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Abstract

Evaluating the impact of policy interventions on respondents who are embedded

in a social network is often challenging due to the presence of network interfer-

ence within the treatment groups, as well as between treatment and non-treatment

groups throughout the network. In this paper, we propose a modeling strategy

that combines existing work on stochastic actor-oriented models (SAOM) with a

novel network sampling method based on the identification of independent sets. By

assigning respondents from an independent set to the treatment, we are able to

block any spillover of the treatment and network influence, thereby allowing us to

isolate the direct effect of the treatment from the indirect network-induced effects,

in the immediate term. As a result, our method allows for the estimation of both

the direct as well as the net effect of a chosen policy intervention, in the presence

of network effects in the population. We perform a comparative simulation analy-

sis to show that our proposed sampling technique leads to distinct direct and net

effects of the policy, as well as significant network effects driven by policy-linked

homophily. This study highlights the importance of network sampling techniques

in improving policy evaluation studies and has the potential to help researchers and

policymakers with better planning, designing, and anticipating policy responses in

a networked society.
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1 Introduction

Evaluating the impact of policies is critical to good governance in both offline and online spaces

(Borrás & Laatsit, 2019; OECD, 2020; Mergoni & De Witte, 2022). Policymakers need to assess

if a policy has achieved its intended outcomes, and identify the factors that contributed to, or

hindered its effectiveness. Accurate estimation of policies is critical to the design and implemen-

tation of future ones. Policy evaluation studies use either experimental or quasi-experimental

approaches (Cook et al., 2002; Gertler et al., 2016; Coly & Parry, 2017; White & Raitzer,

2017) and involve a controlled (or quasi-controlled) exposure of specific groups to the policy

to estimate its impact. However, network interference can be a major obstacle in such studies

because the targets of policy interventions are often socially embedded entities, such as individ-

uals or organizations (Huggins, 2001; Graf & Broekel, 2020; Kivimaa & Rogge, 2022), who do

not exist in isolation (Basse & Airoldi, 2017; Viviano, 2020). When policies are implemented

in a networked population, there is a possibility that entities within the network are influenced

by the behavior of their peers. For example, policymakers often introduce economic policies

such as a stimulus package to boost investment, accelerate job creation in targeted sectors, and

improve consumption levels. However, such policies might have unintended spillover effects,

both positive and negative, in other sectors or parts of the economy (Oman et al., 2000; Conley

et al., 2023). This can lead to an amplification or mitigation of the intended policy outcomes,

and result in inaccurate policy or business decisions (Forastiere et al., 2024). To avoid such

uncertain policy outcomes, it is important for policymakers to be able to effectively infer any

network effects stemming from the policy. In this study, we introduce an empirical strategy

for inferring the net effect of a policy on a focal behavior by decoupling the direct effect of the

policy from such indirect effects stemming from network interference.

The gold standard for evaluating the effectiveness of policy interventions is through randomized

controlled trials (RCT) (Hariton & Locascio, 2018). RCTs are usually difficult to implement

within a social network due to methodological challenges such as network interference (Karwa

& Airoldi, 2018; Schwarz, 2021), and other practical or ethical concerns (Nicholls et al., 2019).

Hence, policymakers often rely on quasi-experimental or observational studies to identify the

causal effects of the policy implementation. However, accounting for network effects in observa-

tional studies is complicated by various empirical challenges, such as the difficulty in separating

social influence from other confounders like homophily and shared contexts (Shalizi & Thomas,

2011). Previous studies have attempted to address these limitations using linear-in-means mod-

els (Blume et al., 2015; Reza et al., 2021), exponential random graph models (ERGM) (Heaney,

2014), and stochastic actor-oriented models (SAOM) (Snijders et al., 2007), to name a few. In

the current study, we leverage a SAOM to jointly model the network dynamics and behavior

change resulting from a policy introduction, using an actor-oriented approach. By using the

SAOM within an experimental setting, we are able to estimate both the direct treatment effect,

as well as quantify the effect of the underlying network dynamics generated as a result of the

treatment.
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In this study, we propose an integrative approach that is agnostic to both context and policy

type and can hence be applied flexibly to emerging societal and organizational policies. Our ap-

proach combines existing work in stochastic actor-oriented models (SAOM) with a novel network

sampling strategy based on the identification of an independent set that includes respondents

who are not connected to one another via a contact network. By selectively exposing this inde-

pendent set to the treatment, we are able to block any treatment spillover and influence among

treatment group respondents, in the period immediately following the policy intervention. We

then use the SAOM model to estimate both the direct treatment effect of the policy as well as

the indirect network effects, such as homophily and social influence. The net treatment effect

can then be considered as a combination of the direct effect, which measures the behavioral

change of treated respondents in the independent set sample, and the indirect effect, which

captures the behavior change due to network effects. As different sampling strategies generate

dissimilar network structures in the treatment group, we are able to compare the net treatment

effect of a policy under various sampling strategies. Using a simulated policy implementation

exercise, we show that the independent set sampling strategy leads to a smaller immediate-term

and short-term net treatment effect, as compared to the other sampling strategies. This reduc-

tion can be attributed to the design of the independent set which helps to decouple the direct

effect from the indirect network-induced effects, in the immediate term, i.e. the period immedi-

ately following the policy change. Relatedly, we also find evidence for distinct network effects

for our proposed independent sampling strategy, notably, a significantly positive policy-related

homophily effect. This highlights a possible mechanism through which the indirect network

effects might manifest in the post-treatment period.

In the following section, we discuss past work on estimating policy impacts within networked

contexts and offer a comparative analysis of prior empirical methods for policy evaluation. Sub-

sequently, Section 3 illustrates our proposed methodology and the mechanics of our simulation-

based experiment. Section 4 presents the key results from this simulation-based experiment

and presents some robustness analyses of our models. Finally, in Section 5, we conclude by

summarizing the key findings from this study, some limitations of our current approach, and

future extensions of this work.

2 Policy Evaluation in Networked Contexts

In this section, we first discuss the current literature on experimental designs and frameworks

for policy evaluation in network-based social and organizational contexts. Next, we present a

summary of existing empirical methods that leverage observational data for evaluating policy

effects in social networks, focusing mainly on approaches reported in the recent literature.

2.1 Policy evaluation using experimental methods

Recent studies on policy interventions in networked contexts have leveraged the dynamics of

interpersonal connections and behavior to address key outcomes such as managing the effects
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of COVID-19 in the population (Robins et al., 2023), managing natural resources to miti-

gate climate change (Frank et al., 2023), and fostering scientific collaboration and productivity

(Sciabolazza et al., 2020). To tackle the issue of network interference in policy evaluation, poli-

cymakers and stakeholders require intricate and large-scale policy experiment designs (Athey &

Imbens, 2017). A number of past studies have formulated randomization-based frameworks for

estimating causal effects (Aronow & Samii, 2017; Baird et al., 2018). In related work, Leung

(2020) constructed several statistical estimators to estimate policy effects under specific distri-

butional assumptions and applied their framework to an experimental study of farmers adopting

weather insurance products (Cai et al., 2015; Leung, 2020). Several network randomization-

based studies make use of the cluster sampling technique, which offers a way to assign entire

communities of individuals to treatment groups (Hu & Lau, 2013), as opposed to conventional

techniques that randomize individual entities to different groups. This technique of randomizing

the assignment of clusters to experimental conditions helps to reduce bias in the focal estimates

(Ugander et al., 2013; Eckles et al., 2016; Ugander & Yin, 2023), and has been successfully used

in empirical studies spanning disciplines such as healthcare (Harling et al., 2017) and informa-

tion systems (Saveski et al., 2017).

However, the assignment of respondents to different exposure groups is tricky in a networked

setting. Even if we are able to generate clusters that minimize interactions across groups (Blon-

del et al., 2008; Zhou et al., 2009; Fortunato, 2010), the stable unit treatment value assumption

(SUTVA) might fail due to the presence of network interference within the groups (Ugander

et al., 2013). In other words, we cannot determine if the behavioral changes in individuals are

solely due to their own treatment or due to influence from their treated peers.This inherent

difficulty of completely eliminating network interference within the treated clusters might lead

to a biased estimate of the policy effects, as well as other network effects (Basse & Airoldi, 2017).

