
DETECTING TREATMENT EFFECT MODIFIERS IN SOCIAL
NETWORKS

A PREPRINT

Amir Gilad∗, Harsh Parikh∗, Sudeepa Roy, Babak Salimi

ABSTRACT

We study treatment effect modifiers for causal analysis in a social network, where neighbors’ char-
acteristics or network structure may affect the outcome of a unit, and the goal is to identify sub-
populations with varying treatment effects using such network properties. We propose a novel
framework called Testing-for-Effect-Modifier (TEEM) for this purpose that facilitates data-driven
decision making by testing hypotheses about complex effect modifiers in terms of network features
or network patterns (e.g., characteristics of neighbors of a unit or belonging to a triangle), and by
identifying sub-populations for which a treatment is likely to be effective or harmful. We describe
a hypothesis testing approach that accounts for unit’s covariates, their neighbors’ covariates and
patterns in the social network, and devise an algorithm incorporating ideas from causal inference,
hypothesis testing, and graph theory to verify a hypothesized effect modifier. We perform extensive
experimental evaluations with a real development economics dataset about the treatment effect of
belonging to a financial support network called self-help groups on risk tolerance, and also with
a synthetic dataset with known ground truths simulating a vaccine efficacy trial, to evaluate our
framework and algorithms.

1 Introduction

Causal inference is at the heart of empirical research and principled decision-making in natural and social sciences, and
is practically indispensable in epidemiology [48], clinical research [9], public policy [39], economics [8], and other
domains [2, 3]. In causal inference, we go beyond establishing correlation or prediction, and are interested in making
causal statements using the concepts of counterfactuals and interventions about a treatment (e.g., administering a
vaccine) on some outcome of interest (e.g., not being infected by the targeted disease). While a randomized controlled
trial, which divides the participating units or subjects into treatment and control groups at random and evaluates the
difference of outcome in these two groups, is considered the gold standard for causal analysis, due to cost or ethics
concerns, we often need to rely on observational causal studies using collected data under various assumptions as
studied in the literature in statistics (e.g., Rubin’s potential outcome framework [51]) or AI (e.g., Pearl’s probabilistic
causal model [44]).

A typical assumption made in the causality literature is no-interference or independence among units, meaning that the
assigned treatment of one unit should not affect the outcome of another unit (called interference or spill-over effects)
[41, 54] 2. However, in many studies in social science, the units may directly or indirectly interact with each other in
different ways and as a result, a unit’s outcome might be influenced by the behavior, states, or characteristics of its
social ties in a network, which leads to violation of the no-interference assumption [65]. Examples of such interference
include detecting evidence of indirect protection from cholera vaccines when the vaccination rate of individuals in the
social network is high [49], or showing that indirect reciprocity inherent in closed triads is linked to cooperation
between individuals [47].

This paper focuses on the study of treatment effect modifiers [45] or effect heterogeneity for causal analysis in a social
network. In a causal study, different units may exhibit different levels of response to the applied treatment based on

∗Both authors contributed equally to this research.
2Rubin’s potential outcome framework [51], which is a prominent approach for causal inference in statistical studies, relies on

the “Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA)”, which includes the assumption of no-interference.
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Table 1: A toy table of units for Example 1.1.
ID Occupation (O) Election Card (E) SHG (T ) Loan (Y ) TE
1 Farm Labour Yes Yes No 0
2 Factory worker No No Yes 0.5
3 Farm Labour Yes Yes No 0
4 Farm Labour No Yes Yes 1
5 Farm Labour Yes Yes Yes 0.5
6 Farm Labour No No No 1
7 Farm Labour Yes Yes Yes 0
8 Factory worker Yes Yes Yes 0
9 Factory worker No No Yes 0
10 Factory worker No Yes Yes 0
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Figure 1: An example network of social contacts corresponding to the units in Table 1 for Example 1.1.

their characteristics, and the effect heterogeneity problem aims to infer this degree of causal effects on different units.
As an example, one of the key objectives in clinical research is not only to discover effects of medical treatments at
the entire population-level, but also to ascertain treatment effects on different sub-populations (e.g., whether a new
vaccine is beneficial or harmful based on age or previous health conditions of individuals). While different hypothesis
tests for the heterogeneity of a population in a study have been proposed in the literature [68, 5], along with a large
body of work on testing statistical hypotheses (e.g., [59, 70, 37, 56, 38]), such tests do not take into account the context
of the social network like possible effects of the neighbors’ covariates or the network structure on the outcome. On the
other hand, while there has been a recent surge of interest in causal inference in social networks [41, 6, 58], they have
not focused on the effect heterogeneity problem. Indeed, reasoning about effect modification and heterogeneity in
social networks poses new conceptual and computational challenges. We illustrate a possible scenario in the following
example.

Example 1.1 In developing countries like India, it is challenging for many poor households to have access to financial
instruments such as loans and insurance plans due to lack of assets, monetary support, or the necessary knowledge.
In this situation, self-help groups (SHG) or saving groups have become quite popular across villages in India and
are also promoted by the government. A SHG [33] is a voluntary community-based group with a small number
of members (typically 10-20, and often comprising women from similar social and economic backgrounds), who pool
their resources to become financially stable, taking loans from their collective savings in times of emergency, important
life events, or to purchase assets. Often, individuals who are part of an SHG can use the pooled wealth as mortgage
for loans. We use a 2010 survey data from 77 villages in Karnataka, India [32, 7] to examine the causal effect of
belonging to an SHG on financial risk tolerance (measured as the presence of outstanding loans). The survey contains
data about individuals in two forms: their social interactions with non-relatives (a toy example of the social network
is shown in Figure 1), along with information about each person (shown in Table 1). The information displayed for
each person in Table 1 includes the occupation of that person, whether they have an election card (an identity proof
for Indian citizens), whether they have savings, whether they belong to an SHG, and whether they have outstanding
loans. A causal inference algorithm can then estimate for each person, the effect of being in an SHG (treatment) on
having outstanding loans (outcome). This estimated treatment effect (TE) is shown in the gray column in Table 1 that
we formally define in Section 2.

