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Abstract

Synthetic control (SC) methods are widely used to evaluate the impact of policy interventions,
particularly those targeting specific geographic areas or regions, commonly referred to as units. These
methods construct an artificial (synthetic) unit from untreated (control) units, intended to mirror
the characteristics of the treated region had the intervention not occurred. While neighboring areas
are often chosen as controls due to their assumed similarities with the treated, their proximity can
introduce spillovers, where the intervention indirectly affects these controls, biasing the estimates.
To address this challenge, we propose a Bayesian SC method with distance-based shrinkage priors,
designed to estimate causal effects while accounting for spillovers. Modifying traditional penalization
techniques, our approach incorporates a weighted distance function that considers both covariate
information and spatial proximity to the treated. Rather than simply excluding nearby controls, this
framework data-adaptively selects those less likely to be impacted by spillovers, providing a balance
between bias and variance reduction. Through simulation studies, we demonstrate the finite-sample
properties of our method under varying levels of spillover. We then apply this approach to evaluate
the impact of Philadelphia’s beverage tax on the sales of sugar-sweetened and artificially sweetened

beverages in mass merchandise stores.
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1. Introduction

Evaluating the impact of policy interventions is a key area of focus for economists, public health researchers,
and policymakers. However, such interventions often produce unintended effects on units not directly
targeted. For instance, Philadelphia’s excise tax on sugar-sweetened and artificially sweetened beverages
reduced sales within the city but increased sales in neighboring counties (Roberto et al., 2019). Similarly,
the legalization of recreational marijuana in Colorado and Washington not only lowered certain crime
rates within these states, but also in neighboring states where marijuana remained illegal (Wu et al.,
2020).These two examples illustrate how policy effects can spill over into adjacent regions not directly
targeted by the intervention, suggesting the possibility of similar instances in other contexts.

Despite the potential for spillover effects, many studies evaluating policy impacts have used neighboring
units as controls, as they often share similar characteristics (e.g., demographics, socioeconomic factors)
with the treated units. However, including controls that may have been indirectly affected by the
intervention can bias causal effect estimates. This occurs because such controls no longer accurately
represent the hypothetical characteristics of the treated units had the intervention not occurred, resulting
in biased estimates. This issue is relevant for two commonly used methods — difference-in-differences (DiD)
and synthetic control (SC) — whose accuracy relies on the assumption that controls remain unaffected.

The DiD method estimates the policy effect by comparing changes in outcomes over time between
control and treated units (Ashenfelter, 1978; Ashenfelter and Card, 1984). The causal validity of the
DiD estimator depends on the parallel trends assumption, which assumes that, in the absence of the
intervention, the difference in outcomes between the control and treated groups would have remained
constant over time. In contrast, the SC method constructs a weighted combination of control units to
create a synthetic version of the treated unit, serving as an estimate of the counterfactual outcomes had
the intervention not occurred (Abadie et al., 2010; Abadie and Gardeazabal, 2003). The intervention
effect is then estimated by comparing the observed outcomes of the treated unit with those of its synthetic
counterpart (Abadie and Gardeazabal, 2003). The set of control units used to build the SC is referred to
as the donor pool.

Although DiD and SC methods are widely used for policy evaluation, their causal interpretations are

limited when control units are affected by the intervention (i.e., when spillover effects occur). In the



DiD framework, if controls in the comparison group are impacted by spillovers, their outcome trends no
longer accurately reflect what would have occurred in the absence of the intervention. Similarly, in the
SC method, spillovers affecting controls in the donor pool can worsen the SC’s ability to replicate the
treated unit’s counterfactual outcomes. Consequently, comparing observed and predicted outcomes may
result in a biased estimate of the intervention’s true effect.

Recently, several methods have been developed to address spillover effects within the DiD (Butts, 2023;
Hettinger et al., 2023; Lee et al., 2023; Verbitsky-Savitz and Raudenbush, 2012) and SC frameworks (Cao
and Dowd, 2019; Di Stefano and Mellace, 2024; Grossi et al., 2024; Marinello et al., 2021). Specifically,
Grossi et al. (2024) proposed a method for estimating both direct (treatment) and indirect (spillover)
effects by using a distance-based criterion to exclude control units from the donor pool. Their approach
omits controls directly adjacent to the treated unit, assuming these neighboring units are more likely to
be affected by spillovers than those further away. This exclusion criterion is similar to that of Marinello
et al. (2021). However, while this method helps mitigate some spillover effects, it may not fully account
for units that, though not geographically adjacent, could still be indirectly impacted by the intervention.

