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ABSTRACT
There is an urgent need to expand testing for SARS-CoV-2 and other respiratory pathogens as the global
community struggles to control the COVID-19 pandemic. Current diagnostic methods can be affected by supply
chain bottlenecks and require the assistance of medical professionals, impeding the implementation of largescale testing. Self-collection of saliva may solve these problems because it can be completed without specialized
training and uses generic materials. In this study, we observed thirty individuals who self-collected saliva using
four different collection devices and analyzed their feedback. These devices enabled the safe collection of saliva
that was acceptable for SARS-CoV-2 diagnostic testing.
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INTRODUCTION
The COVID-19 pandemic has exacerbated the need for scalable methods designed to detect respiratory
infections in the general population. Self-collection of saliva for diagnostic testing is one such method. Saliva is
an equally sensitive substrate for the detection of SARS-CoV-2 as nasopharyngeal swabs (Wyllie et al. 2020;
Byrne et al. 2020). There is also a growing body of evidence that saliva can be used to detect other respiratory
viruses and even co-infections (Yoon et al. 2017; Kim et al. 2017; Robinson et al. 2008). Self-collection of saliva
is non-invasive and, unlike collection of nasopharyngeal swabs, does not require specialized training to perform
(Marty, Chen, and Verrill 2020). Moreover, SARS-CoV-2 RNA is stable in saliva at a broad range of temperatures
and for an extended period of time, obviating the need for preservatives or buffers that would increase the costs
of collection tubes (Ott et al. 2020).
Despite these advantages, if saliva is collected improperly, it is difficult to handle in the laboratory (Landry,
Criscuolo, and Peaper 2020). Improper self-collection may also pose a safety risk if potentially biohazardous
materials are mishandled. Therefore, it is essential that self-collection of saliva is safe and can produce testable
samples. Equally important is establishing the acceptability of self-collection among the general public because
methods that are deemed uncomfortable, difficult, or confusing are unlikely to gain traction in the population.
In this study, we evaluated the experience of thirty individuals who self-collected saliva using four different saliva
collection devices: a P1000 pipette tip, a Salimetrics Saliva Collection Aid, a funnel, and a bulb pipette (Fig. 1a).
We found that all four devices enabled the consistent and safe collection of true saliva that was acceptable for
SARS-CoV-2 diagnostic testing with a RT-qPCR-based assay (Vogels et al. 2020). Our findings demonstrate
the suitability of multiple device options for use in saliva collection kits. This variety may not only help to avoid
supply chain bottlenecks but could also promote broader acceptance of this method by improving the ease of
self-collection.
METHODS
Ethics
This study was conducted in accordance with an Institutional Review Board protocol reviewed and approved
by the Yale University Human Research Protection Program (IRB Protocol ID: 2000028394).
Study design
We enrolled hirty participants between the ages of 20 and 80 years were enrolled in this study. Individuals who
had previously provided a saliva sample, who had relevant, career-level laboratory experience, or who were
experiencing symptoms of respiratory infection were excluded from enrollment. Once informed consent was
provided, participants received a collection kit containing (1) the four saliva collection devices (Fig. 1a), (2)
corresponding collection instructions (Supplement), (3) a biohazard bag, and (4) five alcohol wipes. Participants
self-collected four saliva samples consecutively and in a randomized order. Members of the study team observed
these collections via a video platform. The observer turned off video and audio on their device for the duration
of the four collections. Both the observer and the participant completed a survey about their experience following
each collection, scoring responses on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) (Supp. Fig. 1). All of
the samples (n = 120) were tested for SARS-CoV-2 using SalivaDirect (Vogels et al. 2020). A laboratory survey
assessing the sample quality was completed by the technician during testing.
