.yoon@duke.edu
‡Department of Computer Science and Statistics, University of Rhode Island, yichizhang@uri.edu
§Department of Statistical Science, Duke University, alexander.volfovsky@duke.edu
¶Department of Statistical Science, Duke University, eric.laber@duke.edu

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

01
50

5v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 2
 J

an
 2

02
5



Social network data are at the forefront of healthcare research. It is widely acknowl-

edged that a better understanding of community social structure can provide insights

into the prevalence of mental illnesses such as depression, transmittable diseases such as

HIV, syphilis, and COVID, and other conditions like obesity and type-II diabetes (Ma

et al., 2007; Tabák et al., 2012; Eisenberg et al., 2013; Perry et al., 2018). Currently,

available methodologies for studying the underlying social network in a community fall

broadly into two categories: (1) complete community census (such as in the Framingham

Heart Study, Mahmood et al., 2014), or (2) network sampling algorithms. The magnitude

of modern healthcare needs makes complete censuses nearly unachievable (and generally

impractical) as the relevant sampling frames are usually unknown. Consequently, net-

work sampling techniques have proven invaluable (see Raifman et al., 2022, for a recent

survey).

Respondent-driven sampling (RDS) is a network sampling algorithm based on par-

ticipant referral which is frequently employed for surveillance in public health research

(Heckathorn, 1997; Wejnert and Heckathorn, 2011; Heckathorn and Cameron, 2017). RDS

begins with an initial group (usually a convenience sample) of individuals who are given

a limited number of coupons and asked to recruit other members of the population of

interest by giving them one of the coupons directly or by providing their contact infor-

mation to the research team. Recipients of these initial coupons redeem them with study

researchers; they are then compensated, interviewed, and given new coupons to recruit

additional subjects. This process continues until a sufficient sample is generated, the

study budget or duration is reached, or some other stopping criterion is met.

The attributes of the coupons, e.g., their number, value, call to action, expiration

date, etc., can play a critical role in shaping the evolution of the RDS process. However,

in standard RDS, researchers give each participant an identical coupon allocation which

is typically based on convention rather than characteristics of the population under study

(Goel and Salganik, 2010). This is inefficient in that coupon return rates, population cov-

erage, and cost may be poor relative to what could be achieved with a tailored coupon

allocation. Despite being widely recognized, attempts to address this issue have been
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scarce. Lunagómez et al. (2018) proposed calibrating the number of coupons by simulat-

ing RDS under a parametric model and an informative prior, but they do not consider

adapting coupon allocations to information accumulating during the study. McFall et al.

(2021) ran a two-stage RDS study in which an initial RDS study was used to identify

characteristics of participants likely to be successful recruiters, then in a subsequent RDS

study, participants with these characteristics were given extra coupons (see VanOrsdale,

2023, for an extensive simulation study of such two-stage designs). Two-stage designs

make use of interim data but include only a single adaptation step and require indepen-

dent samples collected across two studies, which is often impractical.

We use reinforcement learning (RL, Sutton and Barto, 2018) to adapt coupon allo-

cations over time within a single RDS study in such a way that some study objective

is optimized. Example study objectives include maximizing information about disease

prevalence and reaching as many individuals in the target population as possible un-

der budget and time constraints. Our approach uses a Markov branching process (Sev-

ast’yanov and Zubkov, 1974; Athreya et al., 2004) as a working model to guide coupon

allocation during the study. However, for post-study inference, we do not assume that

this model is correct. Instead, we develop a novel projection confidence set that provides

valid finite sample coverage for a large class of functionals of the generative model, even

when the true model is not identifiable under RDS. This is non-trivial as we are com-

bining two procedures which are notorious for their inferential challenges: (i) RDS which

is complicated by differential response probabilities, homophily, and other design effects

(Goel and Salganik, 2010; Gile and Handcock, 2010; Tomas and Gile, 2011; Lu et al.,

2012; Roch and Rohe, 2018; Rohe, 2019); and (ii) adaptive RL-based experimentation

for which standard bootstrap or normality based inference procedures can fail to provide

nominal coverage (Deshpande et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2020; Bibaut et al., 2021; Zhan

et al., 2023; Bibaut and Kallus, 2024). To address these complications, we develop valid

post adaptive-experimentation inference procedures for M -estimators constructed from

Markov decision processes (MDPs, Putterman, 1994), a result which is of independent

interest. In simulation experiments, our proposed procedure, which we term RL-RDS,
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significantly improves efficiency relative to static and two-stage RDS designs. Further-

more, the projection confidence sets deliver nominal coverage without being excessively

conservative.

The contributions of this work are summarized as follows: (1) we develop the first

principled framework for adaptive RDS using RL; (2) we show that a Markov branching

process approximation to the RDS process is useful for guiding online adaptation; (3) we

prove regret bounds for our RL algorithm under the Markov branching process model; and

(4) we develop valid finite sample inference methods for adaptive-RDS without requiring

identifiability.

In Section 1, we review RDS. In Section 2, we introduce our branching process ap-

proximation and RL-based adaptive coupon selection. In Section 2.1, we present regret

bounds for the branching process approximation. In Section 3, we introduce our infer-

ence approach and prove that confidence regions constructed by this procedure achieve

nominal coverage in finite samples and concentrate asymptotically. Lastly, in Section 4,

we present a suite of simulation experiments comparing RL-RDS, static, and two-stage

designs.

1 Setup and Notation

An RDS study recruits participants in epochs or waves. The initial epoch, which com-

prises individuals E0 ⊆ N, is typically collected as a convenience sample. Generally, we

use i to index interim study participants organized in epochs and v to index interim study

participants ordered by arrival time. Each participant i ∈ E0 receives an allocation of

coupons Ai ∈ A to distribute among their social contacts. These coupons explain the

study and encourage participation by offering an incentive. The data collected in the

zeroth epoch are thus Z0 ≜ {(Ti,X i, Yi,Ai, Ci) : i ∈ E0}, where Ti ∈ R+ is the arrival

time of participant i, X i ∈ X ⊆ Rp are their covariates, Yi ∈ Y ⊆ [0, 1] is an outcome

of interest, Ai ∈ A is their coupon allocation, and Ci ∈ R+ is the cost of their recruit-

ment. The set of individuals in epoch j ≥ 1 is denoted by Ej ⊆ N \ {∪j′<jEj′} and their
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associated data are Zj ≜ {(Ri, Ti,X i, Yi,Ai, Ci) : i ∈ Ej}, where Ri ∈ Ej−1 denotes the

recruiter of individual i ∈ Ej. Individuals in each epoch are given coupons to recruit the

next epoch until available resources are depleted or another stopping criterion is met; for

concreteness, we assume that the study terminates the first time the total cost exceeds a

fixed budget D. Figure (1) illustrates the evolution of an RDS sample.

We note that the covariates X i and the outcome Yi may (though they need not) be

measured simultaneously. Even if this is the case, Yi is distinguished by its role in defining

the adaptive RDS algorithm’s objective. As detailed below, we define an optimal coupon

allocation strategy as one that maximizes the cumulative sum of the outcome across the

sample. For example, in an RDS study of people who inject drugs, the outcome may be

choosing to be tested for HIV, and participant attributes might include demographic in-

formation, PrEP use, history of STI testing, and attitudes and intentions related to risky

behaviors (Risser et al., 2009). In an RDS study targeting colorectal cancer screening

among non-utilizers of a healthcare system, participant attributes might include demo-

graphic information, family medical history, previous FIT or colonoscopy screening, and

risk factors for colorectal cancer. The outcome might be a participant’s screening in-

tention. Post-selection inference could focus on the distribution of the covariates, the

outcome, or both (Cooks et al., 2022).

Let J denote the total number of epochs. We use an overline to represent history so

that EJ ≜
⋃
j≤J Ej are the complete sets of study participants, and ZJ ≜

⋃
j≤J Zj are the

data that correspond to the members of EJ . For simplicity, we assume that subjects are

processed sequentially; i.e., no two individuals arrive at exactly the same time. Therefore,

the data may be equivalently represented asDκ ≜ {(Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av, Cv)}κv=1, in which

individuals are indexed by their arrival times.

Under adaptive RDS, when an individual arrives in the study, they are assigned a

coupon allocation based on accumulated information on all prior participants. Let Hv ∈

Hv denote the information available to researchers at the time the vth subject is given

their coupon allocation Av ∈ A. For each Hv = hv, let ψv(hv) ⊆ A denote the set of

allowable coupon combinations given hv (e.g., this set may be restricted to ensure budget
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constraints are not violated). A deterministic allocation strategy πππ = (π1, π2, . . .) ∈ Π is

a sequence of functions such that πv : Hv → A and πv(hv) ∈ ψv(hv) for all hv. The set

Π can be restricted to exclude allocation strategies that are inherently unfair or harmful

or to improve the tractability of finding the optimal allocation strategy. We define an

optimal allocation strategy, πππopt ∈ Π, as maximizing the expected value of the cumulative

outcome across the RDS sample.

We formalize the optimal allocation strategy within the potential outcomes framework

(Rubin, 1978; Splawa-Neyman et al., 1990). For each v ≥ 2, let Hv∗(av−1) denote the

potential history under the sequence of coupon allocations av−1 ≜ (a1, a2, . . . , av−1). For

any deterministic allocation strategy πππ ∈ Π, the potential history at time v ≥ 2 is

Hv∗(πππ) ≜
∑
av−1

Hv∗(av−1)
v−1∏
k=1

I
[
πk
{
Hk∗(ak−1)

}
= ak

]
,

where we have defined H1∗(a0) ≡ H1 and I(u) as an indicator of the event u. Similarly,

for each individual v, let Y v∗(πππ) be the potential outcome and Cv∗(πππ) the potential cost

under πππ. The potential number of participants under allocation strategy πππ is thus

n∗(πππ) ≜ inf

{
g :

g∑
v=1

Cv∗(πππ) > D

}
.

We assume that there exists Q ∈ N such that supπππ∈Π n
∗(πππ) ≤ Q almost surely; in

application, this incurs no loss in generality. Let ∆v∗(πππ) be an indicator that the budget

has not been exceeded when individual v enters the study under πππ. For each n ∈ N,

define the history-value function of πππ at hn as

V n(hn,πππ) ≜ E

{
Q∑
v=n

∆v∗(πππ)Y v∗(πππ)
∣∣Hn = hn

}
,

where this expectation is over the sampling process. An optimal allocation strategy, πππopt,

satisfies V n(hn,πππopt) ≥ V n(hn,πππ) for each n, all feasible πππ, and hn ∈ Hn.

We identify πππopt in terms of the data-generating model by making a series of assump-

tions that are standard for sequential decision problems (Tsiatis et al., 2019). Define the
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collection of all potential outcomes as

W ≜
{
Hv∗(av−1), Y v∗(av), Cv∗(av) : av ∈ ψv

{
Hv∗(av−1)

}}
v≥1

.

Assumption 1 (Strong ignorability). For all v ∈ N, W ⊥ Av|Hv.

Assumption 2 (Consistency). For all v ∈ N, Hv = Hv∗(A
v−1

), Y v = Y v∗(A
v
), and

Cv = C∗v(A
v
); i.e., the observed histories, outcomes, and costs are equal to their coun-

terfactual counterparts under the coupon allocations actually given.

Assumption 3 (Positivity). For all v ∈ N, hv ∈ Hv and a ∈ ψv(hv), there exists ϵ > 0

such that P(Av = a|Hv = hv) ≥ ϵ.

Under these assumptions, one can express the likelihood for the counterfactual cu-

mulative outcome under any coupon allocation strategy in terms of the data-generating

model (Robins, 2004). However, the curvature of this likelihood may be zero or near zero

in some regions of the parameter space even under simple network models (Crawford

et al., 2018; Weltz et al., 2024). Consequently, estimators of parameters indexing the

RDS process can be extremely volatile and online learning based on such estimators is

similarly volatile, especially in small samples. To make online learning tractable, one must

impose additional structure on the model. This could be done through an informative

prior, though such priors are difficult to posit and have been shown to exert unaccept-

ably large influence on the operating characteristics of resulting estimators (Weltz et al.,

2024). Instead, we posit a simple branching process working model that is parsimonious

and stable when fit to the RDS data as it accumulates, yet flexible enough to capture

salient features of the RDS process for online learning. As noted previously, we do not

require this model be correctly specified.

2 Reinforcement Learning for RDS

Most inferential techniques for RDS are based on simplifications of the RDS process

(Heckathorn, 1997; Rohe, 2015; Crawford et al., 2018) or graph model (Gile and Hand-

7



1 1

2

4

3

5 7

6

10

9

11

8

Epoch 1 Epoch 2 Epoch 3

Time

1

2

4

3

Figure 1: RDS is a complex stochastic process that samples without replacement over a
social network. The observed RDS sample is composed of coupon exchanges, illustrated
by arrows (→). The unobserved connections between sample participants are represented
as dashed lines ( ). The observed data resembles a branching process.

cock, 2015; Gile, 2011) because the network structure is often only weakly identifiable

from the sample (Weltz et al., 2024). Consequently, these estimators can be biased and

unstable. Instead of estimating the graph dynamics directly, we posit a partially control-

lable branching process as a working model for RDS. This model captures relationships

between recruiters and recruits, and its tractable likelihood facilitates asymptotic regret

guarantees and robust inference techniques. However, we emphasize that our inferential

approach in Section 3 does not assume the branching process model is correct.

LetM v be the number of recruits of participant v,Xv = (Xv
1, . . . ,X

v
Mv) the collection

of their covariates, Y v = (Y v
1 , . . . , Y

v
Mv) their response statuses, and T v = (T v1 , . . . , T

v
Mv)

their response times. We write X0,Y 0,A0, and T 0 to denote the information collected

in the initial sample, treating the first epoch as recruits of a fictional recruiter “zero.”

We posit a branching process working model that factors as

J∏
j=1

∏
v∈Ej

f(Y v|Xv,T v,M v,Av,Hv)f(Xv|T v,M v,Av,Hv)×

f(T v|M v,Av,Hv)f(M v|Av,Hv)f(Av|Hv),

(1)

where we define f(A0|H0) = f(A0) and assume that Cv is a known function of (Xv,

Av, Y v,T v,Xv,Y v). According to this model, the recruits associated with recruiter v

are not affected by the coupon allocation to individual v′ (or recruits of v′) if v′ > v.
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During the RDS process, our goal is to guide incentive allocation to maximize the

expected cumulative outcome. This outcome is chosen to characterize study effectiveness,

e.g., an indicator that a participant consents to disease screening. Online sequential

decision making to optimize a cumulative objective fits naturally within the framework

of reinforcement learning (RL; Sutton and Barto, 2018). Thompson sampling is an RL

algorithm that has been shown to possess favorable theoretical properties and strong

empirical performance on a wide range of problems (Chapelle and Li, 2011; Agrawal

and Goyal, 2013; Gopalan et al., 2014; Gopalan and Mannor, 2015; Russo and Van Roy,

2016; Russo et al., 2018; Laber et al., 2018). However, it has never been studied as

an approach to optimal allocation in RDS. This context is especially challenging due to

budget constraints and complex dependence between study participants.

We consider a class of parametric models for the components of the branching pro-

cess, specified in Equation (1), which we index by βββ = (βββy,βββt,βββx,βββm) ∈ B, where B

is a bounded, open subset of Rk. The contribution to the joint density from the vth

participant is composed of the following components

f (Y v|Xv,T v,M v,Av,Hv) = f (Y v|Xv,T v,M v,Av,Hv;βββy) ,

f (Xv|T v,M v,Av,Hv) = f (Xv|T v,M v,Av,Hv;βββx) ,

f (T v|M v,Av,Hv) = f (T v|M v,Av,Hv;βββt) ,

f (M v|Av,Hv) = f (M v|Av,Hv;βββm) .

(2)

To approximate an optimal strategy after each participant’s arrival, we use the branch-

ing process model to simulate potential futures starting from the current RDS sample.

Recall that Q ∈ N is defined such that supπππ n
∗(πππ) ≤ Q almost surely. For any n ∈ N,

hn ∈ Hn, πππ ∈ ΠΠΠ, βββ ∈ B, and B ∈ N, we denote by KB(hn,πππ;βββ) a set of B trajectories

of length Q − n simulated under βββ. For b ∈ B, the trajectory begins with the RDS

information collected so far, Hn
b,πππ,βββ = hn, and the coupons, Aℓ

b,πππ,βββ, are assigned according

to πℓ(Hℓ
b,πππ,βββ) for ℓ = n, n+ 1, . . . , Q, i.e.,

KB(hn,πππ;βββ) ≜
{(
Y n
b,πππ,βββ,H

n
b,πππ,βββ,A

n
b,πππ,βββ, Y

n+1
b,πππ,βββ,H

n+1
b,πππ,βββ,A

n+1
b,πππ,βββ, . . . ,Y

Q
b,πππ,βββ,H

Q
b,πππ,βββ

)}B
b=1

.
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These simulated trajectories will be used to approximate an optimal strategy, πππopt. Under

Assumptions 1-2, the history-value function reduces to

V n(hn,πππ;βββ) = Eβββ

{
Q∑
v=n

∆v(πππ)Y v(πππ)
∣∣Hn = hn

}

for any βββ ∈ B, n ∈ N, history Hn = hn, and πππ ∈ ΠΠΠ. Under Assumption 3, this expecta-

tion can be estimated by averaging cumulative reward over the simulated trajectories,

V̂ n
B (h

n,πππ;βββ) =

∑B
b=1

(∑Q
v=n∆

v
b,πππ,βββY

v
b,πππ,βββ

)
B

.

The estimated optimal policy under βββ upon observing Hn = hn is thus π̂ππnB(h
n;βββ) ∈

argmaxπππ∈Π V̂
n
B (h

n,πππ;βββ).

Deciding between allocations that appear to be optimal given current estimated pa-

rameter values and those that might improve parameter estimates and thereby lead to bet-

ter decisions in the future is a fundamental problem in reinforcement learning. This bal-

ance between information gain and optimization is commonly known as the exploration-

exploitation trade-off in statistics and computer science (Berry and Fristedt, 1985; Sutton

and Barto, 2018; Szepesvári, 2010; Slivkins et al., 2019; Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2020).

We consider a variant of Thompson sampling with clipping (Zhang et al., 2020) to ensure

sufficient exploration when determining coupon allocations.

At each decision point, our method samples a coupon allocation for the newest study

participant approximately proportional to the probability that it is optimal. Let β̂ββ
n
be

an estimator of the parameters indexing the banching process model based on a sample

of size n ∈ N 1, and P̂ n denote an estimator of the sampling distribution of β̂ββ
n
. Given

state Hn = hn and πππ ∈ ΠΠΠ, let

ρ̂nB(h
n,πππ) =

∫
I
{
πππ ∈ argmax

πππ∈ΠΠΠ
V̂ n
B (h

n,πππ;βββ)

}
dP̂ n(βββ)

1In application, a natural choice for this statistic (and the one we use for the simulations in Section 4)
is the maximum likelihood estimator for the parameters indexing the branching process model; however
the theory holds more generally.
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be the estimated confidence that πππ is the optimal policy. If ρ̂nB(h
n,πππ) is high, it means

that πππ maximizes the cumulative reward under the points in P̂ n(βββ) that are most likely.

Additionally, for an ∈ ψn(hn), let

ξ̂nB(h
n, an) =

∫
ΠΠΠ

I {πn(hn) = an} dρ̂nB(hn,πππ)

be the estimated probability that an is the optimal action. Thompson sampling with

clipping at level ϵ ∈ (0, 1) selects action An = an with probability proportional to

min
[
1− ϵ,max

{
ϵ, ξ̂nB(h

n, an)
}]

. Lemma 11.1 in the Supplemental Materials shows that

this clipping constraint satisfies the following assumption, which is needed for the theo-

retical developments in the next section.

Assumption 4 (Bounded action selection probabilities). For all v ∈ N, assume there

exists ρmin, ρmax ∈ R+ such that ρmin ≤
√

1/P (Av|Hv) ≤ ρmax with probability one.

We provide justification for the proposed variant of Thompson Sampling with the branch-

ing process approximation in the following section.

2.1 Asymptotic Regret Bounds

In this section, we show that if the branching model is correctly specified, then Thompson

Sampling with clipping achieves optimal regret. This result is both novel in its own right

and justifies the use of Thompson Sampling for coupon allocation with our branching

process approximation.

Recall that B is a bounded, open subset of Rk for k ∈ N. We assume a parametric

model indexed by fixed but unknown parameter βββ∗ ∈ B. We construct a weighted

maximum likelihood estimator of βββ∗ by extending the M-estimation approach described

in Zhang et al. (2021) to general MDPs. Zhang et al. show that the maximum likelihood

estimator (MLE) constructed from adaptively sampled data in a linear contextual bandit

can converge to a non-normal limit when two arms have the same mean reward. A normal

asymptotic limit is obtained by re-weighting the likelihood by a function of the propensity

score in such a way that the asymptotic variance is stabilized (see also Deshpande et al.,
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2018; Hadad et al., 2021; Zhan et al., 2023; Bibaut and Kallus, 2024; Zhan et al., 2024).

In RL for RDS this re-weighting will depend on the coupon assignment distribution.

We consider an asymptotic regime based on complete generations (epochs) of study

participants. For j ∈ N and i ∈ Ej−1, we restrict the information available before the

coupon allocation to participant i to Zj−1. Additionally, we do not use coupon allocation

information associated with individuals in the same epoch as the current study partici-

pant. Define r(i) to be the rank of participant i’s arrival time; (i.e., if participant i were

the third participant in the study, then r(i) = 3). For j ∈ N and i ∈ Ej−1, we assume

that the coupon allocation for participant i is based on historical information, H i, that

is an element of sigma field

σ
[
{(Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av, Cv)}r(i)v=1 ∩

(
Zj−1 \ {Ai}i∈Ej−1

)]
. (3)

Define the complete information associated with the recruits of individual i as

Di ≜ {Y i,X i,T i,Mi,Ai} ∈ D , and define the field associated with the first j generations

as Fj ≜ σ(Zj\{Ai}i∈Ej). In addition, under the branching process model, we assume that

the individuals in generation Zj are conditionally independent given Fj−1 and {Ai}i∈Ej−1
,

so that

P
(
{Di}i∈Ej−1

| {Ai}i∈Ej−1
,Fj−1

)
=
∏
i∈Ej−1

P (Di | Ai,Fj−1) .

Define the “complete generation” likelihood as

J∏
j=1

P (Zj|Fj−1) =
J∏
j=1

∏
i∈Ej−1

P ({Y i,X i,T i,Mi} |Ai,Fj−1)P (Ai|H i) , (4)

where the equality follows from Equation (3) under which P
(
Ai|Fj−1, {Dk}k∈Ej−1,k ̸=i

)
=

P (Ai|Fj−1) = P (Ai|H i).

In our context, the estimated optimal policy need not converge to a fixed strategy

because of the non-stationarity of the branching process we use to model RDS. Conse-

quently, as anticipated by the literature on inference after adaptive sampling, the asymp-

totic behavior of the MLE based on (4) is difficult to characterize (Bibaut and Kallus,
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2024). However, we are able to obtain a parametric rate of convergence after a suitable

re-weighting of the likelihood. Let π̂ππ be the policy followed by the reinforcement algo-

rithm, and π̃ππ be the policy that samples from among the available coupon allocations

with equal probability; i.e., Pπ̃(aaa|H i = hi) ≜ 1/ |ψi(hi)| if aaa ∈ ψi(hi) and zero otherwise,

and Pπ̂(aaa|H i = hi) ≜ P(Ai = aaa|H i = hi). We use

Wi ≜

√
Pπ̃(Ai|H i)

Pπ̂(Ai|H i)
,

as stabilizing weights in the log-likelihood. Our complete generation M-estimator maxi-

mizes the weighted log-likelihood

β̂ββJ ≜ argmax
βββ∈B

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wili(βββ),

where for j ∈ N and i ∈ Ej−1, li(βββ) ≜ l(βββ,Di) ≜ log {P(Di | Fj−1;βββ)} .

Below we state the technical assumptions under which we derive regret bounds for the

estimated optimal policy. We verify that these assumptions hold in the working model

described by Equation (6) in Section 2.2. Define the number of sample participants in

generation j as κj ≜ |Ej| and the total number of individuals recruited before generation

j as κj ≜ |E j−1|. Additionally, note that the complete data-generating distribution is

specified by the branching process parameter, βββ, and the reinforcement learning policy,

πππ. The expectation taken with respect to this distribution is denoted Eβββ,πππ.

Assumption 5 (Branching asymptotics). For all recruiters v ∈ N, and their recruits

j ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,M v}, there exists α > 0 such that T vj − T v ≥ α with probability one. In

addition, the number of coupons in an allocation is bounded above by L∗. Lastly, the

branching process is super-critical; i.e., there exists a random variable I such that for

any ϵ > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that

lim
j→∞

κj/m
j → I a.s., where P (I ≥ δ) ≥ 1− ϵ.
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Assumption 6 (Growing budget asymptotics). The budget grows over time as follows.

Let Sn denote the budget when individual n is recruited. For all n ∈ N, 0 < Sn −∑n
v=1C

v < C∗ with probability one for some fixed C∗ ∈ R+.

Assumption 7 (Identifiability and differentiability). The parameter indexing the branch-

ing process is identifiable. Additionally, for all j ∈ N and i ∈ Ej−1, the first two derivatives

of li(βββ) with respect to any βββ ∈ B exist.

Assumption 8 (Moment conditions). The parameter that indexes the true generative

process, βββ∗ ∈ B, is in the interior of B. For all j ∈ N and i ∈ Ej−1, the first two moments

of li(βββ
∗), l̇i(βββ

∗), and l̈i(βββ
∗) conditional on Fj−1 are bounded almost surely.

Assumption 9 (Lipschitz). There exists a real-valued function g : D → R such that for

all j ∈ N, i ∈ Ej−1, and βββ,βββ
′ ∈ B,

|li(βββ)− li(βββ
′)| ≤ g(Di)∥βββ − βββ′∥2,

where Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {g(Di)
2|Fj−1} is bounded almost surely.

Assumption 10 (Well-separated maximizer). For any ϵ > 0, there exists J0 ∈ N and

δ > 0 such that for all J ≥ J0,

inf
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥2>ϵ

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eπ̃ππ,βββ∗ {li(βββ∗)− li(βββ)|Fj−1}

 ≥ δ a.s.

Assumptions 5 and 6 specify the asymptotic regime for the branching process. As-

sumption 5 implies that J → ∞ and that the generation sizes are consistent with Galton-

Watson processes (Athreya et al., 2004). Assumption 6 states that the budget grows in

such a way that the remaining budget is always bounded; this avoids trivial solutions

in which maximal resources are allocated at each time point. Assumptions 7-10 en-

sure that the log-likelihood is well-behaved. In Assumptions 7 and 8, we assume that

the log-likelihood is identifiable, two times differentiable, and its components (and their

derivatives) have finite second moments.. Assumption 9 limits the complexity of the
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log-likelihood function so that the weighted log-likelihood converges uniformly. Assump-

tion 10 requires that βββ∗ be a “well-seperated” point of maximum and is a standard

assumption for consistency; e.g., Theorem 5.7 of Van der Vaart (2000). Note that As-

sumptions 9 and 10 are unnecessary for consistency if the log-likelihood is concave.

