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Abstract

We discuss generalizability analyses under a partially nested trial design, where part

of the trial is nested within a cohort of trial-eligible individuals, while the rest of the

trial is not nested. This design arises, for example, when only some centers

participating in a trial are able to collect data on non-randomized individuals, or when

data on non-randomized individuals cannot be collected for the full duration of the

trial. Our work is motivated by the Necrotizing Enterocolitis Surgery Trial (NEST) that

compared initial laparotomy versus peritoneal drain for infants with necrotizing

enterocolitis or spontaneous intestinal perforation. During the first phase of the study,

data were collected from randomized individuals as well as consenting

non-randomized individuals; during the second phase of the study, however, data

were only collected from randomized individuals, resulting in a partially nested trial

design. We propose methods for generalizability analyses with partially nested trial

designs. We describe identification conditions and propose estimators for causal

estimands in the target population of all trial-eligible individuals, both randomized and

non-randomized, in the part of the data where the trial is nested, while using trial

information spanning both parts. We evaluate the estimators in a simulation study.



INTRODUCTION

We discuss generalizability analyses under a partially nested trial design, where part of

the trial is nested within a cohort of trial-eligible individuals, while the rest of the trial is

not nested. This design arises, for example, when only some centers participating in the

trial are able to collect data on non-randomized trial-eligible individuals or when data on

non-randomized individuals cannot be collected for the full duration of the trial. We show

that the partially nested trial design requires different identifiability assumptions and

poses different modeling challenges compared with the more extensively studied [1–6]

fully nested or non-nested designs [7].

Our work is motivated by the Necrotizing Enterocolitis Surgery Trial (NEST) [8]

that compared initial laparotomy versus peritoneal drain for infants with necrotizing

enterocolitis or spontaneous intestinal perforation. In NEST, eligible infants who did not

enter the randomized trial could be enrolled into an observational study. The NEST

investigators originally planned to conduct a comprehensive cohort study [9–11] that

would have resulted in a (“fully”) nested trial design [7], where the entire trial would be

prospectively embedded within a cohort of trial-eligible infants [12–14]. The conduct of

the study followed this plan up to year 3 (from 2010 to 2013) but deviated from it when

the investigators decided to stop enrollment into the observational component of the

study, while continuing enrollment into the trial for the reminder of the study period (from

2014 to 2017). The investigators ended enrollment into the observational component

due to concerns that providing the option to enroll into the observational component of

the study was reducing the randomized trial enrollment and due to negative budgetary

impacts from higher enrollment rates than expected into the observational

component [12]. This resulted in a partially nested trial design because only the first

phase of NEST was embedded within a cohort of trial-eligible individuals, but the second

phase was not.

Here, using NEST as a motivating example, we propose novel methods for
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generalizability analyses that can be employed under partially nested trial designs. We

obtain identification results for causal estimands in the target population of all

trial-eligible individuals, both randomized and non-randomized, in the part of the data

where the trial is nested, while using information spanning both parts of the trial. We

show that in the partially nested trial design the lack of data on non-randomized

individuals from the part of the study where there is no nesting complicates the modeling

of the probability of trial participation and the probability of being in the part that has

nesting, but does not preclude the identification of the causal estimands of interest. We

propose estimators for these causal estimands and evaluate the finite-sample

performance of the estimators in a simulation study.

STUDY DESIGN, DATA, ESTIMANDS

Study design and data: Let X be a vector of baseline (pre-randomization and

pre-treatment) covariates; S an indicator for trial participation (1 for trial participants; 0 for

participants in the observational component); A the treatment (randomly assigned in the

trial); and Y an outcome measured at the end of follow-up (continuous, binary, or count).

In NEST [12], A is initial laparotomy or peritoneal drain and Y is the primary composite

outcome of death or neurodevelopmental impairment at 18 to 22 months corrected age

(post term) according to standard practices within the Neonatral Research Network [15].

