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Abstract 88 

Background: Trials have not directly compared biologics for the treatment of asthma.  89 

Objective: To comparative the relative efficacy of biologics in asthma.  90 

Methods: We searched MEDLINE, EMBASE, CENTRAL, and clinicaltrials.gov from inception to May 31, 91 

2022, for randomized trials addressing biologic therapies for asthma. Reviewers worked independently 92 

and in duplicate to screen references, extract data, and assess risk of bias. We performed a frequentist 93 

network meta-analysis and assessed the certainty of evidence using the GRADE approach. We present 94 

dichotomous outcomes as absolute risk differences per 1000 patients and relative risk (RR) with 95% 95 

confidence intervals (95% CI) and continuous outcomes as mean difference (MD) and 95% CI. 96 

Results: We identified 64 trials, including 26,630 patients. For patients with eosinophilic asthma, 97 

tezepelumab (329 fewer exacerbations per 1000 [95% CI 272.6 to 366.6 fewer]) and dupilumab (319.6 98 

fewer exacerbations per 1000 [95% CI 272.6 to 357.2 fewer]) reduce exacerbations compared to placebo 99 

(high certainty). Tezepelumab (MD 0.24 L [95% CI 0.16 to 0.32]) and dupilumab (0.25 L (95% CI 0.21 to 100 

0.29) improve lung function (FEV1) compared to placebo (high certainty). Both tezepelumab (110.97 101 

fewer hospital admissions per 1000 (95% CI 94.53 to 120.56 fewer) and dupilumab (97.27 fewer 102 

hospitalizations [4.11 to 124.67 fewer]) probably reduce hospital admissions compared to placebo 103 

(moderate certainty). For patients with low eosinophils, biologics probably do not improve asthma 104 

outcomes. For these patients, tezepelumab (MD 0.1 L [95% CI 0 to 0.19]) and dupilumab (MD 0.1 L [95% 105 

CI 0 to 0.20)] may improve lung function (low certainty).  106 

Conclusion: Tezepelumab and dupilumab are effective at reducing exacerbations. For patients with low 107 

eosinophils, however, clinicians should probably be more judicious in use of biologics, including 108 

tezepelumab since they probably do not confer substantial benefit.  109 
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Introduction 110 

Asthma is a respiratory condition that affects an estimated 300 million people and is associated with 111 

significant morbidity 
1
. Patients with asthma that is inadequately controlled by high dose inhaled 112 

corticosteroids and long-acting β2-agonists and patients who rely on oral corticosteroids may benefit 113 

from biologics 
2
. Clinicians need to consider both disease severity and inflammatory endotype (type 2 114 

high and type 2 low) to select optimal patients for biologic therapies.   115 

To date, no trial has directly compared biologics for the treatment of uncontrolled asthma and the 116 

choice of biologic has been largely guided by biological and practical considerations, such as assessing 117 

inflammatory biomarkers (e.g., blood and sputum eosinophils, fractional exhaled nitric oxide, IgE levels) 118 

and access and payer coverage. Additionally, the optimal biologic for patients who qualify for more than 119 

one option and the order in which clinicians should trial biologics for patients are unclear 
3
. Access to 120 

most biologics has been limited to patients with specific clinical phenotypes such as allergic and 121 

nonallergic eosinophilic asthma. The emergence of anti-alarmins—treatments that should theoretically 122 

be effective regardless of eosinophil levels—further necessitates additional evidence to help select 123 

optimal biologics for patients 
4
.    124 

To address these challenges, we present a systematic review and network meta-analysis comparing 125 

biologics for severe uncontrolled asthma. A network meta-analysis pools results across two or more 126 

studies and, unlike a traditional pairwise meta-analysis, facilitates comparisons of three or more 127 

interventions simultaneously 
5
. A network meta-analysis can also yield more precise estimates than a 128 

traditional pairwise meta-analysis and can facilitate comparison of interventions that have not been 129 

directly compared against each other. Our network meta-analysis improves on previous reviews on the 130 

topic by including the last trial data not included in previous reviews, by considering eosinophil levels, 131 

