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Abstract

The target trial is an increasingly popular conceptual device for guiding the design and analysis of
observational studies that seek to perform causal inference. As tends to occur with concepts like this,
there is variability in how certain aspects of the approach are understood, which may lead to
potentially consequential differences in how the approach is taught, implemented, and interpreted in
practice. In this paper, we consider two of these aspects: how the target trial should be specified, and
relatedly, how the target trial fits within a formal causal inference framework. We first describe two
challenges with what we call the “aligned” approach to target trial specification, which is common in
evaluations of medical interventions using healthcare databases and seeks to specify a target trial that
is closely aligned to the observational data so that all protocol components apart from randomization
can be closely emulated. We then argue how these challenges can be circumvented by an approach
that focusses on specifying the “ideal” target trial: a trial with certain idealized aspects that ensure it is
relevant to answer the research question. In essence, this approach is applicable in a broader range of
settings and enables systematic assessment of all potential sources of causal bias. Importantly, this
view provides clarification for how the target trial approach fits within a formal causal inference

framework.
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Introduction

The target trial' is an increasingly popular® conceptual device for guiding the design and analysis of
observational studies that seek to perform causal inference, which we understand as the task of
addressing “what if” questions about the impact of interventions.® The general idea is to specify the
hypothetical randomized controlled trial that one would have liked to conduct to examine the causal
effect of interest — the target trial — and then to perform the analysis of the observational data in a way

that emulates the target trial as closely as possible.

As tends to occur once concepts like this are released into the wild, there is variability in how the
approach is understood (see e.g.”'?). Unfortunately, different perspectives lead to potentially
consequential differences in how the approach is taught, implemented, and interpreted in practice.
Key differences concern how the target trial should be specified, and relatedly, how the target trial fits
within a formal causal inference framework®!316, It is widely understood that the specified target trial
needs to be pragmatic® (e.g. not placebo-controlled or blinded) so that it is feasible to emulate it with
observational data, but beyond this there is little guidance regarding the details of target trial

specification.

In many applications (e.g.!”2?), the approach has been to specify an “aligned” target trial: a trial that is
closely aligned to the observational data in the sense that it ensures that all protocol components apart
from randomization can be closely emulated. For example, in evaluations of pharmacological
interventions using healthcare databases, the eligibility criteria may include being enrolled in the
health care system to which the database corresponds, and the outcome measure in the target trial may
be specified to be the same as that captured in the database. When it is feasible to specify an aligned
target trial that is relevant to the research question, then by construction it can be closely emulated
except for randomization, for which we must rely on the unverifiable assumption of no residual
confounding given the selected measured confounders. In this context, it is said that a correct target

trial emulation eliminates common sources of bias except possibly for confounding®.



The are two challenges with this “aligned” approach to target trial specification. Firstly, in some
contexts it may be difficult or impossible to specify an aligned target trial that is relevant to the
research question. In many epidemiologic studies of complex social, behavioral, and environmental
exposures, there are necessary distinctions between a relevant target trial and its emulation beyond the
lack of randomization, even if the data are drawn from high-quality longitudinal cohort studies or
other studies with primary data collection. These distinctions and the potential biases emerging from
them need to be explicitly acknowledged. Secondly, even when it is feasible to specify an aligned
target trial and sufficient adjustment for confounding appears possible in the observational study, both
the aligned target trial and its emulation remain subject to the same sources of bias that actual trials

are subject to, a fact that is not made explicit with this approach.

In this paper, we illustrate the challenges with the aligned approach by way of an example in
respiratory epidemiology. We then propose that researchers should instead (or in addition, where
specifying the aligned trial is feasible) aim to specify the “ideal” target trial: a trial with certain
idealized aspects that ensure that it is relevant to answer the research question. This approach is
applicable to the broader range of contexts in which the target trial framework is already used (e.g.>*
%) and enables systematic assessment of all potential sources of causal bias. Further, this view
provides clarification for how the target trial framework fits within a formal causal inference

framework.

Challenges with specifying an aligned target trial

Our illustrative example considers an investigation of the effect of breastfeeding on risk of asthma at
age 6 years based on data from HealthNuts, a prospective longitudinal cohort study.?® The original
manuscript did not use the target trial framework, but in Table 1 we have proposed possible ideal and

(somewhat) aligned target trials for the emulation implicit in (a simplified version of) that analysis.