Figure 1 shows a schematic of the partially nested trial design and compares it

with the previously proposed (fully) nested trial design [7]. Let P be an indicator for the

part of the data where there is nesting of trial participants in a cohort of trial-eligible

individuals; P = 0 indicates the part of the data where the trial is nested; P = 1 indicates

the part of the data where the trial is not nested. In NEST, P is an indicator for the phase

of enrollment: P = 0 indicates the first phase, when information was collected from both

randomized and non-randomized individuals; P = 1 indicates the second phase, when
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information was collected only from randomized individuals. Because enrollment in the

observational component ended early, there are no non-randomized individuals in the

second phase (i.e., no individuals with P = 1 and S = 0).

We model the part of the data where the trial is nested (P = 0) as independent

draws of the random tuple O0,i = (Xi, Pi = 0, Si, SiAi, SiYi), i = 1, . . . , n0, where n0 is the

number of individuals in the part with P = 0 (e.g., the first phase of NEST). We model the

part of the data where the trial is not nested (P = 1) as independent draws of the random

tuple O1,i = (Xi, Pi = 1, Si = 1, Ai, Yi), i = 1, . . . , n1, where n1 is the number of individuals

in the part with P = 1 (e.g., the second phase of NEST). We define the total sample size

as n = n0 + n1.

Even though information on treatments and outcomes was available from

non-randomized individuals in NEST, the methods we propose in the following sections

require only baseline data from non-randomized individuals. We may not want to use

outcome and treatment information from non-randomized individuals, even when

available, for example, if the treatment - outcome association is intractably confounded

outside the trial. Furthermore, to focus on issues of generalizability, we assume there is

complete follow-up and adherence to the assigned treatment [16]. In NEST, 295 of 308

(95.8%) randomized infants had complete follow-up for the primary composite outcome

of death or neurodevelopmental impairment, and 301 of 308 (97.7%) infants adhered to

the assigned treatment [8]. The methods we propose can be extended to address these

complications using well-understood approaches for trials with loss-to-followup or

non-adherence [17,18].

Sampling properties: To understand the sampling scheme underlying partially nested

trial designs, it helps to think of this design as obtained by selection from a fully nested

trial design. Let D be an indicator variable that takes the value 1 for sampled

observations (randomized or non-randomized, regardless of the part of the study where
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they belong), or 0 for observations not sampled into the data. In the part of the data

where the trial is nested (P = 0), we have Pr[D = 1|P = 0] = 1 because all individuals,

both randomized and non-randomized, are sampled. In the part of the data that does not

have nesting (P = 1), we have Pr[D = 1|P = 1, S = 1] = 1 because all randomized

individuals are sampled, but Pr[D = 1|P = 1, S = 0] = 0 because no non-randomized

individuals are sampled from the part of the study that does not have nesting. Thus,

Pr[D = 1|P = 1] is equal to an unknown constant (but less than 1), because we do not

know the number of non-randomized individuals in the part of the study that does not

have nesting (i.e., we do not assume that information from individuals with P = 1, S = 0

is available).

Estimands: The investigators of NEST [19] determined that the target population for

generalizability analyses would comprise all infants, randomized and non-randomized, in

the first phase of NEST. In other words, they viewed all infants with P = 0 as

representative of a clinically relevant population of trial-eligible infants who contributed

information to the study. For that reason, we primarily focus on causal estimands that

pertain to the target population that underlies the part of the data where the trial is

nested (P = 0).

To define these causal estimands, we will use Y a to denote the counterfactual

(potential) outcome under intervention to set treatment A to a. The main estimands of

interest will be expectations of the counterfactual outcome under intervention to set

treatment A to a in the target population underlying the part of the data where the trial is

nested (P = 0), that is, E[Y a|P = 0], for each a in the (finite) set of treatments under

consideration. These expectations are components of treatment effect measures; for

example, the average treatment effect comparing intervention to set treatment to a = 1

versus a = 0 in the target population, is equal to the difference of the expectations of the

counterfactual outcome under interventions a = 1 and a = 0:
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E[Y a=1 − Y a=0|P = 0] = E[Y a=1|P = 0]− E[Y a=0|P = 0].

