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Abstract 

Background 

In clinical trials two vaccinations with mRNA vaccines have shown high efficacy in preventing COVID-
19.  However, in the context of a pandemic, the time to generation of protective immunity, the need 
for and timing of a second vaccination are matters of legitimate debate.  This manuscript explores 
the efficacy and timing of the second dose COVID-19 vaccines, including a reanalysis of data from the 
Pfizer mRNA BNT162b2 mRNA SARS-CoV-2 vaccine phase 3 study. 

Methods and findings 

A non-weighted three-segment, two knot linear regression was fitted to the published 
cumulative infection incidence from the Pfizer BNT162b2 vaccine Phase III trial using the 
lspine routine in R. The optimal knot days were estimated through sensitivity analysis and 
the confidence limits for efficacy estimates were determined by Monte Carlo Simulations.  
This analysis showed the vaccine was effective from day 11 post first vaccination.  The 
estimated efficacy over the period 11 to 28 days post first vaccination was 0.94 and there 
was no detectable increase in efficacy following the second vaccination.  The efficacy post 
first vaccination substantially preceded the development of detectable serum neutralizing 
antibody. 

Conclusions 

Strongly protective immunity develops rapidly following a single vaccination and at least in 
the short period covered by the timetable of the Phase III trial, there was no additional 
benefit from a second vaccination.  This increases options for use of this vaccine, e.g., for 
ring fence vaccination, for use in travelers and for mass vaccination rollout. It highlights the 
need for further research into duration of immunity following a single vaccination and for 
understanding mechanisms of protection. 
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Introduction 
The current COVID-19 pandemic has made the development and deployment of vaccine a high 
priority and the Research, Pharmaceutical, Regulatory and Medical communities have responded in 
developing and deploying vaccines in a remarkably short time. At the time of writing, several 
vaccines have been licensed for use, including two vaccines based on mRNA technology: Pfizer 
BNT162b2 vaccine[1] and the Modena mRNA-1273 SARS-CoV-2 vaccine[2] that are the subject of 
this paper. Thus far, the mRNA vaccines receiving authorization of the basis of Phase 3 studies 
require two vaccinations, either 3 or 4 weeks apart. 

Several vaccines are now deployed but in the face of still tragic deaths rates, there is major pressure 
for rapid deployment.  There remain serious practical issues with the rate at which the vaccines can 
be manufactured and people vaccinated.  To address this issue, one response has been to give as 
many people as possible a single vaccination and to delay the second vaccination.  This raises the 
question of the efficacy of a single immunization.  

As judged by protection against infection by SARS-CoV-2, measured by PCR positive nasal samples, in 
studies in Israel, Chodick et al estimated an efficacy of 51% comparing infection rates on days 13 to 
21 with rates from day 0 to 12[3] but noted that the infection rates in vaccinees deviating from 
about day 19 following vaccination from the infection rates in the same subjects immediately post-
vaccination.  In a subsequent re-analysis of these data, Hunter and Brainard[4] concluded that the 
single vaccination gives about 90% protection against infection by 21 days post first vaccination and 
then levelled off.  

As judged by protection against COVID-19 disease, the data showing the infection rates in vaccinees 
versus the control subjects are remarkable for both the Pfizer and Moderna vaccines: As expected 
for both vaccines, the infection rates in the vaccinees followed the infection rates in the controls for 
the first few days then showed an impressive decrease approximately two weeks after the first 
vaccination.  However, interestingly neither showed any obvious further decrease in the already low 
infection rates following the second vaccination following day 21 (Pfizer) or day 28 (Moderna).  
Specifically, there was no downward inflection in the slope of the graphs of percentage infected vs 
time at any time following the second vaccination.   

There is a second striking aspect of the data reported from both the Pfizer BNT162b2 vaccine and 
Modena mRNA-1273 SARS-CoV-2 vaccine: at the time of the second vaccination, at least half the 
subjects had serum neutralizing antibody titers that were undetectable or below the lower limit of 
quantification and the remainder, although positive, had relatively low titers.  Despite a large 
increase in serum neutralization titers following the second vaccination, there was no corresponding 
increase in apparent efficacy of the vaccine.  Since serum neutralization titers have been used as a 
guide for developing vaccines and for assessing the potential of vaccines to protect against new 
variants, this result is unexpected.  

