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Abstract

Behavioral health interventions, such as trainings or incentives, are implemented in settings
where individuals are interconnected, and the intervention assigned to some individuals may
also affect others within their network. Evaluating such interventions requires assessing both
the effect of the intervention on those who receive it and the spillover effect on those connected
to the treated individuals. With behavioral interventions, spillover effects can be heterogeneous
in that certain individuals, due to their social connectedness and individual characteristics, are
more likely to respond to the intervention and influence their peers’ behaviors. Targeting these
individuals can enhance the effectiveness of interventions in the population. In this paper,
we focus on an Egocentric Network-based Randomized Trial (ENRT) design, wherein a set of
index participants is recruited from the population and randomly assigned to the treatment
group, while concurrently collecting outcome data on their nominated network members, who

remina untreated. In such design, spillover effects on network members may vary depending on
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the characteristics of the index participant. Here, we develop a testing method, the Multiple
Comparison with Best (MCB), to identify subgroups of index participants whose treatment
exhibits the largest spillover effect on their network members. Power and sample size calculations
are then provided to design ENRT's that can detect key influencers. The proposed methods are
demonstrated in a study on network-based peer HIV prevention education program, providing

insights into strategies for selecting peer educators in peer education interventions.
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1 Introduction

Causal inference has become a pivotal aspect of research in the health and social science, allow-
ing researchers to establish causality between interconnected variables and guide decision-making.
The Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA), introduced by Rubin (1974, 2005), is
a fundamental concept in causal inference. SUTVA assumes that the treatment or intervention
assigned to one unit does not impact the outcomes of other units (Rosenbaum, 2007), and serves
as a foundational principle in most of the conventional causal analysis approaches. However, this
assumption is often violated when units are interconnected with other units through social or phys-
ical interactions. For example, in education, students participating in tutoring programs may exert
an influence on the academic performance of their classmates through information sharing and
peer interactions (Murnane and Willett, 2010). Similarly, behavioral interventions such as training
sessions designed to reduce health risk behavior (e.g., unprotected sex, alcohol and drug use, smok-
ing), may have an effect on individuals beyond those receiving the intervention (Buchanan et al.,
2018). In particular, individuals who change their behaviors in response to the received training
are likely to influence their social connections to do the same.

To leverage and amplify these mechanisms of peer influence, behavioral interventions often
rely on peer-based strategies, where specific individuals are trained to prevent risky behaviors and
encouraged to disseminate knowledge and behavioral change among their social networks. Such
peer education interventions have been effective in increasing HIV knowledge and reducing risk
behaviors among both the peer educators receiving the training and their network members (Cai

et al., 2008; Aroke et al., 2022). Causal inference methods have been developed for settings with



spillover among units have been also used to evaluate peer education interventions, disentangling the
direct effect of the training on treated individuals and the spillover effect on their social connections
(Buchanan et al., 2018; Fang et al., 2023; Chao et al., 2023).

Much of the existing research on causal inference with spillover, also known as interference,
focuses on the partial interference assumption, which allows for interference within groups, such as
villages and schools, but not across them (Hudgens and Halloran, 2008; Tchetgen and VanderWeele,
2012). However, recent efforts have aimed to relax this assumption, allowing for more intricate
interference occurring within networks of interconnected units (Sofrygin and Laan, 2016; Forastiere
et al., 2020; Yuan et al., 2021). Under network interference, the potential outcomes of one unit
are influenced not only by its individual treatment but also by the treatments received by other
units directly or indirectly connected within the network. For example, interventions or preventive
measures for infectious diseases are likely to spillover across contact networks by reducing the risk
of infection and transmission. Similarly, in behavioral interventions designed to promote healthy
behaviors, individuals who change their behaviors in response to an intervention are likely to
influence their social connections to do the same (Buchanan et al., 2018).

Peer influence may be highly heterogeneous, with certain individuals being more influential than
others. Often, individuals with more social connections are selected as peer educators (Grunspan
et al., 2014). However, individuals who are more central in a network may vary inthe strength
of their influence depending on their unique traits (Kelly et al., 2006). Identifying those who
can effectively drive behavioral change among their social connections is crucial. This knowledge
allows for tailored interventions, delivering the training and selecting peer educators not only based
on network position but also on individual’s likelihood to adopt the desired behavior and, in turn,
influence their network peers. Lee et al. (2023) proposed a definition of causal influence as the effect
achieved on the average outcome of the overall network if each specific group was treated, but do not
provide any methods for identifing the most influential groups. On the other hand, Qu et al. (2021)
proposed a generalized augmented inverse propensity weighted estimator to assess the heterogeneity
of direct and spillover effects under a partial interference setting. Another contribution in this
area is that of Bargagli-Stoffi et al. (2020), who developed a tree-based algorithm to assess the
heterogeneity of intervention and spillover effects, with the latter defined in terms of susceptibility

to the treatment of others as opposed to the strength of influence on others.



In this paper, we propose to use an Egocentric Network-based Randomized Trial (ENRT) design,
used to evaluate peer education interventions. In this design, a set of index participants whose social
networks are sufficiently separated is randomized to either the control group or the intervention
group. In the latter, index participants receive training sessions on risk behaviors and are given
the role of peer educators for their network members. In both the control and treatment group,
index participants are asked to nominate a set of social network members (e.g., sex partners, drug
partners), whose behavioral outcomes are collected in a follow-up survey. Network members do not
directly receive the treatment, i.e., the training sessions, but may be exposed to the information
received by their index participant indirectly. This setup allows for a straightforward estimation
of the average spillover effect of the treatment of index participants on their network members’
outcomes, as well as the exploration of its heterogeneity. Analyzing the variation of these spillover
effects in relation to index-level characteristics provides insights into the influential capabilities of
index participants with differing traits.

In settings without spillover, heterogeneous treatment effect (HTE) analysis has been adopted to
identify the target individuals who have some predefined treatment effect (e.g., the largest treatment
effect) in precision medicine (e.g., Khan et al., 2021) and differentiated marketing (e.g., Chen et al.,
2021). Current methods for HTE analysis can be classified into two categories (Hu, 2023). In
the first category, researchers use theories or expert knowledge to identify or construct subgroups
where the treatment effect is heterogeneous. Then, statistical procedures, such as regression or
semi-parametric methods, are adopted to reveal the pattern of interaction between the intervention
and the subgroups (Cohen et al., 2013; Robins et al., 2000). Hence, this category is theory-driven
and confirmatory. The methods in this category mainly test the hypotheses of known subgroups
instead of discovering unknown subgroups from data; these methods rely on clear prior hypotheses
about which subgroups may be involved in the interactions. The other category is data-driven
and exploratory, and relies on machine learning methods developed for this purpose. For instance,
tree-based recursive partitioning have been developed (Chipman et al., 2010; Athey and Imbens,
2016) to partition data into smaller subsets until a stopping criterion is met. Recursive partitioning
methods are a natural way to analyze a large number of features that have potentially complicated
interactions. However, greedily learned trees can suffer from the lack of direct optimization of a

global objective, often yielding suboptimal solutions (Kim, 2016).



