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Abstract 
 
Background: Accurate seroprevalence estimates of SARS-CoV-2 in different populations 
could help gauge the true magnitude and spread of the infection seroprevalence. Reported 
estimates have varied greatly, but many have derived from biased samples, and inadequate 
testing methods.  
 
Objective: To estimate the range of valid seroprevalence rates of SARS-CoV-2 in different 
populations, and compare these seroprevalence estimates with the cumulative cases seen in 
the same population. 
 
Methods: We searched PubMed, Embase, the Cochrane COVID-19 trials, and Europe-PMC 
for published studies and pre-prints from January 2020 to 25 May 2020 that reported anti-
SARS-CoV-2 IgG, IgM and/or IgA antibodies for serosurveys of either the general 
community or of defined sub-populations, such healthcare workers and other organizations.  
 
Results: Of the 837 studies identified, 49 were assessed and 14 were includable. Included 
studies represented 10 countries and 100,557 subjects: 9 from randomly selected populations, 
2 from healthcare workers, 2 from industry populations, and 1of parturient women. The 
seroprevalence proportions in 10 studies ranged between 1%-10%, and 2 studies’ estimates 
under 1%, and 2 over 10% - from the notably hard-hit regions of Gangelt in Germany and 
from Northwest Iran. The two studies in healthcare workers, in Italy and Spain, had 
seroprevalence rates at higher range of estimates, with the Barcelona hospitals having a 
higher rate than the Spanish national survey. For only one study was the seroprevalence 
estimate higher than the cumulative incidence, though these were proximate for several 
studies. In five studies, the seroprevalence was similar to the cumulative case numbers in the 
same population. For seropositive cases not previously detected as COVID-19 cases, the 
majority had prior COVID-like symptoms. 
 
Conclusion: The seroprevalence of SARS-CoV-2 mostly less than 10% with the level of 
infection lower in the general community, suggesting levels well below “herd immunity”. 
The similarity of seroprevalence and reported cases is several studies, and high symptom 
rates in seropositive cases suggest that gaps between seroprevalence rates and reported cases 
are likely due to undertesting of symptomatic people. 
 
Funding: OB is supported by NHMRC Grant APP1106452. PG is supported by NHMRC 
Australian Fellowship grant 1080042. CCD is supported by NHMRC Fellowship grant 
1123733. KB was supported by NHMRC Investigator grant 1174523. There was no funding 
source for this study.  
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Introduction 
 
Accurate seroprevalence estimates of SARS-CoV-2 in the general population may help assess 
the true magnitude and spread of the infection. Seroprevalence tests measure a persons’ 
immune response (serum antibodies) to SARS-CoV-2 and thus allow determination of past 
virus exposure, independently of whether a person had COVID-19 symptoms or not.  In 
contrast, reverse transcriptase polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) tests, which detect the 
virus’s genetic material (ribonucleic acid, RNA) on nasal or throat swabs or saliva, are 
typically only used in people with presumed or possible acute infection based on their 
symptoms.1 The number of COVID-19 cases based on RT-PCR testing in a population is 
likely to underestimate the true extent of infection, as many infected people may have only 
minor symptoms and will therefore not have been tested.2 Barriers to accessing testing (fear 
of stigma, cost associated with testing, younger age etc.) may additionally contribute to 
under-testing among symptomatic people.  
 
Seroprevalence estimates, if done correctly, will therefore provide a more accurate reflection 
of the true extent of SARS-CoV-2 infection among a population and the impact of public 
health interventions. However, reliable seroprevalence estimates for a population depend on 
two major factors: a representative population sample and accuracy of the antibody testing. 
For example, antibody testing should not be biased towards including predominantly 
symptomatic people or people who know that they have been exposed to a person with 
COVID-19.3 Incorrect sampling for serosurveillance data will lead to errors in the estimated 
population proportion with presumed immunity to the virus, the infection fatality rate, and the 
effective reproductive number (Rt).4 The accuracy of most antibody-tests, which measure 
immunoglobulin (Ig) M, IgG, and occasionally IgA antibodies against SARS-CoV-2, has 
been highly variable and tend to improve up to three weeks since symptom onset, which is in 
line with antibody development against viral infections, but data beyond three weeks are 
scarce.5-7 Some evidence suggest that in infected asymptomatic people, a reduction of serum 
antibodies is already observed during the early convalescent phase.8 
 
We aimed to identify and summarise all studies that reported seroprevalence estimates for 
SARS-CoV-2 infection using a representative target population sampling framework. The 
results elucidate differences between the cumulative incidence of confirmed COVID-19 cases 
(using RT-PCR testing) and the likely true extent of the infection among a population based 
on seroprevalence estimates using antibody testing.  
 

