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Abstract

In estimating spillover effects under network interference, practitioners often use linear

regression with either the number or fraction of treated neighbors as regressors. An of-

ten overlooked fact is that the latter is undefined for units without neighbors (“isolated

nodes”). The common practice is to impute this fraction as zero for isolated nodes. This

paper shows that such practice introduces bias through theoretical derivations and simu-

lations. Causal interpretations of the commonly used spillover regression coefficients are

also provided.
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1 Introduction

Consider N units, indexed by i = 1, 2, . . . , N , which are connected through a symmetric

network G where Gij = 1 if units i and j are direct neighbors, and Gij = 0 otherwise.

There are no self-links, so Gii = 0 for all i. Each unit i is independently assigned a random

treatment with probability Pr(Di = 1) = p ∈ (0, 1).

With spatially or network connected data, treatment spillovers chellengages the causal

inference When treatment spillovers are present, a unit’s outcome Yi is influenced not

only by its own treatment Di but also by the treatments received by others (Cox (1958)).

This violates a key assumption for causal inference, the Stable Unit Treatment Value

Assumption (SUTVA; Rubin (1980)).

This influence of others’ treatments is often summarized by the number of treated

neighbors, Ti ≡
∑

j∈Ni
Dj, where Ni is the set of i’s direct neighbors, or the proportion

of treated neighbors, D̄i ≡ Ti

γi
, where γi ≡ |Ni| denotes the degree of i.

While nonparametric estimators for spillover effects exist, empirical studies typically

rely on regression methods.1 Two common regression specifications are:

With Ti ≡
∑
j∈Ni

Dj, γi ≡ |Ni|, D̄i ≡
Ti

γi
,

Yi = α0 + αdDi + αtTi + αγγi + ui (T -regression)

Yi = η0 + βdDi + βd̄D̄i + ui using only γi > 0 (D̄-regression)

The coefficients αd and βd are meant to capture the “Direct effect” of one’s own treatment,

while αt and βd̄ capture the “Spillover effect.” However, the exact causal interpretations

of these coefficients are unknown. One contribution of this paper is to fill this gap.2

The first model, referred to as “T -regression,” regresses Yi on (Di, Ti, γi). Controlling

for γi is essential because, even if {Di} is random, Ti ≡
∑

j∈Ni
Dj is not, as it depends

on i’s degree, which is endogenous—units with many neighbors would have more treated

neighbors, even with random treatment allocation. (Borusyak & Hull (2023)) Thus, ig-

1See Bryan et al. (2014), Cai et al. (2015), Miguel & Kremer (2004), Oster & Thornton (2012) for
empirical examples using T or D̄ as regressors, to name a few. Manski (2013), Leung (2020), Aronow &
Samii (2017) outline theoretical justifications for using such regressors.

2Although Vazquez-Bare (2023) provided causal interpretations for the regression of Y on (D, D̄),
his framework assumes group interactions and overlooks the network degree. In contrast, our findings
emphasize the necessity of adjusting for the degree of the node as a critical observed confounder.
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noring γi can result in omitted variable bias if Yi is influenced by γi.

In contrast, the second model, referred to as “D̄-regression,” regresses Yi on (Di, D̄i)

without controlling for γi. The rationale is that the proportion of treated neighbors is

uncorrelated with a number of one’s neighbors, making it unnecessary to control for γi.

We show that this is true as long as there are no isolated nodes in the sample.

An often overlooked complication is that D̄i is undefined for units without neighbors

(γi = 0), commonly referred to as “isolated nodes.” While one might think isolated nodes

are a minor issue, they occur frequently in many real-world social networks, which tend

to be sparse (Barabási (2016)). For example, both Bandiera et al. (2010) and Carter et

al. (2021) found that about 30% of their study samples were isolated nodes.

Isolated nodes pose no problem in T -regression since we can simply set Ti = γi = 0

for these nodes. However, handling D̄-regression becomes tricky when isolated nodes are

present. In such cases, researchers typically employ one of two common practices: The first

is to exclude isolated nodes and run the D̄-regression using only subsamples of γi > 0 as in

Bandiera et al. (2010). We call this “subsample D̄-regression” or simply, “D̄-regression”.

The second approach is to impute D̄i = 0 for those γi = 0. Let D̄∗
i denote this imputed

value:

D̄∗
i ≡

D̄i ≡ Ti

γi
if γi > 0,

0 if γi = 0.

Yi is then regressed on (Di, D̄
∗
i ). We call this second approach as D̄∗-regression:

Yi = η0 + ηdDi + ηd̄D̄
∗
i + ui (D̄∗-regression)

Such an imputation method has been commonly used in literature. For instance, Dupas

(2014) conducted a randomized price experiment in Kenya, where Di = 1 if a household

received a high subsidy. They used D̄∗-regression as above, imputing D̄i as zero if no

study households were within a predefined radius (250 or 500 meters). With a 500-meter

radius, about 4% of the sample were isolated nodes; with a 250-meter radius, about 10%

were isolated nodes. Similarly, Godlonton & Thornton (2012), who examined peer effects

in learning HIV results in rural Malawi, found that approximately 5% of individuals had

no neighbors in the spatial network. They assigned D̄ (the fraction of neighbors learning

their HIV results) as zero, reasoning that if there are no neighbors, spillover effects should

3



be zero.

The goal of this paper is to demonstrate that imputing D̄ as zero for isolated nodes

introduces bias in the estimation of spillover effects. This is shown in two ways: In Section

2, we illustrate that the D̄∗-regression suffers from omitted variable bias, whereas the

subsample D̄-regression does not. Specifically, when isolated nodes are excluded, it is

shown that Cov(D̄i, γi) = 0. However, once we use the imputed D̄∗
i for isolated nodes, we

have Cov(D̄∗
i , γi) ̸= 0. We argue that this is due to the artificial mass of points created

at D̄∗
i = γi = 0.