In this paper, we develop a confirmatory approach to be applied to ENRT designs identify
subgroups of individuals who, if they are assigned to the intervention, would have the largest
spillover effect on their network members. Given the presence of multiple comparisons, we use
a hypothesis testing method, the Multiple Comparison with the Best (MCB), to identify these
best subgroups, while controlling for the family-wise error rate. Traditional common-used multiple
comparison methods, such as Tukey’s procedure (Tukey, 1991) and Dunnett’s method (Dunn, 1961),
are effective at controlling the overall significant level-the probability of rejecting at least one null
hypothesis when all the null hypotheses are true, or equivalently, having at least one confidence
interval that fails to include the true value. These methods differ in how well they properly control
the overall significant level and in their relative power. However, they primarily identify groups that
are significantly differently from one another. In many cases, the goal may extend beyond this to
identifying subgroup(s) that is/are significantly better than others. The multiple comparison with
the best (MCB) approach (Hsu, 1996) is a hypothesis testing method that focuses on identifying the
superior choice among multiple alternatives while controlling for the risk of making false discoveries.
It balances the desire to find the best option with the need to maintain the integrity of statistical
inference. Zhu and Lu (2015) applied MCB in clinical problems to compare multiple treatment or
prognostic groups with right-censored survival data, identifying the groups with the minimum risk.
Similarly, Artman et al. (2020) and Chao et al. (2022) used MCB to find optimal dynamic treatment
regimens (DTR) with survival outcomes in the sequential, multiple assignment, randomized trial
(SMART) setting and developed a power analysis framework.

In this paper, we contribute to the literature of HTE analysis by developing a regression method
to evaluate the heterogeneity of spillover effects with respect to index-level characteristics in ENRT
designs, extending the MCB testing approach to identify the subgroup of influencers with the
largest spillover effects. In particular, we apply the MCB method to a linear mixed model for
network members with index-level intervention accounting for clustering by network, we compute
simultaneous confidence intervals that account formultiple comparisons of spillover effects of each
subgroup with the best deriving group-specific critical values, and we derive the overall p-value. A
simulation study explores the size and the power of the MCB test. Furthermore, we contribute to
the literature on sample size calculations for causal inference under spillover (Baird et al., 2018;

Jiang et al., 2023) and under heterogeneity (Yang et al., 2020; Brookes et al., 2004). We derive the



power function and methods for sample size calculations to design egocentric network-based studies
to identify a subgroup of key influencers, that is, to detect a difference between the most influential
subgroups and other subgroups. Specifically, we provide a procedure for determining the required
minimal number of networks to detect differences in spillover effects with the desired power and
significance level. We extend the standard MCB test to allow for the existence of multiple best
subgroups. Additionally, we compare the power and minimum sample size of the MCB test to an
alternative test to reject the same null hypothesis of no heterogeneity of spillover effects.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the notation for
the egocentric network-based randomized trial design, we define the casual estimands and provide
the identifying assumptions. In Section 3, we proposeregression-based estimators of heterogeneous
spillover effects. The MCB method for identifying key influencers is presented in Section 4. In
Section 5 we develop power and sample size calculations for our proposed method, and Section 6
shows a simulation study. In Section 7, we apply the MCB method and sample size formulas to
the STEP into Action study, a peer education intervention on HIV risk behaviors (Davey-Rothwell

et al., 2011). Finally, we discuss our findings and potential future work in Section 8.

2 Heterogeneous Spillover Effects in Egocentric Network-based

Studies

2.1 Setting and notation

In a study of peer education interventions, a set of index participants are asked to nominate a set
of (social) network members, e.g., their sex partners, drug partners, or friends, as the intervention
regions. Using social network terminology, we refer to the network members of an index participant
as egocentric network, while we call egonetwork the set of an index participant and their nominated
network members.

Let N be the study sample with N = |N/| participants, indexed by ik, where k = 1,..., K
is the egonetwork indicator and 7 = 1,...,n; is the participant indicator in egonetwork k. Let
Ny denote the sample of egonetwork k, composed of the index, denoted by 1k, and the network

members,denoted by 2k, ...,nik. Using this notation, N = {ik}g=1, K i=1,. n, represents our

k



sample of units, and Ny, = {ik € N'}i=1,_n, represents the subsample within each egonetwork k.

k

Denote by Y;, and X;. the observed outcome and covariate of unit ¢k, respectively. In this
paper, we consider X;; to be a categorical variable, i.e., X;x = h with h = 1,..., H, representing
the partition of the sample into pre-specified subgroups defined by individual socio-demographic
characteristics measured at baseline.

In an egocentric network-based randomized trial (ENRT), index participants are randomly
assigned to a treatment (i.e., the training sessions), while all network members are left untreated.
Let Z; € Z be the treatment status for subject ik, with Z = {0,1}. Thus, Zy; € {0,1} and
Zir = 0 for i > 1. We assume that index participants are randomly assigned to the intervention
with probability p, with 0 < p < 1, following a Bernoulli randomization, i.e., Pr(Zy; = 1) = p.
Conversely, network members cannot receive the intervention, i.e., Pr(Z; = 1) = 0 for all i > 1.

However, network members can be indirectly exposed to the treatment received by their index

participant.

2.2 Identifying assumptions
2.2.1 Non-overlapping egonetworks

In an ENRT, we only observe the connections of index participants 1k, k = 1,..., K, in the sample
N. However, the connections among network members ik, i = 2, ..., ny, are generally not observed.
In an undirected network, the only observed connection for network members is the one with their
index participant. Network members can potentially have unobserved connections with out-of-
sample individuals and may be linked to other index participants 1k’ with k¥’ # k. Additionally,
connections among network members in the same egonetwork are not observed. Although by
network transitivity it is likely that the peers of an index participant are also connected to each
other, a fully connected egonetwork is not guaranteed and some pairs of network members of
the same egonetwork may not be linked. Therefore, the observed egonetworks represent a partial
network of the complete network of connections both among sampled participants and between
sampled participants and non-sampled individuals.

