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ABSTRACT 103 

Background and Aims: Non-alcoholic steatohepatitis (NASH) is the most common cause of liver 104 

disease contributing to significant disease burden worldwide. However, there is lack of comparison of 105 

efficacy between different NASH drug classes. We conducted a network meta-analysis evaluating drug 106 

classes through comparing histological outcomes and targets of drugs.  107 

 108 

Approach & Results: Medline, EMBASE and CENTRAL were searched for articles evaluating NASH 109 

drugs in biopsy-proven NASH patients. Primary outcomes included NASH resolution without worsening 110 

of fibrosis, 2-point reduction in Non-alcoholic fatty liver disease Activity Score (NAS) without worsening 111 

of fibrosis and 1-point reduction in fibrosis. Treatments were classified into inflammation, energy, bile 112 

acid, and fibrosis modulators. The analysis was conducted with Bayesian network model and surface 113 

under the cumulative ranking curve (SUCRA) analysis. 114 

 115 

From the 48 trials included, treatments modulating energy (Risk ratio (RR): 1.84, Credible intervals (Crl): 116 

1.29 - 2.65) were the most likely to achieve NASH resolution followed by treatments modulating fibrosis 117 

(RR 1.68, Crl: 0.55 - 5.28), bile acids (RR: 1.34, Crl: 0.78 - 2.26) and inflammation (RR: 0.94, Crl: 0.59 118 

- 1.46). Energy and bile acids modulation were effective in 2-point NAS reduction without worsening of 119 

fibrosis (RR: 1.60, Crl 1.13 - 2.30 and RR: 1.79, Crl 1.14 - 2.86) and 1-point fibrosis (RR: 1.27, Crl:1.05 120 

- 1.52 and RR: 1.54, Crl: 1.20 - 1.97).  121 

 122 

Conclusions: This network analysis demonstrates the relative superiority of drugs modulating energy 123 

pathways and bile acids in NASH treatment. This guides the development and selection of drugs for 124 

combination therapies.  125 

 126 

Abstract Word Count: 249  127 
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INTRODUCTION 128 

Non-alcoholic steatohepatitis (NASH) remains the commonest cause of liver disease contributing to a 129 

significant burden on the economy in developed countries1. NASH is an inflammatory subtype of non-130 

alcoholic fatty liver disease (NAFLD) with the presence of steatosis, hepatocyte injury (ballooning), 131 

inflammation, with or without fibrosis. In the United States alone, the prevalence of NASH is estimated 132 

to be between 3% - 5% and projected to increase rapidly, mirroring the rise in obesity2. Despite its major 133 

implications, the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has yet to approve any pharmacological 134 

treatments for NASH.  135 

 136 

While multiple drugs have entered phase III trials, limited efficacy at best have been demonstrated3. 137 

The basis of NASH treatment targets various steps in the aetiological pathway of NASH (Figure 1). 138 

Broadly, this can be classified into (1) surplus energy provision to the hepatocytes, (2) hepatocyte death 139 

and inflammation, and (3) development of fibrosis and (4) extrahepatic factors that can also modulate 140 

the progression of the disease. NASH occurs when there is excess adiposity and energy delivery to the 141 

liver. When hepatocytes are unable to cope with the excess energy, they form lipotoxic metabolites4. 142 

These lipotoxic metabolites give rise to apoptosis, cell death, and inflammation, primarily mediated by 143 

mononuclear cells5. Chronic ongoing inflammation then leads to fibrosis, with activation of hepatic 144 

stellate cells to myofibroblasts and accumulation of the extracellular matrix6. While fibrosis is the main 145 

feature associated with mortality and liver related events7, attempts at reversing this critical aspect of 146 

the disease have been dismal8. Extrahepatic factors that modify delivery of energy into the liver and 147 

systemic insulin resistance can also modulate the progression of the disease. 148 

 149 

In turn, it is imperative to target key pathways to optimize improvements in outcomes in NASH to serve 150 

as the backbone in combination therapies. A previous meta-analysis done by Majzoub et al conducted 151 

a surface under the curve cumulative ranking probabilities analysis11 and building on this, we sought to 152 

examine the comparative efficacy of specific drug classes and targets that can achieve improvements 153 

in histological endpoints. To address this knowledge gap, we performed a network meta-analysis 154 

comparing the histological outcomes of various classes and targets of drugs used in the treatment of 155 

