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ABSTRACT
The evolving landscape of online multiplayer gaming presents

unique challenges in assessing the causal impacts of game features.

Traditional A/B testing methodologies fall short due to complex

player interactions, leading to violations of fundamental assump-

tions like the Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA).

Unlike traditional social networks with stable and long-term con-

nections, networks in online games are often dynamic and short-

lived. Players are temporarily teamed up for the duration of a game,

forming transient networks that dissolve once the game ends. This

fleeting nature of interactions presents a new challenge compared

with running experiments in a stable social network. This study

introduces a novel framework for treatment effect estimation in on-

line gaming environments, considering the dynamic and ephemeral

network interference that occurs among players. We propose an

innovative estimator tailored for scenarios where a completely

randomized experimental design is implemented without explicit

knowledge of network structures. Notably, our method facilitates

post-hoc interference adjustment on experimental data, signifi-

cantly reducing the complexities and costs associated with intricate

experimental designs and randomization strategies. The proposed

framework stands out for its ability to accommodate varying levels

of interference, thereby yielding more accurate and robust estima-

tions. Through comprehensive simulations set against a variety of

interference scenarios, along with empirical validation using real-

world data from a mobile gaming environment, we demonstrate

the efficacy of our approach. This study represents a pioneering ef-

fort in exploring causal inference in user-randomized experiments

impacted by dynamic network effects.

KEYWORDS
A/B testing, Online games, Treatment effect estimation, Network

interference

1 INTRODUCTION
A/B testing is heavily used to drive product decisions in the dy-

namic landscape of technology and digital platforms. Central to

the effectiveness of these tests is the Stable Unit Treatment Value

Assumption (SUTVA) [28], which posits that the outcome of any

unit (e.g., a user) in an experiment is unaffected by the treatment

assignment of other units. This assumption is critical for unbiased

estimation of treatment effects. However, in many real-world ap-

plications of A/B testing, particularly within online gaming, the

SUTVA assumption is commonly violated.

Online games, such as themultiplayer online battle arena (MOBA)

game, frequently set up strategies to match players into teams. Con-

nections and interactions between players are temporarily formed

for the span of a single game session. Players’ experiences are

inherently affected by teammates and adversaries. For instance,

consider an online experiment to assess the impact of game diffi-

culty – a scenario where players in the treatment group are assigned

a less challenging version of the game. The assignment to treatment

and control groups is delineated before the game starts. However,

once the game session unfolds, the game difficulty level may be

re-defined based on all the players’ treatment assignments. In such

a team-oriented environment, the exposure of a single player to a

lower difficulty setting can ripple through the entire team, altering

the actual treatment receipt of all involved and potentially affecting

the game’s outcome. And since the data are collected afterwards,

interference among players becomes an inevitable issue. Further-

more, the network structure within online gaming is inherently

dynamic and short-lived, continually evolving as game sessions

conclude and new ones unfold. Each game session reshapes the

network connections as players disperse and regroup. During the

experiment period, players may enter multiple games and receive

different numbers of in-game treatments. This post-hoc network

interference, stemming from the interactions between players and

complicated by the number of treatments players received, may

lead to biased estimations of causal effects.

Recently, various experimental designs have been proposed to

address the challenges posed by network interference, particularly

in terms of mitigating spillover effects and enhancing the accuracy

of treatment effect estimation. Notably, cluster-based randomized

experiments [e.g., 1, 12, 33, 34], have been at the forefront of these

developments. These experiments group subjects into clusters based

on their network connections, and then randomize the treatment at

the cluster level rather than the individual level. Multi-level experi-

ments [20] introduce sophisticated frameworkswhere interventions

are administered at multiple hierarchical levels within the network.

Additionally, mixed experiments, as explored by [21], simultane-

ously employ both unit-level and cluster-level randomization to

capture a broader range of network effects.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
2.

05
33

6v
1 

 [
st

at
.A

P]
  8

 F
eb

 2
02

4



Despite the innovative nature of these online experimental de-

signs, there can be methodological, ethical, and cost-related chal-

lenges in applying these designs in the online gaming environment.

