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Abstract 

Background: We investigated whether abatacept, a selective costimulation modulator, provides 

additional benefit when added to standard-of-care for patients hospitalized with Covid-19.  

Methods: We conducted a master protocol to investigate immunomodulators for potential 

benefit treating patients hospitalized with Covid-19 and report results for abatacept. Intravenous 

abatacept (one-time dose 10 mg/kg, maximum dose 1000 mg) plus standard of care (SOC) was 

compared with shared placebo plus SOC. Primary outcome was time-to-recovery by day 28. 

Key secondary endpoints included 28-day mortality. 

Results: Between October 16, 2020 and December 31, 2021, a total of 1019 participants 

received study treatment (509 abatacept; 510 shared placebo), constituting the modified 

intention-to-treat cohort. Participants had a mean age 54.8 (SD 14.6) years, 60.5% were male, 

44.2% Hispanic/Latino and 13.7% Black. No statistically significant difference for the primary 

endpoint of time-to-recovery was found with a recovery-rate-ratio of 1.14 (95% CI 1.00–1.29; 

p=0.057) compared with placebo. We observed a substantial improvement in 28-day all-cause 

mortality with abatacept versus placebo (11.0% vs. 15.1%; odds ratio [OR] 0.62 [95% CI 0.41–

0.94]), leading to 38% lower odds of dying. Improvement in mortality occurred for participants 

requiring oxygen/noninvasive ventilation at randomization. Subgroup analysis identified the 

strongest effect in those with baseline C-reactive protein >75mg/L. We found no statistically 

significant differences in adverse events, with safety composite index slightly favoring 

abatacept. Rates of secondary infections were similar (16.1% for abatacept; 14.3% for placebo).  

Conclusions: Addition of single-dose intravenous abatacept to standard-of-care demonstrated 

no statistically significant change in time-to-recovery, but improved 28-day mortality.  

Trial registration: ClinicalTrials.gov (NCT04593940). 

Key words: abatacept, immune checkpoint inhibitors, Covid-19, therapeutics, SARS-CoV-2, T-

Lymphocyte, Regulatory 
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INTRODUCTION 

A hyperactive immune response, known as cytokine storm, is a hallmark of severe Covid-19.1 

The RECOVERY trial found dexamethasone had a mortality benefit for patients with Covid-19 

on oxygen,2 and became a mainstay anti-inflammatory treatment for patients requiring oxygen. 

However, substantial morbidity and mortality remained. Several immunomodulators were 

explored as Covid-19 therapeutics since these agents can neutralize destructive cytokine 

signaling and restore immunoregulatory cascades.1 Abatacept, a fusion protein of the 

extracellular portion of the T-lymphocyte CTLA-4 domain and a fragment of the Fc portion of 

human immunoglobin, mimics complex inhibition of T-cell costimulatory signaling to restore 

homeostasis to the immune system.3 Abatacept offers significant therapeutic benefits to patients 

with autoimmune and hyperinflammatory illnesses.4,5 Preclinical data in murine infection models 

showed that abatacept limited influenza- and sepsis-induced inflammatory cascades that cause 

tissue damage and preserved viral clearance in the influenza model.6-9 Abatacept’s unique 

function could balance pathogen clearance and immune tolerance.10 The only data currently 

available for abatacept in patients with Covid-19 are longitudinal observation studies evaluating 

severity of Covid-19 in patients on disease-modifying anti-rheumatic drugs (DMARDs). These 

studies suggest patients taking abatacept for rheumatologic disorders do not have a higher risk 

of hospitalization and severe symptoms than those on other DMARDs.11-14  

In April 2020, the National Institutes of Health (NIH) launched a public-private 

collaboration, Accelerating Covid-19 Therapeutic Interventions and Vaccines (ACTIV), to 

develop a coordinated research response. The ACTIV-1 Immune Modulators (IM) master 

protocol evaluated multiple immunomodulatory agents for improved outcomes in participants 

hospitalized with moderate-to-severe Covid-19. We selected abatacept for inclusion based on 

its novel mechanism, significant efficacy, and safety profile in participants with inflammatory 

disorders. We report the results of abatacept plus standard of care compared with placebo plus 

standard of care in patients with Covid-19.  
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METHODS 

