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Abstract
Off-Policy Evaluation (OPE) is employed to assess the po-
tential impact of a hypothetical policy using logged contex-
tual bandit feedback, which is crucial in areas such as per-
sonalized medicine and recommender systems, where online
interactions are associated with significant risks and costs.
Traditionally, OPE methods rely on the Stable Unit Treat-
ment Value Assumption (SUTVA), which assumes that the
reward for any given individual is unaffected by the actions
of others. However, this assumption often fails in real-world
scenarios due to the presence of interference, where an in-
dividual’s reward is affected not just by their own actions
but also by the actions of their peers. This realization reveals
significant limitations of existing OPE methods in real-world
applications. To address this limitation, we propose IntIPW,
an IPW-style estimator that extends the Inverse Probability
Weighting (IPW) framework by integrating marginalized im-
portance weights to account for both individual actions and
the influence of adjacent entities. Extensive experiments are
conducted on both synthetic and real-world data to demon-
strate the effectiveness of the proposed IntIPW method.

1 Introduction
The context bandit process is important across a
range of real-world applications, including precision
medicine (Ameko et al. 2020), recommender systems (Li
et al. 2011), and advertising (Li et al. 2011). In these
interactive systems, a logging policy observes user contexts,
executes actions (treatments), and collects rewards (out-
comes), thereby generating a substantial volume of logs.
These logs, resulting from online interactions, provide criti-
cal data for off-policy evaluation (OPE). OPE is designed to
assess the performance of new policies without resorting to
A/B testing (Lewis and Reiley 2008), thereby reducing high
costs and potential ethical concerns.

As interest in the OPE problem grows, numerous estima-
tors have been developed to use offline log data for assess-
ing new policies. Direct Method (DM) (Beygelzimer and
Langford 2016) learns a predictive reward function from the
log data. Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW) (Horvitz and
Thompson 1952; Strehl, Langford, and Kakade 2010) as-
signs sample weights based on the propensities of the be-
havior and evaluation policies. Doubly Robust (DR) (Dudik,
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Figure 1: Example of a small social network. x, a and y
are contexts, actions, and rewards respectively. Left: causal
graph of common SUTVA setting. Right: the network con-
nection topology and causal graph of our setting. For sim-
plicity, y1 and y3 are not shown.

Langford, and Li 2011) combines DM and IPW. These es-
timators have demonstrated effectiveness across various do-
mains (Saito and Joachims 2022; Peng et al. 2023; Kallus
and Zhou 2018). The effectiveness of these methods relies
on the Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA),
which assumes that the reward for any given unit is influ-
enced solely by its context and the action it takes. How-
ever, the SUTVA is often violated in many real-world sce-
narios involving a social network since peers are not inde-
pendent (Ma and Tresp 2021).

In a social network, interference occurs when a unit’s re-
ward is influenced not only by its own action but also by
the actions of its social contacts, a phenomenon also known
as peer effects (Ogburn et al. 2022). For instance, in epi-
demiology, deciding whether to vaccinate a person against
an infectious disease can affect the health status of those
around them (Fine, Eames, and Heymann 2011); in recom-
mender systems, recommending a product to a person can
also indirectly influence the purchasing intentions of others
within their social circle (Qian et al. 2014) through opinion
propagation; in advertising, an ad’s exposure may directly
affect a user’s purchase behavior and indirectly affect oth-
ers in the social network through the acquisition behavior of
others (Parshakov, Naidenova, and Barajas 2020). However,
current studies on OPE neglect the peer effects which may
cause these estimators to fail completely. Therefore, how to
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evaluate a new policy from logging data in the presence of
interference remains an open problem.

In this paper, we study the problem of off-policy evalu-
ation in social networks in the presence of interference. As
shown in the left half of Fig.1, prior studies on OPE mainly
adhered to the SUTVA. However, in real-world scenarios, as
shown on the right side of Fig.1, there often exists a social
network in which people with social relationships influence
each other, thus violating the SUTVA. Specifically, for each
individual, the reward is influenced not only by the action
they take but also by the actions of other individuals in their
social relationships.

To bridge this gap, in this paper, we propose an IPW-style
estimator termed IntIPW, which uses marginalized impor-
tance weights to account for both individual actions and the
effects of adjacent entities. Specifically, IntIPW simplifies
the process of weight estimation into a binary classifica-
tion task. This is achieved by first assigning unique labels to
context-action pairs from the logging policy and the evalua-
tion policy. Following this, a classifier that employs a Graph
Convolutional Network (GCN) (Guo, Li, and Liu 2020; Chu,
Rathbun, and Li 2021; Kipf and Welling 2017) is trained to
differentiate the sample distributions from different policies.
Ultimately, the logged samples are assigned weights based
on the classifier’s predictions, thereby presenting a new ap-
proach within the IPW framework to effectively bridge the
existing gap. Empirical studies conducted on two synthetic
datasets and two real-world datasets demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of the proposed method in the presence of interfer-
ence.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:
• We investigate a new problem of off-policy evaluation in

social networks in the presence of interference.
• We propose IntIPW estimator, which uses marginalized

importance weights to account for both individual actions
and adjacent entities’ effects.