IDENTIFICATION ANALYSIS

Identifiability conditions: We will argue that the following conditions are sufficient to

identify the expectations of the counterfactual outcome under intervention to set

treatment A to a in the target population, E[Y a|P = 0]:

A1. Consistency of potential outcomes: For every individual, i, whether randomized or

non-randomized, and each a ∈ A, if Ai = a, then Yi = Y a
i .

A2. Mean exchangeability in the trial over A: For every a ∈ A and every x with positive

density in the trial f(x, S = 1) ̸= 0, E[Y a|X = x, S = 1, A = a] = E[Y a|X = x, S = 1].

A3. Positivity of treatment assignment in the trial: Pr[A = a|X = x, S = 1] > 0, for each

a ∈ A and each x with positive density in the trial f(x, S = 1) ̸= 0.

A4. Mean exchangeability between the trial and population underlying the part of the

data where the trial is nested: E[Y a|X = x, S = 1] = E[Y a|X = x, P = 0], for every x with

positive density f(x, P = 0) ̸= 0 and for each a ∈ A.

A5. Positivity of trial participation: Pr[S = 1|X = x] > 0, for every x such that

f(x, P = 0) ̸= 0.

Reasoning about the identifiability conditions: Condition A1 assumes the

intervention is well-defined over all individuals in the target population and that there are

no direct effects of trial participation on the outcome (i.e., no Hawthorne effects) [5,18].

Conditions A2 and A3 are expected to hold by design in trials because

randomization of the treatment assignment ensures mean exchangeability (i.e., no

unmeasured confounding) and positivity (i.e., every randomized individual has a

non-zero probability of receiving treatment). Note that condition A2 follows from the fact

that the randomized component of NEST used marginal randomization with a

randomization ratio that did not change over the phases of the study, such that
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(Y a, X, P )⊥⊥ A|S = 1. This independence condition implies that Y a ⊥⊥ A|(X,S = 1),

which in turn implies condition A2.

Condition A4 states that the randomized participants are exchangeable (in

expectation) with the target population underlying the part of the data where the trial is

nested, conditional on baseline covariates. In Appendix A we discuss two “more basic”

conditions that imply condition A4: conditional exchangeability between the two parts of

the trial and conditional exchangeability between trial participants and non-participants in

the part of the study where the trial is nested, and show that the former of these

conditions has testable implications. Note in passing that condition A4 can be weakened

if we are only interested in the average treatment effect, but not its component

expectations, under a condition of exchangeability in effect measure over trial

participation (e.g., see [5] for analogous results in the fully nested trial design).

Condition A5 states that, in large samples, every covariate pattern that can occur

in the part of the data where the trial is nested will occur in the trial. This condition is in

principle testable because it only involves the observed variables; when X is

high-dimensional, however, it is difficult to assess [20].

Identification: In the Appendix, we show that under assumptions A1 through A5, the

expectation of the counterfactual outcome under intervention to set treatment A to a in

the target population, E[Y a|P = 0], is identified by the observed data functional

ψ(a) = E
[
E[Y |X,S = 1, A = a]

∣∣P = 0
]

=

∫
E[Y |X = x, S = 1, A = a]f(x|P = 0)dx

(1)

This identification result suggests that the expectation of the observed outcome given

covariates X among trial participants who received treatment a (the inner expectation)

can be “averaged” (marginalized) over the covariate distribution of the target population

(the outer expectation is conditional on P = 0). The result can be directly used in the

6



partially nested trial design because under this sampling design (1) all trial participants

are sampled, such that E[Y |X,S = 1, A = a] = E[Y |X,S = 1, A = a,D = 1]; and (2) all

individuals with P = 0 are sampled, such that f(X|P = 0) = f(X|P = 0, D = 1).