Methods 
 
We conducted a systematic review using enhanced processes and automation tools.9 We 
searched the PROSPERO database to ensure that no similar review had already been 
performed or planned; then searched PubMed, Embase, Cochrane COVID-19 trials for 
published studies, and Europe PMC for pre-prints from January 2020 to 25 May 2020. A 
search string composed of Medical Subject Headings (MeSH) terms and words was 
developed in PubMed and was translated to be run in other databases using the Polyglot 
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Search Translator.10 The search strategies for all databases are presented in Supplement 1. 
We also conducted forward and backward citation searches of the included studies in the 
Scopus citation database. 
 
We included published and pre-print reports of primary data that contained sufficient details 
for risk of bias assessment. We anticipated cross-sectional prevalence surveys or repeated 
surveys would make up the majority of eligible reports. No restrictions on language were 
imposed. We excluded studies for the following reasons: high risk of bias in sampling, i.e. the 
study sample was likely not representative of the target population; a response rate below 
25%; government reports without sufficient details to evaluate risk of bias; modelling or 
simulation studies even if they used real data (but sources of real data were checked for 
possible inclusion); lack of information about the antibody test(s) used to determine 
seroprevalence; and editorial or historical accounts without sufficient data to calculate the 
primary outcome (e.g. lack of data on cumulative cases in the population detected using RT-
PCR). A list of excluded studies can be found in Supplement 2 with reasons for exclusion. 
 

Participants 
We included seroprevalence studies of representative random sample of the population to 
assess overall seroprevalence in general community, and studies of representative special 
population samples (e.g. health care workers (HCWs) who cared for patients with COVID-
19) to assess seroprevalence among these special populations. We included seroprevalence 
testing that tested for anti-SARS-CoV-2 IgG, IgM, and IgA antibodies in combination or 
separately. 
 
Outcomes 
Our primary outcome was the comparison of the estimated proportion of the population with 
antibodies against SARS-CoV-2 compared to the cumulative case incidence in the same 
target population. Secondary outcomes were: (1) the comparison of the seroprevalence based 
on antibody testing in the study sample with the cumulative confirmed incidence of people 
tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 by RT-PCR in the study sample or in the target population 
and; (2) a cumulative incidence estimated from the cumulative COVID-19-specific mortality 
2 weeks after the seroprevalence and assuming a case-fatality rate of 1%.11 
 

Study selection and screening 
Two authors (OB and CCD) independently screened titles, abstracts, and full texts according 
to eligibility criteria. All discrepancies were resolved via group discussion with the other 
authors. Reasons for exclusion were documented for all full text articles deemed ineligible 
(Supplement 2) - see PRISMA diagram (Figure 1). 
 

Data extraction 
Five authors (OB, CCD, KB, PG, DPR) extracted the following information from each study 
and from outside sources: 
1. Methods: study authors, year of publication, country or region, publication type 
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2. Participants: sampling frame, sample size, age, sex, setting, previous exposure or testing 
for COVID-19 

3. Outcomes: Types of tests (specific name of test, and whether rapid or lab-based), 
specificity and sensitivity of the tests used (study specific or referenced diagnostic test 
accuracy report), study seroprevalence (point estimate and confidence interval) regional 
seroprevalence (point estimate adjusted for study design and test accuracy when this was 
reported), and cumulative COVID-19 cases in the study sample. Where the regional 
seroprevalence was not reported, then a calculated regional seroprevalence estimate was 
derived by multiplying the regional case rate by the ratio (study seroprevalence/study 
cumulative cases). 

4. Date of seroprevalence sampling (to enable identification of separately reported 
cumulative incidence rate in the sampling frame at around the same time as 
seroprevalence study). 

5. Other information: Cumulative incidence of COVID-19 and cumulative COVID-19 
specific mortality in the larger region at around the time that the study was done. 

 

Risk of bias assessment 
We used a combination of risk of bias tools for prevalence studies12 and diagnostic 
accuracy13 and adapted the key signaling questions on sampling frame, ascertainment of 
immune status, acceptability of methods and tests, and appropriateness of testing and sample 
collection timeframe, as shown in Supplement 3 in full. 
 

Data synthesis 
We used absolute numbers and proportions for the primary outcome. As only studies deemed 
to be of sufficient quality after critical appraisal were included in the analysis, no sensitivity 
analysis of high versus low quality studies was undertaken. We did not pool the estimates due 
to heterogeneity of populations.  
 