and by using the GRADE guidance to interpret and contextualize findings 
6-12

.  132 

Methods 133 

We registered our protocol on Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/m29du/) on June 14, 2022. We 134 

report our results using the PRISMA-NMA extension 
13

.  135 

Search strategy 136 

In consultation with an experienced research librarian, we searched MEDLINE, EMBASE, CENTRAL, and 137 

clinicaltrials.gov from inception to May 31, 2022, for randomized trials addressing biologic therapies for 138 
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asthma. We did not restrict the search by language or date of publication. We supplemented our search 139 

by reviewing references of similar systematic reviews 
7 8 14-16

. eTable 1 presents our full search strategy. 140 

Screening 141 

Following training and calibration exercises to ensure sufficient agreement, pairs of reviewers, working 142 

independently and in duplicate, reviewed titles and abstracts of search results and subsequently the full-143 

texts of records deemed potentially eligible at the title and abstract screening stage.  144 

We included trials that randomized adults with asthma to one or more biologic therapies with standard 145 

care, placebo, or other biologic therapies, regardless of language or date of publication. We included 146 

trials that recruited both children and adults if 80% or more patients were adults (>18 years). We 147 

excluded trials that reported on the effects of aerosolized or nebulized biologics or trials that included 148 

fewer than 10 participants in each arm.   149 

Reviewers resolved discrepancies by discussion, or, when necessary, by adjudication with a third party.  150 

Data extraction  151 

Following training and calibration exercises to ensure sufficient agreement, pairs of reviewers were 152 

assigned the same trials, and then they worked independently and in duplicate, to extract data from 153 

eligible studies. This was done to avoid collection error. We extracted data on trial characteristics (e.g., 154 

country of recruitment), patient characteristics (e.g., age, eosinophil levels), intervention characteristics 155 

(e.g., dose and duration), and outcomes. The coreASTHMA core outcome set—a multistakeholder core 156 

outcome set for asthma—informed our outcomes of interest 
17

, which include exacerbations, asthma 157 

control as measured by the Asthma Control Questionnaire, lung function measured by 158 

prebronchodilator forced expiratory volume in 1 second (FEV1), hospitalizations, reduction in use of 159 

systemic corticosteroids by ≥50%, and adverse events leading to discontinuation.  160 

We anticipated that the effects of biologics on exacerbations, asthma control, and lung function may 161 

differ according to baseline eosinophil count. To facilitate subgroup analyses, we extracted subgroup 162 

data based on baseline blood and sputum eosinophil count, when reported. We classified trials as 163 

reporting on eosinophilic asthma when 80% or more of patients had blood eosinophils of ≥300 164 

eosinophils per μL in the past year, ≥150 eosinophils per μL in the trial screening period (to allow for 165 

random fluctuations in blood eosinophils), or sputum eosinophils ≥3%. These cut-offs were based on 166 

common classifications found in randomized trials and broadly fits the research and clinical definitions.  167 
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Risk of bias assessments 168 

Following training and calibration exercises to ensure sufficient agreement, pairs of reviewers, working 169 

independently and in duplicate, assessed the risk of bias of trials using a modification of the Cochrane-170 

endorsed RoB 2.0 tool 
18 19

. We rated each outcome as either at (1) low risk of bias, (2) probably low risk 171 

of bias, (3) probably high risk of bias or (4) high risk of bias, across the following domains: bias arising 172 

from the randomisation process; bias owing to departures from the intended intervention; bias from 173 

missing outcome data; bias in measurement of the outcome; bias in selection of the reported results. 174 

Trials were rated at high risk of bias overall if one or more domains were rated at probably high or high 175 

risk of bias. Reviewers resolved discrepancies by discussion and, when not possible, with adjudication by 176 

a third party. eTable 2 presents the modified risk of bias tool.  177 

Data analysis 178 

We present the results of dichotomous outcomes as relative risks (RRs) and continuous outcomes as 179 

mean differences (MDs), with associated 95% confidence intervals (95% CIs). To facilitate interpretation, 180 

for dichotomous outcomes, we calculate absolute effects expressed as events per 1,000 patients, using 181 

the median risk in the placebo arms as the assumed baseline risk without biologics.  182 

