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Abstract

We consider a stochastic epidemic model with sideward contact tracing. We assume
that infection is driven by interactions within mixing events (gatherings of two or more
individuals). Once an infective is diagnosed, each individual who was infected at the
same event as the diagnosed individual is contact traced with some given probability.
Assuming few initial infectives in a large population, the early phase of the epidemic
is approximated by a branching process with sibling dependencies. To address the
challenges given by the dependencies, we consider sibling groups (individuals who be-
come infected at the same event) as macro-individuals and define a macro-branching
process. This allows us to derive an expression for the effective macro-reproduction
number which corresponds to the effective individual reproduction number and repre-
sents a threshold for the behaviour of the epidemic. Through numerical illustrations,
we show how the reproduction number varies with the mean size of mixing events, the
rate of diagnosis and the tracing probability.

1 Introduction

Contact tracing is recognized as a crucial prevention for pandemic control. Traditional
contact tracing involves backward tracing to identify who may have infected the index case
and forward tracing to find out who the index case may have infected (individuals who are
diagnosed are called index cases in the contact tracing). This paper concerns an innovative
tracing method: “sideward” contact tracing. This method is particularly relevant in large
gatherings where “superspreading events” (many people get infected at once [9]) usually
occur. By detecting the gathering, sideward contact tracing can identify individuals infected
at the same event as the index case.

The effect of such type of contact tracing has been analyzed, within the framework of
simplicial temporal networks, in |10], where also the traditional forward and backward tracing
are considered. In this paper, we focus on the concept of sideward tracing, and we consider
the stochastic epidemic model with mixing groups introduced in [1]. In most epidemic
models, infections are assumed to occur between pairs of individuals (one is infectious, and



the other is susceptible). Instead of having pairwise interactions, in this model, individuals
make contacts via attending mizring events with at least two individuals involved. This
allows for the possibility that an infective can infect more than one susceptible on a single
occasion and thus provides a suitable framework for the study of sideward tracing.

The mathematical modelling of contact tracing presents several challenges (see an overview
in [11]). This paper focuses on analyzing the initial behaviour of the epidemic with sideward
tracing via a continuous-time branching process incorporating sibling dependencies. Gen-
erally speaking, the dependencies introduced by contact tracing complicates the analysis
of related branching processes. For instance, in previous studies of models with forward
and/or backward contact tracing, lifetimes of siblings are co-dependent on their parents in
[3], lifetimes of siblings and parents depend on each other in [14]. In this paper, the challenge
arises from the lifetimes of individuals who were infected in the same mixing event being
dependent on each other due to sideward contact tracing.

To address this challenge, we consider the groups of siblings, specifically those who were
born (infected) in the same birth (mixing) event, as macro-individuals, such macro-individual
behaving independently of each other. The main idea, introduced by [4,|12], is to consider
these macro-individuals as a branching process, referred to as the “macro process”, embed-
ded into the sibling-dependent process. The key point is that macro-individuals reproduce
independently, unlike single individuals, as all the dependencies are within the sibling groups.
However, our definition of sibling groups differs: the sibling group in [12] consists of all the
children with the same parent, whereas our sibling group comprises children born during the
same birth event, so an individual can give birth to multiple sibling groups.

We study the macro process, which is a branching process with birth rates related to
sizes of sibling groups, and we apply the standard branching process theory to derive a
macro-reproduction number which represents the epidemic threshold and corresponds to the
individual reproduction number.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section [2| the epidemic model with mixing groups
is defined, as in [1], and a sideward contact tracing mechanism is introduced in the epidemic
model. The approximation of the early stage of the epidemic, with and without contact
tracing, is presented in Section [3] In Section [ the limiting process for the early epidemic
with contact tracing is described as a macro branching process, which allows the derivation
of macro and individual reproduction numbers in Section [5 A numerical illustration of the
effect of sideward tracing on the reproduction number is provided in Section [6] Finally,
Section [7] presents the conclusion and discussion.