Under Assumption 7, for any policy πππ ∈ Π, βββ ∈ B, j ∈ N, and i ∈ Ej−1, it follows

that Eβββ,πππ
{
l̇i(βββ) | Ai,H i

}
= 0. Consequently,

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ) is a martingale difference

with respect to the filtration {Fj}j≥1,

Eβββ,πππ

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ) | Fj−1

 = Eβββ,πππ

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

WiEβββ,πππ
{
l̇i(βββ) | Ai,Fj−1

}
| Fj−1

 = 0.

We define the variance of the weighted score function conditioned on this filtration,

ηJ ≜
J∑
j=1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

W 2
i l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤ | Fj−1

 =
J∑
j=1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

l̇i(βββ
∗)l̇i(βββ

∗)⊤|Fj−1

 ,

where the equality follows from

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

{
W 2
i l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤|Fj−1

}
=

∫
W 2
i l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤f (Di|Ai,Fj−1;βββ

∗)Pπ̂(Ai|Fj−1)dν

=

∫
Pπ̃(Ai|H i)

Pπ̂(Ai|H i)
l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤f (Di|Ai,Fj−1;βββ

∗)Pπ̂(Ai|H i)dν

= Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤|Fj−1

}
.

We see that re-weighting the outer product of the score function removes the dependence

of the estimating equation’s conditional variance on the RL algorithm π̂ππ.

While ηJ is a constant in the setting considered by Zhang et al. (2021), here it is a

random variable. Consequently, characterizing the asymptotic behavior of β̂ββJ requires

new theory for martingale estimating functions constructed from controllable branching

processes. For matrix A, let σmin(A) be its minimum eigenvalue. In addition, let Ik be the

k dimensional identity matrix. To extend asymptotic theory for M -estimators collected

under a contextual bandit to the more general setting of an MDP, we make use of the

following standard assumptions.
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Assumption 11 (Martingale stabilizing variance). As J → ∞, there exists a sequence

of constant (i.e., not random) positive definite matrices {ΣJ}J≥1 such that

Σ
−1/2
J ηJΣ

−1/2
J

p→ U,

where U is a (random) positive definite matrix and U ≻ 0 with probability one.

Assumption 12 (Information accumulation). For some δ > 0, lim infJ→∞ σmin {ηJ/κJ} ≥

δ with probability one.

Assumption 13 (Equicontinuity). There exists an ϵl̈ > 0 and a function f : D → R

such that for all j ∈ N, i ∈ Ej−1 and 0 < ϵ ≤ ϵl̈, there exists δϵ such that

sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥2≤δϵ

∥l̈i(βββ)− l̈i(βββ
∗)∥2 ≤ ϵf(Di) a.s.,

and Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {f(Di)|Fj−1} is bounded almost surely.

Assumption 11 requires that the conditional variance of the log-likelihood components

converges. This assumption is the crux of our extention from the contextual bandit frame-

work of Zhang et al. (2021) to more general MDPs. It is also standard in asymptotic

theory for martingales, e.g., Theorem 3.2 in Hall and Heyde (2014). Assumption 12 re-

quires that information accumulates over time. Assumption 13 ensures the equicontinuity

of the empirical Fisher information.

Theorem 2.1. For δ > 0, define the event EI = {I > δ}, where I is defined in

Assumption 5. Under Assumptions 1-13, as J → ∞,

β̂ββJ − βββ∗ = Op(1/
√
κJ) (5)

on event EI .

We consider the cumulative reward of policies implemented over study participants

as they arrive at the study, represented by data Dκ ≜ {(Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av, Cv)}κv=1

for κ ∈ N. Consequently, we require a Lipchitz condition for the log-likelihood of this
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arrival process to establish asymptotic regret bounds. For v ∈ N, define the log-likelihood

components of the arrival process as

qv(βββ) ≜ q {βββ, (Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av)} ≜ log
[
P
{
(Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av)|Hv−1,Av−1,βββ

}]
.

Assumption 14 (Lipschitz 2). There exists a real-valued function e such that for all

v ∈ N, and βββ,βββ′ ∈ B,

|qv(βββ)− qv(βββ′)| ≤ e {(Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av)} ∥βββ − βββ′∥2,

where for any πππ ∈ Π, Eβββ∗,πππ

[
e {(Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av)}2

]
is bounded.

Define tmin ≥ 0 as the minimum processing time for an individual and tmax > 0 as

the coupon expiration time so that tmin ≤ T vj − T v ≤ tmax for any v ∈ N and j ∈

{1, 2, . . . ,M v}. For a sample of size κ, define Jκ as the last complete epoch induced by

the expiration of coupons, Jκ ≜ max{j : ∀i ∈ Ej, Ti + tmax < T κ}. Additionally, define

nJ ≜ min {κ : Jκ = J} as the index of the first individual recruited after all the coupons

associated with members of epoch J have expired.

Theorem 2.2. For any hnJ ∈ HnJ , define π̂ππJ ∈ argmaxπππ∈Π V
nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ). For δ > 0,

define the event EI = {I > δ}, where I is defined in Assumption 5. Under Assump-

tions 1-14 and for a fixed hnJ ∈ HnJ , it follows that

V nJ (hnJ ,πππopt;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ , π̂ππJ ;βββ
∗) = Op

(
1/
√
κJ
)

as J → ∞ on event EI .

The proofs of Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 are in the Supplemental Materials. Lemma 10.1 in

the Supplementary Materials ensures that limκ→∞ Jκ → ∞ a.s. under Assumption 5,

implying that inference based on the last complete epoch will achieve the asymptotic

guaranties of Theorems 2.1 and 2.2. Note that limκ→∞ Jκ → ∞ a.s. implies nJ < ∞ for

all J ∈ N.
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2.2 A Branching Process Example

In this section, we provide an example of a working branching process model that might

be used in the context of RL-RDS and illustrate how the assumptions used in Theo-

rems (2.1) and (2.2) can be verified for this model. Define Ti,l, X i,l, Yi,l, and Ai,l for

l = 1, . . . ,Mi as the arrival times, covariates, rewards, and coupon types associated

with the potential recruits of recruiter i respectively. Define A = {−1, 1} as the set

of possible coupon types (these might reflect different calls to action for example), and

Zi,l = (1,X i,l,X i,lI (Ai,l = −1)).

We consider a working model of the form:

P(Mi = mi|H i,Ai) =
λmi/mi!∑|Ai|
ℓ=0 (λ

ℓ/ℓ!)
,mi = 0, . . . , |Ai|,

Ti,l − Ti|H i,Ai,Mi ∼ Truncated Exponential(ζ, tmin, tmax), l = 1, . . . ,Mi,

X i,l|H i, Ui,l,Ai,Mi ∼ Normal (ϕϕϕa +GaX i,Σa) , l = 1, . . . ,Mi, a = Ai,l,

Yi,l|H i,X i, Ui,l,Ai,Mi ∼ Bernoulli

{
1

1 + exp
(
−Zi,l

⊤βββy
)} , l = 1, . . . ,Mi, (6)

where λ, ζ ∈ R, {Ga}a∈A ∈ Rp×p, {ϕϕϕa}a∈A ∈ Rp×1, βββy ∈ Rℓ, and {Σa}a∈A ∈ Rp×p. In the

context of a randomized experiment, Assumption 1 (strong ignorability), Assumption 3

(positivity), and Assumption 6 (budget growth) can be ensured to hold by design. Thus,

we assume them as a matter of course. Assumption 2 (consistency) is also assumed (this is

standard as consistency is sometimes considered as an axiom rather than an assumption).

We evaluate the assumptions that are sufficient for the convergence and regret results to

hold for our working model in the Supplementary Materials. We verify them under the

model conditions:

(C1) the same number of coupons, defined as L ∈ N, are given to each participant,

tmin > 0, and λ is such that

λ ∈

{
λ :

L∑
mi=1

mi
λmi/mi!∑L
ℓ=0(λ

ℓ/ℓ!)
> 1

}
;
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(C2) for each i ∈ N, Ai,l is constant across l ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,Mi};

(C3) the set of coupon allocations available for each participant is constant throughout

the study;

(C4) X is compact;

(C5) B ⊆ Rq is convex and compact, and βββ∗ ∈ B is an interior point of B;

(C6) 1
|A|
∑

a∈A log ∥Ga∥2 < 0, recalling that ∥ · ∥ is the spectral norm.

Under Conditions (C1)-(C6), we show that there exists a random variable I s.t.

I = lim
j→∞

m−jκj a.s., P (I ≥ δ) ≥ ϵ. (7)

where E (I ) = 1 (Athreya et al., 2004). Consequently, event EI is well defined. Condi-

tion (C6) ensures that the auto-regressive covariate process is not explosive.

Theorem 2.3. Assume that Conditions (C1)-(C6) hold as well as Assumptions 1-3 and

6. Then, under the working model given above, the conclusions of Theorems (2.1) and

(2.2) hold.

The proof of the preceding result involves deriving a new weak law of large numbers for

Galton-Watson branching processes to verify Assumption 11. Theorem 2.3 implies that

for the posited model, policy-search with Thompson sampling attains favorable regret

bounds as J → ∞. Because Equation 7 and Condition (C1) satisfy Assumption 5, we

know that Lemma 10.1 is also satisfied under the assumptions made in Theorem 2.3.

In the next section, we discuss inference given an RL-RDS sample without assuming an

underlying branching model.

3 Inference for RL-RDS

In this section, we derive valid inference for functionals of the population network model.

To account for the underlying social network and the idiosyncrasies of RDS, we do not
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assume that data-generating model is a branching process. Instead, we consider a dy-

namic network model indexed by θθθ∗ ∈ ΘΘΘ for which we derive asymptotic confidence sets.

Projections of these regions are then used to conduct inference for functionals of the

data-generating model, e.g., disease prevalence, rate of risky behavior, attitudes toward

public health services, etc.

We recall that the data-generating model (i.e., θθθ∗) need not be identifiable under an

RDS sampling scheme. Nevertheless, it is still possible to obtain valid confidence intervals

by inverting a test (e.g., see Robins, 2004; Laber and Murphy, 2011). Our test is based on

the likelihood ratio for the covariate distribution in the branching process working model.

We reiterate that this is only used to construct a test and that we are not assuming that

this model is correct. Let ℓθθθκ (βββx) be the log-likelihood
2 of the branching process covariate

model for a collection of κ subjects sampled under the RDS process when θθθ ∈ ΘΘΘ is the

true parameter. Define the MLE of the working model at θθθ as

β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ) ∈ arg max
βββx∈B

ℓθθθκ (βββx) .

At the true parameter, θθθ∗, we let ℓκ ≜ ℓθθθ
∗

κ and β̂ββ
κ

x ≜ β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ
∗).

Recall that B is a bounded, open subset of Rk. Let s : ΘΘΘ → B be a fixed function.

Our confidence region is based on the distribution of the proximity of β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ) to s(θθθ). In

our application, we choose s(θθθ) to be an asymptotic limit of β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ) though other choices

are possible and may be more appropriate in other contexts; hence, we let s be arbitrary.

Given s, define the sampling distribution of the log-likelihood ratio statistic at θθθ as

−2
[
ℓθθθκ {s(θθθ)} − ℓθθθκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)
}]

∼ P θθθκ (s) ,

and the 1− α quantile of P θθθκ (s) as γγγ
θθθ
1−α,κ(s). A confidence region for θθθ∗ is

Γ1−α,κ(s) =
{
θθθ : −2

[
ℓκ {s(θθθ)} − ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}]
≤ γγγθθθ1−α,κ (s)

}
. (8)

2Note that in this inference procedure, we use the complete sample v ∈ {1, 2, . . . , κ} because we are
no longer restricted to epoch structured data by the branching process.
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For θθθ ∈ Θ, we sample from P θθθκ (s) by simulating a dataset of size κ under RDS at θθθ and

calculate −2
[
ℓθθθκ {s(θθθ)} − ℓθθθκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)
}]

given this data. We can approximate γγγθθθ1−α,κ(s) to

arbitrary precision by generating a large number of draws from P θθθκ (s). That Γ1−α,κ(s)

achieves nominal coverage is easily verified as, by construction, we have

P {θθθ∗ ∈ Γ1−α,κ(s)} = P
{
−2
[
ℓκ {s(θθθ∗)} − ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}]
≤ γγγθθθ

∗

1−α,κ (s)
}
= 1− α.

This equality holds in finite samples regardless of the function s.

The preceding result shows that Γ1−α,κ(s) achieves nominal coverage, we now consider

another key attribute of this interval, its asymptotic concentration. To do this, we make

the following additional assumptions. First, we assume that the average log-likelihood

for each βββx ∈ B converges to a finite limit.

Assumption 15 (Pointwise convergence). For any θθθ ∈ ΘΘΘ and for each βββx ∈ B, ℓθθθκ(βββx)/κ

converges almost surely to a finite limit ℓ
θθθ
(βββx) as κ→ ∞. Define

β̄ββx(θθθ) = argmaxβββx∈B ℓ
θθθ
(βββx), then β̄ββx(θθθ) is finite almost surely.

Under this assumption, the asymptotic limit of β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ) is well-defined. We suggest using

this limit, βββx(θθθ), as the function s(θθθ). Let Γ1−α,κ denote the confidence set for θθθ∗ under

this choice. We also assume that the average log-likelihood over a compact set stays

strictly concave asymptotically.

Assumption 16. For any θθθ ∈ Θ, the log-likelihood of the working model, ℓθθθκ, is concave

for every κ ∈ N. Additionally, ℓ̇θθθκ (βββx) /κ = Op(1) as κ→ ∞. Lastly, for any θθθ ∈ Θ, and

any compact set B′ ⊆ B, there exists δB′,θθθ > 0 such that

lim
κ→∞

sup
βββx∈B′

σmin

{
−ℓ̈θθθκ (βββx) /κ

}
≥ δB′,θθθ a.s.

Define the equivalence class

ΘΘΘ∗ =
{
θθθ ∈ ΘΘΘ : βββx(θθθ) = βββx(θθθ

∗)
}

as the set of network models that have the same asymptotic branching process parameter
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as the true network model. If there is a unique β̄ββx(θθθ) for each θθθ ∈ ΘΘΘ, then ΘΘΘ∗ = {θθθ∗}.

Otherwise, the size of ΘΘΘ∗ can be thought of as the “price” our inference approach pays

for using a working model to perform inference on θθθ∗ instead of the true data-generating

model. In Theorem 3.1, we show that Assumptions 15-16 with Conditions (C2) and (C4)

imply that Γ1−α,κ concentrates around ΘΘΘ∗ as κ→ ∞.

Theorem 3.1. Under Assumptions 1-3, 15-16, β̄ββx(θθθ) is unique and

β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)
p→ β̄ββx(θθθ)

as κ→ ∞. Additionally, for any θθθ /∈ ΘΘΘ∗,

lim
κ→∞

P (θθθ ∈ Γ1−α,κ) → 0.

The proof of Theorem 3.1 is in the Supplemental Materials. If we use the branching

process in Equation 6 as the working model, we can substitute Assumption 17, Condition

(2), and Condition (4) for Assumption 16 in Theorem 3.1.

Assumption 17. For any n ∈ N, define fields Fn = σ [{Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av, Cv}nv=1].

For any θθθ ∈ Θ, there exists a positive definite ∆, δ > 0, and N ∈ N such that ∀a ∈ A

and n ≥ N ,

Eθθθ
{
XRn

XRnI(ARn

= a) | Fn−1
}
⪰ ∆, Pθθθ

(
ARn

= a | Fn−1
)
≥ δ.

We note that setting s(θθθ) = β̄ββx(θθθ) necessitates approximating β̄ββx(θθθ) for an arbitrary

θθθ ∈ ΘΘΘ. Algorithm 1 in the Supplemental Materials describes our method of approximation

as well as the full procedure for constructing Γ1−α,κ when s(θθθ) = β̄ββx(θθθ).

4 RL-RDS Simulations

We conducted a series of simulation experiments to evaluate the operating characteristics

of RL-RDS. To allow comparisons with the two-stage procedure proposed by McFall

22



et al. (2021) (see also VanOrsdale (2023)), we consider the setting in which the goal is

to recruit the largest subset of people in a hidden population with a given binary trait,

e.g., undiagnosed HIV. The outcome is thus an indicator of this trait. We estimate the

optimal policy, πππopt, using RL-RDS. After collecting the sample, we use the confidence set

derived in Section 3 to construct projection intervals for parameters indexing the target

population’s network and covariate models.

The hidden population network is generated as follows. Given population size N , each

population member v ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} is assigned attributes Xv iid∼ Normal(µ,Σ), where

µ ∈ Rp, and Σ ∈ Rp×p. Define AN ∈ {0, 1}N×N to be the adjacency matrix representing

links between the population members. We construct the adjacency matrix using a latent

distance network model, which is known to be flexible and projective (Spencer and Shalizi,

2017). This model specifies the probability of a connection between individuals i and j

as

P
{
(AN)i,j = 1

∣∣X i = xi,Xj = xj
}
= 1/

[
1 + exp

{
−
(
ρ0 − ρ1∥xi − xj∥2

)}]
,

where ρ0, ρ1 ∈ R.

To characterize the evolution of RDS, for each v ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, define

N v = {j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} \ {v} : (AN)v,j = 1}

as the neighborhood of v. Label the set of individual v’s potential recruits as Mv
1; i.e.,

the un-recruited members of N v when v is recruited. Furthermore, define Mv
2 ⊆ Mv

1 as

the coupon-constrained set of potential recruits for participant v. If |Mv
1| ≤ |Av|, then

Mv
2 ≡ Mv

1. If |Mv
1| > |Av|, then sample |Av| recruits from Mv

1 according to probabilities

pv = u(Av,Xv), where u : A× X |Mv
1 | → [0, 1]|M

v
1 |, and label them Mv

2. This allows for

the neighbor selection process to depend on the characteristics of the neighbors and the

coupon allocation type. When individual v is recruited, we assign arrival times, T vj , to

the edges between recruiter, v, and hidden population members, j ∈ Mv
2, such that

T vj − T v ∼ Truncated Exponential(ζ, tmin, tmax). At time T vj , participant j enters the
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study (if they have not been previously recruited) and edge {v, j} is recorded. The

reward is independently drawn for recruit j of pariticpant v according to Y v
j |Xv

j , A
v
j ∼

Bernoulli
[
1/
{
1 + exp

(
−Zv

j
⊤βββy

)}]
. We note that the complete data-generating process

is parameterized by θθθ ≜ (ρ0, ρ1,µ,Σ,βββy, ζ, u, tmin, tmax).

4.1 Policies

We evaluate the performance of RL-RDS against a suite of alternative strategies. At

each step, the researcher can choose from a finite selection of coupon types. The fixed

allocation policies (i.e., those that give the same coupon allocation type to all participants)

represent the current standard in RDS. The train-and-implement policy (aka, explore-

than-exploit) mimics the procedure used by McFall et al. (2021), which determines an

incentive strategy using a pilot study. We describe each strategy below.

1. Fixed offers a fixed coupon allocation a ∈ A to every study participant. If a /∈

ψv(hv), then pick a random coupon allocation from ψv(hv) to give to the vth study

participant.

2. Random offers a random element of ψv(hv) to the vth study participant.

3. Train-and-Implement uses half of the budget for a “pilot study,” in which the the

Random policy is used to assign coupon allocations. It then conducts policy search

using the pilot study data to estimate the branching process working model. This

estimated policy (without updating) is then used to determine coupon allocations

for the remainder of the budget.

4. RL-RDS uses the Random policy to assign coupon allocations to participants in

a short “warm-up” period (50 participants in the simulations below). Then, it

performs policy search with Thompson sampling for the remainder of the budget.

To conduct RL-RDS, we use the following space of policies, Π. Define α0 ∈ R,

α1 ∈ Rp, and α = (α0,α1). For n ∈ N and state hn ∈ Hn, we consider policies of the
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form πππ(hn) =
{
πn(hn), πn+1(hn+1), · · ·

}
such that for v ≥ n,

πv(hv) = πv(hv,α) = πv(xv,α) = gv
[

1

1 + exp {−(α0 + xv⊤α1)}

]
, (9)

where gv : (0, 1) → ϕv(hv) maps a continuous score (dependent on the participant’s

covariates) to a coupon allocation, av ∈ ψv(hv). We first draw β̂ββ
n
from the generalized

bootstrap estimator of the sampling distribution of the MLE (Chatterjee and Bose, 2005).

We then generate synthetic data sets,

KB(hn,πππ;βββ) ≜
{(
Y n
b,πππ,βββ,H

n
b,πππ,βββ,A

n
b,πππ,βββ, Y

n+1
b,πππ,βββ,H

n+1
b,πππ,βββ,A

n+1
b,πππ,βββ, . . . ,Y

Q
b,πππ,βββ,H

Q
b,πππ,βββ

)}B
b=1

,

and calculate

V̂ n
B (h

n,πππ;βββ) =

∑B
b=1

(∑Q
v=n∆

v
b,πππ,βββY

v
b,πππ,βββ

)
B

.

for each πππ ∈ Π. To determine the coupon allocation for the current study participant, we

set α̂ααnB = argmaxααα V̂
n
B (h

n,ααα; β̂ββ
n
), and assign an = πn(xn, α̂ααnB). Alternatively, we could

use a grid approximation to Π or a gradient descent method to approximate α̂ααnB.

4.2 Results

In the following simulations, we set the hidden population size to N = 5, 000. The

recruitment process begins with an initial sample of 25 individuals randomly drawn from

the population, |E0| = 25. The graph model is defined by ρ∗0 = 0, µ∗ = (1, 1, 1), and Σ∗ =

diag {(10, 10, 10)}. We vary ρ∗1 ∈ {1, 2}, to compare simulation experiments in dense and

sparse network settings respectively. The researchers have access to three types of coupon

allocations A ≜ {a1, a2, a3} that correspond to three coupon types A ≜ {a1, a2, a3}. Each

allocation has 5 coupons. We found that limiting the number of coupons given to each

study participant in the pilot study and the warm-up period of the T&I and the RLRDS

policies respectively allows us to observe the effects of the learned policies earlier in

the sampling process. Consequently, we give two coupons to individuals in the pilot

and warm-up period, and increase the allotment to 5 coupons afterwards. Additionally,
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Cv ≡ 1 for all v ∈ N. For recruit j of participant v, define the reward model components

as Zv
j ≜

{
1,Xv

j , I(Avj = a2)X
v
j , I(Avj = a3)X

v
j

}
and βββ∗

y ≜ (−1, 3k,−3k,−6k), where

k ≜ (1,−1,−1). Furthermore, we define the neighbor selection probability distribution

as pv = u(Av,Xv) such that

pvj =


∥Xv

−Xv

j∥2

2∑
j∈Mv

1
∥Xv

−Xv

j∥2

2

, if Av = a2,

1/|Mv
1|, otherwise,

where Mv
1 is the set of participant v’s potential recruits (as defined in the previous

section). This implies that recruiters with the second coupon type will be more likely to

recruit neighbors that are different from them. The basic policy objective is clear: we

want to ensure that coupon type 1, a1, is used to recruit individuals with covariates that

satisfy Xv⊤k > 0, and coupon type 3, a3, is used to recruit individuals with covariates

that satisfy Xv⊤k < 0. We also wish to recruit individuals with large |Xv⊤k| because

this will increase the probability of the desired outcome contingent on the correct coupon

type being awarded. Consequently, it is possible that coupon type 2, a2, is optimal for

participant v if |Xv⊤k| is low because it increases the likelihood of observing high values

in the future. We define the policy space by specifying the function gv from (9) as

gv(z) =


a1, if z > 0.66,

a2, if 0.66 > z ≥ 0.33,

a3, if 0.33 > z.

This policy space implies that correctly assigning coupons 1 or 3 will depend on the sign

of the ααα components. The frequency of coupon 2 allocation will be determined by the

magnitude of ααα. This structure makes finding an optimal policy computationally feasible

while maintaining sufficient difficulty to showcase the strength of RL-RDS. Lastly, we set

ζ = 1, tmin = 0, and tmax = 3.

Figure 2 illustrates the estimated value of policies in both the sparse and dense network

settings. It indicates that RL-RDS outperforms all competitor policies by a significant
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margin in each regime. In the Supplemental Materials, we test RL-RDS under two

additional simulation paradigms. We vary the value/cost and number of coupons given to

RDS participants in these experiments. In these contexts, we introduce another branching

process working model that incorporates the incentive value in the covariate and reward

models (while reducing their dimensionality). This model is described by Equation 36

in the Supplemental Materials. Figures 4 and 5 confirm that RL-RDS outperforms all

competitor policies by a significant margin under multiple graph density and coupon

allocation settings.

We construct 95% confidence regions for the full network model, (ρ∗0, ρ
∗
1,µ

∗,Σ∗), with

a variety of inference procedures. In these experiments, we assume that Σ∗ is diagonal

and q is known to reduce the computational burden of the inference methods. We also

add an additional network setting, ρ∗1 = 0.5 (corresponding to a higher density network).

Table 1 depicts coverage results for these confidence regions. The table indicates that

our simulation-based inference (SBI) technique, which is described by Algorithm 1 in the

Supplemental Materials, achieves nominal coverage or greater across all graph settings. In

the sparse setting, bootstrapping with the log-likelihood ratio (BS LLR) and approximate

bayesian computation (ABC) achieve nominal coverage as well. However, as the the

graph becomes denser, ABC and BS LLR’s coverage decreases while SBI’s coverage stays

above 95%; i.e. the comparison methods fail to adequately quantify uncertainty while

our method succeeds. The details of ABC, BS LLR, and bootstrapping with the wald

interval (BS WI) are described in the Supplemental Materials.

Table 2 reports 95% projection interval coverage results for each dimension of the

average covariate value; i.e., νi for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. We see that the projection intervals

associated with every inference method have high coverage except for BS WI. This is

unsurprising since we conduct inference calibrated to have 95% coverage over all network

parameters simultaneously. Encouragingly, our method, SBI, has a smaller interval length

than contenders that achieve nominal coverage (BS LLR and ABC).
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Figure 2: This figure compares the estimated cumulative reward of each policy with 90%
Monte Carlo confidence intervals over multiple sample sizes and graph densities.

Table 1: Simultaneous Network Parameter Coverage

Method Graph Density Coverage

SBI Low 0.975
SBI Medium 0.962
SBI High 0.979
ABC Low 0.950
ABC Medium 0.749
ABC High 0.393

BS LLR Low 0.945
BS LLR Medium 0.937
BS LLR High 0.908
BS WI Low 0.526
BS WI Medium 0.480
BS WI High 0.508

These are simultaneous coverage rates for the network parameters over 250 simulations
for three graph settings.
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Table 2: Covariate Distribution Mean Intervals

Method Dim. Coverage Interval

SBI 1 0.99 2.78
SBI 2 0.99 2.71
SBI 3 1.00 2.72
ABC 1 1.00 3.04
ABC 2 1.00 3.23
ABC 3 1.00 3.09

BS LLR 1 0.98 2.86
BS LLR 2 0.98 2.82
BS LLR 3 0.97 2.84
BS WI 1 0.88 2.15
BS WI 2 0.87 2.15
BS WI 3 0.89 2.15

These are coverage rates and interval lengths averaged over graph settings for the
mean of each dimension of the covariate distribution over 250 simulations.

5 Discussion

We showed that RL-driven adaptive RDS can lead to dramatic improvements in the

effectiveness of RDS. In the course of deriving an RL strategy, we: (i) showed that a

branching process approximation to RDS is useful for guiding coupon selection without

having to fully model the underlying system dynamics; (ii) extended asymptotic theory

for adaptively sampled M-estimators to Markov Decision Processes; and (iii) developed

novel methods for post adaptive-RDS inference that remain valid even when the true

model is not identifiable.