For identification of causal effects we assume that network members are only connected to one

index participant in the sample and these index participants are not connected among themselves.



Let ANy, denote the set of individuals connected to unit ik. Let N}, C N be the network neighbor-

hood of node ik in sample N, i.e., Ni. = Nz N N. Formally, we make the following assumption.
Assumption 1 (Non-overlapping Egonetworks): (1) ¢ N, for all k' # k.

(1K) ¢ N7, guarantees no connection between any two index participants. On the other hand, the

assumption (1k") ¢ N, for some i # 1 implies that the network member ik can be connected to

only one index, 1k. Note that assumption 1 allows for connections between two network members

from different networks. Assumption 1 is commonly ensured by protocol in ENRTSs (Tobin et al.,

2011).

2.2.2 Neighborhood interference

Under the potential outcome framework (Rubin, 2005), we denote by Y;x(z) the potential outcome
of individual 7 in egonetwork k£ under the treatment vector z in the population. Here, we relax the
common no-interference assumption, allowing for the outcome of an individual i in egonetwork k
to be affected not only by their own treatment Z;; but also by the treatment among the network
neighbors of unit ¢k. This assumption, known as ‘neighborhood interference’ in the causal inference
literature, restricts interference to the network neighborhood (Forastiere et al., 2021, 2022; Sussman
and Airoldi, 2017). Let Zy;, be the treatment vector in the neighborhood A of unit ik and
Z_ (i N, the treatment vector in the population excluding unit ¢k and their neighborhood Nik,
such that Z = [Zix, Zn;,, Z_(ik Ny Let 2 = [zik, 2n,, Z— ik, ;)] De a realization of the treatment
vector. Formally, the neighborhood interference assumption can be stated as follows.

Assumption 2 (Neighborhood interference): Given z and 2’ such that z;, = zj; and zy;, =z, ,
then Yir(2ik, 2Ny Z— (i, Np)) = Y};k(zl’-k,zjvik,z’_(ik’/\/ik)).
Under assumption 2, the potential outcome of unit ik can be indexed as Yjx(2ik,zn;, ). Note that
assumption 2 only restricts interference to the neighborhood, but does not impose any specific
mechanism of interference, allowing for heterogeneity in the way each neighbor’s treatment may
affect the outcome of unit ik.

Furthermore, we make the common consistency assumption (Pearl, 2010; VanderWeele, 2009),
which implies that the observed outcome of unit ik, Yjj, is equal to the potential outcome Yy (Zix, Zy,, )

under the observed individual treatment Z;;, and neighborhood treatment vector Zy, .



2.2.3 Randomization

Let R;;. be an indicator for whether unit 7k is an index participant, that is, R;, = 1 if ik is an index
participant and 0 if it is a network member. Given our egocentric notation, it follows that R =1
and R;, = 0 for all ¢ > 1. Under the randomization scheme of the ENRT design, the following
assumption holds.

Assumption 3 (Randomization): Yix(2ik, 2, ) L Zik, Zn;, | Rir = 0.

This assumption states that potential outcomes for network members are independent of their
individual treatment status and the treatment assignment within the neighborhood. Note that,
given the ENRT design, Z;;, = 0 for netork members ¢ > 1 and Zy;, has all elements equal to 0
but the treatment of the index participant Zy;, which can be 0 or 1. Given the randomization of

Z1}, assumption 3 is guaranteed.

2.3 Causal estimands: heterogenous spillover effects

Our causal estimand of interest is the spillover effect on the potential outcome of an untreated
unit of the treatment received by a network neighbor, while the rest of the neighborhood remains
untreated. We are interested in assessing the heterogeneity of such effect with respect to the individ-
ual characteristics of the treated neighbor. For this purpose, we define the following heterogeneous

spillover effect:

6(h) = E[Yz (Zjk =1, Zgg nip k) = 0) =Yie(Zjk = 0, Ziig niy /i) = 0) 17k € N, Xji = h, Ry, = 0],

(1)
where Zx v, /1) 1S composed of the individual treatment Z;; and the treatment vector of the
neighborhood of unit ik, excluding unit jk. 0(h) is then the average spillover effect on an individual’s
outcome from the treatment of a neighbor in subgroup h (i.e., with Xj; = h) while all other
neighbors and including the individual are not treated. Note that the heterogeneous spillover effect
is defined conditional on R;; = 0, that is, we define our estimand of interest only among network
members in our ENRT design. This is because network members and index participants and may
exhibit different characteristics given the different way the two sub-samples are recruited. The

expectation in Equation (1) is taken with respect to the distribution of potential outcomes induced



by the sampling of network members and by the selection of neighbor jk among those with X, = h

to be assigned to treatment.

2.4 Identification

In the context of ENRT'Ss, we aim to identify the spillover effect §(h) from the observed data. Given
the characteristics of an ENRT design and under the assumptions of non-overlapping egonetworks
and neighborhood interference, as well as the randomization of treatment among index participants
and consistency, we can identify the spillover effects d(h) as follows.

Theorem 1. The spillover effect §(h) from a network neighbor of subgroup Xji = h is identified

by
d(h) = ElYix|Zix = 1, X1, = h, Rij, = 0] — E[Yi|Z1x, = 0, X1 = h, Ry, = 0]. (2)

The proof is provided in supplementary material S1. This theorem leverages the random assignment
of treatments to index participants and the structure of the egocentric networks to isolate the
spillover effects attributable to the treatment status of index participants in subgroup h. According
to Equation (2), §(h), i.e., the average spillover effect on an individual’s outcome from the treatment
of a neighbor in subgroup h, averaged over the conditional sampling distribution, is identified in the
ENRT design by the mean difference in the observed outcomes between network members whose

index participant is in subgroup h and treated or in the subgroup h but untreated.

3 Regression-based Estimator

In this section, we provide a regression-based estimator to assess the heterogeneity of the spillover

effect based on index-level characteristics.