In this paper, we attempt to address the above gaps and limitations by proposing a novel graph

sampling technique, coupled with a SAOM-based framework to evaluate the experimental im-

pact of policies in networked contexts. We contend that our proposed independent set sampling

offers a good alternative to cluster-based sampling, especially in cases where the primary goal

is to obtain a more diverse sample from the network since it avoids oversampling respondents

with similar characteristics. Also, this technique is not affected by the presence of observable

clusters or the presence of any latent homophily among the nodes in the network. Furthermore,

our method is context- and policy-agnostic which makes it appropriate for use in a wide range of

organizational and societal contexts and policy types. Moreover, our method allows for flexible

specification of network effects depending on the contextual needs and domain expertise of the

policymaker. This makes our approach suitable for modelling a wide range of network processes

that might contribute to the net effect of the policy.
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2.2 Policy evaluation using observational methods

2.2.1 Multivariate linear regressions

Multivariate linear regressions are commonly applied in policy evaluation (Porter et al., 1981)

where policy-linked outcomes are regressed on the policy implementation and other observable

covariates to infer the effects of the policy. Linear regressions are particularly useful in cases

when the underlying network data is unavailable, or when the objective is to infer the asso-

ciations between policy-linked outcomes and the model covariates. Such multivariate linear

regressions have been applied in studies spanning crime control (Cho, 1972), education (Perl

et al., 1976; Cole, 1979), transportation and urban planning (Enns, 1974) and public health

(Leger & Sweetnam, 1979). However, a key limitation of this method is the assumption that

each individual in the sample behaves independently of the other. However, it is easy to see

that in any networked context, individuals in the population are always linked to several others

and that their behaviors are correlated with the characteristics of their immediate neighbors,

and possibly the entire network (McPherson et al., 2001). This can lead to biased estimates of

the policy effect (VanderWeele & An, 2013).

In our proposed approach, we use a stochastic actor-oriented model (SAOM), which accounts

for dependencies among individuals in a networked sample, and hence can be used as a suitable

alternative to regression-based models to address questions about correlated behaviors among

neighbors.

2.2.2 Linear-in-means model

The linear-in-means design utilizes aggregated measures of peers’ attributes to infer the impact

of social interactions and peer effects (Kline & Tamer, 2014). This model has been widely

applied in empirical studies on policy effects in education and health (Manski, 2000; Brock &

Durlauf, 2001; Blume et al., 2011; Epple & Romano, 2011). Past studies have discussed the

problem of identification in the linear-in-means models (Manski, 1993; Graham & Hahn, 2005;

Lee, 2007; Graham, 2008; Bramoullé et al., 2009; Davezies et al., 2009; De Giorgi et al., 2010;

Blume et al., 2011), and a number of these limitations pertain to the complexities of modeling

social interactions.

For instance, an important limitation of the model is its use of aggregated endogenous vari-

ables (Manski, 1993). This reduces available information on alters’ characteristics, as well as

the strength and direction of peer effects that often vary as a function of such individual-level

characteristics and interaction contexts. Moreover, earlier studies on the linear-in-mean mod-

els have often assumed that the social network structure is exogenous and static (Johnsson &

Moon, 2021). However, we know that real-world social networks are inherently dynamic in

nature. Hence, such linear-in-means models are not well suited to account for the joint evo-

lution of individual behaviors and network changes. We note, however, that recent studies

have used variants of the model that consider the endogeneity of the network structure (Johns-

5



son & Moon, 2021; Jochmans, 2022; Wang, 2022). Nonetheless, such models rely on strong

assumptions, such as the validity of certain instrumental variables and the assumption of inde-

pendence across observable and unobservable characteristics and network formation. Moreover,

the linear-in-means model assumes that endogenous variables are additive and linear. However,

peer effects can often depend on the characteristics and behaviors of multiple alters in complex

and non-linear ways. In such contexts, a linear model might generally not be appropriate for

estimating the underlying peer effects.

In this study, we employ a SAOM-based co-evolution model which allows for the joint mod-

eling and estimation of network dynamics and behavior of individuals. Hence, we do not lose

any information due to aggregation and are able to suitably identify the network changes and

associated peer effects. Furthermore, the model flexibly allows for different functional forms of

covariates, linear or otherwise, in inferring the peer effects.

2.2.3 Statistical graph-based models

There are two popular classes of statistical graph modeling techniques, namely Exponential

Random Graph Models (ERGMs), which estimates specified statistics of the given network

structure through a regression-like analysis (Ghafouri & Khasteh, 2020) and Stochastic Actor-

Oriented Models (SAOMs), which jointly model the co-evolution of social networks and behavior

using a continuous-time Markov chain (Snijders et al., 2007; Snijders et al., 2010).

An ERGM predicts the conditional probability of an edge, given a network structure (Wasser-

man & Pattison, 1996), and other associated node- and edge-level attributes. In the recent

literature, ERGMs have been used to specify the likelihood of a particular network structure,

given certain local characteristics of the network such as homophily, reciprocity, and transitivity

(Robins et al., 2007). The parameter estimation is done through maximum likelihood estima-

tion or other related techniques. These estimated parameters can then be used to simulate new

network structures or test specific hypotheses about the role of certain factors in contributing

to the observed network structure. Ghafouri et al. (2020) present a survey on the applications

of ERGM in fields such as healthcare, economics, and political science (Ghafouri & Khasteh,

2020). Traditional ERGMs provide a posterior estimation of a network at a given time using

cross-sectional data. The network statistics included in the model generally do not capture

the dynamics of the network structure. Recent developments have proposed extensions such

as temporal ERGMs (TERGMs) (Hanneke et al., 2010; Desmarais & Cranmer, 2012), which

extend ERGMs by incorporating the network dynamics in longitudinally observed networks.

SAOMs are often estimated using longitudinal data, where the network and individual char-

acteristics are observed at multiple discrete time points. These models are used to investigate

how the network structure evolves in response to individual behavior, and vice versa, after

accounting for individual-level (e.g., age, gender) or dyadic (e.g., relationship type) covariates.

The model is flexibly specified using rate and objective functions that govern how actors form
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and delete links, or change their behavior over time. For example, SAOMs can incorporate

the homophily effect by including network statistics that measure the similarity of individuals

on observable characteristics, such as age, gender, or interests. The specified model is then

estimated by maximizing the likelihood of the observed network given the model parameters.

For likelihood functions that are complex, simulation-based estimators such as the method of

moments (MoM) can be used. The estimated model can then simulate new networks under

different counterfactual scenarios related to changes in the attributes, behavior, or the fitted

network processes. The co-evolution model has been widely applied in contexts spanning eco-

nomics (Lee & Lee, 2022), education (Brouwer et al., 2022), business and innovation (Giuliani,

2013; Balland et al., 2016; Liang & Liu, 2018), and healthcare (Adams & Schaefer, 2016).

Although ERGMs share similar specifications and statistical properties with the SAOM tech-

nique we use in this paper, ERGMs take a primarily tie-oriented approach while SAOMs use an

actor-oriented approach (which builds upon the tie-oriented architecture). These approaches

also differ in the choice functions used to model the tie dependence, and how the tie depen-

dence is specified, whether through the number of transitions between networks, as in SAOMs,

or through global network structures, as in ERGMs. In selecting between an ERGM or a SAOM,

Block et. al (2016) recommend employing the model, whose assumptions better fit the given

social and network processes (Block et al., 2016). In our context, we investigate the dynamic or

co-evolving changes in individual behavior and network changes due to policy implementation,

and hence, the SAOM is preferred over the standard ERGM. By coupling the SAOM with var-

ious sampling techniques to jointly model the network and behavioral dynamics, we are able to

model network formation due to homophily based on both, shared exposure to the policy as well

as any similarity in behavioral characteristics. In the following section, we present our proposed

empirical strategy for estimating both the direct treatment effect, as well as the net treatment

effect which incorporates the impact of network effects in addition to the direct effect.

3 Proposed Method

In this section, we present our empirical strategy to estimate the direct effect of the policy

intervention, as well as the indirect effects via the social network. We begin by introducing

the idea of an independent set sampling and subsequently explain how the subgraphs sampled

through this method can be analyzed using a SAOM to generate estimates of both the direct

and indirect policy effects.

3.1 Independent set sampling

If we have access to a social or contact network of the policy-relevant population, we can compute

an independent set of respondents from this population, which is defined as follows,

Definition 1 (Independent Set). A set of nodes S is called an independent set if no two

vertices in this set S are adjacent to each other in the given network.
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For an independent set of respondents, these selected respondents are not connected to one

another. We provide an example of selecting independent sets from a cyclic graph of 6 nodes,

denoted as C6, in Figure 1.

(a) Maximal independent set (b) Maximum independent set

Figure 1: Selecting the shaded nodes from a C6 graph to form different independent sets

Depending on the selection procedure, we can obtain different independent sets of varying sizes.