This work is the first to consider fully adaptive RDS methods using RL. Consequently,

there are a number of open problems and interesting directions for future work. One such

direction is the development of a regret bound that explicitly depends on the quality of the

branching process approximation. While branching processes have been used extensively

to model epidemics evolving on networks, the quality of these approximations remains an

important open question. Another direction for future work regards statistical efficiency.

As noted in the introduction, it is possible to fold measures of information gain into

participant outcomes to improve power in post-study analyses. However, how best to do

this for various network models is not clear. Finally, as we considered projective dynamic
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graph models, exploring whether there is a more general class of models to which the

asymptotic theory still applies is yet another potential area for future research.
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Supplemental Materials

6 Glossary

i (subscript) index for interim study participants organized in epochs

v (superscript) index for interim study participants ordered by arrival times

Ai coupon allocation given to i

Ti arrival time of i

Xi covariate of i

Yi outcome of interest for i

Ci cost of recruitment for i

Ri recruiter of i

Mi number of recruits of i

Xi,Y i,T i collection of covariates, response statuses, and response times

associated with the recruits of participant i

Di complete information associate with the recruits of individual i

Hv information available to researchers at the time v is given their

coupon allocation

Ej , Ej epoch j and all epochs up to epoch j respectively

κj , κj size of epoch j and size of all epochs up to epoch j − 1 respectively

Zj ,Zj data associated with epoch j and data associated with all

epochs up to epoch j respectively

Fj sigma field associated with the first j epochs without the coupon

allocation information associated with individuals in the jth epoch

Dκ data indexed by arrival time (first κ individuals)

πππ deterministic coupon allocation strategy

πππopt optimal coupon allocation strategy

ψv(hv) set of allowable coupon allocations given hv

V v(hv,πππ) history-value function of πππ at hv

ξ̂vB(h
v,av) estimated probability that av is the optimal action given hv

βββ ∈ B parameter that indexes the branching process

Wi stabilizing weights for log-likelihood

li(βββ) log-likelihood associated with Di conditional

on Fj−1, where i ∈ Ej−1

β̂ββJ M-estimator of weighted log-likelihood based on complete epoch

information up to epoch J

I asymptotic event associated with super-critical branching processes

qv(βββ) log-likelihood component associated with v of the arrival process data, Dκ

θθθ ∈ΘΘΘ parameter that indexes the dynamic network model

ℓθθθκ (βββx) log-likelihood of the branching process covariate model for a collection

of κ subjects sampled under the RDS process when θθθ is the true parameter

β̄ββx (θθθ) maximizes limit of ℓθθθκ (βββx) /κ

Γ1−α,κ
(
β̄ββx
)

confidence region for θθθ∗ based on β̄ββx

Table 3: Table of notation
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7 Inference Algorithms

Algorithm 1 generates an approximation of the confidence interval described in Section 3.

Recall that we need to approximate β̄ββx(θθθ) for an arbitrary θθθ ∈ Θ. We do this by first

generating a large network for θθθ and simulating an RDS study of size K >> κ over this

network. Using this simulated sample, we maximize the log-likelihood of the branching

process working model to obtain β̂ββ
K

x(θθθ).

Algorithm 1: SBI Confidence Set

1 Input: Set of parameter values ΘS ⊆ Θ; the MLE of the working model, β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ
∗);

K, the sample size for the approximation of β̄ββx(θθθ); and B, the number of

simulated branching processes used to approximate the test statistic distribution

2 for θθθ ∈ ΘS do

3 Generate a large network from θθθ (of size greater than K), and simulate an

RDS study of size K over this graph

4 Use the branching process working model with this sample to find β̂ββ
K

x(θθθ)

5 Simulate B branching processes of size κ over graphs generated according to θθθ

6 For b ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}, calculate β̂ββ
κ

x,b(θθθ)

7 Construct a set of test statistic values

P̂ θθθκ (β̄ββx) =
{
−2
[
ℓθθθκ

{
β̂ββ
K

x(θθθ)
}
− ℓθθθκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x,b(θθθ)
}]

, b ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}
}

8 Determine the 1− α upper quantile of P̂ θθθκ (β̄ββx) and label this γ̂γγθ
θθ
1−α,κ(β̄ββx)

9 If −2
[
ℓθθθ

∗

κ

{
β̂ββ
K

x(θθθ)
}
− ℓθθθ

∗

κ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ
∗)
}]

≤ γ̂γγθ
θθ
1−α,κ(β̄ββx), then include θθθ in Γ1−α,κ

10 end

11 Output: Γ1−α,κ
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We compare our inference approach to a series of natural alternatives. Algorithm 2

is inspired by approximate Bayesian computation (ABC).

Algorithm 2: ABC Confidence Set

1 Input: Set of parameter values ΘS ⊆ Θ; K, the sample size for the

approximation of β̄ββx(θθθ); and B, the number of bootstrap samples

2 Take B bootstrapped samples using a generalized bootstrap for estimating

equations as described in Chatterjee and Bose (2005) and find the MLE for

every sample, label this set
{
β̂ββ
κ

x,b

}B
b=1

3 For each θθθ ∈ ΘS, generate a large network consistent with θθθ (of size greater than

K), and simulate an RDS study of size K over this graph

4 Use the log-likelihood of the branching process working model with this sample

to find β̂ββ
K

x(θθθ)

5 Output: Γ1−α,κ =
{
θ̂θθb = argminθθθ∈Θ ∥β̂ββ

κ

x,b − β̂ββ
K

x(θθθ)∥2, b ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}
}

Algorithm 3 describes the bootstrap with Wald interval (BS WI) and the bootstrap

with likelihood ratio (BS LLR) approaches. It uses a generalized bootstrap for estimating

equations as described in Chatterjee and Bose (2005).
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Algorithm 3: Bootstrap Confidence Set

1 Input: Set of parameter values ΘS ⊆ Θ; the MLE of the working model, β̂ββ
κ

x; K,

the sample size for the approximation of β̄ββx(θθθ); and B, the number of

bootstrapped samples

2 Take B bootstrapped samples using a generalized bootstrap for estimating

equations as described in Chatterjee and Bose (2005)

3 For b ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}, estimate the MLE, β̂ββ
κ

x,b, for each bootstrap from the

log-likelihood ℓκ,b

4 Construct a set of test statistic the following manner:

5 if LLR then

6 P̂κ =
{
−2
[
ℓκ,b

(
β̂ββ
κ

x

)
− ℓκ,b

{
β̂ββ
κ

x,b

}]
, b ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}

}
7 else

8 Calculate Σ̂κ
B =

∑B
b=1

{
β̂ββ
κ

x,b − β̂ββ
κ

x

}{
β̂ββ
κ

x,b − β̂ββ
κ

x

}⊤
/B

P̂κ =

{{
β̂ββ
κ

x,b − β̂ββ
κ

x

}⊤
Σ̂κ
B

{
β̂ββ
κ

x,b − β̂ββ
κ

x

}}
9 end

10 Determine a 1− α upper quantile of P̂κ and label this γ̂γγ1−α,κ

11 for θθθ ∈ ΘS do

12 Generate a large network consistent with θθθ (of size greater than K), and

simulate an RDS study of size K over this graph

13 Use the log-likelihood of the branching process working model with this

sample to find β̂ββ
K

x(θθθ)

14 if LLR then

15 If −2
[
ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
K

x(θθθ)
}
− ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}]
≤ γ̂γγ1−α,κ, then include θθθ in Γ1−α,κ

16 else

17 If
{
β̂ββ
κ

x − β̂ββ
K

x(θθθ)
}⊤

Σ̂κ
B

{
β̂ββ
κ

x − β̂ββ
K

x(θθθ)
}
≤ γ̂γγ1−α,κ, then include θθθ in Γ1−α,κ

18 end

19 end

20 Output: Γ1−α,κ
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8 Proof of Theorem 2.1

8.1 Supporting Martingale Limit Theory

Theorems 8.1-8.3 establish useful martingale laws of large numbers.

Theorem 8.1 (Theorem 2.19 from Hall and Heyde (2014)). Let {Xn, n ≥ 1} be a se-

quence of random variables and {Fn, n ≥ 1} be an increasing sequence of σ-fields such

that Xn is Fn measurable for each n. Let X be a r.v. and c a constant such E|X| <∞,

E(|X| log+ |X|) < ∞, and P(|Xn| > x) ≤ cP(|X| > x) for each x ≥ 0 and n ≥ 1 (note

that if Xn is bounded, this condition is satisfied). Then

1

n

n∑
i=1

{Xi − E(Xi|Fi−1)} → 0

a.s. as n→ ∞.

Theorem 8.2 (Theorem 2.17 from Hall and Heyde (2014)). Let {Sn =
∑n

i=1Xi,Fn, n ≥ 1}

be a martingale, and let 1 ≤ p ≤ 2. Then Sn converges a.s. on the set

{
∑∞

i=1 E (|Xi|p|Fi−1) <∞}.

Theorem 8.3 (Theorem 2.18 from Hall and Heyde (2014)). Let {Sn =
∑n

i=1Xi,Fn, n ≥ 1}

be a martingale and {Un, n ≥ 1} a non-decreasing sequence of positive random variables

such that Un is Fn−1-measurable for each n. If 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, then

lim
n→∞

U−1
n Sn = 0 a.s.

on the set
{
limn→∞ Un = ∞,

∑∞
i=1 U

−p
i E (|Xi|p|Fi−1) <∞

}
.

We also state the Toeplitz Lemma from Hall and Heyde (2014).

Lemma 8.1. For i ≥ 1, if xi are real numbers, ai are positive numbers, and bn =
∑n

i=1 ai

diverges, then xn → x ensures that

b−1
n

n∑
i=1

aixi → x.
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Lastly, we state a strong law of large numbers specific to the branching process model

developed in Section 2. Assume the historical information and epoch setup of Section 2

for the following Theorem.

Theorem 8.4. For function z : D → R, assume for any j ∈ N, i ∈ Ej−1, βββ ∈ B, and

B <∞ that

Eβββ,π̃ππ
{
z2(Di) | Fj−1

}
< B. (10)

Additionally, assume that for j ∈ N, {Di}i∈Ej−1
are conditionally independent given Fj−1.

For δ > 0, define the event EI = {I > δ}, where I is defined in Assumption 5. Then,

lim
J→∞

1

κJ

 J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wiz(Di)− Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1}

→ 0

on the event EI .

Proof. We first consider the sum

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wiz(Di)− Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1} .

This is clearly a martingale sequence with respect to fields {Fj}Jj=1 and martingale dif-

ferences  ∑
i∈Ej−1

Wiz(Di)− Eβββ,π̂ππ

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

Wiz(Di) | Fj−1


J
j=1

.

Consequently, we can invoke Theorem 8.3, implying that

lim
J→∞

1

κJ

 J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wiz(Di)− Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1}

 = 0

43



on the set

{
lim
J→∞

κJ → ∞,

lim
J→∞

J∑
j=1

1

κ2j
Eβββ,π̂ππ

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

Wiz(Di)− Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di)|Fj−1}

2

| Fj−1

 <∞

}
.

We examine

J∑
j=1

1

κ2j
Eβββ,π̂ππ

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

Wiz(Di)− Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1}

2

| Fj−1

 (a)
=

J∑
j=1

1

κ2j

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ,π̂ππ
(
[Wiz(Di)− Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1}]2 | Fj−1

)
=

J∑
j=1

1

κ2j

∑
i∈Ej−1

(
Eβββ,π̂ππ

{
W 2
i z

2(Di) | Fj−1

}
−

Eβββ,π̂ππ
[
Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1}2 | Fj−1

] )
≤

J∑
j=1

1

κ2j

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ,π̂ππ
(
W 2
i z

2(Di) | Fj−1

)
=

J∑
j=1

1

κ2j

∑
i∈Ej−1

∫
W 2
i z

2(Di)f (Di|Ai,Fj−1)Pπ̂(Ai|Fj−1)dν
(b)
=

J∑
j=1

1

κ2j

∑
i∈Ej−1

∫
Pπ̃(Ai|H i)

Pπ̂(Ai|H i)
z2(Di)f (Di|Ai,Fj−1)Pπ̂(Ai|H i)dν =

J∑
j=1

1

κ2j

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ,π̃ππ
(
z2(Di) | Fj−1

) (c)

≤

J∑
j=1

κj
κ2j
B

(d)

≤

J∑
j=1

1

κj
B.
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Equality (a) follows from the fact that for i > g,

Eβββ,π̂ππ ([Wiz(Di)− Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1}] [Wgz(Dg)− Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wgz(Dg) | Fj−1}] | Fj−1)

= Eβββ,π̂ππ

(
[Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1,Dg} − Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1}]×

[Wgz(Dg)− Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wgz(Dg) | Fj−1}] | Fj−1

)
(i)
= Eβββ,π̂ππ

(
[Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1} − Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1}]×

[Wgz(Dg)− Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wgz(Dg) | Fj−1}] | Fj−1

)

= 0.

Equality (i) follows because

Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1,Dg} = Eβββ,π̂ππ {Wiz(Di) | Fj−1} .

Equality (b) follows from the fact that Pπ̂(Ai|Fj−1) = Pπ̂(Ai|H i) and the definition of

Wi. Inequality (c) follows from Equation 10. Additionally, we know

J∑
j=1

1

κj
B =

J∑
j=1

1

mj−1

mj−1

κj
B

=

(
J∑
j=1

1

mj−1

)(
J∑
j=1

1

mj−1

)−1 J∑
j=1

1

mj−1

mj−1

κj
B

a.s.→

(
J∑
j=1

1

mj−1

)
I −1B

by Lemma 8.1 and Assumption 5. Because we assume event EI , we know that I −1 < 1
δ
.

Consequently,
J∑
j=1

1

κj
B

a.s.→ 1

1− 1/m
I −1B <

B

δ(1− 1/m)
<∞.

■
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8.2 Consistency

First, we show asymptotic consistency of β̂ββJ . We follow the proof of Zhang et al. (2021),

making slight changes to account for a more general context. We define ei(βββ) ≜ Wili(βββ).

By the definition of β̂ββJ ,

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

ei(β̂ββJ) = sup
βββ∈B

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

ei (βββ) ≥
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

ei (βββ
∗) . (11)

Note that ∥β̂ββJ − βββ∗∥ > ϵ > 0 implies that

sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

ei (βββ) = sup
βββ∈B

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

ei (βββ) . (12)

Define Pβββ∗,π̂ππ as the probability distribution associated with the complete data-generating

distribution, where βββ∗ is the generative parameter associated with the branching process

and π̂ππ is the policy followed during data collection. Equations 11 and 12 imply the

following inequality,

Pβββ∗,π̂ππ

(
∥β̂ββJ − βββ∗∥ > ϵ

)
≤ Pβββ∗,π̂ππ

 sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

ei (βββ) ≥
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

ei (βββ
∗)


= Pβββ∗,π̂ππ

 sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wili (βββ)−
1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wili (βββ
∗) ≥ 0


= Pβββ∗,π̂ππ

[
sup

βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

{(
1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[
Wili (βββ)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wili (βββ) |Fj−1}+

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wili (βββ) |Fj−1}

])

− 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[Wili (βββ
∗)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wili (βββ

∗) |Fj−1}+ Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wili (βββ
∗) |Fj−1}] ≥ 0

}]
.
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By the triangle inequality,

≤ Pβββ∗,π̂ππ

{
sup

βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[Wili (βββ)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wili (βββ) |Fj−1}]


︸ ︷︷ ︸

(a)

+ sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

(Eβββ∗,π̂ππ [Wi {li (βββ)− li (βββ
∗)} |Fj−1])

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(b)

− 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[Wili (βββ
∗)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wili (βββ

∗) |Fj−1}]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(c)

≥ 0

}
.

(13)

We first analyze quantity (c), which is a martingale by construction. By Assumption 8

(the moments condition), we know that there exists Bl2 ∈ R+ such that

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {l2i (βββ
∗)|Fj−1} ≤ Bl2 . Consequently, by Theorem 8.4, limJ→∞ |(c)| → 0 almost

surely. We use a uniform martingale strong law of large numbers, Lemma 8.2, to prove

that limJ→∞ |(a)| → 0 almost surely.

Therefore, it is sufficient for consistency to show that there exists δ′ > 0 such that

lim
J→∞

sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

(Eβββ∗,π̂ππ [Wi {li (βββ)− li (βββ
∗)} |Fj−1])

 ≤ −δ′ a.s.

By the law of iterated expectations,

sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

(Eβββ∗,π̂ππ [Wi {li (βββ)− li (βββ
∗)} | Fj−1])

 =

sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

{
1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

(∫
Ai

P (Ai = a | Fj−1)×

WiEβββ∗ {li (βββ)− li (βββ
∗) | Ai = a,Fj−1} da

)}
. (∗)

First, by the restriction of information explained in Section 2, we know that

P (Ai = a | Fj−1) = Pπ̂ππ (a | Hi). For ρmin, ρmax ∈ R, we know that ρmin ≤ Wi ≤ ρmax by

Assumption 4. Because Eβββ∗ {li (βββ)− li (βββ
∗) |Ai = ai,Fj−1} ≤ 0 with probability 1, we
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find that

(∗) ≤ sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

{
1

ρmaxκJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

(∫
Ai

Pπ̂ππ(a | H i)×

W 2
i Eβββ∗ {li (βββ)− li (βββ

∗) |Ai = a,Fj−1} da

)}

= sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

{
1

ρmaxκJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

(∫
Ai

Pπ̃ππ(a | H i)×

Eβββ∗ {li (βββ)− li (βββ
∗) |Ai = a,Fj−1} da

)}

= sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

 1

ρmaxκJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {li (βββ)− li (βββ
∗) |Fj−1}

 .
From Assumption 10, it follows that

1

ρmax

lim
J→∞

sup
βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥>ϵ

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {li (βββ)− li (βββ
∗) |Fj−1}

 ≤ −δ 1

ρmax

a.s.

Thus, Equation 13 holds with δ′ ≜ δ 1
ρmax

.

8.3 Convergence Rate

First, we will prove that

Σ
1/2
J

(
β̂ββJ − βββ∗

)
= Op (1) . (14)

Define the weighted log-likelihood at βββ ∈ B as

MJ(βββ) ≜
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wili(βββ).

We begin with a Taylor series expansion of ṀJ between β̂ββJ and βββ∗,

0 = ṀJ(βββ
∗) + M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)(β̂ββJ − βββ∗),
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where β̄ββ
J
is between β̂ββJ and βββ∗. Multiplying and dividing by Σ

−1/2
J , we find that

−Σ
−1/2
J ṀJ(βββ

∗) = Σ
−1/2
J

{
M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)
}
Σ

−1/2
J Σ

1/2
J

(
β̂ββJ − βββ∗

)
.

If we show that

Σ
−1/2
J ṀJ(βββ

∗) = Op(1), (15)

and

σmin

(
Σ

−1/2
J M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)Σ

−1/2
J

)−1

= Op (1) , (16)

then Equation 14 follows. Consequently, we will divide the proof of Equation 14 into

proofs of Equations 15 and 16. This proof only relies on Assumptions 1-8 and 11.

8.3.1 Proof of Equation 15

We first prove that

Σ
−1/2
J ṀJ(βββ

∗) = Op(1).

Note that

Σ
−1/2
J ṀJ(βββ

∗) = Σ
−1/2
J


J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ
∗)

 .

Define cg ∈ Rk as a standard basis vector with 1 in the gth position and 0 elsewhere. We

know that for any g ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k},

c⊤g Σ
−1/2
J

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ
∗)


J

j=1
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is a martingale difference sequence with respect to fields {Fj}Jj=1. For any j ∈ N and

πππ ∈ Π,

Eβββ∗,πππ

c⊤g
∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ
∗)|Fj−1

 = c⊤g
∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,πππ

{
Wil̇i(βββ

∗)|Fj−1

}

= Eβββ∗,πππ

c⊤g ∑
i∈Ej−1

WiEβββ∗

{
l̇i(βββ

∗)|Fj−1,Ai

}
| Fj−1


= 0.

We now apply Theorem 8.2 (Theorem 2.15 from Hall and Heyde (2014)) to this martingale

difference sequence. By this theorem,

J∑
j=1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

c⊤g Σ
−1/2
J

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ
∗)


2

| Fj−1

 p→ c⊤Uc.

is sufficient for
J∑
j=1

c⊤g Σ
−1/2
J

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ
∗)
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to converge almost surely. We find that

J∑
j=1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

c⊤g Σ
−1/2
J

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ
∗)


2

|Fj−1


=

J∑
j=1

c⊤g Σ
−1/2
J Eβββ∗,π̂ππ


 ∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ
∗)

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ
∗)⊤

 | Fj−1

Σ
−1/2
J cg




(a)
= c⊤g Σ

−1/2
J


J∑
j=1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

{
W 2
i l̇(βββ

∗)l̇(βββ∗)⊤
}
|Fj−1

Σ
−1/2
J cg

(b)
= c⊤g Σ

−1/2
J


J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

{
Pπ̃(Ai)

Pπ̂(Ai)
l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤|Fj−1

}Σ
−1/2
J cg

= c⊤g Σ
−1/2
J

{
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

∫
Pπ̃(Ai|H i)

Pπ̂(Ai|H i)
l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤×

f (Di|Ai,Fj−1;βββ
∗)Pπ̂(Ai|Fj−1)dν

}
Σ

−1/2
J cg

(c)
= c⊤g Σ

−1/2
J

{
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

∫
Pπ̃(Ai|H i)

Pπ̂(Ai|H i)
l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤×

f (Di|Ai,Fj−1;βββ
∗)Pπ̂(Ai|H i)dν

}
Σ

−1/2
J cg

= c⊤g Σ
−1/2
J


J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

∫
l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤f (Di|Ai,Fj−1;βββ

∗)Pπ̃(Ai|H i)dν

Σ
−1/2
J cg

= c⊤g Σ
−1/2
J

 J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤|Fj−1

}Σ
−1/2
J cg

(d)
= c⊤g Σ

−1/2
J ηJΣ

−1/2
J cg.

Equality (a) follows from the law of iterated expectations applied to the cross terms of the

sum (as explained in the proof of Theorem 8.4); equality (b) follows from the definition

of Wi; equality (c) follows from the definition of historical information, H i; and equality

(d) follows from the definition of ηJ . By Assumption 11,

c⊤g Σ
−1/2
J ηJΣ

−1/2
J cg

p→ c⊤g Ucg.
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By Theorem 8.2, this implies that

c⊤g Σ
−1/2
J

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ
∗)

converges a.s. to a random variable, which we label Vg for g ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k}. Labeling

V = (V1, V2, . . . , Vk), we observe that

lim
J→∞

Σ
−1/2
J

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̇i(βββ
∗)

p→ V .

This verifies equation 15.

8.3.2 Proof of Equation 16

First, note that the differentiability and moment conditions of the log-likelihood (As-

sumptions 7 and 8) imply that

ηJ =
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤ | Fj−1

}
=

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
−l̈i(βββ∗) | Fj−1

}
.

Define

αJ ≜
J∑
j=1

−Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̈i(βββ
∗) | Fj−1

 .
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By Lemmas 11.2 and 11.3 and the fact that ρmin ≤ Wi ≤ ρmax,

σmin

(
Σ

−1/2
J

{
−M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)
}
Σ

−1/2
J

)
≥ σmin

(
Σ

−1/2
J

{
−M̈J(β̄ββ

J
) + M̈J(βββ

∗)
}
Σ

−1/2
J

)
+

σmin

(
Σ

−1/2
J

{
−M̈J(βββ

∗)− αJ

}
Σ

−1/2
J

)
+

σmin

(
Σ

−1/2
J αJΣ

−1/2
J

)
≥ σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
σmin

(
M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)− M̈J(βββ

∗)

κJ

)
×

σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
+

σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
σmin

{
−M̈J(βββ

∗)− αJ
κJ

}
×

σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
+

σmin

(
Σ

−1/2
J αJΣ

−1/2
J

)
(a)

≥ σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
σmin

{
M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)− M̈J(βββ

∗)

κJ

}
×

σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
+

σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
σmin

{
−M̈J(βββ

∗)− αJ
κJ

}
×

σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
+

1

ρmax

σmin

(
Σ

−1/2
J ηJΣ

−1/2
J

)
.

By Assumption 11, σmin

(
Σ

−1/2
J ηJΣ

−1/2
J

)−1

= Op(1) as J → ∞. Inequality (a) will be

verified by Property (4) below. In sum, it is sufficient to establish four properties:

1. σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
≤
∥∥∥(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
∥∥∥
2
= Op(1)

2.
∥∥∥{M̈J(βββ

∗)− M̈J(β̄ββ
J
)
}
/κJ

∥∥∥
2
= op(1).

3.
∥∥∥{−M̈J(βββ

∗)− αJ

}
/κJ

∥∥∥
2
= op(1)

4. αJ ⪰ 1
ρmax

ηJ
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Properties (1)-(3) ensure that

σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
σmin

{
M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)− M̈J(βββ

∗)

κJ

}
σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
= op(1), and

σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
σmin

{
−M̈J(βββ

∗)− αJ
κJ

}
σmin

{
(ΣJ/κJ)

−1/2
}
= op(1).

This allows us to conclude that

σmin

(
Σ

−1/2
J

{
−M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)
}
Σ

−1/2
J

)−1

≤
[

1

ρmax

σmin

{
Σ

−1/2
J ηJΣ

−1/2
J

}
+ op(1) + op(1)

]−1

= Op(1).

We begin with Property (1). By Assumption 12, there exists ϵ > 0 such that

σmin(ηJ/κJ) ≥ ϵ+ op(1) ⇒

κJ∥η−1
J ∥2 ≤ 1/ϵ+ op(1).

By Assumption 11,
∥∥∥Σ−1/2

J ηJΣ
−1/2
J

∥∥∥
2
= Op(1). Consequently, by the sub-multiplicativity

of the spectral norm,

κJ
∥∥Σ−1

J

∥∥
2
= κJ

∥∥Σ−1
J ηJη

−1
J

∥∥
2

≤ κJ
∥∥Σ−1

J ηJ
∥∥
2

∥∥η−1
J

∥∥
2

≤ Op(1)

{
1

ϵ
+ op(1)

}

as J → ∞. Note that the last equality follows because the eigenvalues of Σ−1
J ηJ are the

same as Σ
−1/2
J ηJΣ

−1/2
J .

We now prove Property (2). We analyze

∥∥∥∥∥M̈J(βββ
∗)− M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)

κJ

∥∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑J

j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wi

{
l̈i(βββ

∗)− l̈i(β̄ββ
J
)
}

κJ

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
∑J

j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wi∥l̈i(βββ∗)− l̈i(β̄ββ
J
)∥2

κJ
,
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where the last inequality follows from the triangle inequality. We wish to show that for

any ϵ > 0,

lim
J→∞

P

∑J
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wi∥l̈i(βββ∗)− l̈i(β̄ββ
J
)∥2

κJ
> ϵ

 = 0. (17)

Recall that Assumption 13 implies there exists an ϵl̈ > 0 and a function f : D → R such

that for all 0 < ϵ∗ ≤ ϵl̈, there exists δϵ∗ such that

sup
j∈N,i∈Ej−1, βββ∈B:∥βββ−βββ∗∥2≤δϵ∗

∥l̈i(βββ)− l̈i(βββ
∗)∥2 ≤ f(Di)ϵ

∗ a.s.,

and Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {f 2(Di)|Fj−1} is bounded almost surely. Because β̄ββ
J
is consistent for βββ∗, we

know that for any δϵ∗ , limJ→∞ ∥β̄ββJ − βββ∗∥ ≤ δϵ∗ a.s. Consequently,

lim
J→∞

P

∑J
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wi∥l̈(βββ∗)− l̈(β̄ββ
J
)∥2

κJ
> ϵ


≤ lim

J→∞
P

(
ϵ∗
∑J

j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wif(Di)

κJ
> ϵ

)
.