The first challenge with the aligned approach to specifying the target trial is that close alignment
(apart from randomization) may be infeasible. In the asthma example, in attempting to specify an

aligned trial, we observe necessary misalignment across three protocol components (columns 3 and 4



of Table 1). In Eligibility criteria, the aligned trial would necessarily follow infants from birth, but in
the cohort study infants are only followed up from 11-15 months of age. Furthermore, to be in the
emulation study sample, families would have had to consent to participate in HealthNuts (a multi-
faceted long-term cohort study), whereas no such condition would be needed in the aligned trial.
Finally, in the emulation, the analytic sample needs to be determined with consideration for missing
data in variables such as the treatment (or adherence to it), confounders and eligibility criteria, but
there would be no such missing data in the aligned trial. In Treatment strategies, the aligned trial
would record the age at initiating formula or other foods in quasi-real time, whereas the emulation
must rely on parent report at recruitment to the cohort study (when infant aged 11-15 months). In
Outcome, the aligned trial would ascertain the asthma outcome through clinical diagnosis whereas the

emulation must rely on parent-report and medication use data.

The described misalignments are potentially consequential in that they represent sources of causal
bias beyond confounding that could arise in emulating it. For example, if there are unmeasured
common causes of reaching age 11-15 months and consenting to participate in the cohort at this post-
treatment time-point, the emulation could be subject to selection bias. Multivariable missing data are

also an important source of bias depending on the causal structure®’°.

The second challenge is that, even if we had a study where alignment were achievable (say, if the
cohort study had followed children from birth, clinically diagnosed asthma, etc.), there would still be
three potential sources of bias relative to the ultimate causal estimand of interest, defined by the ideal
target trial (see below), but these remain tacit when only the aligned target trial and emulation are
specified. These biases arise in the first two protocol components. In Eligibility criteria, selection bias
may arise if the observational study sample is not representative of the true target population — so
called type 11 selection or generalizability bias®'. In the example, this could arise if the effect of
breastfeeding on asthma differs by whether the parent can read and understand English, which is
possible if there is effect modification by ethnicity, for which English fluency is a strong proxy.
Further selection bias may arise due to missing data in the outcome, or in predictors of either

missingness in outcome, selection into the study sample or adherence to treatment. For instance, bias



can arise if there are unmeasured common causes of outcome and outcome missingness such as
parental healthcare-seeking behavior. In Treatment strategies, confounding bias could arise in
estimation of the per-protocol effect if there are unmeasured predictors of non-adherence and

outcome.

The ideal target trial

An approach that focusses on specifying the ideal target trial avoids the two challenges above. Firstly,
this approach would be automatically applicable to scenarios where a relevant target trial must meet
idealized conditions that differ from the observational study. For instance, it would be natural to
specify a gold-standard measure for the outcome in the ideal target trial, such as clinical diagnosis of
asthma in the example. Secondly, unlike the aligned target trial, the ideal target trial captures what is
ultimately the target causal effect of interest. For instance, in the example, findings of the study aim to
inform public health guidelines for all neonates in Victoria who can be breastfed, not just those whose
parents speak English (Table 1, column 2). As such, the ideal target trial is the referent that is needed
to systematically assess all sources of causal bias. Table 2 summarizes the statistical issues that can
arise in the ideal and aligned target trials and the emulation, and the full set of assumptions required

for emulating the ideal target trial.

More broadly, the concept of the ideal target trial clarifies the relationship between the target trial
framework and a formal causal inference framework®!*'¢, The Figure shows what can be conceived
as the three essential steps in the formal approach to causal inference:*? (1) (non-parametric) estimand
definition, (2) (non-parametric) identification and (3) estimation. Asymptotically (i.e. if we imagine
an infinite sample size), components A to E of the ideal target trial can be seen to fully operationalize
what is arguably the causal estimand of ultimate interest®: in the example, it is the average causal
effect of (fully adherent) exclusive breastfeeding in the first 6 months of life on asthma risk in the
target population. In the ideal (but not the aligned) target trial, the intention-to-treat and per-protocol
effects (component F), are identical to each other and are equal to this effect (see eAppendix). The
definition of the target estimand entails important value judgements about the question that we seek to