NASH.  156 
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METHODS 157 

Search Strategy 158 

The present study has been registered with PROSPERO (CRD: CRD42021272676). The network 159 

meta-analysis was conducted with reference to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews 160 

and Meta-analyses extended statement for network analysis12, 13. A search was conducted with 161 

assistance from a medical librarian for NASH randomized controlled trials (RCTs) with an updated 162 

search conducted on 28th September 2021. Articles was included from inception without the use of a 163 

date filter. An example of the search strategy can be found in supplementary material 1. References 164 

were managed using Endnote X9 for duplicate removal and references.  165 

 166 

Eligibility and Selection Criteria  167 

Four authors (MDM, CHN, YHC, JX) were involved in the screening of abstracts and evaluation of full 168 

text for inclusion based on the eligibility criteria. In this meta-analysis, only English articles which 169 

included adult patients with biopsy proven NASH were considered for inclusion. Paediatric studies were 170 

excluded. Trials examining a combination of drugs within the same treatment arm were excluded. Based 171 

on provided data, the primary outcomes of this meta-analysis were (i) the resolution of NASH without 172 

worsening of fibrosis, (ii) 2-point reduction in NAS score without worsening of fibrosis and (iii) at least 173 

1-point reduction in fibrosis. The secondary outcomes of the meta-analysis included an at least a 1-174 

point reduction in steatosis, ballooning and inflammation from liver biopsy. Additionally, biochemical 175 

reduction of aspartate aminotransferase (AST) and alanine transaminase (ALT) were outcomes of 176 

interest. When articles did not present continuous variables in mean and standard deviations, formulas 177 

from Wan et al and author et al were used in the estimation of mean and standard deviations which are 178 

required for the pooling of continuous variables. We considered only the use of full text articles, with 179 

conference abstracts excluded from the meta anaylsis. 180 

 181 

Classifications of Treatments 182 

The classification of treatments in this meta-analysis is illustrated in Figure 2 and primary articles were 183 

grouped into four major groups namely into (1) inflammation (2) energy (3) fibrosis and (4) bile acids 184 

based on the mechanism of action.  185 

 186 
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Risk of Bias Assessment  187 

The risk of bias assessment was assessed using the Cochrane Risk of Bias 2.0. Briefly, included articles 188 

were examined on seven domains including random sequence generation, allocation concealment, 189 

masking of participants and personnel, blinding of outcome assessment, incomplete outcome data, 190 

selective outcome reporting, and other sources of bias. Disagreements were resolved by consensus or 191 

appeal to a third author. 192 

 193 

Statistical Analysis 194 

Statistical analysis was conducted in RStudio (R version 4.0.3). The analysis was conducted in a 195 

Bayesian network model from a generalized liner model using BUGSnet and JAGS software. The unit 196 

of measure in the network meta-analysis was risk ratio (RR) for dichotomous events and mean 197 

difference (MD) for continuous events with a log-link and identity-link respectively. Bayes iterations 198 

parameters were set to 1000 burn-ins, 1000 adaptations, and 10000 iterations for the Markov Chain 199 

Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm14. Model fit was examined from a visual inspection of the trace and 200 

density plot. In view of the small sample sizes involve in the primary articles, surface under the curve 201 

cumulative ranking probabilities (SUCRA) analysis was considered the endpoint of treatment outcomes. 202 

The SUCRA analysis ranks each treatment group from 0-1 with a higher number relating to an increase 203 

probability of a successful event. Both models of fix and random effects were conducted, and evaluation 204 

of model fitting was based on the Deviance Information Criterion (DIC). Consistency, which assesses 205 

statistical agreement between indirect and direct evidence required for validation of the transitivity 206 

assumption was examined through DIC and unrelated mean effects (UME) model.14 The outputs of the 207 

meta-analysis were presented in RR/MD with the corresponding credible intervals (Crl). Publication bias 208 

was assessed with visual examination of forest plot for asymmetry.   209 
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RESULTS 210 