One might think that including γi as an additional covariate in the D̄∗-regression

would resolve the problem. However, we argue that this is incorrect since spillover effects

are undefined, not zero, for isolated nodes, contrary to practitioners’ belief. Thus, the

right approach to handling isolated nodes is to exclude them when measuring spillover

effects. To demonstrate this, we use the nonparametric potential outcomes framework to

rigorously define spillover effects, rather than relying on linear regression specifications,

which may not always hold.

We then examine the causal interpretation of OLS coefficients from the T -, D̄-, and

D̄∗-regressions.3 We find that the T - and D̄-regression coefficients represent valid weighted

averages of spillover effects that are heterogeneous in degrees. However, they use different

weighting schemes. The T -regression gives more weight to nodes with higher degrees,

with isolated nodes receiving zero weight, which is appropriate as spillover effects are

undefined for isolated nodes. In contrast, the subsample D̄-regression places more weight

on nodes with lower degrees, with degree-1 nodes receiving the highest weights.

In contrast, the D̄∗-regression is biased for any valid weighted averages of spillover

effects. This bias is zero only if two conditions hold: the direct treatment effect is not

heterogeneous with respect to degree, and the degree does not directly affect the outcome.

These strong assumptions are unlikely to hold in practice where the network is endogenous

(Bramoullé et al. (2020)).

Section 4’s simulation study illustrates the extent of this bias involved in the imputa-

tion method. We show that D̄∗-regression can exhibit sign reversal where the estimated

coefficient suggests positive spillover effects even when true spillovers are non-existent or

3Recent discussions, such as by S loczyński (2022), explore the causal interpretation of OLS coefficients
in non-spillover settings. This differs from spillover cases, which involve multiple treatments, including a
binary own treatment and a multivalued treatment of neighbors.
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negative for all units. On the other hand, the T - and subsample D̄-regressions are shown

to be consistent for valid weighted averages of spillover effects.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 demonstrates the omit-

ted variable bias in D̄∗-regression. Section 3 uses the potential outcomes framework to

show that D̄∗-regression coefficient does not identify valid spillover effects. Section 4

presents simulation studies. Section 5 concludes. All proofs are provided in the appendix.

2 Omitted variable bias in the spillover regression

Recall that both D̄- and D̄∗-regression do not control for the degree γi. The question

then arises: Are γi correlated with D̄i or D̄∗
i ? Appendix A.1 shows that

Cov(D̄∗
i , γi) = {E(γi|γi > 0) − E(γi)}E(Di) Pr(γi > 0) > 0.

This covariance is positive because E(γi|γi > 0) > E(γi) in the presence of isolated

nodes. This implies that the D̄∗-regression, which does not control for γi, suffers from

omitted variable bias if Yi is directly affected by γi, which is endogenous. For example, a

unit with many neighbors may have a higher outcome regardless of its own and neighbors’

treatment status.

In contrast, when there are no isolated nodes in the data so that D̄∗
i = D̄i for all i,

the covariance term becomes zero because E(γi|γi > 0) = E(γi) and Pr(γi = 0) = 0.

Therefore, unlike the D̄∗-regression, the subsample D̄-regression does not suffer from

omitted variable bias, justifying the practice of not controlling for γi in the subsample

D̄-regression.

To illustrate this point, we simulated data with N = 1, 000 units using the Watts-

Strogatz random graph model, which generates sparse networks with approximately 10%

isolated nodes.4 The treatment assignment was generated Di ∼iid Bernoulli(0.5), inde-

pendently of the network generation. The left panel of Figure 1 shows the scatterplot of

γi and D̄i, excluding isolated nodes. The right panel shows the scatterplot of γi and D̄∗
i ,

where isolated nodes (γi = D̄∗
i = 0) are represented as blue circles.

The first scatterplot of degree vs. D̄ shows no apparent trend, indicated by a nearly

4Watts-Strogatz model is known to generate networks with high clustering and short average path
lengths (Aronow & Samii (2017)).
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Figure 1: Scatterplots of degree vs. D̄ (left) and degree vs. imputed D̄∗ (right) with
regression lines. r2 is the coefficient of determination. Simulated data from a random
graph with N = 1, 000 nodes and treatments Di ∼iid Bernoulli(0.5). Circle size indicates
observation frequency. Blue points (right) represent isolated nodes, about 10% of the
observations.

flat regression line and a coefficient of determination (r2) value close to zero, suggesting

that Cov(γi, D̄i) = 0. This is expected since the network and treatment were generated

independently. In contrast, the second scatterplot of degree vs. D̄∗ reveals a positive

correlation, with an r2 of 0.055. Given that the only difference between the two datasets

used in the scatterplots is the presence of blue circles in the right panel, representing

isolated nodes, it is clear that the mass of points created by imputing D̄∗ = 0 at γ = 0

induces an artificial correlation.

3 What do spillover coefficients identify?

In this section, we move from the regression framework to the nonparametric potential

outcomes framework to rigorously define spillover effects. We begin by clarifying the

implicit assumptions made when researchers use T -, D̄-, or D̄∗-regressions. Based on

these assumptions, we define the causal estimands of interest and then examine the causal

interpretations of these regression coefficients.

Let Yi(d) denote the potential outcome of unit i under the counterfactual treatment

vector d = (d1, d2, · · · , dN) ∈ {0, 1}N (Hudgens & Halloran (2008)). To reduce the di-
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mensionality of d, we consider the following assumptions:

Assumption 1 (Shape Restrictions on Spillovers).

(A1) Spillovers occur only among direct neighbors, and direct neighbors are exchangeable.

(A2) There is no interaction effect between an individual’s own treatment and others’

treatments on the outcome.

(A3) The effect of having one additional treated neighbor is independent of the number

of treated neighbors one already has.