Other methods address spillover effects through bias correction techniques. For example, Di Stefano
and Mellace (2024) proposed a system of equations to adjust conventional SC estimators for spillover
bias. Additionally, Cao and Dowd (2019) introduced a transformation matrix to capture the spillover
structure, allowing for the estimation of both direct and indirect effects. However, both approaches
require non-singularity conditions, which, if unmet, can prevent the systems of equations from being
solvable. Moreover, accurately identifying which units may be affected by spillovers is also crucial to
minimize bias in the estimates.

In this work, we propose a novel approach that incorporates Bayesian shrinkage priors to estimate
the treatment effect of an intervention in the presence of spillovers. Our method extends traditional
penalization techniques, such as the horseshoe and spike-and-slab priors, by incorporating a spatial
distance measure between control and treated units — a factor we hypothesize determines the magnitude
of spillover effects. This distance-based strategy facilitates a data-driven selection of control units from
the donor pool, providing a more flexible alternative to deterministic rule-based criteria. Furthermore, we
introduce a weighted distance function that balances penalizing covariate dissimilarity with accounting

for spatial proximity to the treated unit. This approach assigns greater weight to controls that closely



resemble the treated unit, while reducing potential bias caused by spillover effects.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the notation and setting,
defines the target estimand, and outlines the key causal assumptions. Section 3 details the SC method
within a Bayesian framework, which serves as the basis for our approach, and introduces the proposed
distance-based shrinkage priors. Section 4 presents simulation results to assess the finite-sample properties
of the proposed method. In Section 5, we demonstrate our approach by evaluating the impact of
Philadelphia’s beverage tax on the sales of sugar-sweetened and artificially sweetened beverages. Finally,

Section 6 provides concluding remarks and explores potential future research directions.

2. Notations, Assumptions, and Causal Estimands

We consider aggregated units such as cities, states, regions, or other large population areas to which
the intervention can be uniquely assigned. Let i € [n] index the units and ¢ € [T] index time, where
[m] = {1,...,m} represents the set of integers from 1 to m. The primary outcome for each unit i at
time t is denoted by Y;; € R, where we assume a continuous outcome. Our focus is on scenarios where
the intervention targets a single treated unit (i = 1), implemented at time Ty € N, with Ty < T. The
remaining J = n — 1 units make up the donor pool, serving as potential controls that may be indirectly
affected by the intervention. The donor pool outcomes at time ¢ are denoted by V; = (Yo, ..., Yy:) € R,
with the full set across all T' periods represented as V.= (Vq,..., V).

Let Z;; € {0,1} denote a time-varying binary treatment indicator, where Z;; = 1 if unit ¢ is directly
targeted by the intervention (i.e., not due to spillovers) at time ¢t. We assume the intervention occurs only
once and remains in effect thereafter, implying Z;; < Z;¢ for t < s. The treatment status for all n units
at time t is represented by the vector Z; = (Z14, ..., Znt), and the observed pre-intervention treatment
assignments are denoted by Zg = (Z1,...,Zr,). For each unit ¢, we observe a ¢-dimensional vector of
pre-intervention (baseline) covariates, X; € R?. The full set of baseline covariates for all n units is given
by X = (X4,...,X,). We further assume that X; includes spatial coordinates, denoted by P; € R¥,
where k& < ¢ represents the number of dimensions in the coordinate system. For example, as elaborated
in Section 5, we set k = 2, with P representing the Cartesian coordinates of Philadelphia’s geographic
center. In summary, the observed data is given by O = (Yo, Zg, V), where Yo = (Y11, ..., Y11,) denotes

the pre-intervention outcomes for the treated unit.



We use the potential outcomes framework (Holland, 1986; Rubin, 1974) to formally define our target
estimand and outline the causal assumptions required for its identification. We assume that each unit’s
potential outcome at time ¢ depends solely on the intervention status at that time, Z;, rather than the
entire intervention history, (Zi,...,Zr). In settings with spillovers, the Stable Unit Treatment Value
Assumption (SUTVA) (Rubin, 1974) is violated because the treatment status of one unit can influence
the potential outcomes of others.

Consequently, the potential outcome for unit 7 at time ¢ is defined as Yj;(z;), where z; € {0,1}"
denotes the treatment status vector for the entire population at time ¢. For example, Y;;(0,,) represents the
potential outcome under no intervention, with 0,, = (0,...,0) being a zero vector of length n. Similarly,
Yi+(z}) denotes the potential outcome under the observed intervention, where z; = (1,0;) indicates that
only a single unit (¢ = 1) is treated. For instance, in Section 5, this corresponds to Philadelphia being the
only treated unit (county) under the intervention (beverage tax). We define the target estimand as the

causal effect of the intervention on the treated unit for ¢ > Tp:

T, = Y14(2;) — Y14(0p). (1)

In our context, Y7:(0,,) represents the unobserved potential outcome, as the intervention was indeed
implemented, while Y1;(z}) is observable for all periods following the intervention. To identify 7; from the
observed data O, we impose the following assumptions. For clarity, we denote the history of a variable A
up to time t as A; = (Aj,..., A;) and its future trajectory from time ¢ onwards as A, = (4, ..., Ar).
(A1) No anticipation: Yi; = Y1;(0,) for all ¢ € [Ty].

