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ABSTRACT

Objective: To investigate the effectiveness of heterologous booster schedules with AZD1222 (Oxford-
AstraZeneca, referred to as AZD), BNT162b2 (Pfizer-BioNTech, BNT), and mRNA-1273 (Moderna, MOD)
vaccines compared with primary schedules and with homologous mRNA-vaccine booster schedules during a

period of omicron predominance.

Design: Population-based cohort analyses.

Setting: Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden, 27 December 2020 to 28 February 2022.

Participants: Adults that had received at least a primary vaccination schedule (ie, two doses) of the AZD,

BNT, and/or MOD vaccines during the study period.

Main outcome measures: Using the Kaplan-Meier estimator, we compared country-specific risks of SARS-
CoV-2 infection and severe COVID-19 outcomes in heterologous booster vaccinated with primary schedule
vaccinated (matched analyses) and homologous booster vaccinated (weighted analyses) since emergence

of omicron.

Results: Heterologous booster schedules improved protection against all outcomes compared with primary
schedules, with the largest and most robust effects observed for severe COVID-19. Risk differences for
documented infection ranged from -22.4% to -3.1% (comparative vaccine effectiveness [CVE] 9.7% to
60.9%; >63.2% for COVID-19 hospitalisation) across countries for AZD1BNT2BNT3 (AZD as primary dose
followed by two doses of BNT) vs AZD1BNT2 and -22.2% to -3.2% (CVE 37.4% to 67.8%; >34.6% for
hospitalisation) for BNTIBNT2MOD3 vs BNT1BNT2, the two most common heterologous booster schedules.
Heterologous- and homologous booster schedules had comparable effectiveness. Risk differences of
documented infection ranged from -0.4% to 4.4% (CVE -20.0% to 2.4%) for AZD1BNT2BNT3 vs

BNT1BNT2BNT3 and -19.8% to 1.7% (CVE -14.6% to 53.8%) for BNT1BNT2MOD3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3; for
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most comparisons, risk differences for severe COVID-19 outcomes were smaller than 1 per 1000

vaccinated. Previous infection followed by a booster dose conferred the greatest protection.

Conclusion: Heterologous booster vaccine schedules are associated with an increased protection against
omicron-related COVID-19 outcomes that is comparable to that afforded by homologous booster

schedules.
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INTRODUCTION

COVID-19 vaccine-induced immunity against SARS-CoV-2 infection wanes over time.[1] Together with the
continued emergence of variants of concern, such as the omicron variant, managing the pandemic through

immunisation is a continuously moving target.[2]

Booster doses are recommended to improve immunity in the population, and observational studies have
provided evidence of the effectiveness of booster doses where the vaccine used for the booster (ie, the
third dose) match the primary vaccination schedule (homologous schedules).[3—5] Additionally, clinical data
have shown that use of heterologous vaccination schedules, that is, use of different COVID-19 vaccines for
the primary vaccination or booster dose schedules, is just as immunogenic as homologous schedules.[6-9]
How these immunologic findings translate into effectiveness is less certain.[10-16] The use of heterologous
booster strategies facilitates a more flexible approach for vaccination roll-out and simplifies logistics, but
should be supported by evidence of effectiveness including protection against the omicron variant of

concern. This evidence is currently lacking.[17—19]

We conducted population-based cohort analyses in Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden. We evaluated
the comparative effectiveness of heterologous booster schedules with AZD1222 (Vaxzeria; Oxford-
AstraZeneca, referred to as AZD), BNT162b2 (Comirnaty; Pfizer-BioNTech, BNT), and mRNA-1273 (Spikevax;
Moderna, MOD) against SARS-CoV-2 infection and severe COVID-19 outcomes during omicron
predominance in the Nordic countries. This included comparisons between 1) heterologous booster- and

primary course schedules, and 2) comparisons between heterologous- and homologous booster schedules.
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METHODS

Study design and cohort

Based on nationwide demography- and health care registers with individual-level information on
vaccination status, COVID-19-related outcomes, and relevant covariates (such as age, sex, and
comorbidity), we constructed country-specific cohorts including all individuals aged 18 years or older (at
first vaccination) with known residency within the specific country who had received at least a primary
schedule with the AZD, BNT, and/or MOD vaccines during the study period Dec 27, 2020 to Feb 28, 2022.
Details on the utilised registers and variables are provided in Supplementary Material (pp 4-12). Individuals
were classified according to the vaccine schedule received, and heterologous booster schedules were
defined as schedules where not all three vaccine doses matched (eg, AZD as priming dose, followed by BNT
as second and booster [third] dose [referred to as AZD1BNT2BNT3] or MOD1MOD2BNT3). For the primary
analyses, we excluded individuals with previous documented SARS-CoV-2 infection. Also, heterologous

booster schedules with use of all three different vaccines were not analysed as these were rare.

The study was conducted according to ethical and legal requirements of each country (Supplementary p

13).

Booster- vs primary course schedule

We assessed the effectiveness of receiving a heterologous booster- as compared with primary vaccine
schedule by use of a matched design.[4] On the day an individual received a booster dose, the individual
was matched with an individual who had received the same primary schedule but had not yet received a
booster dose (ie, unexposed up until this date). The day the booster dose was administered served as the
index date for each distinct matched pair. We additionally matched individuals on the calendar month they
had received their second vaccine dose, year of birth (in 5-year bins), and a propensity score that included
sex, region of residence, vaccination priority group, and selected comorbidities as predictors for receiving

the respective studied heterologous booster schedule by logistic regression (Supplementary pp 7-12).
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Matched unexposed individuals that received a booster dose later than the assigned index date were

allowed to re-enter as booster-exposed individuals in additional matched pairs on that given date.