Assumption (A1) is implicit in conventional regression methods that use the number

of treated neighbors or the fraction of treated neighbors as regressors, without considering

indirect neighbors. Leung (2020) demonstrated that under Assumption (A1), the potential

outcomes depend solely on the following sufficient statistics: own treatment (d), number

of treated neighbors (t), and number of neighbors (γ). Thus, the potential outcome can

be written as Yi(d, t, γ). Since, unlike (d, t), γ is not manipulable, we treat γ as a pre-

treatment covariate, and write the potential outcome as Yi(d, t) which is defined for

d ∈ {0, 1} and t ∈ {0, 1, · · · , γi}. Here, γi is the observed degree of unit i. The observed

outcome is Yi = Yi(Di, Ti).

Causal estimands are defined as follows: For any d ∈ {0, 1} and t ∈ {0, 1, · · · , γ},

γ-conditional Spillover Effect: λse(d, t, γ) ≡ E{Yi(d, t) − Yi(d, t− 1)|γi = γ},

γ-conditional Direct Effect: µde(t, γ) ≡ E{Yi(1, t) − Yi(0, t)|γi = γ}.

λse(d, t, γ) quantifies the impact of having an additional treated neighbor while the own

treatment is fixed at d for individuals with the observed degree γ. µde(t, γ) captures the

direct effect of an individual’s own treatment for those who have t treated neighbors out

of γ total neighbors.

Assumption (A2) states that λse(d, t, γ) = λse(t, γ) and µde(t, γ) = µde(γ). This means

the spillover effect of having an additional treated neighbor is independent of an indi-

vidual’s treatment status, and the direct effect of an individual’s own treatment is in-

dependent of the number of treated neighbors. This assumption is implicit in regression

methods that ignore the interaction between D and T (or D̄).
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Finally, under Assumption (A3), λse(t, γ) = λse(γ). This means that for units with a

given degree, the incremental effect of gaining an additional treated neighbor is constant,

regardless of the number of existing treated neighbors. This assumption is implied when

researchers use Ti or its normalized version, D̄i, in regression models, rather than different

indicators for each possible value of Ti.
5

The randomized treatment allocation assumption is formalized as follows:

Assumption 2 (Randomized Treatment Allocation). A binary treatment D ≡ {Di}Ni=1 is

allocated randomly across individuals with Di ∼iid Bernoulli(p), where p = E(Di) ∈ (0, 1)

with D ⊥⊥ (γi, {Yi(d, t)}d,t) for all i.

The following theorem provides a “true” representation of Yi under these assumptions:

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, Yi can be represented in a partially linear form

as follows:

Yi = θ00(γi) + µde(γi)Di + λse(γi)Ti + εi, E(εi|Di, Ti, γi) = 0, (1)

for an unknown γ-conditional intercept θ00(γ), and D-, T -slopes µde(γ), λse(γ) defined as

θ00(γi) ≡ E{Yi(0, 0)|γi}, µde(γi) ≡ E{Yi(1, t)−Yi(0, t)|γi}, λse(γi) ≡ E{Yi(d, t)−Yi(d, t−1)|γi}

which measure the γ-conditional mean baseline (no intervention) outcome, direct treat-

ment effect, and spillover effect, respectively.

Note that equation (1) is derived without assuming any functional form, making it

nonparametric. This can be understood as a saturated regression with coefficients being

unknown functions of γ (Angrist & Pischke (2009)). In this sense, we refer to this as the

“true” representation.6 This representation suggests that for a subsample of γi = γ, we

can apply an OLS of Y on (D,T ) to identify θ00(γ), µde(γ), and λse(γ) nonparametrically.

When γi = 0, this simplifies to Yi = θ00(0)+µde(0)Di +εi, indicating that only θ00(0) and

µde(0) can be identified nonparametrically. This shows that spillovers are not identified

for isolated nodes.
5Relaxing Assumption 1 would require, for instance, considering linear specifications such as Y on

(D,T,DT ), which is beyond the scope of this paper. Note, however, that the proof of Theorem 1 in the
appendix is first derived assuming only (A1), and then gradually incorporates (A2) and (A3).

6A similar nonparametric representation in the non-spillover context is used in Lee (2018) and Lee &
Han (2024).
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While the true representation shows that the effects of Di and Ti on Yi are heteroge-

neous in γi, the T -regression assumes that the effect is constant. This raises the question:

What does the OLS coefficient in the regression of Yi on (Di, Ti, γi) identify, given it as-

sumes constant effects, unlike the representation in equation (1)? The following theorem

addresses this.

Theorem 2 (Interpretation of T -regression). Consider estimating the following linear

model Yi = α0 + αdDi + αtTi + αγγi + ui using OLS. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the

regression coefficients αd and αt identify the following:

αd = E{µde(γi)}, αt = E{wt(γi)λ
se(γi)}, wt(γi) =

γi
E(γi)

. (2)

wt(·) ≥ 0 is the weight with E{wt(γ)} = 1.

Thus, the OLS coefficient αd identifies the average direct effect, averaged over the

distribution of degree γ. The αt coefficient identifies the weighted average of spillover

effects, with the weights being proportional to γi. Importantly, isolated nodes receive

zero weight and therefore do not contribute to αt. This is appropriate, as spillovers are

undefined for isolated nodes.

The following theorem shows that the D̄-regression, which excludes isolated nodes,

also identifies a weighted average of spillover effects but with different weights:

Theorem 3 (Interpretation of D̄-regression). When there are no isolated nodes (or if

isolated nodes are excluded), the OLS coefficients from the regression Yi = β0 + βdDi +

βd̄D̄i + ui identify:

βd = E{µde(γi)}, βd̄ = E{wd̄(γi)γiλ
se(γi)}, wd̄(γi) =

1/γi
E(1/γi)

. (3)

Here, wd̄(·) ≥ 0 is a weight with E{wd̄(γ)} = 1.