For each outcome, we performed frequentist random-effects network meta-analysis using the restricted 183 

maximum likelihood (REML) estimator. Although Bayesian methods are also available, a recent study 184 

that investigated the differences between the two approaches found there are seldom important 185 

differences in the results of Bayesian and frequentist approaches for network meta-analysis 
20

. We 186 

categorized each biologic drug as a separate node in the network. We anticipated that the effects of 187 

biologic therapies on exacerbations, asthma control, and lung function may differ based on baseline 188 

eosinophil count. For these outcomes, we performed three analyses: one restricted to patients with high 189 

eosinophils, one restricted to patients with low eosinophils, and one including all patients.  190 

To test our assumption of transitivity and to determine whether there were important differences 191 

between trial results and trial and patient characteristics, we performed meta-regressions with FEV1, 192 

age, sex, blood eosinophils (mean), baseline oral corticosteroid use, duration of asthma, duration of 193 

follow up, and year of publication as independent variables. Meta-regressions test whether one or more 194 

independent variables influence the outcome 
21

.  195 

We summarize heterogeneity using the I
2
 statistic. We considered heterogeneity ranging from 0%–40% 196 

as potentially unimportant, 30%–60% as moderate, 50%–90% as substantial and 75%–100% as critical 
21

. 197 
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We used the node-splitting method to test for local incoherence (difference between direct and indirect 198 

evidence in closed loops) 
22

. For analyses with 10 or more trials, we assessed for publication bias using 199 

comparison-adjusted funnel plots and the Egger’s test 
23

.  200 

We performed meta-analyses using meta and netmeta packages in R v. 4.1.2 (Vienna, Austria) and we 201 

used the networkplot command in Stata v.17 (StataCorp) to generate network plots 
24-26

.  202 

Evaluation of the certainty (quality) of evidence 203 

Reviewers, working independently and in duplicate, assessed the certainty (quality) of evidence using 204 

the GRADE approach for network meta-analysis 
27-29

. Reviewers resolved discrepancies by discussion or 205 

by adjudication by a third reviewer.  206 

For each comparison and for each outcome, we rated the certainty of evidence as either high, 207 

moderate, low, or very low based on considerations of risk of bias (i.e., study limitations), inconsistency 208 

(i.e., heterogeneity in trial results), indirectness (i.e., differences between the questions addressed in 209 

trials and the question of interest), publication bias (i.e., the tendency for trials with statistically 210 

significant results or positive results to be published, published faster, or published in journals with 211 

higher visibility), intransitivity (i.e., differences in trial characteristics across the network), incoherence 212 

(i.e., difference between direct and indirect effects), and imprecision (i.e., random error). High certainty 213 

evidence indicates situations in which we are confident that the estimated effect represents the true 214 

effect, and low or very low certainty evidence indicates situations in which the estimated effect may be 215 

substantially different from the true effect.  216 

We made judgements about imprecision using the minimally contextualized GRADE approach 
29

. This 217 

approach does not consider statistical significance as the only indicator of whether an intervention is 218 

effective. An estimate may not be statistically significant but may still have evidence of moderate 219 

certainty for benefit or harm, depending on the width of the confidence intervals and whether they 220 

cross the thresholds of clinical significance. Conversely, an intervention may produce results that are 221 

statistically significant but that indicate no important benefit or harm (e.g., a 10 mL change in FEV1). A 222 

minimally contextualized approach considers whether confidence intervals include the minimally 223 

important difference (the smallest change in the outcome considered to be important to patients) and 224 

does not consider whether it includes both minimally important and large effects.  225 

We sourced minimally important differences from the literature or by consensus of the authors. We 226 

considered a 20% reduction in risk of exacerbations 
30 31

, 0.5 reduction in the Asthma Control 227 
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Questionnaire 
31

