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Summary

Background: The optimal antiviral drug for treatment of non-severe influenza
remains unclear. To support an update of WHO guidelines on antiviral treatment for
influenza, this systematic review compared effects of antiviral drugs for treating non-
severe influenza.

Methods: We systematically searched Medline, Embase, Cochrane Central Register
of Controlled Trials, Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied Health Literature, Global
Health, Epistemonikos, and ClinicalTrials.gov for randomized controlled trials
published between database inception and 20 September 2023, comparing direct-
acting influenza antiviral drugs, including but not limited to baloxavir, favipiravir,
laninamivir, oseltamivir, peramivir, umifenovir, and zanamivir, to placebo, standard
care, or another antiviral drug for treating people with non-severe influenza. We
performed frequentist network meta-analyses to summarize the evidence and
evaluated the certainty of evidence using the GRADE (Grading of Recommendations
Assessment, Development and Evaluation) approach. We registered the protocol
with PROSPERO, CRD42023456650.

Findings: We identified 11878 records, of which 73 trials with 34332 participants
proved eligible. Compared with standard care or placebo, all antiviral drugs have
little or no effect on mortality for low-risk patients (risk difference (RD) varied from
0.12 fewer to 0.02 fewer per 1000) and high-risk patients (RD varied from 1.22 fewer
to 0.24 fewer per 1000) (all high certainty). All antivirals (no data for peramivir and

amantadine) have little or no effect on admission to hospital (RD varied from 2 fewer
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to 1 more per 1000) for low-risk patients (high certainty). With respect to hospital
admission, for high-risk patients, oseltamivir (RD 4 fewer per 1000, 95% Cl 10 fewer
to 4 more; high certainty) and zanamivir (RD 4 more per 1000, 95% Cl 4 fewer to 15
more; high certainty) have little or no effect; baloxavir may reduce risk (RD 16 fewer
per 1000, 95% ClI 20 fewer to 4 more; low certainty); all other drugs may have little
or uncertain effect. For time to alleviation of symptoms, baloxavir probably reduces
symptom duration (mean difference (MD) 1.02 days lower, 95% Cl 1.41 lower to 0.63
lower; moderate certainty); umifenovir may reduce symptom duration (MD 1.10
days lower, 95% Cl 1.57 lower to 0.63 lower; low certainty); oseltamivir probably has
no important effect (MD 0.75 days lower, 95% Cl 0.93 lower to 0.57 lower, moderate
certainty) and other drugs may have no important or little effect. For adverse events
related to treatment, baloxavir (RD 32 fewer per 1000, 95% ClI 52 fewer to 6 fewer;
high certainty) has few or no such events; oseltamivir (RD 28 more per 1000, 95% Cl
12 more to 48 more; moderate certainty) probably increases such events; other
drugs may have little or no effect, or uncertain effect.

Interpretation: Baloxavir may reduce the risk of hospital admission for high-risk
patients and probably reduces time to alleviation of symptoms, without increasing
adverse events related to treatment in patients with non-severe influenza. All other
antivirals either probably have little or no effect, or uncertain effects on patient-
important outcomes.

Funding: WHO.

Keywords: Non-severe influenza; Antiviral treatment; Efficacy; Safety; Network meta-
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Research in context

Evidence before this study

Antiviral drugs may play a role in reducing illness duration, preventing serious
complications, and lowering morbidity, particularly in high-risk populations. Previous
systematic reviews and network meta-analyses have assessed the effects of antiviral
drugs for treating influenza, but none assessed all approved antivirals for influenza
or addressed patient-important outcomes of mortality and admission to hospital.
The effect of many antiviral drugs for treating patients with non-severe influenza
remains uncertain.

Added value of this study

This systematic review and network meta-analysis represents the most
comprehensive assessment of the benefits and harms of antivirals in treating
patients with non-severe influenza and demonstrates that baloxavir may reduce the
risk of admission to hospital for high-risk patients and probably reduces time to
alleviation of symptoms, does not increase adverse events related to treatment, but
may increase emergence of resistance. Oseltamivir has little or no effect on mortality
and admission to hospital, probably has no important effect on time to alleviation of
symptoms, and probably increases adverse events related to treatments. Other
antivirals probably have little or no effect on mortality and admission to hospital and
may have no important effect on time to alleviation of symptoms.