Statistical analysis
Participant, observer, and laboratory survey questions were tested for internal reliability with Cronbach’s alpha
using R v.4.0.2 and for significant statistical differences across devices using one-way ANOVA in GraphPad
v.8.4.3. Participants who did not provide a response for all four devices were excluded from the analysis for the
corresponding question (maximum of 6 for question 10). For the laboratory surveys, responses to questions 2,
3, and 4 were identical across devices and therefore could not be assessed using one-way ANOVA. In these
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cases, we reported the mean and standard deviation. Two questions from the observer survey (6 and 7) were
excluded from analysis because they could not be observed consistently during the collections.
RESULTS
The four collections devices were deemed usable by the study participants, but individual preference influenced
their relative acceptability. We aimed to enroll participants who represented a range of racial and educational
backgrounds (Table 1a). In 100% of the observed collections, study participants appeared confident in their
ability to complete the collection correctly (Supp. Fig. 1b, 2b). The majority of participants (93%) understood the
importance of following the instructions carefully to avoid incorrect test results, and during only two collections
(1.67%), participants appeared to not adequately follow these instructions for proper sample collection (Supp.
Fig. 1a, 2a).
Of the 10 participant survey questions, only Question 5 (“Was collecting the sample difficult in general?”) varied
statistically significantly across devices; however, this question was found to not be internally reliable (Supp.
Table 1). In this case, the bulb pipette scored the least favorably (mean = 3.1) compared to the other devices
(pipette tip, mean = 2; funnel, mean = 2.3; collection aid, mean = 1.7) (Supp. Fig. 1a, 2a). Participants
commented that the bulb pipette introduced bubbles and caused discomfort if it suctioned the inside of their
mouth (Table 1b). Despite this feedback, all participants provided a sufficient volume of saliva for testing with all
four devices, the majority did not think they required assistance during the sample collection (93%), and in only
18 collections (16%), participants did not feel confident that they had collected the sample correctly with the bulb
pipette (Fig. 1c). Similarly, observers reported that the majority of participants did not appear to struggle with the
collection process (115/120, 95.8%, Supp. Fig. 2b).
In addition to answering the survey questions, participants were given the opportunity to provide general
feedback. Each device received a range of comments from participants reflecting differences in personal
preference (Table 1b). For example, though the bulb pipette received the largest number of negative comments
(n = 11), one participant stated it was their favorite of the four devices. Interestingly, there was no general
consensus around an overall preferred device; however, the size of the devices was a common theme among
participant feedback. Some participants (4/30, 13%) found the pipette tip and collection aid to be too small,
whereas the large size of the funnel and its collection tube were noted to be an advantage. More research is
needed to determine which types of devices may be most suitable for specific demographic groups, but it is likely
that providing a range of options will promote the general acceptability of saliva self-collection for pathogen
diagnostic testing.
Table 1: Diversity in participant demographics and participant experience with self-collection. (a) Participant demographics. (b)
Comments from participant surveys. The comments presented here are representative but not exhaustive. Abbreviations: No. = number
(a)

(b)
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Self-collection of saliva was safe and yielded testable samples. Ensuring the proper handling of potentially
biohazardous material is an essential consideration before saliva self-collection can be implemented on a large
scale. Specifically, contamination of the collection tube with virus-infected saliva poses the greatest health and
safety risk for this method. In our study, though some participants did contaminate the outside of their collection
tubes with saliva during collection (30 collections, 27.8%), in all but three cases (2.5%), participants sanitized
the collection tube with an alcohol wipe in accordance with the provided instructions. Additionally, 87% of
participants washed or sanitized their hands before and after completing the collections.
Our secondary objective was to compare the quality of samples collected using each device. True saliva, which
naturally pools in the mouth, can be easily handled in the laboratory. In contrast, saliva samples that are
improperly collected may be problematic (Landry, Criscuolo, and Peaper 2020). We found that every sample
could be tested for SARS-CoV-2 with SalivaDirect (Vogels et al. 2020). Specifically, laboratory survey responses
confirmed that 100% of the samples were easy to pipette and of sufficient volume (Fig. 1b). Slight discoloration
was noted in 18 samples (15%) and food particles were observed in 20 samples (5 participants, 16.7%), but this
did not affect test results. No sample tested positive for SARS-CoV-2. The average cycle threshold (Ct) value
for the negative control, RNAse P (RP), was within the expected range (23-28 Cts) for the majority of samples
(73%), indicating that the use of different collection methods did not interfere with the diagnostic assay (Fig. 1b)
(Wyllie et al. 2020). We did not find a significant difference between matched samples across devices using oneway ANOVA (Fig. 1b, Supp. Fig. 3).