We see that the D-coefficient in the D̄-regression identifies the same average direct

effect as in the D-coefficient of the T -regression. The D̄-coefficient identifies the weighted

averages of γiλ
se(γi), which is the causal effect of a per-unit increase in D̄i for node with

γi. This is because equation (1), when γi > 0, can be written as: Yi = θ00(γi)+µde(γi)Di+

γiλ
se(γi)D̄i + εi. γiλ

se(γi) is then weighted by wd̄(γ), which gives larger weights to nodes
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with lower degrees, with nodes having a degree of one receiving the largest weight. This

inverse weighting scheme is the opposite of that used in Theorem 2.

The weight wd̄(·) already implies that γi = 0 cannot be incorporated for D̄-regression.

The following theorem demonstrates that, unlike the T -, D̄-regressions, the D̄∗-regression,

which imputes D̄ = 0 for isolated nodes, does not identify any valid weighted averages of

spillover effects.

Theorem 4 (Interpretation of D̄∗-regression). Consider estimating the following linear

model using OLS: Yi = η0 + ηdDi + ηd̄D̄
∗
i + ui where D̄∗

i = Ti

γi
if γi > 0 and D̄∗

i = 0 if

γi = 0. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the regression coefficients ηd and ηd̄ identify:

ηd = E{µde(γi)}, ηd̄ = bias +
E
{
γiλ

se(γi)D̄i[D̄i − E(D̄∗
i )] | γi > 0

}
E
{
D̄i[D̄i − E(D̄∗

i )] | γi > 0
} (4)

where

bias =
(∆θ00 + p∆µde)(1 − pγ)

p(1 − pγ) + (1 − p)E
(

1
γi

| γi > 0
) ; p ≡ Pr(Di = 1), pγ ≡ Pr(γi > 0),

∆θ00 ≡ E{θ00(γi) | γi > 0} − E{θ00(γi) | γi = 0},

∆µde ≡ E{µde(γi) | γi > 0} − E{µde(γi) | γi = 0}.

Theorem 4 establishes that while ηd identifies the same average direct effect as in

T - and D̄-regression, ηd̄ consists of two parts: a bias component and a component that

involves the weighted average of the spillover effect, captured by γiλ
se(γi). While the

second term can be shown to have a positive weight that with mean of 1, it is hard to

interpret this weight due to D̄i being incorrectly centered by E(D̄∗
i ) = p · pγ, differently

from E(D̄i) = p.

Importantly, ηd̄ is not a pure measure of spillover effects but is contaminated by a bias

term. This bias arises from differences in the baseline outcome (∆θ00) and the direct effect

(∆µde) between isolated and non-isolated units. The bias is zero only if both ∆θ00 = 0 and

∆µde = 0, indicating no heterogeneity in the baseline outcome Yi(0, 0), and in the direct

effect across these units. The former implies no direct impact of degree on the outcome,

as discussed in Section 2 regarding omitted variable bias, while the latter suggests the

direct treatment effect is constant regardless of degree.

Such a lack of effect heterogeneity is clearly restrictive. For example, units with higher
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degrees might have greater outcomes even without intervention (d = t = 0) if popularity

is correlated with Y . Additionally, they may experience larger direct treatment effects,

possibly due to better understanding the benefits of treatment from their neighbors.

These scenarios violate the assumption of no effect heterogeneity.

The direction of the bias depends on the signs of ∆θ00 and ∆µde, making it difficult to

determine a priori whether the bias will be positive or negative. Note that as the propor-

tion of non-isolated nodes, pγ, increases, the magnitude of the absolute bias diminishes.

When pγ = 1 (i.e., no isolated nodes), the bias is zero, and the D̄∗-regression becomes

equivalent to the D̄-regression, where ηd̄ in equation 4 becomes βd̄ in equation 3 as shown

in the proof.

4 Simulation demonstrations

The goal of this section is twofold: First, we demonstrate the bias of D̄∗-regression by

showing that even when the true spillover effect is zero or negative for all units, the

imputation method can yield significantly positive spillover estimates. Second, we verify

that our derivations in Theorem 2, 3, 4 are correct.

Data Generating Process The total number of simulation repetitions is 5,000. For

each simulation, we generate a random graph with N = 1, 000 units from the Watts-

Strogatz model as in Section 2. Approximately 10% of the nodes are isolated. The mean

degree is 2, and the maximum degree averaging around 7. The treatment assignment Di

is generated as Di ∼iid Bernoulli(0.5), and the error term εi is generated as εi ∼iid N(0, 1)

with εi ⊥⊥ Di for all i. We consider three designs for generating Yi:

Design 1: Yi = 1 + γi + Di +
c

1 + γi
Ti + εi,

Design 2: Yi = 1 + 1{γi > 0} +
c

1 + γi
Ti + εi,

Design 3: Yi = 1 + Di +
c

1 + γi
Ti + εi,

where c = 0 (zero spillover) or − 0.5 (negative spillover).

Recalling that ∆θ00 ≡ E{Yi(0, 0)|γi > 0} − E{Yi(0, 0)|γi = 0} controls the bias of

D̄∗-regression, Designs 1-3 yield ∆θ00 ≈ 2.24, ∆θ00 = 1, and ∆θ00 = 0, respectively.
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Aside from ∆θ00, all three designs have the same true direct effect and spillover effects.

The individual direct effect Yi(1, t) − Yi(0, t) is set to 1 for all units, making the

true direct effect µde(γ) ≡ E{Yi(1, t) − Yi(0, t)|γi = γ} = 1 and ∆µde ≡ E{µde(γi)|γi >

0} − E{µde(γi)|γi = 0} = 0 in all designs.