In the Appendix, we also show that ψ(a) has an algebraically equivalent

weighting re-expression:

ψ(a) =
1

Pr[P = 0]
E

[
I(S = 1, A = a)Y Pr[P = 0|X]

Pr[S = 1|X] Pr[A = a|X,S = 1]

]
. (2)

Leaving the proportionality constant 1/Pr[P = 0] aside, it is useful to examine the weight

component
Pr[P = 0|X]

Pr[S = 1|X] Pr[A = a|X,S = 1]
in the expectation of the above expression.

The denominator is what we would expect from prior work on nested trial designs

(e.g., [5]) and serves to “adjust” for differences between the randomized trial and the

target population, via the Pr[S = 1|X] term, and for differences due to sampling

variability between the treatment groups in the trial, via the Pr[A = a|X,S = 1] term. The

numerator, Pr[P = 0|X], “calibrates” the estimated treatment effect to the target

population with P = 0.

The identification result in equation (2), however, cannot be directly used

because Pr[P = 0], Pr[S = 1|X], Pr[P = 0|X], and the expectation term of the product

are not identifiable under the partially nested design. These quantities are not

identifiable because the number of non-randomized individuals with P = 1 is not known

and data from such individuals are not collected. In the data, we can only identify

analogs of the terms in equation (2) conditional on D = 1 (e.g., we can identify

Pr[P = 0|D = 1], which is not equal to Pr[P = 0]).

In the Appendix, under the sampling properties of the partially nested trial design,

we show that the ratio of the conditional probabilities in the observed data is identified

Pr[P = 0|X,D = 1]

Pr[S = 1|X,D = 1]
=

Pr[P = 0|X]

Pr[S = 1|X]
,
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even though the numerators and denominators of the two fractions are not equal,

Pr[P = 0|X,D = 1] ̸= Pr[P = 0|X] and Pr[S = 1|X,D = 1] ̸= Pr[S = 1|X]. Furthermore,

using the result above, properties of expectations, and properties of the sampling design,

we also show that

ψ(a) =
1

Pr[P = 0|D = 1]
E

[
I(S = 1, A = a)Y Pr[P = 0|X,D = 1]

Pr[S = 1|X,D = 1]Pr[A = a|X,S = 1]

∣∣∣D = 1

]
.

This result suggests that we can use weighting approaches in the observed data under

the partially nested trial design (conditional on D = 1), without needing information from

non-randomized individuals in the part of the data that does not have nesting

(S = 0, P = 1 and D = 0).

Estimands of interest for another definition of the target population: In some

cases, we may be interested in the target population of all trial-eligible individuals, both

randomized and non-randomized, in the population underlying both parts of the study

(e.g., when data on non-randomized trial-eligible individuals could be at least in principle

collected). In such cases, instead of the expectation of the counterfactual outcome under

intervention to set treatment A to a in the the target population with P = 0, we may be

interested in the expectation of the counterfactual outcome in the population of

trial-eligible individuals underlying both parts of the study, E[Y a]. In NEST, this may be

viewed as a reasonable target population because, even though individuals with

S = 0, P = 1 were not recruited in the second phase of the study, we nonetheless can

easily conceive that happening. Informally, we can view the observations with

S = 0, P = 1 as missing data. In other cases, however, it may not be possible to conceive

the population of trial-eligible individuals for both parts of the study and E[Y a] may not be

well-defined.

When the population underlying both parts of the study is well-defined, we

consider the following two identification conditions:
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A4†. Mean exchangeability between the trial and the entire population underlying both

parts of the study: E[Y a|X = x, S = 1] = E[Y a|X = x], for every x with positive density

f(x, P = 0) ̸= 0 and for each a ∈ A.

A6. The covariate distribution in both parts of the study is stable:

f(X|P = 0) = f(X|P = 1) = f(X).

In the Appendix, we show that Condition A4† can be obtained by combining

condition A4 and an additional condition that the conditional expectation of the

counterfactual outcomes among non-randomized individuals in the part of the data where

the trial is nested is exchangeable with non-randomized individuals in the part of the data

that does not have nesting, E[Y a|X = x, P = 0, S = 0] = E[Y a|X = x, P = 1, S = 0].