, 100 mL reduction in FEV1 
30 32

, 5% reduction in risk of hospital admissions, 20% 228 

increase in risk of reducing oral corticosteroids by ≥50%, and a 10% increase in risk of adverse events 229 

leading to discontinuation to be minimally important.  230 

We report our results using guidance from the GRADE Working Group, which involves describing the 231 

effect of an intervention based on the certainty of evidence (i.e., high certainty evidence the drug is 232 

effective, moderate certainty evidence the drug is probably effective, low certainty evidence the drug 233 

may be effective and very low certainty evidence the effect of the drug is unclear) 
33

. 234 

We assessed the credibility of meta-regressions using the ICEMAN tool 
34

.  235 

Results 236 

Search results 237 

Our search yielded 3,225 unique references. We identified a total of 58 eligible publications reporting on 238 

64 unique trials (i.e., some publications reported on more than one trial) with 26,630 patients 
10-12 35-88

. 239 

Four trials were included in the systematic review but did not report on outcomes to be included in the 240 

meta-analysis 
38 55 64 69

. All trials were published in peer-reviewed journals in English. eFigure 1 presents 241 

additional details related to study selection.  242 

Trial and participant characteristics 243 

Table 1 presents trial and participant characteristics. Nineteen trials (4,974) reported on omalizumab, 244 

eight (4,511 patients) on fevipiprant, seven (2,511 patients) on reslizumab, six (1,966 patients) on 245 

mepolizumab, four (2,312 patients) on tralokinumab, four (1,799 patients) on tezepelumab, three (1,090 246 

patients) on dupilumab, eight (4,043 patients) on benralizumab, one (502 patients) on astegolimab, and 247 

one (296 patients) on itepekimab 
10-12 35-88

. We included two additional studies that reported on 248 

subgroups for omalizumab and eosinophils 
89 90

.  249 

Trials typically recruited adult patients with moderate to severe asthma on medium to high dose inhaled 250 

corticosteroids and other controller medications and with a history of one or more exacerbations in the 251 

previous year that required a short course of prednisone or hospitalization. Only five trials reported on 252 

mild patients, three of which also included moderate patients. Patients were also generally required to 253 

be symptomatic, as assessed by the Asthma Control Questionnaire.  254 

Fifteen trials (5,791 patients) recruited patients with high eosinophils (blood eosinophils of ≥300 255 

eosinophils per μL in the past year, ≥150 eosinophils per μL in the trial screening period, or sputum 256 

eosinophils ≥3%) and 51 trials (22,432 patients) recruited patients with both low and high eosinophils. 257 
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Among trials that recruited patients with both low and high eosinophils, 19 (13,592 patients) reported 258 

subgroup analyses based on eosinophil levels for one or more of our outcomes of interest.  259 

Out of the trials included in the pooled-analyses (60 trials), 55 (91.7%) included patients ranging from 260 

moderate-to-severe and five trials (8.3%) included patients with mild-to-moderate asthma 
45 47 57 72 76

. 261 

Of these five trials, two reported on omalizumab, and one each for mepolizumab, benralizumab, and 262 

fevipiprant. Risk of bias 263 

eTable 3 presents risk of bias assessments. We judged two trials to be at high risk of bias due to their 264 

open-label design and inadequate description of allocation concealment 
40 83

. We judged all other 265 

outcomes to be at low risk of bias 
10 11 35-39 41-82 84-87

. Pharmaceutical companies funded all trials 
10 11 35-87

. 266 

Exacerbations 267 

Forty-two trials, including 20,964 patients, reported exacerbations 
10-12 35-37 39 40 42 44 45 48-51 56 59-62 65 67 68 71 73-

268 

75 77 79 80 82-87
. Of these, thirty trials reported on 11,329 patients with high eosinophils 

10-12 35 36 39 42 44 49-51 56 
269 

59 61 62 67 74 75 77 79 85-90
 and fifteen trials reported 5,137 patients with low eosinophils

10-12 35 44 49 61 74 75 85 87
. 270 

Figure 1 presents the geometry of the networks and figure 2 presents the network forest plot.  271 

For patients with eosinophilic asthma (>=300 cells/uL), we found moderate to high certainty evidence 272 

that benralizumab (RR 0.51 [95% CI 0.41  to 0.63]), dupilumab (RR 0.32 [95% 0.24 to 0.42,]) mepolizumab 273 