For instance, it is not realistic to completely isolate players into

distinct clusters without affecting their typical gaming experience.

Players often interact in a dynamic, interconnected online space,

making it difficult to create clear-cut, isolated clusters for experi-

mentation. Additionally, cluster-based or multi-level experiments

are typically inefficient to implement both computationally and

financially.

More recent studies have focused on causal effect estimations

under interference. One line of research particularly emphasized

the concept of partial interference, which assumed that network

interference is restricted within the non-overlapped groups [e.g.,

5, 23, 29, 32]. Another line of work studied the causal estimation

in a more generalized setting, with arbitrary interference or in-

troducing specific network graphs as extra information into the

models [e.g., 7, 13, 14, 24]. Some other papers discussed causal effect

estimations under potentially mis-specified or unknown network

interference [e.g., 9, 13, 17]. Complementing these studies, [22]

presented an innovative approach for causal estimations by devel-

oping a semi-parametric form of potential outcome. The potential

outcome function includes the specification of the exposure map-

ping with network neighborhood information. [31] investigated the

large sample properties of generalized treatment effect estimation

under the unknown interference structure.

While existing literature offers valuable insights into causal in-

ference in the presence of network interference, treatment effect

estimation in dynamic environments like online gaming remains

less explored and comes with its set of unique challenges. Specifi-

cally, within a short period, players repeatedly start new gaming

sessions with potentially different team members. In contrast to

applications like traditional social networks with a static and long-

term network structure [e.g., 15, 35], themechanisms of interference

are not well-defined or consistent over time, thus all players can

be subject to treatment spillover through a random process that

experiment designers cannot control. Nevertheless, we will adopt

similar framework as some of the previous work and define a more

general exposure mapping in such settings.

Causal analysis within the literature on online gaming has been

sparse. [25] proposed a general causal analysis framework ‘exCause’

for the real-time game sessions. [18] employed causal inference

techniques, specifically focusing on the estimation of heteroge-

neous treatment effects, to assess the impact of software updates

and patches in games. [11] innovated the novel Attention Neural

Networks to refine the estimation of causal effects using mobile

gaming data. However, it is notable that the network interference

problem for causal inference, specifically in the online gaming area,

remains unexplored.

In this study, we introduce an innovative framework that com-

bines causal inference under network interference with the context

of online gaming. Our main contributions can be summarized as

follows:

• We formalize the problem of treatment effect estimation in

online gaming with post-hoc network interference where

the networks are dynamic and ephemeral.

• We develop an estimator for treatment effect with interfer-

ence, specifically when the completely randomized experi-

mental design is required and the network structure is not

explicitly known.

• We evaluate the proposed estimator through a series of simu-

lation studies with various interference settings, and demon-

strate the accuracy and robustness of our approach, espe-

cially in comparison to more naive methodologies.

• We validate the effectiveness of the proposed framework

through its deployment on real-world data from a mobile

gaming online experiment.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we

introduce the experimentation process in online mobile games,

and discuss the limitations of the naive estimator for the Aver-

age Treatment Effect (ATE). In Section 3, we define the specific

causal estimand of interest and describe our proposed framework

for estimation in detail. In Section 4, we conduct a series of simula-

tion studies under various interference scenarios and compare the

performance of different estimators. Section 5 includes the appli-

cation and validation of our proposed estimator using data from a

real-world mobile gaming experiment, thereby demonstrating its

practical efficacy.

2 ONLINE EXPERIMENTATION OF THE
MOBILE GAME

Mobile gaming has seen unprecedented growth in recent years,

becoming a significant part of the digital entertainment industry.

Specifically, MOBA games have not only attained immense popu-

larity but also cultivated a vast, global player community, largely

due to their captivating gameplay mechanics and dynamic player

interaction. Take a 5v5 game as an example, 5 players work together

as a team to achieve objectives and defeat the opposing team. In

this study, we ignore the influence of the opposite team and treat

the games as the ‘Player versus Environment’ (PVE).