Notice that there are three distinct values in the gray column, namely 0, 0.5, and 1, thus, there is heterogeneity in the
treatment effect. Furthermore, consider the Election Card (E) column. All people with election cards have treatment
effect ≤ 0.5 (in particular, there are those with treatment effect 0), while all people without them have treatment effect
≥ 0.5 (in particular, there are those with treatment effect 1). Thus, splitting the population into two groups: those with
an election card and those without it will split the treatment effect as well, suggesting election card is a potential effect
modifier.

Suppose we are further interested in testing whether two other properties are effect modifiers: (1) interactions with
people who work in Farm Labour, and (2) being part of a triad (i.e., belong to a 3-clique). This requires analysis that
goes beyond knowing the properties of each person given in Table 1 since we also have to consider the features of the
neighbors as well as local network structure of each person as shown in Figure 1.
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Our Contributions

We propose a novel framework called Testing-for-Effect-Modifier (TEEM) for the estimation of treatment effect
heterogeneity and detecting effect modifiers, tailored to causal inference in social networks. With our framework,
researchers can create and test hypotheses about complex effect modifiers in terms of network features or network
patterns, e.g., whether agents might financially cooperate due to indirect reciprocity relying on social capital [47]. The
TEEM framework facilitates decision makings and effective interventions by allowing

1. testing for existence or lack of existence for various kinds of heterogeneous treatment effects using summa-
rized properties of network features or neighborhood structures,

2. identification of sub-populations for which a treatment is effective, neutral, or harmful, and
3. generalization of causal effect estimates and causal conclusions obtained from a study sample to a target

population based on relative distributions of different sub-populations.

Our technical contributions in the paper are as follows.

Model and framework: We define a causal model for social networks that captures complex effect modifiers that
may arise because of complex social interaction between the units, i.e., effect modifiers associated with the neighbors’
covariates on the outcome and the network structure associated with each unit. We then propose a novel hypothesis
testing approach based on the standard I2 test [29] that accounts for neighbors’ covariates and patterns in the social
network. Since the number of neighbors of each unit in the network may be different, we use the concept of covariate
summary proposed in [54]. Given a covariate of a unit in the social network, we aggregate this covariate across all
neighbors into a single summarized number (e.g., the percentage of neighbors who work as Farm Labour). We further
define a desideratum for matching network patterns to parts of the social network. Intuitively, we define a network
pattern with a specific distinguished node and say that a network pattern matches the local network structure of a unit
if there is a subgraph isomorphism from the pattern to the subgraph where the distinguished node is mapped to the
unit.

Algorithm for testing: We devise an algorithm for testing effect modifiers. The algorithm incorporates ideas from
causal inference, hypothesis testing, and graph theory. In particular, our solution uses existing causal inference tech-
niques from the literature to compute the treatment effect for each unit (conditional treatment effect) and subgraph
isomorphism concepts to compute the value of the hypothesized effect modifier for each unit. Once these are com-
puted, our solution estimates the influence of the covariate on the treatment effect.

Experimental study: We provide an extensive experimental evaluation using the real social network described in
our example [32, 7] as well as synthetic data with known ground truth, simulating a vaccine efficacy trial. Through
the synthetic data, we examine the effect of the number of units and the noise in the potential outcome on our test.
Our results indicate that as the number of units increases, the true effect modifiers become more evident and that our
solution becomes relatively insensitive to high levels of noise. Through the real data, we demonstrate a use-case,
showing our system’s performance and its ability to find effect modifiers in a large scale network (∼17K units).

Roadmap. In the rest of the paper, we review some background concepts (Section 2), describe our TEEM framework
(Section 3), give algorithms (Section 4), describe the experimental study (Section 5), review related work (Section 6),
and conclude with future research directions (Section 7).

2 Causal Inference on Social Networks

In this section, we introduce and discuss relevant concepts about causal inference and social networks. As a convention,
capital letters are used to denote random variables and bold capital letters are used to denote sets or vectors.

Social networks: A social network G is defined as a tuple comprising a set of units V , a set of ties E, and a set of
observed variables Z corresponding to the units in V . We denote the set of all covariates corresponding to unit i ∈ V
as Zi ⊆ Z such that for all i 6= j ∈ V , Zi ∩ Zj = ∅ and Z =

⋃
i∈V Zi. For all i ∈ V , all Zi have the same set

of covariates corresponding to the respective unit, i.e., if for a unit i ∈ V there is a variable Xi ∈ Zi, then there is
a corresponding variable Xk ∈ Zk for any k ∈ V with an analogous interpretation. If |V | = n then we consider
|E| = n2 such that for Ei,j ∈ E, if Ei,j = 1 then there is a tie between units i and j, and if Ei,j = 0 then the tie
between units i and j is absent. By default, we assume Ei,i = 1 and Ei,j = Ej,i for all i, j ∈ V . Intuitively, the ties in
a social network work as information pathway such that, if Ei,j = 1, some observed covariate Ai ∈ Zi corresponding
to unit i ∈ V can be correlated with a covariate Bj ∈ Zj corresponding to unit j ∈ V . For a unit i ∈ V , the ego-
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Table 2: Notations
G Social Network
Ei,j Random indicator variable of a tie between i and j
N(i) The neighbors of unit i in the network

G[N(i)] The subgraph of the social network induced by N(i)
G Causal DAG
Zi Vector of random variables for unit i
Ti Treatment/intervention choice for unit i
Yi Observed outcome for unit i

Yi(t, tN(i))
Potential outcome for unit i under the treatment choice t and the neighbors’ treatment choice tN(i)

τ̄ Average direct effect (ADE)
τ(x) Conditional direct effect (CDE) conditioned on x

centric social network (or in short, ego-centric network) is a sub-networkG[N(i)] = (V [N(i)],E[N(i)],Z[N(i)])
such that V [N(i)] = {j | Ei,j = 1}, E[N(i)] = {Ej,k | j, k ∈ V [N(i)]}, and Z[N(i)] =

⋃
k∈V [N(i)]Zk.