Study design 

ACTIV-1 IM, a randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled master protocol15 evaluated three 

immune modulators plus standard of care compared with shared placebo plus standard of care 

in separate arms. An innovative design feature is utilization of a shared placebo, minimizing the 

number of participants receiving placebo and reducing the sample size needed to retain 

adequate power to evaluate multiple agents (Supplementary Appendix). The protocol and 

statistical analysis plan are available in a Supplementary Appendix.15  

 

Eligibility 

The protocol was approved by relevant review boards; all patients provided informed consent. 

Participants ≥18 years of age with confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection of ≤14 days, anticipated 

hospital stay of ≥72 hours, and evidence of pulmonary involvement were eligible. Candidates 

were excluded with pregnancy, liver function test >10x normal, chronic liver disease, acute 

kidney injury with glomerular filtration rate<30 (stable chronic renal insufficiency permitted), 

severe heart failure, severe neutropenia or lymphopenia, known untreated infection other than 

Covid-19, or those who received cytotoxic or biologic targeted immunomodulators within 4 

weeks or 5 half-lives before screening. 

 

Procedures 

Abatacept was administered on day 1 as a single-dose intravenous infusion of 10 mg/kg 

(maximum dose 1000 mg) or matching placebo saline infusion. Participants received standard 

supportive care at the site hospital, including remdesivir (study provided [Gilead Sciences, 

Foster City, CA]), dexamethasone, or emergency-use-authorized (EUA) monoclonal antibodies 

per national guidelines. Clinical status and safety data were captured daily during hospitalization 

through day 28 and post-discharge at days 8, 11, 15, 29, and 60.  
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Endpoints 

The primary outcome of time to recovery at day 28 was evaluated using an 8-point ordinal scale 

(OS) (Table 1). Recovery was identified as the first day a participant attained category 6, 7, or 

8. Key secondary endpoints were pre-specified as 28-day mortality and clinical status at day 14 

assessed by OS improvement from baseline. 

 

Statistical Analysis 

Sample size requirements were based on the ability to detect moderate improvement in time to 

recovery. A total of 788 recoveries were required to provide approximately 85% power to detect 

a recovery-rate-ratio (RRR) of 1.25 for abatacept versus placebo, assuming 73% of participants 

achieved recovery within 28 days.16 Primary efficacy analysis for abatacept versus placebo was 

based on the Fine-Gray model.17 The statistical analysis plan describes protection for Type 1 

error for the primary endpoint and key secondary endpoints (28-day mortality and day 14 clinical 

status) using multiple testing procedures. Relevant p-value cutoffs are in Table S1. All-cause 

mortality through day 28 was analyzed as a binary endpoint with an indicator variable for 

treatment group through logistic regression. Clinical status through day 14 was calculated using 

a proportional odds model of improvement on an 8-point OS by ordinal logistic regression. 

Participants who met eligibility were randomized in a two-stage process. Firstly, each 

participant was assigned with equal probability to one of the immunomodulatory agents 

(substudy) using an open-label design. Secondly, each participant was assigned in a blinded 

fashion to the test agent or its matching placebo in an n:1 ratio, where n equals the number of 

agents for which the participant was eligible. Participants in the placebo group were shared for 

each substudy once agent-specific eligibility criteria were applied. Thus, the shared placebo 

group utilized for the abatacept analysis was limited to participants who met enrollment criteria 

for the abatacept substudy. 
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Safety Assessments 

Safety assessments included a composite endpoint of death, serious adverse events (SAEs), or 

grade 3 (severe) and 4 (potentially life-threatening) adverse events (AEs) occurring through day 

60. Secondary infections as adverse events of special interest through day 60 and 

discontinuation/suspension of trial-product administration were included. 