We now analyze the quantity

1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wif(Di) =
1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wif(Di)−
1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wif(Di)|Fj−1}

+
1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wif(Di)|Fj−1} .

We know that

1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wif(Di)−
1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wif(Di)|Fj−1} = op(1) (18)

by Theorem 8.4 because Assumption 13 states that Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {f 2(Di)|Fj−1} is bounded al-

most surely. Therefore,

1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wif(Di) = op(1) +
1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wif(Di)|Fj−1} .
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By Assumption 4, we know that ρmin ≤ Wi ≤ ρmax. Because f(Di) is a positive function,

we can conclude that

1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wif(Di) ≤ op(1) +
1

ρminκJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

{
W 2
i f(Di)|Fj−1

}
≤ op(1) +Bf/ρmin.

Defining ϵ∗ ≜ ϵρmin/(2Bf ), we find that

lim
J→∞

P

∑J
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wi∥l̈(βββ∗)− l̈(β̄ββ
J
)∥2

κJ
> ϵ


≤ lim

J→∞
P

(
ϵ

∑J
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wif(Di)

κJ
> ϵ

)

≤ lim
J→∞

P
(
ϵρmin/(2Bf )

{op(1) +Bf/ρmin} > ϵ
)

≤ lim
J→∞

P (op(1) > ϵ/2) → 0.

Consequently, Property (2) is satisfied.

We now prove Property (3). We verify the following condition,

lim
J→∞

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑J

j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

−Wil̈(βββ
∗)−

∑J
j=1 Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

{∑
i∈Ej−1

−Wil̈(βββ
∗) | Fj−1

}
κJ

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 0 a.s.

By Assumption 8 (the moments assumption) and Assumption 4, for any p, q ∈ [k], there

exists Bl̈2 such that for any j ∈ N and i ∈ Ej−1,

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
[l̈i(βββ

∗)]2p,q|Fj−1

}
≤ Bl̈2 a.s.

Consequently, we know that

∥∥∥∥∥
∑J

j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

−Wil̈(βββ
∗)− αJ

κJ

∥∥∥∥∥ = op(1)
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by Theorem 8.4 (component-wise).

Lastly, we prove Property (4). First, we find that

αJ ≜ −
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

{
Wil̈(βββ

∗) | Fj−1

}

=
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

[
WiEβββ∗

{
−l̈(βββ∗) | Ai,Fj−1

}
| Fj−1

]
.

We know Eβββ∗

{
−l̈(βββ∗) | Ai,Fj−1

}
⪰ 0 (because this is equivalent to the variance of the

score function), and therefore we can express

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

[
WiEβββ∗

{
−l̈(βββ∗) | Ai,Fj−1

}
| Fj−1

]

⪰ 1

ρmax

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

[
W 2
i Eβββ∗

{
−l̈(βββ∗) | Ai,Fj−1

}
| Fj−1

]

=
1

ρmax

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

[
Eβββ∗

{
−l̈(βββ∗) | Ai,Fj−1

}
| Fj−1

]

= − 1

ρmax

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
l̈(βββ∗) | Fj−1

}
=

1

ρmax

ηJ .

This satisfies Property (4). We have verified Equation 16.

Equation 14,

Σ
1/2
J

(
β̂ββJ − βββ∗

)
= Op (1) ,

follows from Equations 15 and 16. Equation 14 is used to conclude that

(
β̂ββJ − βββ∗

)
= Op

(
1/
√
κJ
)
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by showing

∥∥∥√κJ (β̂ββJ − βββ∗
)∥∥∥

2
=
∥∥∥κ1/2J Σ

−1/2
J Σ

1/2
J

(
β̂ββJ − βββ∗

)∥∥∥
2

≤
∥∥∥κ1/2J Σ

−1/2
J

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥Σ1/2
J

(
β̂ββJ − βββ∗

)∥∥∥
2

= Op(1).

The last equality follows from Property (1) and Equation 14.

Lemma 8.2. Let ei(βββ) ≜ Wili(βββ). Under Assumptions 1-13,

sup
βββ∈B

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[ei(βββ)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {ei(βββ)|Fj−1}]

 = op(1).

Lemma 8.2 is a martingale uniform law of large numbers, and its proof mirrors

Lemma 2 of Zhang et al. (2021).

Proof. Like Zhang et al. (2021), we begin by establishing a finite bracketing number for

the log-likelihood function based on Assumption 9 and the fact that B is bounded.

Finite Bracketing Number. Let δ > 0. We construct a set Bδ that is made up of

pairs of functions (b, u) and satisfies the following criteria.

1. We denote li(βββ) as l(βββ,Di) to emphasize its dependence on data Di ∈ D . We show

that for any βββ ∈ B, we can find functions (b, u) ∈ Bδ such that b(Di) ≤ l(βββ,Di) ≤

u(Di) and

sup
j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {u(Di)− b(Di)|Fj−1} ≤ δ a.s.

2. There are a finite number of pairs in Bδ, |Bδ| <∞.

3. For any (b, u) ∈ Bδ, there exists mg <∞ that does not depend on δ such that

sup
j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
b(Di)

2|Fj−1

}
≤ mg a.s, and

sup
j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
u(Di)

2|Fj−1

}
≤ mg a.s.
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We now construct Bδ. Create a grid over B with a meshwidth of λ > 0, and let the points

in this grid be the set Gλ ⊆ B. By construction, this implies that for any βββ ∈ B, we can

find βββ′ ∈ Gλ such that ∥βββ′ − βββ∥ ≤ λ.

By Assumption 9, we know that for any βββ,βββ′ ∈ B, j ∈ N, and i ∈ Ej−1, there exists

function g and constant mg <∞ such that |l(βββ,Di)− l(βββ′,Di)| ≤ g(Di)∥βββ − βββ′∥2 and

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
g(Di)

2|Fj−1

}
≤ mg a.s. (19)

We specify Bδ = {(l(βββ,Di)− λg(Di), l(βββ,Di) + λg(Di)) : βββ ∈ Gλ} and show that this

set satisfies properties (1)-(3) for a certain value of λ. Note that because B is bounded,

property (2) is satisfied because the number of points in Gλ is finite. To show that (1)

holds for Bδ, recall that for any βββ ∈ B, we can find βββ′ ∈ Gλ such that ∥βββ − βββ′∥ ≤ λ.

Define βββ′
λ(βββ) ≜ minβββ′∈Gλ

∥∥βββ − βββ′∥∥. By Assumption 9, this implies that

∣∣l(βββ,Di)− l
{
βββ′
λ(βββ),Di

}∣∣ ≤ g(Di)∥βββ − βββ′
λ(βββ)∥2 ≤ g(Di)λ.

Therefore,

l
{
βββ′
λ(βββ),Di

}
− λg(Di) ≤ l(βββ,Di) ≤ l

{
βββ′
λ(βββ),Di

}
+ λg(Di),

implying that there exists (b, u) ∈ Bδ such that b(Di) ≤ l(βββ,Di) ≤ u(Di) for all Di ∈ D.

Additionally, note that for any j ∈ N and i ∈ Ej−1,

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

[∣∣l {βββ′
λ(βββ),Di

}
+ λg(Di)−

[
l
{
βββ′
λ(βββ),Di

}
− λg(Di)

]∣∣ ∣∣∣Fj−1

]
= 2λEβββ∗,π̃ππ (|g(Di)||Fj−1) ≤ 2λ

√
mg a.s.

The inequality above holds by Jensen’s inequality,

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {|g(Di)||Fj−1} ≤
√

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {g(Di)2|Fj−1} a.s.,

and Equation 19. We conclude that (1) holds for our choice of Bδ by letting the meshwidth
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λ ≜ δ/(2
√
mg).

Lastly, we show that (3) holds. Note that for any βββ ∈ B,

sup
j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

[
{l(βββ,Di) + λg(Di)}2 |Fj−1

]
≤ 2 sup

j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
l(βββ,Di)

2|Fj−1

}
+ 2λ2 sup

j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
g(Di)

2|Fj−1

}
a.s.

by the triangle inequality and the fact that for any p, q ∈ R,

(p+ q)2 = p2 + 2pq + q2

= 2p2 + 2q2 − p2 + 2pq − q2

= 2p2 + 2q2 − (p− q)2

≤ 2p2 + 2q2.

By the same logic,

sup
j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

[
{l(βββ,Di)− λg(Di)}2 |Fj−1

]
≤ 2 sup

j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
l(βββ,Di)

2|Fj−1

}
+ 2λ2 sup

j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
g(Di)

2|Fj−1

}
a.s.

Because l(Di,βββ) = l(Di,βββ)− l(Di,βββ
∗) + l(Di,βββ

∗), we upper bound

2 sup
j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
l(βββ,Di)

2|Fj−1

}
+ 2λ2 sup

j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
g(Di)

2|Fj−1

}
≤ 4 sup

j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
l(βββ∗,Di)

2|Fj−1

}
+ 4 sup

j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

[
{l(βββ,Di)− l(βββ∗,Di)}2 |Fj−1

]
+ 2λ2 sup

j∈N,i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
g(Di)

2|Fj−1

}
a.s.

Note that supj∈N,i∈Ej−1
Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {g(Di)

2|Fj−1} ≤ mg a.s., and Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {l(βββ∗,Di)
2|Fj−1} is

bounded by Assumption 8.
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By Assumption 9, for any βββ ∈ B,

|l(βββ,Di)− l(βββ∗,Di)| ≤ g(Di)∥βββ − βββ∗∥2 ⇒

{l(βββ,Di)− l(βββ∗,Di)}2 ≤ g(Di)
2∥βββ − βββ∗∥22 ⇒

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

[
{l(βββ,Di)− l(βββ∗,Di)}2 |Fj−1

]
≤ Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
g(Di)

2|Fj−1

}
∥βββ − βββ∗∥22 a.s.

∥βββ − βββ∗∥22 is bounded because B is bounded, and supj∈N,i∈Ej−1
Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {g(Di)

2|Fj−1} ≤ mg

a.s. We conclude that property (3) holds. We now use Bδ in the main argument for the

proof of uniform convergence.

Main Argument: We now show that for any ϵ > 0,

Pβββ∗,π̂ππ

sup
βββ∈B

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[ei(βββ)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {ei(βββ)|Fj−1}]

 > ϵ

 = o(1). (20)

Let δ > 0 (we will choose δ later). Let Bδ be the set of pairs of functions as constructed

earlier. Note that by property (1) of Bδ, we get the following upper bound,

sup
βββ∈B

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[Wili(βββ)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wili(βββ)|Fj−1}]


≤ max

(b,u)∈Bδ

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[Wiu(Di)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wib(Di)|Fj−1}]

 a.s. (∗)

By subtracting and adding Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wiu(Di)|Fj−1}, and using the triangle inequality, we

find that

(∗) ≤ max
(b,u)∈Bδ

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ [Wi {u(Di)− b(Di)} |Fj−1]

+

max
(b,u)∈Bδ

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[Wiu(Di)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wiu(Di)|Fj−1}]

 a.s.
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By Assumption 4 and the fact that u(Di)− b(Di) ≥ 0,

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ [Wi {u(Di)− b(Di)|Fj−1}] ≤
1

ρmin

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

[
W 2
i {u(Di)− b(Di)|Fj−1}

]
=

1

ρmin

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ {u(Di)− b(Di)|Fj−1}

≤ 1

ρmin

δ.

The last inequality holds by property (1) of Bδ. Because maxi∈[n] ai ≤
∑n

i=1 |ai|,

sup
βββ∈B

 1

κJ

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[Wili(βββ)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wili(βββ)|Fj−1}]


≤ 1

ρmin

δ +
∑

(b,u)∈Bδ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1κJ
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[Wiu(Di)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wiu(Di)|Fj−1}]

∣∣∣∣∣∣ .
By property (3) of Bδ, we know that

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

{
W 2
i u(Di)

2|Fj−1

}
= Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
u(Di)

2|Fj−1

}
≤ mg.

Therefore, by Theorem 8.4, for any (b, u) ∈ Bδ,∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1κJ
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[Wiu(Di)− Eβββ∗,π̂ππ {Wiu(Di)|Fj−1}]

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = op(1).

Because |Bδ| < ∞ by Property (2), the convergence holds for all (b, u) ∈ Bδ simultane-

ously, so

(∗) ≤ 1

ρmin

δ + op(1).

Equation 20 is satisfied by choosing δ = ρminϵ/2. ■

9 Proof of Theorem 2.2

We establish asymptotic regret bounds for RL-RDS by proving Theorem 2.2. The fol-

lowing consequence of Markov’s inequality will be useful.
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Lemma 9.1. Let {Xn}n≥1 be a sequence of random variables where Xn ∈ X ⊂ Rp and

|| · || is an arbitrary norm on Rp. If E||Xn|| = O(1) for all n ≥ 1, then {Xn}n≥1 = Op(1).

Proof. If E||Xn|| = O(1) for all n ≥ 1, ∃M > 0 such that ∀n ≥ 1,

E||Xn|| ≤M.

We need to show that given ϵ, ∃Vϵ such that P (||Xn|| ≥ Vϵ) ≤ ϵ for all n ≥ 1. We know

that

P(||Xn|| ≥ Vϵ) ≤
E||Xn||
Vϵ

≤ M

Vϵ

by the Markov Inequality. Choosing Vϵ =M/ϵ gives the desired result. ■

In Assumption 6, we define Sn as the budget left when individual n is recruited, where

Sn satisfies 0 < Sn −
∑n

v=1C
v < C∗ for C∗ ∈ R+ and each n ∈ N. We define an upper

bound on the potential number of additional recruits under allocation strategy πππ at any

state hnJ for J ∈ N as

n∗(πππ,hk) ≜ inf

{
n :

n∑
v=k

Cv∗(πππ,hk) > C∗

}
.

We assume that there exists S∗ ∈ N such that for any hnJ ∈ HnJ , supπππ∈Π n
∗(πππ,hnJ ) ≤ S∗

a.s.

Proof of Theorem 2.2.

V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗) = V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ) + V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ)

≤ V nJ (hnJ , π̂ππJ ; β̂ββJ) + V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ)

= V nJ (hnJ , π̂ππJ ;βββ
∗) + V nJ (hnJ , π̂ππJ ; β̂ββJ)− V nJ (hnJ , π̂ππJ ;βββ

∗)+

V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ)

≤ V nJ (hnJ , π̂ππJ ;βββ
∗) + 2 sup

πππ∈Π

∣∣∣V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ)
∣∣∣ ,

where the first inequality follows from the definition of π̂ππJ . The upper bound above does
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not depend on πππ, and so it holds for πππopt,

V nJ (hnJ ,πππopt;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ , π̂ππJ ;βββ
∗) ≤ 2 sup

πππ∈Π
|V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ)|.

We know that V nJ (hnJ ,πππopt;βββ∗)−V nJ (hnJ , π̂ππJ ;βββ
∗) ≥ 0 because πππopt ∈ argmaxπππ∈Π V

nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗),

so

|V nJ (hnJ ,πππopt;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ , π̂ππJ ;βββ
∗)| ≤ 2 sup

πππ∈Π
|V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ)|.

We now show that supπππ∈Π |V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗)−V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ)| = Op(1/
√
κJ), which proves

the desired result. We expand V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗) − V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ) as follows. Recall that

∆v is an indicator that the budget has not been exceeded when individual v enters the

study. Note that ∃S∗ such that we can express

V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ) =∫ ( S∗∑
k=1

∆kyk

){
S∗∏
m=1

f(hm+1|hm, am;βββ∗)π(am|hm)

}
dλ(hS

∗
)−

∫ ( S∗∑
k=1

∆kyk

){
S∗∏
m=1

f(hm+1|hm, am; β̂ββJ)π(am|hm)

}
dλ(hS

∗
),

(21)

where h1 = hnJ . Refactoring this expression and applying the definition of the log-

likelihood results in

V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ) =∫ ( S∗∑
k=1

∆kyk

){
1−

∏S∗

m=1 f(h
m+1|hm, am; β̂ββJ)π(am|hm)∏S∗

m=1 f(h
m+1|hm, am;βββ∗)π(am|hm)

}
×

S∗∏
m=1

f(hm+1|hm, am;βββ∗)π(am|hm)dλ(hS∗
) =

∫ ( S∗∑
k=1

∆kyk

)[
1− exp

{
ℓS∗(β̂ββJ)− ℓS∗(βββ∗)

}]
×{

S∗∏
m=1

f(hm+1|hm, am;βββ∗)π(am|hm)

}
dλ(hS

∗
).
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By Assumption 14, we know that

√
κJ

∣∣∣ℓS∗(β̂ββJ)− ℓS∗(βββ∗)
∣∣∣ ≤ √

κJ

S∗∑
v=1

|qv(β̂ββJ)− qv(βββ∗)|

≤

[
S∗∑
v=1

|e {(Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av)} |

]∥∥∥√κJ (β̂ββJ − βββ∗
)∥∥∥

2
.

We know
√
κJ(β̂ββJ−βββ

∗) = Op(1) by Theorem 2.1. Labeling ev ≜ e {(Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av)}

and noting that ev is strictly positive, we also know that for any πππ ∈ Π,

Eβββ∗,πππ (|ev|) = O(1) (22)

by Jensen’s Inequality. By Lemma 9.1, this implies that
∑S∗

v=1 |ev| = Op(1). We conclude

that
√
κJ

∣∣∣ℓS∗(β̂ββJ)− ℓS∗(βββ∗)
∣∣∣ = Op(1) ⇒

∣∣∣ℓS∗(β̂ββJ)− ℓS∗(βββ∗)
∣∣∣ = Op(1/

√
κJ).

By Taylor expansion,

1− exp
{
ℓS∗(β̂ββJ)− ℓS∗(βββ∗)

}
= ℓS∗(β̂ββJ)− ℓS∗(βββ∗) + op

(
1/
√
κJ
)
. (23)

Because Y v ∈ [0, 1] for all v ∈ N,

∣∣∣∣∣
S∗∑
k=1

Y k∆k

∣∣∣∣∣ =
S∗∑
k=1

|Y k∆k| ≤ S∗,

and

|(21)| ≤S∗ ×
∣∣∣ℓS∗(β̂ββJ)− ℓS∗(βββ∗) + op

(
1/
√
κJ
)∣∣∣

×

{
S∗∏
m=1

f(hm+1|hm, am;βββ∗)π(am|hm)

}
dλ(hS

∗
).

(24)

Leveraging equations (22), (23), and (24) as well as the Cauchy-Schwartz Inequality, we
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know that as J → ∞

|(21)| ≤ S∗ × 1√
κJ

∥∥∥√κJ {β̂ββJ − βββ∗
}∥∥∥

2

{
S∗∑
v=1

|ev|

}

×

{
S∗∏
m=1

f(hm+1|hm, am;βββ∗)π(am|hm)

}
dλ(hS

∗
)+

op
(
1/
√
κJ
)
× 1√

κJ

∥∥∥√κJ {β̂ββJ − βββ∗
}∥∥∥

2

{
S∗∑
v=1

|ev|

}

×

{
S∗∏
m=1

f(hm+1|hm, am;βββ∗)π(am|hm)

}
dλ(hS

∗
)

≤S∗ × 1√
κJ

∥∥∥√κJ {β̂ββJ − βββ∗
}∥∥∥

2
Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
S∗∑
v=1

|ev|

}
+

op
(
1/
√
κJ
)
× 1√

κJ

∥∥∥√κJ {β̂ββJ − βββ∗
}∥∥∥

2
Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
S∗∑
v=1

|ev|

}
.

This follows because
√
κJ(β̂ββJ − βββ∗) = Op(1), and Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

(∑S∗

v=1 |ev|
)
= O(1).

Therefore, |V nJ (hnJ ,πππ;βββ∗)− V nJ (hnJ ,πππ; β̂ββJ)| = Op(1/
√
κJ) as J → ∞. This proves the

result. ■

10 Epoch Asymptotics

As mentioned in Section 2.1 in the main text, we observe the branching process data in

order of arrival time, Dκ ≜ {(Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av, Cv)}κv=1. Define Jκ as the last complete

epoch induced by coupon expiration, Jκ ≜ max{j : ∀i ∈ Ej, Ti+tmax < T κ}. Lemma 10.1

ensures that limκ→∞ Jκ → ∞ a.s. under Assumption 5, implying that inference based on

the last complete epoch will achieve the asymptotic guarantees of Theorem 2.3.

Lemma 10.1. Assume that the working model specified in Equation 6 is the true gener-

ative model. Under Assumption 5,

Jκ → ∞ a.s.
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Proof. First, we show that

lim
κ→∞

T κ = ∞.

Define VS as the seed sample set. Under Assumption 5, the number of coupons in a

coupon allocation is upper bounded by L∗. It is sufficient to show that for any g ∈ N,

T |VS |Lg−1
∗ +1 ≥ gtmin.

We employ a proof by induction. First, we show the base case. Suppose g = 1. We

know that T |VS |+1 ≥ tmin by Assumption 5. We now assume that for any g ∈ N,

T |VS |∗Lg−1
∗ +1 ≥ gtmin.

Note that tmin > 0. Consequently, an upper bound on the number of active coupons in

the branching process at time T |VS |∗Lg−1
∗ is

|VS|Lg−1
∗ ∗ L∗ = |VS|Lg∗.

Note that any study participant recruited by a new member of the sample (an individual

recruited after the first |VS|Lg−1
∗ study participants) will have a recruitment time greater

than (g + 1)tmin; i.e., for any κ such that Rκ > |VS|Lg−1
∗ , T κ ≥ (g + 1)tmin. Because

|VS|Lg∗ − |VS|Lg−1
∗ is an upper bound on the number of active coupons at time T |VS |Lg−1

∗ ,

we know that R|VS |Lg
∗ ≥ |VS|Lg−1

∗ . Consequently,

T |VS |Lg
∗+1 > (g + 1)tmin.

We conclude that

lim
κ→∞

T κ = ∞

by induction. Now we establish that

lim
κ→∞

Jκ = ∞.

Recall that κJ ≜ |EJ |. Additionally, recall that |Av| ≤ L∗ for all v ∈ N . Consequently,
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for all j ∈ N,
∣∣E j∣∣ ≤ Lj∗ < ∞. This implies that maxi∈Ej

Ti ≤ tmaxL
j
∗. Consequently, for

any j ∈ N,

1 = P
(
lim
κ→∞

{
tmaxL

j
∗ + tmax < T κ

})
≤ P

(
lim
κ→∞

{
∀i ∈ E j, Ti + tmax < T κ

})
.

We conclude that limκ→∞ Jκ = ∞. ■

11 Proof of Theorem 2.3

In this section, we prove Theorem 2.3 for the branching model described in Equation 6.

Under Conditions (C1)-(C6), we verify Assumptions 4, 5, and 7-13. This will allow us to

invoke Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 for the branching model described by Equation 6.

General notation for this section. For matrix A ∈ Rn×n, σmin(A) and σmax(A)

are the minimum and maximum singular values of A respectively. Define vec(A) as the

vectorization of A. For a symmetric matrixX ∈ Rd×d, define vech(X) as the vectorization

of the lower-triangular elements of X. Label Id ∈ Rd×d as the d-dimensional identity

matrix.

11.1 The Branching Models Derivatives

Before we begin verifying assumptions, it will be useful to calculate the derivatives of the

log-likelihood of the branching process specified in Equation 6. First, we define the data

Di = (Y i,X i,T i,Mi,Ai) .
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For example, X i is the covariate vector of recruiter i, and X i = (X i,1,X i,2, . . . ,X i,Mi
)

are the recruits of recruiter i. The complete likelihood for the branching process is

LJ(βββ) ≜

LJ(βββy)LJ({ϕϕϕa, Ga,Σa}a∈A)LJ(ζ, λ) ≜
J∏
j=1

∏
i∈Ej−1

Mi∏
l=1

[
1

1 + exp(−Zi,l
⊤βββy)

]Yi,l [
1

1 + exp(Zi,l
⊤βββy)

]1−Yi,l
×

J∏
j=1

∏
i∈Ej−1

Mi∏
l=1

(2π)−p/2|
∑
a∈A

ΣaI (Ai,l = a) |−1/2×

exp

[
−1

2

∑
a∈A

{
(X i,l − ϕϕϕa −GaX i)

⊤Σ−1
a (X i,l − ϕϕϕa −GaX i)

}
I(Ai,l = a)

]
J∏
j=1

∏
i∈Ej−1

Mi!

[ ∏Mi

l=1 ζe
−ζUi,l

[e−ζtmin − e−ζtmax ]Mi

]
λMi/Mi!∑|Av |
ℓ=k (λ

ℓ/ℓ!)
.

(25)

Lastly, we rewrite the logarithm of the part of the likelihood that involves βββt = ζ and

βββm = λ as

ℓJ(ζ, λ) ≜
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Mi∑
l=1

{
log(ζ)− ζUi,l − log

(
e−ζtmin − e−ζtmax

)}
+

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Mi log(λ)− log{
|Ai|∑
ℓ=k

(λℓ/ℓ!)}

 . (26)

We will need the hessian of the log-likelihood of this branching process for the proofs

that follow. Recall that A is the set of possible coupon types. We note that each coupon

allocation is a set of identical coupons, implying that the sets A and A have a one-to-one

correspondence. Consequently, for a ∈ A, there exists a ∈ A such that

I(Ai = a) = I(Ai,l = a)

for every l ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,Mi}. Consequently, we can represent the complete branching
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process likelihood as

LJ(βββ) ≜

LJ(βββy)LJ({ϕϕϕa, Ga,Σa}a∈A)LJ(ζ, λ) ≜
J∏
j=1

∏
i∈Ej−1

Mi∏
l=1

[
1

1 + exp(−Zi,l
⊤βββy)

]Yi,l [
1

1 + exp(Zi,l
⊤βββy)

]1−Yi,l
×

J∏
j=1

∏
i∈Ej−1

Mi∏
l=1

(2π)−p/2|
∑
a∈A

ΣaI(Ai = a)|−1/2×

exp

[
−1

2

∑
a∈A

{
(X i,l − ϕϕϕa −GaX i)

⊤Σ−1
a (X i,l − ϕϕϕa −GaX i)

}
I(Ai = a)

]
J∏
j=1

∏
i∈Ej−1

Mi!

[ ∏Mi

l=1 ζe
−ζUi,l

[e−ζtmin − e−ζtmax ]Mi

]
λMi/Mi!∑|Av |
ℓ=k (λ

ℓ/ℓ!)
.

(27)

We will use this likelihood for the proofs that follow.