(A2) Consistency: Y = Yy (z;) if Zy = 2, for all t € [T], z, € {0,1}".
(A3) Sequential ignorability: Y ,(z;) 1L Z¢ | Vi, Y1—1), Ze—1 for all t € [T], z, € {0,1}".

Assumptions (Al) through (A3) are essential for connecting observable data with unobservable
quantities. Assumption (A1) ensures that the intervention has no effect on outcomes before its imple-
mentation (Abadie et al., 2010; Menchetti and Bojinov, 2022). Assumption (A2) asserts that there are
no hidden versions of the treatment, directly linking potential outcomes to observed outcomes (Rubin,
1980). Assumption (A3) states that future potential outcomes are independent of the current treatment
assignment, conditional on the observed history. This assumption ensures that O captures all confounding

factors. Unlike the standard ignorability assumption, Assumption (A3) conditions not only on the treated



unit’s past outcomes, 71(,5_1)7 but also on variables from other units, V; and Z,_,. Conditioning on these
variables is sufficient, eliminating the need to directly condition on X; (or X), under the assumption that
they account for the covariate effects. In Section 3, we introduce prior distributions that incorporate X,
indirectly capturing the relationship between covariates and outcomes.

Under Assumptions (Al) to (A3), we can estimate 7; by imputing the unobservable (i.e., missing)
potential outcomes, denoted as Y™ = {Y14(0,): t > Ty}, within a Bayesian causal inference framework (Li
et al., 2023; Oganisian et al., 2021). Let Y° = {Y1;: t < Ty} represent the observed pre-intervention
outcomes for the treated unit. We denote the parameters governing the outcome distribution by 6 € O,
where © is the parameter space. It is assumed that 0 remains constant across all periods t € [T7,
implying that the relative influence of other units’ outcomes and the treated unit’s past outcomes on its
current outcome does not vary over time. The imputation process depends on the posterior predictive

distribution (PPD) for Y™ given O:

p(Y™ | 0) = /e 7(8 1 0) T p(Vae | Z =0, Vi, V(s 1, 6)d6, @)
t>To

where Z; = 0,, indicates that the treatment assignments up to time ¢ are all zero. This expression
marginalizes the distribution of the missing post-intervention outcomes Y™, conditioned on @, over the
posterior distribution (PD) of 8 given O. Imputed values for Y™ can be drawn from the PPD using
Monte Carlo methods, as detailed in Section 3.

The process involves specifying a model, p(Yy; | Z; = 6n,vt,71(t,1), 0), for the observed outcomes
of the treated unit. This serves as the foundation for imputing future post-intervention outcomes and
for deriving the PD of 8, denoted by m(6 | O). In Section 3, we propose an SC-based model that
incorporates a selection procedure for control units, aimed at minimizing bias from spillover effects. A

detailed derivation of the PPD is provided in the Supporting Information.

3. Methods

Models in the Bayesian SC literature typically express the potential outcomes of the treated unit, in the
absence of intervention, as a function of the donor pool outcomes (Brodersen et al., 2015; Kim et al.,

2020; Pang et al., 2022). Following this approach, we propose the following model specification for the



treated unit’s continuous outcome Y14, for ¢ € [Tp:

Yi¢ | Zi = 0,, Vi, Yi—1),0 ~ Normal(m(V, Y1 :-1), ),

m(Vy,Yiu-1)) = ViB+ oY1),

where 8 = (B,¢,¢), with B € R’, ¢ € R, and ¢ € R*, represents the model parameters. In this
framework, the outcomes are assumed to follow a normal distribution, with a mean function m(-) that
depends on the observed history.

We adopt a Markov assumption to simplify the history dependence, restricting it to the current donor
pool outcomes, Vi, and the previous outcome for the treated unit, Y;(;,_1). The parameter ¢ captures
the longitudinal dependence on the prior outcome Y7 (;_1), while ¢ is the scale parameter governing the
variance of the outcomes, both assumed to be constant over time. The SC coefficients, 8 = (02, ..., Bn),
function similarly to traditional SC weights by generating a weighted combination, V3, of the donor pool
at time t. This term helps predicts the treated unit’s expected outcome in the absence of the intervention,
IE[Yu(On) | Vu?l(tq), 0] = m(vt,?l(t,l)). For the prior specification of 8, we assign standard priors
to the parameters ¢ and ¢. The prior for ¢ is Normal(j,, J?P), with p, € R and o, € RT. We use a
half-Student’s ¢ prior for ¢, denoted by Half-Student(vy, 0, Ti), where vy, 75 € RT.

