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Abstract25

Serosurveys are an important tool to estimate the true extent of the current SARS-CoV-2 pandemic. So26

far, most serosurvey data have been analysed with cut-off based methods, which dichotomize individual27

measurements into sero-positives or negatives based on a predefined cutoff. However, mixture model28

methods can gain additional information from the same serosurvey data. Such methods refrain from29

dichotomizing individual values and instead use the full distribution of the serological measurements30

from pre-pandemic and COVID-19 controls to estimate the cumulative incidence. This study presents an31

application of mixture model methods to SARS-CoV-2 serosurvey data from the SEROCoV-POP study32

from April and May 2020 (2766 individuals). Besides estimating the total cumulative incidence in these33

data (8.1% (95% CI: 6.8% - 9.8%)), we applied extended mixture model methods to estimate an indirect34

indicator of disease severity, which is the fraction of cases with a distribution of antibody levels similar to35

hospitalised COVID-19 patients. This fraction is 51.2% (95% CI: 15.2% - 79.5%) across the full serosurvey,36

but differs between three age classes: 21.4% (95% CI: 0% - 59.6%) for individuals between 5 and 40 years37

old, 60.2% (95% CI: 21.5% - 100%) for individuals between 41 and 65 years old and 100% (95% CI: 20.1% -38

100%) for individuals between 66 and 90 years old. Additionally, we find a mismatch between the inferred39

negative distribution of the serosurvey and the validation data of pre-pandemic controls. Overall, this40

study illustrates that mixture model methods can provide additional insights from serosurvey data.41
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Introduction42

Serological surveys (serosurveys) are an important tool to estimate the cumulative incidence of SARS-CoV-243

infections in various geographic locations or risk groups during the current pandemic [1]. Based on the44

estimated cumulative incidence, one can even calculate several related parameters such as: the ascertainment45

rate, i.e. the fraction of cases detected, the relative risk of infection for sub-groups [2], the infection fatality46

rate [3].In 2020, many serosurveys have been conducted in a wide variety of geographic locations [4]. The47

vast majority of these serosurvey studies have been analysed with cutoff-based methods, meaning that each48

individual serological measurement has been dichotomized into sero-negative or positive based on a predefined49

cutoff value. This cutoff value has been defined based on a receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve50

constructed from samples from pre-pandemic controls and known SARS-CoV-2 infections.51

52

The cutoff-based method for analysing serosurveys has two main challenges. Firstly, the cutoff depends on53

validation data from known SARS-CoV-2 infections, which are often not representative of the full spectrum of54

possible infections. Instead, cases used for the validation data are, especially at the beginning of an epidemic,55

biased towards severe infections and early convalescent periods [5]. However, it is known that disease severity56

influences the antibody level after infection [6] and that antibody levels wane over time [7]. This can lead57

to overly confident estimates of the sensitivity and specificity of the serological test and therefore bias the58

estimated cumulative incidence. Secondly, the amount of information obtained from the serosurvey is reduced59

by dichotomizing the continuous measurements. As a result, the cutoff-based method does not allow to differ-60

entiate between several types of SARS-CoV-2 infections (for instance mild and severe infections), nor to detect61

or correct for a possible mismatch between the cases included in the validation data and those in the serosurvey.62

63

Both of the posed challenges can be circumvented by using mixture model methods. Instead of dichotomizing64

the individual serological observations, mixture model methods estimate the cumulative incidence directly65

based on the full distribution of serological measurements for the pre-pandemic controls and known SARS-66

CoV-2 infections [8]. As a result, this inference framework can also be used to determine whether the cases67

included as positive COVID-19 controls are a good representation of the cases in the serosurvey data or68

whether cases with a distinct distribution of serological measurements (such as measurements from individuals69

with an asymptomatic or mild infection) are missing in the validation data. Moreover, mixture model methods70

allow to use multiple distinct distributions of cases separately in the analysis. Even though mixture models71

have been successfully applied to serosurvey data for several pathogens [9]–[12], they are rarely used to analyse72

serosurvey data from SARS-CoV-2 studies [13].73

74

In this study, we apply mixture model methods to serosurvey data from the SEROCoV-POP study that was75

performed in Geneva in April and May of 2020 [2]. In addition to corroborating previous estimates of the76

cumulative incidence for these data (4.6 % in first week (95% CI: 2.4%-8.0%) to 10.9 % in the fifth week (95%77