 

RESULTS 

Participants 

A total of 1133 participants were eligible to receive abatacept; 524 were randomized to 

abatacept and 525 to shared placebo (Figure S1). Of those randomized, 509 (97.1%) 

received treatment as assigned in the abatacept group, and 510 (97.1%) in the shared 

placebo group, comprising the modified intention-to-treat (mITT) cohort. Participants were 

60.5% male, mean (SD) age was 54.8 (14.6 [range 18, 98]) years, and mean body mass 

index was 32.6 (8.18) kg/m2. The cohort was 44.2% Hispanic or Latino, 62.8% White, and 

13.7% Black (Table 1). There were 577 (56.6%) participants with moderate disease (no 

oxygen or low-flow oxygen) and 442 (43.4%) with severe disease (high-flow, noninvasive, 

or invasive ventilation/extracorporeal membrane oxygenation [ECMO]). Characteristics 

were similar among randomization groups (Table 1, Table S2). 

Concomitant use of remdesivir and steroids was evenly distributed across 

randomized groups (Table 1). Use of EUA immunomodulators started after study treatment 

was low, with 28 (2.7%) receiving tocilizamab and 19 (1.9%) baricitinib post-randomization. 

Study treatment remained blinded. 

 

Primary Outcome 

Participants in both groups had a median time-to-recovery of 9 days (IQR 8,10) with a RRR 

of 1.14 (95%CI 1.00–1.29; p=0.057), and a trend toward improvement with abatacept 
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(Figure S2). Recovery rate estimates using a cumulative incidence function were 81.1% 

(95% CI 77.4–84.2) in the abatacept group and 76.8% (95% CI 72.9–80.3) in the shared 

placebo group. When analyzed according to severity of illness at randomization, the trend 

was strongest for participants on low-flow oxygen (OS 4) (RRR 1.14, 95% CI 0.97–1.35) 

and high-flow/noninvasive ventilation (OS 3) (RRR 1.24, 95% CI 0.96–1.59) (Table 2, 

Figure S2). Participants with C-reactive protein (CRP) >75 mg/L at randomization 

demonstrated the largest benefit, with a median of 10 days (IQR 9,12) to recovery with 

abatacept and 11 days (IQR 9, 15) with placebo (RRR 1.28, 95% CI 1.03–1.60), compared 

with participants with CRP ≤75 mg/L (interaction p=0.15) (Table 2). Those with a median 

duration of symptoms >9 days prior to randomization had a stronger benefit (RRR 1.36, 

95% CI 1.10–1.68) than those earlier in the disease process. Participants with diabetes had 

a notable benefit from the use of abatacept (RRR 1.54, 95% CI 1.18–2.00) (Figure S2). No 

differences between geographic regions, or those receiving remdesivir or dexamethasone 

were observed.  

 

Mortality 

We observed 11.0% (56/509) 28-day all-cause mortality with abatacept compared with 15.1% 

(77/510) (odds ratio [OR] 0.62, 95% CI 0.41–0.94) with placebo, and 38% lower odds of death 

(Figure 1, Figure 2A). The overall trend for benefit of abatacept occurred across regions, and 

baseline characteristics (Figure 1). Subgroup analysis showed participants with moderate 

illness (OS 4/5) (OR 0.43, 95% CI 0.18–1.03) or high-flow/noninvasive ventilation (OS 3) (OR 

0.48, 95% CI 0.28–0.84) had the strongest benefit of abatacept relative to placebo (Figures 2C 

& D). No benefit was found for participants enrolled on invasive ventilation/ECMO (OS 2) (OR 

1.63, 95% CI 0.66–4.05) (Figure 2E). Participants not requiring oxygen at enrollment (OS 5) 

had a low event rate (1 death in the abatacept group). The interaction p-value across OS was 

p=0.06. 
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Participants with evidence of a systemic inflammatory response using a CRP cutoff of 

>75 mg/L demonstrated a stronger benefit (OR 0.30, 95% CI 0.16–0.56) compared with those 

with a CRP ≤75 mg/L (OR 1.12, 95% CI 0.55–2.27; interaction-p=0.006) (Table 2). As part of 

the 60-day safety assessment, we found 14.5% (74/509) mortality in the abatacept group and 

17.1% (87/510) in the placebo group (OR 0.74, 95% CI 0.50–1.08) (Table 2, Figure 2B). 

