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Abstract 
Background 
Our understanding of the global scale of SARS-CoV-2 infection remains incomplete: routine surveillance 
data underestimates infection, cannot infer on population immunity, there is a predominance of 
asymptomatic infections, and uneven access to diagnostics. We meta-analyzed standardized SARS-CoV-2 
seroprevalence studies after two years in the pandemic to estimate the extent of population infection and 
remaining susceptibility.  
 
Objectives/Methods 
We conducted a systematic review and meta-analysis, searching MEDLINE, Embase, Web of Science, 
preprints, and grey literature for SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence published between 2020-01-01 and 2021-
12-30. Eligible studies - those aligned with the WHO UNITY protocol - were extracted and critically 
appraised in duplicate. We meta-analyzed seroprevalence by country and month, pooling to estimate 
regional and global seroprevalence over time; compared seroprevalence from infection to confirmed cases 
to estimate under-ascertainment; meta-analyzed differences in seroprevalence between demographic 
subgroups; and identified national factors associated with seroprevalence using meta-regression. 
PROSPERO: CRD42020183634. 
 
Results 
We identified 431 full texts reporting 803 distinct seroprevalence studies (43% LMIC), including 398 
low/moderate risk of bias studies with national/sub-national scope in further analysis. By July 2021, 
global SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence was 45.2%, 95% CI [40.7-49.8%]. Seroprevalence rose steeply in the 
first half of 2021 due to infection in some regions (e.g., 29.9% to 70.1% in Africa) and vaccination and 
infection in others (e.g., 5.6% to 94.9% in the Americas high-income countries), but remained low in 
others (e.g., 2.5% in the Western Pacific). In 2021 Q2, median seroprevalence to cumulative incidence 
ratios were 2.9:1 in HICs and 45.3:1 in LMICs. Children 0-9 years and adults 60+ were at lower risk of 
seropositivity than adults 20-29. In a multivariate model using pre-vaccination data, stringent public 
health and social measures were associated with lower seroprevalence. 
 
Conclusions 
Global seroprevalence has risen considerably over time and with regional variation, however much of the 
global population remains susceptible to SARS-CoV-2 infection. Our estimates of infections based on 
seroprevalence far exceed reported COVID-19 cases. Quality and standardized seroprevalence studies are 
essential to inform COVID-19 response, particularly in resource-limited regions.  
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Introduction  

The COVID-19 pandemic, caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus, continues to severely impact population 
health and health care systems. The 394 million cases and 5.7 million deaths reported as of 7 February 
2022(1) underestimate the global burden of this pandemic, particularly in low- and middle-income 
countries (LMICs) with limited capacity for contact tracing, diagnostic testing, and surveillance 
capacity.(2) 

Seroprevalence studies estimate the prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 antibodies. These studies are crucial to 
understand the true extent of infection overall, by demographic group, and by geographic area, as well as 
to estimate case underascertainment. As anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies are highly predictive of immune 
protection,(3,4) seroprevalence studies are also indicative of population levels of protection, and therefore 
important to inform scenario modeling, public health planning, and national policies in response to the 
pandemic.   

During 2021, many regions have experienced third and fourth waves of SARS-CoV-2 infection(1); 
concurrently, some countries have vaccinated most residents, while others remain unable to  achieve high 
vaccine coverage due to challenges with supply and uptake.(5) A new wave of well conducted 
seroprevalence studies, including many in LMICs, provides robust estimates of seroprevalence in late 
2020 and into  2021.(6–8) Synthesizing these studies is crucial to understand the shifting global dynamics 
and true extent of SARS-CoV-2 infection, humoral immunity, and population susceptibility. While 
previous global systematic reviews of seroprevalence have been conducted,(9–12) these have included 
only studies that sampled participants in 2020 and pooled seroprevalence across all time points. These 
meta-analyses also highlight the importance of improved standardization and study quality to enable more 
robust analysis.(9–11)  

Estimates of seroprevalence can be difficult to compare systematically across different settings due to 
variations in design aspects including sampled populations, testing and analytical methods, timing in relation 
to waves of infection, and study quality and reporting. The World Health Organization’s UNITY Initiative aims 
to help produce harmonized and representative seroprevalence study results in accordance with global equity 
principles.(2) The UNITY population-based, age-stratified seroepidemiological investigation protocol (the 
SEROPREV protocol) (2)  provides a standard study design and laboratory approach to general population 
seroprevalence studies. WHO UNITY and its partners have supported the implementation of SEROPREV by 
providing financial and technical resources, including a well-performing serologic assay. SEROPREV has been 
implemented in 74 countries globally and in  51 LMICs as of September 2021.(2) Synthesizing results aligned with 
the standard SEROPREV protocol improves study comparability, enabling further analysis of these comparable 
studies to answer key questions about the progress of the pandemic globally.  
 
This systematic review and meta-analysis synthesized seroprevalence studies worldwide aligned with the  
WHO SEROPREV protocol, regardless of whether the study received support from WHO. Our objectives 
were to: (i) estimate changes in global and regional seroprevalence over time by WHO region and country 
income level; (ii) assess the level of undetected infection, by global and regional case ascertainment over 
time by calculating the ratio of seroprevalence to cumulative incidence of confirmed cases; and (iii) 
identify factors associated with seropositivity including demographic differences by 10-year age band and 
sex through meta-analysis, and study design and country-level differences through meta-regression.  
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Methods 