CI: 8.2%-13.9%)) – we estimated a cumulative incidence of 8.1% (95% CI: 6.8% - 9.8%) over the whole period78

of sampling –, our aim is to show how mixture model methods can be used to extract more information from79

serosurveys. We use an extended mixture model that takes into consideration the distribution of antibody80

levels of both hospitalized COVID-19 patients and outpatients. This results in an estimate of what we call the81

indirect indicator of severity, which is defined as the fraction of individuals in the serosurvey that display a82

distribution of antibody levels similar to that of the hospitalized patients in the control data. This fraction is83

not a direct estimate of the fraction of cases in the serosurvey that were treated in a hospital, as the validation84

data does not contain positive control data from asymptomatic and mild cases. Therefore, we rather refer to85

this quantity as the indirect indicator of disease severity.86

Methods87

Data88

We used the pre-pandemic and COVID-19 control data from Meyer et al [14]. These data contain the age of89

the individual, the measured IgG OD ratio of the Euroimmun SARS-CoV-2 serological assay and severity of90

the SARS-CoV-2 infection. We also used data from the SEROCoV-POP study from April and May 202091
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from Stringhini et al [2]. Besides the age of the individual and the measured IgG OD ratio of the Euroimmun92

SARS-CoV-2 serological assay this data also reports the sex of each individual, the household structure93

between the individuals and the date of the measurement. The Euroimmun SARS-CoV-2 serological assay94

measures the IgG and IgA antibodies against the S1-domain of the spike protein of SARS-CoV-2 [14]. The IgG95

ratio is the result of the immunoreactivity of the sample measured at an optical density of 450 nm (OD450)96

divided by the OD450 of the calibrator [14], [15].97

Mixture model methods98

We have assembled all observations of the SEROCoV-POP study from April and May and apply the mixture99

model described by Bouman et al. [8]. The basic mixture model maximizes the likelihood equation 1. Here,100

U is the vector of observed IgG OD ratios in the serosurvey data, σ is a binary vector of length n with101

their underlying true serological status (1 for past infection and 0 for no past infection). The probabilities102

p(Ui|σi = 0) and p(Ui|σi = 1) capture the empirical distributions of IgG OD ratios for the pre-pandemic and103

COVID-19 control measurements, and π is the cumulative incidence.104

ll(U) =
i=n∑
i=1

log

(
p(σi = 1|π) p(Ui|σi = 1) + p(σi = 0|π) p(Ui|σi = 0)

)
(1)

The likelihood is extended for the model where the outpatient and hospitalized cases are estimated separately,105

see equation 2. Here, πout is the cumulative incidence of outpatient cases and πhosp the cumulative incidence106

of hospitalized cases, σi can be 0 (no past infection), 1 (past outpatient infection) or 2 (past hospitalized107

infection).108

ll(U) =
i=n∑
i=1

log

(
p(σi = 1|πout) p(Ui|σi = 1)+

p(σi = 2|πhosp) p(Ui|σi = 2) + p(σi = 0|πout, πhosp) p(Ui|σi = 0)

)
(2)

The 95% confidence intervals are estimated by bootstrapping the control distributions as well as the observa-109

tions from the serosurvey. The various mixture models are compared with a likelihood ratio test.110

111

We applied the extended model described above to the serosurvey data segregated into three age cate-112

gories: 5-40 years, 41-65 years and 66-90 years. Even though the ages of the outpatient and hospitalized case113

distributions are significantly different, we used the whole distribution of both distributions for these analyses.114

Testing for a mismatch between serosurvey and validation data To test if there is a mismatch115

between the observed serosurvey data and the validation data, we extend Equation 2 with an additional116

class (see equation 3). Thus, σ can now take one of four categorical values where the new one represents an117

additional, yet unknown, category of cases. The distribution of this additional category (p(Ui|σi = 3)) is118

modelled to be a normal distribution, where the mean and standard deviation are under optimization.119

ll(U) =
i=n∑
i=1

log

(
p(σi = 1|πout) p(Ui|σi = 1) + p(σi = 2|πhosp) p(Ui|σi = 2)+

p(σi = 3|πadd) p(Ui|σi = 3) + p(σi = 0|πout, πhosp, πadd) p(Ui|σi = 0)