Twenty-eight participants died between day 29 and 60 (18 abatacept; 10 placebo). The majority 

(25/28) were intubated at day 28, although 3 had recovered and died after discharge.  

 

Clinical Status Change 

We assessed proportional odds of improved clinical status at day 14 and 28 in the mITT 

population. The odds of improvement at day 14 were statistically unchanged with abatacept 

compared with placebo (OR 1.19, 95% CI 0.94–1.50) (Figure S3), but a substantial 

improvement was observed at day 28 (OR 1.35, 95% CI 1.06–1.73) (Table S3). All intention-to-

treat data are presented in Tables S4 and S5. 

 

Safety Assessments 

The composite safety endpoint at day 60 consisting of death, any SAE, and Grade 3/4 AEs 

indicated no difference for participants who received abatacept (33.2%) compared with placebo 

(34.9%) with a hazard ratio of 0.93 (95% CI 0.75–1.14; p=0.48) and a risk difference of -1.7% 

(Table 3). SAEs and Grade 3/4 AEs were not statistically different between the two groups. Any 

SAE was reported for 128 (25.1%) participants in the abatacept arm and 136 (26.7%) in the 

placebo arm. Nine (1.8%) participants in abatacept and 7 (1.4%) in the placebo group had an 

SAE related to study drug, none were deemed by the sponsor to be suspected unexpected 

serious adverse reaction related to abatacept administration. Three serious infusion reactions 

were reported in the abatacept arm and formally adjudicated. One grade 4 SAE met the case 

definition for anaphylaxis while two grade 3 SAEs met criteria for infusion reactions.18   
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Secondary infections by day 60 were reported for 82 (16.1%) and 73 (14.3%) 

participants in the abatacept and placebo arms. Notably, only a small number were confirmed 

by culture (30 [5.9%] abatacept vs. 27 [5.3%] placebo). Bacterial infection represented the 

majority of infections, with a small number of fungal or viral infections balanced between 

treatment arms (Table 3). Invasive fungal infections were rare, and occurred more often in the 

placebo group. 

 

DISCUSSION 

This randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled substudy evaluated use of single-dose 

intravenous abatacept in addition to standard of care therapy compared with placebo plus 

standard of care for the treatment of patients hospitalized with Covid-19. The trial substudy did 

not show a statistically significant benefit for addition of abatacept to standard of care for the 

primary endpoint of time-to-recovery. However, we found a substantial 28-day all-cause 

mortality benefit for abatacept, demonstrating 38% reduced odds of death for participants 

with moderate and severe disease. The mortality benefit was observed across different 

demographic groups, comorbidities, and independently from other Covid-19 therapies. Day 

60 safety assessment showed preservation of the mortality benefit, although we did 

observe additional deaths in both abatacept and placebo groups. Subgroup analysis 

revealed that participants on oxygen or noninvasive ventilation and those with evidence of 

systemic inflammation (CRP >75 mg/L) realized a greater benefit from addition of a second 

immunomodulatory agent. 

The nexus of overactive immune responses that are hallmarks of severe Covid-19 

catalyzed researchers to identify effective anti-inflammatory agents to treat unregulated 

immune cascades early in the Covid-19 pandemic.2,19 Addition of dexamethasone was 

found to improve survival in patients requiring oxygen and became standard of care.2   

However, the extraordinary morbidity and mortality of Covid-19 suggested the need for 
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additional immunomodulators. The interleukin-6 (IL-6) antibody, tocilizumab, and the 

JAK1/JAK2 inhibitor, baricitinib, showed benefit for patients particularly in the setting of 

progressive respiratory failure.20-22 Results from these trials prompted the NIH to include 

tocilizumab or baricitinib as a second immunomodulator in addition to dexamethasone for 

patients with progressive respiratory failure and evidence of systemic inflammation 

(CRP>75 mg/L) in treatment guidelines.   

