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ABSTRACT
Introduction This post hoc pooled analysis of four real- 
world studies (SURE Canada, Denmark/Sweden, Switzerland 
and UK) aimed to characterize the use of once- weekly (OW) 
semaglutide, a glucagon- like peptide- 1 receptor agonist (GLP- 
1RA), in patients with type 2 diabetes (T2D).
Research design and methods The Semaglutide Real- 
world Evidence (SURE) studies had a duration of ~30 weeks. 
Changes in glycated hemoglobin (HbA1c) and body weight (BW) 
were analyzed for the overall population and the following 
baseline subgroups: GLP- 1RA- naïve/GLP- 1RA switchers; 
body mass index <25/≥25–<30/≥30–<35/≥35 kg/m2; 
age <65/≥65 years; HbA1c <7%/≥7–≤8%/>8–≤9%/>9%; T2D 
duration <5/≥5–<10/≥10 years. Data for patients achieving 
treatment targets were analyzed in the overall population and 
the baseline HbA1c ≥7% subgroup.
Results Of 1212 patients, 960 were GLP- 1RA- naïve 
and 252 had switched to semaglutide from another GLP- 
1RA. In the overall population, HbA1c was reduced from 
baseline to end of study (EOS) by –1.1% point and BW 
by –4.7 kg; changes were significant for all subgroups. 
There were significantly larger reductions of HbA1c and BW 
in GLP- 1RA- naïve versus GLP- 1RA switchers and larger 
reductions in HbA1c for patients with higher versus lower 
baseline HbA1c. At EOS, 52.6% of patients in the overall 
population achieved HbA1c <7%. No new safety concerns 
were identified in any of the completed SURE studies.
Conclusions In this pooled analysis, patients with 
T2D initiating OW semaglutide showed significant 
improvements from baseline to EOS in HbA1c and BW 
across various baseline subgroups, including patients 
previously treated with a GLP- 1RA other than semaglutide, 
supporting OW semaglutide use in clinical practice.
Trail registration numbers NCT03457012; 
NCT03631186; NCT03648281; NCT03876015.

OBJECTIVE
Type 2 diabetes (T2D) affects around 
422 million people worldwide.1 2 The 2020 

update to the consensus report by the 
American Diabetes Association (ADA) and 
the European Association for the Study 
of Diabetes (EASD) for T2D emphasizes 
preventing or delaying complications and 
maintaining quality of life via glycemic 
control.3 Other priorities include cardiovas-
cular (CV) risk factor management and a 
patient- centered approach to promote self- 
care activities.3 Achieving glycated hemo-
globin (HbA1c) targets of <7% early in the 
course of T2D has been shown to reduce 
microvascular complications.4

Many patients struggle to achieve glycemic 
targets, despite the availability of multiple 
treatment options.5 Glucagon- like peptide- 1 
receptor agonists (GLP- 1RAs) have been 

Significance of this study

What is already known about this subject?
 ► In the phase 3 Semaglutide Unabated Sustainability 
in Treatment of Type 2 Diabetes (SUSTAIN) clinical 
trial program, once- weekly (OW) semaglutide, a 
glucagon- like peptide- 1 receptor agonist, consis-
tently demonstrated superior, clinically relevant re-
ductions in HbA

1c and body weight compared with 
placebo and active comparators in adults with type 
2 diabetes; the safety profile of OW semaglutide was 
consistent with its class.

 ► The SURE program comprises nine non- 
interventional, observational real- world studies 
investigating OW semaglutide initiation in routine 
clinical practice in 10 countries. To date, results 
from four of these studies, conducted in Canada, 
Denmark/Sweden, Switzerland and the UK, are 
available and complement the findings from the 
SUSTAIN clinical trials.

http://drc.bmj.com/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7833-9050
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6914-3902
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5301-1163
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2576-7190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjdrc-2021-002619
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjdrc-2021-002619
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjdrc-2021-002619
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1136/bmjdrc-2021-002619&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2022-04-04
NCT03457012
NCT03631186
NCT03648281
NCT03876015


2 BMJ Open Diab Res Care 2022;10:e002619. doi:10.1136/bmjdrc-2021-002619

Clinical care/Education/Nutrition

demonstrated to improve glycemic control and reduce 
body weight and function in a glucose- dependent 
manner, with low risk of hypoglycemia.6 The ADA/EASD 
2019 consensus statement recommends treating patients 
at high risk of CV disease with a GLP- 1RA or a sodium–
glucose cotransporter- 2 inhibitor (SGLT- 2i) to reduce 
the risk of CV events.3

Semaglutide (Novo Nordisk A/S) is a long- acting 
human GLP- 1 analog, suitable for once- weekly (OW) 
dosing.7 OW subcutaneous semaglutide 0.5 mg and 
1.0 mg have been approved by the US Food and Drug 
Administration,8 Health Canada,9 and European Medi-
cines Agency10 to improve glycemic control in adults with 
T2D, in addition to diet and exercise. In the phase 3 Sema-
glutide Unabated Sustainability in Treatment of Type 2 
Diabetes (SUSTAIN) clinical trial program, OW semaglu-
tide consistently demonstrated superior, clinically rele-
vant reductions in HbA1c and body weight compared with 
placebo and active comparators across the continuum of 
care in T2D; its safety profile was consistent with other 
GLP- 1RAs.11–19

Randomized controlled trials (RCTs), with their strict 
inclusion and exclusion criteria, may not be representa-
tive of the real- world population and clinical practice. 
Real- world studies can supply evidence that is comple-
mentary to the findings of RCTs, providing a more 
complete picture of the advantages and disadvantages of 
medications used in routine clinical practice.20

The Semaglutide Real- world Evidence (SURE) 
program comprises nine observational real- world studies 
investigating OW semaglutide initiation in routine clin-
ical practice in 10 countries: Canada (CA), Denmark/
Sweden (DK/SE), France, Germany, Italy, Spain, The 
Netherlands, Switzerland (CH), and the UK. Each study 

has been registered separately, and all are similar in 
design, but their patient populations vary, depending 
on the respective countries’ interest in specific subgroup 
analyses.

The results from the first four individual SURE studies 
to report (CA (n=452),21 DK/SE (n=331),22 CH (n=214)23 
and UK (n=215))24 showed that patients receiving OW 
semaglutide experienced statistically and clinically signif-
icant improvements in glycemic control and reduction 
in body weight. Because of the impact of the coronavirus 
(COVID- 19) pandemic on the timelines of the incom-
plete SURE studies, as well as the resultant changes to 
protocols, it was decided to perform a pooled analysis 
only of the first four available studies. The date of the 
first patient, first visit for SURE Canada, the first study in 
the SURE program, was March 2018, and the last patient 
last visit for the most recent SURE study in this analysis, 
SURE UK, took place in August 2020.