2 Model

2.1 The epidemic model with mixing groups

We describe the SIR epidemic model recently introduced and analysed in [1,25]. Initially,
there are m,, number of infectives in an otherwise susceptible population of fixed size n.
Differently from the standard homogeneous SIR epidemic where infections occur through
pairwise interactions, infectious contacts in this model are made during temporary gather-
ings, referred to as “mixing events”, which occur at rate nf3. Each mixing event involves a
certain number, distributed as C™ and independent of other mixing events, of individuals
chosen uniformly at random from the population. The mean size of mixing events is de-



noted by ,ugL ) =F [C(”)]. Naturally, it is assumed that a mixing event involves at least two
individuals and at most n individuals.

Given that a mixing event is of size ¢, i.e. it involves ¢ individuals, any given individual
in the population attends the event with probability ¢/n and any given infectious individ-
ual attending the event has probability 7. of making an infectious contact with any given
susceptible individual attending the event, where all such contacts occur independently.
Any susceptible individual who is contacted by at least one infective during the event be-
comes infected and remains infectious for a random period of time 77 ~ Exp(y) (with mean
E[T7] = 1/7). Further, it is assumed that newly infected individuals cannot transmit the
disease within the same event where they were infected, i.e. mixing events are treated as
instantaneous, and that there is no latency period. All the processes and random variables
described above are assumed to be mutually independent.

Note that it is possible to have zero or multiple infections in one single mixing event,
and that, when all mixing events involve exactly two individuals, i.e. C™ = 2, the above
model aligns with standard homogeneously mixing SIR epidemic model with individual-to-
individual rate of infection 2wy /(n — 1) and recovery rate 7.

2.2 Sideward contact tracing

This subsection aims to incorporate sideward contact tracing into the epidemic model de-
scribed above. To this aim, we introduce a diagnosis rate ¢, which activates a contact tracing
procedure. More precisely, infectives can be removed in three ways: due to natural recovery
at rate 7; due to diagnosis (excluding contact tracing) at rate ¢, or through a contact tracing
mechanism described in the following. Excluding natural recovery and contact tracing, we
use the term “diagnosed” in a broad sense to include various causes of removal that can
trigger contact tracing. For example, an individual can be diagnosed due to the onset of
symptoms or mass testing.

We assume that when an infectious individual is diagnosed, they are removed (isolated)
and the mixing event where they were infected is immediately detected, triggering the side-
ward contact tracing procedure. Each of the individuals who were infected at the detected
event is immediately traced, independently with probability p, and they are tested; if in-
fected, they are removed to stop spreading the infection. Table lists the important model
parameters.

The sideward contact tracing procedure described above only focuses on those infected
at the same mixing event as the index case (the one whose diagnosis triggers the tracing),
whereas it neglects those who were already infectious at the mixing event. Thus, neither
the infector of the index case nor the individuals infected by the index case (infectees) can
be traced by this procedure. Moreover, we assume no delays are associated with the tracing
process.

Note that the epidemic model with diagnosis rate ¢, but without contact tracing, i.e.
p = 0, corresponds to the epidemic model defined in Section [2.1] where the infectious period
follows T; ~ Exp(y+4). In addition, if all the mixing events involve exactly two individuals,
sideward tracing has no effect, since no one will be contact traced.



Table 2.1 Key quantities related to the epidemic model

Parameter | Description

n population size
np rate of mixing events
Y rate of natural recovery

rate of diagnosis

D probability of being contact traced in a detected event

e infection probability within a mixing event of size ¢

cm), u((?) size of a mixing event and its expected value

3 Early epidemic approximation

In this section, first, we explain heuristically how the early stages of the epidemic involving
mixing groups can be approximated by a branching process; see [2] for a more detailed expla-
nation and rigorous proof. Furthermore, we describe how sideward contact tracing modifies
the branching process by modifying the lifespan of individuals and by introducing depen-
dencies between siblings who are born in the same birth event (corresponding to individuals
who are infected during the same mixing event). The dependencies lead to challenges in the
analysis of the reproduction number, which are highlighted here and addressed in the next
section.

We consider the early phase of an epidemic with mixing groups in a large population
of size n with a few initial infectives, i.e. m, = m for all sufficiently large n. We make
asymptotic assumptions that the events size C™ converges in distribution to C, as n — oo,
where C' has probability distribution po(c) := P(C = ¢),¢ = 2,3, ..., with finite mean uc
satisfying ,u(g) — llc, as N — Q.