The Hessian for the log-likelihood of the covariate model. Define X∗
i = (1,X i)

and G†
a =

(
ϕ⊤
a , G

⊤
a

)⊤
. The likelihood of the covariate model parameter,

βββx =
{
G†

a,Σa

}
a∈A, is

LJ
({
G†

a,Σa

}
a∈A

)
≜

J∏
j=1

∏
i∈Ej−1

Mi∏
l=1

(2π)−p/2

∣∣∣∣∣∑
a∈A

ΣaI(c = a)

∣∣∣∣∣
−1/2

×

exp

[
−1

2

∑
a∈A

{
(X i,l −G†

aX
∗
i )

⊤Σ−1
a (X i,l −G†

aX
∗
i )
}
I(Ai = a)

]

=
J∏
j=1

∏
i∈Ej−1

Mi∏
l=1

(2π)−p/2

∣∣∣∣∣∑
a∈A

ΣaI(Ai = a)

∣∣∣∣∣
−1/2

×

exp

[
− 1

2

∑
a∈A

{
X i,l

⊤Σ−1
a X i,l − 2X∗

i
⊤G†

a

⊤
Σ−1

a X i,l+

X∗
i
⊤G†

a

⊤
Σ−1

a G†
aX

∗
i

}
I(Ai = a)

]
.
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The equality above simply follows from distributing. For a ∈ A, we reparameterize

Ωa = −1
2
Σ−1

a and Γa = Σ−1
a G†

a.

LJ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
=

J∏
j=1

∏
i∈Ej−1

Mi∏
l=1

(2π)−p/2|
∑
a∈A

−2ΩaI(Ai = a)|1/2×

exp

[∑
a∈A

{
X i,l

⊤ΩaX i,l +X∗
i
⊤Γ⊤

aX i,l+

1

4
X∗

i
⊤Γ⊤

aΩa
−1ΓaX

∗
i

}
I(Ai = a)

]
.

The reparameterized log-likelihood is

ℓJ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
≜

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Mi∑
l=1

∑
a∈A

[
(−p/2) log(2π) + 1

2
log | − 2Ωa|+

X i,l
⊤ΩaX i,l +X∗

i
⊤Γ⊤

aX i,l+

1

4
X∗

i
⊤Γ⊤

aΩa
−1ΓaX

∗
i

]
I(Ai = a)

=
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Mi∑
l=1

∑
a∈A

[
(−p/2) log(2π) + 1

2
log | − 2Ωa|+

tr
(
ΩaX i,lX i,l

⊤)+ tr
(
Γ⊤
aX i,lX

∗
i
⊤
)
+

tr

(
1

4
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1ΓaX
∗
iX

∗
i
⊤
)]

I(Ai = a),

where the second equality follows from rearranging terms and using the properties of the

trace operator. For a ∈ A, define na ≜
∑J

j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

MiI(Ai = a) and V J
a ∈ R(p+1)×(p+1)

such that V J
a ≜

∑J
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

MiX
∗
iX

∗
i
⊤I(Ai = a). We apply the differential operator
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two times and find

d2ℓJ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
=

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Mi∑
l=1

∑
a∈A

−d2

{
− 1

2
log | − 2Ωa|−

1

4
tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1ΓaX
∗
iX

∗
i
⊤
)}

I(Ai = a)

= −d

{
− na

2
tr
(
Ω−1

a dΩa

)
− 1

4
tr
(
2Γ⊤

aΩ
−1
a dΓaV

J
a

)
+

1

4
tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1dΩaΩa
−1ΓaV

J
a

)}

= −

{
na

2
tr
(
Ω−1

a dΩaΩ
−1
a dΩa

)
−

1

2
tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩ

−1
a dΩaΩ

−1
a dΩaΩ

−1
a ΓaV

J
a

)
−

1

2
tr
(
dΓ⊤

aΩ
−1
a dΓaV

J
a

)
+

tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩ

−1
a dΩaΩ

−1
a dΓaV

J
a

)
+

1

4
tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1dΩaΩa
−1ΓaV

J
a

)}
.

We observe that for a, a′ ∈ A and a ̸= a′,

∂ℓJ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
∂ (vec(Γa), vec(Ωa)) ∂ (vec(Γa′), vec(Ωa′))⊤

= [0](p+1)2×p2 .

We express

ℓ̈J
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
=

− diag



 V J

a ⊗ Σa 2
(
V J

aG
∗
a
⊤ ⊗ Σa

)
2
(
G∗

aV
J
a ⊗ Σa

)
4
(
G∗

aV
J
aG

∗
a
⊤ ⊗ Σa

)
+ 2na (Σa ⊗ Σa)




a∈A


= −diag



 V J

a 2V J
aG

∗
a
⊤

2G∗
aV

J
a 4G∗

aV
J
aG

∗
a
⊤ + 2naΣa

⊗ Σa


a∈A

 .
The second equality follows from properties of Kronecker products.
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The Hessian for the log-likelihood of the reward model. The estimating equation

for the reward model parameter, βββy, is

∂ℓJ(βββy)

∂βββy
=

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Mi∑
l=1

[
Yi,lZi,l −

{
1

1 + exp(−Zi,l
⊤βββy)

∗Zi,l

}]
.

The derivative of the estimating equation (the hessian of the log-likelihood) is

∂2ℓJ(βββy)

∂βββy∂βββ
⊤
y

= −
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Mi∑
l=1

Zi,lZi,l
⊤

{
1

1 + exp(−Zi,l
⊤βββy)

}{
1

1 + exp
(
Zi,l

⊤βββy
)} .

The Hessian for the log-likelihood of the arrival model. Appealing to Equa-

tion 26, the estimating equation for the arrival model parameter, βββt = ζ, is

∂ℓJ(ζ)

∂ζ
=

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Mi∑
l=1

1

ζ
− Ui,l −

tmine
−ζtmin − tmaxe

−ζtmax

e−ζtmin − e−ζtmax
.

The derivative of the estimating equation (the hessian of the log-likelihood) is

∂2ℓJ(ζ)

∂ζ2
=

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

−Mi

(
1

ζ2
+
tmine

−ζtmin − t2maxe
−ζtmax

[e−ζtmin − e−ζtmax ]2

)
.

The Hessian for the log-likelihood of the family model. We reparameterize the

log-likelihood in Equation 26, where τ = log(λ):

ℓJ(τ) =
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Miτ − log{
|Ai|∑
ℓ=k

(eτℓ/ℓ!)}

 .
The score function is

∂ℓJ(τ)

∂τ
=

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

[
Mi − τ

∑|Ai|
ℓ=k ℓe

τℓ/ℓ!)∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!

]
.
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This makes the Hessian of the log-likelihood

∂2ℓJ(τ)

∂τ 2
=

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

−τ 2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓ
2eτℓ/ℓ!

}
−
{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓe
τℓ/ℓ!

}2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}2 .

11.2 Verification of Assumptions 4-5 and 7-8

11.2.1 Assumption 4

Assumption 4 is satisfied by Thompson sampling with a clipping constraint. We show

this in Lemma 11.1.

Lemma 11.1. For any j ∈ N and i ∈ Ej−1, assume Ai is assigned by RL-RDS with a

clipping constraint at level ϵ1 ∈ (0, 1) (as specified in Section 2). Additionally, assume

Conditions (C1)-(C6). There exists ϵmin, ϵmax > 0 such that for all a ∈ A,

ϵmin ≤ P(Ai = a|H i) ≤ ϵmax w.p. 1.

This implies that for ρmin =
√
ϵmin and ρmax =

√
ϵmax,

ρmin ≤ W i ≤ ρmax w.p. 1.

Proof. Note that by Condition (C3), the set of possible coupon allocations is constant for

the duration of the study. For any j ∈ N and i ∈ Ej−1, Thompson sampling with clipping

at level ϵ1 ∈ (0, 1) selects allocation a ∈ A with probability

P (Ai = a) =
pai∑

a′∈A p
a′
i

,

where pai ≜ min
[
1− ϵ1,max

{
ϵ1, ξ̂

i
B(H i, a)

}]
(refer to Section 2 for the definition of ξ̂iB).

This implies that

P (Ai = a) =
pai∑

a′∈A p
a′
i

≥ ϵ1
(1− ϵ1)|A|

.
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Consequently, for any a ∈ A,

1− ϵ1
1 + (|A| − 2)ϵ1

≥ P (Ai = a) .

The inequality follows from the fact that 1− ϵ1 ≥ pai ≥ ϵ1. We define

ϵmin ≜ ϵ1/ {(1− ϵ1)|A|} , ϵmax ≜
1− ϵ1

1 + (|A| − 2)ϵ1
.

■

11.2.2 Assumption 5

Assumption 5 is satisfied by Equation 7 (in Section 2.1 of the main text) and Condi-

tion (C1). See the verification of Assumption 11 for a further discussion of Equation 7.

11.2.3 Assumptions 7 and 8

Assumption 7 is verified by the derivatives calculated in Section 11.1 and the fact that

each component of this branching model is a full rank exponential family. Consequently,

the natural parameters are identifiable (Brown, 1986). Assumption 8 follows from

the score and Hessian functions calculated in Section 11.1. Observe that the likelihood

and Hessian components are continuous and finite in the data for a given parameter

value. Consequently, the fact that the data are bounded implies that for any j ∈ N

and i ∈ Ej−1, l̇i(βββ) and l̈i(βββ) are bounded (by the extreme value theorem). This implies

that the conditional expectations of these functions are bounded and Assumption 8 is

satisfied.

11.3 Verification of Assumptions 9 and 11-14

We now verify Assumptions 9 and 11-14.
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11.3.1 Note on Assumption 10

Note that Assumption 10 is only used in the proof of consistency in Section 8. It is

unnecessary because the log-likelihood of the branching process specified in Equation 6

is concave. We will provide another proof of consistency in Section 11.4 that does not

use Assumption 10.

11.3.2 Supporting Lemmas

Lemmas 11.2 and 11.3 are useful properties of positive semi-definite matrices.

Lemma 11.2. Define positive semi-definite matrices A,B ∈ Rd×d. It follows that

σmin(A+B) ≥ σmin(A) + σmin(B).

Proof.

σmin(A+B) = min
x ̸=0

x⊤(A+B)x

x⊤x

= min
x ̸=0

(
x⊤Ax

x⊤x
+
x⊤Bx

x⊤x

)
≥ min

x ̸=0

x⊤Ax

x⊤x
+min

x ̸=0

x⊤Bx

x⊤x

= σmin(A) + σmin(B).

The first line follows from the definition of the minimum singular value for positive

semi-definite matrices, and the second from distributing. For any functions f and g,

minx∈X {f(x) + g(x)} ≥ minx∈X f(x) +minx∈X g(x). Consequently, line 3 is true. Line 4

applies the definiton of the minimum singular value again. ■

Lemma 11.3. Let A,B ∈ Rd×d be positive semi-definite matrices. It follows that

σmin(A)σmin(B) ≤ σmin(AB).

Proof. First, we assume that martices A and B are invertible. By the sub-multiplicativity
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of the spectral norm, we know that

σmax(AB) ≤ σmax(A)σmax(B).

Consequently,

σmax{(AB)−1} ≤ σmax(A
−1)σmax(B

−1) ⇒

σmin(AB)−1 ≤ σmin(A)
−1σmin(B)−1 ⇒

σmin(A)σmin(B) ≤ σmin(AB).

The first line applies the sub-multiplicativity of the spectral norm. For any matrix A,

σmax(A
−1) = σmin(A)

−1. Consequently, line 2 is true.

If matricesA andB are not invertible, then σmin(A) = 0, σmin(B) = 0, and σmin(AB) =

0. Therefore, the result follows trivially. ■

Lemma 11.4. Let M ∈ Rd×d be a matrix such that

M =

 A B

B⊤ C


where A ∈ Rd1×d1 and C ∈ Rd2×d2 are symmetric and d1 + d2 = d. M is positive definite

if and only if A is positive definite and C −B⊤A−1B is positive definite. Additionally,

σmin(M) ≥ σmin(A)σmin(C −B⊤A−1B).

Proof. Define Id1 ∈ Rd1×d1 and Id2 ∈ Rd2×d2 as the d1 and d2-dimensional identity matrices
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respectively. We express M as

M =

 A B

B⊤ C


=

 Id1 0

B⊤A−1 Id2


A 0

0 C −B⊤A−1B


Id1 A−1B

0 Id2

 .

Because  Id1 0

B⊤A−1 Id2


and its transpose are invertible, we know that M is positive definite if and only if

Q =

A 0

0 C −B⊤A−1B


is positive definite. The matrix Q is block diagonal, so it is positive definite if and only

if A and C −B⊤A−1B are positive definite. Additionally, by Lemma 11.3,

σmin(M) ≥ σmin


 Id1 0

B⊤A−1 Id2


σmin


A 0

0 C −B⊤A−1B


×

σmin


Id1 A−1B

0 Id2




≥ σmin(A)σmin

(
C −B⊤A−1B

)
σmin (Id1)

2 σmin (Id2)
2

= σmin(A)σmin

(
C −B⊤A−1B

)
■
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11.3.3 Assumptions 9 and 14

We verify Assumption 9 first. We write l̇i(βββ
∗) = l̇(βββ∗,Di) as a function l̇ : B×D → R.

From Section 11.2, we know that l̇ is continuous over both B and D . Because X is compact

(and the other data types are bounded by definition), we know that D is compact. By

the extreme value theorem, we can define γ <∞,

max
d∈D

max
βββ∈B

∥∥∥l̇(βββ,d)∥∥∥
2
≤ γ.

B is a convex subset of Rq. Consequently, by the mean value theorem, we know that for

all j ∈ N, i ∈ Ej−1, and βββ,βββ
′ ∈ B,

∣∣li(βββ)− li(βββ
′)
∣∣ ≤ |l̇i(β̄ββ)|∥βββ − βββ′∥2,

for some β̄ββ = tβββ + (1 − t)βββ′ where t ∈ [0, 1]. Because |l̇i(β̄ββ)| = |l̇(β̄ββ,Di)| ≤ γ, we know

that ∣∣li(βββ)− li(βββ
′)
∣∣ ≤ γ∥βββ − βββ′∥2

and Assumptions 9 is satisfied.

The likelihood of the arrival process implied by data Dκ = {(Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av)}κv=1

is simply a censored (or integrated) version of the complete generation likelihood of

Section 11.2. Consequently, write q̇v(βββ) = q̇(βββ,Dv) (the components of this likelihood as

defined in Section 2) as a function q̇ : B×D → R, we know that q̇ is continuous over both

B and D . Therefore, Assumption 14 is satisfied by the logic presented in the previous

paragraph.

11.3.4 Assumption 11

In this section, we verify Assumption 11. To do this, we introduce the branching

process in a manner consistent with Delmas and Marsalle (2010). Most of the following

setup is taken directly from their paper; we reproduce it here for the reader’s convenience.

We modify the background and theory where necessary to generalize their proofs to more
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than two possible recruits (or cells in their case).

Let G0 = ∅, Gj = {1, . . . , L}j for j ∈ N, Tr = ∪0≤j≤rGj. The set Gj contains all

possible recruits in the j-th generation. Note that for participant i ∈ Gj, j = |i| denotes

the generation of i. Additionally, for i, j ∈ T, we can represent the concatenation of their

positions as ij = (i, j). For recruit i ∈ T, we still denote X i ∈ Rp as an individual’s

covariates as specified in the model described by Equation 6. We define the transition

kernel implied by this covariate process over the branching tree as follows. Let (E, E)

be a measurable space, and let P be a probability kernel on E × EL with values in

[0, 1]. This implies that P (·, A) is measurable for all A ∈ EL and P (x, ·) is a probability

measure on (EL, EL). Additionally, for any real-valued function g defined on EL and

q = (q1, q2, . . . , qL), we set

Pg(x) =

∫
EL

g(q)P (x, dq).

We call a stochastic process indexed by T, {X i, i ∈ T}, a fixed branching Markov

chain on a measurable space (E, E) with initial distribution ν and probability kernel P

if:

• X∅ is distributed as ν

• It satisfies a Markov property: for any measureable real-valued bounded functions

(gi, i ∈ T) defined on EL, we have that for all j ≥ 0

E

∏
i∈Gj

gi (X i1,X i2, . . . ,X iL) |σ(Xk, k ∈ Tj)

 =
∏
i∈Gj

Pgi (X i) .

We consider the metric measurable space (S,S), and add a cemetery point to S, δ. Let

S = Rp ∪ {δ} and S be the σ-field generated by S and {δ}. Let P ∗ be a probability

kernel defined on S × SL such that

P ∗ (δ, {(δ, δ, . . . , δ)}) = 1. (28)

80



Note that this condition means that δ is an absorbing state.

The covariate process specified in Equation 6, {X i, i ∈ T∗} with T∗ = {i ∈ T : X i ̸= δ}

is a fixed branching Markov chain on (S,S) with P ∗ satisfying Equation 28. Note that

the recruit covariate distributions are independently and identically distributed. In other

words, for V ≜ (V1 × V2 × · · · × VL) ∈ SL and an induced kernel P1,

∫
V

P (x, q)dq =

∫
V 1

∫
V 2

· · ·
∫
V L

P1(x, dq1)P1(x, dq2) · · ·P1(x, dqL)dq1dq2 · · · dqL.

Additionally, the family size distribution is only dependent on the total number of re-

cruits. This fact, along with the i.i.d. property described above, implies that, for

V = (V
1
, V

2
, . . . , V

L
) ∈ S

L
,

∫
V

P ∗(x, q)dq =

∫
V 1

∫
V 2

· · ·
∫
V L

P ∗(x, q)dq

=

∫
V z(1)

∫
V z(2)

· · ·
∫
V z(L)

P ∗(x, q)dq

for any permutation z of {1, 2, . . . , L}. We will call this property the “exchangeability” of

P ∗. Lastly, the process is “spatially homogeneous;” i.e., for V ∈ {S, δ}L and x1,x2 ∈ S,

P ∗ (x1, V
)
= P ∗ (x2, V

)
.

In other words, the family size distribution does not depend on the covariate value of

the parent. By Condition (C1), the Galton-Watson (GW) tree implied by this process is

super-critical.

We now cite some well known results from the branching process literature (Athreya

et al., 2004). For any subset O ⊂ T, let

O∗ = O ∩ T∗ = {o ∈ O,Xk ̸= δ}

be the subset of O that are “realized” recruits. Labeling Zj ≜ |G∗
j |, {Zj, j ∈ N} is a GW
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process. For j ≥ 0, we know

E
(∣∣G∗

j

∣∣) = mj.

And, for r ≥ 0, we know

E (|T∗
r|) =

r∑
j=0

E
(∣∣G∗

j

∣∣) = r∑
j=0

mj =
mr+1 − 1

m− 1
.

Additionally, there exists a random variable I s.t.

I = lim
j→∞

m−j ∣∣G∗
j

∣∣ a.s. and in L2 (29)

where E (I ) = 1.

We now define a series of useful sub-probability kernels. The first is on S × S2 such

that

P ∗
2 = P ∗

{
·,
(
· ∩ S2

)
× S

L−2
}
.

Note that by the exchangeability of P ∗, for any i, j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , L− 2} such that i+ j ≤

L− 2,

P ∗
2 = P ∗

{
·,
(
· ∩ S2

)
× S

L−2
}
= P ∗

{
·, Si × (· ∩ S)× S

j × (· ∩ S)× S
L−2−i−j

}
.

The second sub-probability kernel is defined on S × S in the following manner,

P ∗
1 = P ∗

{
·, (· ∩ S)× S

L−1
}
.

By the same exchangeability property, we know that for any 0 ≤ i ≤ L− 1,

P ∗
1 = P ∗

{
·, (· ∩ S)× S

L−1
}
= P ∗

{
·, Si × (· ∩ S)× S

L−1−i
}
.

We introduce an auxiliary Markov chain. Let {Kj, j ∈ N} be a Markov chain on S
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with K0 distributed as X∅ and transition kernel

Q =
L

m
P ∗
1 .

The distribution of Kj corresponds to the distribution of XI conditional on {I ∈ T∗},

where I is chosen at random from Gj.

We explore the nature of transition kernel Q as it will be useful in theory later. We

define P1 as a probability kernel on S×S that represents the marginal of P (note the use

of P instead of P ∗ here). Consequently, it represents the dynamics of a single recruiter,

recruit covariate process (with the guarantee that the recruit exists). Formally, P1(·, V )

is measurable for V ∈ S, where

P1(·, V ) = P (·, V × SL−1),

and P1(x, ·) is a probability measurable on (S,S) such that

P1(x, ·) = P (x, · × SL−1).

We can also define P1 as the sub-probability kernel P ∗
1 re-normalized over S. We see that

for x ∈ S,

P1(x, ·) = P ∗
1 (x, ·|· ∈ S) =

P ∗
1 (x, ·)

P ∗
1 (x, S)

,

or in other words P1 = P ∗
1 /P

∗
1 (x, S). We now show that

Q =
L

m
P ∗
1 (x, S) = P ∗

1 /P
∗
1 (x, S) = P1,

where Q is defined as the transition kernel for the auxiliary Markov chain (Kj, j ∈ N)

above.

Lemma 11.5. Let Q be defined as above, then

Q =
L

m
P ∗
1 = P ∗

1 /P
∗
1 (x, S) = P1
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Proof. To prove the following statement, we need to show that

m

L
= P ∗

1 (x, S).

Due to the spatial homogeneity of the Markov process, we can define pγ for

γ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , L} as the probability that γ people are recruited (regardless of the re-

cruiter’s covariates). We evaluate P ∗
1 (x, S) in terms of these probabilities (keeping in

mind that the recruits are identically distributed),

P ∗
1 (x, S) =

p1
L!/ {(L− 1)!1!}

+
(L− 1)!/ {(L− 2)!1!} p2

L!/ {(L− 2)!2!}
+

(L− 1)!/ {(L− 3)!2!} p3
L!/ {(L− 3)!3!}

+ · · ·+ pL

=
L∑
i=1

ipi
L

=
m

L
.

■

If (E, E) is a metric measurable space, then define Bb(E) (resp. B+(E)) to be the set

of bounded (resp. non-negative) real-valued measurable functions on E. The set Cb(E)

(resp. C+(E)) denotes the set of bounded (resp. non-negative) real-valued continuous

functions defined on E. For a finite measure λ on (E, E) and f ∈ Bb(E)∪B+(E) we shall

write

⟨λ, f⟩ =
∫
f(x)dλ(x).

Additionally, we write Ex when X∅ = x. We end this preamble with the definition of

ergodicity for the Markov chain {Kj, j ∈ N}.

Definition 11.1. The Markov chain {Kj, j ∈ N} is ergodic if there exists a probability

measure µ on (S,S) such that for all f ∈ Cb(S) and all x ∈ S,

lim
j→∞

Ex {f(Kj)} = ⟨µ, f⟩.
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Before tackling the strong law of large numbers for the branching process covariate

model, we reproduce a helpful Lemma from Delmas and Marsalle (2010) with slight

adaptations.

Lemma 11.6. For f ∈ Bb(S) ∪ B+(S),

E {f(Kj)}
(a)
= m−j

∑
i∈Gj

E {f(X i)I (i ∈ T∗)} (b)
=

∑
i∈Gj

f(X i)I (i ∈ T∗)∑
i∈Gj

P (i ∈ T∗)

= E {f(XI) | I ∈ T∗} .

where I is a uniform random variable on Gj independent of X.

Proof. We consider equality (a). Recall that K0 has distribution ν. For i ∈ Gj, we know

E {f(X i)I (i ∈ T∗)} = E {f(X i)I (X i ̸= δ)} = ⟨ν, (P ∗
1 )
jf⟩,

following from Equation 28 and the definition of P ∗
1 . Consequently,

∑
i∈Gj

E {f(X i)I (i ∈ T∗)} =
∑

i∈{1,2,...,L}j
⟨ν, (P ∗

1 )
jf⟩ = ⟨ν, (LP ∗

1 )
jf⟩ = mj⟨ν,Qjf⟩

= mjE {f(Kj)} .

This gives the first equality. Then take f = 1 in the previous equality to get mj =∑
i∈Gj

P (i ∈ T∗) and equality (b). To prove Equality (c), we show by the law of total

probability that

E {f(XI)|I ∈ T∗} =
f(XI)I (I ∈ T∗)

P (I ∈ T∗)

=

∑
i∈Gj

f(X i)I (i ∈ T∗)P(I = i)∑
i∈Gj

P (i ∈ T∗)P(I = i)

=

∑
i∈Gj

f(X i)I (i ∈ T∗)∑
i∈Gj

P (i ∈ T∗)
.

■

We recall that ν denotes the distribution of X∅. Any function f defined on S is
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extended to S by f(δ) = 0. Let F be a vector subspace of B(S) s.t.

1. F contains the constants

2. F 2 ≜ {f 2 : f ∈ F} ⊂ F

3. F ⊗ F ⊂ L1(P (x, ·)) for all x ∈ S and P (f0 ⊗ f1) ∈ F for all f0, f1 ∈ F

4. For δ ∈ [0, 1], F ⊂ L1(P ∗
1 (x, ·)) for all x ∈ S and P ∗

1 (f) ∈ F for all f ∈ F

5. There exists a probability measure µ on (S,S) such that F ⊂ L1(µ) and

limj→∞ Ex {f(Kj)} = ⟨µ, f⟩ for all x ∈ S and f ∈ F

6. For all f ∈ F , there exists g ∈ F such that for all j ∈ N, |Qjf | ≤ g.

7. F ⊂ L1(ν)

By convention, a function defined on S is said to belong to F if its restriction to S

belongs to F . Note that if Kj is ergodic and x → P ∗g is continuous on S for

all g ∈ Cb(S
2
) then the set F = Cb(S) fulfills Properties (1)-(7). Additionally,

the stipulation that x → P ∗g is continuous on S for all g ∈ Cb(S
2
) is satisfied

if Kj has a continuous density (because integrals of continuous functions are

continuous).

The Covariate Process of Equation 6. First, note that any continuous f is auto-

matically bounded since X is bounded. Additionally, P ∗g is an integral over a continuous

density, so we know that x → P ∗g is continuous on S for all g ∈ Cb(S
2
). Consequently,

in order for F to satisfy Properties (1)-(7) above for the covariate process specified in

Equation 6, we simply require that F is the space of continuous functions and Kj is

Ergodic.

Assume that the probability distributions (and expectations) of this sec-

tion are with respect to the true branching parameters, βββ∗, and the uniform

stabilizing policy, π̃ππ. We now examine the covariate process specified in Equation 6
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under π̃ππ, in which the coupon allocations are assigned uniformly at random. Define Rp

as the Borel σ-algebra generated by Rp. For x ∈ Rp and B ⊂ Rp, we know that

P1(x, B) = Q(x, B) =
1

|A|
∑
a∈A

Normal (ϕϕϕa +Gax,Σa)

Consequently, the auxiliary Markov chain (Kj, j ∈ N) is

f(Kj | Kj−1 = kj−1) =
1

|A|
∑
a∈A

Normal (ϕϕϕa +Gakj−1,Σa) .

This is a Markov-Switching Autoregressive Model (Hamilton, 1989; Francq and Zakoıan,

2001; Stelzer, 2009). According to Fong et al. (2007), Condition (C6), which states that

1

|A|
∑
a∈A

log ∥Ga∥2 < 0,

implies that the (Kj, j ∈ N) is Ergodic.

We label the stationary distribution for Kj as µ such that for all x ∈ S,

lim
j→∞

Ex {f(Kj)} = ⟨µ, f⟩.

We lower bound the variance (with the law of total variation) of the stationary dis-

tribution, µ,

Varµ(Kj) ⪰ Varµ {E (Kj | Kj−1)} ⪰ 1

|A|
∑
a∈A

Σa.

Define Σk ≜ 1
|A|
∑

a∈A Σa.

We now prove a Weak Law of Large numbers over the function class F . We again

follow Delmas and Marsalle (2010) with slight additions. Because (Kj, j ∈ N) is Ergodic

and Kj has a continuous density for all j ∈ N, we only need F = Cb(S) to satisfy

Properties (1)-(7).