Implications of all the available evidence

Our study provides evidence that baloxavir may be superior to standard care or
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placebo in reducing the risk of admission to hospital for high-risk patients and
probably decreases time to alleviation of symptoms with few or no adverse effects.
These findings support the use of baloxavir for treatment of high-risk non-severe

influenza patients.
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Introduction

Influenza, a viral respiratory disease caused by influenza virus, affects people
worldwide." Although most people with influenza have upper respiratory symptoms
that are self-limited and recover within a week without medical attention, some
individuals experience severe or fatal complications.>® This number is substantial:
each year, influenza is estimated to cause 3 to 5 million cases of severe illness and
290,000 to 650,000 respiratory deaths worldwide.>*

Antiviral drugs such as neuraminidase inhibitors (e.g., oseltamivir, zanamivir,
laninamivir, and peramivir) and selective cap-dependent endonuclease inhibitors
(e.g., baloxavir) may play a role in reducing illness duration, preventing serious
complications, and lowering morbidity and mortality, particularly in high-risk
populations.® In 2022, the World Health Organization (WHO) published guidelines
for clinical management of severe illness caused by influenza virus infections. These
guidelines conditionally recommended the use of oseltamivir but advised against
using inhaled zanamivir, inhaled laninamivir, or intravenous peramivir for individuals
suspected or confirmed to have influenza virus infection with or at risk of severe
iliness.” Most of the evidence supporting these recommendations was, however, of
low or very low certainty, leaving optimal management in doubt.

Previous systematic reviews and network meta-analyses have assessed the
effects of antiviral drugs for treating influenza®*°, but have been limited in failure to

(o]

provide absolute effects of interventions,®™® in their focus solely on specific

categories of interventions such as neuraminidase inhibitors or particular subtypes
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of influenza such as seasonal influenza,®*® or overlooked crucial patient-important

8-10

outcomes including mortality and hospitalization.®™® Additionally, some studies®™

do not assess the certainty of the evidence and none include recent trials.”**

To evaluate the effectiveness and safety of antiviral treatment for patients with
non-severe influenza and thus support an update of WHO guidelines on antiviral
treatment for influenza,” we performed a systematic review and network meta-
analysis of randomized controlled trials (RCTs).

Methods
Registration and reporting

We registered this systematic review protocol with PROSPERO
(CRD42023456650) and reported the review according to the guideline of Preferred
Reported Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) for network
meta-analyses."

Search strategy and selection criteria

With the aid of a medical librarian, we searched Medline, Embase, Cochrane
Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL), Cumulative Index to Nursing and
Allied Health Literature (CINAHL), Global Health, Epistemonikos, ClinicalTrials.gov
from databases inception to 20 September 2023 (Appendix 1). To identify additional
trials, we manually searched reference lists of relevant previous systematic reviews
and eligible studies.

We included RCTs that compared direct-acting influenza antiviral drugs to

placebo, standard care, or another antiviral drug for people with suspected or


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.28.24307936

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.28.24307936; this version posted May 28, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

laboratory-confirmed (by RT-PCR assay, rapid antigen test, or immunofluorescence
assay) non-severe influenza. We used the WHO definitions for disease severity;
severe illness from influenza infection was defined as an illness that requires
hospitalisation.” We defined non-severe influenza as the absence of any criteria for
severe influenza and included RCTs enrolling naturally infected patients with any
etiology of influenza virus, including seasonal influenza viruses, pandemic influenza
viruses, and zoonotic influenza viruses.

We focused on influenza antiviral drugs approved by the US Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) or approved for use in different parts of the world.® Eligible
antiviral drugs included baloxavir, oseltamivir, laninamivir, zanamivir, peramivir,
umifenovir, favipiravir, amantadine, and rimantadine.

We did not impose any restrictions on publication language, patient age, or
dose and administration route of antiviral drugs. Eligible trials reported at least one
of the outcomes of interest. We excluded studies investigating the antiviral effects of
Traditional Chinese medicines and antiviral drugs combined with adjunctive
therapies as well as trials that used antivirals as prophylaxis against influenza in
individuals who had been exposed to influenza virus.