Results 
 

We screened titles and abstracts of seven hundred and eighty-six articles and the full text of 
49 articles for potential inclusion (Figure 1). The major reason for exclusion was high risk of 
bias in the selection of participants. (Full list of excluded studies with reasons is in 
Supplement 2.) Fourteen articles – 9 preprints, 3 published studies, and 2 government 
reports– from 10 countries (Brazil (2), Spain (2), United States of America (USA) (2), 
Germany (2), and one each from Italy, Croatia, Iran, Luxembourg, Switzerland and the 
Channel Islands) that tested a combined total of  100,557 participants met eligibility criteria 
for the estimation of the primary outcome.14-27  
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Figure 1. Screening and selection of articles for the review 

 
The study populations included a randomly sampled general populations17,20-27; most health 
care workers (HCWs) of hospitals14,16; most industry workers18,19; and all parturient 
women.15 (Table 1) Eight studies tested adults only (>16 years)14-16,18,19,23,24,27 and six tested 
population of all ages17,20-22,25,26 - the proportion of children and young people (0-19 years) 
ranged from 9% to 34% and the proportion of participants aged over 70 years ranged from 
0% to 14%. Ten studies tested for both anti-SARS-CoV-2 IgG and IgM, the rest tested for 
IgG only or IgG and IgA. A half of the studies also collected nasopharyngeal swabs for RT-
PCR testing at the same time as serologic testing.14-16,19,20,23,25   
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Table 1. Characteristics of included studies (n=14) 
Study region, country, 

author, publication status 
Study population 
(sampling frame) 

Sample size, mean 
age, sex, dates 

Type of serologic test 

Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil 
Silveira et al22 
Preprint 

Random sample of 
population in Rio Grande 
do Sul state (population 
11.3mln) 

n=4500  
mean age 48 years 
58% female 
28 Mar - 9 Apr 

IgG and IgM: WONDFO SARS-CoV-2 
Antibody Test (Wondfo Biotech Co., 
Guangzhou, China) 

Frankfurt, Germany 
Krahling et al19 
Preprint 

2700 employees of 
Infraserv Höchst, a large 
industrial site operator in 
Frankfurt am Main  

n=1000  
mean age 47 years 
22% female  
6-14 April 

IgG: ELISA: using recombinant SARS-
CoV-2 S1 (Sino Biological, 40591-V08H) 
and HRP-coupled anti-human IgG 
secondary antibody. 

Split-Dalmatia and Šibenik-
Knin Counties, Croatia 
Jerkovic et al18 
Preprint 

2600 employees of DIV 
group employees at 2 
locations: Split-Dalmatia 
and Sibenik-Knin county  

n=1494  
mean age 46  
12% female 
23-28 April 

IgG and IgM: AMP Rapid Test SARS-
CoV-2 IgG/IgM (AMP Diagnostics, 
AMEDA Labordiagnostik GmbH, Graz, 
Austria. 

Brazilian nationwide survey 
Hallal et al17 
Preprint 

Random samples of 133 
large sentinel cities from 
all 26 states and the 
Federal District in Brazil 

n=24,995 
mean age 43 
58% female 
14 -21 May 

IgG and IgM: WONDFO 459 SARS-
CoV-2 Antibody Test (Wondfo Biotech 
Co., Guangzhou, China)  

Luxembourg 
Snoeck et al23 
Preprint 

Random sample of 
Luxembourg population 
514,921 over 18years old 
(CON_VINCE cohort) 

n=1820  
mean age 47 years  
51% female 
16 April - 5 May 

IgG and IgA: CE-labelled ELISA kits 
most recent versions from Euroimmun. 

Jersey Island27 
The Channel Islands 
Report 

Random sample of adult 
resident population of 
Island of Jersey living in 
private households 

n=855  
mean age 48 years 
53% female  
29 April - 5 May 

IgG and IgM: Lateral Flow Immunoassay 
(Healgen COVID-19 IgG/IgM) 

Los Angeles county, USA 
Sood et al24 
Published 

Random sample of LA 
county population 

n=863  
mean age 44 years  
60% female 
10-14 April 

IgG and IgM: Lateral Flow Immunoassay 
test (Premier Biotech) 

Spanish national sero-
epidemiological survey  
Pollán et al20 
Published 

Randomly selected 
population of Spain from 
census data  
 

n=61,075  
mean age 44 years  
52% female 
27 April - 11 May 

IgG and IgM: Orient Gene IgM/IgG, 
Zhejiang Orient Gene Biotech 

Philadelphia, USA 
Flannery et al15 
Preprint 

All parturient women at 
two centres in 
Philadelphia  

n=237  
median age 31 
100% female 
4 - 15 April 

IgG and IgM: ELISA for RBD of SARS-
CoV-2 spike protein. Plasmids provided 
by the Krammer lab (Mount Sinai, New 
York). 