Since mixing events are formed by choosing individuals uniformly at random from the
large population and we focus on the beginning of an epidemic, with a probability close to
1, each mixing event that involves at least one infective consists of only one infective and
all others being susceptible. Further, note that an event of size ¢ includes a given typical
infective with probability ¢/n and recall that mixing events occur at rate nf3. Consequently,
mixing events involving one typical infective occur at rate

E nBE}P’(C(") =c) = B,ugl) — Buc, asn — oo.
n
c=2

In addition, the size of a mixing group involving a typical infective is the size-biased version
of C™, which converges to the size-biased version of C, denoted by C, with probability

distribution
pole) =BG =)= P (i _ag
He
Under the above asymptotic assumptions and additional integrability conditions, Theo-
rem 3.1 in [2] proves that, as the population size n — oo, the number of infectives in the early
stages of the epidemic with mixing groups, without considering sideward contact tracing, is

approximated by a branching process B which we describe in the following.




There are m ancestors in the branching process B. Alive individuals in B correspond to
infectious individuals and a birth event corresponds to a mixing event containing one single
infective in an otherwise susceptible group in the epidemic. Once born, an individual has
lifetime distribution 77 ~ Exp(7y), during which they give birth at rate Suc. It follows
that the number of birth events produced by one typical individual during their lifetime is
geometrically distributed as G, with

. Buc oy B
PG =k) = (5uc+’v) Bic+y (0L @
which has mean 8
E[G] = % (2)

Denote by Z;,i = 1,...,G, the number of offspring produced at i—th birth event, which
are i.i.d. random variables, independent of G and equal in distribution to Z, described
in the following. Given that the size of a mixing group is equal to ¢ which happens with
probability ps(c), there are ¢ — 1 susceptibles in the group, each infected with probability 7.
independently. Thus, the number of individuals infected at an event of size ¢, the number
of offspring in a birth event of size ¢, follows a binomial distribution, that is,

Z|C = ¢ ~ Bin(c — 1,7.).

Note that -
E [Z} ~E [IE [Z\é” ~E [(é - 1)7r@] - Z(c — Dmepale). (3)

Finally, the total number of offspring produced by one typical individual during their lifetime

is given by
a
> Zi
i=1
and the basic reproduction number in the epidemic with mixing groups, without contact
tracing, corresponds to the mean number of offspring in the limiting branching process, i.e.

Ro=E(GIE[2] = 229k [(0 - 1yme] = i (¢ - Dmapo(e), ()

using Equation and (). A major outbreak in the epidemic is associated to the non-
extinction of the approximating branching process B and occurs with non-zero probability
if and only if Ry > 1 [2].

If we consider the epidemic with diagnosis rate § but without contact tracing, the branch-
ing process remains the same except for the lifetime of individuals (corresponding to the
infectious period) T ~ Exp(y + J)). Thus, in this case Ry is given by

Buc Buc
Ro= 5E [(c ) } LSEICC ~ el (5)

When sideward tracing is introduced, individuals who were infected during the same
mixing event (siblings) depend on each other since their infectious periods can be shortened
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if one of the others is diagnosed. Consequently, as n — oo, the initial phase of the epidemic
with sideward tracing is approximated by a different process Bor, which corresponds to
the branching process B described above with modified lifespan distributions and sibling
dependencies. The process Beor is described as follows. As in B, each alive individual
in Bor gives birth events at rate Suc, a birth event in Bor corresponds to a mixing event
consisting of one infective in an otherwise susceptible group in the epidemic, and the number
of offspring produced at each birth event are i.i.d. as Z~M mBm(C 1,ms). However,
lifespan distributions in Ber differ from those in B.

Consider one typical individual in Ber and their siblings, the individuals who were born
in the same birth event. Note that individuals who were born from the same parent in other
birth events are not called siblings here. The individual dies due to either of the following
events happening: natural death (natural recovery in the epidemic) at rate ; removal by
diagnosis at rate §; or removal by contact tracing (one of their siblings is removed due to
diagnosis and tracing is successful) which happens at rate (i — 1)dp, given that (i — 1) of
their siblings are currently alive.

The number G of birth events produced by the typical individual in Bor has a distri-
bution which is not straightforward to compute, unlike the above G' without contact tracing.
Consequently, when considering sideward contact tracing, the reproduction number becomes
challenging to compute, despite the simple expression

Ger

ZZ

Table lists the important quantities related to the process B and Ber.