Using Covidence (https://covidence.org/), pairs of reviewers independently
screened titles and abstracts of all records and full texts of potentially eligible
records. We checked the retractions for all eligible publications, if the study was
retracted from the publication, we excluded the study from our review.'® Pairs of

reviewers independently extracted data on study characteristics, patient

10
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characteristics, characteristics of interventions, and outcomes {(Appendix 2).
Reviewers resolved discrepancies by discussion or, if necessary, with the assistance
of a third party for adjudication.

Data analysis

Patient-important outcomes of interest to the guideline panel included mortality,
admission to hospital, admission to intensive care unit (ICU), progression to
mechanical ventilation, duration of mechanical ventilation, duration of
hospitalization, time to alleviation of symptoms, hospital discharge destination,
emergence of resistance, any adverse events, adverse events related to treatments,
and serious adverse events. We defined time to alleviation of symptoms as time from
the start of treatment to the alleviation of all influenza-associated symptoms.*”**

We conducted pairwise meta-analyses for all direct comparisons of each
outcome using the Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman (HKSJ) random-effects model in R
version 4.2.1 (R Foundation for Statistical Computing). To assess the between-study
heterogeneity, we visually inspected forest plots and used the I statistic. For
comparisons that included at least 10 studies, to assess publication bias, we used
Harbord’s test for dichotomous outcomes and Egger's test for continuous

19,20 .
""" as well as a visual assessment of the funnel plot.

outcomes,
For emergence of resistance, because no such events occur in standard care or
placebo groups, to estimate pooled emergence of resistance rates for each antiviral,

we conducted meta-analyses of the proportion of actively treated patients in whom

resistance occurred using the Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman (HKSJ) random effects

11
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model with the restricted maximum likelihood (REML) heterogeneity estimator

method.?**?

To stabilize variances, we applied the Freeman-Tukey double arcsine
transformation.”

We drew network plots for each outcome using STATA 15.0 (StataCorp, College
Station, Texas, USA). Using netmeta package in R version 4.2.1 (R Foundation for
Statistical Computing), we performed frequentist random-effects network meta-
analyses with a graph-theoretical approach.”* The estimator was based on weighted
least-square regression using the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse method.** For each
outcome, we used the “design-by-treatment” model (global test) to assess the
coherence assumption for the entire network.”> We calculated indirect estimates
from the network by node-splitting and a back-calculation method.” To evaluate
local (loop-specific) incoherence in each closed loop of the network - the difference
between direct and indirect evidence - we used the node-splitting method and
calculated a P-value for the test of incoherence.””’

We calculated risk ratios (RRs) with 95% confidence intervals (Cls) for mortality,
admission to hospital, any adverse events, and adverse events related to treatments.
For mortality and hospital admission, we applied the continuity correction of 0.5 for
trials with 0 events.”® We calculated absolute effects using the network RR estimates
and the baseline risk estimates. To estimate absolute effects of antivirals on
mortality and hospital admission, the guideline panel recommended use of two

baseline risk categories for patients at low risk and high risk for severe complications.

We defined high-risk patients using the definitions from the 2022 WHO guidelines.’

12
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For mortality, we obtained baseline risks for low-risk (0.2 per 1000) and high-risk (2

2930 £or other outcomes for which

per 1000) patients from observational studies.
reliable observational data were not available, we used the median baseline risk in
the standard care or placebo group of eligible RCTs.

For ICU admission and serious adverse events, the median event rate from the
standard care or placebo arm was less than 1%, we directly calculated the absolute
risk differences (RDs) with 95% Cls. We calculated mean differences (MDs) with 95%
Cls for continuous outcomes. When standard deviations (SDs) were missing, we
estimated them using the methods described in the Cochrane Handbook.*!