Trieste, Italy 
Comar et al14 
Published 

All HCWs of Mother-
Child research hospital 

n=727  
mean age 44 years 
79% female 
April 

IgG and IgM: Wantai SARS- CoV-2 Ab 
Rapid Test (Beijing Wantai Biological 
Pharmacy Enterprise, China) 

Geneva, Switzerland 
Stringhini et al26 
Published 

Random sample of 
Geneva, Bus Santé study 
participants (n=1000) 
 

n=966  
mean age 44 years 
54% female 
4-10 May (wk 5) 

IgG: commercially available ELISA for 
IgG (Euroimmun AG, Lübeck, Germany) 

Barcelona, Spain 
Garcia-Basteiro et al16 
Preprint 

Random sample of 798 
HCWs of Hospital Clínic 
in Barcelona invited 

n=578  
mean age 42 years  
72% female 
28 Mar - 9 Apr 

IgG, IgM, and IgA: ELISA for RBD 
antigen donated by the Krammer lab 
(Mount Sinai, New York). 

Gangelt, Germany 
Streeck et al25 
Preprint 

Random sample of 
population of Gangelt, 
Germany (n=12,597) 
from civil register 

n=919  
mean age 53 years   
51% female 
31 Mar- 6 Apr 

IgG and IgA: ELISA on the 
EUROIMMUN Analyzer I platform (most 
recent CE version for IgG ELISA as of 
April 2020) 

Guilan, Iran 
Shakiba et al21 
Preprint 

Random sample of 
population (n=2,354,848) 
of Guilan province, Iran 

n=528 
mean age 35 years 
51% female 
April 

IgG and IgM: VivaDiag COVID�19 
IgM/IgG from VivaChek 
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The estimated infection rates at the study level ranged considerably (Figure 2A): ten studies 
reported seroprevalence between 1%-10%; two studies had estimates under 1%,19,22 and two 
studies had estimates over 10%.21,25 The (unadjusted) seroprevalence estimates in the 
included studies (blue filled squares with confidence intervals) ranged from 0.1% (general 
community, Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil22) to 22.2% (general community, Guilan, Iran21). The 
cumulative case prevalence in the study population (based on RT-PCR testing) was available 
in nine studies (red filled circles with confidence intervals), and ranged from 0.3% (industry 
workers, Frankfurt, Germany19) to 9.1% (healthcare workers, Barcelona, Spain16). For some 
studies the two types of estimate were similar (e.g. healthcare workers in Barcelona, Spain16; 
industry workers in two counties, Croatia18), but for others the seroprevalence estimate was 
substantially higher than the cumulative case estimate (e.g. healthcare workers in Trieste, 
Italy; general community in Guilan, Iran).  
 
The estimated cumulative incidence rates at the regional levels are shown in Figure 2 (B). For 
two studies in healthcare workers (Barcelona, Spain16 and Trieste, Italy14), regional 
seroprevalence estimates were not reported in the primary study, and calculated estimates 
were used instead (multiplying the regional cumulative case incidence by the ratio (study 
seroprevalence/study case incidence). The adjusted seroprevalence estimates for regions 
(blue unfilled squares) ranged from 0.1% (general community, Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil22) 
to 33.0% (general community, Guilan, Iran21). The corresponding cumulative reported case 
incidence for regions (red unfilled circles) ranged from 0.05% (general community, Guilan, 
Iran21) to 3.1% (general community, Gangelt, Germany25). The calculated cumulative case 
incidence for regions imputed from reported COVID-19 deaths (assuming true CFR of 1%, 
red crosses) ranged from 0.05% (general community, Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil22) to 8.4% 
(general community, Gangelt, Germany25). For regions where the estimated seroprevalence 
was low (<4%), all three estimates were similar (e.g. general community, Brazil22) or the 
seroprevalence estimate was similar to one of the two other estimates (e.g. seroprevalence 
and reported cases: Barcelona, Spain16; seroprevalence and calculated cases based on 
reported deaths: Luxembourg23). For regions where the estimated seroprevalence was higher 
(≥4%), the seroprevalence estimate was generally higher than the other estimates, and 
sometimes substantially so (e.g. general community Guilan, Iran21). 
 

 . CC-BY 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 15, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20153163doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20153163
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Figure 2. (A) Study level seroprevalence - ■; and cumulative case incidence - ● with 95% confidence 
interval; regional cases - ○; (B) Region level adjusted seroprevalence - □; cumulative case incidence - ●; 

and imputed case incidence -  .  