In this work, we focus on specifying the prior for 8. Let v € I represent a set of hyperparameters that
partially or fully govern the distribution of 3, where I' denotes the corresponding parameter space. It is
important to note that @ and ~ are distinct parameter sets: @ governs the distribution of Y7;, while ~
governs the distribution of 8. The prior distribution of 8 conditional on ¢ and - is denoted by 7(8 | ¢,~).
Additionally, we specify a data-dependent hyperprior on « conditional on the covariates X, expressed as

m(7 | X). Given these model and prior specifications, the PD of 6 is given by:

(0] O) oc w(p)m(d)7(B | ¢, X) H p(Y1e | Vt7Y1(t—1)75a807¢)a
=t (4)

(8| 6,X) = / w(B | 67y | X)dv,

where 7(8 | ¢,X) is obtained by marginalizing the prior distribution of 8 over the data-dependent
hyperprior distribution of 4. The specific densities can then be incorporated to perform posterior

sampling of 8. A detailed derivation of the PD is provided in the Supporting Information.



We introduce two distance-based shrinkage priors for 8 and -, based on conventional penalization
techniques: the distance horseshoe (DHS) and distance spike-and-slab (DS2). These priors incorporate
spatial distance relative to the treated unit to adjust the degree of shrinkage applied to the SC coefficients
of control units, with geographically closer controls receiving higher shrinkage. While spatial proximity is
often associated with a higher likelihood of spillovers, relying strictly on spatial information to determine
shrinkage levels can lead to statistical inefficiency or bias. This problem arises when geographically close
controls are unaffected by spillovers, but still share significant similarities with the treated unit. Therefore,

balancing spatial distance with additional factors is crucial for improving model performance.

3.1 Weighted Distance Function

Although spatial locations are included as part of the covariates, their role differs from that of the other
variables in X;. Selecting controls based on spatial proximity to the treated unit may increase bias due
to spillovers, whereas similarities in other covariates — potential confounders — generally help reduce bias.
To account for these distinct roles, we define X, ” as the set of covariates excluding P;.

Subsequently, we propose a weighted distance that integrates both covariate similarities and spatial
distance to the treated unit, which is then used to determine the degree of shrinkage. This weighted
distance is defined as a convex combination of covariate dissimilarity, dx, and spatial proximity, dp,

between unit ¢ and the treated unit (¢ = 1). The components are specified as follows:

dx (X7, X0 P) =1/(1+ X777 =X 7)) and  dp(Py, Py) = |[Pi = Pyll/S,

where || - || denotes the Euclidean norm, and S € R* is a scaling factor representing the maximum possible
distance between units. Furthermore, both dx and dp are normalized to lie within the unit interval [0, 1].

We use the Euclidean norm for these distance functions due to its general applicability. The covariates
are standardized, and spatial locations are defined by the centroids of the units, making the Euclidean
norm an appropriate choice for measuring both covariate dissimilarity and spatial distance. Alternative
measures for dx include the Jaccard index (Jaccard, 1912) for binary or categorical covariates, or the
Mahalanobis distance (Mahalanobis, 1936) to account for correlations among covariates.

Given dx and dp, the weighted distance between control unit ¢ € [n] \ {1} and the treated unit is



defined as

do(X;,X1) = ka - dx (X; P, X0P) + (1 — kq) - dp (P, Py), (5)

where kg € [0, 1] represents the weight specifying the relative importance of covariate dissimilarity
compared to spatial proximity. In this framework, when k4 = 1, the penalization is based solely on
covariate dissimilarities for constructing the SC; when x4 = 0, the emphasis is entirely on spatial distance
to mitigate spillover effects in control selection. For values of 0 < k4 < 1, both factors are considered, with

a greater emphasis on covariates as k4 increases. This parameter is referred to as the importance weight.

3.2 Defining the Distance-based Priors

To incorporate the weighted distance diC:l = do(X;,X1) given kg into the priors, we first propose an
adaptation of the horseshoe prior (Carvalho et al., 2010). This prior is well-known for handling sparsity,
providing a natural mechanism for variable selection, and accommodating large sample sizes. Therefore,
it can be useful when the number of control units significantly exceeds the number of pre-intervention
outcomes (i.e., Top < J). We assume that each individual SC coefficient 3; in (3) follows a separate

normal prior with corresponding hyperpriors, specified for i € [n]\ {1}:

/Bi | ¢7 )‘i7 ( ~ Normal(O, ¢A12<:2)7
\i | X, X ~ Cauchy™ (0, dgl), (6)

¢ ~ Cauchy™(0,1),

where ¢ € RT is the global shrinkage parameter shared by all donors, \; € RT is the local shrinkage
parameter, and ¢ € R is the variance term for the outcomes in (3). The set of hyperparameters is
denoted by v = (Aa,..., An, (), where only \; depends on the baseline covariates X; and X;. The global
parameter ¢ controls the overall shrinkage of the coefficients 5; toward zero, while the local parameters \;
allow individual coefficients to deviate from this shrinkage (Piironen and Vehtari, 2017). By incorporating
the weighted distance dgl into the variance of the local parameter \;, we introduce a distance-dependent
adjustment: a smaller weighted distance results in greater shrinkage of the corresponding coefficient 3;
toward zero. We refer to this prior specification as the DHS.