If at least two trials provided relevant information for each subgroup, we
performed the following prespecified within-trial subgroup analyses: seasonal versus
zoonotic versus pandemic influenza viruses; confirmed versus suspected influenza
virus infection; children < 2 years, children versus adults and adolescents versus
elderly (2 65 years); patients at increased risk of severe complications versus at low
risk (Appendix 2 presents further details). We planned to assess the credibility of the
subgroup hypothesis using the Instrument for assessing the Credibility of Effect
Modification Analyses (ICEMAN) tool.* Pairs of reviewers independently evaluated
the risk of bias of eligible RCTs using a modified Cochrane risk of bias tool (Appendix
2).33

To assess the certainty of evidence for each outcome, we used the Grading of
Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) approach for

34,35

network meta-analysis. We evaluated the risk of bias, imprecision, inconsistency,

13
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indirectness, and publication bias, and rated the certainty of evidence for direct
estimates as high, moderate, low, or very low.>® We assessed imprecision at the
network level using the minimally important difference (MID) as a threshold.> The
guideline panel specified an MID as 0.3% for mortality, 1.5% for admission to
hospital, 1% for admission to ICU, 1% for any adverse events and adverse events
related to treatments, 0.5% for serious adverse events, 5% for emergence of
resistance, and 1 day for time to alleviation of symptoms and duration of
hospitalization. We rated imprecision following GRADE guidance (Appendix 2

38,39

presents further details). We developed the summary of findings tables for

comparisons of each antiviral versus standard care or placebo in MAGICapp
following GRADE guidance.***"
Role of the funding source

The funder had no role in study design, data collection, analysis, and
interpretation, or writing of the manuscript and the decision to submit.
Results

The electronic search identified 11878 records. After screening 8944 unique
titles and abstracts and 459 full texts, 87 articles reporting 73 unique RCTs proved
eligible (Figure 1). Appendix 3 lists the eligible trials.

Eligible trials were published from 1971 through 2023 and evaluated eight
unique antivirals: baloxavir, favipiravir, laninamivir, oseltamivir, peramivir,

umifenovir, zanamivir, and amantadine, with the most common comparison being

between oseltamivir and standard care or placebo (Appendix 4). Sample sizes ranged

14
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from 14 to 3266 (a total of 34332); the median of mean age was 35.0 years, and the
median proportion of men was 49.8%. The follow-up for outcomes ranged from 5 to
29 days.

Appendix 5 presents the risk of bias of eligible trials for each outcome. Nine
trials were at low or probably low risk of bias for all reported outcomes. The main
limitations were inadequate allocation concealment and the lack of blinding of data
collectors, outcome assessors, and data analysts.

Figure 2 and Appendix 6 present network plots for each outcome. We did not
find substantial between-study heterogeneity for most outcomes and most
comparisons (Appendix 7). Tests of incoherence raised no concerns of global
incoherence (Appendix 8) for all outcomes and no concerns of local incoherence
(Appendix 9) between direct and indirect evidence except for time to alleviation of
symptoms. Appendix 10 presents network relative estimates and absolute estimates
for each comparison for outcomes, with certainty of evidence. Table 1, Table 2, and
Appendix 11 present the GRADE summary of findings for antivirals versus standard
care or placebo. We did not find evidence of intransitivity. We found no evidence of
publication bias (Appendix 12).

Forty-one trials including 23892 patients reported mortality. High certainty
evidence showed that, compared with standard care or placebo, seven antivirals (i.e.
baloxavir, favipiravir, laninamivir, oseltamivir, peramivir, umifenovir, zanamivir) have
little or no effect on mortality in low-risk (RD varied from 0.12 fewer to 0.02 fewer

per 1000) or high-risk (RD varied from 1.22 fewer to 0.24 fewer per 1000) patients

15
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(Figure 3, Table 1, Table 2, and Appendix 11).

Twenty-eight trials involving 17262 patients reported admission to hospital for
all antivirals except for peramivir and amantadine (no data available). For low-risk
patients, there proved little or no difference between six antivirals (baloxavir,
favipiravir, laninamivir, oseltamivir, umifenovir, and zanamivir) and standard care or
placebo in admission to hospital (RD varied from 2 fewer to 1 more per 1000; high
certainty). For admission to hospital in high-risk patients, compared with standard
care or placebo, baloxavir may reduce risk (RD 16 fewer per 1000, 95% ClI 20 fewer
to 4 more; low certainty); oseltamivir (RD 4 fewer per 1000, 95% Cl 10 fewer to 4
more; high certainty) and zanamivir (RD 4 more per 1000, 95% Cl 4 fewer to 15 more;
high certainty) have little or no effect; and laninamivir may have little or no effect
(RD 2 more per 1000, 95% CI 21 fewer to 979 more; low certainty) (Figure 3, Table 1,
Table 2, and Appendix 11).