2.1 Probabilistic Causal Model and Graph

We use Pearl’s probabilistic causal models to define a data generative model for social networks that enable us to
reason about the effects of interventions. (We refer the reader to [44] for basics of probabilistic causal models).

Causal models for social networks. A probabilistic causal model for a social network G is a tuple M =
(ε,Z,E, P rε,φ, ρ), where ε is a set of unobserved exogenous variables distributed according to Prε, E is a set
of observed network variables for each tie in the social network, Z is a set of observed (endogenous) variables,
and φ and ρ are (sets of) structural equation(s) that respectively describe the network and covariate generative pro-
cess as follows. We assume that the network generative process is exogenous to covariate generative process, i.e.,
the network ties are generated according to an structural equation ρ : Dom(ε) → Dom(E) where Dom denotes
the domain. Furthermore, we assume covariates X ∈ Z are generated according to structural equations of the form
φX : Dom(PaZ(X))×Dom(PaE(X))×Dom(Paε(X))→ Dom(X), where Paε(X) ⊆ ε, PaZ(X) ⊆ Z−{X}
and PaE(X) ⊆ E.

Causal Graph: A probabilistic causal model is associated with a causal graph G, whose nodes are the endogenous
variablesZ and network variablesE, and whose edges are all pairs (Z,X) (directed edges) such that Z ∈ PaE(X)∪
PaZ(X). Therefore, we refer to PaZ(X) and PaE(X), respectively as endogenous parents and network parents of
X . In this paper, we limit our discussions to probabilistic causal models corresponding to acyclic causal graph.

The probability distribution Prε induces a probability distribution over endogenous variables and network variables,
denoted PrZ and PrE , respectively. The causal DAG hides exogenous variables (since they are unobserved) and
instead captures their effect on endogenous and structural variable by defining a probability distribution Prε. We
assume the social network data is generated according to a probabilistic causal modelM and we use it to estimate the
parameters of Prε required for causal analysis (see Section 2.3).

2.2 Assumptions

Here we list some intuitive assumptions for causal models in social network in this work as standard in the literature;
we refer to [41, 58, 54] for formal definitions. Observability: We assume that we observe all endogenous variables
and network variables described in the causal graph, and the causal graph is exhaustive. This is equivalent to no
unobserved confounder assumption which is common in causal inference literature [52]. Unit homogeneity: All
endogenous variables of the same kind for all units have analogous generative process (as functions of their respective
parents), i.e., under unit homogeneity, if for unit i there is an Xi ∈ Zi generated with structural equation φX then for
all j ∈ V , there is an analogous Xj ∈ Zj generated with the same structural equation φX .

Scope of influence: Intuitively, the scope of influence refers to the minimum distance between two units in a social
network that can influence each other (i.e., the minimum number of ties to reach a unit from the other). If the scope
of influence is r, then for any variable Xi ∈ Zi, PaZ(Xi) ∩Zk = ∅, for all k for which the social network distance
between k and i is > r. If r = 0, we are in the classic case where one unit’s variables are independent of the others
and there is no interference. In this work, we restrict our analysis to r = 1 (i.e., we consider only the direct neighbors’
influence), however our framework can be generalized to support r > 1.

Distribution preserving covariate summary: In a social network setting where the scope of influence r > 0, the
number of endogenous and network parents for each covariate can vary across units, because the number of neighbors
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of each unit may differ. Previous work [54, 41] suggested using embeddings or summary functions to summarize
the values of the neighbors’ covariates for each unit. We employ a similar idea of distribution-preserving covariate
summary function ψX on neighbors’ covariates Xj as follows. For a unit i ∈ V and covariates Xj’s, where j’s are
neighbors of i, ψX maps a variable-size set with elements from the domain of Xj’s to a real number such that if for
another covariate Yi of i, if Xj’s are parents of Yi in G, then the probability distribution PrYi

before and after this
summarization of Xj’s using ψX remains the same.

2.3 Potential Outcomes and Treatment Effects

Interventions and potential outcomes: An intervention or treatment on a variable Ti, denoted Ti ← t, is an operation
that modifies the underlying probabilistic causal model by replacing the structural equations associated with Ti with
a constant t. The potential outcome of a variable Yi after the intervention Ti ← t, denoted Yi(t), is the solution to
Yi in the modified set of structural equations. In the context of social networks, to measure the interference or spill-
over effects of treatment, we are interested in potential outcomes Yi(t, tN(i)) that represents the outcome Yi after an
interventions in which a unit i received the treatment t, i.e, Ti ← t, and its neighbors N(i) received the (vector of)
treatments tN(i). From now on, for simplicity, we will refer to the outcome for any unit i ∈ V as Yi, treatment as Ti,
and all the other endogenous variables as the vector Xi = Zi \ {Yi, Ti}. We also restrict our discussions to binary
treatments as standard in the literature, i.e., Ti ∈ {0, 1}.

Example 2.1 Consider the covariates in Table 1 and social network shown in Figure 1. Here, for unit 4, we are
interested in understanding the effect of participation in an SHG on financial risk tolerance. Thus, here our treatment
is T4 = SHG4 and outcome Y4 = Loan4. Then, Y4(1, tN(4)) is the potential loan status of unit 4 if it is participating
in a SHG and Y4(0, tN(4)) is the potential loan status if it is not participating in a SHG, where tN(4) is the treatment
choice of unit 4’s neighbors. However, the observed outcome is Y4 = T4Y4(1)+(1−T4)Y4(0). Thus, we only observe
Y4(1) if the unit participates in a SHG and Y4(0) if the unit does not participate in a SHG.