In Figure 1a, the independent set obtained is a maximal set as a further selection of any nodes

breaks the independence criterion. However, this set is not the largest set, as shown in Figure

1b. We note that there is an upper bound on the maximality of the size of the independent set,

attributed to Kwok (West, 1996), given in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Let G be a graph on n vertices with e edges and let ∆ be the maximum vertex

degree. Then, the independence number α(G), which is the size of the largest independent set

of G, has the following upper bound,

α(G) ≤ n− e

∆

Proof. Let I be a maximum independent set of G. Every edge of the graph G is incident to a

vertex in the set V \I. Let v be a vertex in V \I. The degree of v is at most ∆. Thus, there are

at most ∆ edges incident to each vertex in V \I. Hence,

e ≤ ∆(|V \I|) = ∆(n− α(G))

Rearranging the inequality, we obtain the upper bound mentioned above.

There is also a lower bound on the size of the independent set, as attributed to Caro and Wei

(Caro, 1979; Wei, 1981),

Theorem 2 (Caro-Wei Bound). Let G = (V,E) be a graph and let dv be the degree of vertex

v. Then, the independence number α(G), which is the size of the largest independent set of G,

has the following lower bound,

α(G) ≥
∑
v∈V

1

1 + dv

Proof. We pick a random permutation π on V and define a set

I := {v ∈ V |vu ∈ E, π(v) < π(u)}
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We observe that I is an independent set. Let Xv be an indicator random variable for v ∈ I.

Then,

E [Xv] = P (v ∈ I) =
1

dv + 1

α(G) ≥ E [|I|] =
∑
v∈V

1

1 + dv

With this lower bound, the policymakers can have a guarantee on the size of the largest inde-

pendent set sample. These bounds provide them the flexibility of choosing a suitable sample

size, given their resource constraints and study objectives. It is important to note that there

exists an inherent tradeoff between choosing a modest sample size that optimizes resource allo-

cation for the study but compromises on statistical power or the minimum detectable effect size.

Another consideration in our proposed approach is the question of structural preservation across

multiple runs of the independent set sampling method. To test the robustness of picking any

arbitrary maximal independent set for our simulation study, we provide a descriptive summary

of common measures such as mean degree, mean transitivity, and pairwise Jensen-Shannon

Divergence for network structures obtained from 500 runs of the sampling technique. The

results, presented in Appendix A, show relatively small standard deviations of mean degree

and mean transitivity across the runs. Additionally, the low divergence score suggests that the

degree distributions across the runs are very similar. Taken together, this illustrates that the

iterative selection of independent sets results in network structures that show high similarity in

key structural properties. This also implies that the results from this study, as detailed in the

next section, are robust to the choice of any specific (maximal) independent set.

3.2 Independent set-based SAOM

After establishing the concept of an independent set and the robustness of the maximal indepen-

dent set selection, we now provide an overview of our strategy that combines this independent

set sampling technique with stochastic actor-oriented modeling to measure the policy effects.

The key steps of our empirical model are as follows:

Step 1: Given a social or interactional network of the population, compute the (maximal) in-

dependent set.

Step 2: Expose respondents in the independent set sample to the relevant policy interventions.

Step 3: Apply the stochastic actor-oriented model to model the co-evolution of the network and

policy-linked behavior.

As social networks are finitely big and the maximum degree of any social network is smaller

than the number of nodes, we are able to find an independent set efficiently (Halldórsson &

Radhakrishnan, 1997). We note that there is a possibility of isolated nodes present in the

network, but this does not affect the sampling procedure. Since the isolated nodes are not
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connected to any other nodes, we can choose to either include or exclude some of them in the

treated sample. In the following simulation study, we expose the entire independent set to the

treatment. However, it is also possible for policymakers to selectively expose only a subset of

this set to the treatment, due to resource constraints or other factors.

The direct exposure of the independent set sample to the policy intervention will alter the be-

havior of these respondents. Due to the design of the independent set, respondents within the

set are unable to directly influence one another. This constraint allows us to estimate the direct

effect i.e. the effect of the policy intervention on the sampled respondents in the immediate-

term. The treated individuals, however, are able to influence those who are not in the treatment

group i.e., outside the independent set. This then allows us to also estimate any indirect effect

of the policy on the rest of the social network in the short- and long-term via relevant network

processes such as homophily and peer influence.

In past research, homophily has been widely studied as a tendency of individuals in a social

network to form connections with others who have similar observable or unobservable attributes

(McPherson et al., 2001; Kossinets & Watts, 2009). The presence of homophily contributes to

network formation, and hence, indirectly to the spread of behavior through these newly formed

network ties (Shalizi & Thomas, 2011). Through the construction of an independent set, we

guarantee that the sampled respondents are not linked to one another. Hence, we constrain our

treatment sample to only include those who are unlikely to be homophilous in both observable

and unobservable characteristics, in the pre-treatment period. It naturally follows that any

post-policy tie formation within this treatment set is mainly driven by homophily based on

either policy and policy-linked behavior or other latent attributes that manifest as a result of

this policy change.

In the next section, we present details of our SAOM specifications, the design of our simulation-

based study, as well as the estimation results.

4 Simulated Policy Intervention Analysis

In this section, we illustrate our proposed method using a simulation-based study that mimics

a real-world policy introduction and evaluation exercise. Specifically, we separately estimate

the direct and net treatment effect of the policy across the three sampling strategies, namely

independent set, random, and cluster sampling. We also test for relevant network effects such

as policy-linked homophily that might contribute to the indirect policy effects, as explained in

the previous section.

4.1 Study design

To test the differential effects of a policy change on the respondents’ behavior in the presence

of network effects, we follow the steps explained in the previous section. For this particular
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exercise, we use random sampling, cluster sampling, and independent set sampling techniques

to select the initial set of respondents for the policy.

To validate our model, we use an illustrative dataset from (Wooldridge, 2015), from which we

select 300 respondents for this simulation exercise. As policymakers and organizations usually

have access to basic demographic details of their targeted respondents, we include such data to

mimic their modeling process. The behavioral characteristics of the respondents in our simula-

tion study include 6 demographic features, 5 of which are adopted from the dataset (Wooldridge,

2015), namely, years of schooling (educ), age of respondents (age), price level (pric), annual

income in US dollars (income), a binary indicator target variable on the adoption of the focal

behavior. We assign each respondent to a gender class, with a 60% probability of being male

and a 40% probability of being female. The complete specification of the data context is pro-

vided in Appendix B.

We model the changes in the focal behavior based on the respondents’ demographic fea-

tures through the following logistic regression model trained using the modified data from

(Wooldridge, 2015).

P (B = 1|x) = 1/(1 + exp (− (θTx+ θ0))). (1)

Here, θ represents the weights of the 5 covariates, whose values are denoted by x, θ0 represents

the offset of the decision boundary and B is the indicator variable of the individual’s adoption

of the focal behavior. A larger value of θTx+ θ0 denotes a higher probability of attaining the

focal behavior. We present the estimates from the logistic regression in the following table.

Coefficient Estimates
Intercept θ0 0.8318* (0.4269)
Educ θ1 -0.02486** (0.009717)
Age θ2 -0.004698*** (0.001669)
Income θ3 3.954× 10−6 (3.3× 10−6)
Gender θ4 0.02942 (0.05786)
Pric θ5 −9.274×10−4 (6.965×10−3)

Table 1: Model estimates for the covariates.
0.001 ‘***’, 0.01 ‘**’, 0.05 ‘*’, 0.1 ‘∆’

We also generate a scale-free random network with a scale factor of 2.5 as the underlying net-

work structure for the population. From this underlying network, we generate three treatment

samples, namely a maximal independent set, a random sample, and a cluster sample, where the

clusters in the latter sample are identified using a modularity optimization technique. We keep

the size of the independent set sample and the random sample to be the same while ensuring

the size of the cluster sample is similar to that of the other samples. After sampling the respon-

dents, we adopt the SAOM to estimate how different statistics affect the network evolution and

the policy evaluation. As the SAOM requires at least 2 network observations at different time

points (Ripley et al., 2023), we construct the following 3 waves to simulate how the network
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evolves over time after the policy is implemented. In the first wave, we expose the network

structure and the individual focal behavior to a slight perturbation, where an edge is formed

or deleted with a probability of 0.005%, and the individual attains or loses the focal behavior

with a probability of 0.001%. This mimics expected rates of network and behavior change in

the absence of any shocks.