)
(3)

This model is then compared to the model of Equation 2 to test if the additional distribution has significantly120

improved the likelihood of observing the serosurvey data.121

122
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We have also used an adjusted version of the method described above, where we summarized all obser-123

vations below 0.34 into a point mass for the empirical distribution. The value of 0.34 is two standard124

deviations larger than the mean of the inferred mismatch in the distribution of pre-pandemic controls, to125

make sure that this mismatch is not included in the new distributions. The model is then performed with126

these distributions instead of the original empirical distributions of the negative and positive controls.127

Results128

Distributions of IgG OD Ratios significantly differ for hospitalized and outpatient129

SARS-CoV-2 positive controls130

Meyer et al. (2020) validated the diagnostic accuracy of the Euroimmun SARS-CoV-2 IgG and IgA immunoas-131

say for SARS-CoV-2 infection [14]. For this validation, they used a pre-pandemic negative control group132

(Negative controls, 326 individuals) and two clinically distinguishable positive control groups: individuals133

who were hospitalized in the University Hospitals of Geneva (COVID-19 hospitalized, 91 individuals), and134

individuals who were treated in outpatient clinics (COVID-19 outpatients, 90 individuals). All positive controls135

tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 by PCR. The observed IgG OD ratios of the Euroimmun SARS-CoV-2136

immunoassay are shown in Figure 1 for the negative controls and both groups of positive controls. The137

distribution of the IgG OD ratios for the hospitalized positive controls is significantly different from the138

outpatient positive controls (two-sample Wilcoxon test, p-value = 1.122e-05).139
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Figure 1: Histograms of IgG OD ratios of the Euroimmun SARS-CoV-2 IgG from the SEROCoV-POP
study from April to May [2] and the validation data from Meyer et al [14]. Solid lines indicate the empirical
distributions. The purple solid line shows the inferred additional distribution that is an indication of the
mismatch between the pre-pandemic controls and the serosurvey data.
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Model that separately estimates the cumulative incidence for hospitalized and140

outpatient control data is significantly better than model based on one type of141

controls only142

The significant difference between the distributions of the IgG OD ratios for the hospitalized and the outpatient143

controls allows the mixture model method to simultaneously estimate the cumulative incidence of both types144

of cases in the data from the SEROCoV-POP study from April and May 2020 (see Equation 2). We find a145

cumulative incidence of 4.0% (95% CI: 0.8% - 7.4%)) for cases with a distribution of antibody levels similar to146

hospitalized controls and 4.2% (95% CI: 1.4% - 7.4%)) for cases with a distribution of antibody levels similar147

to outpatient controls. As a result, the fraction of cases in the serosurvey that can be explained with the148

distribution of the IgG OD ratios from the hospitalized controls, which we refer to as the indirect indicator of149

disease severity, is 51.2% (95% CI: 9.9%− 83.7%). The large 95% CI of this indicator of disease severity is150

caused by the overlap in the two positive control distributions.151

152

153

To investigate if the model improves by including a separate estimate for both types of positive controls, we154

compared the likelihood of the estimates above to the likelihood from a model that is based on either the155

hospitalized or outpatient control data only (see Equation 1 and Table 1). The p-values in Table 1 indicate156

that the model is indeed significantly improved by estimating two cumulative incidences separately. Table 1157

also shows that the point estimate of the total cumulative incidence estimate is higher if the mixture model is158

based on the outpatient controls only and lower if it is based on the hospitalized controls only, compared to159

the model that uses both distributions. This is expected, as the distribution obtained from the COVID-19160

hospitalized controls is more distinguishable from the pre-pandemic controls than the COVID-19 outpatient161

controls.162

Type of positive control data Cumulative incidence
estimate

p-value compared with separate
outpatient and hospitalized data

Outpatient data only 8.4% (6.9% - 10.1%) 4.1e-08

Hospitalized data only 7.7% (6.3% - 9.6%) 5.0e-07

Outpatient and hospitalized data
treated as separate distributions

8.1% (6.8% - 9.9%) –

Table 1: Overview of cumulative incidence estimates based on various positive control data. The p-values are
the result of a likelihood ratio test.