In this note, the Pfizer Phase 3 data is re-examined, and we show that over the initial time period not 
only is there substantial protection from a single vaccination but there is no apparent additional 
protection from the second vaccination.  Since this protection also significantly precedes the 
development of neutralizing antibody in the serum, this observation also raises substantial questions 
about both the correlates and the mechanisms of protection in the period immediately following the 
first vaccination. 
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Methods 

Data 

The cumulative % of people infected as a function of time in the vaccinated and control groups were 
derived from Figure 3 of the BNT162b2 mRNA vaccine phase III trial report, for both vaccinated and 
placebo groups from day 1 to day 111 following the first vaccination [1].  Similarly, cumulative % 
were also derived from Figure 3 in the Modena mRNA-1273 SARS-CoV-2 vaccine trial report.  
However, in the Moderna study, the number of cases of COVID-19 in the control and vaccine groups 
were too low over the first few weeks to allow detailed analysis and the placebo group had a 
significant non-linear increase.  Therefore, they were not used for a detailed analysis but 
subsequently used for a comparison with the Pfizer results. 

Regression modelling 

A linear regression of cumulative percent infected in the placebo group as a function of time gave a 
good fit to the data (intercept -0.094 s.e. 0.014%; slope 0.0204 s.e. 0.00021 % per day; Adjusted R2 
0.988).  Therefore, we assume that the cumulative percentage of vaccinees infected would also be 
linear, with potentially different slopes for three distinct time periods: the initial period following 
first vaccination (with the same theoretical slope as the placebo group, i.e. the time period prior to 
the development of immunity); the period from when protective immunity was developed following 
the first vaccination to when further protective immunity was developed following the second 
vaccination; and the remaining period to the end of the surveillance. 

We fitted a three segment non-weighted linear regression to the cumulative % infected data using 
the lspline function in R[5] with two knots corresponding to the days at which the immunity was 
postulated to develop following the first and second immunizations, respectively.  We determined 
the most appropriate knot days by testing the fit of a range of models, as judged by the adjusted R2, 
where the first knot varied between day 5 to day 15 and the second knot varied between day 22 to 
day 32. The best fit was always with a first knot on day 11 but varying the second knot made little 
difference (Adjusted R2 varied from 0.9866 to 0.9867) so for subsequent analyses the first knot was 
set at day 11 and the second at day 28, the day that immune responses were measured following 
the second vaccination.[6] Code for the sensitivity analysis is listed in the Supplement. 

Vaccine efficacies for the period Day 11 to Day 28 and for Day 28 to Day 111 were calculated as  

E11-28  = (1-(Slope day 11 to day 28)/(slope day 0 to day 11)) and  

E28-111 = (1-(Slope day 28 to day 111)/(slope day 0 to day 11)), respectively. 

Where E11-28 is the efficacy in the vaccine group over day 11 to 28 and E28-111 is the efficacy over day 
28 to 111. 

As expected from a time series, an analysis of the regression and its residual showed substantial 
heteroskedasticity, autocorrelation between the observed cumulative distribution and non-normal 
distribution of residuals.  Therefore, estimates of confidence intervals for the estimated efficacies 
and power of the analysis were done by simulation.   

Confidence intervals for efficacy estimates were determined with a purpose written R routine using 
5000 Monte Carlo simulations of the data set, assuming 18560 subjects were present throughout 
the time-period (the number of people receiving two vaccinations and who were followed for a 
median of 2 months). For each of the 5000 simulations, a Poisson random number generator was 
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used to assign the number of cases each day, with mean derived from the value of the fitted three-
segment linear model. 

Power 

A power calculation was performed by Monte Carlo simulation to estimate the minimum difference 
in efficacy following the first vaccination (day 11 to day 28) compared to following the second 
vaccination (day 28 to day 111) that could be detected, given the trial size, infection rates and 
duration of each time period. For a hypothetical E11-28 ranging from 0.5 to 1.0 and an E28-111 of 0.94, 
we calculated the proportion of 5000 simulations where the 2.5% lower limit in the simulated range 
of E28-111 was greater than E11-28 . 

Codes for all procedures are listed in the Supplement. 

Results 
Pfizer BNT162b2 mRNA vaccine 

The optimal day for the first knot as judged by the adjusted R2 was always day 11 (Fig. 1), 
independent of the day of the second knot. Varying the second knot made little difference; for 
example, with a first knot on day 11, the Adjusted R2 varied between 0.9866 to 0.9867 when the 
second knot varied from day 21 to day 32.  Therefore knot 1 on day 11 and knot 2 on day 28 were 
used for subsequent analyses. Day 28 corresponds to the day on which post vaccine 2 immunological 
analysis was conducted.[1] 

 

Figure 1.  Adjusted R2 obtained by fitting a three-segment linear model to the observed cumulative % 
infected vaccinated subjects as a function of the day for the first knot (blue), assuming a 28-day second knot 
and for the second knot (orange) assuming an 11 -day first knot. 