In the second wave, we implement a fictitious policy, which intends to alter the demand for

a certain good through a price change strategy. Specifically, we want to understand how the

treated and non-treated respondents react to the new price change policy by changing their

focal behavior (i.e., reflective of decreased demand). In this case, we increase the prices by

30% for respondents in the treatment group, across all 3 sampling conditions. This mimics

a situation where the selected respondents have to pay a higher cost to adopt the focal be-

havior, and are thus disincentivized to express the behavior1. Hence, in this second wave, we

observe a change in the policy-linked focal behavior for the sampled respondents, which is mea-

sured as a binary variable and estimated using the logistic regression model, as explained above.

For the third and final wave, we evolve the network and alter individual focal behavior through

various probabilistic changes. To simulate behavioral changes, we partition the population into

3 groups, namely (i) individuals who are directly connected to at least one other respondent

in the treatment group, (ii) individuals who are two hops away from at least one respondent

in the treatment group, and (iii) the remaining respondents in the population. We subject the

first group of individuals to a 5% probability of losing the focal behavior and the second group

of individuals to a 0.5% probability of losing the focal behavior. The rest of the population

is subjected to a random noise, which is a 0.05% probability of acquiring or losing their focal

behavior. The behavioral change probabilities of each individual are set based on their distance

from the sampled respondents. For instance, if the individual is close to the sampled respon-

dents, they have a higher tendency to change their focal behavior due to a stronger influence

from the sampled respondents.

To simulate the network changes, we partition the possible pairs of individuals in the network

into 4 groups, namely (i) unconnected respondents who are both in the treatment group and

have the same focal behavior, (ii) unconnected individuals who are not in the treatment group

but have the same focal behavior, (iii) unconnected individuals who are both in the treatment

group but do not have the same focal behavior and (iv) the remaining pairs of individuals. We

subject the pairs in the first group to a 0.05% probability of forming an edge, the second group

to a 0.005% probability of forming an edge; the third group to a 0.001% probability of forming

an edge. The rest of the possible pairs are subjected to noise, which is a 0.0001% probability of

forming or deleting the edge2. The ties formation probabilities are set based on the common-

1This particular context of using a disincentivizing policy is just for illustrative purposes. In a real-life
context, a more appropriate policy example might be the progressive roll-out of a training/educational
program or the targeting of a new feature in a digital platform.

2We performed a robustness analysis and arrived at this set of probabilities for the simulation study
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ality between the treatment exposure and/or the focal behavior. If two individuals have more

in common, then there is a higher chance for them to form ties due to stronger homophily. We

place a stronger emphasis on homophily of behavioral traits than treatment exposure by setting

a slightly larger probability of forming an edge due to similar focal behavior.

After modeling the probabilistic changes across the waves, we set the individuals’ age, edu-

cation level, annual income, and gender as time-invariant covariates, and the price level as a

time-varying covariate. The key dependent variables in this study are the time-varying focal

behavior and network ties between individuals. In the following section, we illustrate the model

specifications and results for direct and net effects of the policy based on the simulation context

described here.

4.2 Estimating treatment and network effects

In this section, we first introduce and develop the modeling specifications for our proposed

SAOM technique, and then present estimation results for the relevant network effects. Subse-

quently, we draw on the fitted estimates to infer both the direct as well as net effects of the

policy change by analyzing the difference in the proportion of respondents having the focal

behavior in both the treatment and non-treatment groups over time.

Using the simulation strategy described in the previous section, we generate a network of

N = 300 respondents, and model two dependent variables, namely the dynamic friendship

network, which is represented by a N × N symmetric adjacency matrix At, and a N × 2 be-

havioral matrix, Bt, whose columns correspond to the focal behavior and prices, as denoted by

B1,t and B2,t. We set B1it to be 1 if individual i has a focal behavior at time t and 0 otherwise.

We then use a SAOM to specify the co-evolution of network and behavior using a continuous-

time Markov process. This enforces the standard Markovian assumption of the conditional

distribution of the future being independent of the past, given the current network structure

and behavioral characteristics. Along with the assumption that there is at most one change

in the respondents’ focal behavior or the edges in the network over small time intervals, which

Steglich et. al. (2010) refer to as micro-steps, we are able to separate the causal process of

social influence, where a respondent’s focal behavior is influenced by network structure and the

behavior attributes of other respondents, from that of social selection, where the respondent’s

characteristics affect edge formation and dissolution (Steglich et al., 2010). We model the op-

portunity for any given respondent i at any point in time, to form or delete the respondent’s

outgoing tie aij = [A]ij , for j = 1, . . . , i − 1, i + 1, . . . , N or the respondent’s focal behavior

b1i = [B1]i to follow a Poisson process with different rate functions. We note that the increase

in prices due to the policy is exogenous, hence the prices experienced by every respondent i,

after tuning for them. In our simulations, we note that larger probabilities would give rise to convergence
issues and smaller probabilities would not provide significant changes in the network and behavioral
characteristics.
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b2i = [B2]i do not undergo any stochastic changes. These functions determine the rates at which

respondents make network and behavioral decisions within a time interval.

For each respondent i, there is one rate function for the network, which is denoted by λ
[A]
i , and

one for the behavioral changes, which is denoted by λ
[B]
i . Following Steglich et. al. (2010), we

describe the rate functions between time periods t and t+ 1 in the following equations

λ
[A]
i (At, Bt) = ρ[A]m exp (h

[A]
i (α[A], At, Bt)) (2)

λ
[B]
i (At, Bt) = ρ[B]

m exp (h
[B]
i (α[B], At, Bt)) (3)

where the parameters ρ
[A]
m and ρ

[B]
m depend on the time period m and account for periodic

changes in either network or focal behavior, and the functions h
[A]
i (·) and h

[B]
i (·) capture the

rate dependence on the current state of network and behavior, with respective weight param-

eters α[A] and α[B] (Steglich et al., 2010). The exact specifications for h
[A]
i (·) and h

[B]
i (·) will

likely depend on the specific network and behavioral effects that we choose to include for a

given network context, and which we specify later for the purpose of our current analysis.

The SAOM also relies on objective functions that help to determine which specific changes in

network or behavior are to be made at a given micro-step. Each respondent i seeks to optimize

this objective function over the set of feasible changes that the respondent can take in the cur-

rent time period. Snijders et. al. (2007) propose an objective function that consists of three

parts, namely the evaluation functions f
[A]
i and f

[B]
i , the endowment functions g

[A]
i and g

[B]
i ,

and random disturbances ϵ
[A]
i and ϵ

[B]
i that captures random noises (Snijders et al., 2007).

The evaluation functions for the network and behavioral decisions, respectively, are parameter-

ized by the vectors β[A] and β[B]; the endowment functions are parameterized by the vectors

γ[A] and γ[B], as shown in the following equations.

Network decisions: f
[A]
i (β[A], At, Bt) + g

[A]
i (γ[A], At, Bt|At−1, Bt−1) + ϵ

[A]
i (At, Bt) (4)

Behavioral decisions: f
[B]
i (β[B], At, Bt) + g

[B]
i (γ[B], At, Bt|At−1, Bt−1) + ϵ

[B]
i (At, Bt) (5)

The evaluation functions, f
[A]
i and f

[B]
i measure the respondents’ utility based on the current

state of the network and their focal behavior, with respective weight parameters β[A] and β[B].

The respondents continuously strive to alter their friendship network and focal behavior to

maximize their utility based on the evaluation function.

The endowment functions g
[A]
i and g

[B]
i , with their respective weight parameters γ[A] and γ[B],

capture the loss in utility due to a unit change in the network ties or focal behavior, which

were gained earlier. In other words, these functions can be used to simulate scenarios where the

formation and breaking of links, or the changes in focal behavior, generate asymmetric gains

or losses for the respondents. In our simulation, we assume that the loss in utility is the same
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as the respondent’s gain from a change. Hence, no endowment functions are specified in our

current model.

The random noises ϵ
[A]
i and ϵ

[B]
i represent a portion of the respondent’s preference, which is

not captured by either the evaluation or endowment functions. By assuming that these random

noises follow the type-1 extreme value distribution, similar to random utility models, we obtain a

closed-form multinomial logit expression for the probabilities of the network and focal behavioral

micro-step decisions (Maddala, 1983). Based on Snijders et. al. (2007), the choice probability

that is derived from the network micro-step decisions is given as,

P
(
aij,t+1 = aij,t + δ|at, bt, β[A]

)
=

exp (f
[A]
i (β[A], aij,t+1 = aij,t + δ, bt))∑

k∈[n]\i

∑
ψ

exp (f
[A]
i (β[A], aik,t+1 = aik,t + ψ, bt))

,

(6)

where at+1 is the resulting network at t+ 1 when respondent i at micro-step t either creates a

new tie, deletes an existing tie, or makes no change to the respondent’s connections (Snijders

et al., 2007). We model the change in the edge variables by altering the variables δ (or ψ),

where δ, ψ ∈ {0,±1}. Similarly, based on Snijders et. al. (2007), the choice probability that is

derived from the focal behavioral micro-step decisions is given as,

P
(
b1i,t+1 = b1it + δ|at, bt, β[B]

)
=

exp (f
[B]
i (β[B], at, b1i,t+1 = b1i,t + δ))∑

ψ

exp (f
[B]
i (β[B], at, b1i,t+1 = b1it + ψ))

, (7)

where b1,t+1 is the resulting state of focal behavior at t+1 when respondent i at micro-step t ei-

ther attains, loses, or makes no changes to the respondent’s focal behavior (Snijders et al., 2007).