(RR 0.52 [95% CI 0.43 to 0.64]), reslizumab (RR 0.51 [95% CI 0.4 to 0.65]), omalizumab (RR 0.52 [0.37 to 274 

0.72]) and tezepelumab (RR 0.3 [0.22 to 0.43]) probably reduce exacerbations compared to placebo. 275 

While dupilumab and tezepelumab appear superior to the other biologics, the difference does not reach 276 

the minimally important difference.   277 

For patients with low eosinophils (< 300 cells/uL), we did not find moderate or high certainty evidence 278 

that any of the drugs reduce exacerbations (i.e., none met the pre-specified minimally important 279 

difference of 20%).  280 

For all patients, omalizumab, astegolimab, and tralokinumab probably do not reduce exacerbations as 281 

compared to placebo. 282 

Table 2 presents the summary of findings and eTables 4-6 presents all comparisons. eFigure 2-13 283 

present the forest plots, funnel plot and network diagrams. 284 

eFigures 2-13 present the forest plots, funnel plot and network diagrams.  285 
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Asthma control (Asthma Control Questionnaire) 286 

Thirty-six trials, including 12,161 patients, reported on asthma control using the asthma control 287 

questionnaire 
10-12 36 39 42 45 46 49-51 54 56-59 61 62 66 72 73 76-79 81 82 84-86 91 92

. Of these, ten trials reported on 8,212 288 

patients with high eosinophils 
10 11 76 77 79 81 85 86

and eight trials reported on 1,905 patients with low 289 

eosinophils 
10-12 49 54 61 76 85

  290 

For patients with eosinophilic asthma, we found low certainty evidence that dupilumab may improve 291 

asthma control compared to placebo (MD -0.73 [95% CI -0.98 to -0.48]). We did not find moderate or 292 

high certainty evidence that any of the biologics improve asthma control for this population.  293 

For patients with low eosinophils, we found moderate to high certainty evidence that benralizumab (MD 294 

-0.23 [95% CI -0.41 to -0.06]), dupilumab (MD -0.2 [95% -0.42 to 0.02]), reslizumab (MD 0.12 [95% CI -295 

0.09 to 0.33]), and tezepelumab (MD -0.23 [95% CI -0.36 to -0.09]) probably do not improve asthma 296 

control compared to placebo.  297 

Table 2 presents the summary of findings and eTables 7-9 presents all comparisons. eFigure 14-25 298 

present the forest plots, funnel plot and network diagrams. 299 

Lung function (FEV1) 300 

Forty-two trials, including 17,965 patients, reported lung function 
10 11 35 36 39 41 42 44-47 49-51 54 56 58 59 61-63 65 66 

301 

74 75 77-80 82-85 87
. Of these, twenty-nine trials reported on 9,242 patients with high eosinophils 

59 62 66 77 79
 302 

and twelve trials reported on 2745 patients with low eosinophils
10 11 58 61 75 85

.  303 

For patients with high eosinophils, we found moderate to high certainty evidence that dupilumab (MD 304 

0.25 L [95% CI 0.21 to 0.29]), reslizumab (MD 0.19 L [95% CI 0.12 to 0.25]), and tezepelumab (MD 0.24 L 305 

[0.16 to 0.32]) probably improve lung function compared to placebo. We found moderate certainty 306 

evidence that dupilumab is probably superior to benralizumab (MD 0.11 L [95% CI 0.05 to 0.16])  and 307 

mepolizumab (MD 0.15 L [95% CI 0.08 to 0.22]) for improving lung function and that tezepelumab is 308 

probably superior to mepolizumab (MD 0.15 L [95% CI 0.05 to 0.24]). We found moderate certainty 309 

evidence that dupilumab and tezepelumab probably improve lung function equally well (MD 0.01 L [95% 310 

CI -0.08 to 0.1]).  311 

For patients with low eosinophils, we did not find moderate or high certainty evidence that any biologics 312 

improve lung function.  313 
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Table 2 presents the summary of findings and eTables 10-12 presents all comparisons. eFigures 26-37 314 

present the forest plots, funnel plot and network diagrams. 315 

Hospital admissions 316 

Thirteen trials, including 3,113 patients, reported on hospital admission 
10 11 35 40 45 48 49 62 67 71 82 85