Heterologous- vs homologous booster schedules

We assessed the comparative effectiveness of heterologous- and homologous booster schedules by use of
inverse probability weights that included: calendar month of the index date, year of birth (in 5-year bins),
sex, region of residence, vaccination priority group, and selected comorbidities. The index date was defined
by the day of receiving the booster dose. To ensure that the comparison groups were of similar age and
booster vaccinated within the same calendar period, we used the interval from the 2.5% to the 97.5%
percentiles of the age and vaccination date distribution in the heterologous group as eligibility criteria (ie,
both the heterologous and homologous vaccinated individuals had to not be younger or older than these
limits and to have received their booster dose within this calendar period). We primarily compared with the
larger-sized homologous BNT booster schedule; however, when the heterologous schedule did not involve

the BNT vaccine, we compared with the homologous MOD booster schedule.

Outcomes

The four COVID-19 outcomes of interest were documented SARS-CoV-2 infection (ie, positive PCR test),
inpatient hospitalisation for COVID-19 (ascertained by COVID-19 related diagnoses and positive PCR tests),
intensive care unit (ICU) admission for COVID-19, and COVID-19 related death (Supplementary pp 10-12).

Follow-up was conducted separately for each outcome.

Statistical analysis

Follow-up began on day 14 after the index date (to ensure full immunisation) and ended on the day of the
outcome, day 75 after the start of follow-up (ie, approximately 3 months since the index date), death,
emigration, or end of study, whichever occurred first. Specifically for the analyses comparing matched

booster- vs primary schedules, we also censored matched pairs if the unexposed individual received a
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booster dose during follow-up.[4] For the analyses of COVID-19 hospitalisation and ICU admission, we
censored individuals with a positive PCR test for these outcomes on day 14 hereafter and after day 30 for
COVID-19 related death. The period of omicron predominance was based on national surveillance data and
defined as the period when the omicron variant (sublineages BA.1 and BA.2) accounted for more than 90%
of all cases: as starting on Dec 28, 2021 in Denmark and Norway, Jan 1, 2022 in Finland, and Jan 3, 2022 in
Sweden and until end of study period (Feb 28, 2022). Individuals with follow-up time during these
respective calendar periods contributed to the estimation of the cumulative incidences using the Kaplan-
Meier estimator according to schedule in the matched analysis or the weighted analysis. Absolute and
relative (ie, comparative vaccine effectiveness [CVE]; calculated as 1 — risk ratio) differences were
estimated using the cumulative incidences at day 75. We calculated the corresponding 95% confidence
intervals (Cls) using the delta method. We truncated the upper 95% Cl of the CVE if it exceeded 100% (a
computational consequence in some comparisons owed to large standard deviation when number of
compared individuals and events was small). The effect estimates across countries were unsuitable for
meta-analysis due to significant heterogeneity (data not shown); heterogeneity was evaluated with the
Cochran Q test. We calculated the inverse probability weights as ((1-po)/(1-pc))/(po/Pc); po equal to the
crude probability of the specific schedule and p. equal to the probability of the specific schedule given

covariates; these probabilities were computed using logistic regressions.

Additional analyses included comparing the effectiveness of homologous BNT and MOD booster schedules
as well as vs primary schedules, and examining the risk of documented SARS-CoV-2 infection with
stratification according to previous infection. For the heterologous- vs homologous booster comparisons,
we did a sensitivity analysis with adjustment for calendar week of the index date (instead of month; to
assess potential residual confounding of calendar time in the main analysis). Moreover, for the booster- vs
primary schedule comparisons of documented infection in Denmark, we assessed whether differences in

the infection rates modified the effect differences by stratifying calendar period including prior to Dec 28,
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2021 (to explore whether the high infection rates in Denmark contributed to the generally observed smaller

risk differences relative to the other countries).

Patient and public involvement

No patients were formally involved in setting the research question, study design, outcome measures, or

the conduct of the study.
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RESULTS

Population

A combined total of 1,851,238 heterologous booster vaccinated individuals were included for the
comparisons with primary schedules, and 3,260,410 for the comparisons with homologous booster
vaccinated (Supplementary pp 14-15 for numbers of excluded individuals for each comparison owing to
history of previous infection and pp 16-32 for distributions of baseline characteristics). The most commonly
used heterologous booster schedule among those including AZD was AZD1BNT2BNT3 and BNT1BNT2MOD3
for those schedules with mRNA vaccines only. AZD1AZD2mRNA3 [ie, BNT3/MOD3] schedules were mainly
used in Finland and Sweden and these individuals were generally older (mean age, 69 years) relative to
recipients of other schedules (mean age was between 35 and 55 years). Individuals vaccinated with AZD
only as first dose (ie, AZDImRNA2mRNA3) were more likely female (=65%) in Denmark, Norway, and
Sweden, but not in Finland. Heterologous booster schedules that included AZD were generally
administered earlier (the majority from November 2021 through January 2022) than those heterologous
booster schedules that included only mRNA vaccines (December 2021 through February 2022); density

plots of age and index date distributions are given in the Supplementary pp 33-42.