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Figure 1: Collection devices are inexpensive, easy to use, and yield testable samples. Survey responses were reported on a scale
of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). (a) The four collection devices tested are inexpensive and provide users with a range of
features to choose from. Prices are shown in US dollars. (b) The quality of the samples was adequate for testing with a PCR-based
assay. Laboratory survey questions pertaining to the quality of the samples are shown on the x-axis. Cycle threshold (Ct) values for the
internal control RNAse P (RP). The horizontal bar indicates the mean Ct value for all samples. Data points represent the mean response
or Ct value per participant. A one-way ANOVA test found that values did not statistically differ for individual participants across devices
(Supp. Fig. 3). The optimal Ct rage, 23-28, is highlighted in blue. (c) Participants reported being self-sufficient and confident in their ability
to correctly collect saliva samples. The questions are displayed below the corresponding graphs. The mean response value for each
device is shown above each bar. Individual data points represent the response recorded by the participant for each device. Blue areas
indicate a positive/unproblematic response. Two sets of participant responses were excluded because one participant did not provide a
response for all four devices and one did not understand the response scale. Abbreviations: P = pipette tip, C = collection aid, F = funnel,
B = bulb pipette

DISCUSSION
Here we demonstrate the usability and efficacy of a simple saliva collection method for SARS-CoV-2 detection.
The collection approach we used in this study is unique because it does not require special collection tubes that
contain buffers or preservatives. Rather, due to the stability of in human saliva (Ott et al. 2020), generic tubes
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are acceptable for collection and storage of saliva samples used for SARS-CoV-2 diagnostic testing. The four
devices are inexpensive (Fig. 1a) and, with the exception of the Salimetrics saliva collection aid, generic. All of
the devices promoted the collection of “true” saliva, which is acceptable for handling in the laboratory, and were
deemed usable by our participants.
This study had some limitations. Our sample size was small, and a majority of study participants held a college
degree or higher. We did not enroll individuals under the age of 18 and therefore cannot draw conclusions around
the usability of these devices in children. The findings of this study are nevertheless important because all thirty
participants succeeded in providing four testable saliva samples. We can conclude that the four devices are
usable for saliva self-collection and do not inhibit our PCR-based diagnostic assay. We did not compare the selfcollection process with the aid of a collection device to the process without a device, and it may be that no device
is needed to ensure that true saliva accumulates in the collection tube. Taken together with the participant
feedback we received with respect to the size of the collection devices, a wide-mouth collection tube would likely
be acceptable in this case. However, wide-mouth tubes are not conducive when sample processing requires the
use of a liquid-handling robot, which are necessary for large-scale testing. Therefore, collection devices allow
for an easy collection process that does not restrict laboratory procedures.
Scaling up the use of saliva self-collection as a routine diagnostic tool would expand access to testing for SARSCoV-2 and other respiratory pathogens. A major barrier to frequent testing is the need to schedule an
appointment at a medical facility staffed with trained personnel. Self-collection of saliva could be performed in
schools or college dormitories where regular testing is essential for safe day-to-day operations. Though our study
specifically focused on the detection of SARS-CoV-2, there is evidence that saliva is also an acceptable testing
substrate for the detection of other pathogens and viral co-infections (Yoon et al. 2017; Kim et al. 2017; Robinson
et al. 2008). Even with the ongoing national vaccination campaign, widespread, routine testing for SARS-CoV-2
will remain a staple of public health disease control strategies for years. Here, we present a feasible, scalable,
and affordable approach for realizing this goal.
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