  317 

We found moderate certainty evidence that mepolizumab (RR 0.29 [95% CI 0.09 to 0.97]), omalizumab 318 

(RR 0.38 [95% CI 0.23 to 0.65]), and tezepelumab (RR 0.19 [95% CI [0.12 to 0.31]) probably reduce 319 

hospital admissions compared to placebo.  320 

We found moderate to high certainty evidence that omalizumab is probably superior to benralizumab 321 

(RR 0.44 [95% CI 0.25 to 0.78]) and tralokinumab (RR 0.5 [95% CI 0.27 to 0.95]) for reducing hospital 322 

admissions. We found moderate certainty evidence that tezepelumab is probably superior to 323 

benralizumab for reducing hospitalizations (RR 0.22 [95% CI 0.13 to 0.37]). 324 

Table 2 presents the summary of findings and eTable 13 presents all comparisons. eFigures 38-41 325 

present the forest plots, funnel plot and network diagram.  326 

Reduction in use of oral corticosteroids (≥50% reduction in oral corticosteroids) 327 

Six trials, including 4849 patients, reported ≥50% reduction in oral corticosteroids 
12 39 44 48 75 86

.  328 

We found moderate certainty evidence that benralizumab (RR 1.77 [95% CI 1.29 to 2.43]), dupilumab 329 

(RR 1.49 [95% CI 1.22 to 1.83], and mepolizumab [RR 1.61 [95% CI 1.07 to 2.41]) probably reduce use of 330 

oral corticosteroids compared to placebo. We did not find moderate or high certainty evidence that 331 

either of these drugs are superior to each other. 332 

Table 2 presents the summary of findings and eTable 14 presents all comparisons. eFigures 42-45 333 

present the forest plots, funnel plot and network diagrams. 334 

Adverse events leading to discontinuation 335 

Forty-seven trials, including 8,781 patients, reported adverse events leading to discontinuation 
10-12 35-37 

336 

39-41 43-46 48-52 54 56 60-63 65 67 68 70-73 75-80 82-87
.  337 

We have moderate to high certainty evidence that benralizumab (RR 1.65 [95% CI 0.79 to 3.45]), 338 

dupilumab (RR 1.03 [95% CI 0.46 to 2.3]), fevipiprant (RR 1.01 [95% CI 0.65 to 1.57]), mepolizumab [RR 339 

0.65 [95% CI 0.36 to 1.16]), omalizumab (RR 1.2 [95% CI 0.80 to 1.81]), reslizumab (RR 0.65 [0.41 to 340 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted December 2, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.07.22278522doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.07.22278522
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


13 

 

1.02]), tezepelumab (RR 0.68 [95% CI 0.0.34 to 1.35]), and tralokinumab (RR 2.7 [95% CI 1.45 to 5]) 341 

probably do not increase the risk adverse events compared to placebo.  342 

Table 2 presents the summary of findings and eTable 15 presents all comparisons. eFigures 46-49 343 

present the forest plots, funnel plot and network diagrams. 344 

Meta-regressions and sensitivity analyses 345 

We did not find credible effect modification based on year of the trial publication, age, sex, duration of 346 

asthma, duration of follow-up, year of publication, and disease severity (assessed based on baseline 347 

FEV1 and oral corticosteroid use). eTable 16 presents the results of this analysis. 348 

When excluding mild-to-moderate trials from the pooled analyses, there was no difference in the overall 349 

effect on any outcomes. eFigure 50-58 presents the forest plots for the sensitivity analyses.  350 

Discussion 351 

Main findings 352 

Our systematic review and network meta-analysis presents data from 63 trials addressing the 353 

effectiveness and safety of biologics for uncontrolled severe asthma. We show that for patients with 354 

eosinophilic asthma, tezepelumab and dupilumab are the most effective at reducing asthma 355 

exacerbations and improving lung function. Furthermore, we found that tezepelumab and dupiliumab 356 

are probably better at improving lung function than other available biologic treatments. We did not find 357 

moderate or high certainty evidence that either of these drugs are superior to each other. 358 

