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Abstract 

Background 

Heparin, in addition to its anticoagulant properties, has anti-inflammatory and potential anti-viral 

effects, and may improve endothelial function in patients with Covid-19. Early initiation of therapeutic 

heparin could decrease the thrombo-inflammatory process, and reduce the risk of critical illness or 

death. 

 

Methods 

We randomly assigned moderately ill hospitalized ward patients admitted for Covid-19 with elevated D-

dimer level to therapeutic or prophylactic heparin. The primary outcome was a composite of death, 

invasive mechanical ventilation, non-invasive mechanical ventilation or ICU admission. Safety outcomes 

included major bleeding. Analysis was by intention-to-treat. 

 

Results 

At 28 days, the primary composite outcome occurred in 37 of 228 patients (16.2%) assigned to 

therapeutic heparin, and 52 of 237 patients (21.9%) assigned to prophylactic heparin (odds ratio, 0.69; 

95% confidence interval [CI], 0.43 to 1.10; p=0.12). Four patients (1.8%) assigned to therapeutic heparin 

died compared with 18 patients (7.6%) assigned to prophylactic heparin (odds ratio, 0.22; 95%-CI, 0.07 

to 0.65). The composite of all-cause mortality or any mechanical ventilation occurred in 23 (10.1%) in 

the therapeutic heparin group and 38 (16.0%) in the prophylactic heparin group (odds ratio, 0.59; 95%-

CI, 0.34 to 1.02). Major bleeding occurred in 2 patients (0.9%) with therapeutic heparin and 4 patients 

(1.7%) with prophylactic heparin (odds ratio, 0.52; 95%-CI, 0.09 to 2.85). 

 

Conclusions 

In moderately ill ward patients with Covid-19 and elevated D-dimer level, therapeutic heparin did not 

significantly reduce the primary outcome but decreased the odds of death at 28 days.  

 

Trial registration numbers: NCT04362085; NCT04444700 
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INTRODUCTION 

The most common cause of clinical deterioration of patients hospitalized for Covid-19 is hypoxic 

respiratory failure.1 Pulmonary vascular dysfunction and microvascular thrombosis likely contribute to 

respiratory compromise,2–6 which in turn may be caused by a thrombo-inflammatory state also referred 

to as Covid-19 coagulopathy.2,3,7–9 Elevated D-dimer levels, as marker of coagulopathy, and hypoxia are 

associated with poor prognosis.2,3,7–10  

 

Heparin, in addition to its anticoagulant properties, has anti-inflammatory and potential anti-viral 

effects, and may improve endothelial function.2,11–15 Early initiation of therapeutic heparin could 

therefore decrease the thrombo-inflammatory process, and reduce the risk of critical illness or 

death.2,4,16–18 Randomized trials indicated that therapeutic heparin anticoagulation therefore may be 

beneficial in moderately,19 but not critically ill20 patients with Covid-19, suggesting that the time of 

initiation of therapeutic heparin is indeed important. The Therapeutic Anticoagulation versus Standard 

Care as a Rapid Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic (RAPID) trial was designed to determine if 

therapeutic heparin is superior to prophylactic heparin in moderately ill ward patients with Covid-19 and 

elevated D-dimer level in decreasing the composite of intensive care unit (ICU) admission, mechanical 

ventilation, or death.  
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METHODS 

Trial Design and Oversight  

The RAPID trial was an investigator-initiated, parallel, pragmatic, adaptive multi-center, open-label 

randomized controlled trial conducted at 28 sites in 6 countries. For administrative reasons, the protocol 

in Brazil was registered separately, but prospectively harmonized (see Supplementary Appendix). The 

trial was designed by the co-principal investigators and supported by St. Michael's Hospital Foundation 

and the Canadian Institute for Military and Veteran Health Research and multiple participating hospitals 

(see Supplementary Appendix).21 The funders had no role in trial design, conduct, collection, 

management, analysis or interpretation of data, or in preparation or review of the manuscript or the 

approval of the manuscript for submission. An independent data and safety monitoring board oversaw 

the trial (see Supplementary Appendix). Authorized research ethics committees approved the trial at all 

participating sites. The authors vouch for completeness and accuracy of the data and the fidelity of the 

trial to the protocol.21  

 