Furthermore, because of dependencies between individuals, it is not obvious a priori,
whether the reproduction number above represents a threshold for the behaviour of Bor
and of the epidemic (we will show in Section that it actually does). To address these
challenges and to analyse the threshold behaviour of the epidemic, in the next section, we
construct a macro branching process, embedded in Bor, by considering sibling groups as
macro-individuals, which are independent.

znd

E[Ger]E |Z]. (©)

Table 3.1 Key quantities related to the limiting branching processes (large population)

Notation | Description

B approximating branching process for epidemic without

contact tracing

C,uc limiting size of a mixing event and its expected value

C size of a birth event produced by a typical individual

Buc rate of birth events

Z number of offspring in a typical birth event

G number of birth events by a typical individual in B

Ber approximating branching process with sibling dependencies

for epidemic with contact tracing

Gor number of birth events by a typical individual in Beor




4 The macro branching process

In the limiting process Ber, offspring born at the same birth event constitute a sibling
group. While dependency is within each sibling group, sibling groups are independent of
their parents and, since each group is produced at independent birth events, sibling groups
are independent of each other. By identifying sibling groups as “macro-individual”, we
define the macro process M which is a branching process in terms of independent (macro)
individuals.

A sibling group is born when a birth event occurs, and the number of offspring produced
at the event is then the initial size of the sibling group, distributed as

Yo £ 7 ~ MizBin(C — 1,7z). (7)

Note that a sibling group can also have size zero, in that case, it certainly produces no
offspring. In addition, each of the m ancestors in Bor produces independently a number of
birth events distributed as G, since the ancestors will not be contact traced. It could happen
that the m ancestors produce no birth events, in this case the process Bor dies out just
after all the ancestors die and M is not needed. Turning to the more interesting case where
the m ancestors in Bor give g > 0 number of birth events, the macro process M is thus
initiated with a number g of macro-individuals. Without loss of generality, in the following
we assume that the macro process M starts with one macro-individual, and we focus on the
initial conditions in Section [5.3, where we study the extinction probability.

Let Y (¢) be the size of a sibling group (number of alive siblings in the group) at time ¢
after the birth event, then the process {Y (t) }i>0 is a continuous-time Markov jump process

on the state space N, with initial distribution Y (0) < Y, and absorbing state 0. From a non-
zero state 7, two types of jumps can occur. One type is that the group size is decreased by 1
(i — i—1), corresponding to one of the ¢ siblings recovering naturally, or one of the 7 siblings
being diagnosed and all the other i—1 siblings “escaping” from being traced. Another type of
jump is that the group size is decreased by more than 1 (i — ¢ —j,j = 2,...,1) corresponding
to one of the 7 siblings being diagnosed and j — 1 siblings being traced, as a consequence.
The transition rates of the process from state i to j, denoted by g; ;, are as follows

iy +i6(1 — p)? if j=1i—1;
Gij = , o (8)
ié(ijﬁl)(l —p)ip it if j=0,..,i—2.

Each individual in a sibling group gives birth at Suc, thus, at age ¢ the whole group
gives birth to a new sibling group at a total rate Y (¢)Buc. The whole sibling group dies
when the Markov process {Y (t) };>¢ reaches state 0. We can thus simply describe the macro
branching process M as a Crump-Mode-Jagers branching process where the birth rate of each
individual at age ¢ is independent on other individuals and distributed as A\(¢) := Y'(¢)Buc-.
See [7] for an overview and details on Crump-Mode-Jagers branching processes.

The main advantage of defining this macro branching process is that the macro-individuals
are independent and we can apply standard theory of branching processes. In particular,
its reproduction number, which we will derive in the following section, corresponds to the
epidemic threshold, determining whether there could be a major outbreak in the large pop-
ulation limit. The probability of a major outbreak, corresponding to the probability of
non-extinction of Ber, is discussed in Section [5.3]
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Remark 4.1. For the macro process M, it is also possible to easily express the generation
time distribution by normalising E [\(t)] so that it integrates to 1 (dividing by the reproduction
number) and to express the Malthusian parameter, or growth rate, rq as the unique solution

of .
/ e TMIE (N(t)] dt = 1.

