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Abstract  36 

 37 

Background 38 

These last months, dozens of SARS-CoV-2 serological tests have become available with 39 

varying performances. A major effort was completed to compare 17 serological tests.  40 

Methods   41 

In a preliminary phase, we compared 17 IgG, IgM, IgA and pan Ig serological tests including 42 

ELISA, LFA, CLIA and ECLIA on a panel of 182 sera, comprising 113 sera from hospitalized 43 

patients with a positive RT-PCR, and 69 sampled before 1
st

 November 2019, expected to 44 

give a positive and negative results, respectively. In a second phase, the five best performing 45 

and most available tests were further evaluated on a total of 582 sera (178 and 404 46 

expected positive and negative, respectively), allowing the assessment of 20 possible cross-47 

reactions with other virus. 48 

Results   49 

In the preliminary phase, among eight IgG/pan-Ig ELISA or CLIA/ECLIA tests, four had a 50 

sensitivity and specificity above 90% and 98% respectively, and on six IgM/IgA tests, only 51 

one was acceptable. Only one LFA test on three showed good performances for both IgG 52 

and IgM. For all the tests IgM and IgG aroused concomitantly. In the second phase, no tests 53 

showed particular cross-reaction. We observed an important heterogeneity in the 54 

development of the antibody response, and that anti-nucleocapside (anti-N) antibodies 55 

appeared earlier than the anti-spike (anti-S) proteins. 56 

Conclusions 57 
    58 
The identified SARS-CoV-2 serology tests may be used for the diagnostic of CoviD-19 for 59 

negative RT-PCR patients presenting severe to mild suggestive symptoms or particular 60 
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clinical presentation. Detection of both anti-N and anti-S could be complementary to 61 

increase the sensitivity of the analysis.  62 
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Introduction  63 

In December 2019, a new virus causing severe respiratory infections emerged in China in the 64 

Wuhan area. This virus was named SARS-CoV-2 (Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome 65 

Coronavirus 2) and the associated disease was coined “COVID-19” (COronaVIrus Disease 66 

2019). The epidemic rapidly spread and the WHO classified it as a pandemic in March 2020 67 

(https://www.who.int/news-room/detail/27-04-2020-who-timeline---covid-19). This new 68 

virus was classified in the Coronaviridae family and in the Betacoronavirus genus like the 69 

SARS-CoV and the MERS-CoV (Middle East Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus). 70 

The mortality rate of the SARS-CoV-2 (about 2%) is lower than SARS-CoV and MERS-CoV (10 71 

and 30%, respectively) but its reproduction rate R0 (2 to 2.5) is higher, than the SARS-CoV 72 

(1.7 to 1.9) and the MERS-CoV (<1), probably explaining its rapid spreading worldwide [1-3]. 73 

In a first phase of the pandemic, nucleic acid amplification tests (NAAT) enabled rapid 74 

detection of infected patients, their sorting and their possible isolation. In a second phase, 75 

serology testing appeared particularly important as it permits to diagnose patients after the 76 

acute phase of the infection or with atypical clinical presentation with no nasopharyngeal 77 

shedding of the virus [4, 5]. Indeed, in contrast to NAAT, which must be carried out when 78 

and where the virus is excreted, the serological assays might be performed anytime ideally 79 

more than two weeks after symptoms onset. Serology also appeared to be the tests of 80 

choice to perform large-scale population prevalence studies. 81 

 82 

Various SARS-CoV-2 serological tests using different antigenic proteins have been arriving on 83 

the market the last two-three months (https://www.finddx.org/covid-19/pipeline). Some of 84 

them use whole virus lysate, recombinant full S (spike) or N (nucleocapsid) proteins, 85 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 10, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.09.20149864doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.09.20149864
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


5 
 

peptides of the N or specific domains S1, S2 or RBD (receptor-binding domains) of the S 86 

protein. 87 

Different studies demonstrated that the S and N proteins were the most immunogenic [6]. 88 