Theorem 11.1. Let {X i, i ∈ T∗} be the covariate process specified in Equation 6. Let
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F = Cb(S), which implies it satisfies Properties (1)-(7). Then,

 1

mn

∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i), j ∈ N

→ ⟨µ, f⟩I

in L2 as j → ∞, where I is defined by Equation 29.

Proof. We first assume that ⟨µ, f⟩ = 0. We have

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

= E

∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i)I(i ∈ T∗)

2
=
∑
i∈G∗

j

E
{
f 2(X i)I(i ∈ T∗)

}
+Bj

= mjE
{
f 2(Kj)

}
+Bj,

with Bj =
∑

(p,q)∈G2
j ,i ̸=j

E
[
f(Xp)f(Xq)I

{
(p, q) ∈ T∗2}]. We used Lemma 11.6 for the

last equality. For p, q ∈ G∗
j , define p ∧ q as the most recent common ancestor of p and q.

We compute Bq by decomposing the sum according to k = p ∧ q: Bj =
∑j−1

r=0

∑
k∈Gr

Ck

where

Ck =
∑

(p,q)∈G2
j .p∧q=k

E
[
f(Xp)f(Xq)I

{
(p, q) ∈ T∗2}] .

If |k| = q − 1, we get

Ck =
∑

(p,q)∈G2
1,p∧q=∅

E
(
EXk

[
f (Xkp) f (Xkq) I

{
(kp, kq) ∈ T∗2}] I(k ∈ T∗)

)
= L(L− 1)E {P ∗

2 (f ⊗ f)(Xk)I(k ∈ T∗)}
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If |k| < q − 1, we set r = |k| and derive

Ck =
∑

(w,z)∈G2
1,w∧z=∅

∑
(p,q)∈G2

j−r−1

E

[
EXkw

{f (Xkwp) I (kwp ∈ T∗)}×

EXkz
{f(Xkzq)I(kzq ∈ T∗)} I(kw ∈ T∗, kz ∈ T∗)

]

=
∑

(w,z)∈G2
1,w∧z=∅

E

( ∑
p∈Gj−r−1

EXkw
{f (Xkwp) I (kwp ∈ T∗)}

×

 ∑
q∈Gj−r−1

EXkz
{f(Xkzq)I(kzq ∈ T∗)}

 I(kw ∈ T∗, kz ∈ T∗)

)

(a)
= m2(j−r−1)

∑
(w,z)∈G2

1,w∧z=∅

E

[
EXkw

{f (Kj−r−1)}×

EXkz
{f(Kj−r−1)} I(kw ∈ T∗, kz ∈ T∗)

]
(b)
= m2(j−r−1)

∑
(w,z)∈G2

1,w∧z=∅

E
[
Qj−r−1f (Xkw)Q

j−r−1f (Xkz) I(kw ∈ T∗, kz ∈ T∗)
]

= m2(j−r−1)
∑

(w,z)∈G2
1,w∧z=∅

E
[(
Qj−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f

)
(Xkw,Xkz) I(kw ∈ T∗, kz ∈ T∗)

]
(c)
= m2(j−r−1)

∑
(w,z)∈G2

1,w∧z=∅

E
[
P ∗
2

(
Qj−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f

)
(Xk) I(k ∈ T∗)

]
= L(L− 1)m2(j−r−1)E

[
P ∗
2

(
Qj−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f

)
(Xk) I(k ∈ T∗)

]
Equality (a) follows from Lemma 11.6 and (b) through the definition of Q. Equality (c)

follows from the definition of P ∗
2 . Consequently, by Lemma 11.6,

Bj = L(L− 1)

j−1∑
r=0

m2(j−r−1)
∑
k∈Gr

E
[
P ∗
2

(
Qj−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f

)
(Xk) I(k ∈ T∗)

]
(a)
= L(L− 1)

j−1∑
r=0

m2(j−r−1)mr⟨ν,QrP ∗
2

(
Qj−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f

)
⟩

= L(L− 1)

j−1∑
r=0

m2j−r−2⟨ν,QrP ∗
2

(
Qj−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f

)
⟩,
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where equality (a) follows from Lemma 11.6. Therefore, we find that

∥∥∥∥∥∥m−j
∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

= m−2j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

= m−jE
{
f 2(Kj)

}
+

L(L− 1)m−2

q−1∑
r=0

m−r⟨ν,QrP ∗ (Qj−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f
)
⟩

Because f ∈ F , properties (2), (4), and (6) imply that E {f 2(Kj)} < ∞ for any j ∈ N

and

lim
j→∞

m−jE
{
f 2(Kj)

}
= 0.

Properties (3), (4), and (5) along with ⟨µ, f⟩ = 0 imply that P (Qj−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f)

converges to 0 as j → ∞ (with r fixed) and is bounded uniformly in j > r by a function

in F . Thus, properties (5) and (6) imply that ⟨ν,QrP ∗
2 (Q

j−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f)⟩ converges

to 0 as j → ∞ (with r fixed) and is bounded uniformly in j > r by a fixed constant, say

C.

For any ϵ > 0, we can choose r0 such that
∑

r>r0
m−rC ≤ ϵ/2. Additionally, choose

j0 > r0 such that for j ≥ j0 and r ≤ r0, we have

∣∣⟨ν,QrP ∗
2

(
Qj−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f

)
⟩
∣∣ ≤ ϵ/(2r0).

We get that for all j ≥ j0

j−1∑
r=0

m−r ∣∣⟨ν,QrP ∗
2

(
Qj−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f

)
⟩
∣∣ ≤ r0∑

r=0

ϵ/(2r0) +

j−1∑
r>r0

m−rC ≤ ϵ/2 + ϵ/2 = ϵ.

Therefore,

lim
j→∞

j−1∑
r=0

m−r⟨ν,QrP ∗
2

(
Qj−r−1f ⊗Qj−r−1f

)
⟩ = 0.
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We can now conclude that if ⟨µ, f⟩ = 0, then

lim
j→∞

∥∥∥∥∥∥m−j
∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 0.

We consider the case when ⟨µ, f⟩ is arbitrary. For any function f ∈ F , we can construct

g = f − ⟨µ, f⟩. We decompose as follows,

m−j
∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i) = m−j
∑
i∈G∗

j

g(X i) + ⟨µ, f⟩m−j ∣∣G∗
j

∣∣ .
Because g ∈ F and ⟨µ, g⟩ = 0, we know that

lim
j→∞

∥∥∥∥∥∥m−j
∑
i∈G∗

j

g(X i)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 0.

Because
(
m−j

∣∣G∗
j

∣∣ , j ≥ 1
)
converges to L2 (and a.s.) to I , we can conclude that

m−j
∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i)
L2

→ ⟨µ, f⟩I

as j → ∞. ■

We now prove a similar result for the average over all individuals in T∗
r, the first r

generations. We set tr ≜ E (|T∗
r|) and recall that

tr =
mr+1 − 1

m− 1
.

We now state a lemma that is a direct consequences of Lemma 8.1.

Lemma 11.7. Let (vr, r ∈ N) be a sequence of real numbers converging to a ∈ R+, and

m be a real number such that m > 1. Let

wr =
r∑
j=0

mj−r−1vj.

Then the sequence (wr, r ∈ N) converges to a/(m− 1).
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Proof. First we rearrange the sum wr =
∑r

j=0m
j−r−1vj,

wr =
r∑
j=0

mj−r−1vj =
r∑
j=0

m−j−1vr−j =
1

m

(
r∑
j=0

m−j

)(
r∑
j=0

m−j

)−1 r∑
j=0

m−jvr−j.

By Lemma 8.1,

lim
r→∞

(
r∑
j=0

m−j

)−1 r∑
j=0

m−jvr−j = a.

By the formula for a geometric series,

lim
r→∞

r∑
j=0

m−j =
1

1− 1
m

.

Consequently,

lim
r→∞

wr =
1

m

(
r∑
j=0

m−j

)(
r∑
j=0

m−j

)−1 r∑
j=0

m−jvr−j =
1

m

1

1− 1
m

a =
a

m− 1
.

■

We now state the weak law of large numbers when averaging over the complete tree

T∗
r as r → ∞.

Theorem 11.2. Let {X i, i ∈ T∗} be the covariate process specified in Equation 28. Let

F satisfy (i)-(vi) and f ∈ F . Then,

 1

tr

∑
i∈T∗

r

f(X i), r ∈ N

→ ⟨µ, f⟩I

in L2 as r → ∞, where I is defined by Equation 29.

Proof. Recalling that

tr =
mr+1 − 1

m− 1
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we know that∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1tr
∑
i∈T∗

r

f(X i)− ⟨µ, f⟩I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
r∑
j=0

mj

tr

 1

mj

∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i)− ⟨µ, f⟩I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
r∑
j=0

mj

tr

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

mj

∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i)− ⟨µ, f⟩I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= mr+1 m− 1

mr+1 − 1

r∑
j=0

mj−r−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

mj

∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i)− ⟨µ, f⟩I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=
m− 1

1−m−r−1

r∑
j=0

mj−r−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

mj

∑
i∈G∗

j

f(X i)− ⟨µ, f⟩I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

Consequently, ∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1tr
∑
i∈T∗

r

f(X i)− ⟨µ, f⟩I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

→ 0

as r → ∞ by Theorem 11.1 and Lemma 11.7. ■

Note that convergence in L2 implies convergence in probability, so we have

proven a weak law of large numbers (WLLN) for the branching covariate

process.

Now that we have proven a WLLN for the branching covariate process implied by

Equation 6, we return to the task of verifying Assumption 11. First, recall that

m =
L∑

mv=1

mv λm
v
/mv!∑|Av |

ℓ=0 (λ
ℓ/ℓ!)

Additionally, define ΣJ = tJ−1. Note that the differentiability and moment conditions

of the log-likelihood imply that

ηJ =
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
l̇i(βββ

∗)l̇i(βββ
∗)⊤ | Fj−1

}
=

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
−l̈i(βββ∗) | Fj−1

}
.

Consequently, we will use the Hessians calculated in Section 11.2 in the following theory.

We divide ηJ into components corresponding to the different models that compose the
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branching process, ηJ = diag
(
ηxJ , η

y
J , η

m
J , η

t
J

)
.

First, we analyze the covariate model component, ηxJ . We define quantities

V a
j ≜

∑
i∈Ej−1

MiX
∗
iX

∗
i
⊤I(Ai = a), na

j ≜
∑
i∈Ej−1

MiI(Ai = a),

ηxJ ≜
J∑
j=1

diag

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ


 V a

j 2V a
jG

∗
a
⊤

2G∗
aV

a
j 4G∗

aV
a
jG

∗
a
⊤ + 2na

jΣ
∗
a

⊗ Σ∗
a | Fj−1


a∈A

 .
We define

Qxj,a ≜ E

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

MiX
∗
iX

∗
i
⊤I(Ai = a) | Fj−1

 =
1

|A|
∑
i∈Ej−1

mX∗
iX

∗
i
⊤,

and

Qa
j,a ≜ E

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

MiI(Ai = a) | Fj−1

 =
1

|A|
mκj−1.

Recall that

tJ =
mJ+1 − 1

m− 1
.

Then

ΣJ
−1/2ηxJ ΣJ

−1/2 =

J∑
j=1

ΣJ
−1/2diag



 Qxj,a 2Qxj,aG

∗
a
⊤

2G∗
aQ

x
j,a 4G∗

aQ
x
j,aG

∗
a
⊤ + 2Qa

j,aΣ
∗
a

⊗ Σ∗
a


a∈A

ΣJ
−1/2 =

J∑
j=1

diag



 Qxj,a 2Qxj,aG

∗
a
⊤

2G∗
aQ

x
j,a 4G∗

aQ
x
j,aG

∗
a
⊤ + 2Qa

j,aΣ
∗
a

⊗ Σ∗
a


a∈A

 /tJ−1.
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We know that

Qxj,a/tJ−1 =
1

|A|
∑
i∈Ej−1

mX∗
iX

∗
i
⊤/tJ−1

=
1

|A|
m

 κj−1/tJ−1

∑
i∈Ej−1

X i
⊤/tJ−1∑

i∈Ej−1
X i/tJ−1

∑
i∈Ej−1

X iX i
⊤/tJ−1

 .

Note that X i and X iX
⊤
i are both continuous, bounded functions of X i because X is

bounded (as previously mentioned). By Theorem 11.2, as J → ∞,

∑J
j=1 κj−1/tJ−1

∑
i∈Ej−1

X i
⊤/tJ−1∑

i∈Ej−1
X i/tJ−1

∑
i∈Ej−1

X iX i
⊤/tJ−1

 p→ ICx∗ ,

where Cx∗ is a constant matrix. Additionally,

Qa
j,a =

1

|A|
mκj−1/tJ−1

p→ m

|A|
I .

Consequently, we know that

ΣJ
−1/2ηxJ ΣJ

−1/2 =

J∑
j=1

diag

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ


 V a

j 2V a
jG

∗
a
⊤

2G∗
aV

a
j 4G∗

aV
a
jG

∗
a
⊤ + 2na

jΣ
∗
a

⊗ Σ∗
a | Fj−1


a∈A

 /tJ−1
p→ Cx∗ I

as J → ∞.

Lemma 11.8. Under conditions (1)-(6), for any covariate parameters βββx = {Σa, Ga}a∈A ∈

B and some δβββx > 0,

σmin

 J∑
j=1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

diag

 V a

j 2V a
jGa

⊤

2GaV
a
j 4GaV

a
jGa

⊤ + 2na
jΣa

⊗ Σa


a∈A

/tJ−1 | Fj−1




≥ δβββx w.p. 1
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Proof. By Lemma 11.4, we know that

lim
J→∞

σmin


J∑
j=1


 Qxj,a 2Qxj,aGa

⊤

2GaQ
x
j,a 4GaQ

x
j,aGa

⊤ + 2Qa
j,aΣa

⊗ Σa

 /tJ−1

 ≥

lim
J→∞

σmin

(
J∑
j=1

Qxj,a/tJ−1

)
σmin

(
J∑
j=1

2Qa
j,aΣa/tJ−1

)

because

lim
J→∞

J∑
j=1

{
4GaQ

x
j,aGa

⊤ + 2Qa
j,aΣa − 4GaQ

x
j,aQ

x
j,a

−1
Qxj,aGa

⊤
}
/tJ−1 = lim

J→∞

J∑
j=1

2Qa
j,aΣa/tJ−1.

We know that limJ→∞
∑J

j=1 2Q
a
j,aΣa/tJ−1 = 2mIΣa/ |A| a.s., so we only need to prove

that
J∑
j=1

Qxj,a/tJ−1
p→ mI

|A|

 1 Eµ (Ki)
⊤

Eµ (Ki)
⊤ Eµ

(
KiK

⊤
i

)


is positive definite. By a second application of Lemma 11.4,

mI

|A|
σmin


 1 Eµ (Ki)

⊤

Eµ (Ki) Eµ
(
KiK

⊤
i

)

mI

|A|
≥ σmin (1)×

σmin

{
Eµ
(
KiK

⊤
i

)
− Eµ (Ki)Eµ (Ki)

⊤
}

=
mI

|A|
σmin {Varµ (Ki)}

⪰ mI

|A|
σmin

(
Σk
)
.

Note that there exists δ∗ such that I > δ∗ by assumption. Using the properties of

kronecker products, we know that defining

ϵa ≜ 2
m2δ2∗
|A|2

σmin

(
Σk
)
σmin (Σa)

2 ,

and

δβββx ≜
∏
a∈A

ϵa

96



completes the proof. ■

By Lemma 11.8, σmin

(
ICx∗

)
≥ δβββx . Consequently, Assumption 11 is satisfied for

the covariate model.

Next, we analyze the reward model component, ηyJ .

∂2ℓJ(βββy)

∂βββy∂βββ
⊤
y

= −
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej

ZiZi
⊤

{
1

1 + exp(−Zi
⊤βββy)

}{
1

1 + exp
(
Zi

⊤βββy
)} .

Remember that Zi =
∑

a∈A ha(X i)I (Ari = a), where ha is a continuous function in X i

that depends on a ∈ A. Consequently,

∂2ℓJ(βββy)

∂βββy∂βββ
⊤
y

=−
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej

∑
a∈A

ha(X i)ha(X i)
⊤
{

1

1 + exp(−ha(X i)⊤βββy)

}
×{

1

1 + exp
(
ha(X i)⊤βββy

)} I (Ari = a) .
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We now express

ηyJ =
J∑
j=1

E

{∑
i∈Ej

∑
a∈A

ha(X i)ha(X i)
⊤×

{
1

1 + exp(−ha(X i)⊤βββ
∗
y)

}{
1

1 + exp
(
ha(X i)⊤βββ

∗
y

)}×

I (Ari = a) | Fj−1

}
J∑
j=1

E

{∑
i∈Ej

∑
a∈A

∑
l∈G1

I(il ∈ T∗)ha(X i)ha(X i)
⊤×

{
1

1 + exp(−ha(X i)⊤βββ
∗
y)

}{
1

1 + exp
(
ha(X i)⊤βββ

∗
y

)}×

I (Ari = a) | Fj−1

}

=
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

∑
l∈G1

E

{
I(il ∈ T∗)E

{∑
a∈A

ha(X il)ha(X il)
⊤
{

1

1 + exp(−ha(X il)⊤βββ
∗
y)

}
×{

1

1 + exp
(
ha(X il)⊤βββ

∗
y

)} I (Ai = a) | X i, il ∈ T∗

}
| X i

}

=
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

∑
l∈G1

E

{
I(il ∈ T∗)

1

|A|
∑
a′∈A

∑
a∈A

E

{
ha(X il)ha(X il)

⊤

{
1

1 + exp(−ha(X il)⊤βββ
∗
y)

}
×{

1

1 + exp
(
ha(X il)⊤βββ

∗
y

)} I (Ai = a) | Ai = a′,X i, il ∈ T∗

}
| X i

}

=
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

∑
l∈G1

E

{
I(il ∈ T∗)

1

|A|
∑
a∈A

E

{
ha(X il)ha(X il)

⊤

{
1

1 + exp(−ha(X il)⊤βββ
∗
y)

}
×{

1

1 + exp
(
ha(X il)⊤βββ

∗
y

)} | Ai = a,X i, il ∈ T∗

}
| X i

}
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We label

f(X il) =
1

|A|
∑
a∈A

E

{
ha(X il)ha(X il)

⊤
{

1

1 + exp(−ha(X il)⊤βββ
∗
y)

}
×{

1

1 + exp
(
ha(X il)⊤βββ

∗
y

)} | Ai = a,X i

}
,

where f is continuous because ha is continuous (and it is a composition of continuous

functions). Consequently,

ηyJ =
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

∑
l∈G1

E {I(il ∈ T∗)f(X il) | X i}

=
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

LP ∗
1 {f(X i)} .

Lastly, we can define f ∗(X i) = LP ∗
1 {f(X i)} and

ηyJ =
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

f ∗(X i).

Note that f ∗ is continuous and bounded since compositions and integrals of continuous

functions are continuous. It is now clear that

ηyJ/tJ−1 =
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

f ∗(X i)/tJ−1
p→ ICy

∗ ,

where Cy
∗ is a constant matrix.

Lemma 11.9. Under conditions (1)-(6), for any βββy ∈ B, there exists δβββy
such that

lim
J→∞

σmin

(
J∑
j=1

E

{∑
i∈Ej

∑
a∈A

ha(X i)ha(X i)
⊤
{

1

1 + exp(−ha(X i)⊤βββy)

}
×{

1

1 + exp
(
ha(X i)⊤βββy

)}×

I (Ai = a) | Fj−1

}
/tJ−1

)
≥ δβββy

w.p. 1
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Proof. Label

σy = lim
J→∞

σmin

(
J∑
j=1

E

{∑
i∈Ej

∑
a∈A

ha(X i)ha(X i)
⊤
{

1

1 + exp(−ha(X i)⊤βββy)

}
×{

1

1 + exp
(
ha(X i)⊤βββy

)}×

I (Ai = a) | Fj−1

})
.

We start with analyzing the quantity

∑
l∈G1

E

{
I(il ∈ T∗)

1

|A|
∑
a∈A

E

{
ha(X il)ha(X il)

⊤
{

1

1 + exp(−ha(X il)⊤βββy)

}
×{

1

1 + exp
(
ha(X il)⊤βββy

)} | il ∈ T∗,Ai = a,X i

}
| X i

}
,

Because X is compact and ha is continuous, we know that

cexp ≜ min
x∈X

min
a∈A

{
1

1 + exp(−ha(x)⊤βββy)

}{
1

1 + exp
(
ha(x)⊤βββy

)} ,
where cexp > 0 by the extreme value theorem. Consequently,

≻ cexp
∑
l∈G1

E

{
I(il ∈ T∗)

1

|A|
∑
a∈A

E

{
ha(X il)ha(X il)

⊤ | Ai = a,X i, il ∈ T∗

}
| X i

}
.

To progress we need to be more explicit about ha. In our model Zi is an interaction

between Xi and an indicator of the coupon type given to pariticipant i. We demonstrate

the positive definite property for a paradigm where we have two coupon typesA = {a, a′},

making Zi = (1,X i,X iI(Ai = a)). However, this logic extends to a larger number of
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coupon types. We find that

1

|A|
∑
a∈A

E

{
ZilZ

⊤
il | il ∈ T∗,Ai = a,X i

}

=
1

|A|
∑
a∈A

E

{
ZilZ

⊤
il | Ai = a,X i

}

= E




1 X⊤

il 0

X⊤
il X ilX

⊤
il 0

0 0 0

 |X i,Ai = a′


+ E




1 X⊤

il X⊤
il

X⊤
il X ilX

⊤
il X ilX

⊤
il

X il
⊤ X ilX

⊤
il X ilX il

⊤

 |X i,Ai = a

 .

We label µa,x = E {X il|X i = x,Ai = a} and ∆a = E
{
X ilX

⊤
il |X i = x,Ai = a

}
. Note

that ∆a does not depend on X i. We find that

∆0 ≜
1

|A|
∑
a∈A

E

{
ZilZ

⊤
il | Ai = a,X i = x

}
=


1 µ⊤

a′,x 0

µa′,x ∆a′ 0

0 0 0

+


1 µ⊤

a,x µ⊤
a,x

µa,x ∆a ∆a

µa,x ∆a ∆a



=


2 µ⊤

a′,x + µ⊤
a,x µ⊤

a,x

µa′,x + µa,x ∆a′ +∆a ∆a

µa,x ∆a ∆a

 .
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By Lemma 11.4, we know that σmin (∆0) ≥ 2σmin(∆1), where

∆1 ≜

Σa + Σa′ +
(µa,x−µa′,x)(µa,x−µa′,x)⊤

2
Σa +

(µa,x−µa′,x)µa,x⊤

2

Σa +
µa,x(µa,x−µa′,x)⊤

2
Σa +

µa,xµa,x⊤

2


=

Σa + Σa′ Σa

Σa Σa

+

 (µa,x−µa′,x)(µa,x−µa′,x)⊤

2

(µa,x−µa′,x)µa,x⊤

2

µa,x(µa,x−µa′,x)⊤

2

µa,xµa,x⊤

2


⪰

Σa + Σa′ Σa

Σa Σa

 .

We label

∆2 ≜

Σa + Σa′ Σa

Σa Σa

 .

By Lemma 11.4 again, we find that

σmin {∆2} ≥ σmin(Σa)σmin(Σa + Σa′ − ΣaΣa
−1Σa)

= σmin(Σa)σmin(Σa′) > 0.

We can conclude that

cexp
∑
l∈G1

E

{
I(il ∈ T∗)

1

|A|
∑
a∈A

E

{
ha(X il)ha(X il)

⊤ | Ai = a,X i

}
| X i

}

≻ cexp
∑
l∈G1

E

{
I(il ∈ T∗)∆2 | X i

}

≻ cexpm∆2.

Therefore,

σy ≥ lim
J→∞

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

1

tJ−1

cexpmσmin (∆2)

≥ lim
J→∞

κJ
tJ−1

cexpmσmin (∆2)

= I cexpmσmin (∆2) .
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Note that there exists δ∗ such that I > δ∗ by assumption. Defining

δβββy
≜ δ∗cexpmσmin (∆2)

completes the proof. ■

We conclude that σmin (ICy
∗ ) ≥ δβββ∗

y
and we can conclude Assumption 11 is satisfied

for the reward model component of the branching process.

Next, we analyze the time model component, ηtJ . The Hessian for this part of

the model is

∂2ℓJ(ζ)

∂ζ2
=

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

−Mi

(
1

ζ2
+
ae−ζa − b2e−ζb

[e−ζa − e−ζb]2

)
.

We get that

lim
J→∞

ηtJ/tJ−1 = lim
J→∞

κJ/tJ−1

(
1

ζ∗2
+
ae−ζ

∗a − b2e−ζ
∗b

[e−ζ∗a − e−ζ∗b]2

)
m

= I

(
1

ζ∗2
+
ae−ζ

∗a − b2e−ζ
∗b

[e−ζ∗a − e−ζ∗b]2

)
m

> 0.

Where the last inequality follows because there exists δ∗ such that I > δ∗ by assumption.

We can conclude Assumption 11 is satisfied for the time model component of the

branching process.

Lastly, we analyze the family size model component, ηmJ .

∂2ℓJ(τ)

∂τ 2
=

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

−τ 2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓ
2eτℓ/ℓ!

}
−
{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓe
τℓ/ℓ!

}2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}2 .
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We find

lim
J→∞

ηJ/tJ−1

= lim
J→∞

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

τ ∗2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τ∗ℓ/ℓ!
}{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓ
2eτ

∗ℓ/ℓ!
}
−
{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓe
τ∗ℓ/ℓ!

}2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τ∗ℓ/ℓ!
}2 /tJ−1

= lim
J→∞

κJ
tJ−1

τ ∗2

{∑L
ℓ=k e

τ∗ℓ/ℓ!
}{∑L

ℓ=k ℓ
2eτ

∗ℓ/ℓ!
}
−
{∑L

ℓ=k ℓe
τ∗ℓ/ℓ!

}2

{∑L
ℓ=k e

τ∗ℓ/ℓ!
}2

= I τ ∗2

{∑L
ℓ=k e

τ∗ℓ/ℓ!
}{∑L

ℓ=k ℓ
2eτ

∗ℓ/ℓ!
}
−
{∑L

ℓ=k ℓe
τ∗ℓ/ℓ!

}2

{∑L
ℓ=k e

τ∗ℓ/ℓ!
}2

Note that there exists δ∗ such that I > δ∗ by assumption. We can conclude Assump-

tion 11 is satisfied for the family model component of the branching process.

In conclusion, we have confirmed that

lim
J→∞

ηJ/tJ−1 = IC

where IC ≻ 0 w.p. 1 on the event EI . We establish one more lemma that will be useful

in the consistency proof of Section 11.4.

Lemma 11.10. Recall in the model described in Equation 6, βββt ≜ ζ and βββm ≜ τ . Under

conditions (1)-(6), for any ζ, τ ∈ B, there exists δβββt
, δβββm

> 0,

lim
J→∞

J∑
j=1

E

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

Mi

(
1

ζ2
+
ae−ζa − b2e−ζb

[e−ζa − e−ζb]2

)
| Fj−1

 /tJ−1 ≥ δβββt
a.s.

lim
J→∞

J∑
j=1

E


∑
i∈Ej−1

τ 2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓ
2eτℓ/ℓ!

}
−
{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓe
τℓ/ℓ!