3.1 Statistical model

Recall that X;; is a categorical variable representing a subgroup defined by the individual charac-

teristics of the unit ¢k. Our goal is to investigate the heterogeneity of spillover effects from neighbors
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of different subgroups. Given the identification result in (2), we consider the following model:

H H
Yie =Y ChSkn+ Y onGirSkn +uk +ein, k=1, K, i=2,...mp+1, (3)
h=1 h=1

where Sy, is the dummy variable of Xy, with category h, i.e., Spp = I{X1x = h}, and Gy is the
treatment status of the index participant in egonetwork k, i.e., G;p = Zq for i > 1. We assume
that the residual error €; and random network effect ui are independent, and they are normal
distributed with zero means and variance o2 and o2, respectively. Note that the parameter 4y,

identifies the spillover effect §(h). In fact, we have
6(h) = ElYix|Z1k, = 1, X1 = h, Rig = 0] — E[Y|Z1y, = 0, Xag, = h, Ry, = 0]
= E(Yig|Z1x = 1,Gir, = 1, Skn = 1, Rip = 0) — E(Yig| Z1, = 0, G, = 0, S, = 1, Ry, = 0)
= Ch + 0n — Cp = Op-
Thus, ¢y, is interpreted as the average spillover effect for a network member whose index participant
belongs to the subgroup h, with h=1,..., H.

Let Yy = Y1k, Yoo k) Zi = (Zigs - - s Zny i)'y G = (Gigs - - -, Gy i)', and Dy, = (Sk1Jiks - - - » Skrdes
SkiGk, -, Sk Gr), where g = (1,..., 1)2% In our design, we assume that the outcomes of two
individuals in different networks are independent, that is,

Cov(Yik, Yirr| Zr, Gy) = 0 for all i # ¢/, 4,7 > 1, and all k. Hence, Var(Yy) = 02 = o2 + o2.

The intra-class correlation (ICC) between Yj; and Yy, conditional on Zj and Gy, is defined

2

as py = % As a result, Var(Yy|Zg, Gx) = 02V, where Vi, = (1 — py) I, + pyJn,. Let

0= (C,...,Cm,01,...,0m) be the vector of parameters, the model (3) can be rewritten as
Y. =D0+pur+e., k=1,....K.

3.2 The Generalized Estimating Equation (GEE) estimator

Using Generalized Estimation Equations (GEE), the parameters of the model (3),

0= (C,...,Cg,01,...,0H), can be estimated as
-1
6 = (Z D}Cv;;lpk> (Z D;Vk—lyk> , (4)
k k
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and Var() = o?U;;!, where U I_kl =D D;i,Vk_le)_l. Under the standard regularity conditions
(Zeger et al., 1988), as ny is fixed for all k = 1,..., K, and K — oo, \/E(é — 0) is asymp-
totically normally distributed as N(0,%;), where ¥; = limg oo 02(Up/K)™! = 02UI_1 with

: 1
U; = limg 00 #Um-

Lemma 1. Suppose g, = Zszl Skn/K be the proportion for category h, h = 1,...,H. Let by =

nk(c + dgng) where ¢ = ﬁ and d = —Wm, and we define b = limpg_, o0 Z,{;l br/ K.

For simplicity, we assume all networks have the same size, i.e., np = n, then b = (1_/))?71“”)). Let

0 = (01,...,0m) be the parameters of interest, with corresponding estimates 6= ((5}, ol SH), then

Var(S):Zlg:l_p
1

bpg g

4 Hypothesis Tests for Spillover Effect Heterogeneity and for the

Identification of Key Influencers

Key influencers with the largest spillover effects emerge only when there is heterogeneity in the
spillover effect across individuals or subgroups. Identifying such influencers requires not only es-
timate spillover effects but also assessing the differences in these effects across the network. For
the testing of heterogeneity, the null hypothesis assumes that there is no best subgroup (category)
among the competing options, that is, all the average spillover effect of an individual’s treatment
on neighbors’ outcomes are the same across treated subgroups. On the contrary, the alternative
hypothesis indicates that there is a best subgroup, that is, there is a subgroup of individuals who, if
treated, will have the highest average outcome among their network neighbors. A common approach
to test for this heterogeneity is the Wald (Wald, 1943) test, which evaluates whether variations in
spillover effects are statistically significant different. In Section 4.1 we first present the Wald test
for the heterogeneity in spillover effects. Then in Section 5.2 we introduce the MCB procedure to

simultaneously identify the subgroup(s) with the largest spillover effect and test for heterogeneity.
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4.1 Wald tests

For testing the heterogeneity of spillover effects, the hypotheses are: Hy : 01 = --- = 0y, Hi :
op # 0; for some h # j, which are equivalent to Hy : 61 — ég = 02 — 0y = -+ = 0g—1 — 0 =
0, Hy : (01 —0g,02 —0p, ..., 0—1 —0p) #0. Let d_ = (01 — 9,92 — g, ..., 0g—1 — ) denote
the vector of difference, with the corresponding estimator d_p. The Wald test statistic is then

W (d_p) = 87 ;;[Var(6_p)]~10_p, which asymptotically follows a x? distribution as K — co.

4.2 Multiple comparisons with the best (MCB)

Identifying which subgroup(s) has the largest spillover effect may be of interest, both to investigate
spillover heterogeneity and to select the optimal set of participants to be intervented. The MCB
procedure permits the identification of a confidence set of best candidates which cannot be statis-
tically distinguished from the unknown true best for the given data while adjusting for multiple
comparisons (Hsu, 1984, 1996). Specifically, the MCB simultaneously tests the difference between
the spillover effect of each subgroup h and that of the best of the others. Without loss of gener-
ality, we assume that a larger effect indicates a better group. That is, when we are interested in
identifying the subgroup(s) with the highest spillover effect, for each subgroup h, the MCB tests
the hypotheses H{} : Op 2> maxjzy 05, Hb: 6y < max;p 0;,

where the subgroup-specific null assumes that subgroup h is the best subgroup or not worse
than the best one. As such, we have that when for all subgroups the individual null hypothesis is
not rejected, then the null hypothesis of no heterogeneity Hy : 61 = --- = dy cannot be rejected,
ie., ﬁglleé‘ = Hjy. On the other hand, when at least one individual null Hé‘ is rejected, then the
overall null of no heterogeneity Hy is also rejected. MCB tells us with a specified level of confidence,
which groups may be the best, and it provides upper and lower bounds on the deviations of all the
groups from the best of others. Denote by By = {h : H} is true} the set of indices of true best
subgroups, and by By = {h: H{f is not true} the set of indices of non-best subgroups.