 
The relationship between all the outcome estimates for each study/region on the log scale are 
shown in Figure 3. The horizonal axis shows (unadjusted) study seroprevalence, ranging 
from 0.1% in Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil22 to 22.2% in Guilan, Iran21, with most estimates 
between 1.0-10.0% (shaded blue column). The matching estimates are plotted on the vertical 
axis for each study: adjusted regional seroprevalence  in open blue squares, imputed regional 
cumulative cases based on deaths in red crosses, cumulative study cases in filled blue circles 
and regional reported cumulative cases in open red circles.  The upper diagonal (identity) line 
indicates estimates that are equal to the study seroprevalence estimate, and the lower diagonal 
line indicates estimates that are 1/10 that of the study seroprevalence estimate. The regional 
seroprevalence estimates for each study are closest to study seroprevalence estimates, as 
shown by their location closest to the upper diagonal identity line. Variations away from the 
identity line reflect adjustments made for study sampling frame and test accuracy. In general, 
cases imputed from reported deaths are next closest to the seroprevalence estimates, although 
there is considerable variation in how close:  imputed cases for Philadelphia, USA15 matched 
the seroprevalence almost exactly, while those for Spain20 and Guilan, Iran21 were around 
1/10 of the seroprevalence. Next closest were the study cumulative case estimates, where 
differences in test accuracy of antibody vs RT-PCT tests may explain most of the within 
study differences (for most studies all individuals had both types of test). The estimates that 
differed the most from those of the study seroprevalence (furthest away from the identity 
line) were the reported regional case estimates, with many falling below the 1/10 
seroprevalence line, some notably so (Guilan, Iran;21 Philadelphia, U.S;15 and Geneva, 
Switzerland26). All raw data used for Figure 2 and 3 are provided in Supplement 4. 
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Figure 3. Log-log plot of study seroprevalence (x-axis) vs three cumulative case estimators for each study. 
Diagonal lines indicate rates equal to seroprevalence (solid) or 1/10 seroprevalence (dashed). 

 
Typical COVID-like symptoms prior to serologic testing - which would help assess possible 
untested or undetected cases - where more common in the seropositives. Only 8 of the 14 
studies provided data on this, and the symptoms, time frames, and measures were varied. 
(Table 2) Self-reported symptoms included the frequency of any acute respiratory infection, 
fever, cough and loss of smell and taste among the participants. About third to a half of the 
participants in six studies reported having typical COVID-like symptoms in the 2 weeks to 3 
months prior to the serologic testing. Symptoms were more common in people who had 
positive compared to negative serology but varied with the type of symptom. Having any 
acute respiratory infection (ARI) symptoms increased the odds of positive serologic testing 
by 1.6 to 8.8-fold, whereas for the specific individual symptoms this ranged from 2.8-fold 
(fever) to 18-fold (loss of smell and taste). Snoeck et al23 also reported other non-specific 
symptoms such as headache, chest pain, skin rash, nausea, and fatigue for 7/35 (20%) 
participants and no symptoms for 10/35 (29%).  
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Table 2: Frequency of COVID-like or respiratory symptoms prior to serologic testing  

Study ID 
COVID-like symptoms 
among sero-positives 

(%)  (time period) 

 Odds ratio for symptoms in sero-positives versus sero-negatives 

Any ARI 
symptoms 

Fever Cough 
Loss of smell 

and taste 

Two counties, Croatia 
(Jerkovic et al18) 

42% 
(since beginning of 2020)     

Luxembourg  
(Snoeck et al23) 

54%  
(last 14 days)     

LA county, USA  
(Sood et al24) 

(previous 2 months)  2.8  4.1 

Spanish national survey 
(Pollán et al20) 

53% 
(since 1 Feb) 

8.1    

Trieste, Italy  
(Comar et al14) 

57%  
(cold in the last 3 months) 

1.6    

Barcelona, Spain 
(Garcia-Basteiro et al16) 

48%  
(previous month) 

8.8    

Gangelt, Germany 
(Streeck et al25) 

(since beginning of the 
pandemic 15 Feb) 

 4.6 2.8 18.5 

Guilan, Iran  
(Shakiba et al21) 

31% 
(at time of collection) 