Alternatively, we propose the DS2 prior, which extends its traditional counterpart (George and



McCulloch, 1993; Mitchell and Beauchamp, 1988) by incorporating di(’:l. We assume that each individual

coefficient ; follows a separate two-component mixture distribution, defined as follows for ¢ € [n] \ {1}:

Bi | ¢, wi, v ~ (1 —w;)dp + w;Normal (0, ¢u2),
wj = ]l(d?1 > p), (7)

(2

v ~ Cauchy™ (0, 1),

2 ¢ Rt is the variance parameter for the

where w; € {0,1} indicates the component assignment, v
normally distributed component, and ¢ € Rt is the variance term for the outcomes. Similarly, the set of
hyperparameters is denoted by v = (w2, ..., wn, V), where each w; depends on the covariates X; and X;.
The spike component, represented by the Dirac delta function dg(u), sharply shrinks certain coefficients
by concentrating its probability mass at zero. The slab component, defined by the normal distribution,
allows the remaining coefficients §; — those not shrunk toward zero — to be modeled regularly without
any shrinkage.

In our framework, the spike component significantly reduces the influence of certain units in the SC,
while the slab component allows others to make substantial contributions. To implement this, we set the
parameter w; using a distance-dependent assignment mechanism with a user-specified cutoff p € [0, 1].
From an interpretative perspective, when the importance weight kg4 is zero (i.e., kg = 0), the cutoff p
denotes the maximum spatial distance within which control units are excluded from the donor pool. This
deterministic approach uses an indicator function, 1(-), to assign each coefficient to either the spike or
slab component based on dic:l. We provide a table of key notations and Bayesian graphical models for
each prior in the Supporting Information, with particular emphasis on the hyperparameters -, which

vary based on the selected prior.

3.3 Posterior Sampling Algorithm

Under the model and prior specifications in the previous sections, we can generate draws of 8 by sampling
from its PD. Since this distribution lacks a closed-form solution, posterior sampling of 8 can be carried out
by Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques, such as the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm (Hastings,
1970) or Metropolis-Hastings-within-Gibbs sampling (Robert, 2015). After obtaining a set of M draws,

denoted by 8(") = (8 (") $(")) the missing potential outcomes Y™ can be imputed using the following



sequential sampling approach, for ¢ > Ty and r € [M]:

r — — = () r — —(r) r
Y{(00) | Zi = 0,, Vi, V1 _1), 07 ~ Normal(m(Vy, V1)), 67),

~ () r T
m(Ve, Vi) = ViB" + v .

This procedure is based on the PPD defined by (2), where its causal validity holds under (A1) to (A3).
Subsequently, a posterior estimate of the intervention effect can be computed by Tt(r) =Y — Yl(f )(On).
Using the MCMC samples, summary statistics such as credible intervals, posterior means, and posterior

probabilities can be obtained.

4. Simulation Study

Through a series of numerical experiments, we assess the finite-sample performance of our proposed priors,
as defined in (6) and (7). These experiments explore a range of scenarios with varying magnitudes of
spillover effects, from none to cases where up to half of the donor pool is affected by them. In each scenario,
we consider Ty = 30 pre-intervention periods and J = 50 control units, aligning with the data structure
outlined in Section 5. We then estimate the treatment effect 74 in (1) for a single post-intervention period,
specifically at t = Ty + 1.

We consider two baseline covariates, X; i MVN(05,I5), and simulate the spatial distance from each

control unit to the treated unit using a truncated normal distribution, d¥’ := dp(P;, Pl)%iNormal[o,oo) (0,1)

for i € [n] \ {1}, with the distance from the treated unit to itself set to d’ = 0. Next, we generate
the observed outcomes and the potential outcomes in the absence of the intervention using a linear

three-factor model as described in Cao and Dowd (2019), for ¢ € [n] and ¢ € [T]:

Yie = Yie(0n) + 7 Zit + & (1 — Ziy) 1(t > Tpy) exp(—df ) 1(df < p*),
Yie(0,) = 0 + 97X + £ i + €,

e Normal(0, 1).