We model the change in focal behavior by altering the variables δ (or ψ), where δ, ψ ∈ {0,±1}.

After formulating the choice probabilities, the transition intensity matrix Q can be obtained as

follows,

Q(at+1, bt+1) =



λ
[A]
i P (aij,t+1 = aij,t + δ|at, bt) if (aij,t+1, bt+1) = (aij,t + δ, bt)

λ
[B]
i P (b1i,t+1 = b1it + δ|at, bt) if (at+1, b1i,t+1) = (at, b1i,t + δ)

−
∑
i

{∑
j ̸=i

∑
δ∈{−1,1}

Q(aij,t+1 + δ, bt+1)

+
∑

δ∈{−1,1}

Q(at+1, b1i,t+1 + δ)
} if (at+1, bt+1) = (at, bt)

0 otherwise

(8)

This models the rate of transitioning from the state (at, bt) at micro-step t to a new state

(at+1, bt+1) at micro-step t + 1. As it is difficult to obtain a closed-form likelihood function,

we use simulation-based estimators, specifically a Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC)-based
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Methods of Moments (MoM) estimator to obtain the parameters β, ρ, α, of the rate and eval-

uation functions. The MCMC implementation of the MoM estimator uses a stochastic approx-

imation algorithm, which is adapted from the Robbins–Monro algorithm (Robbins & Monro,

1951) as detailed in Appendix C. The R package RSiena (Ripley et al., 2023) estimates this in

three phrases. The first phase approximately determines the sensitivity of the expected statis-

tics to the parameters, the second iteratively updates the provisional parameters by simulating

a network based on those parameters, and the third checks the convergence of the expected

statistics to the target values and estimates the standard errors. In general, the standard errors

are computed by taking the square root of the variance–covariance matrix D′
θΣθD

′
θ
−1, where

Dθ is the matrix of the partial derivatives, and Σθ is the covariance matrix.

We model our rate and objective functions h
[A]
i , h

[B]
i , f

[A]
i and f

[B]
i from (2), (3), (4) and (5) as

a weighted sum of relevant network characteristics such as degree, transitivity, and homophily

based on the respondent’s covariates; and behavioral characteristics such as similarity measure

and the effect of the respondent’s connections on focal behavior. We denote the matrix of the

network and behavior statistics computed in each time period t by S
[A]
t and S

[B]
t , which are

N × K and N × L matrices of K network and L behavioral characteristics, respectively. We

specify the functions h
[A]
i and h

[B]
i from the rate functions as follows,

h
[A]
i (α[A], At, Bt) =

∑
q

α[A]
q s

[A]
iqt (At, Bt) (9)

h
[B]
i (α[B], At, Bt) =

∑
r

α[B]
r s

[B]
irt (At, Bt), (10)

where α
[A]
q and α

[B]
r measure the weights of the respective rate statistics s

[A]
iqt = [S

[A]
t ]iq and

s
[B]
irt = [S

[B]
t ]ir, which are one-dimensional vectors defined for each respondent i that capture the

rate dependence on the respondent’s network and behavioral characteristics, and q ⊂ K, r ⊂ L.

We specify the following rate statistics with varying index numbers p.

1. We model the rate at which respondent i makes a decision based on the respondent’s

outdegree, which is defined by xi+ =
∑

j xij , where xii = 0. We consider the logarithmic

outdegree effect of each respondent i, which is given as

exp(ln(α[A]
p (
∑
j

xijt + 1))) = (xi+ + 1)α
[A]
p (11)

2. Next, we model the rate at which respondent i makes a network decision based on the

respondent’s focal behavior and the price level. This is denoted by

exp

(∑
p

α[A]
p bmi

)
, (12)

where b1i is the value of the behavior characteristic of respondent i and b2i is the price

level experienced by respondent i, for m ∈ {1, 2}.
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3. Lastly, we model the rate at which respondent i makes a behavioral decision based on the

price level. This is denoted by

exp
(
α[B]
p b2i

)
, (13)

where b2i is the price level experienced by respondent i.

Similarly, we specify the functions f
[A]
i and f

[B]
i from the objective functions as follows,

f
[A]
i (β[A], At, Bt) =

∑
c

β[A]c s
[A]
ict (At, Bt) (14)

f
[B]
i (β[B], At, Bt) =

∑
d

β
[B]
d s

[B]
idt (At, Bt), (15)

where s
[A]
ict = [S

[A]
t ]ic and s

[B]
idt = [S

[B]
t ]id are the respective c-th network statistic and d-th

behavioral statistic of respondent i and c ⊂ K, d ⊂ L. We specify the following statistics for

the network and behavioral effects which we use in our model. The network effects we choose

to include are transitivity (s
[A]
i1t ) and the respondent i’s homophily effects based on the focal

behavior (s
[A]
i2t ) and prices (s

[A]
i3t ), and are specified as follows (Ripley et al., 2023),

1. Transitivity (s
[A]
i1t ). This measures the triads formed within the network

s
[A]
i1t (a) =

∑
j,k

aijtajktaikt (16)

2. Homophily based on focal behavior (s
[A]
i2t ) and the price level (s

[A]
i3t )

s
[A]
imt(a, b) =

∑
j

aijt(sim
bm−1

ijt − ̂
sim

bm−1

t ), for m ∈ {2, 3} (17)

where
̂
sim

bm−1

t denotes the mean of all similarity scores and sim
bm−1

ijt =
∆t−|b(m−1)it−b(m−1)jt|

∆t

with ∆t = maxij |b(m−1)it− b(m−1)jt| as the maximum observed range of the covariate bm−1. We

note that these variables take on a higher value for those respondents whose focal behavior or

the price level that they experienced is closer to that of their peers (i.e. the value of |bit − bjt|
is small). A higher value for s

[A]
i2t is indicative of a heightened propensity towards creating ties

based on similar focal behavior. Furthermore, we observe that an increase in price level is a

proxy for respondents being exposed to the policy, where pairs of respondents might be exposed

to similar price levels depending on the changes in their purchasing behavior. Thus, a higher

effect value for s
[A]
i3t implies an increased propensity toward creating homophilous friendships

within or in the complement of the treatment group based on the price level. In addition to

these effects, the outdegree effect is also included in the model by default in RSiena . This is

due to an expected and positive network change in the simulated network.

Similar to the network effects stated above, we also model a number of important behavioral

effects. These effects include the respondent i’s behavior tendency effect (s
[B]
i1t ), outdegree con-
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nection (s
[B]
i2t ) and the peer influence effect i.e. social influence (s

[B]
i3t ). The specifications for

these effects, as listed in (Ripley et al., 2023), are presented as follows:

1. Behavioral tendency effect (s
[B]
i1t ). This captures the tendency of respondents to attain or

lose the focal behavior over time

s
[B]
i1t (a, b) = b1it (18)

2. Outdegree effect (s
[B]
i2t ). This measures the effect of the respondents’ connections on their

focal behavior

s
[B]
i2t (a, b) = b1it

∑
j

aijt (19)

3. Average peer influence effect (s
[B]
i3t ). This measures the propensity of respondents to

assimilate their focal behaviors toward their peers.

s
[B]
i3t (a, b) = a−1

i+t

∑
j

aijt(sim
b1
ijt − ŝimb1

t ); (and 0 if ai+t = 0), (20)

where the construction of simb1
ijt and ŝim

b1
t are similar to equation 17. We note that s

[B]
i3t has a

higher value for those respondents whose focal behavior is closer to that of their peers (i.e. the

value of |b1it − b1jt| is small). Hence, a positive and significant estimate of this effect indicates

that respondents alter their focal behavior to match their peers and vice versa.

Next, we estimate the parameters of the rate and evaluation functions specified above using the

above-mentioned MoM estimator. We tune the number of sub-phases in the second phase as

well as the length of the third estimation phase of the estimation procedure, as suggested in the

RSiena manual (Ripley et al., 2023). This allows the estimates to obtain better convergence.