In this study, we focus on the causal analysis of the ‘treated game’

feature, an intervention designed to enhance player engagement

and promote a more active gaming community. Specifically, when

the ‘treated game’ is activated in a game session, it modulates the

game’s experience level for the players. In an ideal scenario without

interference among players, those in the treatment group would

consistently participate in the ‘treated game’, while those in the

control group would never engage in the ‘treated game’.

Our experimental design incorporates a substantial segment of

the online traffic, utilizing 40% of it to gauge the effects of our treat-

ment. This allocation is divided evenly, with 20% of users randomly

assigned to the treatment group and the remaining 20% serving

as a control group for a comparative analysis. This process can be

seen as the initial stage of the randomized treatment assignment

mechanism.

In the second stage, the players engage in games with an un-

known team-matching process. The actual treatment status, or in

other words, the activation status of the ‘treated game’, for each

player in a given game is determined based on a specific criterion:

all team members will receive the treatment if at least one member

was initially designated to receive the treatment. Under this crite-

rion, players who were initially assigned to the treatment group
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will consistently receive the treatment throughout the experiment.

In contrast, those initially designated as ‘control’ may experience a

shift in experience due to the influence of their teammates from the

treatment group. During the experimentation period, each player

may participate in multiple gaming sessions. An illustration of this

process is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: An illustration of the randomized experiment pro-
cess with network interference during online games.

Under this setting, players can be further categorized into three

distinct groups based on their original treatment assignment and

their engagement with the ‘treated game’ feature:

• Treatment Group: Players with an initial treatment assign-

ment who consistently participate in the ‘treated game’;

• Control-Mixed Group: Players originally assigned to the

control group who have played both the standard (control)

game and the ‘treated game’;

• Control-Control Group: Players initially assigned to the

control group, who exclusively play the control game with-

out any exposure to the ‘treated game’.

In the rest of the paper, we adopt the following notation. For

each player 𝑖 ∈ {1, ..., 𝑁 }, let 𝑍𝑖 ∈ {0, 1} be the initial treatment

assignment. We let 𝑀𝑖 ∈ N denote the number of treated games

played by player 𝑖 and 𝑌𝑖 ∈ R+ is the outcome of interest. As for

the three treatment receipt groups, we use 𝑇 ⊂ {1, ..., 𝑁 } to denote

the set of players in the treatment group;𝐶1 ⊂ {1, ..., 𝑁 } the player
in the control-mixed group and 𝐶0 ⊂ {1, ..., 𝑁 } as the player in the

control-control group. We let 𝑋𝑖 ∈ X denote any pre-experiment

covariates we have for each player.

2.1 The Naive Estimator
The goal of this experimentation is to estimate ATE to validate

whether this ‘treated game’ intervention can significantly bring

positive influence on user engagement. The ATE is commonly

estimated using the strategy of Difference-in-Means (DiM) [e.g.,

10, 22, 26, 30], where the difference in the average outcomes be-

tween the treatment and control groups are calculated.

If we ignore the post-hoc network interference and directly apply

the DiM estimator to the treatment and control group, a naive

estimator of the overall treatment effect is

𝜏naive =
1

|𝑇 |
∑︁
𝑡 ∈𝑇

𝑌𝑜𝑏𝑠
𝑡 − 1

|𝐶0 | + |𝐶1 |
∑︁

𝑐∈𝐶0∪𝐶1

𝑌𝑜𝑏𝑠
𝑐 (1)

This naive estimator ignored the treatment received by play-

ers in the control group through treated games. This results in an

over-estimation of the baseline effect based on the control group

data. Consequently, such over-estimation introduces bias into our

analysis, leading to under-estimation of treatment effect. Similarly,

one might define the naive estimator by replacing the second term

as the average outcome in the control-control group. Such estima-

tors are also biased since intrinsically, the control-control group

tends to include players who are less active, as opposed to those in

the control-mixed group, who are generally more active and thus

have a higher chance of participating in the ‘treated game’. We

demonstrate such biases in Section 4 and 5.

3 NETWORK EXPERIMENT ANALYSIS
In this section, we move beyond the naive estimators and formally

define the causal estimand of interest in our setting, together with

assumptions that allow us to define a valid estimator of the average

treatment effect.