Condition A6 requires the covariate distribution to be stable over both parts of the

study and is not testable using the observed data because covariate information is

unavailable for individuals with P = 1 and S = 0. In NEST, we might worry about

condition A6 if external evidence suggested that the case-mix of enrolled infants had

changed significantly over the study period.

In the Appendix, we show that under conditions A1 through A3, A4†, A5 and A6,

E[Y a] is identifiable by ψ(a). In the Appendix, we also show that under an assumption

that the marginal probability of participation in the trial remains stable over both parts of

the study (the part where the trial is nested and the part where it is not), we can identify

the density of the covariates among non-randomized individuals in the part of the study

where the trial is not nested.

ESTIMATION AND INFERENCE

Outcome modeling and standardization (g-formula): The identification result in

equation (1) suggests the following outcome model-based standardization (g-formula)
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estimator:

ψ̂g(a) =

{
n∑

i=1

I(Pi = 0)

}−1 n∑
i=1

I(Pi = 0)ĝa(Xi), (3)

where ĝa(X) is an estimator of the expectation of the outcome conditional on baseline

covariates among trial participants, E[Y |X,S = 1, A = a,D = 1] = E[Y |X,S = 1, A = a].

We model the expectation of the outcome separately in each treatment arm to more

flexibly reflect heterogeneity. When the model is correctly specified such that ĝa(X) is

consistent for E[Y |X,S = 1, A = a], then ψ̂g(a) converges in probability to ψ(a).

Weighting: The identification result in equation (2) suggests the following weighting

estimator:

ψ̂w(a) =

{
n∑

i=1

I(Pi = 0)

}−1 n∑
i=1

ŵa(Xi)Yi, (4)

where the weights ŵa(X) are defined as

ŵa(X) =
I(S = 1, A = a)q̂(X)

p̂(X)êa(X)
,

where q̂(X) is an estimator for the probability of being in the part of the data that where

the trial is nested, Pr[P = 0|X,D = 1]; p̂(X) is an estimator for the probability of trial

participation, Pr[S = 1|X,D = 1]; and êa(X) is an estimator for the probability of

treatment in the trial, Pr[A = a|X,S = 1, D = 1] = Pr[A = a|X,S = 1]. Estimating the

weights requires specifying models for these probabilities. The probability of treatment in

the trial is known by design, so the model for Pr[A = a|X,S = 1] can always be correctly

specified, or the known-by-design probability can be used instead. Nevertheless,

estimating that probability may “adjust” for imbalances of baseline covariates in the trial

and improve efficiency [21,22]. When the necessary models are correctly specified,

such that q̂(X) is consistent for Pr[P = 0|X,D = 1] and p̂(X) is consistent for

Pr[S = 1|X,D = 1], then ψ̂w(a) converges in probability to ψ(a).
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Augmented weighting estimator: Last, we propose an estimator that combines both

outcome modeling and weighting:

ψ̂aug(a) =

{
n∑

i=1

I(Pi = 0)

}−1 n∑
i=1

{
ŵa(Xi)

{
Yi − ĝa(Xi)

}
+ I(Pi = 0)ĝa(Xi)

}
. (5)

We refer to ψ̂aug(a) as an “augmented weighting” estimator because it can be viewed as a

version of the weighting estimator that is augmented with an outcome model. In the

Appendix, we show this estimator is model doubly robust: it is consistent when either the

models for Pr[P = 0|X,D = 1], Pr[S = 1|X,D = 1], and Pr[A = a|X,S = 1] are correctly

specified, or the model for E[Y |X,S = 1, A = a] is correctly specified (but not necessarily

all four models) [23,24]. Furthermore, if data-adaptive approaches (machine learning)

are used to estimate the models, ψ̂aug(a) can allow for valid inference when the

data-adaptive approaches have rates of convergence slower than the parametric

rate [24,25].

Inference: We can obtain standard errors for the estimators in equations (3), (4), and

(5) using M-estimation methods (i.e., the sandwich estimator) [26]. Alternatively, we can

use bootstrap methods [27], which may be more convenient to implement. Both of these

methods can properly account for uncertainty when estimating the models needed for

different estimators.