This pooled post hoc analysis of the first four SURE 
studies aimed to characterize the use of OW semaglu-
tide in diverse patient populations, with greater statis-
tical power allowing assessment in patient subgroups. 
The main subgroups of interest are GLP- 1RA- naïve 
patients (ie, those not receiving another GLP- 1RA ≤12 
weeks prior to semaglutide initiation) and patients who 
switched to OW semaglutide from another GLP- 1RA. 
The patient data were also subgrouped by baseline body 
mass index (BMI), baseline age, baseline HbA1c level and 
duration of T2D. In addition, the proportions of patients 
achieving glycemic targets and weight- loss responses 
were evaluated.

METHODS
Study design of SURE studies
The study design and endpoints were similar for all four 
SURE studies and have been reported elsewhere.21–24 
The participating clinics were selected in close collab-
oration with the Novo Nordisk affiliates in the various 
countries to ensure representativeness of the local popu-
lations. The study duration was approximately 30 weeks. 
The SURE UK study, however, allowed patients to attend 
the end- of- study (EOS) visit up to week 52, because of the 
COVID- 19 pandemic. Data for the 34 patients (18.6%) 
who attended the EOS visit in the extended period of 
the SURE UK study were included in the primary anal-
ysis for SURE UK and are therefore in the present anal-
ysis as well. The SURE CA, DK/SE and CH studies were 
completed before the pandemic. Patients ≥18 years of 
age with T2D who had ≥1 documented HbA1c value ≤12 
weeks before semaglutide initiation were enrolled. 
Patients were retained in the full analyses set (FAS) if 
they provided informed consent and initiated semaglu-
tide. Semaglutide and other antihyperglycemic drugs 
were prescribed at the physician’s discretion. Treatment 
discontinuation was allowed at any time during the study 
at the physician’s discretion. The studies were conducted 
in compliance with the Declaration of Helsinki25 and 

Significance of this study

What are the new findings?
 ► In this pooled post hoc analysis of data from SURE Canada, 
Denmark/Sweden, Switzerland and UK, patients with type 2 diabe-
tes (T2D) initiating once- weekly (OW) semaglutide showed signifi-
cant improvements from baseline to end of study in HbA

1c and body 
weight across a range of baseline characteristic subgroups, includ-
ing glucagon- like peptide- 1 receptor agonist (GLP- 1RA) naïve/GLP- 
1RA switchers.

 ► Overall, the change from baseline in HbA1c was –1.1% point, and 
the change from baseline in body weight was –4.7 kg.

 ► Patients switching from another GLP- 1RA to semaglutide (n=252) 
had significant reductions in HbA1c (–0.7% points) and body weight 
(–3.4 kg). In patients who were GLP- 1RA naïve (n=960), these re-
ductions were –1.2% points and –5.0 kg, respectively.

How might these results change the focus of research or 
clinical practice?

 ► These results support the use of OW semaglutide in adults with T2D 
across multiple geographical locations in routine clinical practice, 
including those who have previously received a GLP- 1RA other than 
semaglutide.
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the Guidelines for Good Pharmacoepidemiology Prac-
tices.26 Patients provided informed consent before the 
commencement of any study- related activities.

The primary endpoint was the change from baseline to 
EOS in HbA1c. Secondary supportive endpoints included: 
change from baseline to EOS in body weight (kg and %) 
and waist circumference (cm); proportion of patients 
achieving HbA1c <7%, weight loss ≥5%, and a composite 
endpoint of HbA1c reduction ≥1% point and weight 
loss ≥3%; patient- reported outcomes (Diabetes Treat-
ment Satisfaction Questionnaire status version (DTSQs), 
DTSQ change version (DTSQc) and Short- Form 36 
Health Survey V.2).27 28

Only serious adverse drug reactions (SADRs), fatal 
events, accidental pregnancies, adverse events (AEs) in 
fetus or newborn infants and discontinuation due to 
SADRs were systematically recorded by site physicians 
at each visit. All other AE information was collected if 
reported voluntarily by the physicians. All episodes of 
patient- reported hypoglycemia and/or severe or docu-
mented hypoglycemia (blood glucose ≤3.9 mmol/L 
or >3.9 mmol/L in conjunction with symptoms) were also 
to be recorded.

Post hoc analysis
A random coefficient- adjusted mixed model for repeated 
measurements was used for all assessments of the FAS, 
including the entire time period when patients were 
considered to be in the study, regardless of semaglutide 
treatment status. The analysis included all patients in the 
FAS with at least one postbaseline HbA1c measurement. 
Components of the model included time of measurement 
(number of days from baseline; continuous variable), a 
time component (t (squared)), to account for any devia-
tions from linearity in time; baseline HbA1c (continuous 
variable); preinitiation use of GLP- 1RA (yes/no; not 
included in subgroup analyses based on GLP- 1RA- naïve/
switcher); preinitiation use of dipeptidyl peptidase- 4 
inhibitor (DPP- 4i; yes/no); preinitiation use of insulin 
(yes/no); number of oral antihyperglycemic drugs used 
preinitiation (0–1/2+); T2D duration (continuous); age 
(continuous); BMI (continuous); and sex; with random 
intercept and random coefficient for time. An unstruc-
tured covariance matrix was used to describe the vari-
ability between random effects. From this model, the 
estimated difference between HbA1c at week 30 versus 
baseline at week 0 is presented, together with the asso-
ciated two- sided 95% CI and adjusted two- sided p value. 
To test for interaction of subgroups, the subgroup being 
evaluated was added as a covariate in the main model.

HbA1c and body weight were analyzed for the overall 
pooled population (prespecified) and in the following 
baseline subgroups (post hoc): GLP- 1RA- naïve (no GLP- 
1RA use reported during the 12 weeks prior to base-
line) and GLP- 1RA switchers (baseline GLP- 1RA users 
who discontinued within 4 weeks of initiating semaglu-
tide, allowing for a smooth switch); baseline BMI <25, 
≥25–<30, ≥30–<35 and ≥35 kg/m2; age <65 years and ≥65 

years; baseline HbA1c <7%, ≥7–≤8%, >8–≤9% and >9%; 
T2D duration <5, ≥5–<10, ≥10 years; and reason for the 
initiation of semaglutide. The proportions of patients in 
the overall pooled population achieving the following 
treatment targets and responses at EOS were analyzed: 
HbA1c <7%, weight loss ≥3%, weight loss ≥5%, weight 
loss ≥10%, and a composite endpoint of HbA1c reduc-
tion ≥1% point and weight loss ≥3%. In addition, the 
proportions of patients achieving HbA1c <7% and the 
composite endpoint in the subgroup of patients with 
a baseline HbA1c ≥7% were also analyzed. Dose at EOS 
and severe or documented hypoglycemic episodes were 
analyzed using the effectiveness analysis set (EAS), which 
included all patients in the FAS who completed the study 
on treatment with semaglutide; all other endpoints were 
analyzed using the FAS.