Booster- vs primary course schedule

When compared with matched primary course vaccinated individuals, having received a heterologous
booster schedule was in the majority of comparisons associated with lower risk of COVID-19 outcomes.
However, estimates varied, particularly for the outcome documented SARS-CoV-2 infection (Figure 1,
Figure 2, and Supplementary pp 43-44 and pp 47-48): the cumulative incidences of infection at day 75
ranged from <1% to 45% across countries and comparisons. Some country-specific comparisons did not
yield enough cases for analyses and some estimates were imprecise due to low number of cases. The
cumulative incidences of hospitalisation for COVID-19 were low and more similar across comparisons and

countries in contrast to documented infection (Figure 1, Figure 3, and Supplementary p 45 and pp 49-50;
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the incidences of ICU admission and death were very low or zero). For schedules where analyses were
feasible, boosters reduced the risk of severe COVID-19 outcomes compared with primary schedules. CVE
against hospitalisation for AZD1BNT2BNT3 vs AZD1BNT2 was 86.6% (95% Cl 65.1%-100.0%) in Finland and
63.2% (12.1%-100.0%) in Sweden (not estimable in Denmark or Norway due to too few cases). CVE against
hospitalisation for BNTIBNT2MOD3 vs BNT1BNT2 was 34.6% (-85.8%-100.0%) in Finland, 94.6% (90.0%-
99.3%) in Norway, and 88.7% (83.6%-93.8%) in Sweden (not estimable in Denmark). Similar effect estimates
were observed for homologous boosters; for hospitalisation, CVE ranged from 77.9% to 88.7 for BNT and

76.5% to 94.4% for MOD (Supplementary pp 54-56).

Heterologous- vs homologous booster schedules

The effectiveness of heterologous booster schedules against COVID-19 outcomes was largely comparable
to that of the homologous booster schedules (Figure 1, Figure 4-5, and Supplementary pp 57-67). However,
estimates, particularly for infection, varied across comparisons. The number of severe COVID-19 cases were
generally low or zero for both the heterologous- and homologous booster schedules in all countries. For
those comparisons where analyses were feasible, we observed comparable effectiveness of heterologous-
and homologous booster schedules (Supplementary pp 63-67). Risk differences for hospitalisation for
COVID-19 were lower than 1 per 1000 individuals in most comparisons; for AZD1BNT2BNT3 vs
BNT1BNT2BNT3, CVE was 29.4% (95% Cl -15.4%-74.2%) in Denmark, -16.7% (-130.9%-97.4%) in Finland,
6.8% (-42.9%-56.4%) in Norway, 11.7% (-41.8%-65.1%) in Sweden, and for BNTIBNT2MOD3 vs
BNT1BNT2BNT3, CVE was -47.6% (-236.3%-100.0%) in Finland, 34.3% (13.5%-55.1%) in Norway, and 34.0%
(18.1%-49.8%) in Sweden (not estimable in Denmark). Similarly, our comparisons of homologous BNT and
MOD booster schedules showed largely similar effectiveness against severe COVID-19 outcomes

(Supplementary pp 68-69).

Additional analyses

10
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Throughout all analyses, we observed no apparent differences in the effectiveness between those
heterologous schedules that included AZD and those of mRNA vaccines only. In analyses which included
previously SARS-CoV-2 infected individuals (Supplementary pp 70-80), we observed that both
heterologous- and homologous booster schedules generally improved protection against documented
infection compared with primary schedules, regardless of previous history of infection. Similarly, the
comparable effectiveness found between heterologous- and homologous booster schedules, was not
affected by previous infection. Moreover, among booster vaccinated individuals, those who had had a
previous infection had lower incidences of documented infection compared with those who had not

(Supplementary pp 70-80).

The results of our weighted analyses remained unchanged when adjusting for calendar week of receipt of
the booster instead of calendar month (Supplementary pp 81-82). When examining the risk of documented
infection by periods in Denmark with different infection rates, we observed a tendency towards a decrease
in the CVE associated with later calendar periods where omicron infection rates were highest

(Supplementary pp 83-84).
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DISCUSSION

We evaluated the effectiveness of heterologous booster schedules with the AZD, BNT, and MOD vaccines
as compared with primary schedules and with homologous mRNA-vaccine booster schedules during a
period of omicron variant predominance in large nationwide cohorts using register data from the Nordic
countries. Overall, we found that the heterologous booster schedules improved protection against both
SARS-CoV-2 infection and hospitalisation for COVID-19 when compared with primary schedules. Although
risk estimates varied across the evaluated schedules and countries, particularly for infection, the
effectiveness against severe COVID-19 outcomes was more consistent. We also found that the
heterologous- and homologous booster schedules had comparable effectiveness; for most comparisons,
risk differences of severe outcomes were lower than 1 per 1000 vaccinated individuals. Lastly, we found
that the comparative effectiveness of heterologous boosters did not differ by previous infection, and hybrid

immunity from a booster schedule and previous infection conferred the greatest protection.