• Empirical results on both synthetic and real-world
datasets show that our estimator outperforms other base-
lines in OPE in the presence of interference.

2 Related Works
2.1 Off-Policy Evaluation
Common OPE estimators mainly include the Direct Method
(DM) (Beygelzimer and Langford 2016; Strehl, Langford,
and Kakade 2010) that directly learns the reward func-
tion, the Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW) (Horvitz and
Thompson 1952) method which weights samples based on
the inverse of the propensity score, and the Doubly Robust
(DR) (Dudik, Langford, and Li 2011) method which com-
bines both. Among these, the IPW method is the most com-
mon.

In practical scenarios, when the behavior and evaluation
policies are very dissimilar, the estimates from IPW tend to
be poor. To mitigate this issue, Metelli, Russo, and Restelli
(2021) introduce Sub-Gaussian IPW (SGIPW), which mod-
ifies the vanilla weights by applying power mean. This
method provides robustness against outliers and extreme
values in data distributions.

When the number of actions is large, IPW-based estima-
tors can suffer from significant bias and variance because
”full support”, a key theoretical requirement of IPW, is vio-
lated. This happens when the probability of some actions is
zero in some contexts (Sachdeva, Su, and Joachims 2020).
To solve this problem, Sachdeva, Su, and Joachims (2020)
identify three approaches: restricting the action space, re-
ward extrapolation, and restricting the policy space. Alter-
natively, Saito and Joachims (2022) propose Marginalized
IPW method, which utilizes action embeddings. In addi-
tion, Peng et al. (2023) propose GroupIPW estimator, whose
main idea is action grouping.

Another issue that needs to be addressed is that the vanilla
IPW estimator is not applicable when the action space is
continuous. To resolve this problem, Kallus and Zhou (2018)
introduce a new IPW estimator that generalizes IPW and DR
to continuous action spaces by using a kernel function.

2.2 Interference
In recent years, there has been a considerable amount of lit-
erature studying network interference from various perspec-
tives. A large portion of such work has focused on study-
ing average treatment effects in observational data of ho-
mogeneous networks, where the influence of each unit on
every neighbor is assumed to be uniform (Liu, Hudgens,
and Becker-Dreps 2016; Ogburn et al. 2022; Sofrygin and
van der Laan 2016; Eric J. Tchetgen Tchetgen and Sh-
pitser 2021). In terms of individual treatment effects, Ma and
Tresp (2021) research causal effect estimation under gen-
eral network interference using Graph Neural Networks. Ma
et al. (2022) investigate high-order interference modeling
and proposed a new causality learning framework powered
by hypergraph neural networks.

In the real world, interference is often heterogeneous,
meaning that the influence of a node on different neigh-
bors varies (Qu et al. 2022). In this context, Song et al.
(2019) propose a recommender system for online commu-
nities based on a dynamic-graph-attention neural network.
Similarly, aiming at providing a general method for improv-
ing recommender systems by including social network in-
formation, Ma et al. (2011) propose a matrix factorization
framework with social regularization.

3 PRELIMINARIES
In this section, we begin by outlining a formal defini-
tion of the contextual bandit framework when interference
is present. Subsequently, we enumerate several traditional
methods for off-policy evaluation and explore their con-
straints where interference occurs.

3.1 Problem Setup
In this paper, we explore a scenario that extends beyond the
conventional contextual bandit framework by including the
influence of social networks on off-policy evaluation. The
dataset includes four key components: x ∈ X ⊆ Rp are p-
dimensional vectors that represent the contexts of units; a ∈
A are the actions taken by units, where A = {1, 2, . . . , D}
is a discrete and finite action space of size D; r ∈ (−∞,∞)



is the rewards obtained by units; A is the adjacency ma-
trix representing the link information of the social network,
where A[i, j] = A[j, i] = 1 if units i and j are neighbors,
and A[i, j] = A[j, i] = 0 otherwise.

The process of dataset collection is:

• The context of each unit xi is sampled from the popula-
tion distribution xi ∼ p(x).

• The action taken by each unit ai is drawn by the behavior
policy π0, which is stochastic, conditional on the context
of the unit. That is, ai ∼ π0(a|xi).

• The reward received by each unit ri depends on its con-
text, action, and actions of its neighbors. That is, ri ∼
p(r|xi, ai, aiN ), where aN is the aggregation of neigh-
bors’ actions.