Participants  

Patients were eligible if they were admitted to hospital wards for Covid-19 with laboratory confirmed 

SARS-CoV-2 infection and elevated D-dimer levels within the first 5 days of admission. D-dimer levels 

were required to be above the upper limit of normal (ULN) of the local hospital in the presence of an 

oxygen saturation ≤93% on room air, or ≥2 times the ULN irrespective of oxygen saturation. Participants 

were excluded if they had substantial bleeding risks, an absolute indication for or any contraindication 

against heparin anticoagulation based on care team judgment, were pregnant or if they had already 

met, or would imminently meet any component of the primary outcome. Full eligibility criteria are 

provided in the Supplementary Appendix. Written informed consent was obtained from all participants 

or their legal representatives.  

 

Randomization and Interventions  

We used web-based central randomization with a computer-generated random sequence with variable 

block sizes stratified by site and age (≤65 versus >65 years) to assign patients in a 1:1 ratio to therapeutic 

or prophylactic heparin. Patients allocated to therapeutic heparin received therapeutic doses of low 

molecular weight heparin (LMWH) or unfractionated heparin (UFH), patients allocated to prophylactic 

heparin received dose-capped prophylactic subcutaneous heparin (LMWH or UFH) adjusted for body 

mass index and creatinine clearance (see Supplementary Appendix for dosing).  
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Study treatment was started within 24 hours after randomization, and continued until the first of 

hospital discharge, day 28, study withdrawal or death (Fig. S1). If a participant was admitted to ICU, 

continuation of the allocated treatment was recommended.  

 

Outcomes and Follow-up 

The primary outcome was a composite of ICU admission, non-invasive (bilevel or continuous positive 

airway pressure) or invasive mechanical ventilation, or death up to 28 days. Secondary outcomes 

included all-cause death; the composite of any mechanical ventilation or all-cause death; ICU admission 

or all-cause death; ventilator-free days alive; organ support-free days alive; ICU-free days alive; hospital-

free days alive (see Supplementary Appendix); renal replacement therapy; venous thromboembolism; 

arterial thromboembolism; and D-dimer level at 2 days ± 24 hours post-randomization (see 

Supplementary Appendix for detailed definitions). The following components of the primary composite 

were not included in the protocol, but pre-specified as secondary outcomes in the statistical analysis 

plan: invasive mechanical ventilation; composite of invasive or non-invasive mechanical ventilation; ICU 

admission. Pre-specified safety outcomes included: major bleeding as defined by the International 

Society on Thrombosis and Haemostasis; 22 red blood cell transfusion (≥1 unit); transfusion of 

hemostatic blood components or products; and heparin-induced thrombocytopenia. An independent 

event-adjudication committee, which consisted of clinicians who were unaware of the treatment 

assignments, adjudicated the components of the primary outcome, bleeding and thrombotic events. 

 

Statistical Analysis  

We estimated that 231 patients per group would provide 90% power to detect a 15% absolute risk 

difference, from 50% in the control group to 35% in the experimental group, at a two-sided alpha level 

of 0.048 accounting for two planned interim analyses at 25% and 75% of the originally planned sample 

size.2,16,21 At 75%, we performed a conditional power analysis.  The protocol pre-specified that the 

sample size would be increased if the conditional power was between 60 and 80%.21 As the conditional 

power was below 60%, the data safety and monitoring board recommended not to increase the sample 

size and complete recruitment as originally planned. 

 

The primary analysis of the primary composite outcome was based on the intention-to-treat (ITT) 

principle using logistic regression; a Chi-squared test of independence was conducted to obtain the two-
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sided p-value.23 Participants who did not have a 28-day assessment, but discharged from hospital alive 

prior to day 28, were assumed to be event-free up to day 28. Pre-specified subgroup analyses of the 

primary outcome accompanied by tests of interaction were done for age, sex, body mass index, time 

from Covid-19 symptom onset, diabetes mellitus, coronary artery disease, hypertension, and 

race/ethnicity, D-dimer level, use of systemic corticosteroid and geographical region. Pre-specified 

sensitivity analyses of the primary outcome excluded participants who did not have a 28-day 

assessment, and included only participants from the per-protocol cohort. The per-protocol cohort was 

all eligible participants who received their intervention as randomly allocated during the first 48 hours 

after randomization, and excluded participants who did not satisfy all eligibility criteria, did not receive 

their allocated treatment or did not have follow-up until day 28, death, or other primary composite 

outcome component. Since randomization was stratified by age an additional logistic regression model 

was fit to analyse the primary outcome controlling for age.  