Group h is considered statistically indistinguishable from the true best at a significance level «

595,

if and only if for all j # h, e > —cl, where c! is the critical value, which is the solution
ar(op—oj
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to

P <y =1-— 5
g:gﬁg;l%._ca) a, (5)
where (z1,...,2zg—1) is an random vector distributed as multivariate t-distribution ¢, (Ry,), v is the

degree of freedom for the x? distribution of 6/, where 62 is the estimated residual variance , and
Ry, is the correlation matrix between 5j and Sh. The critical value cg depends on h, because the
correlation matrix Ry, depends on h. One way to calculate the critical value cg is using simulations,
with H distinct simulations, one for each value of h. When H is large, this will be extremely time-
consuming both because the number of simulations must be large, and because each of the individual
simulations is complicated (involving H — 1 dimensional probability calculation). Therefore, to
compute the critical values we borrow the idea of Hsu (1996), who proposed a computationally

efficient procedure.

Lemma 2. Let 6_; = (Sj—gh), Vj # h. Under the iid normal error assumption of our model, 6_ is
multivariate normally distributed and v62/o? has a x? distribution. Define R_}, as the correlation
matriz of 8_p,, i.e., R_j, = diag(1— (A2, 1=\ D)2+ M\ My DT N, Then

from (5) the critical value cl can be written as the solution to

a1 )\hz—I—cu

I L e

where ®(-) and ¢(-) are the cdf and pdf of the standard normal distribution, respectively. y(-) is the

¢(2)y(u)du =1 —a,

density function of 6/c.
Remark 1. There might exist multiple solutions of (A\},..., A% ) that p?j = )\;‘)\? foralli,j <

H — 1, but it does not affect the choice of CZ (see the proof of Lemma 2).

Denote the variance of 8, — 5j by szjh, and define the estimated set of the best subgroups
as By 1= {h: 6, > man;,gh[gj — clo /ujn}. Tt is straightforward to show that under the overall
null (i.e., when there is no heterogeneity), the probability that the set of best includes all sub-
groups is at least 1 — a: P(h € §)|51 = =--=0g) >1—a forallh = 1,...,H. This
coincides with the probability that the overall null Hy is not rejected when it is in fact true, i.e.,
P(fail to reject Hy|Hp is true}. This means that by identifying the best subgroup(s) E\o using

critical values, we ensure that the overall Type I error is controlled and lower than c.
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4.2.1 Simultaneous confidence intervals

Given the critical values cg, h =1,...,H, in the previous section, we can now adjust confidence
intervals of &, for multiple comparisons. Suppose the 1 — a confidence interval for &, — d; is
[Lnj, Up;], ie., P(0p, — 0 € [Lnj,Upj]) = 1 — «, then the probability that all the intervals cover
the corresponding true values is P(0y, — d; € [Ly;, Uy;| for all h,j,h # j) <1 — . Hence, without
adjustment for multiplicity, the rate of making incorrect decisions may be unacceptably high, and
we thus derive simultaneously confidence intervals to maintain the overall specified confidence level.

Following to Hsu (1984), the simultaneous confidence interval for 0, — max;j d; is defined as

follows:

Up, = max{0, 1]1;121(5;I - Sj + cg&\/@)}, S={h:U, >0}, L= min{o’je%{i]&h(gh - 3]- - cg&\/@)}.
(6)
Then the confidence intervals are 6, — max;-p 6; € [Ly, U] for h=1,... H.

A confidence interval for ), — max;.j §; whose lower bound is 0 indicates the hth group is the
best, and a confidence interval for ¢;, — max;.j, 0; whose upper bound is 0 indicates the hth group
is not the best. A lower bound of 0 means the hth group is one of the best, and a lower bound
close to 0 indicates the hth group is close to the best (assuming a larger 0, implies a better group).
The lower bounds measure how much the groups identified not to be the best are worse than the

true best.

Theorem 2. As K — oo, under the reqularity conditions of the GEE estimator 3, the intervals
[Ly,Up)l, h=1,...,H, defined as in Equation (6), are a set of 100(1—«)% asymptotic simultaneous
confidence intervals for 6, — max;.p 0;: P(0p, — maxjxy 6; € [Lp, Uy Yh) > 1 — . Furthermore,
when there is a unique critical value cf, the asymptotic coverage of the simultaneous confidence
interval is exactly 1 — a: P(8p — minjz, 6; € [Ly,Uy] Yh) = 1 — a., otherwise the asymptotic
coverage is strictly greater than 1 — a.

The proof is given in supplementary material S1. This theorem guarantees that the simultaneous
confidence intervals provided by the MCB procedure maintain at least 1 —« probability of correctly

covering each true parameter difference ), — max;j, d; across all groups h.

Remark 2. Suppose that a smaller treatment effect implies a better treatment, then the parameters

of interest become 0, — minjxp, 05, h = 1,..., H. Using the same definitions of the critical value ch
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in (5), but the simultaneous confidence intervals becomes

Lj, = min{0, m;?}i{(gh - 5]- — o i)}, S ={h: Ly <0}, U, = max{0, _rga};h(gh - 5j + e o)}
J JES,]

Similarly to the previous case, the coverage rate of confidence intervals still has the property that

P(éh — minj?gh (5j € [Lh, Uh] Vh) >1-—oa.

4.2.2 P-value in MCB

We define the MCB test statistics for subgroup h as T, = op — max;p 5j forh=1,...,H. Let ty
be the observed test statistics from the distribution of 7. Suppose that the overall null hypothesis

Hy: 01 =--- =4y is true, the overall p-value can be defined as

p-value P(Ty, > tp, for all h=1,..., H|Hp)

overall —

= P(b, — mj}féj >t forall h=1,..., H|Hy)
J

5h — InaX;+4p Sj g > th

= P( — > — forall h =1,..., H|Hy)
0./VUjh g o, /Ujh
o0 00 Nz + sty /(605
=1- / H o |- n/(0/jn) o(x)y(s)dzds.

0 J=00upp=1,.H \J1- )\?

Sh—maxj;éh Sj

The last line follows from the derived distribution of o /oe

(see the proof of Lemma 2 in
supplementary material S1).

On the other hand, for the p-value corresponding to the pairwise comparison with the best the
marginal distribution of Sh — max;»p 0; is a non-central t distribution. However, pairwise p-values
can be adjusted by using the conservative Bonferroni correction method which multiplies the raw
p-values by the number of tests (Dunn, 1961). The adjustment approach overcorrects according to
the false positive rate (family-wise error rate). Another very common method is to use Benjamini-

Hochberg (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995) (BH) which is more powerful and controls the false

discovery rate (FDR).
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5 Power and Sample Size

Here, we derive the power and sample size formulas to detect an heterogeneity in the spillover effect
and to correctly identify the best subgroup(s). For simplicity, we assume that all index participants

have the same number of network members, denoted as n, =n for k=1, ..., K.