This provides additional tools that can be used for further analyses, left to future work. For
example, it is known [6] that some preventive measures (as isolation, mass testing, forward
and backward contact tracing) affect the generation time distribution leading to biased esti-
mates of the reproduction number. This suggests that a similar study on the effect of sideward
contact tracing on the generation time distribution in the epidemic model and resulting biases
maght yield interesting results.

Remark 4.2. The Malthusian parameter ra of the macro-process M mnot only provides
information about the growth of the macro-process M, but also of the single-individuals
process Bor. In fact, letting Ipm(s) and Ip.,.(s) be the number of individuals alive at time s
i M and Ber respectively, we can write

Iaq(s

)
Tser(3) = D Yila = oi(s))

where o;(s) is the time of birth of the i'™ macro-individual alive at time s, with s — o;(s) thus
being its age. By interpreting the size process Y as a “characteristic” of a macro-individual,
the expression above allows us to interpret Ip.,.(s) as the “total characteristic” of M at
time s, as in [8]. Then, the classical theory of Crump-Mode-Jagers branching processes [§]
implies in the supercritical case that, for large times, Iy(s) ~ ™MW, with W being a
positive random variable; and that Ig.,.(s) = e my W, with my being a positive constant.

5 Main results

5.1 Effective macro reproduction number

In this section, our interest is to derive the important quantity, R., which is defined as the
mean number of offspring of one typical “individual” in the macro branching process M,
i.e., the expected number of sibling groups produced by one typical sibling group during its
lifetime (before its size decreases to 0).

By standard results from the theory of branching process, the macro branching process
M dies out with probability 1 if R, < 1; instead, if R, > 1, the process M explodes with
a strictly positive probability. In Section [5.3] we will show that the individual process Bor
dies out with probability 1 if and only if the macro process M dies out with probability 1.
Then, due to the approximation outlined in Section [3] the epidemic may result in a major
outbreak with a non-zero probability if and only if R, > 1. We therefore refer R, to as the
effective macro reproduction number. Denoting by H the number of sibling groups produced
by a sibling group, we have R, = E[H], which we compute more explicitly in the following.

Consider a typical sibling group and let {Y} }xen be the discrete-time jump Markov chain
associated to the size process {Y () }+>0. The Markov chain {Y} }ren has initial distribution



given by Equation (7)) and absorbing state 0. It follows from the transition rates of {Y (¢)}
in Equation that the transition probabilities p; ; (i.e., the probability of Y} moving from
state 7 to state j), i = 1,..., are given by

5(1— i—1 . .
() (;ﬂ?) for j=i—1;
_ ) s(. i ) a—pyipi-i—t
Pij = (1,],1)%5)% ~ forj=0,..i—2 (9)
L 0 otherwise.

Let N be the number of jumps until {Y}}xen reaches zero, that is,
N =inf{k € N: Y, = 0},

and let Xy, k= 1,..., be the number of new sibling groups produced between the (k — 1)-th
jump and k-th jump. With this notation, we have

Table lists the important quantities related to the macro process M.

Table 5.1 Key quantities related to the macro branching process

Notation Description

M macro branching process

{Y(t) }+>0, {Yr}ren | process of sibling group size and its jump chain

Yo, Yo initial size of a sibling group and its size-biased version

A(t) = BucY (t) birth rate by one macro-individual at age ¢

H number of macro-individuals generated by a typical macro-individual

N number of jumps it takes for {Y}ren to reach 0

Suppose that at some point we have Y, = ¢ > 1, then the time until next jump follows
an exponential time Exp(iy + id). Until the next jump, each of the 7 individuals currently
alive in the group gives birth at rate Suc, so the whole group gives birth at total rate
1Puc. Hence, Xy is distributed as a geometric random variable X with success probability

iv+is 6
iBuc+iv+id  Buoct+y+o’ and mean

iBuc Buc
X| = = .
E[X] "y +i0  y+9

(10)

Crucially, X}, is independent of the current size ¢, thus we have a sequence of i.i.d random

variables; and, naturally, it is also independent of N. It follows that

N

_ Bre
vH+0

—E[X]E[N] E[N]. (11)