2.2    

 
Risk of Bias of included studies 
Table 3 summarizes the overall risk of bias assessment of the 14 included studies (full 
extension of risk of bias questions in Supplement 3). Most of the studies were evaluated as 
low risk of bias for the sampling frame because they recruited participants randomly from the 
general population. Four studies had selective population of HCWs and industry workers that 
were not fully representative of the general population (Domain 1). Three studies had a 
response rate between 31-44% and three between 55-68%. The rest of the studies had 
response rates between 73-100% (Domain 2). Domain 3 assessed the potential to over- or 
underestimate the seroprevalence based on the diagnostic accuracy of the individual antibody 
tests used in each study. Although each study provided specificity and sensitivity for the tests 
based on internal and external (manufacturer) validation, it was difficult to confidently 
evaluate the impact on the study results without a single-source validation that would enable 
unbiased comparison. Every study except for the Spanish national sero-survey used the same 
test and test specimens in all study participants (Domain 4). The Spanish survey did not 
collect a serum sample that required venipuncture from children, but only tested them using 
the rapid test (finger prick blood sample). All studies but one reported the dates of sample 
collection and testing, which were all within 3 weeks. The Iranian study reported the study 
timeline as April only without specific details. (Domain 5) 
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Table 3. Risk of bias in 14 included studies. Green smiley face denotes low risk of bias; yellow straight face – 
moderate or unclear risk; and red sad face high risk-of bias. 

 
 
Discussion  
  
The seroprevalence proportions in the 14 valid studies identified ranged considerably. Two 
studies had estimates under 1%, and two studies had estimates over 10% - from the two 
notably hard-hit regions of Gangelt in Germany and Northwest Iran. The two studies in 
healthcare workers, in Italy and Spain, had seroprevalence estimates at the higher end, with 
the Barcelona hospitals having a higher rate than the Spanish national survey. For all but one 
study, the seroprevalence estimate was higher than the cumulative incidence as expected, 
although these were close for several studies. However, low testing and detection rates are 
likely to have occurred in several of the regions. This under-detection is suggested by both 
the differences in estimates from the cumulative cases versus that inferred from the COVID-
19 death rates, and by the high rates of COVID-19-like symptoms in the serologically 
positive patients who reported no past history of infection.   
 
Strengths of this review lie in the methodological rigour, namely in thorough searching of 
published and unpublished literature without language restrictions and appraising the 
potential bias of the included studies. However, there are several limitations. First, we 
excluded several studies because of their high risk of volunteer and/or responder bias in the 
sampling process, but the remaining studies still had significant degrees of non-response. 
Second, the accuracy of the serological tests used at these early stages of the pandemic, was 
often unclear. A particular concern was the specificity and the likelihood of false positives in 
these low prevalence settings leading to potential overestimation.6 For example, a specificity 
of 98% implies a 2% false positive rate even in settings with no past infections, which may 
be a problem for Frankfurt and Rio Grande do Sul. Third, the comparison between 
seroprevalence rates and reported cumulative incidence is limited by the adequacy of testing 
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and detection processes in different regions and countries; we could only partially address 
this problem by using an imputed incidence from the COVID-19 death rates. A notable 
example of this problem is the study in North-West Iran where the apparent case fatality rate 
is amongst the highest in the world, and there is also some evidence of under reporting of 
COVID-19 deaths based on the comparison of excess deaths. Fourth, we assumed a “true” 
case fatality rate of 1% for all populations11 and did not allow for any lag-time in using the 
mortality data to impute cumulative case incidence. Finally, the inadequate reporting of many 
studies, particularly the preprints, made the task of data extraction difficult. Many authors did 
not respond to data-related questions sent via email to the corresponding author.   
 
There have been a couple of previous reviews of seroprevalence studies, but these focused on 
using the studies to infer the infection fatality rate.28,29 We excluded some of the primary 
studies they included because of the poor sampling methods, with high risk of bias from the 
involvement of volunteers or high rates of nonresponse. However, both reviews also illustrate 
the substantial variation in the seroprevalence rates but with an even greater range because of 
inclusion of this wider range of studies at risk of bias.  
 
The results of this review have several implications for policy and practice. First, in all of the 
studies the estimated seroprevalences falls well short of the rates required for herd immunity 
suggesting that herd immunity is unlikely to be achieved without mass vaccinations. Most 
infection rates are an order of magnitude lower than would be required for herd immunity, 
and even the seroprevalence found in North-West Iran is around one third of what would be 
required. Second, studies in regions with relatively wide-spread testing and detection show 
only a modest gap between the seroprevalence and the case cumulative incidence, suggesting 
that much of the gap between reported cases and seroprevalence is likely to be due to 
undetected cases. Third, the variation and incompleteness of methods used by the studies 
points to the need for better standardisation, design, and reporting of seroprevalence studies, 
including the need for better questioning and reporting of subjects, prior history of RT-PCR 
testing, and history of symptoms.  
  