3.1 Causal Estimand
We follow the potential outcome framework and use𝑌𝑖 (𝒁 ) to denote
the outcome that would be observed had the treatment status for all

players been set to the vector𝒁 . The potential outcome is indexed by

the treatment status of all players as we allow arbitrary interference

through treated games. This potential outcome is well-defined if

the following assumption holds.

Assumption 1 (No multiple treatment). If 𝒁 = 𝒛, then 𝑌𝑖 =
𝑌𝑖 (𝒛).

Specific to our case, as the number of treated games played

by each player is known, it can serve as the so-called ‘exposure

mapping’ in the interference literature [2], i.e., we can assume that

treatment of other players only affects unit 𝑖 through the number

of treated games that player 𝑖 played.

Assumption 2 (Exposure mapping). Let 𝒁 = (𝑍𝑖 ,𝒁−𝑖 ). There
exists a exposure function 𝑔 : {0, 1}𝑁 → N such that the following
equality holds

𝑌𝑖 (𝑍𝑖 ,𝒁−𝑖 ) = 𝑌𝑖 (𝑍𝑖 ,𝒁 ′
−𝑖 )

if 𝑔(𝑍𝑖 ,𝒁−𝑖 ) = 𝑔(𝑍𝑖 ,𝒁 ′
−𝑖 ). We further assume that𝑀𝑖 = 𝑔(𝑍𝑖 ,𝒁−𝑖 ),

so the potential outcome can be simplified into 𝑌𝑖 (𝑚, 𝑧).
We can define the causal effect for a fixed level of exposure

𝑚 > 0,

𝜏 (𝑚) = 1

𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

E [𝑌𝑖 (𝑀𝑖 =𝑚,𝑍𝑖 = 1) − 𝑌𝑖 (𝑀𝑖 = 0, 𝑍𝑖 = 0)] . (2)

We refer to 𝜏 (𝑚) as the average treatment effect in the rest of

the paper as it measures the average effect on the players’ potential

outcomes when they experience certain number of ‘treated games’,

compared to when they don’t experience the treated game at all.

This causal analysis helps in understanding how varying inten-

sities or types of treatment influence players’ behavior or game

experience.
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Another estimand that is of interest is the overall effect 𝜏 , de-

fined as the ATEs weighted by players’ natural distribution of the

number of games they engage in with the ‘treated game’ feature

activated in the population. Since the initial treatment assignment

is randomized, we have

𝜏 =
∑︁
𝑚>0

𝜏 (𝑚)𝑃 (𝑀𝑖 =𝑚 | 𝑍𝑖 = 1).

3.2 Estimation
Since the exposure received by each player cannot be randomized,

we further make the common unconfoundedness assumption for

both the initial treatment assignment and exposure as follows.

Assumption 3 (Unconfoundedness of the joint treatment).

𝑌𝑖 (𝑚, 𝑧) ⊥ 𝑍𝑖 , 𝑀𝑖 | 𝑋𝑖
Under Assumptions 1 to 3, we have the following identification

result:

E [𝑌𝑖 (𝑚, 𝑧)] (𝑎)
= E𝑋 [E (𝑌𝑖 (𝑚, 𝑧) | 𝑋𝑖 )] (3)

(𝑏 )
= E𝑋 [E (𝑌𝑖 (𝑚, 𝑧) | 𝑋𝑖 , 𝑀𝑖 =𝑚,𝑍𝑖 = 𝑧)] (4)

(𝑐 )
= E𝑋 [E (𝑌𝑖 | 𝑋𝑖 , 𝑀𝑖 =𝑚,𝑍𝑖 = 𝑧)] (5)

Here, the equation (𝑎) is due to the law of total expectation; (𝑏) is
due to Assumption 3 and (𝑐) is due to Assumption 1 and 2.