The true spillover effects are λse(γ) ≡ E{Yi(0, t) − Yi(0, t − 1)|γi = γ} = c
1+γ

, where

c is either 0 or -0.5. For c = 0, spillover effects are zero for all units. When c = −0.5,

spillover effects are negative for all units and are heterogeneous in γ, ranging from -0.5

(γ = 0) to -0.0625 (γ = 7), with the magnitude of spillover effects decreasing (in absolute

terms) as nodes have higher degrees.

Estimators We evaluate three specifications:

Yi = α0 + αdDi + αtTi + αγγi + ui (T -regression)

Yi = β0 + βdDi + βd̄D̄i + ui, using only γi > 0 (D̄-regression)

Yi = η0 + ηdDi + ηd̄D̄
∗
i + ui (D̄∗-regression)

We numerically compute the population OLS coefficients (αd, αt, βd, βd̄, ηd, ηd̄) based on

Theorem 2, 3, 4 in each case. These are given in the “True coefficient” part of Table 1. A

caveat is needed for the spillover coefficient ηd̄ of the D̄∗-regression. Theorem 4 suggests

that ηd̄ is composed of two parts: the bias part and the weighted average part. We take

the weighted average part as the “true coefficient” in the sense that this is the target

parameter that ηd is intended to measure.

For example, in Table 1, when c = 0 so that spillover effects are zero for all units,

αt = βd̄ = 0 as they measure the weighted averages of spillovers, which are zero for all

units. On the other hand, the bias part of ηd̄ is approximately 0.704, while the weighted

average part of ηd̄ is zero. Hence, the “true coefficient” for ηd̄ is reported as 0 in Table

1. For direct effect coefficients, in all cases, the theorems predict that αd = βd = ηd = 1

since the direct effects are 1 for all units.

The OLS estimates of each regression, averaged across 5,000 simulations, are reported

under “Estimated coefficient.” Bias is computed as the estimated coefficient minus the

true coefficient. The 95% confidence interval (CI) is calculated as the estimated coefficient

±1.96×standard error. We use the standard error assuming iid data, which is appropriate
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for our data-generating process.

Results When c = 0 and the true spillover effect is zero, both the T and D̄ regressions

yield spillover coefficients close to zero, with negligible bias across all designs. The 95%

confidence intervals correctly include the true value of zero. However, the D̄∗ regression,

which imputes zero for isolated nodes, exhibits significant bias. Design 1, with the highest

∆θ00, shows the largest bias, with an average estimated coefficient around 0.703 and 95%

confidence intervals that never include the true value of zero. Design 2, with a medium

∆θ00, also shows bias of 0.314, though the bias is smaller than in Design 1 as expected.

Only in Design 3, where ∆θ00 = 0, are the spillover coefficients unbiased.

When c = −0.5, the true spillover effects are heterogeneous in degree but negative

for all units. Each regression model combines these heterogeneous effects differently. Nu-

merical computation of the “true coefficient” yields αt = −0.146 and βd̄ = −0.298. For

ηd̄, which includes a bias plus a weighted average part, we take the latter as the “true

coefficient,” which is ηd̄ = −0.303, similar to βd̄. The table shows that the T and D̄

regressions are unbiased for these parameters across all designs. In contrast, the D̄∗ re-

gression again produces biased spillover effects. In Design 1, it shows positive spillover

estimates; Design 2 is less biased but still shows positive estimates, with 95% confidence

intervals not including the true coefficient. In Design 3, there is no bias.

For direct effects, all regressions across all designs deliver unbiased estimates for the

true direct effects of 1, indicating that the direct effect estimates are unaffected by the

regression specifications, as predicted.
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Table 1: Simulation Results for c = 0 (zero spillovers) and c = −0.5 (negative spillovers)

Spillover Coefficients Direct Effect Coefficients

T -reg D̄-reg D̄∗-reg T -reg D̄-reg D̄∗-reg

c = 0: Case of Zero Spillovers

Design 1: Yi = 1 + γi + Di + εi with ∆θ00 = 2.24

Estimated Coefficient 0.000 -0.003 0.703 1.001 1.002 1.001
True Coefficient 0 0 0 1 1 1
Bias 0.000 -0.003 0.703 0.001 0.002 0.001
95%-CI (-0.088, 0.088) (-0.267, 0.261) (0.448, 0.959) (0.877, 1.125) (0.801, 1.203) (0.801, 1.202)

Design 2: Yi = 1 + 1{γi > 0} + εi with ∆θ00 = 1

Estimated Coefficient 0.000 0.000 0.314 1.000 1.001 1.001
True Coefficient 0 0 0 1 1 1
Bias 0.000 0.000 0.314 0.000 0.001 0.001
95%-CI (-0.091, 0.091) (-0.173, 0.173) (0.150, 0.479) (0.872, 1.129) (0.869, 1.132) (0.872, 1.130)

Design 3: Yi = 1 + Di + εi with ∆θ00 = 0

Estimated Coefficient 0.000 0.000 -0.000 1.001 1.001 1.001
True Coefficient 0 0 0 1 1 1
Bias 0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001
95%-CI (-0.088, 0.088) (-0.173, 0.173) (-0.159, 0.158) (0.877, 1.125) (0.869, 1.132) (0.877, 1.125)

c = −0.5: Case of Negative Spillovers

Design 1: Yi = 1 + γi + Di − 0.5
1+γi

Ti + εi with ∆θ00 = 2.24

Estimated Coefficient -0.146 -0.301 0.401 1.001 1.002 1.001
True Coefficient -0.146 -0.298 -0.303 1 1 1
Bias 0.000 -0.003 0.703 0.001 0.002 0.002
95%-CI (-0.234, -0.058) (-0.562, -0.041) (0.148, 0.653) (0.876, 1.125) (0.804, 1.200) (0.804, 1.199)