RESULTS
Patient disposition and baseline characteristics
Across the four SURE studies, 1212 patients were included 
in this post hoc analysis (FAS), with a mean semaglutide 
treatment duration within the studies of 30.8±9.6 weeks. 
In the EAS, there were 984 patients. The baseline charac-
teristics were typical of real- world practice. Mean age was 
60.1 years, mean diabetes duration was 12.2 years. The 
majority (91.0%) of the study population was white. Mean 
HbA1c was 8.1%; 231 (19.1%) patients had a baseline 
HbA1c <7.0%. Overall, 252 patients switched to semaglu-
tide from another GLP- 1RA, whereas 960 were GLP- 1RA 
naïve (table 1). Six patients in the GLP- 1RA switcher 
group did not have a stop date for the previous GLP- 1RA 
registered within the first 4 weeks of initiating semaglu-
tide. These patients were included in the analysis under 
the assumption that there is no stop date because these 
data are missing rather than these patients were receiving 
both GLP- 1RAs simultaneously. Mean baseline HbA1c was 
greater in GLP- 1RA- naïve patients (8.2%) versus GLP- 
1RA switchers (7.8%). GLP- 1RA switchers had a longer 
diabetes duration (13.7 years) than GLP- 1RA- naïve 
patients (11.8 years). Slightly greater proportions of 
GLP- 1RA switchers had comorbid conditions than GLP- 
1RA- naïve patients, with the exception of diabetic reti-
nopathy, diabetic neuropathy, and heart failure (table 1). 
Baseline characteristics for other subgroups investigated 
are included in online supplemental tables 1–4.

Overall, 937 (77.3%) patients were initiated on a 
0.25 mg dose. The majority of GLP- 1RA- naïve patients 
were prescribed a starting semaglutide dose of 0.25 mg, 
whereas approximately half of the patients in the GLP- 
1RA switcher group started on a 0.5 mg or 1.0 mg dose, 
compared with only about 16% of GLP- 1RA- naïve patients 
(online supplemental tables 5–8). For the majority of 
patients (1020 (84.2%)), one of the reasons for initiating 
OW semaglutide was to improve glycemic control, with 
weight reduction as a secondary reason. The rationale for 
initiating semaglutide was broadly similar for both GLP- 
1RA- naïve patients and GLP- 1RA switchers (table 1).

https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjdrc-2021-002619
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjdrc-2021-002619
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Table 1 Demographics and baseline characteristics of patients

N

Total GLP- 1RA naïve GLP- 1RA switchers

1212 960 252

Age, years 60.1 (10.9) 60.1 (11.1) 60.0 (10.2)

Female, n (%) 473 (39.0) 362 (37.7) 111 (44.0)

Race, n (%)

  White 1103 (91.0) 867 (90.3) 236 (93.7)

  Asian 61 (5.0) 53 (5.5) 8 (3.2)

  Black or African- American 22 (1.8) 18 (1.9) 4 (1.6)

  Other 26 (2.1) 22 (2.3) 4 (1.6)

Baseline HbA1c, % 8.1 (1.5) 8.2 (1.5) 7.8 (1.2)

Baseline HbA1c <7.0%, n (%) 231 (19.1) 172 (17.9) 59 (23.4)

Fasting plasma glucose, mmol/L* 9.2 (3.2) 9.4 (3.2) 8.7 (3.2)

Body weight, kg† 101.5 (21.0) 101.2 (21.0) 102.4 (20.7)

BMI, kg/m2‡ 34.9 (6.6) 34.7 (6.6) 35.5 (6.6)

Diabetes duration, years§ 12.2 (7.8) 11.8 (7.8) 13.7 (7.6)

eGFR, mL/min/1.73 m2¶ 84.4 (21.6) 84.5 (21.9) 84.3 (20.7)

Diabetic complications, n (%)

  Diabetic retinopathy** 210 (17.4) 170 (17.7) 40 (15.9)

  Diabetic neuropathy†† 200 (16.5) 169 (17.6) 31 (12.3)

  Diabetic nephropathy 184 (15.2) 137 (14.3) 47 (18.7)

Comorbidities, n (%)

  Dyslipidemia 754 (62.2) 585 (60.9) 169 (67.1)

  Hypertension 846 (69.8) 658 (68.5) 188 (74.6)

  Coronary heart disease 197 (16.3) 152 (15.8) 45 (17.9)

  Stroke 36 (3.0) 28 (2.9) 8 (3.2)

  Heart failure 35 (2.9) 30 (3.1) 5 (2.0)

  Peripheral vascular disease 26 (2.1) 19 (2.0) 7 (2.8)

Prescribed starting dose of semaglutide, n (%)

  <0.25 mg 2 (0.2) 2 (0.2) 0

  0.25 mg 937 (77.3) 808 (84.2) 129 (51.2)

  0.5 mg 191 (15.8) 99 (10.3) 92 (36.5)

  1.0 mg 82 (6.8) 51 (5.3) 31 (12.3)

Reasons for initiating semaglutide treatment, n (%)‡‡

  Improve glycemic control 1020 (84.2) 819 (85.3) 201 (79.8)

  Weight reduction 916 (75.6) 720 (75.0) 196 (77.8)

  Issues with hypoglycemia on current treatment 57 (4.7) 53 (5.5) 4 (1.6)

  Address cardiovascular risk factors 300 (24.8) 236 (24.6) 64 (25.4)

  Simplify current treatment regimen 337 (27.8) 243 (25.3) 94 (37.3)

  Convenience 235 (19.4) 166 (17.3) 69 (27.4)

  Other 44 (3.6) 32 (3.3) 12 (4.8)

  Missing 1 (0.1) 1 (0.1) 0

Demographic data for other patient subgroups are included in the supplement.
N=1212 for overall population, N=960 for GLP- 1RA- naïve patients and N=252 for GLP- 1RA switchers unless otherwise indicated.
*n=574, n=435 and n=139.
†n=1201, n=951 and n=250.
‡n=1195, n=945 and n=250.
§n=1210, n=959 and n=251.
¶n=913, n=726, and n=187.
**n=1101, n=959 and n=251.
††n=1210, n=958 and n=252.
‡‡More than one reason could be selected for initiating semaglutide. Data, which are from the full analysis set, are mean (SD) or number (proportion) of patients.
BMI, body mass index; eGFR, estimated glomerular filtration rate; GLP- 1RA, glucagon- like peptide- 1 receptor agonist; HbA1c, glycated hemoglobin; SD, standard 
deviation.
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Overall, 941 (77.6%) patients were taking metformin 
at baseline, 499 (41.2%) were on an SGLT- 2i and 421 
(34.7%) on basal insulin. At baseline, 201 patients were 
on a DPP- 4i, of which 131 switched to semaglutide and 70 
had semaglutide added on to a DPP- 4i (table 2). Medica-
tions at baseline for the other subgroups investigated are 
shown in online supplemental tables 5–8.