Summary of Included Articles  211 

1,435 articles were retrieved form the initial search strategy, with 1,201 remaining after duplicate 212 

removal. After screening of title and abstract, 165 full texts were reviewed, of which 117 articles were 213 

excluded. A total of 48 RCTs comprising of 6282 participants were included in this meta-analysis. 3,448 214 

participants were assigned to the experiment group while 2,834 participants were assigned to the 215 

control group. There were 16 experiment groups evaluating medications classified under the 216 

inflammation subset15-29, 25 groups under the energy subset16, 30-52, 8 groups under the bile acid 217 

subset52-59 and 3 groups under the fibrosis subset60, 61. Majority of the included RCTs had placebo as 218 

the control group with exception of 3 articles with Pioglitazone19, Simtzutumab23 and vitamin E as 219 

control27. In the case of trials from the same institutional database analysing the same cohort of 220 

participants across multiple publications, the most recent publication was included. Summary of the 221 

included articles can be found in supplementary material 2. Majority of RCTs were found to have low to 222 

moderate risk of bias in at least half of the domains assessed (Supplementary material 3) and there 223 

was no evidence of publication bias (Supplementary material 4).  224 

 225 

Primary Outcomes 226 

Resolution of NASH without Worsening of Fibrosis  227 

The summary of results can be found in Table 1 and Figure 3. In total 3639 patients were assessed for 228 

resolution of NASH without worsening of fibrosis. Results from the SUCRA analysis ranked treatments 229 

modulating energy as the most likely to achieve resolution in NASH without worsening of fibrosis, 230 

followed by treatments modulating fibrosis, bile acids, inflammation, and placebo respectively. When 231 

compared to placebo, treatments modulating energy resulted in statistical significance in the resolution 232 

of NASH without worsening of fibrosis (RR: 1.84, Crl: 1.29 to 2.65). There was no significant difference 233 

between treatments modulating fibrosis (RR 1.68, Crl: 0.55 to 5.28), bile acids (RR: 1.34, Crl: 0.78 to 234 

2.26), and inflammation (RR: 0.94, Crl: 0.59 to 1.46) when compared to placebo. Comparing between 235 

treatments, energy was statistically superior to those modulating inflammation in the resolution of NASH 236 

without worsening of fibrosis (RR: 1.95, Crl: 1.17 to 3.41, table 1).  237 

 238 

2-Point Reduction in NAS without Worsening of Fibrosis  239 
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There were a total of 3020 patients assessed for a 2-point reduction in NAS without worsening of fibrosis. 240 

In the SUCRA analysis, treatments modulating bile acids were ranked as the most likely treatments for 241 

a 2-point reduction in NAS without worsening of fibrosis, following which treatments modulating energy, 242 

inflammation, fibrosis and placebo respectively were ranked in descending order. Treatments 243 

modulating bile acids were statistically more likely than placebo to result in a 2-point reduction of NAS 244 

with no worsening of fibrosis (RR: 1.79, Crl 1.14 to 2.86, Table 1). Similarly, treatments modulating 245 

energy were significantly better than placebo in a 2-point reduction of NAS without worsening of fibrosis 246 

(RR: 1.60, Crl 1.13 to 2.30). There was however no statistical difference when treatments modulating 247 

inflammation (RR: 1.34, Crl: 0.90 to 2.03) or fibrosis (RR: 1.01, Crl: 0.48 to 2.09) were compared to 248 

placebo. There was no statistically significant difference between groups (Table 1).  249 

 250 

1-Point Reduction in Fibrosis  251 

A total of 3568 patients were assessed for a 1-point reduction in fibrosis. SUCRA analysis ranked 252 

treatments modulating bile acids as the best treatment in achieving a 1-point reduction in fibrosis, 253 

followed by energy, fibrosis, inflammation and placebo respectively. There was statistically significant 254 

benefit in treatments modulating bile acids (RR: 1.54, Crl: 1.20 to 1.97) and energy (RR: 1.27, Crl:1.05 255 

to 1.52) when compared to placebo. However, there was no statistical significance between treatments 256 

modulating inflammation (RR: 1.04, Crl: 0.87 to 1.24) and fibrosis (RR: 0.91, Crl: 0.53 to 1.55) when 257 

compared to placebo. There was no statistically significant difference between groups (Table 1).  258 