Design 2: Yi = 1 + 1{γi > 0} + Di − 0.5
1+γi

Ti + εi with ∆θ00 = 1

Estimated Coefficient -0.146 -0.298 0.012 1.000 1.001 1.001
True Coefficient -0.146 -0.298 -0.303 1 1 1
Bias 0.000 0.000 0.314 0.000 0.001 0.001
95%-CI (-0.236, -0.055) (-0.471, -0.125) (-0.153, 0.177) (0.873, 1.128) (0.869, 1.132) (0.872, 1.130)

Design 3: Yi = 1 + Di − 0.5
1+γi

Ti + εi with ∆θ00 = 0

Estimated Coefficient -0.146 -0.298 -0.303 1.001 1.001 1.001
True Coefficient -0.146 -0.298 -0.303 1 1 1
Bias 0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001
95%-CI (-0.234, -0.058) (-0.471, -0.125) (-0.461, -0.144) (0.876, 1.125) (0.869, 1.132) (0.876, 1.125)

5,000 simulations with N = 1, 000. Bias = Estimated coefficient - True coefficient. 95%-
CI is [Estimated coefficient ± 1.96se].
T -reg: Y = β0 + β1D + β2T + β3γ + u.
D̄-reg: Y = β0 + β1D + β2D̄ + u after excluding isolated nodes.
D̄∗-reg: Y = β0 + β1D + β2D̄

∗ + u with D̄∗ imputed as zero for isolated nodes.
Spillover coefficients are β2, direct effect coefficients are β1.
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5 Concluding remarks

Network-based randomized experiments are gaining popularity for their ability to es-

timate the spillover effects of neighbors’ treatment on an individual’s outcome. While

theoretical papers mostly focus on nonparametric estimators, many applied studies rely

on linear models. The commonly used linear specifications include (1) the T -regression,

which regresses Y on D (own treatment) and T (the number of treated neighbors) after

controlling for the network size γ (the number of neighbors), and (2) the D̄-regression,

which regresses Y on D and D̄ (the proportion of treated neighbors). Although coeffi-

cients on T and D̄ are expected to measure certain spillover effects, rigorous derivations

of the spillover effects identified by these linear specifications, as well as the assumptions

required therein, are unexplored in the literature.

In this paper, based on the potential outcomes framework, we derived a nonparamet-

ric representation of the outcome as a partially linear function of D and T , each with

coefficients as unknown functions of degree γ. It is then shown that the T -coefficient

in (1) identifies a weighted average of spillover effects, where nodes with higher degrees

are given larger weights, whereas the D̄-coefficient in (2) identifies a weighted average of

spillover effects, where nodes with smaller degrees are given more weights.

Furthermore, the commonly used imputation method in (2), where D̄ is imputed as

zero for isolated nodes, introduces significant bias in spillover effect estimates. This bias

is zero only under two restrictive conditions: no direct effect of degree on the outcome,

and no degree-heterogeneous direct effect. Our simulation studies demonstrate that such

imputation can falsely suggest significantly positive spillover effects when there are none,

or even negative spillover effects for all units. Although isolated nodes frequently appear

in practice, there has been no rigorous guidance on how to properly handle them. This

paper fills this gap.

This study did not address issues of network sampling and network misspecification.

In practice, when some units report having zero friends, this may not necessarily mean

they truly have no friends, but rather reflect mismeasurement of peer variables. While

the topic of mismeasured network data and its implications for linear models is crucial,

as demonstrated by Griffith (2021), it is beyond the scope of this study.

Additionally, this paper imposed several shape restrictions on spillovers, such as ex-
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changeable neighbors and the absence of interaction effects between own treatment and

others’ treatments. While these assumptions are widely used in practice, they can be

violated. Given the current interest in the consequences of misspecified exposures in the

literature (Sävje (2024)), this could be an interesting direction for future work.
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Appendix

A Proofs

A.1 Proof for Omitted Variable Bias in Section 2

Note that

Cov(D̄∗
i , γi) = E(D̄∗

i γi) − E(D̄∗
i )E(γi).

Consider the first term on the right-hand side:

E(D̄∗
i γi) = E(D̄∗

i γi | γi > 0) Pr(γi > 0)

= E(Ti | γi > 0) Pr(γi > 0)

= E [E(Ti | γi > 0, γi) | γi > 0] Pr(γi > 0)

= E(γi | γi > 0)E(Di) Pr(γi > 0),

where the first and third equality use the law of total probability, and the last equality

follows from E(Ti | γi > 0, γi) = E(Ti | γi) = γiE(Di).

While,

E(D̄∗
i )E(γi) = E(Di)E(γi) Pr(γi > 0).

Since E(D̄∗
i ) = E(D̄i | γi > 0) Pr(γi > 0) by the law of total probability, and that

D̄∗
i = D̄i for γi > 0. Also E(D̄i | γi > 0) = E

{
E(D̄i | γi, γi > 0) | γi > 0

}
whereas

E(D̄i | γi, γi > 0) = E(Di).

Combining these,

Cov(D̄∗
i , γi) = {E(γi | γi > 0) − E(γi)}E(Di) Pr(γi > 0)

as claimed.

A.2 Proof for Theorem 1

We first outline the general representation of Yi under Assumptions 1(A1) and 1(A2). We

then present the outcome representation further assuming (A3). Assumption 2 (random-
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ized treatment) is maintained throughout.

General Representation under Assumption 1(A1) and 2

Under Assumption 1(A1), Leung (2020) shows the potential outcome can be written as

Yi(d, t), where t is the number of treated neighbors, defined for t = 0, 1, 2, . . . , γi . The

observed outcome is:

Yi = Yi(Di, Ti) = DiYi(1, Ti)+(1−Di)Yi(0, Ti) = Yi(0, Ti)+Di (Yi(1, Ti) − Yi(0, Ti)) . (5)

First, Yi(0, Ti) can be rewritten as follows:

Yi(0, Ti) = Yi(0, 0) +

γi∑
t=1

1(Ti ≥ t) (Yi(0, t) − Yi(0, t− 1)) .