HbA1c

The change from baseline in HbA1c was –1.1% point. 
The change overall and changes from baseline to week 
30 for all subgroups tested were significant (p<0.0001). 
However, the difference in change between subgroups 
(test for interaction) was only significant for GLP- 1RA- 
naïve patients versus GLP- 1RA switchers (see later 
section) and baseline HbA1c subgroups, while numer-
ical differences were seen in several other subgroups 
(figure 1A). HbA1c reductions were significantly greater 
in patients in the >9% HbA1c group (–2.5% point) versus 
the <7%, ≥7–≤8% and >8–≤9% baseline HbA1c groups 
(–0.2% point, –0.7% point and –1.1% point, respec-
tively; interaction p=0.0209). When stratified by reason 
to initiate semaglutide, the reductions in HbA1c were 
similar and similar to the overall reduction of –1.1% 
point (online supplemental figure 1).

Body weight
Overall, the change from baseline in body weight was 
–4.7 kg. The change from baseline to EOS was significant 
(p<0.01) for all subgroups tested. Numerical differences 
were seen in several subgroups (figure 1B) with the only 
significant difference between subgroups (test for inter-
action) for GLP- 1RA- naïve (–5.0 kg) patients versus GLP- 
1RA switchers (see following section).

Treatment responses among patients switching or not 
switching from another incretin agent (GLP-1RA or DPP-4i)
HbA1c reductions were significantly greater in patients 
who were GLP- 1RA- naïve versus those who switched from 
another GLP- 1RA to semaglutide (–1.2% point vs –0.7% 
point, respectively; interaction p=0.0003) (figure 1A). 
The change in body weight from baseline to EOS also 
differed significantly between these groups (interaction 
p<0.0001); –5.0 kg on average for GLP- 1RA- naïve patients 
versus −3.4 kg for GLP- 1RA switchers.

HbA1c reductions were similar for patients switching 
from a DPP- 4i to semaglutide at baseline (n=123) and 
those who received semaglutide in addition to a DPP- 4i 
(n=70) (–1.3% for both, interaction p=0.3594). The body 
weight reductions in patients switching from a DPP- 4i to 
semaglutide (n=131) at baseline (–5.6 kg) were similar to 
those in patients who initiated semaglutide in addition to 
a DPP- 4i (n=70) (–4.4 kg, interaction p=0.4834).

Treatment targets and composite endpoints
At EOS, 531 (52.6%) patients in the overall pooled popu-
lation and 365 (44.5%) patients with a baseline HbA1c 
≥7% achieved HbA1c <7%. At EOS, 609 (60.1%), 445 
(43.9%) and 145 (14.3%) patients in the overall pooled 
population achieved weight loss ≥3%, ≥5% and ≥10%, 
respectively (figure 2). At EOS, 297 (29.4%) patients in 
the overall population and 283 (34.6%) patients with a 
baseline HbA1c ≥7% achieved the composite endpoint 
of an HbA1c reduction ≥1% point and weight loss ≥3% 
(figure 2).

Semaglutide dose at EOS
The mean dose of semaglutide at EOS in the EAS was 
0.8±0.30 mg. At EOS, 7 (0.7%) patients were receiving a 
semaglutide OW dose <0.25 mg; 109 (11.1%) a 0.25 mg 

Table 2 Antihyperglycemic medication at baseline in the overall population and by GLP- 1RA status

N (%) Total GLP- 1RA- naïve GLP- 1RA switchers

N 1212 960 252

Metformin 941 (77.6) 755 (78.6) 186 (73.8)

Sulfonylureas 228 (18.8) 173 (18.0) 55 (21.8)

Alpha- glucosidase inhibitors 5 (0.4) 1 (0.1) 4 (1.6)

Thiazolidinediones 39 (3.2) 26 (2.7) 13 (5.2)

DPP- 4 inhibitors 201 (16.6) 193 (20.1) 8 (3.2)

SGLT- 2 inhibitors 499 (41.2) 377 (39.3) 122 (48.4)

Other antihyperglycemic drugs excluding insulin 16 (1.3) 12 (1.3) 4 (1.6)

Basal insulin 421 (34.7) 303 (31.6) 118 (46.8)

Premixed insulin 55 (4.5) 41 (4.3) 14 (5.6)

Fast- acting insulin 170 (14.0) 132 (13.8) 38 (15.1)

No medication 26 (2.1) 26 (2.7) 0

Oral antihyperglycemic drug only 576 (47.5) 576 (60.0) 0

Data are from the full analysis set. Details on use of antihyperglycemic medication among other patient subgroups are included in the 
supplementary material.
DPP- 4, dipeptidyl peptidase- 4; GLP- 1RA, glucagon- like peptide- 1 receptor agonist; SGLT- 2, sodium–glucose cotransporter- 2.

https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjdrc-2021-002619
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjdrc-2021-002619
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dose; 3 (0.3%) were receiving a dose between 0.25 and 
0.5 mg; 274 (27.8%) were receiving a 0.5 mg dose; and 13 
(1.3%) were receiving a dose between 0.5 and 1.0 mg. The 
majority of patients (576 (58.5%)) were taking the 1.0 mg 
dose and 2 (0.2%) were taking a dose >1.0 mg. The use of 
doses <0.25 mg and between 0.25 mg and 0.5 mg, between 
0.5 and 1.0 mg, and over 1.0 mg is off- label and occurred 
because of the studies’ non- interventional nature.