Treatment effect: The effect of a binary treatment Ti on an outcome Yi can be measured by comparing the distribution
of the potential outcomes Yi(1) and Yi(0). The difference between their expectations measures the Average Treatment
Effect (ATE) E[Yi(1) − Yi(0)] [51]. Further, in a social network, we can distinguish between the direct effect (the
effect due to one’s own treatment) and the spill-over effect (the effect due to its neighbors’ treatments) by Average
Direct Effect (ADE) and Average Indirect Effect (AIE) as follows [54]:

ADEi = E[Yi(1, tN(i))− Yi(0, tN(i))]

AIEi = E[Yi(t, tN(i))− Yi(t, t′N(i))]

Example 2.2 In our running example, consider unit 7 which is connected to unit 8 via a network tie as shown in
Figure 1. The potential outcome of unit 7 when unit 7 has treatment t7 and unit 8 has treatment choice t8 is Y7(t7, t8).
Here, the direct effect for unit 7 when unit 8 has treatment choice t8 isADE7 = Y7(1, t8)−Y7(0, t8), and analogously
the indirect effect for unit 7 when unit 7 has treatment choice t7 is AIE7 = Y7(t7, 1)− Y7(t7, 0).

In this paper, we primarily focus on the direct effect, which is often the primary quantity of interest in social and
epidemiological sciences [40]. Extending ADE, we measure the Conditional Direct Effect (CDE) for sub-population
withX = x:

CDEi,X=x = E[Yi(1, tN(i))− Yi(0, tN(i))|X = x]

As a shorthand, we will denote ADEi and CDEi,X=x respectively by τ̄i and τi(x). From the unit homogeneity
assumption, potential outcomes and treatment effects for each unit i ∈ V have equivalent and homogeneous interpre-
tation. Thus, for simplicity, we drop the subscript when it is clear from the context, i.e., ∀i ∈ V , τi(x) = τ(x).

3 Framework

In this section, we describe our Testing-for-Effect-Modifier (TEEM) framework for effect heterogeneity. First, we
define a social network pattern and the corresponding subgraph isomorphism problem, and then we discuss treatment
effect heterogeneity and formalize the concept of effect modifiers. Then, we introduce the concept of hypothesized
effect modifiers and the TEEM criterion.

Network patterns: We begin by defining a network pattern as a graph that is isomorphic to a sub-network induced by
the neighbors of a unit in the network.

5
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Definition 3.1 (Network pattern) A network pattern P is a network with a covariate vector for each node and one
distinguished node v∗p ∈ P .

This definition is reminiscent of the notion of structural equivalence [69], previously devised in the context of social
networks. Intuitively, a network pattern serves as an implicit effect modifier that influences heterogeneity.

Example 3.2 A 3-clique (a ‘triangle’) over the nodes a, b, c with a as the distinguished node is a network pattern.

Definition 3.3 (Pattern preserving isomorphism) Given a unit in a social network i, a network pattern P with a
distinguished node v∗p ∈ P , a pattern-preserving isomorphism is an isomorphism f : P → G′ where G′ is a
subgraph ofG[N(i)] and f(v∗p) = i.

Example 3.4 Consider the network in Figure 1 with the node 4 and the triangle network pattern described in Example
3.2. A pattern-preserving isomorphism f can be defined as follows. f(a) = 4, f(b) = 5, f(c) = 6.

Heterogeneous effects and effect modifiers: Given a set of endogenous variables or network variablesW ∈ Z ∪E,
if there exist two values w and w′ in Dom(W ) such that the τ(w) 6= τ(w′), i.e., the CDE varies according to the
two sub-populations with W = w and W = w′, the treatment effect is called heterogeneous and the variables W is
called treatment effect modifier [27, 66].

Example 3.5 Continuing our running example, consider the treatment effect (TE) column in Table 1. In Example
1.1, we hypothesized that the unit covariate Election Card (E) is an effect modifier. Furthermore, if we consider the
contrast of treatment effects for units with a triangle(s) in their egocentric network and the units without any triangle
in their egocentric network, then the units that have triangle(s) have higher treatment effect on average compared to
the other unit. Thus, both election card and network pattern ’triangle’ are possible effect modifiers.

Definition 3.6 (Hypothesized Effect Modifiers) Given social network G = (V ,E,Z), for all unit i ∈ V , a hy-
pothesized effect modifier is a random variable which can be one of (1) a covariate of the unit i, Xi ∈ Xi, (2) a
summarized covariate for unit i’s neighbors ψX(XN(i)), or (3) an indicator of a network pattern P inG[N(i)].

Example 3.7 Reconsider the 3-clique pattern defined in Example 3.2. The random variable H = “Is there a pattern
preserving isomorphism between the triangle pattern and the ego-centric network of the unit?” is a hypothesized
covariate (of type (3) above). Other examples include the possession of an election card by the individual as shown in
Example 1.1 (of type (1) above), and the average number of neighbors possessing election cards (of type (2) above).

Criterion for TEEM: Intuitively, we are interested in checking whether a hypothesized covariate H is an effect
modifier or not. Let τ(h) = E[Yi(1, tN(i)) − Yi(0, tN(i))|H = h], τ̄ = E[τ(h)], and ν2(h) = E[(Yi(1, tN(i)) −
Yi(0, tN(i)))

2|H = h] − τ2(h) . It is easy to verify that if H is an effect modifier then ∆2
H = E[(τ(h) − τ̄)2] > 0,

otherwise ∆2
H = 0.

The described question of test for hypothesized covariate (along with the assumptions) is analogous to the problem of
testing for heterogeneity in meta-analysis. Thus, we adapt the I2 measure, proposed by [28, 29], as a test statistic to
answer our question. The definition of I2 relies on the seminal work of Cochran [13], namely, Cochran’s Q measure
of heterogeneity and the statistical degree of freedom (df): I2 = Q−df

Q . If the computed value of I2 is negative, it is
rounded up to zero. Intuitively, I2 describes the percentage of total variation across studies that is due to heterogeneity.