For the estimand of interest, we only need to evaluateE [𝑌𝑖 (𝑚, 1)]
and E [𝑌𝑖 (0, 0)]. For the latter, we have pre-experiment data for all

the players in the study, which can provide robust estimation for the

outcome function without intervention. We denote the predicted

outcome from this model to be

𝜇 (𝑥) = ˆE [𝑌 | 𝑍 = 0, 𝑀 = 0, 𝑋 = 𝑥] .
For the treated players, the level of exposure,𝑚, can have a highly

unbalanced distribution. Thus models that directly estimate the

outcome E [𝑌𝑖 | 𝑋𝑖 , 𝑀𝑖 =𝑚,𝑍𝑖 = 1] can be unstable and computa-

tionally challenging. Therefore, we propose a weighted estimator of

E [𝑌𝑖 (𝑚, 1)] using Inverse ProbabilityWeighting (IPW) [e.g., 19, 27].

IPW is a statistical technique used to adjust for potential selection

bias where random assignment is not possible. The core idea of

IPW is to re-weight the data so that the weighted sample resembles

a randomized experiment. That is, we adopt the following unbiased

estimator [16] for𝑚 > 0,

ˆE [𝑌𝑖 (𝑚, 1)] =
[
𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

1{𝑀𝑖 =𝑚}
𝑒𝑚 (𝑋𝑖 )

]−1 𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[
𝑌𝑜𝑏𝑠
𝑖

· 1{𝑀𝑖 =𝑚}
𝑒𝑚 (𝑋𝑖 )

]
(6)

where 𝑒𝑚 (𝑥) = 𝑃 (𝑀𝑖 =𝑚 | 𝑋𝑖 = 𝑥) is the estimated propensity

score for being exposed to 𝑚 treated games. Putting the two es-

timators together, we have an unbiased estimator of the average

treatment effect

𝜏 (𝑚) =
[
𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

1{𝑀𝑖 =𝑚}
𝑒𝑚 (𝑋𝑖 )

]−1 𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[
𝑌𝑜𝑏𝑠
𝑖

· 1{𝑀𝑖 =𝑚}
𝑒𝑚 (𝑋𝑖 )

]
− 1

𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜇 (𝑋𝑖 )

(7)

In practice, observations with large𝑚 can be extremely sparse.

One common strategy is to truncate the number of treated games

and treat all𝑚 above a certain threshold to be a single category.

The estimation of propensity scores for multi-level treatment is

notably more complex than in binary cases and requires more

flexible models to avoid unstable or extreme weights in the IPW

estimator. We estimate the propensity score function 𝑒𝑚 (𝑥) with
flexible predictive models, as described in the Section 4 and 5.

4 SIMULATIONS
In this section, we evaluate the proposed framework with simula-

tion studies reflecting different scenarios of network interference.

The source codes are provided in this link
1
. We assume a 5v5

game setting, i.e., 5 players participate in each game. Let the to-

tal number of players 𝑁 = 1000. Under the completely random-

ized treatment assignment, we generate the treatment assignment

𝑍𝑖 ∼ 𝐵𝑒𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑙𝑙𝑖 (0.5) for each player 𝑖 . For each player, we also gen-

erate a single pre-experiment covariate 𝑋𝑖 ∼ 𝐵𝑒𝑡𝑎(0.5, 0.5). The
player-matching process is simulated as follows. For the 𝑗𝑡ℎ round

of the game,

• Sample the number of treatment players 𝑛𝑇 ( 𝑗 ) ∈ {0, 1, ..., 5}
based on the pre-set probability. The number of control play-

ers 𝑛𝐶 ( 𝑗 ) = 5 − 𝑛𝑇 ( 𝑗 ) ;
• Sample 𝑛𝑇 ( 𝑗 ) players from the treatment group with proba-

bility 𝑝 (𝑖 | 𝑍𝑖 = 1) ∝ 0.8
|𝑇 | + 0.2( 𝑋𝑖∑

𝑋𝑖
)2
;

• Sample𝑛𝐶 ( 𝑗 ) players from the control groupwith probability

𝑝 (𝑖 | 𝑍𝑖 = 0) ∝

𝑋𝑖1{𝑋𝑖 < 0.2} if 𝑛𝑇 ( 𝑗 ) = 0,

0.8
|𝐶0 |+|𝐶1 | + 0.2

(
𝑋𝑖∑
𝑋𝑖

)
2

o.w.