To summarize, the dataset follows such a distribution:

D := A, {(xi, ai, ri)}ni=1 ∼ p(x)π0(a|x)p(r|x, a, aN ).
(1)

To ensure that the historical dataset can be utilized for
an unbiased estimation of the effectiveness of the evaluation
policy, traditional estimators usually require the SUTVA.
However, the SUTVA does not hold in our setting because
the reward of a unit is influenced by the actions of 1-hop
neighbors. Instead, following Jiang and Sun (2022); Zhao
et al. (2024), we assume that the interference has the Markov
property:

Assumption 1. (Markov) The potential reward for any unit
is influenced by its own context, its action, and the action of
its neighbors only:

ri ⊥̸⊥ ai−N | xi, ai, aiN , (2)

where ai−N is the actions of the non-neighbor units of unit
i.

In addition, adequate overlap in the action distributions
of the evaluation policy and the behavior policy is re-
quired (Sachdeva, Su, and Joachims 2020). Formally, net-
worked common support is defined as:

Assumption 2. (Networked Common Support) The behav-
ior policy π0 is said to have common support for the evalu-
ation policy π if

p(ai, aiN |xi, A, π) > 0→ p(ai, aiN |xi, A, π0) > 0 (3)

for all a ∈ A, x ∈ X , and unit i.

Our objective is to estimate the effectiveness of the evalu-
ation policy π with only D given:

V (π) := Ep(x)π(a|x)p(aN |A,x,π)p(r|x,a,aN )[r]. (4)

To achieve this, we need to develop an estimator V̂ . The
accuracy of V̂ can be measured by the MSE (Saito and
Joachims 2022):

MSE(V̂ (π)) := ED

[(
V (π)− V̂ (π;D)

)2
]

= Bias2
(
V̂ (π)

)
+ VarD

(
V̂ (π;D)

)
. (5)

3.2 Existing Estimators
Next, we introduce some traditional OPE estimators and an-
alyze their limitations in social networks with interference.
Direct Method (DM). DM estimator involves learning a re-
ward function r̂(x, a) from historical data. It then uses this
reward function to directly estimate the reward of the evalu-
ation policy.

V̂DM =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∑
a∈A

π(a|xi)r̂(xi, a). (6)

Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW). This method is also
known as Inverse Propensity Score or Importance Sampling.
In IPW estimator, the inverse of the probabilities of select-
ing an action is used as a weight to reweight the rewards of
samples in the dataset.

V̂IPW =
1

n

n∑
i=1

π(ai|xi)

π0(ai|xi)
ri. (7)

w(xi, ai) := π(ai|xi)
π0(ai|xi)

is called the (vanilla) importance
weight (Saito and Joachims 2022).
Self-Normalized Inverse Probability Weighting
(SNIPW). Based on the vanilla IPW, this method self-
normalizes the weights. By doing so, the problem that
IPW suffers from propensity overfitting when the mean
of weights deviates from its expected value of 1 is im-
proved (Swaminathan and Joachims 2015). This adjustment
also reduces the variance.

V̂SNIPW =

∑n
i=1

π(ai|xi)
π0(ai|xi)

ri∑n
i=1

π(ai|xi)
π0(ai|xi)

. (8)

Doubly Robust (DR). Doubly robust estimator is a combi-
nation of the DM estimator and the IPW estimator. The term
”doubly robust” refers to the estimator’s key feature that it
is unbiased when either the propensity scores or estimated
rewards are correct.

V̂DR =
1

n

n∑
i=1

[∑
a∈A

π(a|xi)f̂(xi, a)

+
π(ai|xi)

π0(ai|xi)

(
ri − f̂(xi, ai)

)]
.

(9)

These estimators are not suitable for social networks
where interference exists, because they all require the
SUTVA, which assumes the potential reward for any unit
is not influenced by the action assignment of other units, to
ensure performance.

For DM, it may exhibit significant bias when the discrep-
ancy in the distribution of actions between the behavior pol-
icy and the evaluation policy is large (Dudik, Langford, and
Li 2011). Moreover, in the presence of interference, DM be-
comes even more biased because instead of learning a re-
ward function r̂(x, a), it should learn r̂(x, a, aN ).

Moreover, the vanilla IPW is also biased in the presence of
interference because the vanilla importance weights do not
take into account the effect of neighbors’ actions. Ideally,



the weights should consider both the units’ own actions and
the aggregation of neighbors’ actions:

w(ai, aiN , xi) =
p(ai, aiN |xi, A, π)

p(ai, aiN |xi, A, π0)
. (10)

Correspondingly, an ideal unbiased IPW estimator would
be:

V̂ideal-IPW =
1

n

n∑
i=1

p(ai, aiN |xi, A, π)

p(ai, aiN |xi, A, π0)
ri. (11)

4 Algorithm
In this section, we provide a detailed description of our In-
tIPW algorithm that aims to solve the OPE problem in so-
cial networks in the presence of interference. Our method
uses marginalized importance weights to account for both
individual actions and adjacent entities’ effects.