To derive E [N], we first condition on the initial size of the sibling group, that is,
=Y B[N, =i]PYo=i] = > maP[Yy =1, (12)
i=0 i=0

where m;g := E[N|Yy = ] is the expected number of jumps for {Y;}ren to reach state 0,
starting from state 4, i = 0, 1, ... (naturally mgy = 0). Conditioning on the first jump from a
positive ¢ to j = 0,1,...,4 — 1 (which happens with probability p; ;), the expected number of
jumps from i to 0 is 1 +mj, (one single jump from ¢ to j plus the expected number of jumps
from j to 0). Therefore, m;g,7 = 1, ..., is determined by the following recursive relation

i—1 i—1

Mmio = Zpi,j(l +mjo) =1+ sz‘,jmjm (13)

=0 j=1

where p; ; are given by Equation @
Using Equation and , the effective macro reproduction number is given by

o0

ZOPYO_Z
=0

with m;p in Equation and Yy ~ Bm(é’ — 1,74). We have thus proved the following
Theorem.

Theorem 5.1. The macro reproduction number R, for the macro branching process M is

given by
s = - c—1\ , c—i—1
Ro=——=Y P(C=0)Y mp| |md-m)"" (14)
v + 0 c=2 k=1 L

where myo 1s given by Equation .

Another possible approach to compute R, from Equation consists of numerically
approximating the expected number of steps, E[N], through a Monte Carlo integration
based on simulating the Markov chain {Y} }ren.

5.2 Effective individual reproduction number

While it is sufficient to use the effective macro reproduction number R, to analyse the
threshold behaviour of the early epidemic, as shown in the next section, for completeness,
in this section we show that R, corresponds to the effective individual reproduction number

RU™M) of Equation @

Proposition 5.2. Let R. be the macro reproduction number of M given by FEquation ,

and let R be the individual reproduction number of Bor given by Equation @ Then,
we have

R — R (15)

e

Such correspondence is trivial in the absence of contact tracing, as shown in the following
remark.
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Remark 5.3. In the situation when p = 0, the size of sibling group decreases by one at
each jump (due to one individual naturally recovering or being diagnosed) and we have the
transition probability p;;—1 = 1. Therefore, m;o(p = 0) = i, and E[N] = E[Y,]. It follows
with Equation that

Rufp=0) =E[X|E[N) = THSB ).

Since Yy = Z the expression above corresponds to Equation (5 . thus
Re(p=0) = R (p = 0).

Proof of Proposition[5.9 In general, when 0 < p < 1, RU™ is given by Equation ©). In
order to show R = R,, it is thus enough to show that

E[Ger|E [Z] —E[H], (16)

recalling that Ger and Z are respectively the number of birth events and the number of
offspring in one birth event generated by a typical individual in Ber; and H is the number
of macro-individuals (sibling groups) generated by a typical macro-individual in M.

The initial size of a sibling group containing the typical individual we are considering is
distributed as Yp, the size-biased version of Yy, i.e.

- iP(Yy = i)

Po=)= —pr— (1=012,.) (17)

Furthermore, each of the individual who belongs to a sibling group with initial size 4,
produces, on average, E [GCTD;O = z] number of sibling groups (despite being dependent,
they are identically distributed). Thus the whole sibling group of initial size i generates

1E [GCTD;O = z} number of sibling groups on average. This implies the following relation

iE [GCTWO - z} —E[H[Yy=1i]. (18)

Consequently, the expectation of Gor is given by

o

]EH|Y}J—Z iP(Yo=14) E[H]
ElGer] = ;E[GCT'YO_Z] ; E[Yo] E[Y)

Therefore, since E [Yy] = E [Z} , the expression above proves Equation , and finally that

R =[Gy E H = II;[[;IO]]E [Z} —E[H] = R.. (19)

]

In conclusion, the individual reproduction number Rg"d) has the same expression as the

macro reproduction number R, and hence, despite the dependencies between individuals, it
inherits from R, the epidemic threshold property which is proven in the next section.
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5.3 Extinction probability

The goal of this section is to ensure that the macro reproduction number R. possesses
the important threshold property and to provide an expression for the probability of non-
extinction of the branching process Beor. As explained in Section [3] the non-extinction of
Ber corresponds to a major outbreak in the epidemic, in the large population limit. It
remains to show that the process Bor goes extinet with probability 1 if and only if the
macro process M goes extinct with probability 1; otherwise, the two processes Bor and M
explode with strictly positive probabilities.