We generate 𝑁𝑔 rounds of game. Let 𝑀𝑖 denote the number of

‘treated games’ player 𝑖 participated. We assume the potential out-

come follows the following distribution with mean depending on

both the feature 𝑋 and number of treatment games𝑀 :

𝑌𝑖 | 𝑀,𝑋 ∼ 𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑜𝑛𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙 (1/𝜆)

𝜆 = 0.5𝑀1/2 + 2𝑋 + 0.5𝑋1{𝑋 > 0.5} + 0.5𝑀1/2𝑋

This synthetic data generating process mimics the distribution of

real data where the heterogeneity of 𝑌 increase for larger 𝑋 . For

example, if𝑋 measures the level of activity of a player, active players

tend to have larger variance in 𝑌 than less active players.

The simulation setting allows us to control the amount of in-

terference by varying the probability of sampling players in the

treatment group. More specifically, we consider three different set-

tings with a progressively increasing level of interference in the

control-mixed group from Case I to Case III. The number of games

𝑁𝑔 and the distribution of exposure 𝑝 (𝑀) are summarized in Table

1. Figure 2 illustrates the distribution of sample size proportions

across different values of𝑀 for all three groups of players: treated,

control-mixed, and control-control group. The amount of inter-

ference, increasing from I to III, is the sample size proportion of

control-mixed group under each𝑀 relative to the treatment group,

which can be compared via the overlapping area under the blue

line (the control-mixed group) and red line (the treatment group).

In addition, in Case I, the sample size proportions are relatively

small in both the treatment and control-mixed groups at lower𝑀

levels, which poses more challenges in estimating 𝜏 (𝑚) when𝑚 is

1
https://github.com/YuZoeyZhu/-KDD-2024-Network-Interference-Online-

Gaming/tree/main
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small. In Case II, the probability of𝑀 in the control-mixed group is

skewed to the right with the mode at 3. The sample size proportions

are slightly smaller in both small and large𝑀s, but is overall more

balanced comparing with Case I. In Case III, the probability of𝑀

in the control-mixed group and treatment group are both skewed

to the right with similar modes. In contrast to Case I, the sample

size proportions are small in both groups at higher𝑀s. In all three

cases, around 10% of samples are in the control-control group.

In the simulation, we assume 𝜇 (𝑥) is known, which is a rea-

sonable assumption when there are enough pre-experiment data

without treatment. Thus we focus on the estimation of the counter-

factual under non-zero exposures. We truncate the𝑀 at 10, treating

𝑀 as categorical with values in {0, 1, 2, ..., 9, 10+} and apply the

XGBoost classification model [8] to estimate the propensity scores

𝑒𝑚 (𝑥). We also evaluate a modified version of the proposed estima-

tor by using only the players in the treatment group to estimate

ˆE [𝑌𝑖 (𝑚, 1)] in equation 6, which we refer to the ‘proposed esti-
mator without control-mixed’.

Let 𝑌 (𝑚)
be the average outcome for players in the treatment

group who are exposed to𝑚 treated games, 𝑌 c and 𝑌 cc be the av-

erage outcome for players in the control group and control-control

group respectively. We compute our estimator to two naive estima-

tors ignoring interference:

• Naive: This is the simplest DiM estimator ignoring inter-

ference and confounding and only computes the contrast

between players in the treatment group who are exposed to

𝑚 treated games with the whole control group

𝜏naive, 1 = 𝑌 (𝑚) − 𝑌 c (8)

• Naive - w/o Control-Mixed: Alternatively, we may remove

all players subject to interference and consider the compari-

son to the control-control group only,

𝜏naive, 2 = 𝑌 (𝑚) − 𝑌 cc (9)

To evaluate the performance of each estimator, we generate 100

datasets in each case and compare the mean and 95% uncertainty

interval of the estimated effects with the truth for 𝜏 (𝑚). As shown
in Figure 3, in all three cases, the first naive estimator tends to

overestimate the effects in all levels of 𝑀 , whereas the second

naive estimator ignores the control-mixed group’s consistently

overestimated effect. This is as expected as in the former case,

E [𝑌 (0, 0)] is over-estimated as some of the players in the control

group are exposed to treatment through interference; whereas in

the latter case, E [𝑌 (0, 0)] is under-estimated as the players in the

control-control group are more likely to be less active players. Both

versions of the proposed estimator show improvement over the

naive estimators in general. We also observe that the proposed

estimator without using the control-mixed group exhibits larger

uncertainty in general, especially for levels of𝑀 with a small sample

size. By incorporating both the treatment and control-mixed group,

the proposed estimator is able to achieve the smallest bias with low

variation.