 

Binary secondary outcomes were analyzed using logistic regression. Ventilator-free days, organ support-

free days, ICU-free days and hospital-free days alive were analysed using ordinal logistic regression; 

death up to 28 days was assigned the worst outcome (a value of -1) in these analyses.24 The post-

treatment D-dimer was compared using linear regression adjusted for baseline. Since D-dimer assays 

differed across sites, D-dimer levels were analyzed as the logarithm of D-dimer x ULN by taking the 

natural logarithm of the ratio of the actual d-dimer value divided by the ULN for the assay used. 

Analyses of secondary outcomes were considered exploratory so were not adjusted for multiple 

comparisons; the widths of 95% confidence intervals for secondary outcomes should not be used for 

inferences about treatment effects. An extended description of the statistical methods is provided in the 

Supplementary Appendix. 

 

Mantel-Haenszel fixed-effect meta-analyses of odds ratios were done for outcomes reported in available 

trials of therapeutic heparin compared with usual care using lower doses of heparin in hospitalized 

patients with Covid-19. Organ support-free days in the RAPID trial were recalculated for an observation 

time of 21 days, in accordance with the primary outcome definition used in the other trials.19,20 Analyses 

were done separately for moderately ill ward patients and severely ill ICU patients, using a chi-squared 

test to estimate p-values for interaction between treatment and severity of illness. The variance 

attributed to pooled results reflects only sampling error due to the play of chance at randomization. 

Homogeneity of odds ratios is not required for fixed-effect pooled odds ratios to be informative.25 
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RESULTS 

From May 29, 2020 through April 12, 2021, a total of 3975 patients were screened, 465 were 

randomized: 228 were assigned to therapeutic heparin group and 237 to prophylactic heparin, and 222 

(97.4%) and 232 (97.9%) received treatment as allocated during the first 48 hours after randomization 

(Fig. 1).  

 

The mean age was 60 years; 264 participants (56.8%) were men and the mean body mass index was 

30.3. Baseline D-dimer was 2.3-fold above the ULN and mean creatinine was 85.2 µmol/L.  Six patients in 

the therapeutic and five in the prophylactic heparin group had D-dimer levels below the ULN at baseline. 

Baseline demographic and clinical characteristics were similar between treatment arms (Table 1). The 

mean duration from symptom onset to hospitalization was 7.1 days, and the mean duration from 

hospitalization to randomization was 1.4 days. The mean treatment duration was 6.5 and 6.3 days in 

therapeutic and prophylactic heparin groups, respectively (Table S1). LMWH was prescribed in 224 

(98.2%) of patients assigned to therapeutic and 222 (93.7%) patients assigned to prophylactic heparin. 

Concomitant treatments (systemic corticosteroids, remdesivir, and tocilizumab) were balanced between 

treatment arms for pre- and post-randomization periods combined (Table S2).  

 

Primary and Secondary Outcomes 

The primary outcome occurred in 37 patients (16.2%) assigned to therapeutic heparin and 52 patients 

(21.9%) assigned to prophylactic heparin (odds ratio, 0.69; 95% confidence interval [CI], 0.43 to 1.10, 

p=0.12; Table 2). Death from any cause occurred in four (1.8%) with therapeutic heparin versus 18 

(7.6%) with prophylactic heparin (odds ratio, 0.22; 95%-CI, 0.07 to 0.65).  Hypoxic respiratory failure was 

the most common cause of death (Table S3). The composite of invasive or non-invasive occurred in 21 

patients (9.2%) with therapeutic heparin and 26 (11.0%) with prophylactic heparin (odds ratio, 0.82; 

95%-CI, 0.45 to 1.51). ICU admission occurred in 33 patients (14.5%) with therapeutic heparin and 42 

(17.7%) with prophylactic heparin (odds ratio, 0.79; 95%-CI, 0.48 to 1.29). The composite of all-cause 

death or invasive/non-invasive mechanical ventilation occurred in 23 (10.1%) patients with therapeutic 

heparin and 38 (16.0%) with prophylactic heparin (odds ratio, 0.59; 95%-CI, 0.34 to 1.02).  