In the presence of interference, not only the vanilla IPW
but also all estimators that fail to account for the influence of
neighbors’ actions are biased. Therefore, we need to propose
a new estimator to address the OPE problem in the presence
of interference. The ideal IPW estimator Eq.11 is quite in-
tuitive, but without additional assumptions (Li and Wager
2022), it is difficult to determine how much a unit is af-
fected by the actions of its neighbors. Alternatively, inspired
by Kipf and Welling (2017), we conceived the idea of repre-
senting the adjacency information with a graph, and then us-
ing a GCN to aggregate units’ own actions with the actions
of neighbors. Subsequently, we convert the problem of as-
signing weights into a binary classification problem (Sondhi,
Arbour, and Dimmery 2020). Building on this foundation,
we propose a supervised learning approach to address the
challenge of OPE in the presence of interference.

First, we assign a label L = 0 to the historical samples
(generated by the behavior policy) {x,a0, A} and a label
L = 1 to the samples generated by the evaluation policy
{x,a, A}. These two datasets have the same state distribu-
tion x ∼ p(x) and size. The only difference is their action
distributions a0 ∼ π0(a|x) and a ∼ π(a|x).

With the labeled datasets, we want to learn joint repre-
sentations for each sample. To do so, we use an embedding
function e to map actions into the semantic space, and con-
catenate the contexts and the action embeddings for the la-
beled datasets as h0 and h1:

h0 = [x, eϕ(a0)] (12)
h1 = [x, eϕ(a)], (13)

where ϕ is a learnable parameter of the embedding function
eϕ.

Next, through a GCN, we learn a binary classifier to dis-
tinguish between the two datasets. Specifically, for each
sample from h0 and h1, the classifier uses a GCN to ag-
gregate the adjacency information of the neighbors and out-
puts f ∈ [0, 1], representing the probability that the sam-
ple comes from the behavior policy. The probability that
the sample comes from the evaluation policy is then 1 − f .
Let vector f0 denote the outputs of samples in the historical
dataset and let vector f1 denote the outputs of samples in the

dataset where actions are generated by the evaluation policy:

f0 = gθ(Ã,h0) (14)

f1 = gθ(Ã,h1), (15)

where θ is a learnable parameter of GCN gθ and Ã = A+In,
since we want the GCN to focus on both the actions of the
neighbors and units’ own action. To refine the model, we
optimize gθ and eϕ by minimizing the Binary Cross-Entropy
(BCE) loss between f and the true label L of the samples:

L = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

log(f0i) + log(1− f1i), (16)

where f0i and f1i are the ith values in f0 and f1, respectively.
We replace the vanilla importance weights with new

weights based on the probabilities given by the classifier:

wi =
f0i

1− f0i
. (17)

Since the weights are assigned to the rewards from the his-
torical dataset, f1 does not appear in Eq.17. It is used for
training only.

These weights are equivalent to the weights of the ideal
IPW style estimator mentioned above. The proof is as fol-
lows:

w(ai, aiN , xi)

=
p(ai, aiN |xi, A, π)

p(ai, aiN |xi, A, π0)
=

p(ai, aiN |xi, A, L = 1)

p(ai, aiN |xi, A, L = 0)

=
p(ai, aiN |xi, A, L = 1)p(xi, A, L = 1)/p(ai, aiN , xi, A)

p(ai, aiN |xi, A, L = 0)p(xi, A, L = 0)/p(ai, aiN , xi, A)

=
p(L = 1|ai, aiN , xi, A)

p(L = 0|ai, aiN , xi, A)
=

f0i
1− f0i

. (18)

While maintaining consistency, we reduce the variance by
self-normalizing the weights (Swaminathan and Joachims
2015). Finally, we can evaluate a policy in the presence of
interference:

V̂IntIPW =

∑n
i=1 wiri∑n
i=1 wi

. (19)

5 Experiments
We conducted extensive experiments on both synthetic
and real-world datasets to validate the effectiveness of our
method IntIPW.

5.1 Baseline Estimators
Our baseline estimators are Direct Method (DM) (Beygelz-
imer and Langford 2016) as described in Eq.6, which learns
a predictive reward function from the log data and then
uses it to estimate the evaluation policy; Inverse Probabil-
ity Weighting (IPW) (Horvitz and Thompson 1952; Strehl,
Langford, and Kakade 2010), as described in Eq.7 which re-
weights the rewards based on the propensities of the behav-
ior and evaluation policies; Self Normalized Inverse Prob-
ability Weighting (SNIPW) (Swaminathan and Joachims



Table 1: The experimental results on the synthetic datasets. The smaller metric means better performance, and the best perfor-
mance of MSE is marked bold.