Contrary to expectations, for patients with low eosinophils, biologics, including tezepelumab that has 359 

been marketed as effective even in patients with low eosinophils 
93

, probably do not prevent 360 

exacerbations or improve asthma control or lung function.  361 

While our findings may appear to deviate from previously published trials, this is not surprising 
10-12

. In 362 

interpreting the results, we use latest GRADE guidance and consider both the magnitude of effect and 363 

the certainty (quality) of evidence. We also consider effects in relation to the minimally important 364 

difference for each outcome, while trials generally interpret results based on statistical significance. 365 

Results from network meta-analyses may also be less precise than those reported in trials since the 366 

network estimate incorporates network wide heterogeneity 
21

. 367 

Considering these factors, while our findings may seem incongruent with the interpretation of previous 368 

trials, they are not incongruent with previously published trial results. The SOURCE trial, for example, did 369 
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not find evidence that tezepelumab reduces oral corticosteroids or exacerbations in patients with low 370 

eosinophils and the effect of tezepelumab on lung function in patients with high eosinophils was twice 371 

that of patients with low eosinophils 
12

. Similarly, NAVIGATOR found the effect of tezepelumab on lung 372 

function to be much greater in patients with high eosinophils than low eosinophils 
11

.  373 

Strengths and limitation 374 

The strengths of this review include our comprehensive search for trials addressing biologics for asthma, 375 

duplicate screening and data extraction, and rigorous evaluation of the certainty (quality) of evidence. 376 

We considered the potential differential effects of biologics based on eosinophil counts, which play a 377 

key role in the pathogenesis of severe asthma. We focused on patient-important outcomes and our 378 

choice of outcomes was guided by a core outcome set developed by stakeholders including patients 
17

. 379 

We apply rigorous methods for assessing the certainty of evidence from network meta-analyses using a 380 

minimally contextualized approach and minimally important differences 
29

. Furthermore, we considered 381 

the comparability of trials by performing meta-regression, demonstrating that there was no appreciable 382 

difference that would obviate the assumption of transitivity.  383 

Although we performed a rigorous search for eligible studies and supplemented our search with 384 

previous systematic reviews of biologics for asthma, it is possible that we missed eligible trials.   385 

While the GRADE framework presents a transparent system for assessing the certainty of evidence and 386 

accounts for all factors that may bear on the certainty of evidence, its application is subjective and 387 

others rating the certainty of evidence may come to different conclusions. Further, our assessment of 388 

the certainty of evidence using the minimally contextualized approach required us to identify the 389 

minimally important difference. We encourage evidence users to consider effects that their patients 390 

would consider to be important when interpreting our results. For example, some patients may place a 391 

high value on reductions in exacerbations and may consider a reduction in exacerbations less than 20% 392 

to still be important.   393 

In our network meta-analysis, we categorized different doses of the same biologic and different routes 394 

of administration (i.e., subcutaneous vs. intravenous) in the same node. While this approach maximized 395 

the number of patients included in each node, the effects of biologics may vary by dose and route of 396 

administration. Most trials, however, that tested different doses and routes of administration did not 397 

find evidence of clinically important differences in effects 
10 61

.  398 
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Clinicians may be concerned that the included trials were not sufficiently similar to justify pooling. 399 

Although we detected moderate-to-substantial level network heterogeneity in some of the outcomes, 400 

we took this into account when providing GRADE ratings. For most part, the degree of heterogeneity did 401 

not warrant rating down the certainty and differences in the studies did not have appreciable effect on 402 

the results. The overwhelming majority of studies reported on moderate to severe asthma and only a 403 

few trials reported on patients with mild asthma. We performed meta-regressions testing for potential 404 

effect modification based on trial characteristics (e.g., year of publication) and patient characteristics 405 