 

The mean number of ventilator-free days was 26.5 (standard deviation, 5.6) with therapeutic heparin, 

and 24.7 (standard deviation, 8.5) with prophylactic heparin (odds ratio from ordinal logistic regression, 
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1.77; 95%-CI, 1.02 to 3.08). The mean number of organ support-free days was 25.8 (standard deviation, 

6.2) with therapeutic heparin, and 24.1 (standard deviation, 8.8) with prophylactic heparin (odds ratio, 

1.41; 95%-CI, 0.90 to 2.21). The mean number of ICU-free days was 26.0 (standard deviation, 6.1) with 

therapeutic heparin, and 24.2 (standard deviation, 8.8) with prophylactic heparin (odds ratio, 1.51; 95%-

CI, 0.94 to 2.41). There was no relevant between-group difference in hospital-free days (Table 2).  

 

The number of venous thromboembolic events was 2 (0.9%) with therapeutic heparin and 7 (3.0%) with 

prophylactic heparin (odds ratio, 0.29, 95%-CI, 0.06 to 1.42; Tables 2 and S4). There were no fatal 

thromboembolic events. D-dimer levels, assessed at a median of 1.5 days (interquartile range, 1 to 2) in 

162 (71.1%) and 173 patients (73.0%) assigned to therapeutic and prophylactic heparin, respectively, 

were lower with therapeutic heparin (geometric mean ratio, 0.88; 95%-CI, 0.78 to 0.99).   

 

Subgroup analyses of the primary outcome did not provide evidence for differences in treatment effect 

between subgroups (Fig. S2). Findings from the per-protocol analyses and other sensitivity analyses 

were similar to those from the primary analysis (Table S5 to S12). 

 

Safety Outcomes  

There were 2 patients with major bleeding events in the therapeutic heparin group and 4 in the 

prophylactic heparin group (odds ratio 0.52; 95%-CI, 0.09 to 2.85; Table 2). There were no fatal bleeding 

events and there were no cases of intracranial hemorrhage (Tables S13 and S14).  

 

Meta-analyses 

There were 3 trials of therapeutic heparin compared to usual care using lower doses of heparin. Two 

trials included moderately ill ward patients with Covid-19, the RAPID trial and a multiplatform trial 

integrating the Antithrombotic Therapy to Ameliorate Complications of Covid-19 (ATTACC), Accelerating 

Covid-19 Therapeutic Interventions and Vaccines-4 Antithrombotics Inpatient Platform Trial (ACTIV-4a) 

and the Randomized, Embedded, Multifactorial Adaptive Platform Trial for Community-Acquired 

Pneumonia (REMAP-CAP).19 A separate multiplatform trial conducted by the same investigators 

evaluated therapeutic heparin in severely ill ICU patients.20 Figure 2 shows the meta-analyses of the two 

trials of moderately ill patients. There was no significant reduction in all-cause death (odds ratio, 0.74; 

95%-CI, 0.54 to 1.02), but significant reductions in the composite of death or invasive mechanical 

ventilation (odds ratio, 0.77; 95%-CI, 0.60 to 0.99), death or organ support (odds ratio, 0.77; 95%-CI, 

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

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 8, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.08.21259351doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.08.21259351


 13 

0.63 to 0.93), death or major thrombotic event (odds ratio, 0.64; 95%-CI, 0.48 to 0.86), and major 

thrombotic events (odds ratio, 0.47; 95%-CI, 0.25 to 0.87). Ventilator-free days alive (odds ratio, 1.30; 

95%-CI 1.05 to 1.61) and organ support-free days alive (odds ratio 1.31, 95% 1.08 to 1.60) were 

significantly increased with therapeutic heparin. Conversely, there was a non-significant increase in 

major bleeding. There were significant treatment-by-subgroup interactions with severity of illness 