Safety
No new safety concerns were identified with OW sema-
glutide in any of the four completed SURE studies 
(systematically collected safety information reported 
in online supplemental table 10; voluntarily reported 
adverse events reported in online supplemental table 
11). In the pooled analysis of 1212 patients, 115 (9.5%) 
patients discontinued treatment, of which 73 (63.5%) 
did so because of unacceptable gastrointestinal tolera-
bility. Adverse events led to premature discontinuation 
of treatment in 44 (3.6%) patients (online supplemental 
table 11). In the EAS, there were 69 patients (6.0%) 
who experienced severe or documented hypoglycemic 
episodes (online supplemental table 10). There were two 
patients who experienced severe hypoglycemia, both of 
whom were receiving concomitant insulin therapy.

DISCUSSION
In this pooled analysis of real- world data from SURE CA, 
DK/SE, CH and UK, patients treated with OW sema-
glutide experienced clinically relevant and statistically 

Figure 1 (A) Change in HbA1c from baseline to EOS in overall population and subgroups; (B) change in body weight from 
baseline to EOS in overall population and subgroups. Data are from the full analysis set, in- study period that represents the 
time period during which patients are considered to be in the study, regardless of semaglutide treatment status. Response was 
analyzed using baseline T2D duration, age, BMI, time, time- squared, preinitiation use of DPP- 4i, preinitiation use of insulin, 
preinitiation use of GLP- 1RAs, GLP- 1RA (except in ‘GLP- 1RA experience’ subgroups), number of OADs used preinitiation 
(0–1/2+) and sex with random intercept and random time coefficient (slope). (A) All p values for change from baseline to week 
30 are significant at <0.0001. Interaction p value for difference in change between subgroups: *p=0.0003; †0.0209; ‡0.9354; 
‖0.1944; §0.3504. (B) All p values for change from baseline to week 30 are significant at <0.0001 except p=0.0092 for baseline 
BMI of 25 kg/m2. Interaction p value for difference in change between subgroups: *p<0.0001; †0.8730; ‡0.5791; §0.8419; 
‖0.7569. BMI, body mass index; DPP- 4i, dipeptidyl peptidase- 4 inhibitor; EOS, end of study; GLP- 1RA, glucagon- like peptide- 1 
receptor agonist; HbA1c, glycated hemoglobin; OAD, oral antihyperglycemic drug; T2D, type 2 diabetes.

Figure 2 Proportions of patients achieving treatment 
targets at EOS. Data are based on the full analysis set. EOS, 
end of study; HbA1c, glycated hemoglobin; WL, weight loss.
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significant reductions in HbA1c and body weight in the 
overall population and in subgroups stratified by various 
baseline characteristics, including prior treatment with 
a GLP- 1RA other than semaglutide. These results are 
in line with the findings of the SUSTAIN phase 3 RCTs. 
In the overall population, more than 50% of patients 
achieved the ADA- recommended HbA1c target <7%, and 
44% of patients achieved a weight loss ≥5% by EOS.

The SURE studies enabled an assessment of the 
effects of switching from another GLP- 1RA to semaglu-
tide, which has not yet been explored in RCTs. Patients 
switching from another GLP- 1RA experienced statisti-
cally and clinically significant reductions in HbA1c (–0.7% 
point) and body weight (–3.4 kg), despite switching 
from an agent of the same class. This finding is consis-
tent with the EXPERT study of a US electronic medical 
record database that showed that patients switching from 
another GLP- 1RA to OW semaglutide had significant and 
sustained reductions in HbA1c and body weight.29 Similar 
findings were also reported in the retrospective Switch- 
to- Semaglutide Study.30 In the retrospective study by 
Goncalves and Bell,31 40 patients in an endocrine prac-
tice in Canada who had switched from liraglutide to OW 
semaglutide experienced an HbA1c reduction of 0.8% 
point and a body weight reduction of 4.6 kg following 
the switch. The REALISE- DM study, a retrospective chart 
review of 164 patients with T2D in an endocrine practice 
in Canada, demonstrated that switching to OW semaglu-
tide from dulaglutide or liraglutide resulted in a further 
significant HbA1c reduction of 0.7% and body weight loss 
of 1.6 kg at 6 months.32 These observations are consistent 
with those from the SUSTAIN 7 head- to- head RCT, which 
showed that semaglutide was superior to dulaglutide in 
reducing HbA1c and body weight.16

Because of the non- interventional nature of the SURE 
studies, semaglutide was added to existing DPP- 4i treat-
ment in a small proportion of patients. This prescribing 
practice is not recommended in treatment guidelines3; 
however, it is important to confirm that this practice 
does not impact the change in HbA1c or body weight. In 
this pooled analysis, patients who had switched from a 
DPP- 4i at baseline to OW semaglutide had similar reduc-
tions in HbA1c to patients who remained on their DDP- 4i 
therapy after initiation of semaglutide. This indicates that 
remaining on DPP- 4i treatment after initiating semaglu-
tide had no additional benefit on glycemic control and 
supports the recommended withdrawal of DPP- 4i treat-
ment after initiation of semaglutide. The specific reasons 
for prescribing semaglutide as an add- on to DPP- 4i 
therapy were not recorded; possibly the prescribers’ 
intention was to keep these patients on a drug with known 
efficacy and tolerability, if semaglutide needed to be 
discontinued, with the ultimate aim of discontinuing the 
DPP- 4i once the semaglutide dose had been increased to 
a therapeutic level and tolerability had been established.

The HbA1c reductions observed in the SURE studies 
were lower than those in the SUSTAIN RCTs. The protocol 
used for the SURE studies differed from the one for the 

SUSTAIN RCTs in regard to the study design, initiation 
and usage of semaglutide throughout the studies and 
data collection. The difference in inclusion/exclusion 
criteria is likely to have contributed to the lower HbA1c 
reduction in the SURE studies versus the SUSTAIN trials 
(online supplemental table 9). For example, all the 
SUSTAIN trials included baseline HbA1c ≥7.0% or ≥7.5% 
with an upper limit of 10.0%, 10.5% or 11.0% as part of 
the inclusion criteria,11–19 whereas the SURE studies had 
no such criteria. The difference in the level of treatment 
adherence may also have impacted the results. Patients 
in routine clinical practice generally have poorer medi-
cation adherence than those enrolled in an RCT: this has 
been observed in other real- world studies.33 Another key 
difference is that the dose escalation of semaglutide and 
selection of maintenance doses were prespecified in the 
protocols of the trials in the SUSTAIN program, whereas 
in the SURE studies, the treating physicians determined 
how the dose would be escalated and which mainte-
nance dose should be used. The lower baseline HbA1c of 
patients in the SURE studies (8.1%) compared with the 
SUSTAIN program (8.0%–8.4%), and the inclusion in 
the SURE program of patients with baseline HbA1c <7%, 
may have contributed to the comparatively lower reduc-
tion in HbA1c from baseline to EOS.11–19 Mean baseline 
body weight in the SURE studies (101.5 kg) was higher 
than in the SUSTAIN trials (89.2–96.9 kg). The body 
weight reduction, however, was comparable between the 
SURE studies (–4.7 kg) and the SUSTAIN trials (–3.5 kg 
to –6.4 kg).11–19