The fit to the observed Phase III trial data was obtained with day 11 as the first knot and day 28 as 
the second knot is shown in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Observed cumulative % of vaccinees infected (data from the Pfizer et al paper[1], Figure 3) is 
shown in red with the fitted three linear segment model shown in blue.  Black arrows indicate the 
vaccination days.  The blue arrow (day 28) is the joint between the second and third fitted linear segments 
and is the day where an inflection would indicate an increase in protection following the second vaccination. 

 

The slopes of the three segments of the linear model for the percentage of the vaccine group 
infected vs time, as well as the estimated slope for the initial 11 days of the placebo group, are 
shown in the first column of Table 1.  The second column of Table 1 shows the corresponding 
estimates of efficacy, with confidence intervals determined by Monte Carlo simulations of the data 
set.  Intercepts from regression analysis for both placebo day 1-11 and vaccine day 1 to 11 were not 
significantly different to zero.  

Table 1. Estimates and standard errors for the linear fits of the % infection vs day post first 
vaccination for placebo group and vaccine groups. 

Vaccine & Time Slope* (95% CI)† Efficacy (95% CI)† 
Placebo D1 to D11 0.0195  
Vaccine D1 to D11 0.0191 (0.0137 to 0.0271)  
Vaccine D11 to D28 0.0000940 (-0.00054 to 0.0028) 0.951 (0.843 to 1.026) 
Vaccine D28 to D111 0.0001022 (0.00056 to 0.0017) 0.946 (0.904 to 0.974) 
*estimated by linear regression on the reported data 
†estimated by simulation analysis 

 

The estimated efficacy from the simulation analysis from day 11 to day 28 and after day 28 are not 
significantly different to the published efficacy (0.948) from day 29 to day 111.  The mean ratio of 
E11-28 to E28 -111 was 1.005 (95% CI 0.898 to 1.098). 

For E11-28 ranging from a hypothetical 0.5 to 1, the percentage of 5000 simulations where E11-28 was 
less than the 2.5% lower limit of the simulated range for the efficacy from the day 28 to day 111 
simulations is shown in Figure 3.  If E28-111 is 0.94, there is an 80% power of observing E11-28 < E28-111 if 
the hypothetical E11-28 was <0.86, or a 95% power if the hypothetical E11-28 was < 0.8  

 

 . CC-BY-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 preprintthis version posted March 1, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.23.21252315doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.23.21252315
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


 

Figure 3.  Power to detect a difference in efficacy before or after the second vaccination. Graph shows the 
proportion of simulations using a range of hypothetical E11-28 from 0.5 to 1 that gave a calculated efficacy of 
E11-28 that were below the 2.5% lower limit of the range of simulations from a hypothetical E28-111 of 0.94 

Modena mRNA-1273 SARS-CoV-2 vaccine 

The second vaccination for the Moderna vaccine was on day 28, so the assumed knot day for change 
in efficacy after the second vaccine was day 35 (i.e., 28 + 7 days). There were insufficient cases in the 
period from first vaccination to day 11 to calculate efficacy using the spline fit methods and a 
significant curvature in the % placebo group infected with time also complicated a regression 
analysis. Therefore, the E11-35 and E35-118 were calculated using the number of cases in the vaccine 
groups compared to the placebo groups over these time periods.  Note that these time periods differ 
from the time periods used in the Moderna trial analysis.  The calculated E11-35 and E35-118 were 0.87 
(95% CI 0.56 to 0.96) and 0.94 (95% CI 0.89 to 0.97), respectively.  These are not significantly 
different. 

Discussion 
These results are surprising:  the Pfizer BNT162b2 mRNA vaccine appears to achieve full efficacy 
approximately 11 days following a single vaccination with no observable increase in efficacy 
following the second vaccination. The efficacy estimates calculated using the infection rates in the 
vaccinees from day 11 to day 28 and day 28 to day 111, compared to the infection rates in the 
vaccinees from day 1 to day 11, are indistinguishable at 0.95. The calculated efficacy rates are similar 
to the efficacy calculated in the Phase III trial by comparing infection rates in vaccine and placebo 
groups from day 28 on.  