address, which can be referred to as estimand assumptions.*



The process of designing the emulation of components A to E of the ideal target trial is the practical
operationalization of the identification step, amounting to expressing the estimand as a function of the
observable data. Each component is successfully emulated only if unverifiable causal identifiability
assumptions underpinning each emulation decision hold, for example no error in selected measures or
no unmeasured common causes of missingness and outcome given selected predictors of missingness
(see Table 2 and eAppendix). If these assumptions are violated, causal biases (i.e. discrepancies
relative to the target causal estimand due to study design aspects) would arise. While the Statistical
analysis plan for the ideal target trial is trivial, that for the emulation must delineate the analytic
approaches that will be used in light of those assumptions, for example to adjust for the selected
confounders and predictors of missingness. Analytic approaches often rely on parametric modelling
assumptions. The execution of this plan when analyzing the data corresponds to the estimation step
and it is at this stage that one must reckon with finite sample size issues and potential non-causal

biases (e.g. due to misspecification of parametric models).

Conclusion

There are important nuances in the implementation and interpretation of the target trial approach that
arise as it gets used across different substantive areas. Given the accelerating uptake of the approach
over recent years, examining these nuances is important for strengthening its use in practice. In this
paper, we considered the question of how the target trial should be specified, and the related matter of
how the approach fits within a formal causal inference question. We highlighted two challenges with
an approach to target trial specification that aims for close alignment with the observational study
apart from randomization of the intervention: first, in many settings specifying an aligned target trial
is not feasible, and, second, even when feasible, the aligned trial may not fully operationalize the
target estimand of ultimate interest. We have argued that aiming to specify the ideal target trial instead
(or in addition, where the aligned version is feasible) broadens the applicability of the framework,
provides a basis for systematic identification of all causal biases in a study and clarifies the

connection with a formal causal inference framework. We believe our proposal is in line with



recommendations in a foundational target trial paper', which stated that one must provide an

explanation of the way in which the [aligned] target trial is distinct from the ideal trial.

The appeal of the aligned approach to specifying the target trial is that it distinguishes issues specific
to observational studies (confounding) from issues arising in both observational and randomized
studies (non-generalizability, non-adherence, outcome missingness). This may help to improve
understanding of observational study evidence among consumers of trial evidence. However, this
agenda may conflict with that of strengthening causal inference more broadly. Failing to specify the
ideal target trial, which defines the ultimate estimand, means losing sight of necessary assumptions
and thus limitations and potential biases, which may result in overconfidence in evidence arising from

target trial emulations that mirrors overconfidence in evidence arising from randomized trials*.

In fact, specifying the ideal target trial can be argued to be important for actual randomized trials too,
emphasizing the power of the target trial framework as a unifying concept for the analysis of both
observational studies and trials®. Specifying the ideal trial is also fundamental in comparisons of
multiple studies: multiple trials, multiple observational studies* or combinations of both, such as
when benchmarking observational studies against an actual trial*>>®. Indeed, comparing one study
with the other is the usual tendency whereas each study should be appraised against a common

reference, defined in terms of the ultimate target estimand, as has been argued elsewhere.>

To conclude, specification of the ideal target trial ensures a clear definition of the estimand, which is
the critical first step in a logically coherent formal approach to causal inference. Taking this approach,
the target trial framework operationalizes and clearly distinguishes the key concepts of estimand
definition, identification and estimation,*> which we believe is essential for clear causal thinking in

practice.



TABLES

Table 1. Ideal and aligned target trials, and emulation, for the illustrative example

Protocol Ideal target trial Aligned? target trial Emulation
component

A. Eligibility  Study sample Study sample Study sample
criteria® e Representative sample of e Representative sample of e  Sample of

o neonates born in
Melbourne in 2007-2011
who can be breastfed

Analytic sample
e All participants in study sample

o heonates born in
Melbourne in 2007-2011
who can be breastfed

o with a parent/guardian
who can read and
understand English

Analytic sample
e All participants in study sample
regardless of missing data in
outcome

Approach to handling missing data and
other potential sources of selection bias
requires identification of predictors of

missingness & other selection processes

o infants aged 11-15 months
in 2007-2011 participating
in 170 council-run
immunization sessions
across Melbourne who can
be breastfed

o with a parent/guardian
who can read and
understand English

o whose families consent to
participate in a cohort
study

Analytic sample
e All participants in study sample
regardless of missing data in
exposure, outcome and confounders

Approach to handling missing data and
other potential sources of selection bias
requires identification of predictors of

missingness & other selection processes

B. Treatment
strategies

Treatment arms
e Exclusive breast-feeding during the
first 6 months
e Non-exclusive or no breast-feeding
during the first 6 months