Studies have shown higher effectiveness of boosters against infection during periods of delta variant
predominance than for omicron periods where estimates are lower.[4,5,17,20,21] However, similar to our
results, previous omicron estimates vary: compared with primary schedules, the booster effectiveness
against symptomatic infection were 66% and 57% in test-negative studies from the US[20] and
Scotland[22], respectively, and 51% against any infection in a cohort study from Spain[19] and 43% in a
study from the US[23]. Using unvaccinated individuals as the reference group, a test-negative study from
England reported effectiveness estimates of boosters against symptomatic infection at week 2 to 9 from
vaccination between 47% and 74% across intervals and schedules.[17] The comparison of observed
effectiveness between studies and countries, in particular for the outcome of SARS-CoV-2 infection, is
inherently difficult. The most likely reason for the variations in our and other analyses are differences in
captured infection rates which can be due to 1) the study period, which highly correlates to the omicron

surge, 2) national COVID-19 policies including testing, restriction, and vaccination strategies, 3) individual-
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level testing and risk behaviour, and 4) population infection rates. These difficulties also highlight the need
for both absolute and relative measures to properly interpret effectiveness estimates. Nonetheless and
similar to previous data on homologous boosters,[5,21,24-27] the booster schedules we assessed generally
provided increased protection against omicron-related COVID-19 outcomes including both infection and

hospitalisation when compared with primary schedules.

Data to assess the effectiveness of heterologous booster schedules, however, are sparse and mainly limited
to studies conducted during periods of delta variant predominance and/or as compared with
unvaccinated.[10-15,17,18] To our knowledge, no study has reported the effectiveness of the individual
heterologous booster schedules with the AZD, BNT, and MOD vaccines as compared with primary schedules
during an omicron period. When compared with unvaccinated, heterologous and homologous schedules
showed similar levels of improved protection against omicron infection[17] and severe COVID-19[18].
However, comparisons to unvaccinated hold concerns of healthy vaccinee bias and fundamental
differences in testing and risk behaviour that are likely more extensive when aiming for assessing the
effectiveness of boosters. Also, those who have chosen to remain unvaccinated in the current setting are
unlikely to be a proper representative sample of the general population, and such comparisons provide
little evidence to inform vaccination strategies. Studies during delta predominance periods overall found
improved protection of heterologous boosters compared with primary schedules, a protection that was
comparable to the homologous boosters when indirectly compared.[10-13] However, the protection
against severe COVID-19 was typically not analysed in these studies or the number of cases was very low

precluding statistical precision.

Previously, only one study has directly compared the risk of omicron infection between heterologous- and
homologous mRNA-boosted individuals; severe COVID-19 was not investigated.[19] This Spanish study
reported small risk differences (<25 per 10,000 individuals), favouring MOD as the booster dose, regardless

of the primary mRNA vaccine schedule received.[19] We observed a similar pattern in the BNTIBNT2MOD3
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vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 and the MOD1MOD2MOD3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 comparisons in Denmark, Finland, and
Sweden; however, in Norway, the associations were reversed or insignificant, respectively. Two studies that
both combined delta and omicron periods were also suggestive of a greater protection against infection
associated with receipt of a MOD booster dose.[28,29] However, a US study, although conducted during a
period of delta predominance, found no significant differences in the risk of infection or severe COVID-19
when comparing matched heterologous- and homologous mRNA-boosted individuals;[16] however, sample
sizes were likely too small for sufficient statistical power to detect differences with respect to severe
outcomes. Our results also agree with those from studies that have reported comparable SARS-CoV-2-
binding antibody responses after heterologous AZD, BNT, and/or MOD- and homologous mRNA

vaccination.[6—9]

In line with recent work,[30] we found that those with a previous history of SARS-CoV-2 infection had
better protection against infection compared to those without. This tendency was consistent regardless of
receipt of a booster. Furthermore, hybrid immunity resulting from having been boosted and previously
infected conferred the greatest protection. Importantly, the comparative effectiveness of heterologous-
and homologous booster schedules did not differ by previous infection. These novel findings have likewise

not been previously reported, but provides significant clinical insights to inform vaccination policies further.

Our study should be evaluated in light of potential limitations. First, although the results across the four
participating countries are qualitatively similar, quantitative differences in our country-specific results
made pooled meta-analyses unfeasible. Given that calendar time was strongly correlated with both the
omicron surge and the individual vaccine schedules, our results from the individual comparisons depended
on the shifting population infection rates at the time of follow-up. This is particularly relevant for the
interpretation of our estimates for documented infection. Throughout most of the study period, the
number of daily recorded infections in Denmark was twice as high as in Norway and Sweden and more than

4 times higher as in Finland. To mitigate biases from temporal differences in the COVID-19 endpoint
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ascertainment between the distinct in-country compared schedules, we used comparative designs and
controlled for calendar time. While, our between-booster schedule comparisons were potentially
vulnerable to such temporal bias in periods with rapid increases in the infection rates, results were
unchanged in the analysis with more stringent calendar time control (week- vs month-adjustments).
Second, as noted, differences in the ascertainment of infection, due to differences in national COVID-19
policies and testing capacities and individual-level testing and risk behaviour as well as changes hereof over
time, likely influence an estimation of effectiveness against infection. Compared to the other Nordic
countries, Denmark had a proportionally larger testing capacity and registered use of PCR tests for SARS-
CoV-2 during the study period (daily tests peaked at approximately 40.2, 8.6, 6.6, and 5.3 per 1000
individuals in Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden, respectively) and PCR tests were freely available to
anyone, regardless of symptoms or being in certain key/risk groups. Furthermore, we had no information
on home-testing results nor on whether individuals had symptoms. Thus, captured infections likely
represent both symptomatic and asymptomatic individuals. Our booster- vs primary schedule comparisons
for risk of infection would be more prone to these potential ascertainment biases, but they most likely had
no significant influence on our between-booster schedule comparisons. For example, if receipt of a booster
dose was associated with greater testing or risk behaviour compared with not having received a booster
dose, results could be biased toward the null; and, this bias would likely be amplified by more open public

testing policies.