Indirect indicator of disease severity differs between age groups163

It is known that there is a correlation between the age of an infected individual and the severity of a SARS-164

CoV-2 infection [16]. To validate our methodology, we estimated the indirect indicator of disease severity for165

three age-classes: 5 to 40 years, 41 to 65 years and 66 to 90 years. These estimates, together with the total166

cumulative incidence estimates for the age-classes, are shown in Table 2. Indeed, the indirect indicator of167

disease severity is highest for the oldest age class: we estimated that 100 % of the cases in the serosurvey can168

be explained by the distribution of the hospitalized COVID-19 controls, for the middle and young class this169

is 60.2 % and 21.4 % respectively (see Figure 2). Figure 3 shows that the maximal observed IgG ratio as170

well as the median of all values above the cutoff provided by the manufacturer (red dots) increase with age.171

However, the overall median of the distribution does not increase with age (black dots). This illustrates that172

the observed increase in the indirect indicator of disease severity is driven by the upper part of the IgG ratio173

distributions. The model that separately considers the age classes is significantly better than the model without174

these age classes after correcting for the increased amount of parameters (likelihood-ratio test, p-value = 0.009).175

176
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Figure 2: The indirect indicator of disease severity per age class, including the 95% confidence intervals.

Men, compared to women, are more likely to suffer from a severe SARS-CoV-2 infection [17]. Again,177

this can also be found by applying the mixture model method to the serosurvey data (see table 2). The178

point estimate of the indirect indicator of disease severity is higher for males compared to females, although179

this difference is not significant. The p-value of a likelihood-ratio test for the model that separates female180

and male participants with the original model is 0.046. The age distribution of the males and females are181

comparable in the serosurvey (two-sample Wilcoxon test, p-value = 0.18).182

Sub-population Number of ob-
servations

Total cumulative inci-
dence

indirect indicator of dis-
ease severity

age-range [5-40] 1077 10.1% (7.8% - 12.7%) 21.4% (0%-59.6%)

age-range [41-65] 1355 7.6% (5.8% - 9.6%) 60.2% (21.5% - 100%)

age-range [66-90] 334 4.1% (0% - 6.9%) 100% (20.1% - 100%)

Females 1454 7.1% (5.3% - 9.0%) 45.3% (4.1% - 91.9%)

Males 1312 9.3% (7.3% - 11.6%) 50.8% (16.7% - 90.7%)

Table 2: Cumulative incidence and indicator of disease severity for three age-classes.

Mismatch between pre-pandemic controls and individuals without previous SARS-183

CoV-2 infection in the serosurvey184

The mixture model can also be used to test if the validation data is a good representation of the observations185

in the serosurvey, or, in other words, whether the observed serosurvey data can be constructed by combining186

the pre-pandemic and COVID-19 control distributions from the validation data. In the SEROCoV-POP187

serosurvey, we infer a mismatch between the validation and the serosurvey data (p-value likelihood ratio test =188

8e− 105). We find a missing distribution of measurements on the lower end of the range of the antibody levels,189

overlaying part of the distribution of the pre-pandemic control samples (see Figure 1). This indicates that the190

6
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Figure 3: Violin plots of the distributions from the validation data (pre-pandemic controls, COVID-19
outpatient cases and COVID-19 hospitalized cases) and age-stratified serosurvey data. The black dots
indicate the median of the full distribution and the red dots the median of all values larger than the cutoff of
seropositivity provided by the manufacturer (1.1).

mismatch exists between the measurements from the pre-pandemic control samples and the individuals from191

the serosurvey study who likely did not have a past SARS-CoV-2 infection. The total cumulative incidence of192

SARS-CoV-2 infections for the model that includes this missing case distribution is 9.3% (95% CI: 6.7% -193

10.6 %) and thus higher than without this distribution. The point estimate of the indirect indicator of disease194

severity is 37.4% (95% CI: 23.0% - 86.0 %) in this model.195

No evidence for a missing positive control distribution with lower mean196

The mismatch we identified between the control data and the serosurvey data appeared in the lower range197

of the IgG OD ratio. Hence, we assembled all values below 0.34 into a single point mass to eliminate this198

mismatch and test for an additional mismatch on the higher end of the observed IgG OD ratios. However, we199

did not find any evidence for such an additional mismatch. This suggests that the individuals with high IgG200

OD ratios in the serosurvey are well represented by the positive control data.201