The ACTIV-1 IM trial evaluated whether the use of additional immunomodulation by 

novel mechanisms of action improved outcomes for patients hospitalized with Covid-19, 

enrolling patients prior to successful trials on other secondary immunomodulators. We 

demonstrated a substantial mortality benefit for abatacept as well as infliximab in a parallel 

substudy. These data support the body of evidence for the use of a secondary 

immunomodulator in addition to dexamethasone, offer reassuring evidence for safety, and 

expand the armament of treatment options globally. Interestingly, the mortality benefit 

occurred across a wide spectrum of modes of action (selective T-cell costimulatory modulation, 

TNF-alpha inhibition, IL-6 inhibition, and JAK-1/2 inhibition), warranting further exploration of the 

role of inflammation in the pathogenesis of SARS-CoV-2. 

Important knowledge gaps remain, particularly in the setting of patients requiring 

conventional oxygen supplementation when first hospitalized. Subgroup analyses from the 

ACTIV-1 IM trial begin to address these critical questions. We show a mortality benefit in 

both moderate and severe disease across two distinct immunomodulatory agents 

(abatacept reported here and infliximab reported separately). Our results for patients with 

moderate illness show improvement independent of inflammatory markers or clinical 

factors. Findings for moderate illness observed across two agents studied in ACTIV-1 IM 

suggest treatment with abatacept, and other immunomodulators, early in the disease 

process could provide benefit.  
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We demonstrate safety and benefit of additional immunomodulation in conjunction 

with dexamethasone for patients on conventional oxygen with Covid-19, but patients may 

have heterogenous inflammatory and treatment responses. Clinicians balance risk over 

benefit of additional immunomodulators for individual patients. Our subgroup analysis 

showed an enrichment of both time to recovery and mortality benefit in participants with 

CRP >75 mg/L, suggesting biomarkers could identify participants at highest risk of 

deterioration. Heterogeneity of pathogenesis also exists for patients on invasive 

ventilation/ECMO, demonstrating both hyper- and hypo-inflammatory responses.23-26 The 

lack of benefit shown for abatacept in these participants could be influenced by the disease 

variability at this stage. Exploring markers of therapeutic response, both early and late in 

illness, will improve our treatment approach to hospitalized Covid-19 patients.Error! 

Bookmark not defined. 

Addition of abatacept to the collections of medications effective for treatment of 

Covid-19 represents a key step to expanded access and safety. It is a well-characterized 

and tolerated medication with few precautions related to its use. Abatacept targets the T-

cell costimulatory signaling that fuels the hyperinflammatory response, a unique 

mechanism among immunomodulators that could bring harmony to the immune system 

while preserving viral clearance. Robust safety data monitored to day 60 ensured capture 

of all events, and did not demonstrate a statistically significant increase in infection or other 

SAEs. 

The primary endpoint of time to recovery did not reach statistical significance. Based 

on use of the gatekeeping approach, key secondary endpoints cannot be considered 

statistically significant even with a nominal p-value <0.05 for 28-day mortality. Nonetheless, 

improved 28-day mortality represents a considerably important finding clinically. The 

emergence of SARS-CoV-2 created an unprecedented opportunity to improve our 

understanding of pathogenesis and therapeutic approaches to pandemic viral pathogens, 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.09.22.22280247doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.09.22.22280247


albeit in the setting of rapidly evolving variants and clinical practices. Determination of the 

most appropriate primary endpoint in the midst of a pandemic has been a challenge for 

many Covid-19 trials.27 As the field progresses, alternative primary endpoints will likely 

incorporate accumulated knowledge to improve assessment of clinically relevant 

endpoints.27,28     

As the landscape of immunity and SARS-CoV-2 variants changes, an understanding 

of best treatment practices for hospitalized patients remains a priority. Therapeutic 

approaches to manage patients hospitalized with Covid-19 will likely require agents with 

several different mechanisms of action. Improved approaches to identifying patients most 

likely to benefit from therapies, especially at the bookends of early and late disease, could 

be advantageous as the pandemic evolves. This report from the ACTIV-1 IM master 

protocol shows that the addition of abatacept to standard of care provides a substantial 

mortality benefit and minimal additional risk for patients requiring oxygen or noninvasive 

ventilation. 
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Figure Legends 

Figure 1. Forest plot of 28-day mortality by subgroup in the modified intent-to-treat population 

Figure 2. Kaplan-Meier curves demonstrating cumulative incidence of all-cause mortality (A) at 