 259 

Secondary Outcomes  260 

1-Point Reduction in Steatosis, Ballooning or Lobar Inflammation 261 

The results of the secondary endpoints are summarized in supplementary material 5. A total of 2363 262 

patients were assessed for histological improvements steatosis. In the ranking of treatment, treatments 263 

modulating energy were ranked as the best treatment for a histological improvement in steatosis 264 

followed by treatments modulating inflammation, bile acids, fibrosis and placebo. There was a 265 

significant benefit in 1-point reduction of steatosis between treatments modulating energy when 266 

compared to placebo (RR: 1.95, Crl 1.44 to 2.62). Treatments modulating inflammation were also 267 

superior to placebo in the reduction of steatosis (RR: 1.64, Crl: 1.20 to 2.26). There was no statistical 268 

difference between treatments modulating bile acid (RR: 1.37, Crl: 0.94 to 1.99) or fibrosis (RR: 1.23, 269 
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Crl: 0.25 to 4.41) when compared to placebo. There was no statistical difference between groups. The 270 

results of ballooning and lobar inflammation are summarized in Supplementary table 5. Briefly, both 271 

energy and bile acids were statically superior to placebo (RR: 1.40, Crl: 1.04 to 1.91 and RR: 1.56, Crl: 272 

1.04 to 2.34 respectively) with similar results in lobar inflammation.  273 

 274 

Reduction in Liver Enzymes (AST, ALT) 275 

In total, there was 4874 and 5013 patients examined for AST and ALT respectively. The results of the 276 

network analysis are summarized in supplementary material 6.  For reduction in AST, treatment ranking 277 

in descending order were treatments modulating bile acids, energy, placebo, inflammation, and fibrosis. 278 

Treatments modulating bile acids (MD: -7.60, Crl: -11.20 to -3.99) and energy (MD: -6.11, Crl: -6.88 to 279 

-5.33) resulted in similar reduction of AST when compared to placebo. There was no statistical 280 

difference between treatments modulating inflammation and placebo (MD: 0.68, Crl: -0.81 to 2.18). 281 

Treatments modulating fibrosis resulted in an increase in AST compared to placebo (MD: 25.49, Crl: 282 

22.74 – 28.23). Additionally, most treatments were superior to those modulating fibrosis in the reduction 283 

of AST. In reduction of ALT, treatments modulating inflammation, bile acids, energy, fibrosis, and 284 

placebo were found to be in descending order of treatment ranking. Treatments modulating 285 

inflammation resulted in largest reduction in ALT (MD: -6.57, Crl -8.99 to -4.16) when compared to 286 

placebo. There was a statistically significant reduction between treatments modulating bile acid (MD: -287 

5.17, Crl: -7.02 to -3.31) and placebo. Similarly, treatments modulating energy (MD: -3.43, Crl -5.11 to 288 

-1.74) and fibrosis (MD: -2.84, -4.19 to -1.50) resulted in a statistically significant reduction in ALT when 289 

compared to placebo. Treatments modulating inflammation were superior to most treatments in ALT 290 

reduction.  291 
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DISCUSSION 292 

NASH poses a significant burden on the individual, society, and economy1. In the absence of efficacious 293 

pharmacological treatments for NASH3, weight loss remains the only available option for patients to 294 

reverse their liver disease62. Unfortunately, due to the limited efficacy and sustainability of weight loss, 295 

patients are at risk of progressing to end stage complications of the disease that can only be treated by 296 

a liver transplant63. Current clinical trial design has predominately focus on displaying efficacy compared 297 

to placebo treatment. In this class effect network meta-analysis of 48 NASH randomized controlled trials, 298 

we demonstrate the comparative benefits of histological endpoints in NASH. Energy modulating 299 

treatments were significantly better than placebo in achieving all the 3 primary outcomes (NASH 300 

resolution with no worsening of fibrosis, 2-point improvement in NAS with no worsening of fibrosis, and 301 

at least 1-point improvement in fibrosis without worsening of steatohepatitis), while bile acid modulating 302 

treatments were only significantly better than placebo in achieving 2-point improvement in NAS without 303 

worsening if fibrosis and an at least a 1-point improvement in fibrosis without worsening of 304 

steatohepatitis (Figure 4). There was no statistical significance between bile acid modulating treatments 305 

and placebo in achieving NASH resolution without worsening of fibrosis.  306 

 307 

In our analysis, treatment modulating energy and bile acids were the most successful treatment for 308 

NASH. Within energy modulating treatment, notable studies included the recently published phase 2 309 

trial of subcutaneous semaglutide in which almost half of the patients in the intervention arm achieved 310 

resolution of NASH with no worsening of fibrosis. In the PIVENS study, pioglitazone was associated 311 

with improvement in hepatic steatosis, lobular inflammation along with serum AST and ALT levels16. On 312 

the contrary, bile acids are thought to impact both energy delivery into the liver, as well as modulate 313 

inflammatory pathways in the liver. Obeticholic acid remains the only NASH drug to achieve a primary 314 

endpoint of at least 1-point improvement in fibrosis with no worsening of NASH in a phase 3 study64. 315 