Third, a limitation to our outcome ascertainment of severe COVID-19 is that we may potentially have
captured individuals with an outcome not directly related to COVID-19 but where COVID-19 was a
contributing factor or co-occurred at the time of hospitalisation or death. Our COVID-19 hospitalisation
definitions tried mitigating this by only including inpatient hospitalisation events considered having been
due to COVID-19. Moreover, such potential misclassifications are most likely non-differential between

vaccinated comparative groups.
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Lastly, due to the inherent effectiveness of the booster doses against especially severe COVID-19 outcomes,
we utilised a weighted design, in comparison to a matched design, for the between-booster comparisons to
avoid a loss in statistical power due to missing matches. However, as we studied each heterologous booster
schedule individually to help inform patients, clinicians, and regulatory authorities on the booster schedule-
specific effectiveness observed in the Nordic countries and as the relative number of severe cases was low,
the statistical precision was reduced for some comparisons. Likewise, analyses could not be performed

when the number of vaccinated individuals was too small.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we utilized the health care registers of the Nordic countries to study the vaccine
effectiveness of heterologous booster schedules with the AZD, BNT, and MOD vaccines in four nationwide
cohorts during a period of omicron predominance. We found that the heterologous booster schedules
increased protection against both SARS-CoV-2 infection and hospitalisation for COVID-19 when compared
with primary schedules. Additionally, the effectiveness of the heterologous booster schedules against
COVID-19 was comparable to that of homologous mRNA-vaccine booster schedules. Hybrid immunity from

previous infection and a booster provided the greatest protection.
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anonymised in the utilised data sources; and therefore, direct dissemination to study participants is not
possible. The study results will be disseminated to the public and health professionals by a press release

written using layman’s terms.
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FIGURES and FIGURE CAPTIONS

Figure 1. Cumulative incidence curves of documented SARS-CoV-2 infection and hospitalisation for
COVID-19 comparing heterologous booster schedules commonly used in the Nordic countries with

primary schedules and with homologous booster schedules in each country.

Cumulative incidence curves of documented SARS-CoV-2 infection (panel A and C) and hospitalisation for
COVID-19 (panel B and D) for the most commonly used heterologous AZD-based and mRNA-only-based
booster schedules (blue lines; namely, AZD1BNT2BNT3 [acronym denotes first dose: AZD, second dose:
BNT, and third dose: BNT] and BNTIBNT2MOD3) across the four countries (by columns) as compared with
primary schedules (panel A and B; matched analyses) and with homologous booster schedules (panel C and
D; weighted analyses); comparator group denoted by the red lines (the shaded areas depict the
corresponding 95% confidence intervals). Cumulative incidence plots for all matched heterologous booster-
vs primary schedule comparisons and all weighted heterologous- vs homologous booster schedule
comparisons and including the additional severe COVID-19 outcomes are presented in Supplementary (pp
43-46 and 57-60, respectively). NE denotes not estimated meaning that the cumulative incidence curves

could not be generated for this specific country (column) comparison (row).

Figure 2. Risk of documented SARS-CoV-2 infection comparing heterologous booster- with primary

schedules in each country.

Risk difference per 100 individuals and comparative vaccine effectiveness (1 — risk ratio) for documented
SARS-CoV-2 infection at day 75 after start of follow-up were adjusted for calendar month of receiving the
second vaccine dose, year of birth (5-year bins), sex, region of residence, vaccination priority group, and
selected comorbidities through a matched design. Risk estimates are presented together with number of
events and total person-years within each comparison in Supplementary (pp 47-48). NE denotes not

estimated meaning that the risk estimates could not be generated for this specific country comparison.
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Figure 3. Risk of hospitalisation for COVID-19 comparing heterologous booster- with primary schedules in

each country.

Risk difference per 100,000 individuals and comparative vaccine effectiveness (1 — risk ratio) for
hospitalisation for COVID-19 at day 75 after start of follow-up were adjusted for calendar month of
receiving the second vaccine dose, year of birth (5-year bins), sex, region of residence, vaccination priority
group, and selected comorbidities through a matched design. Risk estimates are presented together with
number of events and total person-years within each comparison in Supplementary (pp 49-50). The other
severe COVID-19 outcomes of intensive care unit admission and death were rarer (Supplementary pp 46
and 51-53). NE denotes not estimated meaning that the risk estimates could not be generated for this

specific country comparison.

Figure 4. Risk of documented SARS-CoV-2 infection comparing heterologous- with homologous booster

schedules in each country.

Risk difference per 100 individuals and comparative vaccine effectiveness (1 — risk ratio) for documented
SARS-CoV-2 infection at day 75 after start of follow-up were adjusted for calendar month of receiving the
booster dose, year of birth (5-year bins), sex, region of residence, vaccination priority group, and selected
comorbidities using inverse probability weights. Risk estimates are presented together with number of
events and total person-years within each comparison in Supplementary (pp 61-62). NE denotes not

estimated meaning that the risk estimates could not be generated for this specific country comparison.