Two trials with 1626 patients provided data on ICU admission for oseltamivir
and peramivir. Compared with standard care or placebo, oseltamivir has little or no
effect on admission to ICU (RD 2 fewer per 1000, 95% ClI 7 fewer to 3 more; high
certainty). We are uncertain whether peramivir reduces admission to the ICU (Figure
3). No data is available regarding the effect of other antivirals on ICU admission.

Fifty-nine trials enrolling 24086 patients reported time to alleviation of
symptoms. Compared with standard care or placebo, baloxavir probably reduces
symptom duration (MD 1.02 days lower, 95% CI 1.41 lower to 0.63 lower; moderate

certainty); umifenovir may reduce symptom duration (MD 1.10 days lower, 95% ClI

16
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1.57 lower to 0.63 lower; low certainty); while oseltamivir (MD 0.75 days lower, 95%
Cl1 0.93 lower to 0.57 lower, moderate certainty) and zanamivir (MD 0.68 days lower,
95% ClI 0.93 lower to 0.43 lower, moderate certainty) probably have no important
effect (Figure 3, Table 1, Table 2, and Appendix 11).

Three trials with 234 patients provided data on duration of hospitalization for
oseltamivir, peramivir, and zanamivir. The evidence is very uncertain as to whether
these drugs reduce duration of hospitalization (Figure 3). No data is available
regarding the effect of other antivirals on duration of hospitalization.

Forty-nine trials with 22868 patients reported data on overall adverse events.
No data is available for amantadine. Compared with standard care or placebo,
baloxavir (RD 52 fewer per 1000, 95% Cl 87 fewer to 17 fewer; high certainty) does
not increase overall adverse events and zanamivir (RD 28 fewer per 1000, 95% Cl 48
fewer to 7 fewer; low certainty) may not result in an increase. It is uncertain whether
favipiravir, laninamivir, oseltamivir, peramivir, and umifenovir increase adverse
events (Figure 3).

Thirty-six trials with 19298 patients reported data on adverse events related to
treatments. Compared with standard care or placebo, baloxavir (RD 32 fewer per
1000, 95% CI 52 fewer to 6 fewer; high certainty) does not increase adverse events
related to treatment and oseltamivir (RD 28 more per 1000, 95% Cl 12 more to 48
more; moderate certainty) probably increases adverse events related to treatment.
Favipiravir, peramivir, and zanamivir may not increase adverse events related to

treatment. We are uncertain whether umifenovir increases adverse events related to
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treatment (Figure 3).

Fifty-eight trials involving 32043 patients provided low to moderate evidence
that there may be little or no difference in serious adverse events between baloxavir,
favipiravir, laninamivir, oseltamivir, peramivir, or zanamivir and standard care or
placebo. No data is available for umifenovir and amantadine on serious adverse
events. (Figure 3, Table 1, Table 2, and Appendix 11).

Twelve trials enrolling 1554 patients reported the emergence of resistance for
participants who received antivirals. Baloxavir may have an important impact on
emergence of drug resistance (percentage 9.97%, 95% Cl 0.02% to 31.79%; low
certainty). Zanamivir may have no important impact on emergence of drug
resistance (percentage 0%, 95% Cl 0% to 11.66%; low certainty). We are uncertain
whether oseltamivir and peramivir increase emergence of drug resistance {very low
certainty; Appendix 13). There was no evidence regarding drug resistance for other
antivirals from included RCTs.

The within-trial subgroup analyses and meta-regression analyses did not reveal
any subgroup effects (Appendix 14 and Appendix 15). Our sensitivity analyses using
the RD as summary effect measure for mortality and hospital admission (Appendix
16), only including studies with confirmed influenza patients (Appendix 17), and only
including studies with patients at high risk (Appendix 18) showed similar results to
primary analyses of all patients.