The N protein is relatively small with no glycosylated sites and presents a higher level of 89 

conservation than the S protein among coronavirus infecting human, allowing possible false 90 

positive results through cross-reaction [4, 7, 8]. In contrast the S protein is a large 91 

transmembrane protein, less conserved, containing several glycosylated sites and bearing a 92 

more complex conformation, leading to production of more specific antibodies often 93 

recognizing conformational or glycosylated epitopes [7-9]. Thus the use of recombinant S 94 

protein lacking glycosylation or conformation in immunoassays may lead to false negative 95 

results.  96 

 97 

In this study we evaluated several SARS-CoV-2 serological tests including, ELISA (Enzyme-98 

Linked ImmunoSorbent Assays), LFA (Lateral Flow ImmunoAssays), CLIA (ChemiLuminescent 99 

ImmunoAssays) or ECLIA (Electro-ChemiLuminescent ImmunoAssay). This evaluation is 100 

primarily aiming to identify high quality tests for symptomatic patients but also to guide 101 

other diagnostic laboratories.  102 
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Material and Methods 103 

Samples 104 

The first phase of the evaluation was performed on 182 sera (113 positive and 69 negative) 105 

(Supplementary Table S1). Then, the evaluation was completed for the selected tests on 400 106 

sera (65 positive and 335 negative), leading to a full evaluation performed on 582 sera (178 107 

positive and 404 negative) (Supplementary Table S1). Negative-expected sera were selected 108 

among sera sampled before the 1
st

 November 2019 and indicated as “Anterior” for anterior 109 

to SARS-CoV-2 pandemic (Table 1). Possible cross-reactivity was assesses through testing of 110 

sera known to be positive for a given microorganism, indicated as “Anterior 111 

(microorganism)”. The positive-expected sera were sampled during the first 2 months post-112 

symptoms from patients documented with a positive SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR. The dates of 113 

symptoms were extracted from the electronic records of the SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR patients 114 

for the 178 positive sera. 115 

 116 

ELISA, LFA, and CLIA assays 117 

Each test (Supplementary Table S2) was performed according to the manufacturers’ 118 

instructions. ELISA assays were done in duplicates and manually to diminish dead volume, 119 

except washing steps performed with a microplate washer (PW40, Bio-Rad, France). Lecture 120 

of the Optical densities (OD) was done with a microplate reader (800 TSI, BioTek, USA). 121 

For CLIA assays, the LIAISON® SARS-CoV-2 IgG kit was performed on a Liaison® XL (Diasorin, 122 

Italy), and the MAGLUMI™ 2019-nCoV IgG and IgM kits on a MAGLUMI™ 800 (Snibe, China). 123 

The ECLIA assay, Elecsys anti-SARS-CoV-2 was performed on a COBAS 6000 (Roche, 124 

Switzerland). 125 
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Sensitivity was evaluated on expected positive sera according to day post-symptoms. 126 

Specificity was determined on expected negative sera sampled before November 1
st

 2019. 127 

 128 

Statistical analyses 129 

Sensitivity and specificity with 95% CI (Wilson/Brown method of GraphPad Prism 8.3.0) 130 

were calculated with Excel and GraphPad prims. 131 

  132 
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Results 133 

Preliminary evaluation of 17 SARS-CoV-2 serologic tests 134 

A preliminary evaluation of 17 serological kits (Table S2) has been performed on 182 sera, 135 

including 113 sera from patients positive for a SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR (considered as positive) 136 

and 69 sera sampled before November 1, 2019, (considered as negative).  For the 113 so-137 

called “positive sera”, a stratification of the results was done according to the time between 138 

symptoms onset and sera sampling. Four categories were defined 0-5 days, 6-10 days, 11-15 139 

days and >15 days. The 17 serological kits tested included 10 ELISA (five IgG, three IgM, one 140 

IgA, and one IgM+IgA) from five manufacturers, three LFA (IgG+IgM) from three 141 

manufacturers, three CLIA (two IgG and one IgM) from two manufacturers, and one ECLIA 142 

(pan-Ig).  143 

For all the 17 tests (IgG, IgM, IgA, pan-Ig) the sensitivity increased over time post-symptoms 144 

as expected (Figure 1, Table S3-5). Concerning IgG or pan-Ig tests, a sensitivity above 70 % 145 

was obtained after 10 days post-symptoms for almost all tests except the Diasorin ISON® 146 