The power simulation suggest that these estimates are robust.  Had the E11-28 efficacy been 
substantially lower, it would have been detected (80% power of detecting an efficacy lower than 
0.86 at p=0.025, and a 95% power of detecting an efficacy of less than 0.80).   

Although the power to detect a difference is much lower, the results with the Moderna mRNA-1273 
SARS-CoV-2 vaccine are consistent with the results from the Pfizer vaccine: no significant difference 
in the measured efficacy from 11 to 35 days after the first vaccine and from 7 days after the second 
vaccination (i.e., day 35) (Efficacy 0.87 vs 0.94, respectively).  
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Not only is the lack of observed difference in the efficacy rate after the first and second vaccine 
unexpected, but they also raise major questions about the underlying mechanism of protection 
elicited by these vaccines.  For the Pfizer BNT162b2 mRNA vaccine Phase 1 study, the amount of IgG 
binding to the S1 domain and the neutralization titers were measured in volunteers at 21 days and 
28 days.  There was approximately a 10-fold increase in the GMT for antibody binding between day 
21 and day 28[7].   

Considerable emphasis has been put on the levels of neutralizing antibody in the serum of 
vaccinated animals and humans for predicting efficacy of a vaccine[8] and ability to protect against 
new variants[9].   In the case of both the Pfizer and Moderna vaccines, the levels of neutralizing 
antibody were low prior to the second vaccination.  In the results from the Phase I study, only four of 
the twelve 18-55 year-old subjects vaccinated with 30 µg Pfizer vaccine (i.e., the dose use in the 
efficacy studies) had measurable neutralizing antibody titers in serum [7].  The large increase in 
neutralizing titer from a geometric mean of 14 to 361 seven days following the second vaccination 
does not appear to be accompanied by an increase in efficacy.  Similarly, in the Phase 1 study of the 
Moderna vaccine, only eight of the 15 subjects receiving the 100 µg dose has measurable serum 
neutralizing antibody on the day of the second vaccination with a geometric mean titer of 18 raising 
to 256 seven days following the second vaccination[6, 9]. Although the observed efficacy against 
nasal carriage was slower to develop in the Israeli study than the efficacy against disease, the 
protection against carriage also precedes the full development of serum antibody capable of binding 
to the spike or neutralizing virus. 

These results are cause for optimism.  Efficacy against disease with the mRNA starts at about 11 
days. This opens up possibilities where rapid short-term protection that could be used for “ring 
fencing” vaccination following an outbreak or cluster.  Also, it could be given to travelers in the 
fortnight prior to their planned trip.  Given there was no demonstrated immediate improvement in 
giving a second vaccination after 3 or 4 weeks it also raises the potential to provide a single dose (at 
least in the short term when supplies are limited) and provide health services with more flexibility in 
administering vaccines and in the timing of a second dose if found to be warranted.   

These results raise important research questions that require urgent exploration: 

• How long does protection last after a single vaccination with the mRNA vaccines?  Given the 
decreasing incidence of COVID-19 in many countries[10] and the roll-out of licensed 
vaccines, the ethics of doing a vaccine trial to compare single versus two doses and a 
planned trial would be complicated.  However, there will inevitably be people vaccinated 
with the Pfizer or Moderna vaccine that fail to get a second vaccination at the scheduled 
time. Monitoring the infection rates in these people must be a high priority. 

• What are the mechanisms of protection against disease and against carriage[3] following a 
single vaccination with mRNA vaccines?  Several types of immune responses in vaccinees 
have not been reported that may play a role in protection following vaccination or natural 
infection.  For example, mRNA vaccines can be potent inducers of innate immunity [11, 12]. 
SARS-CoV-2 specific secreted dIgA, has been proposed as important following natural 
infection[13]. Antibody effector functions may also contribute to protection[14, 15]. A better 
understanding of potential multifactorial protection mechanisms other than serum antibody 
binding or serum neutralizing antibody may be important for optimizing vaccine schedules, 
assessing the potential impact of new antigenic variants and developing new generation 
anti-COVID-19 vaccines. 
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Supplementary Information 

R routines for  

• knot day sensitivity:  mRNA_Knot_Sensitivity.R 
• Calculating efficacy and confidence intervals by simulation: mRNA_Efficacy_CI.R 
• power by simulation: mRNA_Efficacy_Power.R 

 

Cumulative % infection in vaccine group from Fig. 3, Phase III trial data: PfizerC.txt 
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