28 days, (B) at 60 days, (C) at 28 days for participants on low-flow oxygen (OS 4), (D) at 28 

days for participants on high-flow oxygen or noninvasive ventilation (OS 3), and (E) at 28 days 

for participants mechanically ventilated or on ECMO (OS 2). 
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Table 1. Demographics and baseline characteristics (modified intent-to-treat)   

 

Abatacept    

(N=509)    

Placebo    

(N=510)    

Total    

(N=1019)    

Age, mean (SD), yrs 54.7 (14.61) 54.9 (14.68) 54.8 (14.64) 

Male sex, no. (%)    321 (63.1%) 295 (57.8%) 616 (60.5%) 

Race, no. (%)                

     White    318 (62.5%) 322 (63.1%) 640 (62.8%) 

     Black or African American    70 (13.8%) 70 (13.7%) 140 (13.7%) 

     American Indian or Alaska Native    5 (1.0%) 4 (0.8%) 9 (0.9%) 

     Asian    16 (3.1%) 16 (3.1%) 32 (3.1%) 

     Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander    1 (0.2%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.1%) 

     Multiracial    0 (0.0%) 3 (0.6%) 3 (0.3%) 

     Other    71 (13.9%) 70 (13.7%) 141 (13.8%) 

     Unknown    28 (5.5%) 25 (4.9%) 53 (5.2%) 

Hispanic or Latino ethnicity, no. (%)    214 (42.0%) 236 (46.3%) 450 (44.2%) 

Disease severity at baseline*, no. (%)                 

     Severe disease    220 (43.2%) 222 (43.5%) 442 (43.4%) 

     Moderate disease    289 (56.8%) 288 (56.4%) 577 (56.6%) 

Clinical status (8-point ordinal scale) at baseline, no. (%)             

1. Death   0   0   0   
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2. Hospitalized, on invasive ventilation or ECMO   47 (9.2%) 51 (10.0%) 98 (9.6%) 

3. Hospitalized, on non-invasive ventilation or high flow oxygen 

devices    

173 (34.0%) 171 (33.5%) 344 (33.8%) 

4. Hospitalized, requiring supplemental oxygen   266 (52.3%) 270 (52.9%) 536 (52.6%) 

5. Hospitalized, not requiring supplement oxygen, requiring ongoing 

medical care   

23 (4.5%) 18 (3.5%) 41 (4.0%) 

6. Hospitalized, not requiring supplement oxygen, not requiring 

ongoing medical care    

0   0   0   

7. Not hospitalized, limitations on activity and/or requiring home 

oxygen    

0   0   0   

8. Not hospitalized, no limitations on activities    0   0   0   

Geographic Region, no. (%)                 

     Argentina    52 (10.2%) 54 (10.6%) 106 (10.4%) 

     Brazil    45 (8.8%) 45 (8.8%) 90 (8.8%) 

     Mexico    18 (3.5%) 16 (3.1%) 34 (3.3%) 

     Peru    54 (10.6%) 53 (10.4%) 107 (10.5%) 

     USA - Northeast    124 (24.4%) 126 (24.7%) 250 (24.5%) 

     USA - Midwest    82 (16.1%) 77 (15.1%) 159 (15.6%) 

     USA - South    96 (18.9%) 96 (18.8%) 192 (18.8%) 

     USA - West    38 (7.5%) 43 (8.4%) 81 (7.9%) 
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Days from symptom onset, mean (SD)     -9.2 (4.22) -9.9 (5.58) -9.5 (4.96) 

BMI, mean (SD), kg/m2   32.6 (8.19) 32.7 (8.17) 32.6 (8.18) 

Comorbidities, no. (%)                

Hypertension    213 (41.8%) 210 (41.2%) 423 (41.5%) 

Obesity (BMI ≥30 kg/m2)    287 / 503 (57.1%) 298 / 497 (60.0%) 585 / 1000 (58.5%) 

Diabetes mellitus    146 (28.7%) 141 (27.6%) 287 (28.2%) 

Coronary artery disease    33 (6.5%) 29 (5.7%) 62 (6.1%) 

History of heart failure    16 (3.1%) 14 (2.7%) 30 (2.9%) 