Figure 5. Risk of hospitalisation for COVID-19 comparing heterologous- with homologous booster

schedules in each country.

Risk difference per 100,000 individuals and comparative vaccine effectiveness (1 — risk ratio) for
hospitalisation for COVID-19 at day 75 after start of follow-up were adjusted for calendar month of
receiving the booster dose, year of birth (5-year bins), sex, region of residence, vaccination priority group,

and selected comorbidities using inverse probability weights. Risk estimates are presented together with
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number of events and total person-years within each comparison in Supplementary (pp 63-64). The other
severe COVID-19 outcomes of intensive care unit admission and death were rarer (Supplementary pp 65-
67). NE denotes not estimated meaning that the risk estimates could not be generated for this specific

country comparison.
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AZD1IMOD2MOD3 vs AZD1MOD2

BNT1IBNT2MODS vs BNT1BNT2

MOD1IMOD2BNT3 vs MOD1MOD2

BNT1IMOD2MOD3 vs BNTIMOD2 NE

MODI1BNT2BNT3 vs MOD1BNT2 NE

BNT1IMOD2BNT3 vs BNTIMOD2 NE

MOD1BNT2MOD3 vs MOD1BNT2 NE

Schedules

Denmark

~11.2 (-18.9 to -3.4)

—22.2 (-46.3 10 1.8)

~14.3 (-37.5 0 9.0)

~7.1 (-24.8 t0 10.6)

1.5 (-8.8 t0 11.7)

~4.6 (-7.6 t0 -1.6)

~3.2 (-10.9 to 4.4)

~2.2 (-2.8 0 -1.6)

~1.9 (2.4 to -1.3)

~5.7 (-6.9 to —4.4)

~7.5 (-10.1 to —4.9)

~3.6 (-5.3 t0 -2.0)

~4.1 (-5.3 t0 -2.8)

0.5 (3.8 to 4.9)

2.5(-2.6107.7)

~22.4 (-24.4 to —20.4)

~17.8 (-33.5 to -2.0)

~18.5 (-19.2 to -17.8)

-21.3 (-22.9 t0 -19.7)

~32.3 (-56.1 to -8.6)

~24.9 (-33.5t0 -16.3)

~29.1 (-41.5 to -16.7)

~25.7 (-35.9 to —15.4)

~4.3 (-5.5 to -3.1)

~4.0 (-4.6 t0 -3.4)

-3.1(-5.0to0 -1.2)

~2.4 (-8.9 10 4.1)

~3.2 (-3.5t0 -2.9)

~2.2 (-2.9to -1.5)

—2.1(-6.1t0 1.8)

~5.9 (-20.8 t0 8.9)

~5.5 (-16.8 t0 5.8)

6.5 (-10.1 to 23.1)

[ N
=20 -10 0

N

N
10

RD (95% CI) per 100 individuals

Comparative Vaccine Effectiveness

8 Denmark

Finland

Finland Norway

Norway

Sweden
Sweden

20

AZD1AZD2BNT3 vs AZD1AZD?2

AZD1AZD2MOD3 vs AZD1AZD2

AZD1BNT2BNT3 vs AZD1BNT2

AZD1IMOD2MOD3 vs AZD1MOD2

BNT1BNT2MODS3 vs BNT1BNT2

MOD1IMOD2BNT3 vs MOD1MOD2

BNT1IMOD2MOD3 vs BNT1MOD2

MOD1BNT2BNT3 vs MOD1BNT2

BNT1IMOD2BNT3 vs BNT1IMOD2

MOD1BNT2MOD3 vs MOD1BNT2

=7.9% (—80.2% to 64.4%)

51.6% (-49.9% to 100%)

16.5% (6.9% to 26.1%)

19.9% (7.8% to 31.9%)

51.8% (18.0% to 85.6%)

33.2% (—6.8% to 73.2%)

NE

NE

NE

NE

62.8% (52.9% to 72.7%)

77.7% (67.9% to 87.4%)

42.7% (35.8% to 49.6%)

55.1% (42.9% to 67.2%)

36.2% (21.9% to 50.4%)

44.2% (34.5% to 53.8%)

46.0% (-29.9% to 100%)

~17.1% (-136.0% to 100%)

47.8% (27.7% to 68.0%)

32.1% (~37.0% to 100%)

—~8.6% (~79.8% to 62.6%)

~66.4% (~240.1% to 100%)

60.9% (57.8% to 64.1%)

50.1% (19.1% to 81.0%)

67.8% (66.3% to 69.2%)

62.3% (59.5% to 65.0%)

69.7% (47.4% to 92.0%)

66.7% (56.0% to 77.4%)

65.1% (48.7% to 81.5%)

69.8% (56.1% to 83.5%)

26.3% (20.2% to 32.5%)

38.89% (34.2% to 43.3%)

9.7% (4.1% to 15.3%)

8.1% (~13.3% to 29.4%)

37.4% (34.7% to 40.2%)

20.2% (14.3% to 26.1%)

64.3% (14.1% to 100%)

49.1% (-29.0% to 100%)

55.4% (~14.4% to 100%)

NE

[ N
-100 -50

N

0
VE (95% Cl)

50

N
100
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Hospitalisation

Risk Difference

4 Denmark Finland Norway Sweden
Schedules Denmark Finland Norway Sweden
AZD1AZD2BNT3 vs AZD1AZD2 NE —266.3 (-431.9to -100.6) NE —-371.3 (—455.4 to —287.2)
AZD1AZD2MOD3 vs AZD1AZD2 NE NE NE —447.5 (-546.7 to —348.4)
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L