Here, 0; € R represents a common factor across units, 9 = (91,95) € R? is a vector of baseline covariate
effects, f; = (fit, for, f3t) € R? is a vector of time-varying common factors, p; = (1, fio, ptiz) € R? is a

vector of factor loadings, and €;; € R is an unobserved transitory shock. We set the intervention effect
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to 74 = 7 and the spillover effect to & = —10. The cutoff p* € Rt determines the proportion of control
units affected by spillover. In this setup, the spillover effect is constrained to a specific range, with its
magnitude depending on the distance from the treated unit.

We apply the weighted distance function to both the DHS and DS2 priors, using varying values of kg4
in (5), specifically kq € {0.0,0.1,0.5,1.0}. The weighted distance dgl in (5) is calculated for each control
unit i based on df and X;. The cutoff p in (7) is set to exclude approximately 25% of the units in the
donor pool, focusing on either the spatially nearest or most dissimilar units relative to the treated unit,
depending on the selected k4 value. For comparison, we also consider two alternative approaches for
estimating the treatment effect using the same donor pool. The first alternative is the Bayesian structural
time-series (BSTS) model, which utilizes a state-space framework to predict counterfactual outcomes,
accounting for trends, seasonality, and other sources of variation in time-series data (Brodersen et al.,
2015). The second alternative is the generalized synthetic control (GSC) method, which integrates the
SC methodology with a linear fixed-effects model to impute counterfactual outcomes, using a parametric
bootstrap for uncertainty estimation (Xu, 2017). While these comparison methods allow for additional
components in the outcome model, better aligning with the data-generating process, they do not utilize
spatial information from controls units to account for spillovers. As a result, while bias from model
misspecification bias is less likely, there may be significant bias due to spillovers.

To evaluate the performance of the DHS and DS2 priors, we conduct simulations across 1,000
independent replications and report their empirical results, including relative bias and coverage probability
of the 95% credible (or confidence) intervals. Our priors are implemented using Stan (Carpenter
et al., 2017), which uses a Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm to generate posterior draws. For each
replication, we run a single MCMC chain with 10,000 iterations, discarding the first half as burn-in. The
hyperparameters for the prior distributions of ¢ and ¢ are set as p, =0, 0, =3, vy = 4, and 75 = 1.
The BSTS model is implemented using the CausalImpact R package, with a single MCMC chain of
10,000 iterations, discarding the first half as burn-in and applying default model settings (Brodersen et al.,
2015). Similarly, the GSC method is implemented using the gsynth R package, using cross-validation to
select the optimal number of factors, two-way fixed effects, and 1,000 bootstrap replicates for estimating
confidence intervals (Xu, 2017).

Figure 1 shows the relative bias and the coverage probability of the 95% credible (or confidence)
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intervals for our proposed priors, compared with the alternative methods, across different values of xq4
and varying percentages of the donor pool affected by spillover. Across all k4 values, both bias and
deviation from nominal coverage increase as the percentage of affected control units rises. However, the
DHS and DS2 priors show smaller changes, suggesting they are more robust in terms of bias and coverage
probability. At lower x4 values (k4 = 0.0,0.1), both priors exhibit nearly nominal coverage up to 30%
spillover. However, as spillover exceeds 40%, undercoverage becomes more evident for both priors. The
deviation from nominal coverage is even greater when k4 increases to 0.5 or 1.0, as both priors consider
little to no spatial information from control units. Both comparison methods (BSTS and GSC) show
greater bias than the priors at all percentages, particularly at lower k4 values (k4 = 0.0,0.1). The BSTS
model, in particular, shows undercoverage, likely due to its biased estimates, combined with confidence
intervals that are not sufficiently widened to compensate for this bias, leading to difficulties in covering
the true intervention effect. On the other hand, the GSC method displays overcoverage, nearing 100%,

which may result from its uncertainty estimation approach yielding overly wide confidence intervals.
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Figure 1: Relative bias (upper panels) and coverage probability (lower panels) across 1,000 replicates
with T = 30 pre-intervention periods and J = 50 control units, comparing our distance-based priors to
alternative methods. Results are shown for varying values of k4 and spillover magnitudes. Bias is relative
to the true treatment effect (1, = 7), while coverage probability is based on 95% credible (or confidence)

intervals. The dashed horizontal line represents the 95% nominal coverage level.
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In the special case where kg = 0, meaning the penalty relies solely on the spatial proximity of control
units to the treated unit, our DS2 shows the least bias and maintains approximately nominal coverage up
to 40% spillover. Beyond this threshold, it begins to exhibit undercoverage. However, when the cutoff p
is misspecified (i.e., p < p*) at spillover levels above 25%, the bias increases, becoming comparable to
the DHS, though it remains significantly lower than that of the BSTS and GSC methods. This occurs
because p underestimates the true spillover in the donor pool, resulting in the DS2 selecting affected
controls when building the SC, thereby increasing bias from unaccounted spillover effects. Furthermore,
the results for the DS2 at k4 = 0.0 and kg = 0.1 are nearly identical, as the weighted distances dgl
in (5) are likely too similar to exclude different sets of controls from the donor pool. Both priors perform
similarly in terms of relative bias and coverage probability at low and high levels of spillover. However,
the DHS prior exhibits slightly higher bias than the DS2 prior at intermediate spillover levels, ranging
from 15% to 40%, though both remain significantly less biased than the two alternative methods.