This simulation study offers clear insights into the performance

of our estimator across various probabilities of treatment player

matching. In real cases, these matching probabilities can be strate-

gically adjusted. For instance, selecting an appropriate matching

probability can help maintain a balance between enhancing the

user engagement of new features and improving the accuracy of

the estimator. It can be further explored to manage and control

network interference, thereby aligning the experimentation with

practical business considerations.

This simulation study provides a straightforward insight of the

performance of the estimator under different treatment player

matching probability. In the real case, the matching probability

can be adjusted on purpose with business concerns. And we discuss

it as one of the strategies to control the interference.

5 CASE STUDY
In this case study, we consider a online experimentation for the

‘treated game’ feature of a MOBA game from Tencent. We obtained

the experiment dataset with a total of 58,565 players for a two-week

experimentation period. And we collected a pre-experiment dataset

from the same set of players, covering the two weeks immediately

preceding the start of the experiment. The control-control group

takes around 7.8% of the whole sample.

In this experiment, we focus on monitoring a specific target met-

ric (TM) for each player. This business metric is a measurement of a

player’s engagement in the mobile game. An increase in TM gener-

ally indicates a higher level of player involvement and satisfaction

with the game, which can lead to increased loyalty, longer-term

player retention, and potentially greater revenue through in-game

purchases. We expect to see a significant increase in TM with the

new ‘treated game’ feature.

This specific TM, being inherently positive, displays a distribu-

tion with decreasing tread and a long right tail. Figure 4 illustrates

the distributions of TM across the three groups, comparing the

experimental period and the pre-experimental phase data. In both

datasets, the TM for the control-control group is relatively smaller,

aligning with the inference that this group consists of less active

players. Additionally, the pre-experiment TM generally surpasses

the experiment TM, which could be attributed to various factors,

such as in-game events, public holidays, etc.

The pre-experiment features, which serve as potential confounders,

encompass a variety of descriptors that capture different character-

istics of the players. These include metrics that measure players’

gaming abilities, their levels within the game, and their in-game

purchases.

As for the pre-processing of the data, we treat the observations

with TM ≥ 60 as outliers and remove them from the data. We also

truncate𝑀 with a threshold of 21.

5.1 Estimation of 𝜇 (𝑥)
We estimated 𝜇 (𝑥), the expected potential outcome under no treat-

ment, as the sum of the observed TM during the pre-experiment

period and a covariate-dependent increment during the experiment

period. That is, we assume the difference of the potential outcomes

between the pre-experiment and experiment periods under no treat-

ment can be explained by the observed covariates. We estimate this

difference with a linear model using the control-control group, and

make predictions for the control-mixed group and treatment group

players to get 𝜇 (𝑥). This approach is related to the Difference-in-

Difference (DiD) estimator[3, 4, 6].

5



Figure 2: Visualization of the sample size proportions versus different treatment levels 𝑀 for the treatment (in red lines),
control-mixed (in blue lines) and control-control (in yellow dots) groups with 50 simulated data sets under each simulation
setting. It shows the different interference structures under different treatment player matching probabilities and number of
game generations.

Figure 3: Comparisons of the Average Treatment Effect 𝜏 (𝑚) estimations under each treatment level𝑀 for the four estimators,
with the corresponding mean and 95% interval of the estimated effects under 100 simulated data sets in each simulation setting.
The black line is the ground truth of 𝜏 (𝑚).
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Table 1: Three different settings for the simulation.