5.1 Wald test

Recall that under the null hypothesis Hy, the Wald test statistic follows a central x?(p) distribution
with p being the degree of freedom. While under Hy : 6_g = (61 —0g,02—0p, -+ = dg—1—0m) # 0,
it follows a x?(H —1,9) distribution, where H —1 is the degree of freedom, and ¥ is the non-central
parameter, defined as 67 H[Var(s_ )] 7'6_pg. Therefore, the power function of the Wald test is
defined as Powery,q = f;%a(H—l) flz; H—1,9) du,

where f(z; H — 1,9) is the pdf of x?(H — 1,9).

Under a given power size 1 — 3, the sample size required for testing the heterogeneity of spillover
effects can be calculated by

o0
[, fpo) az1-5. )
Xi—a(P)

2
11—«

As fx‘?_a ®) f(z;p,9(K)) dx is an increasing function with respect to sample size K, we can find

the minimal K such that (7) holds through numerical methods.

5.2 MCB test

Hsu (1996) defined the power of MCB test as the probability of coverage rate and narrow confidence
intervals when at least one individual difference is non-zero. However, when there are multiple true
best groups, their corresponding individual difference is 0 (see Example 2 and 3 below). Hence,
we extend the definition and expression of the power for the scenario with multiple best groups.
In general, power is defined as the probability of rejecting the null when the null is false and not

rejecting it when it is true:

Poweryicp = P(Reject H|HY for all h € By & Accept HY |HY for all B’ € By) (8)
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Following Hsu (1996), we calculate (8) both based on the consideration of coverage of confidence
intervals and their width. For a non-best subgroup h € By, one way to reject Hé"b is to construct a
sufficiently narrow confidence interval for d;, — max;, d;, while still covering the true value. That
is, 0p, — max;jzp 6; > op — max;p, 5j —ch and 026\/1)]7 < |0, — max;zp §;|. For a best subgroup
h' € By, HSL, cannot be rejected as long as the confidence interval covers the true value, regardless
of the width. That is, 5 — max;4p 6; < 3h/ — max;p 5j + cg&m. Hence, the MCB power in

(8) can be writen as

Powerniop = P{(0h — Ijn;g( 05 > op — 1}12;{ Sj — cgc} vjp, and cgc}‘/vjh < I;l;g{ d; — 0n

for all h € By, 65, — mﬁi( 9; < op — mﬁgc Sj — cZ&,/vhj for all h € By}
J J

/ /oo (w) 7(u)d®(z)dux 9)

heBy 2/1 —)\}%

/ /OO o202 (;2“) r(w)d®(2)du.

heBy

where u* = miny,{max;_;(d; — 83)/(cho,/vp;)}. It can be seen that the power is approximated
by the probability of confidence coverage when the individual nulls are true, and the probability of
confidence coverage and narrow confidence intervals when the individual nulls are not true.

To better understand the MCB power, we consider the following three distinct examples:

Example 1. Let 61 = 02 = 93 =0 and 64 = 0.5. Then é_g = (—0.5,—0.5,—0.5). In this example,

there is only one single best subgroup. Then

u* roo Anz+chu
Poweryics = [y [ [Theqi 2y O ﬁ )7 (u)d®(z)du.

Example 2. Let 61 = 63 = 0 and d3 = 04 = 0.5. Then d_g = (—0.5,—0.5,0) In this example,

there are multiple best subgroups. Then

POWQI‘MCB :/ /
0 0o H

h=3

Az + ] ut oo Az + clu
1—d(———=)| r(u)d®(z)du x / / O(———=)r(u)d®(z)du.
v 1_/\%‘ 0 Jeo hel{_1[,2} \/1_’\}%

Example 3. Let 61 = 0 and 02 = 03 = 04 = 0.5. Then d_pg = (—0.5,0,0). In this example, there
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are multiple best subgroups. Then

R e Az + clhu
Poweryicp = / / 1 - o(———==—
0 oo H ( vV 1- A%L )

he{2,3}

r(u)d®(z)du ></ / H )\% r(u)d®(z)du.

Remark 3. On the connection between the power function and narrowness of confidence intervals.
Consider Fxample 2, for testing HS’ : 03 — max;x30; > 0, that is, group 3 is one of the best.
The upper bound for 61 — max;q 3]- s always positive whatever the narrowness of the confidence
interval, because its distribution is centered at a non-negative value. Thus, we cannot reject the
null assumption that group 3 is the best. However, when testing the null for subgroup 1, with
01 — 64 = —0.5, the distribution of 51 — max;-1 5j is centered at 61 — max;y 0; = —0.5, and under
the narrowness condition, the upper bound will be 0, and thus we reject the null that no any group
1s the best. Therefore, coverage and narrowness conditions can imply the rejection of the null when

it is not true.

In general, given confidence level 1 — «, the sample size is calculated such that, with a pre-
specified probability 1 — 8 (< 1 — «), the confidence intervals will cover the true parameter and
be sufficiently narrow. The power function defined in (9) involves a double integral of complex
functions, with the sample size influencing \; and ¢?. As a result, deriving a closed-form solution
for the sample size is highly challenging. To address this, in our implementation the power is
given graphically as a function of the sample size, which allows for the rapid determination of the

appropriate sample size by simple inspection.

5.3 Comparison of Wald and MCB tests

Although both the Wald and MCB procedures test for heterogeneity of spillover effects, MCB
further identifies the best subgroup(s) based on the simultaneous comparisons for each subgroup
with adjustment for multiple comparisons. Intuitively, the Wald test is expected to be more powerful
since it only involves a single test of multiple parameters.

Here, we compare the efficiency of the two tests and investigate how design input parameters
affect the power. In particular, we investigate the role of ICC p,, the number of network members
n, and the effect sizes As in heterogeneity of spillover effects by simulations. For fixed o2 = 1

and p = 0.5, we let py, vary from 0 to 1, n € {2,3,5,10}, and calculate the number of required
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egonetworks K for & = 0.05 and 5 = 0.1. Here we consider the covariate X1j to be categorical with
H categories, where we let H = 3,4,5 and 6. In addition, we consider the structure of alternative
hypothesis as in Example 1 (unique best) and Example 3 (multiple best) in Section 5.2.

Figure 1 , corresponding to Example 1, and Figure 2, corresponding to Example 3, show the
relationship between the required number of egonetworks and the parameters, p, and the number
of social network members in each egonetwork n. It is seen that for a given power, a larger p, tends
to require, after an initial increase, a lower K. This means that the stronger the network members’
outcome distribution resembles that of their index participant, the fewer number of networks K are
needed to identify the best subgroup(s). Furthermore, a smaller egonetwork size n requires a larger
number of egonetworks under a given power. In general, under the same scenario, MCB requires
more egonetworks than the Wald test because the latter is a single-step test while the MCB will
lose some power due to the multiple testing.