(moderately ill ward patients versus severely ill ICU patients) for all-cause death (p for 

interaction=0.045), all-cause death or major thrombotic event (p=0.018) and organ-support-free days 

alive (p=0.006; Fig. S3). There was no evidence for treatment-by-subgroup interactions for major 

thrombotic events and major bleeding.  
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DISCUSSION 

In this randomized trial of moderately ill hospitalized ward patients with Covid-19 and elevated D-dimer 

levels, therapeutic heparin did not lower the incidence of the primary composite of death, mechanical 

ventilation or ICU admission compared with prophylactic heparin. The odds of all-cause death were 

significantly reduced by 78% with therapeutic heparin, however. Between-group differences were 

smaller and nonsignificant for mechanical ventilation and ICU admission.  

 

A meta-analysis of the two available trials of therapeutic heparin in moderately ill ward patients with 

Covid-19 did not provide conclusive evidence for a reduction in mortality with therapeutic heparin, with 

a larger mortality reduction in RAPID than in the multiplatform trial.19 Findings for remaining 

effectiveness outcomes were consistent between trials, with significant differences in favour of 

therapeutic heparin. Three effectiveness outcomes were also reported in a separate multiplatform trial 

in severely ill patients.20 We found significant treatment-by-subgroup interactions with severity of illness 

for all-cause death, all-cause death or major thrombosis and organ-support-free days alive, with 

evidence of benefit with therapeutic heparin in moderately ill ward patients, but not in severely ill ICU 

patients. Conversely, there were no treatment by subgroup interactions for major thrombotic events 

and major bleeding, with consistent benefit of therapeutic heparin for major thrombotic events, and 

non-significant small increases in major bleeding irrespective of illness severity. Both, the multiplatform 

trial and RAPID used D-dimer levels for risk stratification of ward patients,21,26 but results of the 

multiplatform trial indicate that D-dimer status does not result in variation of treatment effects.19 Taken 

together, these trials provide conclusive evidence for benefit of therapeutic heparin in moderately ill 

ward patients with Covid-19 irrespective of D-dimer levels, but not in severely ill ICU patients.  

 

The mortality reduction was more pronounced in RAPID than in the multiplatform trial.19 Potential 

explanations include chance and a stronger contrast between treatment arms in RAPID as compared 

with the multiplatform trial:19 for pragmatic reasons, the multiplatform trial allowed intermediate dose 

heparin in the control group, and 28.2% received higher than prophylactic doses.19 RAPID only allowed 

prophylactic heparin doses, and only 2.1% received higher doses (Table S15). The effectiveness of 

anticoagulation also seems to depend on the type of anticoagulant: the Anticoagulation Coronavirus 

(ACTION) trial used 15 to 20 mg of rivaroxaban in 94% of patients assigned to therapeutic 

anticoagulation and found no benefit.27 Rivaroxaban is unlikely to have the anti-inflammatory and anti-
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viral properties attributed to heparin.2,11–15 In addition, ACTION allowed intermediate doses of 

enoxaparin in the control group.  

 

Our trial has two major limitations. First, RAPID had an adaptive design. The protocol prespecified that 

the sample size would be increased if the conditional power at 75% of the original sample size was 

between 60 and 80%.21 However, the conditional power was below 60%, therefore the sample size was 

not increased, thus RAPID remained underpowered. Second, the trial had an open-label design, but all 

relevant outcomes were blindly adjudicated by an independent clinical events committee.  

 

The RAPID trial did not find a significant reduction in the primary composite outcome of death, 

mechanical ventilation or ICU admission with therapeutic heparin. However, in conjunction with the 

multiplatform trial,19 it suggests a clinical benefit of therapeutic heparin in moderately ill ward patients 

with Covid-19.  
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Figure 1. Screening, Enrollment, Randomization, and Inclusion in Analysis 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

*Negative D-dimer is either D-dimer <2 times upper limit of normal without hypoxia, or D-dimer < upper limit of 
normal with hypoxia; 6 patients in the therapeutic heparin group and 5 prophylactic heparin group did not meet 
eligibility criteria pertaining to D-dimer at the time of randomization due to a delay in protocol harmonization with 
Brazil.  
†Did not receive allocated intervention within the first 48 hours post-randomization without clear clinical 
indication. 
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Negative D-dimer (n=878)*  
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Enrollment 