Modeling for estimating the weights: Modeling the probability ratio

Pr[P = 0|X,D = 1]/Pr[S = 1|X,D = 1], which is a key part of the weights, requires

some care. One approach is to separately model the conditional probabilities in the

numerator and denominator of the ratio. For example, we can use logistic regression

models to estimate each term, richly parameterized to reduce model misspecification. In

the Appendix we show in a simulated example that separately modeling the conditional

probabilities in the numerator and denominator using flexible model specification can
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lead to reasonable approximations of the ratio of the two probabilities.

A useful model assessment can be based on the mean of the estimated weights,

as was proposed in [6] for other study designs. Specifically, the identity

E

[
I(S = 1)Pr[P = 0|X,D = 1]

Pr[S = 1|X,D = 1]

∣∣∣D = 1

]
= Pr[P = 0|D = 1]

suggests the following diagnostic:

n∑
i=1

I(Si = 1)q̂(Xi)

p̂(Xi)
≈

n∑
i=1

I(Pi = 0).

Large differences between the left and right hand sides of the expression above (when

the ratio of the two terms is far from 1) suggest near-violations of condition A5 or

misspecification of the models used to calculate the weights.

SIMULATION STUDY

To examine the finite-sample performance of the estimator described above, we

conducted a simulation study roughly based on the sample sizes and proportion of

individuals selected into the trial or observational component of NEST. In NEST, 308

infants were enrolled in the randomized component of the study during both phases (156

in the first phase; 152 in the second phase) and 226 infants were enrolled in the

observational component during the first phase.

Baseline data generation: We first simulated a fully nested trial design with 750

trial-eligible individuals. For each individual, we simulated covariates,

X = (1, X(1), X(2), X(3)), where X(j), j = 1, 2, 3, had independent standard normal

distributions. We then generated the binary indicator for trial participation, S, from a

Bernoulli distribution with parameters Pr[S = 1|X] =
exp(βXT )

1 + exp(βXT )
, where
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β = (−0.471, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5). Using numerical methods [28], we selected -0.471 as the value

for the intercept, such that approximately 40% of all simulated individuals were trial

participants.

Inducing a partially nested trial design: We generated the binary indicator for the

part of the data that has nesting, P , from a Bernoulli distribution with parameter

Pr[P = 1] = 0.5, such that 50 percent of the individuals are randomly enrolled in each

part. Then, to form the partially nested trial design, we dropped the non-randomized

individuals in the part of the study where there was no nesting of the trial (i.e., we

dropped observations with S = 0, P = 1).

Treatment generation: Among randomized individuals, we generated an indicator for

treatment assignment A from a Bernoulli distribution with parameter Pr[A = 1] = 0.5.

Outcome generation: We generated counterfactual outcomes for a = 1, 0 as Y a from

treatment-specific Bernoulli distributions with parameters

Pr[Y a = 1|X] =
exp(ζaXT )

1 + exp(ζaXT )
, for a = 0, 1. We varied the coefficients of ζ1 to evaluate

scenarios with strong, moderate, and no effect modification on the log-odds ratio scale.

For all scenarios we used ζ0 = (0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5). For strong effect modification,

ζ1 = (1, 0, 0, 0.5); moderate effect modification, ζ1 = (1, 0, 0.5, 0.5); and no effect

modification, ζ1 = (1, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5). We generated the observed outcome for randomized

individuals using the consistency assumption: Y = AY 1 + (1− A)Y 0.

Estimators: We implemented the proposed estimators – the g-formula estimator in

equation (3), the weighting estimator in equation (4), and the augmented weighting

estimator in equation (5) – using models in the simulated data to estimate the

expectations of the counterfactual outcome under different treatments (i.e.,

treatment-specific risks) and the average treatment effect (i.e., the risk difference) in the
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population underlying the part of the data where the trial was nested (P = 0).