Treatment arms
e  Exclusive breast-feeding during the
first 6 months
e Non-exclusive or no breast-feeding
during the first 6 months

Measure of adherence: Quasi real-time
measure of age at initiating formula or other
foods

Approach to non-adherence adjustment
requires selection of predictors of adherence
at baseline and post-baseline

Treatment arms
e Exclusive breast-feeding during the
first 6 months
e Non-exclusive or no breast-feeding
during the first 6 months

Measure of adherence: Based on 12-month
parent report of age at initiating formula or
other foods (see “Assignment procedures”)

Approach to non-adherence adjustment and
to handle exposure measurement error
requires selection of predictors of adherence
at baseline and post-baseline, and predictors
of misclassified exposure

C. Assignment

Randomization at recruitment without blind

Randomization at recruitment without blind

No randomization, no blinding. Individuals

procedures assignment assignment assigned at birth to strategy consistent with
the 12-month parent report of age at
initiating formula or other foods. For
individuals who cannot be unambiguously
assigned to these strategies at time zero (i.e.
those initiating exclusive breast-feeding at
birth), the method of random allocation or
cloning is used (Hernan, Robins et al. 2016).
Grace periods could be used if relevant data
were available
Approach to baseline confounding
adjustment requires selection of confounders
at baseline
D. Follow-up  Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up
period e  Starts: Birth e  Starts: Birth e  Starts: Child aged 11-15 months
e Ends: Child aged 6 years e Ends: Child aged 6 years e Ends: Child aged 6 years
E. Outcome Outcome measure Outcome measure Outcome measure
e Clinically diagnosed asthma at age e Clinically diagnosed asthma at age e  Parental report of doctor-diagnosed
6, with systematic and blind 6, with systematic and blind asthma or use of common asthma
ascertainment ascertainment medication in the previous 12
months
Approach to handle outcome
misclassification requires selection of
predictors of misclassified outcome
F. Causal ITTigeal ITT,1ign ITTyps
contrasts® PPE;geal PPEjign PPE s
N.B. ITTigea)=PPE;geal
G. Statistical ITTigear, PPEjgear: Compare proportions with - ITT,j;5,: Compare proportions with asthma ITT,ps: Cannot be emulated in this case
analysis plan asthma between treatment arms between treatment arms, using an approach given treatment not unambiguously assigned

such as multiple imputation (MI) or inverse
probability weighting (IPW) to handle
missing outcome data

PPE,jign: Compare proportions with asthma
between treatments arms, using Ml or IPW
to handle missing outcome data and IPW to
adjust for non-adherence (individuals who
deviate from assigned strategy are censored)

N.B. No attempt to correct for a non-
representative sample — stronger
assumptions needed

at birth (Hernan, Sauer et al. 2016), but if
this were not the case, we would compare
proportions with asthma between treatment
arms, using an approach like g-computation
or IPW to adjust for baseline confounders,
and M1 or IPW to handle missing outcome
data

PPE;,s: Compare proportions with asthma
between treatment arms, using g-
computation or IPW to adjust for baseline
confounders, Ml or IPW to handle
multivariable missing data and IPW to adjust
for non-adherence (individuals who deviate
from assigned strategy are censored)

N.B. No attempt to correct for a non-
representative sample, or misclassified
exposure and outcome — stronger
assumptions needed

ITT, Intention to treat; PPE, per-protocol effect; MI, multiple imputation; IPW, inverse probability weighting.

2 Aligned to the extent possible in this example, though still presents important and potentially consequential misalignments (see text).

bFollowing Lu et al. 2022,3! the target population is the population about which inference is sought, the study sample is the population enrolled into the study (trial or cohort),
g get pop pop g y p pop y

and the analytic sample is the portion of the study sample used in the analysis.

¢ See eAppendix for formal definitions of [TTigea PPEigeat> ITTatign, PPEajign, ITTops and PPE s in this example.