The proportion of patients discontinuing treatment 
due to an AE in the SURE studies (9.5%) was lower 
than was observed with OW semaglutide 1.0 mg in 
the SUSTAIN clinical trial program (≤15%).11–19 34 
This highlights that OW semaglutide is well tolerated 
in real- world practice. This discontinuation rate was 
also lower than the rate observed in the retrospective 
observational SPARE study (17%), which included 
data from 937 GLP- 1RA- naïve patients with T2D.35 This 
difference may be due to variations in dosing practices. 
In the SUSTAIN clinical trial program, patients were 
required to follow a clear dosing schedule during the 
study period; in contrast, in real- world practice, dosing 
schedules may differ depending on patient needs: to 
manage GI side effects, for example, the escalation 
strategy during initiation or maintenance dosing (which 
may include dose skipping) will be tailored to the indi-
vidual. The initial recommended dose for semaglutide 
is 0.25 mg, before escalating to a maintenance dose 
of 0.5 mg after 4 weeks and to 1.0 mg after a further 
4 weeks, if needed.11–19 However, in the SURE studies, 
approximately 77% of patients were initiated on a 
dose of 0.25 mg and, by EOS, the 576 (58.5%) patients 
remaining on treatment were receiving a 1.0 mg dose. 
While doses other than 0.5 and 1.0 mg/week are off- 
label, such doses were being used by 134 (14%) of 
patients still on treatment in the study (because of the 
non- interventional nature of the study), which is an 
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indication that patients and physicians were tailoring 
the dose to individual requirements.

The SURE studies provide information on patients 
with T2D with a wide range of baseline characteris-
tics in routine clinical practice in diverse locations. For 
example, in SURE UK, the mean BMI and HbA1c of the 
patient population at baseline were slightly higher than 
for patients in SURE Canada, SURE Denmark/Sweden 
and SURE Switzerland. No new safety concerns were 
identified in the four SURE studies, highlighting that 
OW semaglutide is well tolerated in real- world practice.

The main limitation of the SURE studies relates to the 
one- armed observational design and lack of a compar-
ator. In the absence of a randomized comparator group, 
we cannot rule out the impact of other factors nor directly 
infer that the estimated changes in the outcomes are 
causal effects of study treatment. Regression to the mean 
may also have contributed to the observed changes in the 
outcomes. Other limitations relate to the observational 
nature of the studies, in that data were collected as part of 
routine clinical practice rather than through mandatory 
assessments at prespecified time points, which may have 
affected the robustness and completeness of the data.

CONCLUSION
In a pooled analysis of the SURE Canada, Denmark/
Sweden, Switzerland and UK studies, patients with T2D 
initiating OW semaglutide experienced significant 
improvements from baseline to week 30 in HbA1c and 
body weight, both in the overall pooled population and 
across subgroups characterized by various baseline char-
acteristics, including the subgroup who switched from 
a GLP- 1RA other than semaglutide. At EOS, over half 
of the patients in the overall pooled population had an 
HbA1c <7%, and over 40% with a baseline HbA1c ≥7% had 
achieved an HbA1c <7%. Safety data collected during the 
studies showed no new safety concerns with semaglutide, 
and the benefit–risk balance remains positive. The results 
support the use of OW semaglutide in adults with T2D 
in routine clinical practice across multiple geographical 
locations.

Author affiliations
1Royal Victoria Hospital, McGill University Health Centre, Montreal, Quebec, Canada
2Kastruplægerne, Kastrup, Denmark
3Novo Nordisk AS, Søborg, Denmark
4Karolinska Institutet, Stockholm, Sweden
5Center for Diabetes, Academic Specialist Center, Stockholm, Sweden
6St. George’s Medical Practice, Darlington, UK
7Steno Diabetes Center Aarhus, Aarhus University Hospital, Aarhus, Denmark
8Joanne F. Liutkus Medicine Professional Corporation, Cambridge, Ontario, Canada
9Academic Diabetes, Endocrinology and Metabolism, University of Hull, Hull, UK
10Metabolic Center St. Gallen, friendlyDocs, St. Gallen, Switzerland
11Clinic for Endocrinology and Metabolic Diseases, Cantonal Hospital Olten, Olten, 
Switzerland

Acknowledgements We would like to thank all the participants, investigators, 
and trial- site staff, as well as Andreas Ross Kirk (Novo Nordisk, Søborg, Denmark) 
and Mohd Tariq (Novo Nordisk, Bangalore, India) for their review and input into 
the manuscript, and Priya Talluri and Catherine Starling (AXON Communications) 

for medical writing and editorial assistance (funded by Novo Nordisk A/S). As the 
guarantor of this manuscript, Andrei- Mircea Catarig (Novo Nordisk A/S, Søborg, 
Denmark) takes full responsibility for the work as a whole, including the study 
design, access to data, and the decision to submit and publish the manuscript.

Contributors All authors contributed to the writing and editing of the manuscript, 
and JF- Y and A- MC supervised the study. JF- Y, SC, AC, NRE, PH, STK, TS and 
GR contributed to the study investigation. JF- Y, A- MC and NRE contributed to 
the conceptualisation of the study. A- MC, AC and PH contributed to the study 
methodology. A- MC, NRE, UE and TS contributed to the curation and analysis of the 
data.

Funding The SURE programme was funded by Novo Nordisk A/S.

Competing interests J- FY reports receiving grants from Novo Nordisk during 
the conduct of the study; grants and personal fees from Novo Nordisk, Eli Lilly, 
Boehringer Ingelheim, Merck, Janssen, AstraZeneca, and Sanofi, all outside the 
submitted work. UB reports personal fees for participation in a scientific advisory 
board from Novo Nordisk, outside the submitted work. A- MC, AC and UE are 
employees of Novo Nordisk, and A- MC and UE own stock in the company. SC 
reports consultancy payment for Novo Nordisk (paid to his employer). NRE reports 
payment for lecturing and reimbursement for participation in scientific advisory 
boards from Novo Nordisk (paid to her employer), outside the submitted work. 
PH reports personal fees from AstraZeneca, Eli Lilly, and Novo Nordisk, outside 
the submitted work. STK reports grants and personal fees for lectures and/or 
consultancy from AstraZeneca, Boehringer Ingelheim, and Novo Nordisk, and 
personal fees for lectures and/or consultancy from MSD, Mundipharma and Sanofi, 
outside of the submitted work. JL reports compensation for clinical trial research, 
personal fees from continuing medical education events, outside the submitted 
work. TS reports grants from Abbott and Novo Nordisk outside the submitted work. 
BS reports fees for advisory board meetings and lectures from Novo Nordisk. GR 
reports research funding from Novo Nordisk.