We adapt these measures to the causal inference and social network framework to test for effect modifiers, and also
handle continuous covariates. For the given social networkG = (V ,E) and a hypothesized covariate H , we measure
the heterogeneity due to H using ι2 which is analogous to the normalized version of Cochran’s Q [28, 29, 13].

δ2H =

∫
h

(τ(h)− τ̄)2

ν2(h))
pH(h)dh

where pH is the probability density function for covariate H . The null hypothesis for the test for treatment effect
modifier for the hypothesized covariate H is the absence of heterogeneity across the strata of H . The test rejects
the null hypothesis if the estimated ι2H =

δ2H−1
δ2H

using the observed data is larger than or equal to a predetermined
threshold I0 (in our experiments, we observed that setting I0 = 0 gives accurate results).

We delineate out estimation and testing procedure in Algorithm 1 described in Section 4.

6
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4 Testing for Effect Modifiers

We next detail the components of our algorithm and show how we combine them to estimate whether a hypothesized
effect modifier is an effect modifier using ι2 described in the previous section.

Checking graph patterns: As a building block for our hypothesis testing solution, we use the following approach
to check whether a given pattern has a pattern-preserving isomorphism to a subgraph in the ego-centric network of a
unit in the social network (for a detailed description, see Section 8.1). Given a social network G, a network pattern
P , and a unit i in G, the algorithm enumerates the isomorphisms that exist from P to subgraphs of G[N(i)] (in our
implementation we use the ISMAGS algorithm [31]).

Next, the algorithm iterates over every isomorphism and checks whether the distinguished node in P , u is mapped by
the isomorphism to the unit of interest i and returns True if and only if this is the case.

Generating a hypothesized vector/matrix: The procedure for generating a hypothesized vector is given a social
network G and a hypothesized effect modifier H . It computes the value of the hypothesized effect modifier for each
unit and returns it as a vector. There are three scenarios depending on the type of hypothesized effect modifier: (1)
if the hypothesized effect modifier is an existing variable in Z, we map the corresponding covariate to H , (2) if the
hypothesized effect modifier is a summary of neighbors’ covariates, we first compute the summarized values for each
unit using E and Z, then map the summarized values to H , and (3) if the hypothesized effect modifier is a network
pattern, we use the algorithm to check graph patterns (Algorithm 2 in Appendix 8.1). If there are multiple hypothesized
effect modifiers, the procedure returns a matrixH whereHi is the vector of hypothesized effect modifiers for unit i.

Causal effect estimation: We adapt the framework described in [54] and extend it to allow inferring individualized
conditional direct effects for our setup. Unlike in our work, [54] does not include structural equations with network
patterns. We extend their framework by adding nodes in causal graphs for network variables. Next, we take the causal
query of interest (i.e. effect of variable T on Y ) and the causal graph G, to identify the set of confounders we need
to control for, to satisfy backdoor criteria, and to estimate potential outcomes [44]. If the confounders also include
neighbors’ covariates, we use the defined summary functions for each covairate (given by the distribution preserving
assumption) to map the relevant set of neighbors’ covariates to a scalar. We use the identified confounders to form
a table of confounder of U con for each unit i ∈ V . Under the no-unobserved-confounders assumptions, potential
outcomes are independent of treatment assignment if the backdoor criterion is satisfied [44]. Next, using the causal
graph G, we verify if controlling for the hypothesized effect modifiers H will not introduce M-bias, butterfly-bias,
or collider-bias in the treatment effect estimates [45]. (Identification of potential outcomes using backdoor criterion,
and biases in causal inference are well studied in the causal inference literature [44, 45, 15], however we will not
discuss these concepts in detail in this paper) We updateH by dropping the hypotheses that might introduce bias. We
concatenateU con withH to form unit tableU where the ith row corresponds to the covariates for unit i. We then use
bayesian additive regression trees method [12] to estimate causal direct effects. However, more interpretable methods
such as ridge regression [11], nearest neighbors matching with learned distance metrics [42], or other standard causal
inference methods [61] to estimate CDE corresponding to covariates for each unit may be used as well.

Projection: We project the posterior distribution of the CDE estimated using the causal effect estimation method on
to the space of hypothesized effect modifier(s). To do so, we use gradient boosting regression [18], but other machine
learning algorithms can be used, e.g., gaussian process regression [46], bayesian additive regression trees [12]. The
projection is helpful in smoothing the conditional treatment effects and enables the estimation of conditional variance
by using the prediction intervals returned by the regression.

Testing the hypotheses: Algorithm 1 describes our approach for hypothesis testing. Given a social network G, a
causal graph G, a hypothesized effect modifier set H and a threshold I0, the algorithm first computes the CDE for all
units and its mean (lines 1–2). Then, it iterates over all the hypothesized effect modifiers H in H . In each iteration,
the algorithm generates the hypothesized effect modifier set in line 4 and computes the projection of the posterior
distribution of the CDE estimated on the space of hypothesized effect modifier in line 5. It then computes the δ2 value
for the hypothesized effect modifier H , and the ι2 measure from it (lines 6–7). Since in practice, the data is finite,
the algorithm computes the sum instead of the integral defined in Section 3. For each hypothesized effect modifier
H ∈ H , if ι2H is larger than the threshold I0, the algorithm rejects the null hypothesis, and otherwise it fails to do so
(lines 8–13).