Similarly for Yi(1, Ti):

Yi(1, Ti) = Yi(1, 0) +

γi∑
t=1

1(Ti ≥ t) (Yi(1, t) − Yi(1, t− 1)) .

Thus,

Yi(1, Ti)−Yi(0, Ti) = Yi(1, 0)−Yi(0, 0)+

γi∑
t=1

1(Ti ≥ t) [(Yi(1, t) − Yi(1, t− 1)) − (Yi(0, t) − Yi(0, t− 1))] .

Substituting these, equation (5) becomes

Yi = Yi(0, 0) +

γi∑
t=1

1(Ti ≥ t) (Yi(0, t) − Yi(0, t− 1))

+ Di

{
Yi(1, 0) − Yi(0, 0) +

γi∑
t=1

1(Ti ≥ t) [(Yi(1, t) − Yi(1, t− 1)) − (Yi(0, t) − Yi(0, t− 1))]

}
.

Taking E(· | Di, Ti, γi) and noting that E(Yi(d, t) | Di, Ti, γi) = E(Yi(d, t) | γi) under
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Assumption 2, we have:

E(Yi | Di, Ti, γi) = θ00(γi) +

γi∑
t=1

1(Ti ≥ t)λse
0 (t, γi)

+ Di

{
µde(γi) +

γi∑
t=1

1(Ti ≥ t) (λse
1 (t, γi) − λse

0 (t, γi))

}
. (6)

where

θ00(γi) ≡ E[Yi(0, 0) | γi],

µde(γi) ≡ E[Yi(1, 0) − Yi(0, 0) | γi],

λse
0 (t, γi) ≡ E[Yi(0, t) − Yi(0, t− 1) | γi],

λse
1 (t, γi) ≡ E[Yi(1, t) − Yi(1, t− 1) | γi].

Representation under Additional Assumptions 1-(A2) and (A3)

Under Assumption 1-(A2), which posits no interaction between Di and Ti, it follows

that λse
0 (t, γi) = λse

1 (t, γi). We denote this common function by λse(t, γi). Consequently,

equation (6) simplifies to:

E(Yi | Di, Ti, γi) = θ00(γi) +

γi∑
t=1

1(Ti ≥ t)λse(t, γi) + µde(γi)Di. (7)

If we further assume Assumption 1-(A3), which states that the effect of having one ad-

ditional treated neighbor remains constant regardless of the number of treated neighbors

already present, then λse(t, γi) does not depend on t. Thus, we have λse(t, γi) = λse(γi).

Consequently, equation (7) further simplifies to:

E(Yi | Di, Ti, γi) = θ00(γi) + µde(γi)Di + λse(γi)Ti.

Defining εi ≡ Yi − E(Yi | Di, Ti, γi) completes the proof.
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A.3 Proof for Theorem 2

Under Assumptions 1 and 2, Theorem 1 provides the representation that holds true for

any Yi:

Yi = θ00(γi) + µde(γi)Di + λse(γi)Ti + εi,

while the specified model is:

Yi = α0 + αdDi + αtTi + αγγi + ui. (8)

We first interpret the probability limit of the OLS estimator α̂d and then address α̂t.

Interpretation of αd

For any scalar random variable Y and k×1 random vectors W with finite second moments,

let L(Y | W ) be the linear projection of Y on W , i.e.,

L(Y | W ) = W ′E(WW ′)−1E(WY ) = E(YW ′)E(WW ′)−1W.

Applying L(· | γi, Ti) to equation (8), we have:

L(Yi | γi, Ti) = α0 + αdL(Di | γi, Ti) + αtTi + αγγi.

Subtracting this from equation (8), we get:

Yi − L(Yi | γi, Ti) = αd(Di − L(Di | γi, Ti)) + ui.

As discussed in Angrist & Pischke (2009), the OLS estimator α̂d has the following prob-

ability limit αd:

αd =
Cov(Yi, Di − L(Di | γi, Ti))

Var(Di − L(Di | γi, Ti))
=

Cov(Yi, Di)

Var(Di)
,
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where the last equality follows from L(Di | γi, Ti) = E(Di) = p, a constant. Plugging in

the true representation of Yi from Theorem 1, we have:

αd =
Cov(θ00(γi), Di)

Var(Di)
+

Cov(µde(γi)Di, Di)

Var(Di)
+

Cov(λse(γi)Ti, Di)

Var(Di)

=
Cov(µde(γi)Di, Di)

Var(Di)

=
E[µde(γi)Di(Di − E(Di))]

Var(Di)

=
E[µde(γi)]E[Di(Di − E(Di))]

Var(Di)

= E[µde(γi)],

where we have used the fact that Di is independent of (γi, Ti).

Interpretation of αt

To interpret the probability limit of the OLS estimator α̂2, consider the following linear

projection:

L(Yi | Di, γi) = α0 + αdDi + αtL(Ti | Di, γi) + αγγi,

which gives:

Yi − L(Yi | Di, γi) = αt(Ti − L(Ti | Di, γi)) + ui.

Next, consider the linear projection L(Ti | Di, γi) = η0 + η1Di + η2γi with projection

coefficients η’s. Since Di and γi are uncorrelated, we can apply the linear projection

separately to obtain: η1 = Cov(Di,Ti)
Var(Di)

= 0 and η2 = Cov(Ti,γi)
Var(γi)

= p, and η0 = E(Ti) = pE(γi).

Therefore,

L(Ti | Di, γi) = pE(γi) + pγi.