Patient consent for publication Not applicable.

Ethics approval The SURE studies included in this analysis were conducted 
in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki and the Guidelines for Good 
Pharmacoepidemiology Practices. All patients provided their prior, informed consent 
for participation in this study. Study materials were approved by institutional review 
boards or other appropriate local bodies. The SURE Canada study materials were 
approved by Schulman IRB (reference number: 201708875). The SURE Denmark/
Sweden study materials were approved by Regionala Etikprövningsnämnden i 
Stockholm (reference number: 2018/1341- 31/2), ethical approval was not needed 
for Denmark. The SURE Switzerland study materials were reviewed and approved 
by the Ethikkommission der Nordwest und Zentralschweiz EKNZ, Wissenschaftliches 
Sekretariat (reference ID: 2018- 01028). The SURE UK study materials were approved 
by the South West—Central Bristol Research Ethics Committee (reference number: 
19/SW/0048).

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement Data are available on reasonable request. The data 
sets analysed during the current study are available on reasonable request.

Supplemental material This content has been supplied by the author(s). It has 
not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not have been 
peer- reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those 
of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all liability and 
responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. Where the content 
includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability 
of the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, clinical guidelines, 
terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error 
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY- NC 4.0) license, which 
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non- commercially, 
and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is 
properly cited, appropriate credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the 
use is non- commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/.

ORCID iDs
Jean- François Yale http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7833-9050
Sergiu Catrina http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6914-3902
Bernd Schultes http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5301-1163
Gottfried Rudofsky http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2576-7190

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7833-9050
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6914-3902
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5301-1163
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2576-7190


9BMJ Open Diab Res Care 2022;10:e002619. doi:10.1136/bmjdrc-2021-002619

Clinical care/Education/Nutrition

REFERENCES
 1 Artasensi A, Pedretti A, Vistoli G, et al. Type 2 diabetes mellitus: a 

review of multi- target drugs. Molecules 2020;25:1987.
 2 World Health Organization. Diabetes. Available: https://www.who.int/ 

health-topics/diabetes#tab=tab_1 [Accessed Jul 2021].
 3 Davies MJ, D'Alessio DA, Fradkin J, et al. Management of 

hyperglycemia in type 2 diabetes, 2018. A consensus report 
by the American Diabetes Association (ADA) and the European 
Association for the Study of Diabetes (EASD). Diabetes Care 
2018;41:2669–701.

 4 American Diabetes Association. 6. Glycemic Targets: Standards of 
Medical Care in Diabetes 2020. Diabetes Care 2020;43:S66–76.

 5 del Cañizo- Gómez FJ, Moreira- Andrés MN. Cardiovascular risk 
factors in patients with type 2 diabetes. Diabetes Res Clin Pract 
2004;65:125–33.

 6 Prasad- Reddy L, Isaacs D. A clinical review of GLP- 1 receptor 
agonists: efficacy and safety in diabetes and beyond. Drugs Context 
2015;4:212283.

 7 Lau J, Bloch P, Schäffer L, et al. Discovery of the once- weekly 
glucagon- like peptide- 1 (GLP- 1) analogue semaglutide. J Med Chem 
2015;58:7370–80.

 8 FDA. Ozempic 0.5 mg/1.0 mg injection prescribing information, 
2020. Available: https://www.accessdata.fda.gov/drugsatfda_docs/ 
label/2020/209637s003lbl.pdf [Accessed Jul 2021].

 9 Novo Nordisk Canada CISION. Ozempic® approved in Canada 
for the treatment of adults with type 2 diabetes. Available: https://
www.newswire.ca/news-releases/ozempic-approved-in-canada- 
for-the-treatment-of-adults-with-type-2-diabetes-668432133.html 
[Accessed May 2021].

 10 EMC. Ozempic 0.5 mg solution for injection in pre- filled pen. 
summary of product characteristics, 2020. Available: https://www. 
medicines.org.uk/emc/product/9750/smpc [Accessed Jul 2021].

 11 Sorli C, Harashima S- I, Tsoukas GM, et al. Efficacy and safety of 
once- weekly semaglutide monotherapy versus placebo in patients 
with type 2 diabetes (SUSTAIN 1): a double- blind, randomised, 
placebo- controlled, parallel- group, multinational, multicentre phase 
3a trial. Lancet Diabetes Endocrinol 2017;5:251–60.

 12 Ahrén B, Masmiquel L, Kumar H, et al. Efficacy and safety of 
once- weekly semaglutide versus once- daily sitagliptin as an 
add- on to metformin, thiazolidinediones, or both, in patients with 
type 2 diabetes (SUSTAIN 2): a 56- week, double- blind, phase 3a, 
randomised trial. Lancet Diabetes Endocrinol 2017;5:341–54.

 13 Ahmann AJ, Capehorn M, Charpentier G, et al. Efficacy and safety of 
once- weekly semaglutide versus exenatide ER in subjects with type 
2 diabetes (SUSTAIN 3): a 56- week, open- label, randomized clinical 
trial. Diabetes Care 2018;41:258–66.

 14 Aroda VR, Bain SC, Cariou B, et al. Efficacy and safety of once- 
weekly semaglutide versus once- daily insulin glargine as add- on to 
metformin (with or without sulfonylureas) in insulin- naive patients 
with type 2 diabetes (SUSTAIN 4): a randomised, open- label, 
parallel- group, multicentre, multinational, phase 3A trial. Lancet 
Diabetes Endocrinol 2017;5:355–66.

 15 Rodbard HW, Lingvay I, Reed J, et al. Semaglutide added to basal 
insulin in type 2 diabetes (SUSTAIN 5): a randomized, controlled trial. 
J Clin Endocrinol Metab 2018;103:2291–301.

 16 Pratley RE, Aroda VR, Lingvay I, et al. Semaglutide versus 
dulaglutide once weekly in patients with type 2 diabetes (SUSTAIN 
7): a randomised, open- label, phase 3B trial. Lancet Diabetes 
Endocrinol 2018;6:275–86.