Testing for an immune response to COVID-19 in recovered patients allows evaluations of the 
transmissibility of infection in general and specific populations, and provides improved 
estimations of attack rates and infection fatality rates as well as estimates of possible 
immunity.30 The detection of antibodies established from the 14 studies we analysed does not 
infer immunity in their populations. SARS-CoV-2 shares 79.6% sequence identity to SARS-
CoV 31, and the peak level of IgG/neutralising antibodies in recovered SARS-CoV patients 
occurred at 4-6 months before declining.32 However, 88%-89% of recovered SARS-CoV 
patients retained detectable IgG for 1-2 years1,32 and by the fourth year 50% to 74% had 
detectable IgG antibodies.32,33 Knowing the duration of immunity could inform strategic 
public health approaches until a vaccine is available. Accurate estimates of immunity will not 
only require repeat antibody testing among the population, but also establishing the 
association between a positive antibody response and protective immunity against the 
disease. The current unknown duration of IgG response and its association with disease 
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immunity also raises questions about the validity of an “immunity passport”, especially past a 
probable peak at 4-6 months post infection.32,33  
 
Findings of this article should help inform policy globally, but also trigger improved research 
methods and better reporting of any future studies on seroprevalence of SARS-CoV-2 
infections. Comparison of seroprevalence estimates help in evaluating the performance of 
surveillance systems and testing practices. Larger gap between seroprevalence estimates and 
regional incidence rates, testing needs to be enhanced. Evidence-based and targeted public 
health measures informed by accurate real-world data will help us successfully navigate the 
uncertain dynamics of this new pandemic.  
 
Authors’ contributions: PG conceived the study and co-designed with OB. JC led the 
literature searches including backward and forward citation analysis. OB and CCD conducted 
the parallel title, abstract and full text screening, and risk of bias assessment. OB, CCD, PG, 
KB, DPR did data extractions, analysis, and summary figures and tables. MLM provided 
expertise in interpretation of the findings and drafting of the manuscript. All authors 
contributed to resolving disagreements throughout the study conduct and to writing of the 
manuscript. 
 
Conflict of interest: All authors have completed the ICMJE uniform disclosure form. Prof 
Mary-Louise McLaws is a member of World Health Organization (WHO) Health 
Emergencies Program Experts Advisory Panel for Infection Prevention and Control (IPC) 
Preparedness, Readiness and Response to COVID-19 and WHO IPC Guidance Development 
Group for COVID-19.  
 
Acknowledgment: We thank the authors of eligible manuscripts for their replies to our 
queries. 
 
Data availability statement: The authors declare that data supporting the findings of this 
study are available within the paper and its supplementary files.  

 . CC-BY 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 15, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20153163doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20153163
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


15 

 

References 
 
1. Wu J, Liu J, Li S, et al. Detection and analysis of nucleic acid in various biological 
samples of COVID-19 patients. Travel Medicine and Infectious Disease 2020: 101673. 
2. Byambasuren O, Cardona M, Bell K, Clark J, McLaws M-L, Glasziou P. Estimating 
the extent of asymptomatic COVID-19 and its potential for community transmission: 
systematic review and meta-analysis. medRxiv 2020: 2020.05.10.20097543. 
3. Prevention. CfDCa. Commercial Laboratory Seroprevalence Survey Data. 2020. 
https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/cases-updates/commercial-lab-surveys.html 
(accessed 26/06/2020. 
4. Sanche S, Lin YT, Xu C, Romero-Severson E, Hengartner N, Ke R. High 
Contagiousness and Rapid Spread of Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2. 
Emerging Infectious Disease journal 2020; 26(7): 1470. 
5. Long QX, Liu BZ, Deng HJ, et al. Antibody responses to SARS-CoV-2 in patients 
with COVID-19. Nat Med 2020; 26(6): 845-8. 
6. Deeks JJ, Dinnes J, Takwoingi Y, et al. Antibody tests for identification of current 
and past infection with SARS�CoV�2. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2020; 
(6). 
7. Lisboa Bastos M, Tavaziva G, Abidi SK, et al. Diagnostic accuracy of serological 
tests for covid-19: systematic review and meta-analysis. BMJ 2020; 370: m2516. 
8. Long Q-X, Tang X-J, Shi Q-L, et al. Clinical and immunological assessment of 
asymptomatic SARS-CoV-2 infections. Nature Medicine 2020. 
9. Clark J, Glasziou P, Del Mar C, Bannach-Brown A, Stehlik P, Scott AM. A full 
systematic review was completed in 2 weeks using automation tools: a case study. J Clin 
Epidemiol 2020; 121: 81-90. 
10. Clark JM, Sanders S, Carter M, et al. Improving the translation of search strategies 
using the Polyglot Search Translator: a randomized controlled trial. J Med Libr Assoc 2020; 
108(2): 195-207. 
11. Khan S. The true case fatality of COVID-19: An analytical solution. medRxiv 2020: 
2020.05.17.20104554. 
12. Hoy D, Brooks P, Woolf A, et al. Assessing risk of bias in prevalence studies: 
modification of an existing tool and evidence of interrater agreement. J Clin Epidemiol 2012; 
65(9): 934-9. 
13. Whiting PF, Rutjes AW, Westwood ME, et al. QUADAS-2: a revised tool for the 
quality assessment of diagnostic accuracy studies. Ann Intern Med 2011; 155(8): 529-36. 
14. Comar M, Brumat M, Concas MP, et al. COVID-19 experience: first Italian survey on 
healthcare staff members from a Mother-Child Research hospital using combined molecular 
and rapid immunoassays test. JAMA 2020. 
15. Flannery D, Gouma S, Dhudasia M, et al. SARS-CoV-2 Seroprevalence Among 
Parturient Women. Research Square; 2020. 
16. Garcia-Basteiro A, Moncunill G, Tortajada M, et al. Seroprevalence of antibodies 
against SARS-CoV-2 among health care workers in a large Spanish reference hospital. 
medRxiv; 2020. 
17. Hallal P, Hartwig F, Horta B, et al. Remarkable variability in SARS-CoV-2 
antibodies across Brazilian regions: nationwide serological household survey in 27 states. 
medRxiv 2020: 2020.05.30.20117531. 
18. Jerkovic I, Ljubic T, Basic Z, et al. SARS-CoV-2 antibody seroprevalence in industry 
workers in Split-Dalmatia and Sibenik-Knin County, Croatia. medRxiv; 2020. 