The overall maximum convergence ratio and all t-ratios for all the individual parameters for the

estimation results in Table 2 are less than 0.2 and 0.1 respectively, as suggested in the RSiena

manual (Ripley et al., 2023) and its descriptive summary is provided in Appendix D.

18



Network and
Behavior Parameters

Independent Random Cluster

Friendship rate (Period 1)
0.0067
(0.0047)

0.0065
(0.0047)

0.0064
(0.0046)

Friendship rate (Period 2)
0.1000
(NA)

0.1000
(NA)

0.1000
(NA)

Friendship rate (Period 3)
0.0302**
(0.0099)

0.0101∆

(0.0057)
0.0234***
(0.0059)

Transitivity
-1.9489*
(1.0932)

0.4378
(0.5195)

-0.2196
(0.5550)

Behavior homophily
2.2641∆

(1.3203)
1.1380
(1.3819)

2.0268
(1.3823)

Policy exposure
homophily

3.4221∆

(2.0459)
1.6874
(2.6559)

1.8289
(1.9251)

Behavior rate (Period 1)
0.1000
(NA)

0.1000
(NA)

0.1000
(NA)

Behavior rate (Period 2)
0.9382***
(0.1326)

0.7567***
(0.0975)

0.6685***
(0.1015)

Behavior rate (Period 3)
0.0651∆

(0.0384)
0.1000
(NA)

0.0344
(0.0244)

Behavior Tendency
(Linear Shape)

-3.7529***
(0.7474)

-3.4438***
(1.0649)

-3.8396
(4.1641)

Average Peer Influence
0.1394
(1.5125)

-1.9052
(1.8527)

2.4923
(5.3836)

Outdegree
0.0693
(0.0612)

0.0439
(0.0296)

0.0488
(0.1597)

Table 2: Network and behavioral estimates across three sampling conditions.
p-value: 0.001 ‘***’, 0.01 ‘**’, 0.05 ‘*’, 0.1 ‘∆’

From Table 2, we observe that there exists a larger and more significant homophily effect based

on the policy exposure (3.4278; p < 0.1) for the independent set sampling, as compared to

random sampling (2.2662; p > 0.1) and cluster sampling (2.2995; p > 0.1) conditions. Since the

network evaluation function updates the network structure by optimizing the respondents’ util-

ity, the homophily estimates reflect respondents’ preferences toward friendship formation. As

all respondents in a particular sample (e.g. treatment vs. non-treatment set) experience similar

policies, a strong and significant homophily estimate based on the price level indicates that the

respondents have a stronger preference to befriend other respondents who are co-exposed to

the same policy. Moreover, we observe a larger and more significant homophily effect based on

the focal behavior (2.5985; p < 0.1) for the independent set sampling, as compared to the ran-

dom sampling (1.7256; p > 0.1) and cluster sampling (1.6912; p > 0.1) conditions. This shows

that there is a stronger tendency for respondents belonging to the independent set sample, to

befriend other respondents with similar focal behavior. Interestingly, we note that there is no

significant peer influence effect across the three sampling conditions, once we account for the

various homophily effects.
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To check the robustness of estimates from the SAOM model, we run multiple simulations and

analyze the homophily and peer influence estimates over 50 runs, which have obtained a max-

imum convergence ratio of less than 0.25, as suggested in the RSiena manual (Ripley et al.,

2023). We compute the average of the estimates and construct a 90% confidence interval by

taking the root-mean-square of the standard errors of the estimates over those 50 runs. We

present the average estimates, the root-mean-square standard errors, and the confidence inter-

vals in Appendix E. We note that the results from the robustness tests are consistent with the

results presented in Table 2, where both homophily estimates for the independent set sampling

method are significantly positive, while the peer influence estimate is not significant, across all

sampling strategies. This also suggests that the expected homophilous effects induced by the

independent set sampling strategies might be stronger than the other two sampling strategies.

Based on the estimation results, we also attempt to decouple the direct effect of the policy

from the net effect of the policy (which includes both direct and network effects). As the

above-mentioned sampling strategies lead to different network structures within the sampled

treatment groups, we hypothesize that the three sampling conditions will lead to varying esti-

mates of the net treatment effects of the policy. To infer these effects, we adopt a second-order

difference approach, where we compute the difference in the proportion of individuals having

the focal behavior in both the treatment and non-treatment groups, and then track this differ-

ence estimate over four time periods, namely (A) before the policy implementation i.e. after

wave 1 of our simulation strategy, (B) right after the policy implementation i.e. after wave 2

of our simulation strategy, (C) after one wave of simulated evolution i.e. after wave 3 of our

simulation strategy and (D) at future epochs of the predicted networks based on the SAOM

model, which we fit using the above-mentioned model parameters and statistics. We select the

results of the SAOMmodels over 50 runs as stated earlier to maintain consistency in the analysis.

Next, by taking the value computed in period A as the reference, we compute the difference

between all other period values from this referenced value. Through this second-order difference

approach, we are able to identify the net treatment effect of the policy on the entire population.

We note that the non-treatment group is not exposed to the policy upon its implementation in

the immediate-term. Thus, there would be minimal changes in the proportion of individuals with

the focal behavior in this group. Hence, by taking the difference of the values in the first and

second periods (i.e. B − A), we are able to estimate the immediate-term net treatment effect on

the sampled respondents. As the network evolves according to the SOAM, the policy treatment

gradually spreads throughout the network. Hence, the two other period differences, i.e. C −
A and D − A capture the short- and long-term net treatment effect of the policy respectively,

after accounting for these additional network effects. We present the period difference values in

the following Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Immediate-term (B − A), short-term (C − A) and long-term net treatment
effects (D − A)

Through the construction of the independent set, we prevent spillover of the policy effect and

influence among the treated respondents and are thus able to decouple the direct and indirect

effects, in the immediate term i.e., in the period immediately following the policy introduction.

Hence, by employing the independent set sampling strategy, the estimate of the immediate-

term net treatment effect is essentially an estimate of the direct effect of the policy. As shown

in Figure 2, we observe a smaller mean immediate-term direct effect and mean short-term net

treatment effect for the independent set sampling, as compared to other sampling methods. The

difference in the estimates in the immediate-term between the random/cluster and independent

set sampling strategies suggests the extent of the spillover effect of the former two strategies.

However, we do note that the mean long-term net treatment effects for the independent set and

random samples are similar, implying a convergence in the effectiveness of these two sampling

strategies over time. The cluster sampling strategy generally has a larger difference, perhaps

due to stronger within-sample signaling which limits its ability to spread the policy effects

throughout the network as efficiently as the other effects.

We present several statistics, such as the mean and the interquartile range (IQR) of the treat-

ment effects across these three strategies in Appendix F. We ran a Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test

to compare these proportion differences for the pairwise sampling strategies. We include these

p-values in Appendix F. Our results show that neither of the net effects differs significantly be-

tween random and cluster sampling (p > 0.1), but that all net effects differ significantly between

independent and cluster sampling (p < 0.05). Interestingly, however, the short-term net effect
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between the independent set and random sampling is significant (p < 0.01), whereas the other

two effects are not significant (p > 0.1). Despite the independent sample and random sample

techniques not being significantly different in their immediate-term and long-term net effects,

the independent set sample may still be a good alternative to the cluster sampling approach

for estimating direct as well as net treatment effects of a policy, at least in the immediate and

short term, due to its sample selection strategy.

In summary, using the adapted version of the co-evolution model presented in this paper, pol-

icymakers are able to estimate the direct and net treatment effects resulting from a policy, as

well as the underlying network effects stemming from policy-linked homophily. We contend

that policymakers need to consider the distinct homophilous effects generated by the different

sampling methods as they affect policy outcomes by shaping the spread of information and be-

haviors through social networks, and this can result in the propagation of certain behaviors and

beliefs through the formation of new homophilous connections. By understanding these dynam-

ics, policymakers can design policies using appropriate sampling methods that can leverage the

power of the underlying network effects to achieve the intended policy outcomes more efficiently.

As different sampling strategies are shown to give rise to varying levels of net treatment effects,

this indicates that having potential connections between respondents in the treatment group

affects the estimation of the policy effectiveness. Policymakers need to be wary of the presence

of these underlying network effects that can confound policy evaluation results. Furthermore,

we show that respondents sampled using our proposed technique will likely be more differenti-

ated in their behavioral characteristics since they were unconnected to each other, prior to the

selection. This might also help to promote greater diversity in the selected sample.