Example 4.1 Reconsider our running example. We demonstrate Algorithm 1 where the input is the social network G
shown in Figure 1 with table of covariates Z shown in Table 1, the causal graph (part of which is shown in Figure 7
in Section 8.2), the set of hypothesized effect modifiers H containing a single covariate indicating whether the ego-
centric network of a unit contains a 3-clique, and the threshold I0 = 0. The algorithm first computes the hypothesized
vector for 3-clique over all units. In this case, it is (1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0) since only units 1,2,3,4,5,6 are part of a
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Algorithm 1: Test hypothesized effect modifiers
input : Social networkG, causal graph G, a vector of all possible hypothesized effect modifiersH , a threshold

for effect modifiers I0
output: For each H ∈H , True iff H is an effect modifier w.r.t. the threshold I0

1 CDE,U ← causalEffectEstimation(G,G,H);
2 ADE ← mean(CDE);
3 foreach H ∈H do
4 Uh ← genHypVector(U , G,H);
5 g ← project(CDE,Uh);

6 δ̂2H ← 1
n

∑n
i=1

(m̂ean(g(Uh
i ))−ADE)

2

v̂ar(g(Uh
i ))

;

7 ι̂2H ← max
(

0, 100 · δ̂2H−1
δ̂2H

)
;

8 if ι̂2H > I0 then
9 /* H is an effect modifier */

10 Reject Null Hypothesis for H;
11 else
12 /* H is not an effect modifier */

13 Fail to Reject Null for H;

3-clique. Then the algorithm computes the CDE of each unit using a causal inference algorithm to produce the TE
column shown in Table 1 (line 1). In line 2, the algorithm computes an estimate ADE which is 3

10 . It then iterates over
the single covariate inH , i.e., the 3-clique hyporthesized covariate. In line 4, the above mentioned vector is assigned
to Uh. Then, g is computed as the projection of the posterior distribution of the CDE (line 5). Finally, δ2 and ι2 are
computed, and since the ι2 value larger than 0, the null hypothesis is rejected. We conclude that 3-clique is an effect
modifier.

5 Experiments

We have conducted both a synthetic data and a real data study to understand the performance of TEEM as a test for
effect modifiers. We examine the following questions in our experiments:

1. Can our test detect the true effect modifiers?
2. What is the effect of increasing the number of units and noise levels on the values of q and ι2 in Algorithm

1?
3. What are the effect modifiers discovered by our algorithm for real data?

Summary of our results: We observed the following results.

1. Synthetic data: Given a large enough sample, Algorithm 1 output ι2 > 0 for the true effect modifiers and
ι2 = 0 for covariates that were not effect modifiers. Furthermore, the computed ι2 was proportional to the
influence of the effect modifier (Table 3).

2. Synthetic data: As the number of units increased, the fluctuation in ι2 decreased and stabilized for both effect
modifiers and non effect modifiers (Figure 2).

3. Synthetic data: Our test is fairly insensitive to relatively large levels of noise, and ι2 values decreased with an
increase in the level of noise as expected (Figure 3).

4. Real data: Our algorithm estimated several effect modifiers in the data (some related to summarized neigh-
bors’ covariates). The network patterns we used were not categorized as effect modifiers by our algorithm
(Table 4).

Next we discuss these in detail; we give the configuration, implementation, and running time in Section 8.3 in the
appendix.

5.1 Synthetic Data: Vaccine Efficacy Trial

We analyze TEEM’s performance using synthetic data for which we know the underlying ground truth treatment
effects and effect modifiers. For this experiment, we generate a social network for a simulation of a vaccine efficacy
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Table 3: Computed ι2 and δ2 values using the synthetic infection data with n = 4096 and σ = 1 for hypothesized
covariates

Hypothesized Covariate δ2 ι2

Income 1.1657 14.23
Age 0.0003 0.00
Neighbors’ Avg. Income 5.3880 81.44
Neighbors’ Avg. Age 0.0020 0.00
Clique-3 5.1922 80.74

trial (see Section 5.1 for details). Specifically, we are interested in studying the efficacy of vaccine, i.e., chances of
infection of an individual if vaccinated. The true effect modifiers in the data are (according to their relative weights)
the neighbors’ average income, 3-clique, and income.

Testing for effect modifiers: Table 3 shows the results of running Algorithm 1 with all hypothesized covariates listed
in the leftmost column for 4096 units. The algorithm is able to find the true effect modifiers and gives the rest of the
covariates an ι2 value of 0. When considering the δ2 values in the table, we see that these are not necessarily a good
litmus test for true effect modifiers, since some of the covariates that are not effect modifiers got non-zero values, and
it is not clear which threshold should be used to distinguish between these and the true effect modifiers.

Effect of increasing the number of units on ι2: We have increased the number of units, denoted by n, from 8 to 4098
and computed the ι2 values for each of the covariates with Algorithm 1. As shown in Figure 2, for small values of
n, the ι2 value estimates have large variance. However as n grows larger than 200 units, we observe that ι2 estimates
for the true effect modifiers (income of the individual, average income of her neighbors in the social network and
membership in a 3-clique) are greater than 0 and proportional to the size of their contribution to treatment effect (as
per the data generative process mentioned above), i.e., membership in 3-clique and the effect of neighbours’ average
income are largest, followed by the effect due to one’s own income. Furthermore, we observed that as the number of
units increased, the fluctuation in ι2 decreased and stabilized to a value greater than zero for effect modifiers and zero
for non effect modifiers (Figure 2)

Effect of increasing the noise levels on ι2: In this part of the study we have increased the variance of noise (σ2) in
the data generative process from 0 to 212, keeping the number of units constant at n = 4000. Figure 3 shows that the
results of our algorithm are less sensitive to increase in the variance of noise. However, when the variance of noise is
extremely large (V ar(ε) > 2, 500), the ι2 values of all covariates decrease, but maintain the same relationships. In
particular, the ι2 value for the average of neighbors’ income has decreased from an average 80 to 30. We conclude that
our hypothesis testing framework is not highly sensitive to noise in true data generative process, with inference based
on ι2 estimates being congruent to true data generative process for relatively large variance of noise in the outcome
generative process.

5.2 Real Data: Micro-finance/Risk Tolerance

We analyze the causal effect of SHG on financial risk tolerance using a 2010 survey data from 77 villages in Karnataka,
India initially studied as part of [7, 32].