 . CC-BY 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 15, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20153163doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20153163
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


16 

 

19. Kraehling V, Kern M, Halwe S, et al. Epidemiological study to detect active SARS-
CoV-2 infections and seropositive persons in a selected cohort of employees in the Frankfurt 
am Main metropolitan area. medRxiv 2020: 2020.05.20.20107730. 
20. Pollán M, Pérez-Gómez B, Pastor-Barriuso R, et al. Prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 in 
Spain (ENE-COVID): a nationwide, population-based seroepidemiological study. The 
Lancet. 
21. Shakiba M, Hashemi Nazari SS, Mehrabian F, Rezvani SM, Ghasempour Z, 
Heidarzadeh A. Seroprevalence of COVID-19 virus infection in Guilan province, Iran. 
medRxiv; 2020. 
22. Silveira M, Barros A, Horta B, et al. Repeated population-based surveys of antibodies 
against SARS-CoV-2 in Southern Brazil. medRxiv; 2020. 
23. Snoeck C, Vaillant M, Abdelrahman T, et al. Prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 infection in 
the Luxembourgish population: the CON-VINCE study. medRxiv; 2020. 
24. Sood N, Simon P, Ebner P, et al. Seroprevalence of SARS-CoV-2-Specific 
Antibodies Among Adults in Los Angeles County, California, on April 10-11, 2020. JAMA 
2020. 
25. Streeck H, Schulte B, Kuemmerer B, et al. Infection fatality rate of SARS-CoV-2 
infection in a German community with a super-spreading event. medRxiv; 2020. 
26. Stringhini S, Wisniak A, Piumatti G, et al. Seroprevalence of anti-SARS-CoV-2 IgG 
antibodies in Geneva, Switzerland (SEROCoV-POP): a population-based study. The Lancet. 
27. The Government of Jersey. SARS-CoV-2: Prevalence of antibodies in Jersey. Jersey, 
UK, 2020. 
28. Ioannidis J. The infection fatality rate of COVID-19 inferred from seroprevalence 
data. medRxiv 2020: 2020.05.13.20101253. 
29. Meyerowitz-Katz G, Merone L. A systematic review and meta-analysis of published 
research data on COVID-19 infection-fatality rates. medRxiv 2020: 2020.05.03.20089854. 
30. Organization. WH. Population-based age-stratified seroepidemiological investigation 
protocol for coronavirus 2019 (COVID-19) infection. 2020. 
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/WHO-2019-nCoV-Seroepidemiology-2020.2 
(accessed 26/06/2020. 
31. Zhou P, Yang XL, Wang XG, et al. A pneumonia outbreak associated with a new 
coronavirus of probable bat origin. Nature 2020; 579(7798): 270-3. 
32. Lin Q, Zhu L, Ni Z, Meng H, You L. Duration of serum neutralizing antibodies for 
SARS-CoV-2: Lessons from SARS-CoV infection. J Microbiol Immunol Infect 2020. 
33. Cao WC, Liu W, Zhang PH, Zhang F, Richardus JH. Disappearance of antibodies to 
SARS-associated coronavirus after recovery. N Engl J Med 2007; 357(11): 1162-3. 
 

 . CC-BY 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 15, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20153163doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20153163
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