History of cancer    31 (6.1%) 36 (7.1%) 67 (6.6%) 

Asthma    36 (7.1%) 53 (10.4%) 89 (8.7%) 

Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease     19 (3.7%) 24 (4.7%) 43 (4.2%) 

Tuberculosis    3 (0.6%) 4 (0.8%) 7 (0.7%) 

HIV/AIDS    3 (0.6%) 4 (0.8%) 7 (0.7%) 

Severe liver disease    1 (0.2%) 2 (0.4%) 3 (0.3%) 

Severe kidney disease    4 (0.8%) 8 (1.6%) 12 (1.2%) 

Concomitant medication, no. (%)                 

Remdesivir (Day 1 - Day 5)     484 (95.1%) 481 (94.3%) 965 (94.7%) 

Corticosteroids (Day 1 - Day 5)      459 (90.2%) 477 (93.5%) 936 (91.9%) 

Tocilizumab (any time post randomization)   14 (2.8%) 14 (2.7%) 28 (2.7%) 

Baricitinib (any time post randomization)    6 (1.2%) 13 (2.5%) 19 (1.9%) 
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AIDS indicates acquired immunodeficiency syndrome; BMI, body mass index; ECMO, extracorporeal membrane oxygenation; HIV, human immunodeficiency 
virus; SD, standard deviation; USA, United States of America. 
*Disease severity at baseline calculated as moderate disease = ordinal 5 + ordinal 4, severe disease = ordinal 3 + ordinal 2 
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Table 2. Primary and key secondary endpoints (modified intent-to-treat population)    

   Proportion of Participants  Abatacept versus Shared Placebo    

     Abatacept Shared placebo Estimate (95% CI) p value 

Recovery through day 28*     

Overall 412/509 (80.9%) 390/510 (76.5%) 1.14 (1.00, 1.29) 0.057 

Baseline 8-point ordinal scale     

     2. Hospitalized, on invasive ventilation or ECMO 18/47 (38.3%) 20/51 (39.2%) 1.09 (0.57, 2.10)  

     3. Hospitalized, on non-invasive ventilation or high 

flow oxygen devices 

123/173 (71.1%) 106/171 (62.0%) 1.24 (0.96, 1.59)  

     4. Hospitalized, requiring supplemental oxygen  249/266 (93.6%) 246/270 (91.1%) 1.14 (0.97, 1.35)  

     5. Hospitalized, not requiring supplement oxygen, 

requiring ongoing medical care 

22/23 (95.7%) 18/18 (100.0%) 0.80 (0.43, 1.51)  

Baseline C-reactive protein     

     ≤ 75 mg/L 201/239 (84.1%) 177/206 (85.9%) 1.03 (0.85, 1.25)  

     > 75 mg/L 163/205 (79.5%) 143/210 (68.1%) 1.28 (1.03, 1.60)  

Mortality at day 28†     

Overall 56/509 (11.0%) 77/510 (15.1%) 0.62 (0.41, 0.94)  

Baseline 8-point ordinal scale     

     2. Hospitalized, on invasive ventilation or ECMO 19/47 (40.4%) 16/51 (31.4%) 1.63 (0.66, 4.05)  

     3. Hospitalized, on non-invasive ventilation or high 29/173 (16.8%) 44/171 (25.7%) 0.48 (0.28, 0.84)  
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flow oxygen devices 

     4 or 5: Hospitalized, with or without supplemental 

oxygen, requiring ongoing medical care‡ 

8/289 (2.8%) 17/288 (5.9%) 0.43 (0.18, 1.03)  

Baseline C-reactive protein     

     ≤ 75 mg/L 25/239 (10.5%) 17/206 (8.3%) 1.12 (0.56, 2.27)  

     > 75 mg/L 21/205 (10.2%) 47/210 (22.4%) 0.30 (0.16, 0.56)  

Clinical status at day 14 (N)§     

Overall 489 494 1.19 (0.94, 1.50)  

Baseline 8-point ordinal scale     

     2. Hospitalized, on invasive ventilation or ECMO 46 51 1.28 (0.63, 2.62)  

     3. Hospitalized, on non-invasive ventilation or high 

flow oxygen devices 

168 166 1.42 (0.97, 2.08)  