}2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}2 | Fj−1

 /tJ−1

≥ δβββm
a.s.

on event EI .
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Proof. For any ζ ∈ B,

lim
J→∞

J∑
j=1

E

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

Mi

(
1

ζ2
+
ae−ζa − b2e−ζb

[e−ζa − e−ζb]2

)
| Fj−1

 /tJ−1 =

lim
J→∞

(κJ/tJ−1)m

(
1

ζ2
+
ae−ζa − b2e−ζb

[e−ζa − e−ζb]2

)
=

Im

(
1

ζ2
+
ae−ζa − b2e−ζb

[e−ζa − e−ζb]2

)
≥

δ∗m

(
1

ζ2
+
ae−ζa − b2e−ζb

[e−ζa − e−ζb]2

)
a.s.

where the last inequality follows from the fact that there exists δ∗ such that I > δ∗ by

assumption. Defining

δβββt
≜ δ∗m

(
1

ζ2
+
ae−ζa − b2e−ζb

[e−ζa − e−ζb]2

)
completes the first part of the lemma.

For any τ ∈ B, we find that

lim
J→∞

J∑
j=1

E


∑
i∈Ej−1

τ 2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓ
2eτℓ/ℓ!

}
−
{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓe
τℓ/ℓ!

}2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}2 | Fj−1

 /tJ−1 ≥

lim
J→∞

κJ
τJ−1

τ 2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓ
2eτℓ/ℓ!

}
−
{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓe
τℓ/ℓ!

}2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}2 ≥

I τ 2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓ
2eτℓ/ℓ!

}
−
{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓe
τℓ/ℓ!

}2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}2 ≥

δ∗τ 2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓ
2eτℓ/ℓ!

}
−
{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓe
τℓ/ℓ!

}2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}2 a.s.

where the last inequality follows from the fact that there exists δ∗ such that I > δ∗ by

assumption. Defining

δβββm
≜ δ∗τ 2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓ
2eτℓ/ℓ!

}
−
{∑|Ai|

ℓ=k ℓe
τℓ/ℓ!

}2

{∑|Ai|
ℓ=k e

τℓ/ℓ!
}2
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completes the proof of the lemma.

■

11.3.5 Assumption 12

Assumption 12 follows from the fact that ΣJ = tJ−1, verification of Assumption 11 and

Lemmas 11.8-11.10,

lim
J→∞

ηJ/tJ−1 = IC

where C ≻ 0 w.p. 1. Consequently,

ηJ
κJ

=
ηJ
tJ−1

tJ−1

κJ

p→ CI I −1 = C ≻ 0

by the continuous mapping theorem. We conclude that Assumption 12 is satisfied.

11.3.6 Assumption 13

We prove Assumption 13. Set any ϵl̈ > 0. We conceptualize l̈i(βββ
∗) as a function

λ̈ : B × D → Rk×k. From Section 11.2, we know that λ̈ is continuous over both B and

D . Because X is compact, we know that D is compact. Consequently, λ̈ is uniformly

continuous in B ×D (since B is compact too). Therefore, for any 0 < ϵ ≤ ϵl̈, we can find

δϵ such that for any βββ,βββ′ and d,d′ such

sup
∥βββ−βββ′∥2+∥d−d′∥2≤δϵ

∥∥∥λ̈(βββ,d)− λ̈(βββ′,d′)
∥∥∥
2
≤ ϵ.

Since {βββ,d,d′ : ∥βββ−βββ∗∥2 ≤ δϵ, ∥d−d′∥2 = 0} ⊆ {βββ,βββ′,d,d : ∥βββ−βββ′∥2+∥d−d′∥2 ≤ δϵ},

we know that

sup
βββ:∥βββ−βββ∗∥2≤δϵ

sup
d∈D

∥∥∥λ̈(βββ,d)− λ̈(βββ∗,d)
∥∥∥
2
≤ ϵ.

Assumption 13 is satisfied.
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11.4 Consistency Proof

Note that we do not need Assumptions 9 and 10 in the proof of consistency for the

branching process described in Equation 6. We begin with a finite Taylor series expansion,

0 = ṀJ(βββ
∗) + M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)(β̂ββJ − βββ∗),

where β̄ββ
J
is between β̂ββJ and βββ∗. By the concavity of exponential families (Brown, 1986)

– this can also be observed in the proofs of Lemmas 11.8-11.10 – we know that for all

J ∈ N and βββ ∈ B, M̈J(βββ)/tJ−1 is invertible. Consequently,

− ṀJ(βββ
∗)/tJ−1 =

{
M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)/tJ−1

}
(β̂ββJ − βββ∗) ⇒

−
{
M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)/tJ−1

}−1

ṀJ(βββ
∗)/tJ−1 = β̂ββJ − βββ∗.

Under Assumptions 1-8 and Assumption 11, we know that

ṀJ(βββ
∗)/t

1/2
J−1 = Op(1)

by Section 8.3.1. Consequently,

ṀJ(βββ
∗)/tJ−1 = op(1).

Therefore, we only need to show

{
−M̈J(β̄ββ

J
)/tJ−1

}−1

= Op(1)

to prove that

β̂ββJ − βββ∗ = op(1).

To do this, we show that for any βββ ∈ B,

σmin

{
−M̈J(βββ)/tJ−1

}
≥ ϵ∗βββ/ρmax + op(1). (30)
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This implies that ∥∥∥∥{−M̈J(βββ)/tJ−1

}−1
∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ρmax/ϵ
∗
βββ + op(1).

To show Equation 30, we first define

νJ(βββ) = −
J∑
j=1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

l̈(βββ)

∣∣∣∣∣ Fj−1

 ,

αJ(βββ) = −
J∑
j=1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

 ∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̈(βββ)

∣∣∣∣∣ Fj−1


By Lemmas 11.8-11.10, we know that (on the event EI ) for any βββ ∈ B and

ϵ∗βββ = min
{
δβββ∗

m
, δβββ∗

t
, δβββ∗

x , δβββ
∗
y

}
(where δβββ∗

m
, δβββ∗

t
, δβββ∗

x , δβββ
∗
y
are defined in Lemmas 11.8-11.10),

lim
J→∞

νJ(βββ)/tJ−1 ≥ ϵ∗βββ. (31)

By Lemmas 11.2 and 11.3,

lim
J→∞

σmin

{
M̈J(βββ)/tJ−1

}
≥ 1

ρmax

lim
J→∞

σmin


−

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̈i(βββ)

αJ(βββ)
−1νJ(βββ)/tJ−1


≥ 1

ρmax

lim
J→∞

σmin


−

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̈i(βββ)

αJ(βββ)
−1

σmin {νJ(βββ)/tJ−1}

=
1

ρmax

lim
J→∞

σmin


−

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̈i(βββ)

αJ(βββ)
−1 − I + I

σmin {νJ(βββ)/tJ−1}

≥ 1

ρmax

lim
J→∞

σmin


−

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̈i(βββ)

αJ(βββ)
−1 − I

+ 1

σmin {νJ(βββ)/tJ−1} .

The first inequality follows from the inequality

αJ ≻ 1

ρmax

νJ . (32)

Equation 32 follows from the fact that l(βββ) is concave (because each component of the

branching process is a member of a full exponential family – this can also be observed in
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the proofs of Lemmas 11.8-11.10), −l̈(βββ) ⪰ 0, so for every βββ ∈ B,

αJ ≜
J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

{
Wi(−l̈(βββ)) | Fj−1

}

⪰ 1

ρmax

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̂ππ

{
W 2
i (−l̈(βββ)) | Fj−1

}

=
1

ρmax

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Eβββ∗,π̃ππ

{
(−l̈(βββ)) | Fj−1

}
.

Additionally, from Property (3) of Section 8, we know that

lim
J→∞

∥∥∥∥∥
∑J

j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̈i(βββ)− αJ(βββ)

κJ

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 0 a.s. (33)

We can extend this to∥∥∥∥∥∥
−

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̈(βββ)

αJ(βββ)
−1 − I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥

−

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̈(βββ)

− αJ(βββ)

αJ(βββ)
−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥

−

J∑
j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̈(βββ)

− αJ(βββ)


∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

∥∥αJ(βββ)−1
∥∥
2

≤ ρmax

∥∥∥∥∥∥
{{

−
∑J

j=1

∑
i∈Ej−1

Wil̈(βββ)
}
− αJ(βββ)

}
κJ

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

κJ
tJ−1

∥∥νJ(βββ)−1
∥∥
2
tJ−1

= op(1) {Op(1) + op(1)}

{
1

ϵ∗βββ
+ op(1)

}

= op(1).

The third to last equality follows from Equation 32. The second to last equality follows

from Equation 31, Equation 33, and the fact that

lim
J→∞

κJ
tJ−1

= I a.s.
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Consequently, we know that

σmin

{
−M̈J(βββ)/tJ−1

}
≥ ϵ∗βββ/ρmax + op(1).

This implies that

tJ−1

∥∥∥M̈J(βββ)
−1
∥∥∥
2
≤ ρmax/ϵ

∗
βββ + op(1).

Note that
∥∥∥M̈J(βββ)

−1
∥∥∥
2
is a continuous function of βββ by Section 11.1. Because B is

compact, we know that

sup
βββ∈B

tJ−1

∥∥∥M̈J(βββ)
−1
∥∥∥
2
≤ sup

βββ∈B
ρmax/ϵ

∗
βββ + op(1) <∞

by the extreme value theorem. Consequently, we know that

tJ−1

∥∥∥M̈J(β̄ββJ)
−1
∥∥∥
2
= Op(1).

This demonstrates that β̂ββJ is consistent.

11.5 Proof of Theorem 2.3

We have proved consistency and verified Assumptions 5-8 and Assumptions 11-14. This

proves Theorems 2.1 and 2.2. Theorem 2.3 follows from Theorems 2.1 and 2.2.

12 Generalized RDS Inference

12.1 Hessian of the Covariate Model

The Hessian for the log-likelihood of the covariate model. Define Xv
∗ ≜ (1,Xv)

and G†
a =

(
ϕϕϕ⊤
a , G

⊤
a

)
. Define A to be the set of possible coupon types. We note that each

coupon allocation is a set of identical coupons, implying that the sets A and A have a
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one to one correspondence. Consequently, for a ∈ A, there exists a ∈ A such that

I(Ai = a) = I(Ai,l = a)

for every i ∈ N and l ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,Mi}. Consequently, we can represent the complete

branching process likelihood as

Lθθθκ
({
G†

a,Σa

}
a∈A

)
≜

κ∏
v=1

(2π)−p/2

∣∣∣∣∣∑
a∈A

ΣaI(ARv

= a)

∣∣∣∣∣
−1/2

×

exp

[
−1

2

∑
a∈A

{
(Xv −G†

aX
Rv

∗ )⊤Σ−1
a (Xv −G†

aX
Rv

∗ )
}
I(ARv

= a)

]

=
κ∏
v=1

(2π)−p/2

∣∣∣∣∣∑
a∈A

ΣaI(ARv

= a)

∣∣∣∣∣
−1/2

×

exp

[
− 1

2

∑
a∈A

{
Xv⊤Σ−1

a Xv − 2XRv

∗
⊤
G†

a

⊤
Σ−1

a Xv+

XRv

∗
⊤
G†

a

⊤
Σ−1

a G†
aX

Rv

∗

}
I(ARv

= a)

]
.

We will use this likelihood for the proofs that follow.

For a ∈ A, we reparameterize Ωa = −1
2
Σ−1

a and Γa = Σ−1
a G†

a.

Lθθθκ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
=

κ∏
v=1

(2π)−p/2|
∑
a∈A

−2ΩaI(ARv

= a)|1/2×

exp

[∑
a∈A

{
Xv⊤ΩaX

v +XRv

∗
⊤
Γ⊤
aX

v+

1

4
XRv

∗

⊤
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1ΓaX
Rv

∗

}
I(ARv

= a)

]
.
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The reparameterized log-likelihood is

ℓθθθκ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
=

κ∑
v=1

∑
a∈A

[
(−p/2) log(2π) + 1

2
log | − 2Ωa|+

Xv⊤ΩaX
v +XRv

∗
⊤
Γ⊤
aX

v+

1

4
XRv

∗
⊤
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1ΓaX
Rv

∗

]
I(ARv

= a)

=
κ∑
v=1

∑
a∈A

[
(−p/2) log(2π) + 1

2
log | − 2Ωa|+

tr
(
ΩaX

vXv⊤)+ tr
(
Γ⊤
aX

vXRv

∗
⊤
)
+

tr

(
1

4
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1ΓaX
Rv

∗ XRv

∗
⊤
)]

I(ARv

= a),

where the second equality follows from rearranging terms and using the properties of the

trace operator. For a ∈ A, define κa =
∑κ

v=1 I(ARv
= a) and V κ

a ∈ R(p+1)×(p+1) such

that V κ
a =

∑κ
v=1X

Rv

∗ XRv

∗
⊤I(ARv

= a). We apply the differential operator two times

and find

d2ℓθθθκ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
=

κ∑
v=1

∑
a∈A

−d2

{
− 1

2
log | − 2Ωa|−

1

4
tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1ΓaX
Rv

∗ XRv

∗
⊤
)}

I(ARv

= a)

= −d

{
− κa

2
tr
(
Ω−1

a dΩa

)
− 1

4
tr
(
2Γ⊤

aΩ
−1
a dΓaV

κ
a

)
+

1

4
tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1dΩaΩa
−1ΓaV

κ
a

)}

= −

{
κa
2
tr
(
Ω−1

a dΩaΩ
−1
a dΩa

)
−

1

2
tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩ

−1
a dΩaΩ

−1
a dΩaΩ

−1
a ΓaV

κ
a

)
−

1

2
tr
(
dΓ⊤

aΩ
−1
a dΓaV

κ
a

)
+

tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩ

−1
a dΩaΩ

−1
a dΓaV

κ
a

)
+

1

4
tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1dΩaΩa
−1ΓaV

κ
a

)}
.

112



We observe that for a, a′ ∈ A and a ̸= a′,

∂ℓθθθκ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
∂ (vec(Γa), vec(Ωa)) ∂ (vec(Γa′), vec(Ωa′))

= [0](p+1)2×p2 .

We express

ℓ̈θθθκ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
= −diag



 V κ

a ⊗ Σa 2
(
V κ

aG
†
a
⊤ ⊗ Σa

)
2
(
G†

aV
κ
a ⊗ Σa

)
4
(
G†

aV
κ
aG

†
a
⊤ ⊗ Σa

)
+ 2κa (Σa ⊗ Σa)




a∈A


= −diag



 V κ

a 2V κ
aG

†
a
⊤

2G†
aV

κ
a 4G†

aV
κ
aG

†
a
⊤
+ 2κaΣa

⊗ Σa


a∈A

 .
The second equality follows from properties of kronecker products.

12.2 Consistency of an M-estimator

We establish the conditions for consistency of an M-estimator under a sequence of concave

estimating equations. This will be leveraged in Section 12.3.

Lemma 12.1 (Theorem 2.7 from Newey and McFadden (1994)). If there is a function

Q0(θ) and sequence of functions {Q̂n(θ)}n≥1 such that

1. Q0(θ) is uniquely maximized at θ0.

2. θ0 is an element of the interior of a convex set Θ.

3. For all n ≥ 1, Q̂n(θ) is concave.

4. Q̂n(θ)
p→ Q0(θ) for all θ ∈ Θ.

Then, θ̂n = argmaxθ Q̂n(θ) exists with probability approaching one, and θ̂n
p→ θ0.

12.3 Generalized RDS Inference Proof

We prove consistency of the MLE in this section. First, we establish some helpful lemmas.
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Lemma 12.2. Under Assumptions 1-3, the log-likelihood for the branching process spec-

ified in Equation 6 is concave.

Proof. Recall that for a ∈ A, Ωa ≜ −1
2
Σ−1

a and Γa ≜ Σ−1
a G†

a. For a ∈ A, define κa ≜∑κ
v=1 I(ARv

= a) and V κ
a ∈ R(p+1)×(p+1) such that V κ

a ≜
∑κ

v=1

(
1,Xrv

) (
1,Xrv

)⊤ I(ARv
=

a). From Section 12.1, we know that

ℓ̈θθθκ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
= −diag



 V κ

a 2V κ
aG

†
a
⊤

2G†
aV

κ
a 4G†

aV
κ
aG

†
a
⊤
+ 2κaΣa

⊗ Σa


a∈A

 .
We begin by analyzing the quantity,

Mκ ≜

 V κ
a 2V κ

aG
†
a
⊤

2G†
aV

κ
a 4G†

aV
κ
aG

†
a
⊤
+ 2κaΣa

 .

By Lemma 11.4, we know that Mκ is positive semi-definite since V κ
a and 4G†

aV
κ
aG

†
a
⊤
+

2κaΣa − 4GV κ
aV

κ
a
−1V κ

aG
†
a
⊤
= 2κaΣa are positive semi-definite. Consequently, because

Mκ and Σa are positive semi-definite regardless of a ∈ A,

0 ⪰ ℓ̈θθθκ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
.

We conclude that ℓθθθκ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
/κ is concave for all κ ∈ N. ■

We now show that the Hessian of the log-likelihood is negative definite almost surely

under Assumption 17.

Lemma 12.3. Under Assumptions 1-3, 6, 17, and Conditions (C2) and (C4),, assume

that the true underlying model for RDS is indexed by θθθ, and the working model is the

branching process specified in Equation 6. Define the MLE of the working model covariate

distribution as β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ) = argmaxβββx∈B ℓ
θθθ
κ(βββx). For any compact set B′ ⊂ B, there exists

δθθθ,B′ > 0 such that

lim
κ→∞

inf
βββx∈B′

σmin

(
−ℓ̈θθθκ (βββx) /κ

)
≥ δθθθ,B′ a.s.
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Proof. Recall that for a ∈ A, Ωa ≜ −1
2
Σ−1

a and Γa ≜ Σ−1
a G†

a. For a ∈ A, define κa ≜∑κ
v=1 I(ARv

= a) and V κ
a ∈ R(p+1)×(p+1) such that V κ

a ≜
∑κ

v=1

(
1,Xrv

) (
1,Xrv

)⊤ I(ARv
=

a). From Section 12.1, we know that

ℓ̈θθθκ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
= −diag



 V κ

a 2V κ
aG

†
a
⊤

2G†
aV

κ
a 4G†

aV
κ
aG

†
a
⊤
+ 2κaΣa

⊗ Σa


a∈A

 .
We begin by analyzing the quantity,

Mκ ≜

 V κ
a 2V κ

aG
†
a
⊤

2G†
aV

κ
a 4G†

aV
κ
aG

†
a
⊤
+ 2κaΣa

 .

By Lemma 11.4, we know that Mκ is positive semi-definite since V κ
a and 4G†

aV
κ
aG

†
a
⊤
+

2κaΣa − 4GV κ
aV

κ
a
−1V κ

aG
†
a
⊤
= 2κaΣa are positive semi-definite. Consequently, because

Mκ and Σa are positive semi-definite regardless of a ∈ A,

0 ⪰ ℓ̈θθθκ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
.

We now show that −ℓ̈θθθκ is asymptotically positive definite. By Lemma 11.4,

σmin (Mκ/κ) ≥ σmin (V
κ
a/κ)σmin (2κaΣa/κ) .

To characterize the convexity of ℓθθθκ

({
G†

a,Σa

}
a∈A

)
/κ as κ→ ∞, we first analyze

lim
κ→∞

V κ
a/κ = lim

κ→∞

1

κ

κ∑
v=1

(
1,XRv) (

1,XRv)⊤ I(ARv

= a)

= lim
κ→∞

1

κ

κ∑
v=1

 1 XRv⊤

XRv

XRv

XRv⊤

 I(ARv

= a).

Define fields Fκ = σ [{Rv, T v,Xv, Y v,Av, Cv}κv=1] and quantity

∆v ≜ E
{
(1,XRv

)(1,XRv

)⊤I(ARv

= a) | Fv−1
}
.
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By Lemma 11.4,

∆v ≻E
{
XRv

XRv⊤I(ARv

= a) | Fv−1
}
.

Additionally, by Assumption 17, there exists N such that for κ ≥ N , ∆κ ⪰ ∆ ≻ 0.

We know that ∀v ∈ N, every entry of XvXv⊤ is bounded because X is compact. By

Theorem 8.1,

lim
κ→∞

{
κ∑
v=1

(
1,XRv) (

1,XRv)⊤ I(ARv

= a)−
κ∑
v=1

∆v

}
/κ = 0 a.s.

There exists N ∈ N such that

lim
κ→∞

1

κ

κ∑
v=1

(
1,XRv) (

1,XRv)⊤ I(ARv

= a)

= lim
κ→∞

{
κ∑
v=1

(
1,XRv) (

1,XRv)⊤ I(ARv

= a)−
κ∑
v=1

∆v

}
/κ

+ lim
κ→∞

κ∑
v=1

∆v/κ

= lim
κ→∞

κ∑
v=1

∆v/κ a.s.

= lim
κ→∞

κ∑
v=N

∆v/κ+
N∑
v=1

∆v/N a.s.

⪰ lim
κ→∞

κ−N

κ
∆

⪰ ∆

Consequently, by the continuous mapping theorem

lim
κ→∞

σmin

{
1

κ

κ∑
v=1

(
1,XRv) (

1,XRv)⊤ I(ARv

= a)

}
≥ σmin(∆).

Defining ϵ1 ≜ σmin(∆) > 0, we conclude that limκ→∞ σmin (V
κ
a/κ) ≥ ϵ1 a.s. Next, we
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analyze 2κaΣa/κ. By Assumption 17 and Theorem 8.1,

lim
κ→∞

κa/κ = lim
κ→∞

{
κ∑
v=1

I(ARv

= a)− P(ARv

= a | Fκ−1)

}
/κ+

κ∑
v=1

P(ARv

= a | Fκ−1)/κ

≥ lim
κ→∞

κ∑
v=1

P(ARv

= a | Fκ−1)/κ

≥ lim
κ→∞

κ∑
v=N

P(ARv

= a | Fκ−1)/κ

≥ δ a.s.

Consequently, limκ→∞ κa/κ ≥ δ a.s. as κ→ ∞.

Therefore,

lim
κ→∞

σmin (2κaΣa/κ) ≥ 2σmin(Σa)δ a.s.

Because the minimum eigenvalue of a matrix is a continuous function, by the extreme

value theorem, we know that for some α > 0,

min
a∈A

min
Σa∈B′

σmin(Σa) ≥ α.

Defining ϵ2 ≜ 2αδϵ1, we find that

lim
κ→∞

σmin (Mκ/κ) ≥ ϵ2 a.s.

Defining ϵ3 ≜ ϵ2α, for any a ∈ A, we find that

lim
κ→∞

σmin

{
−ℓ̈θθθκ (Γa,Ωa)

}
/κ = σmin (Mκ ⊗ Σa)

= σmin (Mκ)σmin (Σa)

≥ ϵ3 a.s.

Line 2 follows because for square matrices A and B, σmin(A⊗ B) = σmin(A)σmin(B). In
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conclusion,

lim
κ→∞

σmin

{
ℓ̈θθθκ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
/κ
}
= lim

κ→∞

∏
a∈A

σmin

{
ℓ̈θθθκ (Γa,Ωa)

}
/κ

≤ −ϵ|A|
3 a.s.

< 0 a.s.,

where the first line follows from Lemma 11.4 (where the off-diagonal blocks are zero). We

complete the proof by defining δθθθ,B′ ≜ ϵ3.

■

We verify the last part of Assumption 16.

Lemma 12.4. Under Assumptions 1-3, 6, 17, and Conditions (C2) and (C4), assume

that the true underlying model for RDS is indexed by θθθ, and the working model is the

branching process specified in Equation 6. For any βββx ∈ B,

ℓ̇θθθκ (βββx) /κ = Op(1)

as κ→ ∞.

Proof. Write

ℓ̇θθθκ (βββx) =
κ∑
v=1

qv (βββx) =
κ∑
v=1

q (βββx, {Y v,Xv, T v, Rv,Av}) .

We see from Section 12.1 that the function q is continuous over the compact space Y×X×

[tmin, tmax]×{1, 2, . . . v}×A (which defines the data space). Consequently, for any given

value of βββx, q has a maximum over possible data values. Call this maximum q∗(βββx).

Consequently,

ℓ̇θθθκ (βββx) /κ =
κ∑
v=1

q (βββx, {Y v,Xv, T v, Rv,Av}) ≤
κ∑
v=1

q∗/κ = q∗(βββx).

The lemma follows. ■
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Lemmas 12.2-12.4 verify Assumption 16 under the working model specified by Equa-

tion 6, Assumptions 1-3, 6, 17, and Conditions (C2) and (C4). We now prove Theorem 3.1

under Assumption 16 (which suffices to prove Theorem 3.1 under both assumption sets).

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Proof of consistency. Because B is open, we know that β̄ββx(θθθ)

is an element of the interior of B. Consequently, there exists γ∗ > 0 such that

Nγ∗ ≜
{
βββx :

∥∥βββx − β̄ββx(θθθ)
∥∥
2
≤ γ∗

}
is a compact subset of B.

Under Assumption 16, we know that ℓθθθκ(βββx)/κ is concave for all κ ∈ N, and that for

γ∗ > 0 there exists a δ > 0 such that

lim
κ→∞

inf
βββ∈Nγ∗

σmin

(
−ℓ̈θθθκ (βββx) /κ

)
≥ δ a.s. (34)

We now show that for βββx ∈ Nγ∗ , ℓ
θθθ
κ (βββx) /κ is strictly concave asymptotically.

For any βββx,βββ
′
x ∈ Nγ∗ and t ∈ [0, 1], we set βββ†

x = tβββx + (1 − t)βββ′
x. For βββ′′

x ∈{
αβββx + (1− α)βββ†

x : α ∈ [0, 1]
}
, βββ′′′

x ∈
{
αβββ†

x + (1− α)βββ′
x : α ∈ [0, 1]

}
, and an ϵ ∈ (0, δ),

there exists N ∈ N such that ∀κ ≥ N (by Taylor expansion),

ℓθθθκ (βββx) /κ =

{
ℓθθθκ

(
βββ†
x

)
+ ℓ̇θθθκ

(
βββ†
x

)⊤
(βββx − βββ†

x) +
1

2
(βββx − βββ†

x)
⊤ℓ̈θθθκ

(
βββ′′
x
)
(βββx − βββ†

x)

}
/κ

≤ ℓθθθκ

(
βββ†
x

)
/κ+ ℓ̇θθθκ

(
βββ†
x

)⊤
(βββx − βββ†

x)/κ− 1

2
∥βββx − βββ†

x∥22ϵ a.s.,

and

ℓθθθκ
(
βββ′
x
)
/κ =

{
ℓθθθκ

(
βββ†
x

)
+ ℓ̇θθθκ

(
βββ†
x

)⊤
(βββ′
x − βββ†

x) +
1

2
(βββ′
x − βββ†

x)
⊤ℓ̈θθθκ

(
βββ′′′
x
)
(βββ′
x − βββ†

x)

}
/κ

≤ ℓθθθκ

(
βββ†
x

)
/κ+ ℓ̇θθθκ

(
βββ†
x

)⊤
(βββ′
x − βββ†

x)/κ− 1

2
∥βββ′

x − βββ†
x∥22ϵ a.s.