 316 

While our study demonstrated that both the energy modulating class and the bile acid modulating class 317 

appeared to have the best outcomes on liver histology, drugs from these classes reported relevant 318 

metabolic adverse effects. Fircostat, an ACC inhibitor from the energy modulating class, can cause 319 

hypertriglyceridemia65, while obeticholic acid, an FXR agonist from the bile acid modulating class can 320 

increase the low-density lipoprotein (LDL) levels64. Patients with NASH are at increased risk of 321 
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cardiovascular disease and cardiovascular related mortality and thus long term results from this adverse 322 

effects must also be balanced against the comparative liver related benefits. These drugs may benefit 323 

from co-prescriptions with lipid medications. In the phase 2 CONTROL study, obeticholic acid 324 

prescribed together with atorvastatin demonstrated safety and tolerability66. Evidence from meta-325 

analysis have also shown that statins are safe treatment in NASH67. Conversely, some drugs like GLP1-326 

RAs have demonstrated improvements in cardiovascular events and cardiovascular mortality in non-327 

NASH subjects and may have synergistic benefits over and above benefits to just the liver in patients 328 

with NASH68. 329 

 330 

As we only included studies that had paired liver biopsies to demonstrate changes in histology, there 331 

were several studies that we were unable to include in the comparisons. PXL770, an AMP-activated 332 

kinase (AMPK) activator, and TVB-2640, a fatty acid synthase (FASN) inhibitor, have both 333 

demonstrated encouraging results in phase 2a studies69, 70. Additionally, combination therapy was also 334 

excluded from our analysis. Combination therapy requires principal component analysis to account for 335 

a potentiating or addictive effects. Previous literature suggested that combination therapy has the 336 

potential to increase response rate from synergistic effects of combined drugs and reduce side effects 337 

seen in monotherapy71 and remains to be explored. 338 

 339 

Strengths and Limitations 340 

The current analysis provides the first Bayesian network analysis based on the mechanism of action 341 

with energy and bile acids modulating treatment showing superiority in achieving the primary endpoint. 342 

The basis of the classification of the current network analysis was to achieve a larger sample size for 343 

sufficient power to detect significant differences. However, there are several limitations to this meta-344 

analysis. The classification of treatments was based on the proposed pathogenesis of NASH the 345 

groupings can potentially be contentious. However, the process was done with expert consensus, and 346 

were based around classifications previously described in the field72. Additionally, compared to other 347 

classes with significantly larger quantity of studies, the recent introduction in anti-fibrotic treatment can 348 

be poorly represented. Lastly, current trial design is ill-equipped to assess long term attenuation of 349 

outcomes including the rate of cardiovascular events, liver related events, and mortality. 350 

 351 
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Conclusion 352 

In conclusion, we demonstrate the relative superiority of drugs modulating energy pathways and bile 353 

acids in the treatment of NASH among the available drug targets. These findings further reinforce the 354 

hypothesis that the key in treating NASH is not just in trying to improve the pathological changes in the 355 

liver, but in targeting the systemic milieu. This serves as a guide to optimize the development of drugs, 356 

as well as in selecting drugs for combination therapies. However, more studies are still needed to 357 

investigate the longer-term outcomes including both liver related outcomes as well as cardiovascular 358 

outcomes in order to justify true benefit to the NASH patient.  359 
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FIGURE AND TABLE LEGENDS 617 

Figure 1: Illustration of basis of non-alcoholic steatohepatitis treatment targets in aetiological pathway 618 

of non-alcoholic steatohepatitis 619 

Figure 2: Classification of treatments. (ASK-i: Apoptosis signal-regulating kinase inhibitor, 620 

CCR2/CCR5-i: C-C chemokine receptor type 2/ C-C chemokine receptor type 5 inhibitor, PDE-i: 621 

Phosphodiesterase inhibitors, LOXL2-i: Lysyl Oxidase Like 2 inhibitor, Galectin3-i: Galectin-3 inhibitors, 622 