Discussion

In patients with non-severe influenza, we found high certainty evidence that
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compared with standard care or placebo, baloxavir, favipiravir, laninamivir,
oseltamivir, peramivir, umifenovir, and zanamivir have little or no effect on mortality
for low-risk and high-risk patients, high certainty evidence that oseltamivir and
zanamivir have little or no effect on admission to hospital for high-risk patients, and
low certainty evidence that baloxavir may reduce the risk of admission to hospital for
high-risk patients. All antivirals have little or no effect on admission to hospital for
low-risk patients. With respect to time to alleviation of symptoms, baloxavir
probably reduces symptom duration; oseltamivir and zanamivir probably have no
important effect; laninamivir, peramivir, and amantadine may have no important
effect; and umifenovir may reduce symptom duration. Baloxavir does not increase
adverse events related to treatment but may result in resistance in approximately 10%
of those treated. Oseltamivir probably increases adverse events related to treatment.
Other antivirals probably or may have little or no effect on adverse events.

The strengths of the review include a comprehensive synthesis of all available
evidence on the benefits and harms of antivirals for non-severe influenza patients;
independent duplicate study identification, selection, data extraction, and risk of
bias assessment; and application of the GRADE approach to rate the certainty of
evidence. To facilitate interpretation of the results, we present absolute effects.
Based on the WHO guideline development panel's discussion and suggestions, we
evaluated the effects of antivirals on mortality and hospital admission for both low-
risk and high-risk populations.

The WHO guideline panel provided us with the MID values for patient-
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important outcomes and reviewed the results of our review. We used these MID
values to interpret the results, assist our imprecision rating, and draw conclusions.
During the rating of imprecision, we followed GRADE guidance and considered

38,39 . . . .
*>” For certain outcomes, such as mortality in patients at

external indirect evidence.
low and high risk, and admission to hospital in low-risk patients, where the baseline
risk was lower than the MID, the absolute effects between comparisons did not
exceed the MID, and no intervention was superior to the other despite the certainty
of evidence. Therefore, we rated the certainty of evidence for all comparisons as
high certainty.

Our review has limitations. The evidence for some antiviral drugs and some
outcomes was limited. The panel was also interested in progression to mechanical
ventilation, duration of mechanical ventilation, and hospital discharge destination,
but no trials reported these outcomes. Because within-trial subgroup information
was limited, we were only able to conduct within-trial subgroup analysis for certain
outcomes and comparisons and did not find any significant subgroup effects. We
performed meta-regression analyses for the effect modifiers and also did not find
significant subgroup effects.

For mortality and hospital admission, to estimate separately absolute effects for
patients at low risk and high risk using network relative estimates and the baseline
risks, we calculated risk ratios and applied the continuity correction of 0.5 for trials

with 0 events.”® Reassuringly, our findings were robust to sensitivity analyses using

RDs as the summary measure.
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Due to the high risk of bias or serious imprecision, the certainty of evidence was
low for many comparisons. As future trials emerge, we anticipate an improvement in
the certainty of evidence and will periodically update this systematic review and
network meta-analysis.

Several network meta-analyses have evaluated antivirals for treating influenza
10424 but none assessed all approved antivirals for influenza and none focused on
patient-important outcomes of mortality and admission to hospital. Compared with

810424 \we included more trials and patients,

previous network meta-analyses
assessed the certainty of evidence using the GRADE approach, and presented
absolute effects. Our findings on baloxavir are consistent with previous network
meta-analyses that baloxavir probably reduces time to alleviation of symptoms
without increasing adverse events.>*°

Previous pairwise meta-analyses, including no more than nine studies, have
evaluated the effects of oseltamivir on influenza and reported that, compared to

18,44
" The results

standard care or placebo, oseltamivir might reduce hospitalization.
differed from our findings mainly because the previous meta-analyses only included
studies published before 2014. Another more recent meta-analysis including 12
studies with 6295 outpatients patients reported that oseltamivir may not be
associated with reduced risk of hospitalization and may associated with increased
nausea and vomiting.* Our findings on the effects of oseltamivir for non-severe

influenza are consistent with results of this meta-analysis.*> By increasing sample

size, our review has added statistical power and improved the precision of estimates
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and allowed the conclusion that oseltamivir does not result in an important
reduction in symptom duration.