 17 Lingvay I, Catarig A- M, Frias JP, et al. Efficacy and safety of 
once- weekly semaglutide versus daily canagliflozin as add- on to 
metformin in patients with type 2 diabetes (SUSTAIN 8): a double- 

blind, phase 3b, randomised controlled trial. Lancet Diabetes 
Endocrinol 2019;7:834–44.

 18 Zinman B, Bhosekar V, Busch R, et al. Semaglutide once weekly as 
add- on to SGLT- 2 inhibitor therapy in type 2 diabetes (SUSTAIN 9): 
a randomised, placebo- controlled trial. Lancet Diabetes Endocrinol 
2019;7:356–67.

 19 Capehorn MS, Catarig A- M, Furberg JK, et al. Efficacy and safety 
of once- weekly semaglutide 1.0 mg vs once- daily liraglutide 1.2 
mg as add- on to 1- 3 oral antidiabetic drugs in subjects with type 2 
diabetes (SUSTAIN 10). Diabetes Metab 2020;46:100–9.

 20 Blonde L, Khunti K, Harris SB, et al. Interpretation and impact 
of real- world clinical data for the practicing clinician. Adv Ther 
2018;35:1763–74.

 21 Yale J- F, Catarig A- M, Grau K, et al. Use of once- weekly semaglutide 
in patients with type 2 diabetes in routine clinical practice: results 
from the SURE Canada multicentre, prospective, observational 
study. Diabetes Obes Metab 2021;23:2269–78.

 22 Rajamand Ekberg N, Bodholdt U, Catarig A- M. Real- World use 
of once- weekly semaglutide in patients with type 2 diabetes: 
results from the SURE Denmark/Sweden multicentre, prospective, 
observational study. Prim Care Diabetes 2021;15:871–8.

 23 Rudofsky G, Catarig A- M, Favre L, et al. Real- world use of once- 
weekly semaglutide in patients with type 2 diabetes: results from 
the SURE Switzerland multicentre, prospective, observational study. 
Diabetes Res Clin Pract 2021;178:108931.

 24 Holmes P, Bell HE, Bozkurt K, et al. Real- World use of once- 
weekly semaglutide in type 2 diabetes: results from the SURE 
UK multicentre, prospective, observational study. Diabetes Ther 
2021;12:2891–905.

 25 World Medical Association. World Medical Association Declaration 
of Helsinki: ethical principles for medical research involving human 
subjects. JAMA 2013;310:2191–4.

 26 Public Policy Committee, International Society of 
Pharmacoepidemiology. Guidelines for good pharmacoepidemiology 
practice (GPP). Pharmacoepidemiol Drug Saf 2016;25:2–10.

 27 Ware JE, Sherbourne CD. The MOS 36- item short- form health 
survey (SF- 36). I. conceptual framework and item selection. Med 
Care 1992;30:473–83.

 28 Bradley C. Diabetes Treatment Satisfaction Questionnaire (DTSQ). 
In: Handbook of psychology and diabetes: a guide to psychological 
measurement in diabetes research and practice. Chur, Switzerland: 
Harwood Academic Publishers, 1994: 111–32.

 29 Lingvay I, Kirk AR, Lophaven S, et al. 954- P: GLP- 1–experienced 
patients switching to once- weekly semaglutide in a real- world 
setting (EXPERT study). Diabetes 2020;69:954- P.

 30 Hepprich M, Zillig D, Florian- Reynoso MA, et al. Switch- to- 
Semaglutide study (STS- Study): a retrospective cohort study. 
Diabetes Ther 2021;12:943–54.

 31 Goncalves E, Bell DS. Efficacy of semaglutide versus liraglutide in 
clinical practice. Diabetes Metab 2020;46:515–7.

 32 Jain AB, Kanters S, Khurana R, et al. Real- world effectiveness 
analysis of switching from liraglutide or dulaglutide to semaglutide 
in patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus: the retrospective REALISE- 
DM Study. Diabetes Ther 2021;12:527–36.

 33 Edelman SV, Polonsky WH. Type 2 diabetes in the real world: the 
elusive nature of glycemic control. Diabetes Care 2017;40:1425–32.

 34 Marso SP, Bain SC, Consoli A, et al. Semaglutide and cardiovascular 
outcomes in patients with type 2 diabetes. N Engl J Med 
2016;375:1834–44.

 35 Brown RE, Bech PG, Aronson R. Semaglutide once weekly in 
people with type 2 diabetes: real- world analysis of the Canadian 
LMC diabetes registry (SPARE study). Diabetes Obes Metab 
2020;22:2013–20.

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/molecules25081987
https://www.who.int/health-topics/diabetes#tab=tab_1
https://www.who.int/health-topics/diabetes#tab=tab_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.2337/dci18-0033
http://dx.doi.org/10.2337/dc20-S006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.diabres.2003.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.7573/dic.212283
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jmedchem.5b00726
https://www.accessdata.fda.gov/drugsatfda_docs/label/2020/209637s003lbl.pdf
https://www.accessdata.fda.gov/drugsatfda_docs/label/2020/209637s003lbl.pdf
https://www.newswire.ca/news-releases/ozempic-approved-in-canada-for-the-treatment-of-adults-with-type-2-diabetes-668432133.html
https://www.newswire.ca/news-releases/ozempic-approved-in-canada-for-the-treatment-of-adults-with-type-2-diabetes-668432133.html
https://www.newswire.ca/news-releases/ozempic-approved-in-canada-for-the-treatment-of-adults-with-type-2-diabetes-668432133.html
https://www.medicines.org.uk/emc/product/9750/smpc
https://www.medicines.org.uk/emc/product/9750/smpc
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(17)30013-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(17)30092-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.2337/dc17-0417
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(17)30085-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(17)30085-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1210/jc.2018-00070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(18)30024-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(18)30024-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(19)30311-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(19)30311-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2213-8587(19)30066-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.diabet.2019.101117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12325-018-0805-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/dom.14468
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pcd.2021.06.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.diabres.2021.108931
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13300-021-01141-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.2013.281053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pds.3891
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1593914
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1593914
http://dx.doi.org/10.2337/db20-954-P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13300-021-01016-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.diabet.2019.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13300-020-00984-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2337/dc16-1974
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1607141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/dom.14117

	Real-world use of once-weekly semaglutide in patients with type 2 diabetes: pooled analysis of data from four SURE studies by baseline characteristic subgroups
	Abstract
	Objective
	Methods
	Study design of SURE studies
	Post hoc analysis

	Results
	Patient disposition and baseline characteristics
	HbA1c
	Body weight
	Treatment responses among patients switching or not switching from another incretin agent (GLP-1RA or DPP-4i)
	Treatment targets and composite endpoints
	Semaglutide dose at EOS
	Safety

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References