Figure 1 and Figure 2 show a similar pattern of the sample size with respect to the parameters
py and n. However, the required number of egonetworks in the unique best scenario are larger than
that in the multiple best scenario mainly because the distance between the null and alternative is

large.
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(a) Wald test (b) MCB test

Figure 1: Minimum required number of egonetworks for the Wald test (left) and the MCB test
(right) for testing the heterogeneity of spillover effects when H = 3,4,5,6 for Example 1 in which
d_g =c¢(—0.5,-0.5,—0.5).
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Figure 2: Minimum required number of egonetworks for the Wald test (left) and the MCB test
(right) for testing the heterogeneity of spillover effects when H = 3,4,5,6 for Example 3 in which
0_pg =¢(—0.5,0,0).

6 Simulation Study

To evaluate the finite sample performance of the MCB procedure to identify the best subgroup(s),
we conducted a simulation study under different heterogeneity scenarios of the spillover effects,

with one or multiple best subgroups and with different differences between the subgroups.

6.1 Simulation setting

We generate the network data under an ENRT design by the following steps: 1). Generate K = 5000
egonetworks with n = 5 social network members within each egonetwork; 2). Randomly assign the
K index participants into H = 4 subgroups with probability g = (¢1,...,95) = (1/H,...,1/H);
3). Randomly assign treatment to all the index participants with probability p = 0.5; 4). Generate
Y;1. based on the model (3). The variance of the random effect and residual error are o2 = 4 and
02 =1 such that 0® = 5 and p, = 0.8. Let ((1,...,¢(g) = (1,...,1). The type I error for computing
the simultaneous confidence intervals and test is a = 0.05.

We consider the following four scenarios:

Scenario 1 Single best subgroup: d = (1,2, 3,4). The subgroup 4 is the best. Hence the differences

with the true best of others are As = (0, — max;»pd;,h =1,...,H) = (-3,-2,-1,1).
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Scenario § True Bias StdE(eStdE)  C(«) MCB

Wald

Compare Pval®* Pval C(a)* C(a) Power Power
0 1 0.013 0.052 (0.058) 0.952 6, —é64 0.011 0.964
02 2 0.038 0.052 (0.051) 0.956 02 —d4  0.017 0.971
1 03 3 0.050 0.052 (0.058) 0.948 93 —464  0.061 0.008 0.970 0-953 0.844 1.000
04 4 0.039 0.052 (0.059) 0.951 94 — 063  0.982 0.986
01 1 0.043 0.052 (0.055) 0.946 61 —4d4 0.015 0.956
02 2 0.013 0.052 (0.050)  0.955 d2 —d4  0.042 0.965
2 03 4 0.051 0.052 (0.057) 0.950 403 —d4  0.962 0.008 0.981 0.948 ~0.890 0.998
04 4 0.022 0.052 (0.051) 0.951 64 —63  0.964 0.978
0 1 0.023 0.052 (0.058)  0.953 6, —d4 0.013 0.962
d2 3.5 0.011 0.052 (0.050) 0.948 2 —4d4  0.078 0.961
3 03 4 0.032 0.052 (0.059)  0.951 d3—4d4 0.955 0.012 0.982 0-955 0.821 0.972
04 4 0.011 0.052 (0.050) 0.950 04 — 63  0.958 0.986
0 2 0.016 0.052 (0.057) 0.952 461 —4d4 0.985 0.994
02 2 0.024 0.052 (0.053) 0.952 d2 — 04  0.992 0.994 -
4 03 2 0.038 0.052 (0.050) 0.948 403 —4d4  0.989 0-992 0.993 0-968 0.976
04 2 0.048 0.052 (0.051) 0.951 64 —463  0.990 0.994

Table 1: Simulation results for Scenario 1, 2, 3 and 4. The Wald power for Scenario 4 is not
provided, as it is undefined given the null hypothesis is true.

Scenario 2 Multiple best subgroups: & = (1,2,4,4). The subgroups 3 and 4 are the best. Hence
Ay =(-3,-2,0,0).

Scenario 3 Multiple best subgroups: § = (1, 3.5,4,4). The subgroups 3 and 4 are the best. Hence
Ay = (—3,-0.5,0,0). Unlike Scenario 2, the difference between the best subgroup(s) and the

second-best subgroup(s) is smaller in this scenario.

6.2 Results

Table 1 shows the results for the four scenarios. C(«) is the coverage rate indicating the proportion
of the 95% confidence intervals estimated by the GEE model that covered the true parameters.
StdE is the asymptotic standard deviation calculated from lemma 1 and is averaged across 1000

* is the coverage rate for a

simulations. We also report its empirical counterpart (eStdE). C(«)
single comparison for the MCB confidence intervals. Pval* is the BH adjusted individual p-value
for a single comparison defined in Section 4.2.2. Both Pwal and Puval* are averaged over 1000

repetitions. Although we would prefer to compare the numerical coverage rate to the theoretical

22



value, by theorem 2, the theoretical value is unavailable for the multiple best scenarios although its
lower bound is guaranteed to be 1 — a. The performance of the coverage rates of MCB algins with
Theorem 2. The coverage rate converges to 95% when the difference between the best subgroup(s)
and the second-best subgroup(s) is substantial, While for other cases the coverage rate is bounded
below by 95%

It is seen that the bias of the estimate for & is very small. When the sample size is large
enough (in our example the number of networks is 5000), the empirical variance convergences to
the theoretical variance, and hence the 1 — « confidence intervals cover the true parameter with
probability around 95%. But for the MCB test, the coverage rate of each comparison d;, —max;j, 6;
is larger than the overall coverage rate, because the overall coverage rate is in fact the probability
that the simultaneous confidence intervals cover all the true parameters. The power of the Wald
test, in scenarios with heterogeneity, convergences to the asymptotic power (the theoretical value
is 1) when the sample size is large enough. The MCB power is always lower than that of the Wald
test, as proven in the previous section.

The results for Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 in Table 1 show the Wald test power will decrease if the
difference between the null and alternative becomes smaller, which is consistent with asymptotic
results. The MCB power in Scenario 2 is larger than that in Scenario 1, because there are only two
non-best groups in Scenario 2 (this means intuitively it only needs to reject the null twice in stead of
three times as in scenario 1), even through the difference between the null and alternative becomes
smaller. In Scenario 4, the p-value of MCB approaches 1 implying non-existence of heterogeneity.
Furthermore, the coverage rate is significantly above 95% because there is no difference between

any two subgroups, making it the most challenging scenario for identifying the best subgroup(s).