SARS-CoV-2 IgG kit (57%).  However, a sampling at minimum 15 days post-symptoms is 147 

necessary for most of the IgG/pan-Ig tests to reach more than 90% sensitivity (Figure 1 and 148 

2, Table S3-5). Only three tests exhibited a sensitivity lower than 90% more than 15 days 149 

post-symptoms, the Euroimmun ELISA IgG test (88%; CI: 72-95), the NADAL® COVID-19 150 

IgG/IgM LFA test (84 %; 95% CI: 67-93) and the Diasorin ISON® SARS-CoV-2 IgG CLIA kit 151 

(83%; 95%CI: 66-93) (Figure 2 ; Table S3-5). All the tests except the SARS-CoV-2 NP IgG ELISA 152 

Kit from ImmunoDiagnostics limited presented a specificity equal or above 97%. 153 

Noteworthy, none of the IgG tests have shown specific cross reactivity with sera from 154 

patients documented with a positive RT-PCR for Human seasonal coronavirus (Hcov) E229, 155 

OC43, HKU1, and NL63. 156 
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The only IgM/IgA tests performed at least 15 days from symptoms onset, exhibiting 157 

satisfying performances were the NADAL LFA (sensitivity 95%, 95% CI:80-99; specificity: 158 

99%, 95% CI: 92-100), the Dynamiker LFA (sensitivity 94%, 95% CI:79-99; specificity: 93%, 159 

95% CI: 84-97), and the CLIA from Snibe (sensitivity 80%, 95% CI:63-90; specificity: 99%, 95% 160 

CI: 92-100) (Figure 2 ;  Table S3-5). 161 

The other tests, Epitope Diagnostic (ED) IgM ELISA, Euroimmun IgA ELISA, Vircell IgM+IgA 162 

ELISA, ImmunoDiagnostic limited IgM ELISA demonstrated insufficient performances with 163 

sensitivity and specificity below 80% and 98%, respectively (Figure 2, Table S3-5).  164 

Concerning the LFA, IgG and IgM being tested simultaneously, both tests should give 165 

excellent results to be valuable. The Dynamiker IgG/IgM LFA is the only test respecting a 166 

sensitivity and specificity of more than 90% for both Ig.  167 

Interestingly, for the tests with an IgM specificity above 90% (Dynamiker LFA, NADAL LFA 168 

and Snibe CLIA), we observed a simultaneous IgM and IgG response overtime (Figure 1). 169 

 170 

Complete evaluation of 5 SARS-CoV-2 selected serologic tests 171 

Following the preliminary evaluation, the ED IgG ELISA test, the Dynamiker IgG/IgM LFA test, 172 

the Diasorin IgG CLIA and the Snibe IgG and IgM CLIA tests were thus selected for further 173 

analyses based on i) sensitivity and specificity performance of the preliminary evaluation, ii) 174 

Protein detected (anti-N: ED IgG ELISA and Dynamiker IgG/IgM; anti-S: Diasorin IgG CLIA, 175 

anti N+S: Snibe IgG/IgM CLIA)  iii) availability of the kits at the later on 15
th

 April 2020 in 176 

Switzerland, iv) specific detection of IgG and/or IgM or IgA and v) compatibility of the kits to 177 

most laboratory needs including median to low samples volumes per day and extended 178 

expiration days upon kits opening. For instance, despite its good performance, the ECLIA 179 
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from Roche was not selected as it detects pan-Ig, which is not the most appropriate for 180 

infectious serology diagnostic.  181 

 182 

All the five selected tests were further evaluated on 65 positive and 335 negative sera to 183 

end-up with a global evaluation performed on 178 positive and 404 negative for a total of 184 

586 sera (Figure 3, Table S1). The negative sera were chosen to assess possible cross-185 

reactivity with human viral infection other than human coronavirus: Herpes simplex virus 1 186 

and 2, Respiratory Syncytial Virus, Epstein-Barr virus, Cytomegalovirus, Mumps virus, 187 

Measles virus, Parvovirus B19, Rubella virus, Tick-borne encephalitis virus, Influenza A and B, 188 