Intention-to-treat analysis (n=228) 
Per Protocol analysis (n=216) 

• Excluded from per protocol analysis (n=12) 
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(n=6)† 
o Negative D-dimer (n=6)* 

Intention-to-treat (n=237) 
Per Protocol (n=227) 

• Excluded from per protocol analysis (n=10) 
o Did not receive allocated intervention 

(n=5)† 
o Negative D-dimer (n=5)* 
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Lost to follow-up (n=11) 

• Did not meet component of primary 
composite outcome, discharged from 
hospital alive and lost to telephone 
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Lost to follow-up (n=12) 
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Follow-Up 

Allocated to therapeutic heparin (n=228) 

• Received allocated intervention (n=222) 

• Did not receive allocated intervention (n=6)† 
o Clinician Discretion (n=4) 
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Allocated to prophylactic heparin (n=237) 

• Received allocated intervention (n=232) 

• Did not receive allocated intervention (n=5)† 
o Clinician Discretion (n=5) Allocation 
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Table 1. Characteristics of the Patients at Baseline, According to Treatment Assignment* 

  
Therapeutic 

Heparin 
Prophylactic 

Heparin  

Characteristic (N=228) (N=237) 

Age (years), mean (SD) 60.4 (14.1) 59.6 (15.5) 
Male sex - no. (%) 123 (53.9) 141 (59.5) 
Race/Ethnicity - no. (%)†     

White 97 (43.7) 96 (40.9) 
European 65 (29.3) 67 (28.5) 
Middle Eastern, North African   27 (12.2) 38 (16.2) 

Asian 18 (8.1) 23 (9.8) 
Black or African American 14 (6.3) 10 (4.3) 
Hispanic or Latino 0 (0.0) 1 (0.4) 
American Indian, Alaska Native, First Nations, 

Indigenous/Aboriginal, Metis 
1 (0.5) 0 (0.0) 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 97 (43.7) 96 (40.9) 
Body mass index (kg/m2), mean (SD)‡ 30.3 (6.4) 30.2 (7.0) 
Duration of symptoms prior to hospitalization (days), mean (SD)¶ 7.1 (5.1) 7.1 (5.2) 
Duration of hospitalization before randomization (days), mean (SD) 1.5 (1.1) 1.4 (1.0) 
Hypoxia at baseline - no. (%)δ 190 (90.9) 203 (93.1) 
Pre-existing conditions - no. (%)     

Hypertension  108 (47.4) 117 (49.4) 
Diabetes mellitus  83 (36.4) 77 (32.5) 
Coronary artery disease  16 (7.0) 18 (7.6) 
Heart failure  9 (3.9) 6 (2.5) 
Atrial fibrillation  0 (0.0) 2 (0.8) 
Cerebrovascular disease 10 (4.4) 9 (3.8) 
Peripheral vascular disease  0 (0.0) 1 (0.4) 
Past history of venous thromboembolism  3 (1.3) 2 (0.8) 
Chronic pulmonary disease§ 36 (15.8) 27 (11.4) 
Chronic kidney disease  20 (8.8) 13 (5.5) 
Chronic liver disease  5 (2.2) 9 (3.8) 
Cancer  13 (5.7) 19 (8.0) 
Immunodeficiency 1 (0.4) 2 (0.8) 
Autoimmune disease  6 (2.6) 11 (4.6) 
Cognitive impairment  12 (5.3) 11 (4.6) 
Mental illness   18 (7.9) 13 (5.5) 
Active smoking  5 (2.2) 7 (3.0) 

Medication history - no. (%)**     
Systemic corticosteroids 161 (70.6) 162 (68.4) 
Antiplatelet agent 24 (10.5) 29 (12.2) 

Prior COVID-19 vaccine administration - no. (%) 1 (0.4) 2 (0.8) 
Laboratory values     

D-dimer     
D-dimer positivity - no. (%)*** 222 (97.4) 232 (97.9) 
D-dimer x ULN, geometric mean (SD)° 2.1 (0.7) 2.5 (0.9) 
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Distribution - no. (%)     
D-dimer <2 x ULN  115 (50.4) 112 (47.3) 
D-dimer > 2 - 3 x ULN 61 (26.8) 55 (23.2) 
D-dimer > 3 - 4 x ULN 25 (11.0) 27 (11.4) 
D-dimer > 4 x ULN 27 (11.8) 43 (18.1) 