Case 𝑁𝑔 𝑝 (𝑀 = 0) 𝑝 (𝑀 = 1) 𝑝 (𝑀 = 2) 𝑝 (𝑀 = 3) 𝑝 (𝑀 = 4) 𝑝 (𝑀 = 5)
I 2000 0.40 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.20

II 1000 0.06 0.02 0.19 0.23 0.34 0.16

III 1000 0.20 0.34 0.07 0.16 0.06 0.17

Pre−Experiment Experiment
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Figure 4: The side-by-side boxplots of the target metric (TM)
for the control-control, control-mixed and treatment groups
in the pre-experiment and experiment data sets.

5.2 Estimation of propensity score
Weused the XGBoost classificationmodel to estimate the propensity

score with 𝑀 ∈ {0, 1, 2, ..., 20, 21+}. To implement the model, We

used 5-fold cross-validation to find the optimal hyper-parameters,

with learning rate 𝜂 = 0.3 and the max depth = 6. The overall

accuracy in the testing set is 78.5%. The propensity score is esti-

mated with the predicted probability of the corresponding level of

exposure.

5.3 Performance
Figure 5 presents the effect estimations with the comparisons of

four estimators across multiple treatment levels. The ‘Naive’ esti-

mator, represented by the dark grey line, suggested a conservative

estimation for the treatment effects as expected. It also provides

a baseline for comparison against more sophisticated approaches.

The ‘Naive without Control-Mixed’ estimator in the light grey line

shows overall higher effects estimation compared with others, in-

dicating that excluding the mixed-control data naively may lead

to over-estimation. The proposed estimator is between the two

naive approaches, and also close to the trajectory of the ‘Proposed

without Control-Mixed’ estimator.

The estimated treatment effects show an overall increasing trend

as the treatment level 𝑀 grows, regardless of the estimation ap-

proaches. Besides, the increasing relationship is non-linear, with

fluctuations and diminishing incremental benefits beyond a certain

level of𝑀 . This is expected because a higher level of treatment is

presumed to present a stronger influence on the outcome, and the

Table 2: Marginal Treatment Effect 𝜏

Estimator 𝜏

Naive 0.960

Naive - w/o Control-Mixed 5.270

Proposed - w/o Control-Mixed 2.509

Proposed 2.113

treatment effects reach a plateau as the treatment level approaches

a saturation point where additional increments in𝑀 no longer yield

proportional increases in the outcome. The relatively small sample

sizes under large exposures also lead to the noiser estimations of

the ATE.

Figure 5: The Average Treatment Effect 𝜏 (𝑚) estimations
under each treatment level𝑚 for the four estimators based
on the real online gaming data set.

Lastly, Table 2 shows the estimation of overall treatment effect 𝜏

for all the estimators.

6 CONCLUSION
In conclusion, our comprehensive study provides a novel frame-

work for analyzing causal effects in the context of online gaming,

where traditional A/B testing faces the challenges of post-hoc net-

work interference. By focusing on the ‘treated game’ feature of

the mobile MOBA game, we have demonstrated the potential of

7



our proposed framework to accurately estimate treatment effects

amidst the complex dynamics of player interactions.

It is worth noticing that certain limitations could impact the

generalizability and applicability of our findings. First, our model

relies on assumptions that may not hold across all gaming environ-

ments or user demographics. Moreover, our model presumes that

the post-hoc network interference is uniformly distributed across

all players, an assumption that might oversimplify the complex

and often unique interactions between players. Besides, potential

selection biases may not be fully accounted for due to the unknown

team-matching strategy. For future work, we can further refine and

validate our model with the underlying assumptions. For instance,

exploring models that account for heterogeneity in player behavior

or that explicitly model the unique network structures inherent in

different gaming communities.

The potential applications of our work extend beyond the realm

of online gaming. The principles and methodologies we have out-

lined could be adapted to other digital platforms and social networks

where user engagement and interaction are pivotal to the product’s

success. Specifically, we can generalize our work to the exploration

of dynamic network interference scenarios, such as those encoun-

tered in real-time strategy or ride-sharing platforms like Uber with

continuously evolving user interactions.
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