Varicella-zoster virus, Human Immunodeficiency virus, Hepatitis virus A, B, C, D, and E, and 189 

some rheumatoid factors, or auto-antibodies (anti-PR3, -PR4, SCL70, SCL71). 190 

 191 

The four IgG tests demonstrated good sensitivity (≥96%) and specificity (≥98%) 192 

performances at more than 15 days post-symptoms, except the Diasorin ISON® SARS-CoV-2 193 

IgG CLIA kit that showed a sensitivity of 92% (95% CI 83-96) but with a specificity of 100% 194 

(Figure 4 and Table S6). The IgM tests exhibited a sensitivity of 91% (95% CI 95-92), and a 195 

specificity of 98% (95% CI 96-99) for the CLIA Snibe IgM test with, and a sensitivity of  97 % 196 

(95% CI 91-100) and a specificity of 96% (95% CI 94-98) for the LFA Dynamiker IgM test 197 

(Figure 4 and Table S6).  198 

 199 

Semi-quantitative antibody production 200 

We analyzed the development of the IgG semi-quantitative response overtime post-201 

symptoms with the ELISA from ED targeting the anti-N response, the CLIA from Diasorin 202 

targeting the anti-S1-S2 domains of the protein S, and the CLIA from Snibe targeting the 203 
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anti-N and anti-S response (Figure 5). Among the 184 positive sera, several were sampled 204 

from the same patient overtime. We could observe that one patient with ELISA ED and two 205 

patients with CLIA from Diasorin and from Snibe became positive for anti-SARS-CoV-2 IgG 206 

more than 15 days post-symptoms (Figure 5). Thus, one patient was negative with the CLIA 207 

from Diasorin for two consecutive sera collected at days 17 and 21 post-symptoms and 208 

became positive only at day 27 post-symptoms. Similarly, one patient was negative with the 209 

CLIA from Snibe with the sera collected at days 13 post-symptoms and became positive only 210 

at day 21 post-symptoms. One patient became positive with all test only 32 days post-211 

symptoms. Interestingly, we observed that the IgG anti-N response (ELISA ED) appeared 212 

more rapidly (Figure 5A and D) than the IgG anti-S response (CLIA Diasorin) (Figure 5B and 213 

D). Rationally, the response observed with the CLIA from SNIBE targeting both N and S 214 

protein appeared to be intermediate (Figure 5C).  215 

 216 

Discussion 217 

To our knowledge, this study is the first one comparing so many different serologic tests for 218 

SARS-CoV-2 diagnostic using different technologies, LFA, ELISA, CLIA and ECLIA, on sera from 219 

RT-PCR positive patients collected over one to two months post-symptoms, and assessing 220 

20 possible cross reaction with other viral infections. 221 

This large evaluation of 17 SARS-CoV-2 serological tests highlights in the preliminary phase 222 

that among eight IgG/pan-Ig ELISA or CLIA/ECLIA tests, four were recommended with a 223 

combined sensitivity above 90% and specificity above 98%, and that on six IgM/IgA ELISA or 224 

CLIA/ECLIA tests, only one was acceptable with a combined sensitivity above 80% and 225 

specificity of 99%.  226 
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Concerning LFA, only one test showed good performances for both IgG and IgM, showing 227 

that a thorough evaluation is absolutely required before their commercialization in 228 

pharmacy or their use by private practitioners outside referenced diagnostic laboratories. 229 

For all different tests, we could observed that IgM and IgG aroused concomitantly, as 230 

already described for SARS infection [10]. This concomitant production of IgM and IgG 231 

together with the poor IgM performance of most tests suggests that the use of IgM is 232 

useless for the sero-diagnostic of SARS-CoV-2 acute/subacute infection. SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR 233 

remains the test of choice for early diagnostic a few days after symptoms onset [11]. 234 