(e.g., severity, duration of asthma) and did not find evidence that the effects of biologics varied based 406 

on these factors. Although there was a statistically significant effect with age and sex in the dupiliumab 407 

trials, this was not seen in other comparisons and likely resulting from chance. Using the ICEMAN tool, 408 

we found the credibility of this subgroup to be very low.   409 

Trials reported data on the effects of biologics between 12 and 52 weeks. The effects of biologics, 410 

including potential adverse events, beyond these timeframes are uncertain. 411 

We detected possible evidence of publication bias in overall networks for exacerbations, ACQ and FEV1, 412 

but not in the subgroups. It is possible we were underpowered to detect publication bias in the 413 

subgroup networks.  414 

We report data on adverse events that led to discontinuation. While we found biologics to be well 415 

tolerated, serious and life-threatening adverse events are possible and were not captured by our review. 416 

A very small proportion of patients, for example, may experience anaphylaxis—typically after the first 417 

three doses.  418 

We present convincing evidence that the effects of biologics vary based on eosinophils. We show that 419 

biologics, including tezepelumab, are probably not effective for patients with low eosinophils—a finding 420 

that is consistent with a previous review and previously published trials, although not explicitly 421 

emphasized in the review or trials 
11 12 16

. Patients’ eosinophils also inherently vary over time. It is 422 

possible that trials may capture patients at a random high or low in eosinophil count as many trials 423 

recruiting patients with raised blood eosinophils usually obtain a single time point result of greater than 424 

150-300 cells/uL. Furthermore, trials varied in their cut offs for “high eosinophils”, while most reported 425 

>=300 cells/uL, some trials included thresholds higher than 500 cells/uL. Therefore, our review may 426 

underestimate differences in effects of biologics based on eosinophils. 427 
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Our review focuses on adults and includes limited data on the effects of biologics in children. Given the 428 

effectiveness of these drugs in adults with eosinophilic asthma, additional clinical trials in children are 429 

warranted. Currently, omalizumab—which we found to not be effective—is the only biologic approved 430 

by the FDA for children under 6 years 
94

.  431 

Implications 432 

Our results have implications for the management of patients with severe uncontrolled asthma. Our 433 

results support the use of biologics for the treatment of patients with high eosinophils. For patients with 434 

eosinophilic asthma, tezepelumab and dupilumab are effective at reducing exacerbations, without 435 

important differences between the two biologics.  436 

Our results, however, suggest that clinicians should be more cautious using biologics for patients with 437 

low eosinophils. In December 2021, the FDA approved tezepelumab for patients with severe 438 

uncontrolled asthma, regardless of eosinophil levels 
93

. Tezepelumab is regarded as the first biologic to 439 

reduce asthma exacerbations consistently and significantly in a broad population of asthma patients. For 440 

patients with low eosinophils, tezepelumab, however, did now show evidence of effectiveness. Other 441 

investigators have also been skeptical of the effects of tezepelumab in patients with low eosinophils 
95

.  442 

Suboptimal response in patients with low eosinophils may be related to several pathways leading to 443 

asthma, including non-eosinophilic inflammation, airflow obstruction related to airway remodeling, 444 

significant airways hyperresponsiveness and/or mucus plugging being driven by non-eosinophil derived 445 

cytokines.  446 

Our results suggest that clinicians should be mindful when using tezepelumab in patients with low 447 

eosinophils given the costs and practical issues associated with the drug (i.e., subcutaneous injection) 448 

and since these patients are unlikely to derive as substantial of a benefit as patients with eosinophilic 449 

asthma. However, for patients who have moderate-to-severe non-eosinophilic asthma, there are 450 

currently few options. Clinicians may consider a short trial of anti-alarmin therapy in patients who may 451 

benefit and evaluate for response in select patients. 452 

Our results also do not support the use of omalizumab, which was markedly less effective than other 453 

biologics.  454 

Conclusion 455 

For patients with eosinophilic asthma, all available biologics are effective at reducing exacerbations, 456 

without important differences in the effects of these biologics. Tezepelumab and dupiliumab probably 457 
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improve lung function as compared to other available treatments. For patients with low eosinophils, 458 

however, clinicians should probably be more judicious in use of biologics, including tezepelumab, since 459 

they probably do not confer substantial benefit.  460 

  461 
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