Our findings have significant implications for practice and research. Oseltamivir
has been widely used for treatment of influenza. However, this review provided
moderate to high certainty evidence that, compared to standard care or placebo,
oseltamivir has little or no effect on mortality and admission to hospital both in low-
risk and high-risk patients, probably has no important effect on time to alleviation of
symptoms, and probably increases adverse events related to treatment. Therefore,
our findings did not support the use of oseltamivir for treatment of non-severe
influenza.

Baloxavir, relative to standard care, may reduce the risk of admission to hospital
in high-risk patients, probably reduces time to alleviation of symptoms, and does not
increase adverse events related to treatment. These findings support the use of
baloxavir for treatment of high-risk non-severe influenza patients. However, drug
resistance monitoring may be needed as baloxavir may increase emergence of drug
resistance.

Our studies identify evidence gaps regarding antivirals for non-severe influenza.
Future studies could focus on patient-important outcomes (e.g. admission to ICU,
progression to mechanical ventilation, duration of hospitalization) and test
important subgroup analyses such as the influenza virus type, age, patients at low
risk or high risk, and time from onset of symptoms to treatment. Future antiviral

trials of influenza should also pay greater attention to ensuring adequate allocation
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concealment and blinding.

In patients with non-severe influenza, baloxavir may reduce the risk of
admission to hospital for high-risk patients, probably reduces time to alleviation of
symptoms, does not increase any adverse events and adverse events related to
treatment, but may result in resistance in approximately 10% of those treated.
Oseltamivir has little or no effect on mortality and admission to hospital, probably
has no important effect on time to alleviation of symptoms, and probably increases
adverse events related to treatment. All other antivirals are either probably not to

be beneficial or have uncertain effects on patient-important outcomes.
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Figure legends

Figure 1. Study selection

Figure 2. Network plot for mortality (A) time to alleviation of symptoms (B)
Footnotes: The size of the circle represents the number of participants. The
connecting lines represent direct comparisons. The width of the line represents the
number of studies.

Figure 3. Summary of effects of antivirals versus standard care or placebo, presented

as absolute effects with 95% confidence intervals (Cls)
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Figure 3: Summary of effects of antivirals versus standard care or placebo, presented as absolute effects with 95% confidence intervals (Cls)
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Numbers in the colored cell are the estimated risk differences (95% Cl) per 1000 patients or mean difference (95% Cl) in days when compared with standard care or placebo.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.28.24307936

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.28.24307936; this version posted May 28, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Table 1. Summary of findings table for baloxavir versus standard care or placebo

Study results and

Absolute effect estimates

Certainty of the Evidence

Outcome Summar
measurements Standard Baloxavir (Quality of evidence) y
care/placebo
Relative risk: 0.83 0.20 0.17
Mortality (C195% 0.14 - 4.82) per 1000 per 1000 . ) .
High Baloxavir has little or
(Low-risk) Based on data from 2144 fect ralit
; . no effect on mortality.
participants in 2 studies Difference: 0.03 fewer per 1000 Y
(C1 95% 0.17 fewer - 0.76 more)
Relative risk: 0.83 2.0 1.66
Mortality (C195% 0.14 - 4.82) per 1000 per 1000 . ) .
o High Baloxavir has little or
(High-risk) Based on data from 2144 frect alit
; . no effect on mortality.
participants in 2 studies Difference: 0.34 fewer per 1000 4
(C1 95% 1.72 fewer - 7.64 more)
o Relative risk: 0.24 3 1
Admission to ) )
) (Cl1 95% 0.05 - 1.19) per 1000 per 1000 . Baloxavir has little or
hospital High o
(L isk) Based on data from 1461 no effect on admission
ow-ris ; .
participants in 2 studies Difference: 2 fewer per 1000 to hospital.
6 3 fewer - 1 more
(Clo5% 3 f 1 )
o Relative risk: 0.24 21 5
Admission to )
hosoital (Cl1 95% 0.05 - 1.19) per 1000 per 1000 Low Baloxavir may reduce
ospita
(H hp isk) Based on data from 1461 Due to very serious the risk of admission
igh-ris ; .
g participants in 2 studies Difference: 16 fewer per 1000 imprecision to hospital.
6 20 fewer - 4 more
(C195% 20 f 4 )
Relative risk: 0.74 122 90 .
Adverse events Baloxavir does not
(Cl 95% 0.57 -0.95) per 1000 per 1000 . .
related to High increase adverse
treat ; Based on data from 2776 ts related t
reatments i . events related to
participants in 3 studies Difference: 32 fewer per 1000
(C1 95% 52 fewer - 6 fewer) treatments.
Risk difference: 0.001 5 6 .
Baloxavir probably has
Serious adverse | (Cl 95% -0.004 — 0.005) per 1000 per 1000 Moderate