Table 2. Statistical issues that can arise in ideal and aligned target trials and emulations, and full set of assumptions required for emulating the ideal

target trial

Protocol Issue Ideal Aligned target  Emulation Assumption for emulating the ideal target
component target trial  trial trial®
A. Eligibility ~ Non-representative No Yes Yes No unmeasured predictors of selection that
criteria study sample could induce bias
Missing data No Yes; missing Yes; missing data in No unmeasured predictors of missingness that
data in outcome, outcome, treatment, could induce bias
and predictors confounders, eligibility
of adherence, criteria and in predictors of
missingness and  adherence, missingness,
selection selection and
misclassification
B. Treatment Non-adherence No Yes Yes No unmeasured predictors of non-adherence
strategies that could induce bias
Exposure No No Yes No unmeasured predictors of exposure
measurement error measurement error that could induce bias
C. Assignment  Confounding No No Yes No unmeasured confounders at baseline that
procedures could induce bias
D. Follow-up ~ Misalignment No No Yes [This can lead to a non-representative study
period between time zero, sample and/or measurement error in exposure
treatment — both issues covered above]
assignment and
eligibility
E. Outcome Outcome No No Yes No unmeasured predictors of outcome
measure measurement error measurement error that could induce bias

* Whether unmeasured predictors can cause bias in each case depends on the causal diagram/structure, e.g. see Zhang et al. 20242® for the case of
multivariable missingness.



FIGURE

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Figure. Diagram depicting how the target trial framework fits within the three essential steps in the formal causal inference framework.
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eAPPENDIX
Formal definitions of causal contrasts for the example (cf. Table 1 of main text)

Let X denote a binary 0/1 indicator of treatment arm assignment and A a vector of binary 1/0
indicators of received treatment each day over the first 6 months of the child’s life (for each day, 1
indicates exclusive breastfeeding, 0 otherwise). Let Y denote the outcome, My a binary 0/1 outcome
missingness indicator, and we use superscripts to denote potential outcomes, e.g. Y ¥=* is the potential
outcome when X is set to x. Let Ey, denote an expectation over the covariate distribution W and
denote by W;, W, and W5 the covariate distributions in the study samples for the ideal target trial,

aligned target trial and emulation, respectively.

In the ideal target trial, the causal contrasts in the mean difference scale are:

[TTigeal = By, (Y¥HMY70) — By, (Y¥ZOMY=0) = By, (Y¥71) — By, (Y*7°)
and

PPEigeat: = Ew, (YA=2=0) — By, (Y4=0Mr=0) = Ey, (Y4=T) — Ew, (Y*=°),

where ITT and PPE stand for intention-to-treat and per-protocol effect, respectively and the second
equalities in each definition arise because there is no outcome missingness. Further, because there is
no non-adherence, PPE;qea1 = [TTjgea and this is the ultimate causal estimand of interest: the average
causal effect of (fully adherent) exclusive breastfeeding in the first 6 months of life on asthma risk in
the target population. Further, the statistical analysis plan of the ideal target trial (Table 1 in main text)
targets a function of the observable data that identifies (i.e. is equal to) this estimand. Indeed,

Ey, (Y*=%) = Ey, (Y*=¥|X = x) = Ey, (Y|X = x) in the ideal target trial.

In the aligned target trial, the causal contrasts are:
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ITTalign: = EW2 (YX=LMy=0y _ EWZ (YX=0.My=0Y

and

PPEalign: = EWZ (YA:I’MY:O) - EWZ (YA:E'MY:O)-

Here, non-adherence means that PPE iy # [TTyjign in general, and whether the statistical analysis
plan targets functions of the observable data that identify ITT,jjgn and PPEy)gy, respectively depends
on unverifiable assumptions about the adherence and missingness mechanisms. In a typical case, the
analyst might claim identifiability of ITT,jjgn by assuming Y independent of My given predictors of
missingness used in an approach to handle missing data such as multiple imputation or inverse
probability weighting. Given non-adherence, ITT,j;gy, is in general different from the ultimate causal
estimand of interest, PPE;qea1 (= [TTjgeq1) and, given a discrepancy between W, and W5, so is

l:)PEalign-

In the emulation, the observational analog of the intention-to-treat effect can be defined based on
initiating exclusive breastfeeding in, say, the first day, week or month. Whatever the choice, denote

this by Ag = 1, and Ay = 0 otherwise. Thus, in the emulation, the causal contrasts are:

ITTons: = By, (Y4 =HM=0) — Ey, (0 =0Mr=0)
and

PPE st = i (Y14 0) — By (=000

Whether the statistical analysis plan of the emulation targets functions of the observable data that
identify ITT,,s and PPE, s depends on an expanded set of unverifiable assumptions, about
adherence, multivariable missingness, treatment receipt and measurement mechanisms. Given non-
adherence, ITT,} is in general different from the ultimate causal estimand of interest,

PPE;geal (= ITTigeq) and, given a discrepancy between W; and W5, so is PPE .
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