Thyroid HR B: Thyroid hormone receptor-β, PPAR-g: Peroxisome proliferator- activated receptor 623 

gamma, PPAR-a/d: Peroxisome proliferator-activated receptor alpha/delta, OHGA: Oral hypoglycemic 624 

agent, MPC: Mitochondrial pyruvate carrier, HMGCoA: 3-hydroxy-3-methylglutaryl-CoA, GLP-625 

RA:  Glucagon-like peptide-1 receptor agonists, FGF21: Fibroblast growth factor 21, FAs: Fatty acids, 626 

EPA: Eicosapentaenoic acid, DHA: Docosahexaenoic acid, DPP4-i: Dipeptidyl peptidase-4 inhibitors, 627 

ACC: Acetyl-CoA carboxylases, ASBT/BA: Apical Sodium Dependent Bile Acid Transporter/bile acid, 628 

FXR/BA: farnesoid X receptor/bile acid, FGF19/BA: Fibroblast growth factor 19/bile acid) 629 

Figure 3: Summary of network heat plot of treatment in resolution of non-alcoholic steatohepatitis 630 

without worsening of fibrosis 631 

Figure 4: Comparison of drug classes in histological outcomes 632 

 633 

Table 1: Comparison of treatments for resolution of non-alcoholic steatohepatitis, 2-Point reduction in 634 

NAFLD activity score and 1-Point reduction in fibrosis  635 
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Table 1: Comparison of treatments for Resolution of NASH, 2-Point Reduction in NAS and 1-Point Reduction in Fibrosis 
 

 Energy Fibrosis Bile Acid Inflammation Placebo 
Resolution of NASH      

Energy -  1.09 (0.33, 3.55) 1.37 (0.74, 2.65) 1.95 (1.17, 3.41)* 1.84 (1.29, 2.65)* 

Fibrosis 0.92 (0.28, 3.03) -  1.26 (0.37, 4.48) 1.79 (0.54, 6.20) 1.68 (0.55, 5.28) 

Bile Acid 0.73 (0.38, 1.36) 0.80 (0.22, 2.71) - 1.43 (0.71, 2.86) 1.34 (0.78, 2.26) 

Inflammation 0.51 (0.29, 0.86)* 0.56 (0.16, 1.84) 0.70 (0.35, 1.41) - 0.94 (0.59, 1.46) 

Placebo 0.54 (0.38, 0.77)* 0.59 (0.19, 1.81) 0.75 (0.44, 1.29) 1.07 (0.68, 1.69) - 

      

2-Point Reduction in NAS without Worsening of Fibrosis    

Energy - 1.59 (0.71, 3.58) 0.89 (0.51, 1.56) 1.19 (0.71, 1.99) 1.60 (1.13, 2.30)* 

Fibrosis 0.63 (0.28, 1.41) -  0.56 (0.24, 1.33) 0.75 (0.34, 1.64) 1.01 (0.48, 2.09) 

Bile Acid 1.12 (0.64, 1.96) 1.79 (0.75, 4.24) - 1.34 (0.72, 2.46) 1.79 (1.14, 2.86)* 

Inflammation 0.84 (0.50, 1.40) 1.33 (0.61, 2.97) 0.75 (0.41, 1.38) - 1.34 (0.90, 2.03) 

Placebo 0.63 (0.43, 0.89)* 0.99 (0.48, 2.07) 0.56 (0.35, 0.88)* 0.75 (0.49, 1.11) - 

      

1-Point Reduction in Fibrosis     

Energy -  1.39 (0.79, 2.44) 0.82 (0.61, 1.11) 1.22 (0.98, 1.52) 1.27 (1.05, 1.52)* 

Fibrosis 0.72 (0.41, 1.26) -  0.59 (0.33, 1.06) 0.88 (0.50, 1.53) 0.91 (0.53, 1.55) 

Bile Acid 1.21 (0.90, 1.65) 1.69 (0.94, 3.04) - 1.48 (1.09, 2.00)* 1.54 (1.20, 1.97)* 

Inflammation 0.82 (0.66, 1.02) 1.14 (0.65, 2.01) 0.68 (0.50, 0.91)* - 1.04 (0.87, 1.24) 

Placebo 0.79 (0.66, 0.95)* 1.10 (0.65, 1.87) 0.65 (0.51, 0.83)* 0.96 (0.81, 1.15) - 

Legend: * denotes statistical significance, NASH = Non-alcoholic steatohepatitis, NAS = Non-alcoholic fatty liver disease (NAFLD) Activity Score 
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