Data properties and analysis: The survey data has 19 features for 16, 995 individuals across 77 villages including
their age, occupation, gender, etc. Furthermore, the data also has 12 different social networks of 69, 000 individuals
(including 16, 995 surveyed individuals) across the same 77 villages such friendships, relatives, social-visit networks,
financial exchange etc. We consider all of these connections in the same manner so that we have a homogeneous
network, where all edges have the same interpretation. We use the individual’s participation in SHG as the treatment
indicator while using the indicator for an individual having a current outstanding loan or not, as the proxy indicator
of their risk tolerance (i.e., the outcome). It is evident from the data that participation in SHG/savings group and loan
status are correlated (see Figure 4).

Some units have relatively low treatment effect between 0 and 2.5, while the other units have higher treatment effect
ranging between 2.5 to 5 (this is evident in the bimodal distribution in Figure 6).

Testing for effect modifiers: We assume that all pre-treatment covariates of an individual or the individual’s social
connection can be potential confounders. We further hypothesized that being part of network structures like cliques of
size 3 ≤ k ≤ 7 can be potential confounders or effect modifiers. We limit k < 8 because we found that only 0.01% of
units as part of a clique of size 8. For our study, the estimand of interest, i.e., the conditional direct effect, is defined
as the difference of log probabilities of having an existing loan if an individual participates in an SHG and when an
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Figure 2: Analysis of ι2 values as a function of the number of units and the level of noise for synthetic data. ι2 as a
function of the number of units in the data

Figure 3: Analysis of ι2 values as a function of the number of units and the level of noise for synthetic data. ι2 as a
function of noise in the potential outcome (Lines for avg. neighbor age and age are both at zero). The green, purple
and blue lines represent the true effect modifiers
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Figure 4: Number of individuals who are part of and not part of an SHG and who have outstanding loan or not. Having
an outstanding loan is correlated with participation in SHG.

Table 4: Computed ι2 and δ2 values using microfinance data [8, 7] for hypothesized covariates
Hypothesized Covariate δ2 I2

Age 0.032 0.00
Education 0.023 0.00
Savings 2.509 60.15
Election Card 2.053 51.30
% neighbor w/ Election Card 3.941 74.63
% neighbor w/ Savings 1.101 9.16
Ration Card Color 0.883 0.00
Gender 0.076 0.00
Clique-3 0.026 0.00
Clique-4 0.018 0.00
Star-5 0.020 0.00

individual is not a part of an SHG:

τ(Xi,XN(i), E[N(i)], SHGN(i)) = log

(
P (Loani(1, SHGN(i)) = 1|Xi,XN(i),E[N(i)], SHGN(i))

P (Loani(0, SHGN(i)) = 1|Xi,XN(i),E[N(i)], SHGN(i))

)
(1)

Here, we use logistic regressions to control for confounders and stratify estimating potential outcomes (under the
positivity assumption). Based on the literature [47], we tested if the triadic financial cooperation, education, income,
owning of election card, savings account, some of neigbhors’ covariates etc. are treatment effect modifiers (i.e.,
whether triangles are effect modifiers). We test for effect modifier hypotheses using Algorithm 1 with gradient boosting
regression for posterior projection (line 5). Table 4 shows the ι2 values for hypothesized covariates. We see that
having savings accounts, having an election card, the percentage of neighbors with election cards, and the percentage
of neighbors with savings are all effect modifiers. Figure 5 shows that the treatment effects are indeed amplified if
the participant did not have a savings account or election card, or if their neighbors have savings account or election
cards. In addition, we did not find any evidence for the following covariates being effect modifiers: close triad and
other network structures, education level, gender etc.

Implications: Based on our results shown in Table 4 and Figure 5, we conjecture that SHG are highly beneficial to
individuals who either do not have any valid identification (such as election cards), are not familiar with the banking
system (no savings account), or do not have a valid introducer to the banking system (neighbors without election card
or without savings accounts). Typically these individuals might find it hard to borrow money. However, with the
help of SHG such individuals can borrow money at a reasonable rate where the pooled capital of SHG helps them
mitigate the risk of a default. Thus, if government or a policy maker were to promote SHG for increasing financial
risk tolerance and entrepreneurship in financially weaker section of society, it might be optimal to engage with the
population that either is not introduced to the financial system or does not have valid identification documents.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)
Figure 5: Association between CDE and the treatment effect modifiers with ι2 greater than zero in Table 4

Figure 6: Kernel density estimation plot and histogram showing the distribution/frequency of CDE across all units.
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6 Related Work

There is rich literature on statistical tests for hypothesis testing (e.g., [59, 56, 38, 70, 37]). Snyder et. al. [59] proposes
an approach for allowing people to test hypotheses about other people through their social interactions. Multiple
hypotheses testing [56, 38] focuses on examining multiple hypotheses simultaneously and includes a consideration of
their possible interactions with each other, as well as their closure etc. One common hypothesis is that of heterogeneity
in different studies. Therefore, many previous works have devised methods for heterogeneity detection (e.g., [26, 14,
22, 62]). These works develop and evaluate tests that quantify the amount of heterogeneity in experiments w.r.t. the
number of experiments included, the total information available, and the distribution of weights among the different
experiments. As mentioned in the paper, we rely on the I2 test for heterogeneity [28, 29].

Effect modification has also been explored in different contexts [34, 23, 36, 64, 66, 27, 10, 50, 55]. Works such as
[10, 50, 55] have pointed at the relevance of effect modification to public health, while others [64, 36] focused on the
analysis of effect modifiers. In general, these works do not propose a testing framework for effect modifiers that is
specifically adapted to social networks.

Multiple previous works has studied causal inference in the presence of interference [20, 24, 25, 67, 4, 57, 41]. These
works address applications such as the study of infectious diseases [67, 25] or behavior and, in particular, interactions
in social networks [57, 41, 60, 67, 30]. Our work, on the other hand, focuses on developing a framework for testing
for causal effect modifiers.