Specifically, we used logistic regression models for the outcome, the probability of

participation in the trial, the probability of being in the part of the data where the trial is

nested, and the probability of treatment in the trial, conditional on the linear main effects

of the baseline covariates. For comparison, we implemented a trial-only estimator that

used the same outcome model, but averaged the model predictions only over the sample

of trial participants (this g-formula estimator is a covariate-adjusted estimator of the

treatment effect in the population underlying the trial, based on a correctly specified

model). In our simulation, estimates from the trial-only estimator will be biased for the

average treatment effect in the target population underlying the part of the data where

the trial was nested because there is effect modification (on the logit) scale and selective

participation in the trial (resulting in a different distribution of effect modifiers in the trial

and the target population).

Performance measures: We evaluated the performance of the proposed estimators

by calculating their mean bias, variance, and coverage over 1000 runs. We obtained the

true value in the target population using Monte Carlo methods. We evaluated the

coverage of nominal 95% confidence intervals obtained using standard errors from

M-estimation and the bootstrap (1000 bootstrap runs in each simulation run). To

implement M-estimation, we used the geex package [29] in R [30].

Results: As expected, the trial-only estimator was biased for estimating the

expectations of the counterfactual outcome and the average treatment effect in the target

population. All other proposed estimators were approximately unbiased (see Table 1).

Table 2 shows that these estimators had similar estimated standard deviation and Table

3 shows that they had similar coverage with either the sandwich estimator or bootstrap

estimator of the variance.
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Additional simulation scenarios and results: We repeated the simulation but

replaced the binary outcome with a continuous outcome, such that Y a = ζaXT + ϵa,

where we generated the errors ϵa, for a = 1, 0 from independent standard normal

distributions. Full results are reported in the Appendix. We found that the performance

was similar to the simulation in the main text with the binary outcome.

DISCUSSION

Motivated by NEST [8], we developed methods for partially nested trial designs that

allow learning about treatment effects in the population underlying the part of the data

where the trial is nested, using treatment and outcome information from the entire trial.

We provided identification results that do not require information from non-randomized

individuals in the part of the data that does not have nesting. These results rely on

different causal and sampling assumptions compared with fully nested or non-nested

trial designs [1–6]. We also described challenges when modeling the ratio of the

probability of trial participation to the probability of being in the part that has has nesting;

these challenges are unique to partially nested trial designs. We also proposed different

estimators for this design and found that they had good finite-sample performance in a

simulation study.

Partially nested trial designs may arise in a variety of practical settings. In NEST,

the design arose because the investigators chose to end enrollment into the

observational component of a comprehensive cohort study early, such that only the first

phase of the study exhibited nesting of the trial within the cohort of trial-eligible

individuals. In multi-center trials, the partially nested design can arise when some

centers are unable or unwilling to collect data from non-randomized individuals. In

studies using data linkage methods to retrospectively nest a trial in registry or routinely

collected data, the partially nested design can arise when linkage is incomplete or when
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data access is restricted, such that only part of the trial can be successfully linked (and,

thus, nested) in the registry or routinely collected data.

In some cases, alternatives to partial nesting are possible. For example, when

data from both trial-participants and non-participants are collected prospectively,

investigators can subsample non-participants to improve research economy without

sacrificing generalizability [7]. In NEST, for instance, instead of terminating enrollment

into the observational component of the study early, it might have been possible to

randomly subsample non-randomized infants over the entire study period. Such a design

might have allowed the estimation of treatment effects in the entire target population (not

just the population underlying the early phase of NEST) while requiring similar resources

as the partially nested design.

In sum, we have proposed methods that can be used for generalizability

analyses for partially nested designs. This novel design variant highlights the importance

of jointly considering study design (and its attendant sampling properties), causal

assumptions, and statistical models when combining information from trials and

additional data sources to answer causal questions.
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TABLES

Table 1: Scaled bias results.