Discussion202

In this study, we present an application of mixture model methods to SARS-CoV-2 serosurvey data. Serosurvey203

data are currently used to determine the proportion of seropositivity and to estimate the cumulative incidence204

and the relative risk of seropositivity in various sub-groups. This is usually done by introducing a cutoff for205

seropositivity.206

207

We show that mixture models that use the entire distribution of the antibody levels rather than a cut-208

off for seropositivity, provide additional insights into aspects of an epidemic that are usually not addressed209

in serosurveys. Specifically, we have used mixture models to infer the cumulative incidence from distinct210

serological distributions, in this case those from hospitalized and outpatient COVID-19 positive controls. We211

found that the indirect indicator of disease severity (the fraction of individuals with antibody distributions212

similar to hospitalized cases) increases with age mirroring evindence from clinical studies. Additionally,213

mixture model methods can be used to test for a mismatch between the pre-pandemic and COVID-19 control214

7

 . CC-BY-NC 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 19, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.19.21260410doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.19.21260410
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


data and the serosurvey data, which could indicate that the cases observed in the population are not well215

represented by those included in the control data. While we provide evidence for such discrepancies, they216

are not indicative of a large fraction of cases with intermediate antibody levels that would be expected for217

asymptomatically infected individuals.218

219

Although the mixture model approach naturally allows to implement declining antibody levels and sero-220

reversion [18], we have not corrected our estimate of the cumulative incidence for the possible effect of221

sero-reversion. The reason for this is that the serosurvey was conducted within 4 months of the start of the222

pandemic. Current estimates of anti-body half lives IgG RBD are around 50–106 days [19]. Therefore we223

expect the effect of sero-reversion to be negligible. Furthermore, we did not correct the estimate of cumulative224

incidence for age nor household structure because our study was aiming to provide a proof of concept rather225

than additional estimates for the sero-prevalence in Geneva. As a result, the estimates presented here are only226

representative for the study population and not for the general population of Geneva. Estimates for the cumu-227

lative incidence of the general population of Geneva from these data can be found in Stringhini et al. (2020) [2].228

229

The presented estimates of the indirect indicator of disease severity have wide confidence intervals. This230

is caused by the fact that while the distributions of the antibody levels for COVID-19 hospitalized and231

outpatient cases are significantly different, there is quite a lot of overlap (see figure S1). This could potentially232

be improved if more detailed positive control data would be available to guide the construction of more233

distinguishable distributions of IgG OD ratios based on characteristics of the infections or infected individuals.234

Despite the large confidence intervals, we found that the indirect indicator of disease severity increases with age,235

corroborating previous reports [16]. Similarly, the point estimate of the indirect indicator of disease severity is236

higher for males compared to females, consistent with reported sex differences in ICU admission and death [17].237

238

Furthermore, we have tested for a mismatch between the data used for the validation of the serologi-239

cal test and those of the serosurvey. We hypothesized to find such a mismatch because the validation data240

is solely derived from relatively severe cases whereas the majority of the cases in the serosurvey data are241

expected to have been mild. Mild infections have been shown to result in lower antibody responses compared242

to severe infections [15], [20], Not including the distribution of antibody levels in mild cases can lead to more243

false negatives and thus to an underestimation of the cumulative incidence [8]. We could indeed establish a244

mismatch between the validation and serosurvey data.245

246

Interestingly, however, the mismatch we identify is not characterized by an intermediate level of anti-247

bodies in between the level of the pre-pandemic sera and the outpatients as we would expect for a missing248

distribution of mild or asymptotic cases. Opposite to our expectation we found that the serosurvey data249

display a narrower distribution at the lower end of the antibody levels than the pre-pandemic, negative controls250

— as if there were asymptotic or mild SARS-CoV-2 infections among the pre-pandemic controls. A more251

detailed characterization of the individuals from whom the pre-pandemic control sera were sampled, as well as252

the determination of antibody levels in asymptomatic and mild cases could shed further light on this mismatch253

and thus further improve the estimation of the cumulative incidence. An additional improvement could be254

obtained when a quantitative immuno-assay would be used, instead of the semi-quantitative Euroimmun that255

was available at the beginning of the pandemic.256
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Figure S1: ROC-curve of the validation data for both the COVID-19 outpatient controls (black) and COVID-19
hospitalized controls (grey).
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