Platelet count (109/L), mean (SD)∞ 233.7 (95.7) 237.8 (95.3) 
Creatinine (μmol/L), mean (SD)Θ 84.6 (44.1) 85.9 (58.2) 

Country - no. (%)     
Brazil  54 (23.7) 51 (21.5) 
Canada 72 (31.6) 78 (32.9) 
Ireland  11 (4.8) 12 (5.1) 
Saudi Arabia  71 (31.1) 76 (32.1) 
United Arab Emirates 7 (3.1) 6 (2.5) 
United States of America  13 (5.7) 14 (5.9) 

Enrolled in another COVID-19 trial - no. (%) 29 (12.7) 31 (13.1) 

*SD: standard deviation; ULN: upper limit of normal.     

†Data regarding race/ethnicity were missing for 6 patients in the therapeutic heparin group and 2 patients for the 
prophylactic heparin group. 
‡Body-mass index (BMI) is the weight in kilograms divided by the square of the height in meters; Data regarding BMI 
was missing for 6 participants in the therapeutic heparin group and 4 participants in the prophylactic heparin group. 
¶Data regarding duration of symptoms prior to hospitalization were missing for 1 patient in the therapeutic heparin 
group and 5 for the prophylactic heparin group. 
δHypoxia was defined as oxygen saturation <93% on room air; Data regarding hypoxia was missing for 19 patients in 
the therapeutic heparin and 19 patients in the prophylactic heparin. 
§Includes chronic restrictive pulmonary disease, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, and asthma. 
**No patients were on remdesivir or tocilizumab at baseline.  

***6 patients in the therapeutic heparin group and 5 prophylactic heparin group had D-dimer levels below the ULN. 

°SD for the natural logarithm of D-dimer levels x ULN.  

∞Data regarding platelet count was missing for 16 patients in the therapeutic heparin group and 24 patients in the 
prophylactic heparin group. 
ΘData regarding creatinine was missing for 14 patients in the therapeutic heparin group and 23 patients in the 
prophylactic heparin group. 
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Table 2. Primary and Secondary Outcomes*    

Outcome 

Therapeutic 
Heparin 

Prophylactic 
Heparin  

Odds Ratio or  
Ratio of Geometric 

Means↨  
(95%-CI)  

(N=228) (N=237) 

no. of patients (%) 

Primary Composite Outcome† 37 (16.2) 52 (21.9) 0.69 (0.43, 1.10) 
Components of the primary composite outcome 

Death from any cause 4 (1.8) 18 (7.6) 0.22 (0.07, 0.65) 
Invasive mechanical ventilation  11 (4.8) 16 (6.8) 0.70 (0.32, 1.55) 
Any mechanical ventilation° 21 (9.2) 26 (11.0) 0.82 (0.45, 1.51) 
ICU admission 33 (14.5) 42 (17.7) 0.79 (0.48, 1.29) 

Death or any mechanical ventilation 23 (10.1) 38 (16.0) 0.59 (0.34, 1.02) 
Death or ICU admission 36 (15.8) 50 (21.1) 0.70 (0.44, 1.13) 
Ventilator-free days alive (days), mean (SD) 26.5 (5.6) 24.7 (8.5) 1.77 (1.02, 3.08) 
Organ support-free days alive (days), mean (SD) 25.8 (6.2) 24.1 (8.8) 1.41 (0.90, 2.21) 
ICU-free days alive (days), mean (SD) 26.0 (6.1) 24.2 (8.8) 1.51 (0.94, 2.41) 
Hospital-free days alive (days), mean (SD) 19.8 (7.3) 18.4 (9.2) 1.09 (0.79, 1.5) 
Renal replacement therapy¶ 2 (0.9) 5 (2.1) 0.41 (0.08, 2.15) 
Thromboembolism×       