Scenario Estimand Trial ψ̂g ψ̂w ψ̂aug

No EM E[Y 0|P = 0] 2.212 0.017 0.034 0.014
E[Y 1|P = 0] 1.911 -0.005 0.016 0.000

ATE -0.301 -0.022 -0.018 -0.014

Moderate EM E[Y 0|P = 0] 2.163 -0.024 0.000 -0.026
E[Y 1|P = 0] 1.318 0.011 0.007 0.014

ATE -0.844 0.035 0.007 0.039

Strong EM E[Y 0|P = 0] 2.177 -0.021 -0.006 -0.023
E[Y 1|P = 0] 0.723 0.033 0.056 0.050

ATE -1.453 0.055 0.062 0.073

Results are scaled (multiplied by
√
750).

EM = effect modification on the logit scale; ATE = E[Y 1|P = 0]− E[Y 0|P = 0]; Trial = trial-
only estimator; ψ̂g = outcome-modeling estimator in equation (3); ψ̂w = weighting estimator
in equation (4); ψ̂aug = augmented weighting estimator in equation (5).

Table 2: Scaled estimated standard deviation results.

Scenario Estimand ψ̂g ψ̂w ψ̂aug

No EM E[Y 0|P = 0] 1.161 1.215 1.216
E[Y 1|P = 0] 1.190 1.228 1.237

ATE 1.671 1.71 1.723

Moderate EM E[Y 0|P = 0] 1.231 1.276 1.268
E[Y 1|P = 0] 1.201 1.243 1.235

ATE 1.631 1.701 1.689

Strong EM E[Y 0|P = 0] 1.174 1.209 1.206
E[Y 1|P = 0] 1.114 1.211 1.153

ATE 1.618 1.731 1.671

Results are scaled (multiplied by
√
750).

EM = effect modification on the logit scale; ATE = E[Y 1|P = 0] − E[Y 0|P = 0]; ψ̂g =
outcome-modeling estimator in equation (3); ψ̂w = weighting estimator in equation (4); ψ̂aug

= augmented weighting estimator in equation (5).
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Table 3: Coverage.

Scenario Estimand Sandwich Bootstrap

ψ̂g ψ̂w ψ̂aug ψ̂g ψ̂w ψ̂aug

No EM E[Y 0|P = 0] 0.950 0.952 0.947 0.956 0.941 0.953
E[Y 1|P = 0] 0.929 0.932 0.929 0.931 0.940 0.932

ATE 0.945 0.944 0.937 0.946 0.948 0.945

Moderate EM E[Y 0|P = 0] 0.937 0.938 0.931 0.937 0.930 0.938
E[Y 1|P = 0] 0.928 0.932 0.925 0.928 0.940 0.930

ATE 0.945 0.945 0.941 0.949 0.956 0.950

Strong EM E[Y 0|P = 0] 0.941 0.947 0.944 0.948 0.957 0.950
E[Y 1|P = 0] 0.940 0.953 0.931 0.942 0.957 0.940

ATE 0.944 0.943 0.937 0.946 0.951 0.942

EM = effect modification on the logit scale; ATE = E[Y 1|P = 0] − E[Y 0|P = 0]; ψ̂g =
outcome-modeling estimator in equation (3); ψ̂w = weighting estimator in equation (4); ψ̂aug

= augmented weighting estimator in equation (5).
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FIGURES

Figure 1: Data structures
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The data structure of a nested trial design is shown on the left and the data structure of a
partially nested trial design is shown on the right.
For the data structure of both designs, S = 1 indicates participation in the trial and S = 0
indicates participation in the observational study. The S = 0 bar is larger to indicate
that in most datasets, the observational study is larger than the trial. X indicates baseline
covariates; A indicates treatment, Y indicates the outcome (A and Y need not be available
among the S = 0, indicated by the dashed lines).
In the partially nested trial design, P = 0 indicates the part of the data where the trial is
nested; P = 1 indicates the part of the data where the trial is not nested. D = 1 indicates
observations were sampled (randomized or non-randomized, regardless of the part of the
study where they belong) and D = 0 indicates observations not sampled into the data.
The dashed lines in P = 1 indicate missing data for S = 0 in the partially nested trial
design.
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