little or no effect on

events Based on data from 2776 Due to serious ] g
; . serious adverse
participants in 3 studies Difference: 1 more per 1000 imprecision
(C1 95% 4 fewer - 5 more) events.
) Measured by: day 4.92 3.90 :
Time to Baloxavir probably
Lower better Mean Mean Moderate

alleviation of

symptoms

Based on data from 1855

participants in 3 studies

Difference: MD 1.02 lower
(C195% 1.41 lower - 0.63 lower)

Due to serious

imprecision

reduces time to
alleviation of

symptoms.
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Table 2. Summary of findings table for oseltamivir versus standard care or placebo

Absolute effect estimates

Study results and Certainty of the Evidence
Outcome Standard . . Summary
measurements Oseltamivir (Quality of evidence)
care/placebo
Relative risk: 0.84 0.20 0.17
Mortality (C195% 0.34 -2.07) per 1000 per 1000 . » .
High Oseltamivir has little or
(Low-risk) Based on data from 12008 fect ralit
i . no effect on mortality.
participants in 17 studies Difference: 0.03 fewer per 1000 Y
(C195% 0.13 fewer - 0.21 more)
Relative risk: 0.84 2.0 1.68
Mortality (C195% 0.34 -2.07) per 1000 per 1000 . . .
o High Oseltamivir has little or
(High-risk) Based on data from 12008 fract alit
i . no effect on mortality.
participants in 17 studies Difference: 0.32 fewer per 1000 Y
(C195% 1.32 fewer - 2.14 more)
o Relative risk: 0.8 3 2
Admission to o )
) (C195% 0.54 -1.18) per 1000 per 1000 . Oseltamivir has little or
hospital High o
(L isk) Based on data from 12589 no effect on admission
ow-ris ; .
participants in 20 studies Difference: 1 fewer per 1000 to hospital.
(C195% 1 fewer - 1 more)
o Relative risk: 0.80 21 17
Admission to o )
) (C195% 0.54 -1.18) per 1000 per 1000 . Oseltamivir has little or
hospital High o
(High-risk) Based on data from 12589 no effect on admission
igh-ris ; .
& participants in 20 studies Difference: 4 fewer per 1000 to hospital.
(C1 95% 10 fewer - 4 more)
Relative risk: 1.23 122 150
Adverse events o
(C195% 1.1-1.39) per 1000 per 1000 Oseltamivir probably
related to Moderate
Based on data from 6782 ) . . increases adverse events
treatments Due to serious risk of bias

participants in 12 studies

Difference: 28 more per 1000
(C195% 12 more - 48 more)

related to treatments.

Risk difference: 0.0 5 5
Serious adverse (C195% -0.003 - 0.002) per 1000 per 1000 Moderat Oseltamivir probably has
oderate

events Based on data from 14718 Due t ] <k of bi little or no effect on

; . ue to serious risk of bias
participants in 22 studies Difference: 0 fewer per 1000 serious adverse events.
(C195% 3 fewer - 2 more)
. Measured by: day 4.92 4.17 -
Time to Oseltamivir probably has
Lower better Mean Mean

alleviation of

symptoms

Based on data from 9078
participants in 22 studies

Difference: MD 0.75 lower
(C195% 0.93 lower - 0.57 lower)

Moderate

Due to serious risk of bias

no important effect on
time to alleviation of

symptoms.
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