Social network analysis (e.g., [53, 35, 69]) focuses on gaining insights from social networks using graph theory. One
considered aspect is the structure of the network and the local neighborhoods of the actors (nodes) in the network.
Some structures, such as centrality [63, 19] and triangles [21, 69] are of particular interest as they have been correlated
with other semantic traits of the actors in them. In addition, there has been work on detecting the equivalence of actors
based on their ego-centric graph [17, 43].

7 Conclusions

We have devised and studied a novel test for effect modifiers in social networks. The test is based on the I2 test
for heterogeneity and allows for the consideration of neighbors attributes and the network patterns in social network.
We have provided a framework and algorithms for testing whether a covariate is an effect modifier. The algorithms
combine approaches from graph theory, causal inference, and heterogeneity testing. Our experimental evaluation
suggests that our test and framework are able to detect effect modifiers and avoid false positives, while the use-case
we preformed study revealed effect modifiers related to the environment of the units in the social network.

Intriguing directions of future work include the extension of our framework to non-homogeneous social networks
where different units and different ties can be interpreted in a different manner (e.g., edges with different labels), and
improving the efficiency of checking the graph pattern in Algorithm 2 (e.g., by relying on approaches for graph pattern
matching).

References
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8 Appendix

8.1 More details about the algorithm for checking network patterns in Section 4

Here we give the pseudo code of the algorithm for checking networks patterns that is described in Section 4. We
also provide a demonstration of the algorithm using our running example. We describe an algorithm for checking
whether a given pattern has a pattern-preserving isomorphism to a subgraph in the ego-centric network of a unit in the
social network. Algorithm 2 operates as follows. Given a social network G, a network pattern P , and a unit in G, i,
the algorithm starts by enumerating the isomorphisms that exists from P to subgraphs of G[N(i)] in line 1 (In our
implementation we use the ISMAGS algorithm [31]). Next, the algorithm iterates over every isomorphism and checks
whether the distinguished node in P , u is mapped by the isomorphism to the unit of interest i (lines 2–6). If this is the
case, the algorithm returns True. If all isomorphisms do not map u to i, it returns False.

Algorithm 2: Check Network Pattern
input : Social networkG = (V ,E,Z), network pattern P , a unit in i ∈ V
output: True if there is a pattern-preserving isomorphism between P andG[N(i)] w.r.t the node i

1 Liso ← subgraphIso(G[N(i)],P );
2 foreach f ∈ Liso do
3 if f(u) = i then
4 return True;
5 else
6 continue;

7 return False;

Example 8.1 Reconsider the 3-clique graph pattern P from Example 3.2 and the social network in Figure 1 with the
node 4. When this input is given to Algorithm 2, in line 1, the algorithm generates the list of isomorphsims Liso that
contains three functions, sinceG[N(4)] and P are both 3-cliques. The algorithm then iterates over the isomorphisms
(line 2) and for each one checks whether the node x inP is mapped to the unit 4. In this case, there is one isomorphism
that maps x to 4, so, when cosidering this isomorphism, inside the loop, the algorithm returns True (line 4). However,
if we were to input G with the unit 8 instead of 4, Liso would be empty, so the algorithm would skip to line 7 and
return False.

8.2 Causal DAG example

Figure 7 depicts a part of the causal graph for units 7, 8 described in Table 1. An directed edge from one node to
another node in causal graph delineate that the node at the head is causally dependent on node at the tail of the edge.
Corresponding to each node in causal graph, there is an associated structural equation which takes in all the parent
nodes as input. For instance, in Figure 7, T8 has an incoming edge from X8, this implies that T8 is causally dependent
on X8. Further, the structural equation for node T8 which take X8 and O8 as inputs.

Y7

T7

Y8

T8

O7

X7

O8

X8

Figure 7: A partial causal graph for unit 7, 8, where Y denotes Loan, T denotes SHG, O denotes Occupation, and X
denotes Election Card
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8.3 Implementation details and runtime for Section 5

The experiments were performed on MacOS Mojave, 64-bit, with 64GB of RAM and Intel i7. The code is implemented
in Python 3.6 with the packages numpy, pandas, sklearn.

The runtime for the experiment with the micro-finance data, described in Section 5.2, was 11m 58s. For Section 5.1,
we ran hypothesis test for each value of n, 100 times. For n = 4096, the average runtime was 18.82s.

8.4 Generative process for synthetic data in Section 5.1

We use Barabasi-Albert random graph generating algorithm [1] to sample a random graph (V ,E) with |V | = n nodes.
Barabasi-Albert graphs have similar structure to several natural and human-made systems such as social networks,
world wide web, citation networks etc [16]. For each unit i ∈ V , we define three attribute: age, income and vaccine
(a binary attribute indicating whether that unit was vaccinated or not). We use the following data generative process:
agei ∼ Uniform(21, 99), incomei ∼ Uniform(20, 60) + Normal

(
agei
50 , 5

2
)
, vaccinei ∼ Bernoulli(1/2). The

potential outcome under placebo, infecti(0), is a function of individual’s income, average income of her neighbors
in the social network, membership in a 3-clique, and a mean zero Gaussian noise with variance σ2. The potential
outcome under vaccination, infecti(1), is constant and equals 0.1. Thus, the true effect modifiers are the income
of the individual, average income of her neighbors in the social network and membership in a 3-clique. We define
εi ∼ N (0, σ2), pi = expit(200− incomei − 4(

∑
j∈N(i) incomej

|V [N(i)]| + 4trianglei + εi)), infecti(0) = Bernoulli(pi),
and infecti(1) = Bernoulli( 1

10 ). We generated the synthetic data keeping real world dynamics in mind, i.e. higher
income individuals can potentially work from home which will reduce their chances of being infected by SARS-Cov-
2 virus. Similarly, if the social connections of an individual have high income, then it will reduce their chances of
exposure to the virus. Lastly, if an individual is not part of a 3-clique then they are less likely to meet an individual,
which will further reduce the chances of infection. We assume that post-infection an every individual in the population
has an equal chances of getting infected which is a small non-zero probability.
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