In the following, we obtain an expression for the extinction probability of the branching
process Bor, denoted by 25, when there is one ancestor, and equal to 23 = when there are
m ancestors. Consider now the process M initiated with one macro-individual and denote
by za its extinction probability. By the standard theory of branching processes, zx4 is the
smallest solution in [0, 1] of fy(s) = s, with fr(s) being the offspring probability generating
function for M. More explicitly,

fu(s) =E[s"] =E [E [325:1)% | NH = E [fx(s)"],

where

X Y+0
o) =Bl = s el =)
is the probability generating function of X.

To obtain the extinction probability zs.,, we condition on the number of birth events
(sibling groups/macro-individuals) produced by the single ancestor in Bor being equal to g.
Since the ancestor cannot be contact traced, but can recover or be diagnosed, this number
is geometrically distributed as G in (|1)) with success probability 5 +giguc' We then consider
the macro process M initiated with g macro-individuals, which has extinction probability
25,. Therefore, the extinction probability of the process Bor starting with one ancestor is

given by

a Y -+ )

e = B 1) = S e 2y 2
and hence in the epidemic setting with m initial infectives, a major outbreak occurs with
probability 1 — 2z .

Moreover, Equation (20) indicates that zp., = 1 is equivalent to zy = 1; and the
inequality zp., < 1 is equivalent to the inequality zx < 1. As a consequence, the process
Ber dies out with probability 1 if R, < 1; if R, > 1, the process Beor starting with one
ancestor explodes with a strictly positive probability (1 — zp.,). This confirms that the
macro reproduction number R, has the epidemic threshold property.

We summarize the arguments above in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.4. Let Bor be the process approzimating the early stage of the epidemic defined
in Section @ and R, be the macro reproduction number given by Equation , then R,
has the threshold property for Bor. That is, if R, < 1, the process Bor goes extinct with
probability 1; if R. > 1, the process Ber starting with m > 1 ancestor(s) explodes with a
strictly positive probability (1 — 23 ) and goes extinct with the complementary probability

; . . C
2By With zp.,. given by Equation .

12



6 Numerical illustration

The goal of this section is to illustrate the effect of sideward contact tracing by means of

some numerical examples relying on the theoretical results of the previous section.
Throughout this section, we assume that the size of mixing event C follows a geometric

distribution, conditioned on being larger than 2 (following the choice in [1]), that is,

P(C=c)=(1-a) %, (c=23,..),

with a = 1/(uec — 1). In addition, we assume that the rate of natural recovery is v = 1/7.

First, we fix the average size of mixing events to be uc = 5. In Figure [6.1] we examine
how the fraction of diagnosis §/(d+y) and tracing probability p influence the effective repro-
duction number R.. The infection probability 7. is assumed first in Figure independent
of ¢, i.e. m, = 0.5 for all ¢, and then in Figure 7. = 2/c. In each of the two cases, we fix
[ such that the basic reproduction number Ry in Equation equals 3. It is observed that
R, is monotonically decreasing in both §/(6 + ) and p as expected. Additionally, §/(5 + )
appears to have a stronger effect on reducing R, compared to p. This difference becomes
more evident when 7, = 2/¢. This is because, in comparison with the deterministic choice
of m. = 0.5, fewer people, on average, become infected in a single mixing event of the same
size and hence, more effort is required in sideward tracing to control the epidemic for a fixed
reproduction number.

Further, we explore how the mean size of mixing events influences the effect of sideward
tracing. We consider three situations of uc = 5,10 and 20 while keeping 6 = v = 1/7 fixed.
As shown in Figure [6.21] if we fix Ry = 3 (different § for different p1¢), the reduction in the
reproduction number due to contact tracing (i.e. Ry — R.) is bigger for larger p. with the
same tracing probability p. This is due to sideward tracing being more effective when more
individuals get infected during the same event. This observation should not suggest that
larger events are preferable, in fact, imposing limitations on the gathering size plays a bigger
role in the reduction of the reproduction number. For instance, as shown in Figure [6.2a
when we fix § to be the same for all uc = 5,10, 20, the case of uc = 20, gives a much larger
Ry and even with perfect tracing (p = 1), the reproduction number remains considerably
high, well above 1.