Erdős-Rényi graph
β = −1 β = −0.75 β = −0.5 β = −0.25 β = 0

Methods MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD

DM 1.425 1.130 0.386 1.410 1.122 0.390 1.353 1.100 0.377 1.180 1.023 0.365 0.194 0.420 0.133
IPW 1.429 1.131 0.386 1.413 1.123 0.389 1.356 1.102 0.376 1.184 1.026 0.364 0.193 0.419 0.133
SNIPW 1.429 1.131 0.386 1.414 1.123 0.389 1.356 1.102 0.377 1.184 1.025 0.365 0.193 0.419 0.133
BIPW 1.532 1.187 0.352 1.516 1.179 0.355 1.457 1.157 0.344 1.273 1.074 0.344 0.229 0.455 0.148
SGIPW 1.835 1.302 0.375 1.811 1.290 0.383 1.730 1.262 0.373 1.486 1.162 0.368 0.233 0.462 0.140
DR 1.425 1.130 0.386 1.410 1.122 0.390 1.352 1.100 0.377 1.181 1.023 0.365 0.193 0.419 0.133
IntIPW 1.266 1.033 0.446 1.287 1.049 0.431 1.152 0.985 0.427 1.111 0.936 0.485 0.163 0.383 0.128

Watts-Strogatz graph
β = −1 β = −0.75 β = −0.5 β = −0.25 β = 0

Methods MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD

DM 1.450 1.140 0.389 1.423 1.129 0.384 1.360 1.103 0.378 1.164 1.017 0.361 0.204 0.432 0.132
IPW 1.452 1.141 0.388 1.425 1.130 0.384 1.363 1.105 0.378 1.167 1.018 0.361 0.204 0.432 0.132
SNIPW 1.452 1.140 0.389 1.425 1.130 0.384 1.363 1.105 0.379 1.168 1.018 0.362 0.204 0.431 0.132
BIPW 1.548 1.192 0.358 1.522 1.181 0.350 1.463 1.157 0.354 1.273 1.073 0.347 0.240 0.466 0.153
SGIPW 1.874 1.312 0.393 1.836 1.298 0.391 1.757 1.267 0.388 1.488 1.160 0.376 0.249 0.476 0.148
DR 1.450 1.140 0.389 1.423 1.129 0.385 1.360 1.103 0.378 1.165 1.017 0.361 0.204 0.432 0.132
IntIPW 1.396 1.107 0.414 1.359 1.098 0.392 1.330 1.089 0.378 1.103 0.984 0.366 0.168 0.395 0.109

2015; Kallus and Uehara 2019) as described in Eq.8, which
normalizes the observed rewards by the self-normalized im-
portance weight. Balanced Inverse Probability Weighting
(BIPW) (Sondhi, Arbour, and Dimmery 2020), which re-
weights the rewards by the importance weights estimated
via a supervised classification procedure; Sub Gaussian In-
verse Probability Weighting (SGIPW) (Metelli, Russo,
and Restelli 2021), which modifies the vanilla weights by
applying power mean; Doubly Robust (DR) (Dudik, Lang-
ford, and Li 2011) as described in Eq.9, which combines
DM and IPW;

We invoked these baseline estimators from the Open Ban-
dit Pipeline (Saito et al. 2020).

5.2 Experiment Settings
Units’ contexts. Each unit’s context is represented by a
10-dimensional vector. In synthetic experiments, the con-
text vectors are independently Gaussian distributed: xi

iid∼
N (0, 1), 1 ≤ i ≤ 10. In real-world datasets, the dimensions
of the contexts are very large, so we use Principal Com-
ponent Analysis (PCA) from scikit-learn (Pedregosa et al.
2011) to reduce the contexts to 10 dimensions for consis-
tency.
Reward function. We drew inspiration from (Peng et al.
2023) to set the reward function as:

r(xi, ai, aiN ) =
(
β⊤
1 xi · 1.5β

⊤
2 xi + b

∣∣β⊤
3 xi + e(ai)