Define T̃i ≡ Ti − L(Ti | Di, γi) = Ti − pE(γi) − pγi = Ti − E(Ti) − E(Ti | γi). Then,

αt =
Cov(Yi, T̃i)

Var(T̃i)

=
Cov(Yi, Ti − E(Ti | γi))

Var(Ti − E(Ti | γi))

since E(Ti) is constant. Plugging in the true model Yi = θ00(γi)+µde(γi)Di+λse(γi)Ti+εi,

and using the fact that the residual Ti − E(Ti | γi) is independent of any function of γi,
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and that Di is independent of any function of (γi, Ti), we have:

αt =
Cov(λse(γi)Ti, Ti − E(Ti | γi))

Var(Ti − E(Ti | γi))

=
E[λse(γi)Ti(Ti − E(Ti | γi))]

E[{Ti − E(Ti | γi)}2]

=
E[λse(γi)Var(Ti | γi)]

E[Var(Ti | γi)]
,

where the last equality follows from the law of iterated expectations.

A.4 Proof for Theorem 4

Recall that the specified model is given by:

Yi = η0 + ηdDi + ηd̄D̄
∗
i + ui. (9)

The interpretation of ηd is analogous to that of αd in the proof of Theorem 2. Therefore,

we will focus on the case of ηd̄.

Interpretation of ηd̄

To interpret the probability limit of the OLS estimator β̂2, consider the following linear

projection:

L(Yi | Di) = η0 + ηdDi + ηd̄L(D̄∗
i | Di).

After projecting out L(Yi | Di) from the equation 9, we have:

Yi − L(Yi | Di) = ηd̄(D̄
∗
i − L(D̄∗

i | Di)) + ui.

Since Di is binary, we have L(Yi | Di) = E(Yi | Di) and L(D̄∗
i | Di) = E(D̄∗

i | Di). Thus,

ηd̄ =
Cov(Yi, D̄

∗
i − E(D̄∗

i | Di))

Var(D̄∗
i − E(D̄∗

i | Di))
=

Cov(Yi, D̄
∗
i − E(D̄∗

i ))

Var(D̄∗
i − E(D̄∗

i ))
=

Cov(Yi, D̄
∗
i )

Var(D̄∗
i )

,

where the second equality follows from the fact that Di is independent of any function of

(Ti, γi), and thus D̄∗
i as well. Plugging in the true Yi, the numerator of ηd̄ becomes:

Cov(θ00(γi), D̄
∗
i ) + Cov(µde(γi)Di, D̄

∗
i ) + Cov(λse(γi)Ti, D̄

∗
i ).
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Ideally, the first two terms should be zero, as we are specifically measuring spillover

effects. However, this is not the case, as demonstrated below. Recall that:

E(D̄∗
i ) = E(Di) Pr(γi > 0) ≡ p · pγ,

then:

Cov(θ00(γi), D̄
∗
i ) = E[θ00(γi)D̄

∗
i ] − E[θ00(γi)]E[D̄∗

i ]

= E[θ00(γi)D̄
∗
i | γi > 0]pγ − E[θ00(γi)]ppγ

= E[θ00(γi) | γi > 0]ppγ − E[θ00(γi)]ppγ (by law of total probability)

=
{
E[θ00(γi) | γi > 0] − E[θ00(γi)]

}
ppγ

=
{
E[θ00(γi) | γi > 0] − E[θ00(γi) | γi = 0]

}
p(1 − pγ)pγ.

Cov(µde(γi)Di, D̄
∗
i ) = E[µde(γi)DiD̄

∗
i ] − E[µde(γi)Di]E[D̄∗

i ]

= p
{
E[µde(γi)D̄

∗
i ] − E[µde(γi)]E[D̄∗

i ]
}

=
{
E[µde(γi) | γi > 0] − E[µde(γi)]

}
p2pγ

=
{
E[µde(γi) | γi > 0] − E[µde(γi) | γi = 0]

}
p2pγ(1 − pγ).

Cov(λse(γi)Ti, D̄
∗
i ) = Cov(λse(γi)γiD̄

∗
i , D̄

∗
i )

= E[λse(γi)γiD̄
∗
i (D̄∗

i − E(D̄∗
i ))].

While the denominator is: Var(D̄∗
i ) = E[D̄∗

i (D̄∗
i − E(D̄∗

i ))].

Thus, ηd̄ is:

ηd̄ = bias +
E[λse(γi)γiD̄

∗
i (D̄∗

i − E(D̄∗
i ))]

E[D̄∗
i (D̄∗

i − E(D̄∗
i ))]

, (10)

bias =
ppγ

{
E[θ00(γi) | γi > 0] − E[θ00(γi)] + p

{
E[µde(γi) | γi > 0] − E[µde(γi)]

}}
Var(D̄∗

i )
,
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where Var(D̄∗
i ) = ppγ

{
p(1 − pγ) + (1 − p)E

(
1
γi

| γi > 0
)}

. Therefore,

bias =
(∆θ00 + p∆µde)(1 − pγ)

p(1 − pγ) + (1 − p)E
(

1
γi

| γi > 0
) , (11)

where

∆θ00 ≡ E[θ00(γi) | γi > 0] − E[θ00(γi) | γi = 0], ∆µde ≡ E[µde(γi) | γi > 0] − E[µde(γi) | γi = 0],

as claimed.

A.5 Proof for Theorem 3: Zero Bias without Isolated Nodes

Suppose there are no isolated nodes, so that D̄∗
i = D̄i for all i. In this case, the bias term

in equation (11) becomes zero as pγ = 0, whereas the denominator of the second term in

equation (10) becomes:

Var(D̄i) = E(Var(D̄i | γi)) + Var(E(D̄i | γi)) = E(Var(D̄i | γi)) = E

(
p(1 − p)

γi

)
.

Therefore, equation (10) becomes:

ηd̄ =
E[λse(γi)γiVar(D̄i | γi)]

E(Var(D̄i | γi))
=

E[λse(γi)γi
1
γi

]

E
(

1
γi

) = E[wd̄(γi)γiλ
se(γi)],

where wd̄(γi) =
1
γi

E
(

1
γi

) , as claimed.
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