7 Conclusion and discussion

This paper investigates a novel concept: sideward contact tracing. This tracing approach is
incorporated into an epidemic model that includes short-term mixing events, where multiple
infections can occur at a single mixing event. In contrast to traditional tracing methods,
sideward tracing aims to identify those who were infected at the same event, rather than the
infector or/and the infectees of the index case. The early stage of the epidemic with sideward
tracing was analysed through a branching process with sibling dependence. In particular, we
treated the groups of individuals infected at the same event (group of siblings) as “macro-
individuals”; they behave independently, according to the principles of a branching process.
The effective macro reproduction number R, was derived as the mean number of offspring
of the macro branching process. The individual reproduction number Rgmd), related to the
original individual branching process, was also obtained. The two reproduction numbers
have the same expression. We also expressed the probability of a major outbreak in the

13



1.00-

- !—

© T
8 0.75- % 0.75-
] ki
£ Re H Re
o 3 s 3
s [ ] 3 [ |
© 0.50- 2 8 050- - 2
o

2 c
S 1 S 1
2 8
8 -, £ o
- »
@ o 05- B 0.25-
= 0.25 g 0.25
o c
j=) i=J
8 K]
hel ©

0.00- 0.00-

0.00 025 050 075 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
tracing probability p tracing probability p
(a) (b)

Figure 6.1 Heatmap of R. as function of 6/(J + ) in [0,0.99] and p in [0, 1] with mean
size of mixing event puc =5, v = 1/7, in (a): m. = 0.5 for all ¢, in (b): 7. = 2/¢; and S is
chosen so that Ry = 3.
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Figure 6.2 Plot of R. against the tracing probability p for different mean size of events
pe = 5,10 and 20. The infection probability m. = 2/c for all ¢, 6 =~ = 1/7, and in (a), (3 is
fixed such that Ry(u. = 5) = 3; in (b), 5 is chosen specifically for each pec such that Ry = 3.

epidemic in terms of the non-extinction probability of the macro branching process, which
is defined through standard branching process theory.

A numerical illustration reveals that the fraction of diagnosis has a more significant
impact on reducing R, than the tracing probability. This observation does not diminish the
usefulness of sideward contact tracing. Note that increasing the fraction of diagnosis might
be more challenging (especially in the beginning of the epidemic, requiring extensive testing
efforts and more cost-effective tests) than simply increasing p (e.g. during Covid-19 time in
the UK, visitors/customers were encouraged to “check-in” by scanning QR code via NHS app
[13]). Furthermore, the impact of sideward tracing is more pronounced, resulting in a greater
reduction in the reproductive number when the size of mixing events is larger. However, it
remains crucial to impose limitations on gathering size. Without such restrictions, the
reproductive number may remain excessively high, making it unfeasible to bring it below 1
even with perfect tracing.
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In this paper, we restrict our attention to sideward contact tracing only to analyse its
effect separately from other types of contact tracing. One promising area for further inves-
tigation is combining sideward with conventional forward and backward tracing procedures
which can be employed instead to trace infectors and infectees. It would be interesting to
explore how these different tracing strategies can complement each other. For instance, in a
scenario where an asymptomatic infector transmits the infection to two susceptibles during
a mixing event, forward tracing may fail to identify the infectees as the infector remains
undiagnosed. In such cases, sideward tracing becomes crucial if one of the infectees is diag-
nosed, enabling the identification of the remaining infectee. On the other hand, starting from
one of the infectees, backward-forward tracing could potentially identify the asymptomatic
infector but then fail to contact trace the other infectee before recovery. Integrating these
tracing strategies is, however, analytically challenging, particularly due to the additional de-
pendencies it introduces between the lifespans of siblings and their parents. Another possible
extension of the present model making it more realistic is to incorporate delays between the
diagnosis of the index case and the notification of other siblings. Additionally, incorporat-
ing heterogeneity into the model could provide deeper insights. For example, categorizing
individuals based on their levels of social activity (high, normal, or low) could reveal more
about the effectiveness of sideward tracing. More socially active individuals are more likely
to attend events and consequently more likely to become infected and spread the infection
to others. In this case, it would be important to trace the infector as well as the siblings.

In conclusion, this paper highlights the potential effectiveness of sideward contact tracing
and underscores that it can play a significant role in controlling epidemics, especially when
relaxing the gathering size limitations.
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