     4. Hospitalized, requiring supplemental oxygen  255 260 1.15 (0.83, 1.59)  

     5. Hospitalized, not requiring supplement oxygen, 

requiring ongoing medical care 

20 17 0.20 (0.06, 0.74)  

Mortality at day 60 74/509 (14.5%) 87/510 (17.1%) 0.74 (0.50, 1.08)  

*Time to recovery calculated as recovery-rate-ratio using stratified Fine-Gray model. A number greater than 1 favors Abatacept. 
†Mortality at 28 days calculated as odds of dying using logistic regression. A number less than 1 favors Abatacept. 
‡One death was reported for baseline 8-point ordinal scale 5 in the Abatacept arm. Baseline 8-point ordinal scale values 4 and 5 were combined to address 
modeling issues. 
§Clinical status at 14 days calculated as proportional odds model by ordinal logistic regression. A number greater than 1 favors Abatacept.  
CI indicates confidence interval; ECMO, extracorporeal membrane oxygenation.  
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Table 3. Safety composite and adverse events through day 60  

Safety Composite and Adverse Events   

Abatacept   

(N=509) 

Placebo   

(N=510) 

All Patients   

(N=1019) 

Risk Difference   

(95% CI) 

Safety composite*   169 (33.2%) 178 (34.9%) 347 (34.1%) -1.7 (-7.5, 4.1) 

SAE   128 (25.1%) 136 (26.7%) 264 (25.9%) -1.5 (-6.9, 3.9) 

Grade 3 or 4 AE   128 (25.1%) 136 (26.7%) 264 (25.9%) -1.5 (-6.9, 3.9) 

Grade 4 AE   54 (10.6%) 66 (12.9%) 120 (11.8%) -2.3 (-6.3, 1.6) 

Grade 3 AE   108 (21.2%) 102 (20.0%) 210 (20.6%) 1.2 (-3.8, 6.2) 

Secondary Infections       

Any secondary infection/Superinfection   82 (16.1%) 73 (14.3%) 155 (15.2%)  

     Confirmed   30 (5.9%) 27 (5.3%) 57 (5.6%)  

     Probable   52 (10.2%) 46 (9.0%) 98 (9.6%)  

Any bacterial  68 (13.4%) 55 (10.8%) 123 (12.1%)  

     Bacterial pneumonia   42 (8.3%) 36 (7.1%) 78 (7.7%)  

     Bloodstream infections   14 (2.8%) 16 (3.1%) 30 (2.9%)  

     Urinary tract infections  14 (2.8%) 16 (3.1%) 30 (2.9%)  

     Other bacterial infections   6 (1.2%) 2 (0.4%) 8 (0.8%)  

Bacterial infections of deep tissue, body cavity or other normally 

sterile site  

3 (0.6%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (0.3%)  

     Catheter-related bloodstream infection  3 (0.6%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (0.3%)  
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Any fungal  17 (3.3%) 24 (4.7%) 41 (4.0%)  

     Oral/oropharyngeal candidiasis   9 (1.8%) 10 (2.0%) 19 (1.9%)  

     Invasive candidiasis   3 (0.6%) 5 (1.0%) 8 (0.8%)  

     Mold infection (Aspergillus species, mucormycosis and other)  1 (0.2%) 2 (0.4%) 3 (0.3%)  

     Vulvovaginal candidiasis  2 (0.4%) 1 (0.2%) 3 (0.3%)  

     Other fungal infections    2 (0.4%) 6 (1.2%) 8 (0.8%)  

Any viral  5 (1.0%) 2 (0.4%) 7 (0.7%)  

*The safety composite endpoint includes any of the following events: deaths, SAEs and Grade 3 or 4 AEs through Day 60. 
Data presented as no. (%), unless otherwise indicated. 
AE indicates adverse event; CI, confidence interval; SAE, serious adverse event.  
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Figure 1. 
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Figure 2A. 
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Figure 2B. 
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Figure 2C. 
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Figure 2D. 
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Figure 2E. 
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