⊤xi

∣∣2
+ c

∣∣β⊤
4 xi + e(aiN )⊤xi

∣∣2 ·√|N(i)|
) 1

3 + εi,
(20)

where β1, β2, β3, β4 are 10-dimensional vectors inde-
pendently generated from Gaussian distribution: βi

iid∼
N (0, 1), 1 ≤ i ≤ 4; e(a) is an embedding function that
maps actions into the semantic space; |N(i)| is the number
of neighbors of unit i; εi

iid∼ N (0, 1) is the error term of unit

i; b and c, both with default values of 1, are coefficients that
control the impact of one’s own action and the impact of the
neighbors’ actions, respectively. aN is set to be the linear ag-
gregation of the neighbors’ actions. For instance, when the
action is binary, aN can be interpreted as a value in [0, 1],
representing the proportion of unit i’s neighbors having ac-
tion = 1. Correspondingly, e(aiN ) denotes the influence of
the linear aggregation of neighbors’ actions aiN on unit i:

e(aiN ) =

∑
j∈N(i) e(aj)

|N(i)|
. (21)

Behavior policy. Following Saito and Joachims (2022), our
behavior is a function similar to the softmax function:

π0(ai|xi) =
exp(rdirect(xi, ai)β)∑

aj∈A exp(rdirect(xi, aj)β)
, (22)

where rdirect is a function similar to Eq.20 but does not take
into account the influence of the neighbors’ actions:

rdirect(xi, a) = β⊤
1 xi · 1.5β

⊤
2 xi +

∣∣β⊤
3 xi + e(aiN )⊤xi

∣∣2 ,
(23)

and β acts as an exploration-exploitation controller. A larger
β implies that the action with the greatest rdirect is more
likely to be selected. It is worth noting that when β equals
zero, π0 is a purely random strategy, with each action having
an equal probability of being selected.
Evaluation policy. The evaluation policy is similar to that
in (Peng et al. 2023):

π(ai|xi) =

{
γ if ai = argmaxa′∈A, [rdirect(xi, a

′)],
1−γ
D−1 otherwise,

(24)
where D is the number of actions and γ ∈ [0, 1] is the proba-
bility that the action with the greatest rdirect is selected. Other
actions are selected with an equal probability of 1−γ

D−1 . We set



γ to 0.8.
Validation metrics. In off-policy evaluation, bias measures
how well an estimator handles shifts in distributions. How-
ever, due to the impracticality of frequently sampling actions
from the behavior policy for multiple off-policy evaluations,
the MSE is a more crucial and representative metric (Peng
et al. 2023). We have also argued previously in Eq.5 that
MSE can be considered a combination of the capability to
handle distribution shifts (bias) and stability (standard devi-
ation).

5.3 Synthetic Experiments
Synthetic Datasets. We choose two random graphs, gen-
erated using the Python package NetworkX (Hagberg,
Schult, and Swart 2008), to serve as the adjacency matri-
ces.
Erdős-Rényi (ER) graph (Erdős and Rényi 1959; Gilbert
1959). In this model, a graph is constructed by connecting
nodes completely at random. Each pair of units has a fixed
probability p of becoming neighbors.
Watts-Strogatz graph (Watts and Strogatz 1998). The con-
struction of a Watts–Strogatz graph starts with a regular ring
lattice, where each node is connected to its k neighbors. In
our experiment, we arranged the units according to the re-
sults of reducing the contexts to one dimension using PCA.
Then, each edge is randomly rewired, allowing for long-
range connections.

Although these two random graphs not necessarily reflect
real-world situations, their advantage is that we can freely
change the sample size and the number of neighbors to study
their impact on the results.

Results. The default settings for the experiment are as fol-
lows: sample size n = 10, 000; each unit has 10 neigh-
bors on average, that is, p = 10

n for Erdős-Rényi graph and
k = 10 for Watts-Strogatz graph; actions are binary; β in
the behavior policy Eq.22 is set to 0, meaning the behavior
policy is purely random; γ in the evaluation policy Eq.4 is
set to 0.8, indicating that the evaluation policy has an 0.8
probability of choosing the optimal action for the unit itself;
b and c in the reward function Eq.20 are both set to 1, signi-
fying that the weights of the impact of one’s own action and
the neighbors’ actions are the same. We modify these default
settings to compare the performance of our IntIPW estima-
tor with baseline estimators. For each setting, we conduct
experiments with 20 different seeds.

How does IntIPW perform under different selection
bias strength β of the behavior policy? We set β in [-
1, -0.75, -0.5, -0.25, 0]. A higher β value means that each
unit in the behavior policy has a higher probability of choos-
ing the optimal action for itself (the action with the great-
est value of rdirect), which also implies less discrepancy be-
tween the behavior and evaluation policies. As demonstrated
in Tab.1, the results of the two graphs are very close. When
the discrepancy between the behavior and evaluation poli-
cies decreases, all estimators show improved performance,
with reductions across all three metrics. For both graphs, our
method not only has the smallest MSE but also the least bias
across all experiments.
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Figure 2: Performance of estimators with varying average
numbers of neighbors

How does IntIPW perform with different number of
neighbors? We keep the sample size n = 10,000 unchanged
and make each unit have [2, 6, 10, 20, 40, 80] neighbors. We
conduct the experiment with the Watts-Strogatz graph. As
results demonstrated in Fig.2, IntIPW performs very well
when the number of neighbors is either very large or very
small. The MSE of IntIPW is at its worst when each unit has
10 neighbors (which is the default setting for other experi-
ments), yet even in this scenario, it still outperforms baseline
estimators.