AZD1MOD2MOD3 vs AZD1MOD2 -27.5(-205.0to0 150.1) NE NE NE

N

BNT1BNT2MOD3 vs BNT1IBNT2 NE -29.8 (-136.6 to 77.1) -341.1 (-460.4 to —-221.9) -354.6 (-421.2 to —288.1)
MOD1MOD2BNT3 vs MOD1MOD2 NE NE -223.2(-388.1t0 -58.3)  —382.1 (-521.9 to -242.2)
BNT1MOD2MOD3 vs BNTIMOD2 NE NE -46.7 (-80.5to —12.9) NE
MODI1BNT2BNT3 vs MOD1BNT2 NE NE NE NE
BNT1MOD2BNT3 vs BNTIMOD2 NE NE 128.8 (-138.1 to 395.7) NE
MOD1BNT2MOD3 vs MOD1BNT2 NE NE NE NE
w w w w
-400 -200 0 200 400
RD (95% CI) per 100,000 individuals
Comparative Vaccine Effectiveness
4 Denmark Finland Norway Sweden
Schedules Denmark Finland Norway Sweden
AZD1AZD2BNT3 vs AZD1AZD2 NE 95.5% (88.5% to 100%) NE 87.8% (80.9% to 94.7%)
AZD1AZD2MOD3 vs AZD1AZD?2 NE NE NE 95.2% (90.2% to 100%)
AZD1BNT2BNT3 vs AZD1BNT2 NE 86.6% (65.1% to 100%) NE 63.2% (12.1% to 100%)
i
AZD1MOD2MOD3 vs AZD1IMOD2 36.0% (-141.4% to 100%) NE NE NE

BNT1BNT2MODS3 vs BNT1BNT2

MOD1IMOD2BNT3 vs MOD1MOD2

BNT1IMOD2MOD3 vs BNT1IMOD2

MOD1BNT2BNT3 vs MOD1BNT?2

BNT1IMOD2BNT3 vs BNT1IMOD2

MOD1BNT2MOD3 vs MOD1BNT2

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

34.6% (~85.8% to 100%)

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

94.6% (90.0% to 99.3%)

88.5% (70.8% to 100%)

95.5% (86.1% to 100%)

NE

NE

NE

88.7% (83.6% to 93.8%)

89.6% (79.7% to 99.6%)

NE

NE

NE

NE

[ N
-100 -50

N

0

VE (95% Cl)

50

N
100
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Documented Infection

Risk Difference

4 Denmark Finland Norway Sweden
Schedules Denmark Finland Norway Sweden
. :
AZD1AZD2BNT3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 -9.1 (-12.9to -5.3) -0.1 (-0.3t0 0.1) -5.4(-8.4t0-2.4) 0.6(0.4t00.7) :
. :
AZD1AZD2MOD3 vs MOD1IMOD2MOD3 -16.1(-29.2t0 -3.0) -0.3(-0.61t0 0.0) -3.1(-8.1t0 1.8) 0.6 (0.1t0 1.0) !
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AZD1MOD2MOD3 vs MOD1MOD2MOD3 0.9 (-3.6 t0 5.4) 1.4 (0.8102.1) 1.4 (-2.21t04.9) 5.8(3.8t07.7) !
- |
BNT1BNT2MOD3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 -19.8 (-23.9t0-15.8) -1.4(-2.1t0-0.7) 1.7(1.5t01.9) -1.3(-1.4t0-1.1) !
.
MODI1IMOD2BNT3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3 -4.6 (-8.4to -0.7) -0.4 (-0.7t0-0.1) 1.3(0.9to0 1.6) -0.1 (-0.31t0 0.0) !
. 1
BNT1MOD2MOD3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3 -5.8 (-18.2t0 6.6) -1.4 (-2.810 0.0) 3.2 (2.2t04.3) -4.0 (-5.7 to -2.3)
: L
MOD1BNT2BNT3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 3.9 (-7.8t0 15.6) 1.1(-1.1t03.2) 6.2 (0.3t012.1) 15(-1.6t04.7)
<= Z
BNT1IMOD2BNT3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 -19.0 (-44.51t0 6.5) -2.3(-35t0-1.2) 1.4(-0.1to02.9) -1.8 (-6.0t0 2.3) :
MOD1BNT2MOD3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3 NE -0.3(-3.0t0 2.3) 29 (-2.4t08.1) -1.4 (-6.0t0 3.1)
[ { | { \
-20 -10 0 10 20
RD (95% CI) per 100 individuals
Comparative Vaccine Effectiveness
8 Denmark Finland Norway Sweden
Schedules Denmark Finland Norway Sweden
1 .
AZD1AZD2BNT3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 20.0% (11.7% to 28.4%) 4.1% (-9.9% to 18.2%) 37.2% (16.6% to 57.8%) -11.8% (—14.8% to —8.9%) !
l .
AZD1AZD2MOD3 vs MOD1IMOD2MOD3 46.7% (9.0% to 84.4%) 29.5% (3.1% to 56.0%) 23.8% (—13.2% to 60.7%) —-13.8% (—25.9% to —1.7%) !
-
AZD1BNT2BNT3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 -3.3% (—4.6% to —2.0%) -3.5% (—9.0% to 2.0%) 2.4% (-0.1% to 4.8%) —20.0% (—22.6% to —17.4%) ;
_.5_
AZD1MOD2MOD3 vs MOD1MOD2MOD3 -2.1% (-12.6% to 8.4%) -38.7% (-60.2% to —17.2%) -8.8% (—32.0% to 14.4%) -30.2% (—41.3% to —19.1%) !
E —.—
BNT1BNT2MOD3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 53.8% (42.8% to 64.8%) 23.7% (12.1% to 35.2%) -14.6% (-16.7% to -12.6%) 19.3% (17.8% to 20.8%) !
E—I—
MODI1MOD2BNT3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3  12.6% (1.9% to 23.2%) 8.7% (2.4% to 15.1%) -9.3% (-11.9% to —6.8%) 2.0% (—0.6% to 4.6%) !
I i
BNT1MOD2MOD3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3  19.9% (—22.6% to 62.4%) 19.9% (0.9% to 38.9%) -19.3% (-25.6% to —13.0%) 60.4% (34.4% to 86.3%)
. 1
MOD1BNT2BNT3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 -14.1% (-56.5% to 28.3%) -19.9% (-61.0% to 21.2%) —-27.0% (-52.8% to —1.2%) —21.3% (—64.7% to 22.2%)
: i
BNT1IMOD2BNT3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 44.9% (—15.5% to 100%) 29.0% (15.4% to 42.7%) —7.8% (—16.0% to 0.4%) 26.0% (—33.1% to 85.2%)
MOD1BNT2MOD3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3 NE 5.2% (—36.7% to 47.1%) -12.9% (—36.6% to 10.7%) 20.1% (-44.2% to 84.4%)
{ { | { [
-100 -50 0 50 100