Both of these inequalities follow because (1) for any x ∈ Rd and semi-positive definite

matrix A ∈ Rd×d, we know that x⊤Ax ≥ σmin(A)x
⊤x and (2) we have a lower bound on

−ℓ̈θθθκ (βββx) /κ for any βββx ∈ Nγ∗ by Equation 34.
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From these two expressions, we find that ∀κ ≥ N ,

tℓθθθκ (βββx) /κ+ (1− t)ℓθθθκ
(
βββ′
x
)
/κ ≤ ℓθθθκ

(
βββ†
x

)
/κ−

1

2

{
t∥βββx − βββ†

x∥22 + (1− t)∥βββ′
x − βββ†

x∥22
}
ϵ a.s.

= ℓθθθκ

(
βββ†
x

)
/κ− 1

2

{
t(1− t)2∥βββx − βββ′

x∥22+

(1− t)t2∥βββx − βββ′
x∥22

}
ϵ a.s.

= ℓθθθκ

(
βββ†
x

)
/κ− 1

2
t(1− t)∥βββx − βββ′

x∥22ϵ a.s.

Lines 1, 2, and 3 follow from distributing, combining like terms, and refactoring (as well

as the inequalities stated above). By point-wise convergence, this implies that

tℓ
θθθ
(βββx) + (1− t)ℓ

θθθ (
βββ′
x
)
≤ ℓ

θθθ
(
βββ†
x

)
− 1

2

{
t(1− t)∥βββ′

x − βββx∥22
}
ϵ a.s.

Consequently, we know that ℓ
θθθ
is strictly concave a.s. over the compact set Nγ∗ ; i.e., for

any βββx,βββ
′
x ∈ Nγ∗ and t ∈ (0, 1),

tℓ
θθθ
(βββx) + (1− t)ℓ

θθθ (
βββ′
x
)
< ℓ

θθθ (
tβββx + (1− t)βββ′

x
)
.

Lastly, we show that strict concavity over Nγ∗ implies that β̄ββx(θθθ) ∈ argmaxβββx∈B ℓ
θθθ
(βββx)

is unique. For a proof by contradiction, assume that βββx ∈ B such that βββx ̸= β̄ββx(θθθ) and

βββx ∈ argmaxβββx∈B ℓ
θθθ
(βββx) as well. By concavity, for any t ∈ (0, 1),

ℓ
θθθ {
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
= tℓ

θθθ {
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
+ (1− t)ℓ

θθθ
(βββx)

≤ ℓ
θθθ {
tβ̄ββx(θθθ) + (1− t)βββx

}
.

Because β̄ββx(θθθ) and βββx are maxima, this implies that for any t ∈ (0, 1),

ℓ
θθθ {
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
= ℓ

θθθ
(βββx) = ℓ

θθθ {
tβ̄ββx(θθθ) + (1− t)βββx

}
.
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For any βββx /∈ Nγ∗ , we find that for t ≥ 1− γ∗/∥β̄ββx(θθθ)− βββx∥2,

∥β̄ββx(θθθ)−
(
tβ̄ββx(θθθ) + (1− t)βββx

)
∥2 = ∥(1− t)β̄ββx(θθθ)− (1− t)βββx∥2

= (1− t)∥β̄ββx(θθθ)− βββx∥2

≤ γ∗.

We now pick any t∗ = max
[
1− γ∗/

{
2∥β̄ββx(θθθ)− βββx∥2

}
, 0
]
and label βββ′

x = t∗β̄ββx(θθθ) +

(1− t∗)βββx. We know that βββ′
x ∈ Nγ∗ , and βββ

′
x ∈ argmaxβββx∈B ℓ

θθθ
(βββx). Additionally,

ℓ
θθθ {
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
=

1

2
ℓ
θθθ {
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
+

1

2
ℓ
θθθ
(βββ′
x)

< ℓ
θθθ
{
1

2
β̄ββx(θθθ) +

1

2
βββ′
x

}
,

(35)

where the last inequality is strict because ℓ
θθθ
is strictly concave over Nγ∗ . Equation 35

is a contradiction because (β̄ββx(θθθ) + βββ′
x)/2 has a higher log-likelihood than β̄ββx(θθθ).

Consequently, β̄ββx(θθθ) must be unique.

We now know that ℓ
θθθ
has a unique maximizer and ℓθθθκ(βββx)/κ is concave for all κ ∈ N.

By Lemma 12.1, β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)
P→ β̄ββx(θθθ).

Ridge regression penalty. We also prove consistency under a ridge regression penalty.

The log-likelihood with a ridge regression component parameterized by α ∈ R+ is

ℓθθθ,ακ
(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
= ℓθθθκ

(
{Γa,Ωa}a∈A

)
−
∑
a∈A

α

2
tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1Γa

)
.

Define β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ, α) = argmaxβββx∈B ℓ
θθθ,α
κ (βββx). We want to prove that β̂ββ

κ

x(θθθ, α)
p→ β̄ββx(θθθ) as

κ→ ∞. Since−Γ⊤
aΩa

−1Γa is negative semi-definite, we know that−
∑

a∈A
α
2
tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1Γa

)
is concave. We conclude that ℓακ is concave for all κ ∈ N since it is the sum of two concave

functions. Additionally, since

lim
κ→∞

∑
a∈A

α

2
tr
(
Γ⊤
aΩa

−1Γa

)
/κ = 0,
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we know that for any βββx ∈ B,

lim
κ→∞

ℓακ (βββx) /κ = lim
κ→∞

[
ℓκ (βββx) /κ−

∑
a∈A

α

2
tr
(
Γa

⊤Ωa
−1Γa

)
/κ

]
= ℓ

θθθ
(βββx).

Using Lemma 12.1, we conclude that β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ, α)
p→ β̄ββx(θθθ).

Concentration. We now prove the concentration statement of Theorem 3.1: for any

θθθ /∈ Θ∗,

lim
κ→∞

P {θθθ ∈ Γ1−α,κ} → 0.

Recall that Θ∗ =
{
θθθ ∈ Θ : β̄ββ(θθθ) = β̄ββ(θθθ∗)

}
. For a given θθθ ∈ Θ, we define the sampling

distribution of the log-likelihood ratio statistic as P θθθκ
(
β̄ββx
)
such that

−2
[
ℓθθθκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
− ℓθθθκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)
}]

∼ P θθθκ
(
β̄ββx
)
.

Furthermore, define the 1− α quantile of P θθθκ
(
β̄ββx
)
as γγγθθθ1−α,κ

(
β̄ββx
)
and the confidence set

in question as

Γ1−α,κ =
{
θθθ : −2

[
ℓκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
− ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}]
≤ γγγθθθ1−α,κ

(
β̄ββx
)}

.

We know that β̂ββ
κ

x is consistent for β̄ββx(θθθ
∗). Therefore, we know that for any ϵ0 > 0 such

that
{
βββx :

∥∥βββx − β̄ββx (θθθ∗)
∥∥
2
≤ ϵ0

}
⊂ B, there exists N1 ∈ N such that for all κ ≥ N1,∥∥∥β̂ββκx − β̄ββx (θθθ∗)

∥∥∥ ≤ ϵ0 almost surely.

Define the compact set Bθθθc = β̄ββx (θθθ)∪
{
βββx :

∥∥βββx − β̄ββx (θθθ∗)
∥∥
2
≤ ϵ0

}
. Additionally, for

any βββpx,βββ
g
x ∈ Bθθθc , define Bθθθ∗ = {βββx ∈ {αβββpx + (1− α)βββgx : α ∈ [0, 1]}. Note that Bθθθ∗ is

compact because it is the image of a continuous function on a compact set in Euclidean

space.

Under Assumption 16, we know that there exists an N2 ∈ N such that for an ϵθθθ > 0
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and any κ ≥ N2

inf
βββx∈Bθθθ

∗

σmin

{
−ℓ̈κ (βββx) /κ

}
≥ ϵθθθ a.s.

Consequently, for all κ ≥ max{N1, N2}, any θθθ ∈ Θ, and a

βββ′
x ∈

{
αβ̂ββ

κ

x + (1− α)β̄ββx(θθθ) : α ∈ [0, 1]
}
,

− 2
[
ℓκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
− ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}]
/κ

= 2
[
ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}
− ℓκ

{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}]
/κ

= 2
[
ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}
− ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}
− ℓ̇κ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}⊤ {
β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ

κ

x

}
−

1

2

{
β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ

κ

x

}⊤
ℓ̈κ
{
βββ′
x
}{

β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ
κ

x

}]
/κ

=
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ

κ

x

}⊤ {
−ℓ̈κ

(
βββ′
x
)
/κ
}{

β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ
κ

x

}
≥ ϵθθθ

∥∥∥β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ
κ

x

∥∥∥2
2

a.s.

Line 3 follows from an exact Taylor expansion. Line 4 follows from the fact that

ℓ̇κ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}
= 0. Line 5 follows from the fact that βββ′

x ∈ Bθθθ∗.

For βββ′′
x ∈

{
αβ̂ββ

κ

x(θθθ) + (1− α)β̄ββx(θθθ) : α ∈ [0, 1]
}
, we now upper bound

0 ≤ −2
[
ℓθθθκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
− ℓθθθκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)
}]

/κ

= 2
[
ℓθθθκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)
}
− ℓθθθκ

{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}]
/κ

= 2
[
ℓθθθκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
− ℓθθθκ

{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
+ ℓ̇θθθκ

{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}⊤ {
β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)− β̄ββx(θθθ)
}
+

1

2

{
β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ

κ

x(θθθ)
}⊤

ℓ̈θθθκ
{
βββ′′
x
}{

β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)
}]

/κ

= 2
[
ℓ̇θθθκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
/κ
]⊤ {

β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)− β̄ββx(θθθ)
}
−{

β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)
}⊤ [

−ℓ̈θθθκ
{
βββ′′
x
}
/κ
]{
β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ

κ

x(θθθ)
}

≤ 2
[
ℓ̇θθθκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
/κ
]⊤ {

β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)− β̄ββx(θθθ)
}

a.s.

Lines 1, 2, and 3 follow from simple algebra. Line 4 follows from the fact that we know

from the same logic as Lemma 12.3 that ℓθθθκ is concave for any θθθ ∈ Θ.
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By Assumption 16, we know that ℓ̇θθθκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
/κ = Op(1) as κ → ∞. Because

limκ→∞

∥∥∥β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)
∥∥∥2
2
= 0 a.s., we know that

lim
κ→∞

(
2
[
ℓ̇θθθκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
/κ
]⊤ {

β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ
κ

x(θθθ)
})

= 0. a.s.

Therefore, we know that limκ→∞ γγγ
θθθ
1−α,κ

(
β̄ββx
)
/κ = 0 a.s. We find that

Γ1−α,κ ≜
{
θθθ : −2

[
ℓκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
− ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}]
≤ γγγθθθ1−α,κ

(
β̄ββx
)}

=
{
θθθ : −2

[
ℓκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
− ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}]
/κ ≤ γγγθθθ1−α,κ

(
β̄ββx
)
/κ
}

⊆
{
θθθ : ϵθθθ

∥∥∥β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ
κ

x

∥∥∥2
2
≤ γγγθθθ1−α,κ

(
β̄ββx
)
/κ

}
a.s.

Line 2 follows by dividing both sides of the inequality by κ. Line 3 follows because for

any θθθ ∈ Θ,

− 2
[
ℓκ
{
β̄ββx(θθθ)

}
− ℓκ

{
β̂ββ
κ

x

}]
/κ ≥ ϵθθθ

∥∥∥β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ
κ

x

∥∥∥2
2

a.s.

as κ→ ∞. Because limκ→∞ β̂ββ
κ

x = β̄ββx(θθθ
∗), we know that if β̄ββx(θθθ

∗) ̸= β̄ββx(θθθ),

ϵθθθ

∥∥∥β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ
κ

x

∥∥∥2
2
→ ϵθθθ

∥∥β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̄ββx(θθθ
∗)
∥∥2
2
> 0.

Additionally, γγγθθθ1−α,κ
(
β̄ββx
)
/κ→ 0. Consequently, for any θθθ /∈ Θ∗,

lim
κ→∞

P (θθθ ∈ Γ1−α,κ) ≤ lim
κ→∞

P
(
ϵθθθ

∥∥∥β̄ββx(θθθ)− β̂ββ
κ

x

∥∥∥2
2
≤ γγγθθθ1−α,κ

(
β̄ββx
)
/κ

)
→ 0.

■

13 Branching Model Paradigm for RL-RDS

In this section, we conduct a series of simulation experiments to evaluate the operating

characteristics of RL-RDS when the branching process is the true generative model. To

allow comparisons with the two-stage procedure proposed by McFall et al. (2021) (see
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also VanOrsdale (2023)), we consider the setting in which the goal is to recruit the largest

subset of people in a hidden population with a given binary trait, e.g., undiagnosed HIV.

The outcome is thus an indicator of this trait. We estimate the optimal policy, πππopt, using

RL-RDS. In this paradigm, we assume that the branching process described in Section 2.2

is the true generative model. We restate this model here for convenience.

Recall that Ti,l, X i,l, Yi,l, and Ai,l for l = 1, . . . ,Mi are the arrival times, covariates,

rewards, and coupon types associated with the potential recruits of recruiter i respectively.

Treating Ai,l as a factor, let Zi,l ∈ Z ⊆ Rℓ be a row in the model matrix of a model that

includes a main effect, X i,l and its interaction with Ai,l. For example, if A = {−1, 1},

then Zi,l = (1,X i,l,X i,lI (Ai,l = −1)). Define A as the set of possible coupon types.

We consider a working model of the form (same as Equation 6):

P(Mi = mi|H i,Ai) =
λmi/mi!∑|Ai|
ℓ=0 (λ

ℓ/ℓ!)
,mi = 0, . . . , |Ai|,

Ti,l − Ti|H i,Ai,Mi ∼ Truncated Exponential(ζ, tmin, tmax), l = 1, . . . ,Mi,

X i,l|H i, Ui,l,Ai,Mi ∼ Normal (ϕϕϕa +GaX i,Σa) , l = 1, . . . ,Mi, a = ai,l

Yi,l|H i,X i, Ui,l,Ai,Mi ∼ Bernoulli

{
1

1 + exp
(
−Zi,l

⊤βββy
)} , j = 1, . . . ,Mi,

where λ, ζ ∈ R, {Ga}a∈A ∈ Rp×p, {ϕϕϕa}a∈A ∈ Rp×1, βββy ∈ Rℓ, and {Σa}a∈A ∈ Rp×p. We

draw the covariates of the initial sample, E0, from a multivariate normal distribution,

Normal (µ,Σ).

13.1 Policies

We evaluate the performance of RL-RDS against a suite of alternative strategies. At each

step, the researcher can choose from a finite selection of coupon types. The fixed allocation

policies (i.e., those that give the same coupon allocation type to all participants) represent

the current standard in RDS. The train and implement policy mimics the procedure used

by McFall et al. (2021), which determines an incentive strategy using a pilot study. We

describe each policy below.
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1. Fixed offers a fixed coupon allocation a ∈ A to every study participant. If a /∈

ψv(hv), then pick a random coupon allocation from ψv(hv) to give to the vth study

participant.

2. Random offers a random element of ψv(hv) to the vth study participant.

3. Train and Implement uses half of the budget for a “pilot study,” in which the

the Random policy is used to assign coupon allocations. It then conducts policy

search using the pilot study data to estimate the branching process working model.

This estimated policy (without updating) is used to determine coupon allocations

for the remainder of the budget.

4. RL-RDS uses the Random policy to assign coupon allocations to participants in

a short “warm-up” period (50 participants in the simulations below). Then, it

performs policy search with Thompson sampling as outlined in Section 2 for the

remainder of the budget.

To conduct RL-RDS, we establish a reasonable space of policies, Π. Define α0 ∈ R,

α1 ∈ Rp, and α = (α0,α1). For n ∈ N and state hn ∈ Hn, we consider policies of the

form πππ(hn) =
{
πn(hn), πn+1(hn+1), · · ·

}
such that for v ≥ n,

πv(hv) = πv(hv,α) = πv(xv,α) = gv
[

1

1 + exp {−(α0 + xv⊤α1)}

]
,

where gv : (0, 1) → ϕv(hv) maps a continuous score (dependent on the participant’s

covariates) to a coupon allocation, av ∈ ψv(hv). We first draw β̂ββ
n
from the MLE sampling

distribution using a generalized bootstrap for estimating equations (Chatterjee and Bose,

2005). We then generate synthetic data sets,

KB(hn,πππ; β̂ββ
n
) =

{(
hnb , A

n
b , Y

n
b ,h

n+1
b , An+1

b , Y n+1
b , . . . ,hQb , Y

Q
b

)}B
b=1

,

and calculate

V̂ n
B (h

n,πππ; β̂ββ
n
) =

∑B
b=1

{∑
v≥n∆

v
bY

v
b

}
B
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for each πππ ∈ Π (or each πππ in a grid approximation of Π). To determine the coupon

allocation given to the latest study participant, we set α̂ααnB = argmaxααα V̂
n
B (h

n,ααα; β̂ββ
n
), and

assign an = πn(xn, α̂ααnB).

13.2 Results

In the following simulations, we set the hidden population size to N = 5, 000. The

recruitment process begins with an initial sample of 25 individuals randomly drawn from

the population, |E0| = 25 with µ∗ = (1, 1, 1)⊤ and Σ∗ = diag(1/8). We define

Ga1 =


ϕ1 0 0

0 ϕ1 0

0 0 ϕ1

 , Ga2 =


ϕ1 ∗ 0.975 0 0

0 ϕ1 ∗ 0.975 0

0 0 ϕ1 ∗ 0.975



Ga3 =


ϕ1 ∗ 0.95 0 0

0 ϕ1 ∗ 0.95 0

0 0 ϕ1 ∗ 0.95

 , ϕϕϕa1 = ϕϕϕa2 = ϕϕϕa3 = ϕϕϕ0,

where we set ϕϕϕ0 = (0.05, 0.05, 0.05) and ϕ1 = 0.95 in our weak correlation setting, and

we set ϕϕϕ0 = (0.025, 0.025, 0.025) and ϕ1 = 0.975 in our strong correlation setting. The re-

searchers have access to three types of coupon allocations {a1, a2, a3}, and each allocation

has 5 coupons. We found that limiting the number of coupons given to each study partici-

pant in the pilot study and the warm-up period of the T&I and the RLRDS policies respec-

tively allows us to observe the effects of the learned policies earlier in the sampling process.

Consequently, we give two coupons to individuals in the pilot and warm-up period, and

increase the allotment to 5 coupons afterwards. Additionally, Cv ≡ 1 for all v ∈ N. De-

fine the reward model components as Zv
j ≜

{
1,Xv

j , I(Av
j = a2)X

v
j , I(Av

j = a3)X
v
j

}
and

βββ∗
y ≜ (−1, 3k,−3k,−6k), where k ≜ (1,−1,−1). The basic policy objective is clear: we

want to ensure that coupon type 1, a1, is used to recruit individuals with covariates that

satisfy Xv⊤k > 0, and coupon type 3, a3, is used to recruit individuals with covariates
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Figure 3: This figure compares the estimated cumulative reward of each policy with 90%
Monte Carlo confidence intervals over multiple sample sizes and graph densities.

that satisfy Xv⊤k < 0. We define the policy space by specifying the function gv,

gv(z) =


a1, if z > 0.66,

a2, if 0.66 > z ≥ 0.33,

a3, if 0.33 > z.

This policy space implies that correctly assigning coupons 1 or 3 will depend on the sign

of the ααα components. The frequency of coupon 2 allocation will be determined by the

magnitude of ααα. This structure makes finding an optimal policy computationally feasible

while maintaining sufficient difficulty to showcase the strength of RL-RDS. Lastly, we set

λ = 3, ζ = 0.5, tmin = 0, and tmax = 3.

Figure 3 illustrates the estimated value of policies in both the sparse and dense network

settings. It indicates that RL-RDS outperforms all competitor policies by a significant

margin in each regime. Note that the train and implement (T&I) method does not adapt

its policy after the initial sample, causing the margin between RL-RDS and this strategy

to increase for larger budgets.
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14 Alternative Graph Model Paradigms for RL-RDS

The setup of this section mirrors the setup of Section 4. We conduct a series of simulation

experiments to evaluate the operating characteristics of RL-RDS when the graph process

of Section 4 is the true generative model. Here, we evaluate the performance of RL-RDS

under two additional simulation settings. In both of these paradigms, the coupon “type”

is held fixed.

1. Researchers can vary the coupon value while the number of coupons is fixed.

2. Researchers can vary the number of coupons while the coupon value is fixed.

The fixed allocation policies (i.e., those that give the same coupon allocation type

to all participants) represent the current standard in RDS. The train and implement

policy mimics the procedure used by McFall et al. (2021), which determines an incentive

strategy using a pilot study. We describe each policy below.

1. Fixed (Min) offers min
a∈ψv(hv

)
to the vth study participant.

2. Fixed (Half) offers ⌊max
a∈ψv(hv

)
/2⌋ to the vth study participant.

3. Fixed (Max) offers max
a∈ψv(hv

)
to the vth study participant.

4. Random offers a random element of ψv(hv) to the vth study participant.

5. Train and Implement uses half of the budget for a “pilot study,” in which the

the Random policy is used to assign coupon allocations. It then conducts policy

search using the pilot study data to estimate the branching process working model.

This estimated policy (without updating) is used to determine coupon allocations

for the remainder of the budget.

6. RL-RDS uses the Random policy to assign coupon allocations to participants in

a short “warm-up” period (50 participants in the simulations below). Then, it

performs policy search with Thompson sampling as outlined in Section 2 for the

remainder of the budget.
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The working model we use for inference in the experiments in this section involves the

value of the coupons explicitly and reduces the dimensionality of the covariate and reward

models. The possible coupons will have values between 0 and 1, A ⊆ [0, 1].

Ti,l,X i,l, Yi,l and Ai,l for l = 1, . . . ,Mi are the arrival times, covariates, rewards, and

incentive values associated with the potential recruits of study participant i respectively.

P (Mi = mi) =
λmi/mi!∑|Ai|
ℓ=0 (λ

ℓ/ℓ!)
,mi = 0, . . . , |Ai|,

Ui,l ≜ Ti,l − Ti ∼ TruncatedExponential(ζ0 + ζ1Ai,l, b), l = 1, . . . ,Mi,

X i,l ∼ Normal
[
ϕϕϕ0 + ϕ1X i,l, {Ω0 + (1− Ai,l) Ω1}−1] , l = 1, . . . ,Mi,

Yi,l ∼ Bernoulli

{
1

1 + exp
(
−Zi,l

⊤βββy
)} , l = 1, . . . ,Mi, (36)

where the incentive, Ai,l ∈ [0, 1], is coded so that a value of 0 encodes the minimal incen-

tive and 1 encodes the maximum incentive. For simplicity (and to align with common

study constraints), we assume that the incentive allocation strategy is such that Ai,l is

constant across l. Lastly, we assume that there is an upper bound on the number of

coupons that can be given to a single participant; i.e., there exists L ∈ N such that

∀i ∈ N, |Ai| ≤ L.

14.1 Results

In all following simulations, the hidden population size is N = 5, 000. The recruitment

process begins with an initial sample of 25 individuals randomly drawn from the popu-

lation, |E0| = 25. The graph model is defined by ψ∗
0 = 0 and ψ∗

1 ∈ {0.5, 2} to compare

between simulation experiments in dense and sparse network settings respectively. We

specify the covariate distribution with µ∗ = (1, 1, 1) and Σ∗ = 10 ∗ I3. We define the

arrival time distribution with ζ∗0 = 0.5 and ζ∗1 = 6. ζ∗1 controls the relationship between

the incentive offered to a potential recruit and their arrival time, which effects whether

we observe them before the end of the process. Consequently, for large ζ∗1 , there is a high

positive association between the incentive assigned to a recruiter and the likelihood of
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observing their recruits.

We switch to superscript indexing for study participants when discussing policy esti-

mation to emphasize that the assignment of coupon allocations happens upon the arrival

of a study participant. In the first simulation setting, we set the coupon package size to

5 for all recruits and vary the value of the coupons. For the recruits j ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,M v} of

participant v, we define Zv
j ≜ (1, Avj ,X

v
j , A

v
j ∗Xv

j ). We make βββ∗
y ∈ R2p+2 sparse, setting

it equal to βββ∗
y = (−4, 0, 0, 0, 0, 3, 0, 0). This makes the basic policy objective clear: give

high incentives to study participants who are likely to recruit individuals with a particular

characteristic in order to maximize cumulative utility. We define the possible incentive

values as {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, . . . , 1} and the policy space for participant v as

πv(Hv) ≜ Av, where for Avj ∈ Av,

Avj =
1

10

⌊
10× 1

1 + exp [−(α0 + xv⊤α1)]
+

1

2

⌋
, for j ∈ 1, . . . ,M v.

Therefore, the policy is determined by ααα1 ∈ Rp and α0 ∈ R.

In the second simulation context, we hold the coupon value constant and allow the

researcher to vary the size of Ai. We make Zv = (1,Xv) and set βββy = (−1, 2,−2,−2).

This provides a strong signal to prioritize policies that recruit individuals who exhibit

the covariate pattern: Xv
1 > 0, Xv

2 < 0, Xv
3 < 0. In this context, we make the possible

coupon package sizes {1, 2, 3, . . . , 7}, and specify the policy space as

πv(hv) ≜ |Av| =
⌊
7× 1

1 + exp {−(α0 + xv⊤α1)}
+

1

2

⌋
.

Again, the policy is determined by ααα1 ∈ Rp and α0 ∈ R.

Figures 4 and 5 contain the estimated value of policies in both simulation settings.

They indicate that RL-RDS outperforms all competitor policies by a significant margin

in each regime. Additionally, the effect sizes increase slightly as the network becomes

sparser and the similarities between neighbors become stronger (because there is more

“signal” for the polices to leverage). Lastly, note that the train and implement method

does not adapt its policy after its “pilot study,” causing the margin between RL-RDS
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Figure 4: This figure compares the estimated cumulative reward of each policy with 90%
Monte Carlo confidence intervals in simulation setting 1.

and this strategy to generally increase in the larger budget setting.

132



Budget = 250 Budget = 350

D
ense G

raph
S

parse G
raph

RL−RDS T&I Rand. Max Half Min RL−RDS T&I Rand. Max Half Min

75

100

125

150

175

75

100

125

150

175

Policy

C
um

ul
at

iv
e 

R
ew

ar
d

Figure 5: This figure compares the estimated cumulative reward of each policy with 90%
Monte Carlo confidence intervals in simulation setting 2.

133


	Setup and Notation
	Reinforcement Learning for RDS
	Asymptotic Regret Bounds
	A Branching Process Example

	Inference for RL-RDS
	RL-RDS Simulations
	Policies
	Results

	Discussion
	Glossary
	Inference Algorithms
	Proof of Theorem 2.1
	Supporting Martingale Limit Theory
	Consistency
	Convergence Rate
	Proof of Equation 15
	Proof of Equation 16


	Proof of Theorem 2.2
	Epoch Asymptotics
	Proof of Theorem 2.3
	The Branching Models Derivatives
	Verification of Assumptions 4-5 and 7-8
	Assumption 4
	Assumption 5
	Assumptions 7 and 8

	Verification of Assumptions 9 and 11-14
	Note on Assumption 10
	Supporting Lemmas
	Assumptions 9 and 14
	Assumption 11
	Assumption 12
	Assumption 13

	Consistency Proof
	Proof of Theorem 2.3

	Generalized RDS Inference
	Hessian of the Covariate Model
	Consistency of an M-estimator
	Generalized RDS Inference Proof

	Branching Model Paradigm for RL-RDS
	Policies
	Results

	Alternative Graph Model Paradigms for RL-RDS
	Results