5 Discussion

5.1 Summary of key findings

In the current study, we develop a novel sampling strategy based on independent set selection

and investigate its efficacy in a policy implementation and evaluation exercise. We contend that

this sampling technique is a good alternative to the popularly used cluster sampling technique,

especially in contexts where policymakers might prefer a more diverse sample of unconnected

respondents. To test the relative effectiveness of this sampling technique against comparable

alternatives, we augment a SAOM with independent set sampling, random sampling, or clus-

ter sampling techniques, to analyze the co-evolution of the policy-linked behavior and social

network structure. Our simulation results demonstrate the role of the sampling design in influ-

encing the impact of the policy on the population through the changes in both the respondents’

network structure as well as their behavior.

In our study, we adopt a stochastic actor-oriented modeling approach from Snijders et al. (2007)
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to estimate the co-evolution of users’ focal behavior and their social network (Snijders et al.,

2007). To isolate and estimate the direct and net treatment effects of the policy, we employ

a second-order difference approach, where we track the proportion of individuals having the

focal behavior in the treatment against the non-treatment group over specific stages in time.

Since different sampling methods generate dissimilar network structures in the treatment and

non-treatment groups, these groups would experience varying levels of network interference.

Consequently, our results show a distinction in the net policy effects across the three sampling

methods, notably a lower direct and short-term net treatment effect estimate for our proposed

independent set sampling method. This reduction can be attributed to the construction of the

independent set which prevents spillover of the treatment within the treatment group, in the

immediate term.

The estimation results also offer interesting insights into how the network evolves and, in turn,

influences the respondents’ focal behavior. Specifically, our results show that independent set

sampling leads to a significant positive homophilous effect based on the policy-linked behav-

ior. Since we eliminate any direct contact between the sampled respondents, the detected

homophilous effect can be largely attributed to the policy implementation and its subsequent

effects. However, interestingly, we do not observe a significant peer influence across the sampling

conditions, once we account for homophily. This is consistent with past studies highlighting

that influence often tends to be over-estimated in the absence of homophily (Aral et al., 2009).

Understanding the role of sampling strategies in policy design has clear practical implications

for policymakers with regard to both implementation cost, as well as the varying effects on

the population. Based on our design framework and comparative analyses presented in this

paper, policymakers can optimize the policy implementation based on available resources, while

still retaining a large diversity of respondents and amplifying the impact through homophilous

network formation and spreading.

5.2 Future extensions

In this study, we present the design of a simple and specific (maximal) independent set sampling

strategy. However, as discussed earlier, there can be multiple independent sets for a given social

network. To analyze how these different independent sets can affect policy cost-effectiveness,

we can adapt the independent set selection strategy in various ways. For instance, we can

seek to maximize certain centrality measures of the independent set sample. As an example,

we can maximize the degree sum of all the vertices in the independent set, whose size can be

chosen with reference to the bounds of α(G). Moreover, policymakers may also have certain

size or budget constraints to work with. To meet these contextual requirements, we can select

an independent set by solving the following integer program, with AG as the adjacency matrix

of the graph G = (V,E), x as the vertex incidence vector, d as the degree vector and c as the
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cost vector of selecting a particular actor into the treatment set.

max dTx (21)

s.t. 1Tx ≤ m

cTx ≤ b

xTAGx = 0

x ∈ {0, 1}|V (G)|

where m is the size of the independent set, b is the budget, |V (G)| is the number of vertices in

the network and 1 is the all-one vector. If we require an independent set of a size less than the

lower bound of α(G), then there will be a feasible solution to this integer programming prob-

lem and we can find such an independent set I with the largest degree sum, where I contains

vertex i if xi = 1. We can change the maximization objective function in the above integer

program to incorporate other centrality measures such as closeness, betweenness, page rank, etc.

We also note that it is difficult to practically obtain complete network data, which increases the

risk of having unobserved or missing nodes and edges. It is therefore imperative to study the

robustness and sensitivity of our proposed models to data incompleteness. One possible way to

test this is by relaxing the design of an independent set and allowing a small number of edges

to exist within the independent set sample. We can then adjust the above integer program as

follows,

max dTx (22)

s.t. 1Tx ≤ m

cTx ≤ b

xTAGx ≤ ϵ

x ∈ {0, 1}|V (G)|

where ϵ is the tolerance of the edges that the policymakers allow. However, we may require

careful adjustments to account for the spread of the policy effects within the treatment group.

We can also extend this study by analyzing the sensitivity of our model and estimation results

to different graph structures such as Erdös-Renyi or small-world constructions. Through these

extensions and robustness tests, we will be able to identify the best independent set to use for

a specific type of network structure and one that leads to a more resource-efficient evaluation

of the policy.

Another important consideration in policy evaluation studies is the propagation of policy effects

in a social network, where we could treat the spread of policy-linked behavior as a contagion

process. There are several studies that investigate this effect, notably, Kempe et al. (2003)

who look at maximizing the spread of influence in a static network context (Kempe et al.,
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2003). In a more realistic setting, Zhuang et al. (2013) examine this problem for a dynamic

network (Zhuang et al., 2013), while Greenan (2015) combines the existing work on SAOM

with a proportional hazard model to investigate the contagion spread in an evolving social

network (Greenan, 2015). We can also consider how different seeding strategies affect the

spread of the policy effect while incorporating behavioral decisions through a threshold-based

model (Granovetter, 1978). Furthermore, we can study the sensitivity of the propagation to

distinct network structures and behavioral thresholds.

5.3 Limitations

Since this study is among the first to analyze the role of network sampling strategies in pol-

icy evaluation, it is important to acknowledge certain limitations and challenges. Firstly, as

mentioned earlier, we require access to complete network data to construct an independent set,

which might be infeasible in certain policy contexts. For example, there may be legal constraints

or confidentiality issues. We do note that this is a common limitation across several sampling

strategies, although certain sampling techniques such as random sampling may be more immune

to this. Secondly, in the absence of any prior experimental datasets based on independent set

sampling, we resort to a stylized simulation study in this paper to test the relative effectiveness

of the sampling strategies. Future empirical studies performed in a real-world experimental

context can seek to replicate and verify the effectiveness of our proposed sampling technique.

Thirdly, the need to generate large networks at every stage of the simulation process can be

computationally expensive, even for mid-sized networks, and this creates a need for significant

computational resources. On a related point, since the SAOM requires probabilistic changes in

network and behavior, their estimation can occasionally suffer from convergence issues, thereby

requiring additional iterations of model specification and training. Fourthly, though our paper

proposes an alternative sampling strategy, we do acknowledge that implementing a policy on

any group of people, regardless of the seeding strategy, requires careful execution. In our analy-

sis, we assume that the respondents are largely policy-abiding and do not exhibit non-compliant

or anomalous behavior. However, future work can investigate the sensitivity of the proposed

model to varying levels of non-compliance. Lastly, all our models rely on a standard Markovian

assumption of the data. Although this is a popular assumption in SAOM-based studies, it may

be a strict assumption for certain study contexts where there are external shocks affecting either

the network formation or the behavior change.

6 Conclusion

Evaluating the impact of social and economic policies is critical to organizations and gov-

ernments worldwide. The problem of policy evaluation in a networked context has remained

under-studied, owing to various methodological limitations with existing work. The study and

analysis of disentangling effects is not a mere analytical exercise; it is a linchpin for resource

allocation and provides nuanced insights into the interplay between the policy effects and the
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network dynamics. In this paper, we present a novel empirical strategy that combines an in-

dependent set sampling technique with a stochastic actor-oriented modeling (SAOM) approach

to disentangle the direct effect of a policy from the net effect, which is often a combination

of the direct and network-related effects of the policy. Our results using a simulated policy

implementation exercise highlight that our proposed approach leads to distinct estimates of the

direct and net effects of the policy. Furthermore, our model allows for the flexible estimation of

policy-linked network effects, such as policy-linked homophily, that form a key component of the

net effect of the policy. We contend that this is among the first studies to offer a context- and

policy-agnostic empirical strategy to estimate policy effects as well as associated policy-linked

network effects. Hence, the methods and specifications presented in this paper are likely to be

useful for decision-makers in a wide variety of organizational and public policy contexts.
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Appendix A Structural Preservation of Maximal In-

dependent Sets

To test the robustness of picking any arbitrary maximal independent set for our simulation

study, we provide several statistics, such as mean degree, mean transitivity, and the pairwise

Jenson-Shannon Divergence score based on the maximal independent sets generated from over

500 scale-free networks with a scale factor of 2.5.

Figure 3: Common network descriptives of the maximal independent sets from 500 net-
works

From Figure 3, we observe that the mean degree of the independent set samples is 4.466, with a

standard deviation of 0.157, and a mean transitivity of 0.028, with a standard deviation of 0.01.