When x4 = 0.5, where covariate similarity and spatial proximity are equally weighted, the bias and
coverage probability of our proposed methods remain lower and closer to nominal values compared to the
two alternative methods, specifically in scenarios without spillovers (e.g., 0%). However, bias increases
in the presence of spillovers. This is because selecting controls similar to the treated units can enhance
predictive power but also increases the likelihood of spillover bias if controls are spatially close. For
both priors, the highest bias occurs when k4 = 1, where the penalty is based solely on the dissimilarity
between the baseline covariates X; of the control units and the treated unit. This leads to a bias nearly
identical to the two alternative methods, likely because all are equally impacted by the spillover effect.
The findings for k4 = 1 come from the distance-based spillover effects in our simulation study, where the
priors may select neighboring controls that are similar to the treated unit in terms of X;, yet are still
influenced by spillover due to their spatial proximity.

We conduct an additional simulation study that accounts for distance-dependent covariate similarities.
In this scenario, neighboring controls are far more similar in terms of X; than those located farther from
the treated unit, highlighting the advantages of incorporating covariate similarity when constructing the
SC — either in addition to, or instead of, spatial proximity. In these cases, we can use a higher value
of kg in our priors to balance the importance of covariate similarity and spatial proximity, a feature

lacking in the two alternative methods. Further details about this separate experiment as well as the
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main simulations, including the data-generating process, finite-sample precision, and root-mean-square

error results, are provided in the Supporting Information.

5. Application to Philadelphia’s Beverage Tax

We apply the DHS and DS2 priors from (6) and (7) to evaluate the impact of Philadelphia’s beverage
tax, implemented on January 1, 2017, on the sales volume of sugar-sweetened and artificially sweetened
beverages in mass merchandise stores throughout the county. Sales data are sourced from the NielsenIQ
Retail Scanner dataset, curated by the Kilts Center at the University of Chicago Booth School of
Business (NielsenIQ, 2006). This dataset provides weekly insights into pricing, sales volume, and store
environment details from participating retail chains nationwide.

We use data on retail chains located in Pennsylvania and its neighboring states — Delaware, Maryland,
and New Jersey — that are classified as mass merchandise stores and provide complete sales data on
carbonated soft beverages throughout the entire observation period, from January 3, 2016, to December
30, 2017. The collected sales volumes, measured in fluid ounces, are aggregated by the three-digit ZIP
code (ZIP3) region corresponding to each store’s location. We treat these ZIP3 areas as our units of
interest, with Philadelphia entirely contained within one ZIP3 area, which we designate as the treated
unit. Next, we aggregate the outcomes (sales volume) into four-week periods and standardize them
according to the number of stores in each region, excluding ZIP3 areas located more than 125,000 meters
from Philadelphia. This reduction in the size of the donor pool helps avoid potential complications
associated with using an excessive number of control units (Abadie et al., 2015; Kinn, 2018). In total,
we include J = 48 control units (ZIP3 areas) in the donor pool, each with T' = 26 periods of complete
sales data and Ty = 13 pre-tax periods. Baseline covariates, including demographic data, income levels,
and population density for the selected ZIP3 areas, are obtained from the United States Census Bureau.

¢, in (5) for various values of kg

We use these baseline covariates to compute the weighted distances d
(i.e., kg = 0.0,0.1,0.5,1.0). We calculate the distance from each control to the treated unit based on the
Euclidean distance between their respective geographic centroids. The cutoff p in (7) is set to exclude
approximately 25% of the donor pool.

We estimate the target estimand 7; from (1) at each post-intervention time point using the DHS and

DS2 priors, for t =Ty +1,...,T. Each time point ¢ represents a four-week interval. This estimand reflects
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the causal effect of the excise tax on the outcome, specifically the relative volume of sales in Philadelphia.
We emphasize that our analysis focuses on evaluating the effect at individual time points, rather than
assessing simultaneous effects across multiple periods. For each prior, we run four independent MCMC
chains, each with 5,000 iterations, discarding the first 3,000 as burn-in. The hyperparameters for the prior
distributions of ¢ and ¢ are set as follows: pu, =0, 0, = 3, v4 = 4, and 74 = 1. The baseline covariates
are standardized based on their respective mean and variance estimates, while the observed outcomes are
standardized using the mean and variance calculated solely from the pre-intervention period.