Venous 2 (0.9) 7 (3.0) 0.29 (0.06, 1.42) 
Arterial 0 (0.0) 1 (0.4) - 

Bleeding       
ISTH major bleeding§ 2 (0.9) 4 (1.7) 0.52 (0.09, 2.85) 
Red blood cell transfusion (>1 unit) 3 (1.3) 9 (3.8) 0.34 (0.09, 1.27) 
Transfusion of hemostatic blood components  

  or products‡ 
1 (0.4) 0 (0.0) - 

Heparin induced thrombocytopenia 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) - 
D-dimer x ULN, geometric mean (SD)↨ 1.9 (0.7) 2.4 (0.9) 0.88 (0.78, 0.99) 
*ICU: intensive care unit; CI: confidence interval; SD: standard deviation; ISTH: International Society on Thrombosis and 
Haemostasis.   
All outcomes were assessed up to 28 days post-randomization. 
†Defined as death, invasive mechanical ventilation, non-invasive mechanical ventilation or ICU admission. 
°Invasive or non-invasive (bilevel or continuous positive airway pressure) mechanical ventilation. 
‡Transfusion of platelets, frozen plasma, prothrombin complex concentrate, cryoprecipitate and/or fibrinogen concentrate; 
17 patients received convalescent plasma and were not included in the count. 
§Major bleeding defined by the ISTH Scientific and Standardization Committee. 
¶Continuous renal replacement therapy or intermittent hemodialysis. 
 ×All diagnostically confirmed except for 1 symptomatic deep vein thrombosis in the prophylactic heparin group, which could 
not be definitively confirmed as diagnostic imaging was not done during acute symptomatic period. 
↨Ratio of geometric means of D-dimer levels x ULN of day 2±24h post-randomization, adjusted for baseline geometric means 
of D-dimer levels x ULN using analysis of covariance. SD for the natural logarithm of D-dimer levels x ULN. The day 2±24 hours 
D-dimer was missing for 66 in the therapeutic heparin group and 64 in the prophylactic heparin group. 
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Figure 2. Meta-Analyses of Effectiveness and Safety Outcomes in Randomized Trials Comparing 
Therapeutic Heparin with Usual Care in Moderately Ill Ward Patients with Covid-19 

 
Mantel-Haenszel fixed-effect meta-analyses of the RAPID trial and the multiplatform trial in moderately ill ward 
patients.19 Squares and horizontal lines show treatment effects and their 95% confidence intervals in each trial. 
The area of each square is proportional to the weight the trial received in the meta-analysis. Diamonds show 
estimated treatment effects and 95% confidence intervals from meta-analyses. Odds ratios for ventilator-free and 
organ support-free days alive are from ordinal logistic regression in both trials; death was assigned the worst 
outcome (a value of -1). Major thrombotic events were defined as the composite of myocardial infarction, 
pulmonary embolism, ischemic stroke or systemic arterial embolism; Major bleeding defined by the ISTH Scientific 
and Standardization Committee. In accordance with the primary outcome definition of the multiplatform trials,19,20 
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0.77 (0.60, 0.99)

0.77 (0.62, 0.95)

0.76 (0.49, 1.20)

0.77 (0.63, 0.93)

0.72 (0.53, 0.98)

0.20 (0.07, 0.53)

0.64 (0.48, 0.86)

0.51 (0.27, 0.98)

0.17 (0.02, 1.42)

0.47 (0.25, 0.87)

1.79 (0.90, 3.70)

0.52 (0.09, 2.85)

1.50 (0.78, 2.88)

Odds ratio (95% CI)

Therapeutic Anticoagulation better  Usual Care better 

1.125 .25 .5 2 4 8

Therapeutic

Anticoagulation

n/N (%)

Usual

Care

Ventilator-free days alive

Multiplatform Trial

RAPID Trial

Overall  (I2 = 46.0%)

Organ support-free days alive

Multiplatform Trial

RAPID Trial

Overall  (I2 = 0.0%)

1.22 (0.97, 1.55)

1.86 (1.06, 3.25)

1.30 (1.05, 1.61)

1.29 (1.04, 1.61)

1.41 (0.90, 2.20)

1.31 (1.08, 1.60)

Usual Care better  Therapeutic Anticoagulation better 

1.125 .25 .5 2 4 8
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organ support-free days alive were calculated for an observation time of 21 days; remaining outcomes were based 
on an observation time of 28 days.  
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