5.4 Real-World Experiments
Real-World Datasets. We use the following two real-
world datasets for our experiments.
BlogCatalog (Leskovec and Sosič 2016). BlogCatalog is a
social blog directory that has been used as a dataset for net-
work analysis and social media research. It includes data
about bloggers and their connections, organized in a way
that represents the social network among them. The dataset
we used contains 5,196 units and 171,743 edges. Each unit’s
context is a 2,246-dimensional vector.
Flickr (Leskovec and Sosič 2016). Flickr is a web-based
platform for storing, organizing, and sharing digital pho-
tographs. This network dataset is a collection of data ex-
tracted from the Flickr social network, primarily focusing
on the connections and interactions among Flickr users. The
dataset consists of units representing individual users and
edges indicating the follower networks between them. It
contains 7,575 units and 239,738 edges. Each unit’s context
is a 1,205-dimensional vector.

These two datasets contain the context and adjacency in-
formation for each unit, but do not include actions and re-
wards. Like the synthetic experiments, we use the behavior
policy Eq.22, evaluation policy Eq.4, and reward function
Eq.20 specified in the experiment settings.

Results. Similar to the synthetic experiments, the default
settings for the experiment are as follows: actions are binary;
β in the behavior policy Eq.22 is set to 0; γ in the evaluation
policy Eq.4 is set to 0.8; b and c in the reward function Eq.20
are both set to 1. We modify these default settings to com-



Table 2: The experimental results on the real-world datasets. The smaller metric means better performance, and the best perfor-
mance of MSE is marked bold.

BlogCatalog
β = −1 β = −0.75 β = −0.5 β = −0.25 β = 0

Methods MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD

DM 10.729 2.860 1.596 9.764 2.731 1.518 9.101 2.704 1.338 7.286 2.417 1.201 4.561 1.888 0.998
IPW 12.815 2.052 2.933 11.488 2.630 2.138 9.353 2.423 1.866 6.778 2.276 1.263 4.205 1.778 1.022
SNIPW 11.659 2.166 2.640 10.829 2.580 2.043 8.894 2.387 1.788 6.629 2.247 1.258 4.203 1.778 1.021
BIPW 14.621 2.811 2.592 13.287 2.677 2.474 11.929 2.705 2.148 9.988 2.547 3.872 6.316 2.152 1.299
SGIPW 29.856 4.917 2.383 26.301 4.606 2.254 22.703 4.326 1.997 16.542 3.703 1.682 8.479 2.635 1.239
DR 15.806 3.227 2.322 10.946 2.831 1.712 8.799 2.586 1.453 6.698 2.262 1.258 4.275 1.780 1.053
IntIPW 9.595 2.555 1.751 7.438 2.298 1.469 5.575 2.091 1.097 4.299 1.776 1.070 2.317 1.192 0.947

Flickr
β = −1 β = −0.75 β = −0.5 β = −0.25 β = 0

Methods MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD MSE Bias SD

DM 3.237 0.906 1.554 2.896 0.871 1.462 2.139 0.562 1.350 1.827 0.509 1.25 1.370 0.395 1.102
IPW 4.115 0.623 1.931 3.215 0.790 1.610 2.907 0.378 1.663 2.060 0.498 1.346 1.599 0.402 1.199
SNIPW 4.021 0.673 1.889 3.226 0.793 1.612 2.875 0.387 1.651 2.049 0.492 1.344 1.596 0.401 1.198
BIPW 2.915 0.691 1.561 2.551 0.677 1.447 1.457 0.424 1.130 1.337 0.461 1.061 1.171 0.500 0.960
SGIPW 5.777 1.727 1.671 5.227 1.645 1.588 3.530 1.268 1.386 3.049 1.149 1.315 2.275 0.912 1.202
DR 3.865 0.695 1.839 5.729 0.306 2.374 1.568 0.300 1.216 1.452 0.365 1.148 1.489 0.370 1.163
IntIPW 1.790 0.996 0.893 1.318 0.862 0.758 1.099 0.748 0.734 1.154 0.857 0.648 0.851 0.691 0.611
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Figure 3: Performance of estimators in different action spaces

pare the performance of our IntIPW estimator with baseline
estimators. For each setting, we conduct experiments with
20 different seeds.