Figure 2 displays the posterior means and 95% credible intervals of 7;, for all four-week periods
within the observational window and across varying values of x4. The pre-intervention period shows a
strong model fit, with causal effect estimates consistently centered around zero. Post-intervention results
indicate a reduction in sales, with all credible intervals for the post-intervention estimates excluding zero,
regardless of the k4 value. The DS2 results remain relatively consistent across different x4 values, likely
because the weighted distances dgl computed for varying x4 values show minimal differences. In the DHS,
the observed greater reduction in beverage sales with increasing x4 — which applies a stronger penalty for
covariate dissimilarity — may result from including neighboring controls more similar to the treated unit.
This inclusion may lead to inflated estimates due to spillover bias and greater uncertainty, as reflected in
wider credible intervals. Additional exploratory figures related to the application, further details on the
analysis, and a sensitivity analysis examining the beverage tax effect estimates across varying spillover

percentages associated with p are provided in the Supporting Information.

6. Discussion

This work introduces distance-based shrinkage priors designed to estimate intervention effects in scenarios
where spillover occurs. We extend conventional Bayesian penalization techniques by developing the DHS
and DS2 priors, which are specifically formulated to data-adaptively select control units that are less
likely to be impacted by spillover. Central to our approach is a weighted distance function that adjusts
the shrinkage of the SC coefficients when applying our priors. This function is a convex combination of
each unit’s covariate dissimilarity and its spatial proximity to the treated unit. While we primarily use
Euclidean distance to measure spatial proximity, our framework allows for the incorporation of alternative

distance metrics to accommodate different contexts. Through extensive simulation studies, we show
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that our priors offer more favorable finite-sample properties compared to other alternative methods,
especially as the proportion of the donor pool impacted by spillover increases. Although we focus on
policy evaluation, our methodology is broadly applicable to any field where the comparison groups may
be indirectly affected by spillover from an intervention or treatment.

Our work acknowledges some limitations. First, the cutoff p used in the DS2 is a crucial hyperparameter
that affects the performance of the Bayesian SC estimator. Our simulation studies indicate that
misspecifying p (e.g., when the proportion of control units impacted by spillover is far higher than p)
can result in higher bias. To address this, given the contexts, we recommend setting p more liberally
to include a larger portion of the donor pool. While this may exclude some relevant but unaffected
control units, which could reduce the predictive power of the SC and increase the estimator’s variance,
the impact on bias due to such exclusions is typically minimal if the donor pool is sufficiently large. On
the other hand, including control units that are potentially affected by spillovers can easily induce bias.
Second, in our data application study, using ZIP3 areas instead of standard seven-digit ZIP code (ZIP7)
areas introduces some limitations. ZIP3 areas encompass larger and more diverse neighborhoods, which
can lead to cruder demographic and socio-economic data, potentially reducing the detail and precision
of the analysis. Aggregating data over these broader areas might either amplify or diminish spillover

effects, affecting the accuracy of the results. On the other hand, using ZIP7 areas as units complicates the
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Figure 2: Posterior mean and 95% credible interval pointwise estimates for the effect 7, of the beverage
tax on relative volume sales in Philadelphia, shown across different values of x4 for both the DHS and DS2.
Estimates are calculated for each four-week aggregated period ¢ € [T]. The DS2 prior assumes a cutoff p
where 25% of the donor pool is affected by spillover. The black dashed line marks the implementation

date of the beverage tax in Philadelphia.
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intervention’s assignment. This is due to Philadelphia and its surrounding counties containing multiple
ZIPT areas, leading to several spatially close units being assigned the intervention. This setup may require
alternative approaches that allow for multiple treated units and correlated intervention assignments.
Our primary methodology focuses on the horseshoe and spike-and-slab penalization techniques,
given their widespread use in statistical applications and their flexibility in adjusting shrinkage through
hyperparameters or secondary data. Future research could expand this approach by exploring additional
conventional penalization methods and investigating alternative shrinkage priors, such as Dirichlet-Laplace
or Laplace priors, which may offer different criteria for selecting controls. Further modifications could
extend this framework to accommodate non-continuous or non-normal data, such as discrete or non-
negative outcomes, which may require alternative distributions like Poisson or Gamma. Additionally, the
framework could be adapted to handle multiple treated units by specifying a multivariate distribution

with unit-specific SC coefficients, potentially using a common prior with a distance-dependent hyperprior.
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online. Code used in simulations and data analysis is available at https://github.com/estfernan/
Shrinkage-Priors-Spillover-SC. Example data that resembles the structure of the Retail Scanner

data is also provided for illustration, as the original used in this study is not publicly accessible.
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