Whether IgM may be linked to the severity of the disease and may be used as predictor of 235 

outcome remains to be studied.   236 

Another interesting observation is the heterogeneity of the patient responses, with some of 237 

them responding very lately more than 25 day post-symptoms. This delayed response might 238 

be related to the severity of the infection as some preliminary studies tend to show that 239 

pauci-symptomatic patients have lower and delayed antibody response or to the immune 240 

status of the patients [8, 12-14]. More systematic clinical and population studies need to be 241 

performed to clearly correlate the amplitude and time of the antibody response with i) the 242 

severity of the disease, ii) the demographic and clinical data and iii) the immune status of 243 

the patients.  244 

 245 

The main limitation of this study is that expected positive sera were collected only during 246 

the first two month post-symptoms from hospitalized patients presenting moderate to 247 

severe symptoms. Our conclusion can thus only be applied to severe clinical presentation 248 

and for sera collected during the first two month post-symptoms. Previous studies on other 249 

coronavirus [4], or on SARS-CoV-2 [14] suggest that the anti-N antibody response may 250 
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appeared earlier or simultaneously than the anti-S response and may also waned more 251 

rapidly [15]. This implies that the performance of anti-N and anti-S serological tests may be 252 

similar during the acute phase of the CoviD-19 disease as this was assessed in this study but 253 

that sera from pauci-symptomatic subjects and/or collected more than two month post-254 

exposition may only present a detectable anti-S antibody response.  255 

The anti-N response could be helpful to date the infection since presence of anti-N 256 

antibodies would suggest a recent infection. Conversely, anti-S antibody production may be 257 

used during all infectious and post-infectious phases, the anti-N and anti-S serological tests 258 

being complementary.  259 

 260 

This study has identified several SARS-CoV-2 tests exhibiting very good performances of 261 

sensitivity and specificity from sera collected from hospitalized patients up to 30-60 days 262 

post-symptoms. The SARS-CoV-2 serology may be used as a complement to SARS-CoV-2 RT-263 

PCR for the diagnostic of CoviD-19 and for population sero-prevalence studies. For instance, 264 

the serology of SARS-CoV-2 may be used in several clinical and epidemiological assets to 265 

confirm or exclude a CoviD-19 disease including i) suggestive clinical symptoms with two 266 

consecutive negative RT-PCR, ii) suggestive clinical symptoms with discordant RT-PCRs, iii) 267 

infectious control settings for hospitalized patients presenting more than 20 days old 268 

suggestive clinical symptoms, iv) CoviD-19 atypical clinical presentations (Guillain-Barré 269 

syndrome, meningo-encephalitis, cutaneous vasculitis, Kawasaki disease, diarrhea,…) with 270 

negative RT-PCR and v) pre-transplantation or pre-chemotherapy screening [16]. 271 

 272 

In this study, we have clearly identified robust SARS-CoV-2 anti-N and anti-S serological tests 273 

for the diagnosis of patients presenting a moderate to severe CoviD-19 diseases during 274 
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acute and early sub-acute phase. We demonstrated the limited usefulness of IgM in the 275 

serologic diagnostic of SARS-CoV-2. The SARS-CoV-2 serology represents a complementary 276 

diagnostic tool to RT-PCR for the CoviD-19 diagnosis on patients presenting both typical and 277 

atypical symptoms. Additional evaluation studies of these SARS-CoV-2 anti-N and anti-S 278 

serological tests need to be performed to assess the performance of these tests on sera 279 

collected more than two month post exposure and from non-hospitalized pauci-280 

symptomatic patients. This is particularly important to assess before conducting large sero-281 

prevalence population studies.  282 

  283 
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Figure legends:  350 

 351 

Figure 1: Preliminary evaluation: Sensitivity at 0-5, 6-10, 11-15 and above 15 days post-352 

symptoms. Specificity is indicated below each graph. Poor specificities are in red characters. 353 

 354 

Figure 2: Preliminary evaluation. Comparison of the sensitivity and specificity 355 

The sensitivity is given for the sample above 15 days post symptoms. 356 

 357 

Figure 3: Complete evaluation: Sensitivity at 0-5, 6-10, 11-15 and above 15 days post-358 

symptoms. Specificity is indicated below each graph. 359 

 360 

Figure 4: Complete evaluation: Comparison of the sensitivity and specificity. 361 

The sensitivity is given for the sample above 15 days post symptoms. 362 

 363 

Figure 5: Kinetic of antibody production per patients.  364 

False negative results above 15 days post-symptoms are indicated with red dots and 365 

borderline results with orange dots.  Patients with several collected sera are represented by 366 

connecting lines. Blue lines represent patients that became positive for anti-SARS-CoV-2 IgG 367 

more than 15 days post-symptoms. 368 
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