How does IntIPW perform under different se-
lection bias strength β of the behavior policy?
Identical to the synthetic experiment, we set β in
[−1,−0.75,−0.5,−0.25, 0]. As can be seen from Tab.2, as
the discrepancy between the behavior and evaluation poli-
cies decreases, all estimators perform better, with IntIPW
consistently being the best among them. In BlogCatalog, the
bias and SD of IntIPW are almost always the lowest as well
(the only exception is when β = -1). In Flickr, compared with
the baseline estimators, IntIPW balances a slight additional
bias with a significant reduction in SD, thereby consistently
achieving better MSE performance.

When the action space is large, does IntIPW estima-
tor still perform well? We vary the number of actions D
in [2, 5, 10, 20] on Flickr. As results demonstrated in Fig.3,
as the action space gets augmented, the performance of all
estimators worsens, but IntIPW consistently has the small-
est MSE and SD. When D = 20, our method also has the
smallest bias. This indicates that our method is robust across

different action spaces.

6 Conclusion and Future Work
In this paper, our goal is to address the problem of OPE in
the presence of interference. We point out that existing esti-
mators are biased in this setting because they do not consider
interference. To address this issue, we propose a new estima-
tor, IntIPW. It trains a classifier through a GCN to give the
probabilities of a unit coming from the behavior and evalua-
tion policies, and then assigns weights to the samples in the
historical dataset based on the ratio of these probabilities.
Extensive results on both synthetic and real-world datasets
prove the effectiveness and robustness of IntIPW.

Our work raises several questions for further research.
First, our current method is only applicable to discrete ac-
tion spaces, so how to generalize our method to continu-
ous action spaces is a direction worth exploring. In addition,
in our experiment setting, the influence of actions of neigh-
bors is homogeneous, which is often not true in real life (Qu
et al. 2022; Song et al. 2019; Ma et al. 2011). Whether our
method remains effective in real-world scenarios with het-
erogeneous interference is a matter worthy of investigation.
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A Pseudocode of IntIPW
Alg.1 is the pseudocode of our algorithm IntIPW.

Algorithm 1: IntIPW

Input: Historical dataset D = {(xi, ai, ri)}ni=1 generated
by the behavior policy π0, new actions a generated by
the evaluation policy π, adjacency matrix A, learning
rate α

Output: Average estimated reward for all units under new
actions

1: Ã = A+ In
2: for epoch in max epochs do
3: h0 ← [x, eϕ(a0)]
4: h1 ← [x, eϕ(a)]
5: f0 ← gθ(Ã,h0)

6: f1 ← gθ(Ã,h1)
7: L = − 1

n

∑n
i=1(log(f0i) + log(1− f1i))

8: Update θ ← θ − α∂L
∂θ

9: Update ϕ← ϕ− α∂L
∂ϕ

10: end for
11: return

∑n
i=1

f0i
1−f0i

ri∑n
i=1

f0i
1−f0i

B Additional Experiment Results

0 2500 5000 7500 10000 12500 15000 17500 20000
Sample Size

0.16

0.18

0.20

0.22

0.24

0.26

0.28

MSE

DM
IPW

SNIPW
BIPW

SGIPW DR IntIPW(ours)

Figure 4: Performance of estimators in different sample sizes

Synthetic Experiment. How does IntIPW perform in
different sample sizes? We keep the setting that each unit
has 10 neighbors unchanged and set the sample size n in
[500, 700, 1,000, 2,500, 5,000, 10,000, 20,000]. We conduct
the experiment with the Erdős-Rényi graph. As results
shown in Fig.4, when the sample size is too small (e.g.,
n = 500), the performance of IntIPW is not satisfactory.
This is likely because, compared to other estimators, IntIPW
employs a GCN to aggregate the influence of neighbors,
which introduces complexity into the model. Consequently,
a larger sample size is required for effective training of
this model. As the sample size increases, the MSE of all
estimators tends to stabilize, and our method becomes the
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Figure 5: Performance of estimators under different intensities of impact of neighbors’ actions

optimal one.

Real-World Experiment. When the weight of the impact
of one’s own action and the impact of the neighbors’
actions change, how effective is IntIPW estimator? We
conducted experiments on BlogCatalog by changing the
values of b and c in the reward function Eq.20. We selected 9
(b, c) value pairs: (0,−2), (0.5,−1.5), (1,−1), (1.5,−0.5),
(2, 0), (1.5, 0.5), (1, 1), (0.5, 1.5), and (0, 2). The results
are shown in Fig.5. From the MSE graph, we can see that
when the neighbors have no influence (i.e., c = 0), our
method is slightly inferior to the baseline estimators. This is
expected, as baseline estimators only consider the impact of
one’s own action, making them well-suited for this setting.
As the absolute value of c increases, the MSE of baseline
estimators rapidly increases, making our method the best.
This is because they only focus on the impact of actions
taken by the unit itself, completely ignoring the influence of
neighbors.