To check the similarity of the degree distribution between these samples, we compute the Jenson-

Shannon Divergence scores. By computing this score for each pairwise degree distribution, we

obtain a mean divergence score of 0.047, with a standard deviation of 0.019.

33



Appendix B Data Specification

Descriptive summary of the 300 observations used in our study, which is a subset of the data

from (Wooldridge, 2015).

Behavior and Covariate
Characteristics

Min 1st Quartile Median Mean 3rd Quartile Max

Years of schooling 6 10 12 12.59 15 18
Age (years) 17 28 39 42.18 53 88

Annual income
(in USD)

500 12500 20000 19400 30000 30000

Price
(cents)

52.8 58.79 61.05 61.10 62.16 70.13

Table 3: Descriptive summary of education level, age, annual income, and prices

Out of the 300 respondents, there are 108 individuals having the focal behavior. As we assign

each respondent a gender feature variable with a probability of 60% being male and 40% being

female, the realized sample comprises 174 males and 126 females.
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Appendix C Stochastic Approximation

In this study, we use a Method of Moments (MoM)-based estimator, as implemented in the

RSiena package (Ripley et al., 2023), and described in Subsection 4.2 (Bowman & Shenton,

1985). The MoM estimator that we use for our network data A and behavioral data B, and

their corresponding parameter sets ϕ[A] and ϕ[B] is based on a set of network and behavioral

statistics S
[A]
t and S

[B]
t . The estimator is defined as the parameter value set for which the

following conditions are satisfied.

Eϕ[A](S[A]) = s[A](a, b) (23)

Eϕ[B](S[B]) = s[B](a, b) (24)

In other words, the expected values are equivalent to the observed values of the above-mentioned

statistics in Subsection 4.2. We note that the conditional expectations from the moment equa-

tions (Eq. 23 and 24) cannot be computed explicitly. Hence, we need to employ the stochastic

approximation algorithm by (Robbins & Monro, 1951) to numerically solve for them. The

algorithm solves both equations by iteratively generating a parameter sequence ϕ̂ as follows,

ϕ̂
[A]
t+1 = ϕ̂

[A]
t − σtD

−1
0 (S

[A]
t − s[A]) (25)

ϕ̂
[B]
t+1 = ϕ̂

[B]
t − σtD

−1
0 (S

[B]
t − s[B]) (26)

where S
[A]
t and S

[B]
t are generated according to the distributions as defined by ϕ̂

[A]
t+1 and ϕ̂

[B]
t+1

respectively and D−1
0 is the identity matrix. We need to choose a step size σt such that this

sequence converges to zero, for which we can conveniently choose σt = a
b+t . We note that

this sequence converges to zero for any two integers a and b. Snijders (Snijders, 2001) shows

that the convergence properties of this algorithm hold asymptotically for when t approaches ∞
(Ruppert, 1988; Polyak, 1991; Yin, 1991).
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Appendix D Descriptive Summary of SAOMResults

Descriptive summary of the SAOM results that correspond to one run (out of the 50 runs) that

obtain a maximum convergence ratio of less than 0.253.

Independent set sample

Time Period
Stage 1 2 3 4
Density 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020

Average Degree 6.000 6.013 6.013 6.073
Number of Ties 900 902 902 911
Missing Fraction 0 0 0 0

Table 4: Descriptive summary for social network data for independent set sample

Change in Ties
Period 0 => 0 0 => 1 1 => 0 1 => 1 Jaccard Missing
1 => 2 43948 2 0 900 0.998 0
2 => 3 43948 0 0 902 1 0
3 => 4 43939 9 0 902 0.990 0

Table 5: Social network evaluation summary for independent set sample

We note that the Jaccard index is defined as the fraction N11
N01+N10+N11

, where Nij is the number

of the tie variables with value i in one wave, or observation from our generated dataset, and

the value j in the next wave.

Time Period
Stage 1 2 3 4

Number of individuals not having focal behavior 192 192 241 244
Number of individuals having focal behavior 108 108 59 56

Table 6: Descriptive summary for behavioral data for independent set sample

Number of users
Period Lose focal behavior Attain focal behavior Constant Missing
1 => 2 0 0 300 0
2 => 3 58 9 233 0
3 => 4 3 0 297 0

Table 7: Behavior evaluation summary for independent set sample

3As the descriptives are for a single run, the numbers presented may not be fully representative of
the net effect shown in Figure 2.
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Random sample

Time Period
Stage 1 2 3 4
Density 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020

Average Degree 6.000 6.013 6.013 6.033
Number of Ties 900 902 902 905
Missing Fraction 0 0 0 0

Table 8: Descriptive summary for social network data for random sample

Change in Ties
Period 0 => 0 0 => 1 1 => 0 1 => 1 Jaccard Missing
1 => 2 43948 2 0 900 0.998 0
2 => 3 43948 0 0 902 1 0
3 => 4 43945 3 0 902 0.997 0

Table 9: Social network evaluation summary for random sample

Time Period
Stage 1 2 3 4

Number of individuals not having focal behavior 192 192 237 237
Number of individuals having focal behavior 108 108 63 63

Table 10: Descriptive summary for behavioral data for random sample

Number of users
Period Lose focal behavior Attain focal behavior Constant Missing
1 => 2 0 0 300 0
2 => 3 52 7 241 0
3 => 4 0 0 300 0

Table 11: Behavior evaluation summary for random sample

37



Cluster sample

Time Period
Stage 1 2 3 4
Density 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020

Average Degree 6.000 6.013 6.013 6.0060
Number of Ties 900 902 902 909
Missing Fraction 0 0 0 0

Table 12: Descriptive summary for social network data for cluster sample

Change in Ties
Period 0 => 0 0 => 1 1 => 0 1 => 1 Jaccard Missing
1 => 2 43948 2 0 900 0.996 0
2 => 3 43946 0 0 902 1 0
3 => 4 43941 7 0 902 0.992 0

Table 13: Social network evaluation summary for cluster sample

Time Period
Stage 1 2 3 4

Number of individuals not having focal behavior 192 192 236 238
Number of individuals having focal behavior 108 108 64 62

Table 14: Descriptive summary for behavioral data for cluster sample

Number of users
Period Lose focal behavior Attain focal behavior Constant Missing
1 => 2 0 0 300 0
2 => 3 49 5 246 0
3 => 4 2 0 298 0

Table 15: Behavior evaluation summary for cluster sample
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Appendix E Descriptive Summary of Network Esti-

mates from 50 SAOM Runs

Figure 4: 90% confidence interval of the homophily and peer influence estimates over 50
runs with maximum convergence ratio less than 0.25

Behavior homophily estimates
Strategy Mean estimates Root-Mean-Square standard error

Independent 1.8643 1.1322
Cluster 1.2764 1.2580
Random 1.4249 1.2467

Table 16: Descriptive summary of the behavior homophily estimates over 50 runs

Policy homophily estimates
Strategy Mean estimates Root-Mean-Square standard error

Independent 4.010 2.4355
Cluster 3.3222 3.0884
Random 3.7698 2.8839

Table 17: Descriptive summary of the policy homophily estimates over 50 runs

Peer influence estimates
Strategy Mean estimates Root-Mean-Square standard error

Independent -1.3326 3.7557
Cluster 1.9467 5.4768
Random -0.4999 2.5531

Table 18: Descriptive summary of the peer influence estimates over 50 runs
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Appendix F Statistics of Net and Direct Effects

Statistics of the second order difference

Mean Direct Effect
Independent 0.267
Random 0.283
Cluster 0.292

IQR of Mean Direct Effect
Independent 0.062
Random 0.060
Cluster 0.058

Mean Short term Net Effect
Independent 0.247
Random 0.283
Cluster 0.280

IQR of Mean Short term Net Effect
Independent 0.063
Random 0.60
Cluster 0.061

Mean Long term Net Effect
Independent 0.253
Random 0.271
Cluster 0.283

IQR of Mean Long term Net Effect
Independent 0.061
Random 0.059
Cluster 0.060

Table 19: Statistics of direct and net effects in Fig. 2 for all 3 sampling strategies

p-value for pairwise strategies
Direct effect: Independent vs. Random 0.144

Direct effect: Cluster vs. Random 0.309
Direct effect: Independent vs. Cluster 0.024

Short-term net effect: Independent vs. Random 0.002
Short-term net effect: Cluster vs. Random 0.935

immediate-term net effect: Independent vs. Cluster 0.005
Long-term net effect: Independent vs. Random 0.140

Long-term net effect: Cluster vs. Random 0.182
Long-term net effect: Independent vs. Cluster 0.012

Table 20: p-values from Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon tests for pairwise sampling strategies
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