VE (95% Cl)
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Hospitalisation

Risk Difference

4 Denmark Finland Norway Sweden
Schedules Denmark Finland Norway Sweden
AZD1AZD2BNT3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3 NE -10.0 (-34.7to 14.6) 337.7 (-470.7 to 1146.1) -19.4 (-35.1t0 —-3.6)

AZD1AZD2MOD3 vs MOD1IMOD2MOD3 NE

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.24.22282651; this version posted November 29, 2022. The copyright holder for this

preprint (which was not Certiﬁe%%ﬁféﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂ%%g% y{/g)'{lﬁsfﬁﬂﬁié\edeiv a liu?n%e {o_%sgl.az t{loe Tzfr?) in

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

~15.2 (-65.3 to 34.8)

5.1 (-25.7 to 35.9)

NE

-3.2 (-27.0 t0 20.7)

7.2 (-21.9 t0 36.2)

~4.3 (-24.6 t0 16.0)

1
1
1
T
1
1
1
1
1
1
T
1
1
1
1
T
1

-

AZD1MOD2MOD3 vs MOD1MOD2MOD3 9.2 (-5.2 to 23.6) NE NE -8.8 (=70.6 t0 53.0) !

BNT1BNT2MOD3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 NE 9.8 (-28.2t0 47.9) -39.0 (-64.4 to —-13.7) -21.8 (-32.7 to -10.9)

MOD1MOD2BNT3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3 NE 27.6 (-40.61t095.8)  —37.1 (-65.4 to —8.9) -11.1 (-33.4t0 11.3) 5

BNT1IMOD2MOD3 vs BNTIBNT2BNT3  2339.6 (-2498.9 to 7178.0) NE -0.7 (-89.8 to 88.4) NE 5

MODI1BNT2BNT3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 NE NE NE NE

BNT1IMOD2BNT3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 NE NE 45.0 (-66.3 to 156.4) NE

MODI1BNTZ2MOD3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3 NE NE —-70.7 (-146.6 t0 5.2) NE

{ w | w \
-100 -50 0 50 100
RD (95% CI) per 100,000 individuals
Comparative Vaccine Effectiveness
4 Denmark Finland Norway Sweden

Schedules Denmark Finland Norway Sweden
AZD1AZD2BNT3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3 NE 30.8% (—29.3% to 90.9%) NE 27.5% (7.6% to 47.4%)
AZD1AZD2MOD3 vs MOD1MOD2MOD3 NE 59.9% (—35.8% to 100%) NE -17.3% (-95.7% to 61.1%)

AZD1BNT2BNT3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3

AZD1IMOD2MOD3 vs MOD1IMOD2MOD3

BNT1BNT2MODS3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3

MODI1IMOD2BNT3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3

BNT1IMOD2MOD3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3

MODI1BNT2BNT3 vs BNT1BNT2BNT3

BNT1IMOD2BNT3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3

MOD1BNT2MOD3 vs BNT1IBNT2BNT3

29.4% (~15.4% to 74.2%)

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

-16.7% (-130.9% to 97.4%)

NE

—-47.6% (—236.3% to 100%)

~81.0% (-284.2% to 100%)

NE

NE

NE

NE

6.8% (~42.9% to 56.4%)

NE

34.3% (13.5% to 55.1%)

38.9% (12.7% to 65.1%)

0.7% (-92.8% to 94.2%)

NE

-92.4% (—336.5% to 100%)

74.5% (22.1% to 100%)

11.7% (-41.8% to 65.1%)

26.4% (—141.5% to 100%)

34.0% (18.1% to 49.8%)

12.0% (~12.0% to 36.1%)

NE

NE

NE

NE

[
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0
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