7 Illustrative Example

HIV prevention intervention studies have shown that injection drug use and sexual transmission
among the injection drug users are major sources of HIV infection (Davey-Rothwell et al., 2011;
Tobin et al., 2011). Here, we analysis the data from the STEP into Action study (Tobin et al.,
2011), an ENRT which randomized active injection drug users, referred to as index participants,

to receive a training to be health educators and focus outreach specifically to individuals in their
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social network who inject or are sexual partners, referred here to as social network members (SNMs).
Spillover of HIV behavioral interventions is common due to peer influence. For instance, educating
one drug user about risky behaviors may affect the drug injection and sexual behaviors of their
drug-sharing or sex partners. Additionally, some individuals who receive the intervention, may be
more likely to influence others’ behaviors. Identifying and targeting these influential individuals
would improve the effectness of HIV interventions. Therefore, we will estimate the spillover effect
and identify the key influencers who can greatly affect their network members’ behaviors.

The STEP trial was conducted from Mach of 2004 to March of 2006. Two hundred and twenty
seven index participants are randomly assigned to the intervention group (114) and control group
(113). Each index participant is asked to invite between one and five SNMs into the study to enable
assessment of spillover effects. In total, 424 individuals are recruited as network members. The
outcomes of both index participants and network members are measured by index injection and
sex risk behaviors. Follow-up periods were at 6, 12 and 18 month after the baseline session. In
the analysis of this data, the 18 months follow-up period is used. The demographic characteristics
serving as potential covariates to assess heterogeneity include age, race, education, homelessness
and current employment status.

Here, the outcome is measured by a summary of injection and drug splitting risks. We consider
the age-education as the categorical variable Xj;i, there are six levels for age-education: young
- elementary school (level 1), young - high school (level 2), young - college (level 3), midage -
elementary school (level 4), midage - high school (level 5) and midage -college (level 6). We also
explored other categorical variables (see the results in supplementary material S4).

Table 2 represents results of the mixed effect regression model estimating the spillover effects
(on,h = 1,..., H) for subgroups defined by age and education levels. The findings indicate sig-
nificant spillover effect in risky behavior for subgroups with age-education levels 1, 4 and 6. The
Wald test for spillover effects with null hypothesis Hg : 61 = -+ = dg = 0, confirms the existence
of significant spillover effects.

Table 3 shows the results of MCB test. Since the outcome is the HIV risk score, smaller values
indicate better spillover effects. The Wald test for heterogeneity of spillover effect (Hp : 61 =
.-+ = dp) shows at least one subgroup that significantly differs from the others. The simultaneous

confidence intervals reveal that subgroups with age-education levels 1 and 2 are significantly inferior
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to the best groups with age-education levels 3, 4, 5 and 6, whose simultaneous confidence intervals

cover (0, while the confidence intervals for other levels are greater than 0.

coefficient estimate std.error t value p-value Wald
age_edul ((1) 2.096 0.089 23.557 0.000
age_edu2 ((2) 2.108 0.118 17.921 0.000
age_edu3 ((3) 1.903 0.183 10.380 0.000
age_edud () 2.092 0.114 18.295  0.000
age_edub ((5) 1.849 0.152 12.171 0.000

age_edub ((g) 2.014 0.195 10.338 0.000

age_edu_treatl (1) -0.388 0.134  -2.890 0.004
age_edu_treat2 (d2) -0.162 0.160 -1.014 0.312
age_edu_treat3 (d3) -0.276 0.269 -1.025 0.307 0.000
age_edu_treatd (d4) -0.446 0.141  -3.160 0.002
age_edu_treath (d5) -0.340 0.203 -1.671 0.097
age_edu_treat6 (Jg) -1.008 0.300 -3.361 0.001

Table 2: Mixed effect model estimation for subgrous defined by age-education.

contrast estimate std.error t value p-value Ly, U, Wald

01 —minjz 6;  0.620 0328  1.887  0.083 0.000 1.324
y—minjzd;  0.845 0340 2487  0.022 0.000 1.574
03 —minjz3d; 0731 0403 1814  0.096 -0.133 1.595
4 —minjzd; 0561 0331 1.694 0120 -0.149 1.272
05 —minjzs0;  0.668 0362 1.844  0.091 -0.108 1.444
6 —minjzd;  -0.561 0331 1.694 0120 -1.272 0.149

0.021

Table 3: P-value and simultaneous confidence intervals of MCB test for subgroups defined by age-
education.

8 Conclusion and Discussion

This paper develops a methodology for assessing the heterogeneity of spillover effects in egocentric
network-based randomized trials (ENRTS), with a focus on identifying subgroups of key influencers
who maximize the impact of interventions on their social network neighbors. By leveraging a
regression-based framework and the Multiple Comparison with the Best (MCB) test, we provide
a statistical approach to identify the subgroup of index participants who would have the highest
average spillover effect on their network members.

In addition, we generalize the standard MCB (Hsu, 1996) in several ways. First, Hsu (1996)
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assumed an equicorrelation structure for Ry, and required Rj to be identical across subgroups.
Here, we extend the MCB method to a general covariance structure. Furthermore, to compute crit-
ical values for each subgroup, we use a computationally efficient double integral approach, avoiding
the need for numerically simulating a H-dimensional distribution for each subgroup. Second, Hsu
(1996) claimed exact coverage rate of 1 — o for MCB simultaneous confidence intervals under the
assumption that the difference between the best and the second best goes to infinity (without rig-
orous proof). Our approach relaxes this assumption, requiring only the presence of the unique best
subgroup while maintaining the exact coverage rate under the proposed framework and estima-
tors. Lastly, we generalize the concept of power in the standard MCB framework to accommodate
scenarios with multiple best subgroups.

This work is affected by some limitations. Our study design assumes uniform network sizes,
which may not reflect real-world variability. Future research could explore methods to accommodate
varying network sizes effectively. Another limitation is the neighborhood interference assumption,
which may be violated when the outcome is measured long after the treatment and network members
of different networks are connected. Our non-overlapping egonetworks assumption may also be
violated when some network members are connected to multiple index participants. In this case,
spillover exposure may not be binary and spillover effects may be defined for different contrasts

with potentially different best subgroups for each contrast.
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