Search strategy and study selection 
 
We conducted a systematic review of seroprevalence studies (hereafter “studies”) published from 1 
January 2020 to 29 October 2021. We designed a search strategy in MEDLINE, Embase, Web of Science, 
and Europe PMC using key terms such as SARS-COV-2, COVID-19, seroprevalence, and serology; We 
included published research articles, preprints, institutional reports, grey literature, and media reports (full 
strategy in Supplementary file S.3.1). We also contacted WHO UNITY study collaborators that had not 
yet made results available to the general public prior to our inclusion dates, to upload their aggregated, 
standardized results to the Zenodo research data repository(13). This systematic review and meta-analysis 
is registered with PROSPERO (CRD42020183634),(14) reported according to the MOOSE Checklist(15) 
(Supplementary file S1), and search and extraction conducted per the SeroTracker protocol.(16) 
 
Studies were screened, data extracted, and critically appraised by two independent researchers. Conflicts 
were resolved by consensus. Inclusion and exclusion criteria were designed to align with the SEROPREV 
protocol (Supplementary File S2.2 and S2.3). We included cross-sectional or longitudinal cohort studies 
with the objective of estimating SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence in the general population (see S.2.1 for list 
of included sampling frames). Both random or non-random (i.e., convenience, sequential, quota) sampling 
methods were included. Studies had to use serological assays with at least 90% sensitivity and 97% 
specificity as reported by the manufacturer or study authors (Supplementary file S2.1), unless conducted 
in vulnerable countries as defined in the Global Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP).(17) Multi-assay 
testing algorithms were included if the combined sensitivity and specificity met these performance 
thresholds.(18) We excluded studies sampling specific closed populations (such as prisons, care homes, or 
other single-institution populations), recruiting participants without a clear sampling frame approximating 
the target population or testing strategy, and studies that excluded people previously diagnosed with or 
vaccinated against COVID-19 after initial sampling.  
 

Data extraction, synthesis, and analysis 
From each study, we extracted seroprevalence estimates for the overall sample, and stratified by age, sex, 
vaccination status, and timing of specimen collection. We extracted information on study population, 
laboratory assay used, any corrections made in estimating seroprevalence (e.g., for population or assay 
performance), seroprevalence, and denominator. Standardized results uploaded to Zenodo by UNITY 
study collaborators additionally included information on the proportion of asymptomatic seropositive 
individuals.  
 
We critically appraised all studies using a modified version of the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) checklist 
for prevalence studies.(19) To assess risk of bias, a decision rule assigned a rating of low, moderate, or 
high risk of bias based on the specific combination of JBI checklist ratings for that study.(20) This 
decision rule was developed based on guidance on estimating disease prevalence (21,22) and was 
validated against overall risk of bias assessments derived manually by two independent reviewers for 
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previously collected seroprevalence studies in the SeroTracker database, showing good agreement with 
manual review (intraclass correlation 0.77, 95% CI 0.74-0.80; n = 2070 studies).(20) 
 
We classified seroprevalence studies by geographical scope (local, sub-national, or national), sample 
frame, sampling method, and type of serological assay (Supplement S2.1, Table 5). Where multiple 
summary estimates were available per study, we prioritized estimates based on estimate adjustment, 
antibody isotypes measured, test type used, and antibody targets measured (full details: Supplement S3.1). 
We included multiple estimates per study when broken down by time frame in our analysis over time.  
 
Countries were classified according to WHO region,(23) vulnerability via HRP status,(17) and World 
Bank income level. We stratified the European Region (EUR) and Region of the Americas (AMR) by 
high-income countries (HIC) and LMICs due to inter-country diversity.(24) We pooled HIC and LMIC 
together in the Eastern Mediterranean (EMR) and Western Pacific regions (WPR) due to the lower 
number of studies, and in the Africa (AFR) and South-East Asia regions (SEAR) (the only two HIC in 
these regions had no studies). 
 
As all non-HRP studies used assays with at least 90% sensitivity and at least 97% specificity, we used 
seroprevalence estimates uncorrected for test characteristics. We anchored each estimate to the date 
halfway between sampling start and end (“sampling midpoint date”) to best reflect the time period of the 
study. To select the most representative and high quality studies for analysis, we used only sub-national 
or national studies rated low or moderate risk of bias to estimate seroprevalence in the general population 
over time and identify factors associated with seroprevalence (sub-dataset 1). We used only national 
studies rated low or moderate risk of bias to estimate case ascertainment (sub-dataset 2).  
 
To estimate monthly regional and global weighted seroprevalence in the general population, we grouped 
studies in 12-week rolling windows and pooled effect sizes by random-effects meta-analysis.(25) Global 
estimates were weighted averages of regional estimates (full details: Supplement S3.2). We produced 
95% confidence intervals for the mean seroprevalence estimate, reflecting uncertainty in the summary 
effect size.(26) To capture the trend in seroprevalence, we used nonparametric regression to fit a smooth 
function of time to the meta-analysis estimates (full details: Supplement S3.2).  
 
We also estimated to what extent laboratory confirmed SARS-CoV-2 cases(27) underestimated the full 
extent  of infections  based on seroprevalence. For studies that sampled participants in 2021, we used 
national seroprevalence estimates and vaccination rates(28) to calculate seroprevalence attributable to 
infection only. In countries administering only vaccines using Spike (S) protein antigens (e.g., mRNA), 
we calculated the ascertainment ratio using only studies that detected anti-nucleocapsid (N) 
seroprevalence. In countries administering inactivated vaccines that may generate both anti-S and anti-N 
responses, we adjusted the reported seroprevalence using a standard formula.(29) We then produced 
regional and global estimates of seroprevalence as above, and computed the ratio to the corresponding 
cumulative incidence of confirmed SARS-CoV-2 cases. We stratified by HIC vs. LMIC in all regions. 
 
Aggregated results shared by UNITY collaborators reported the proportion of seropositives that were 
symptomatic at some time point prior to sampling, summarized using the median and interquartile range, 
and tested for differences in distribution across age and sex groups using the Kruskal-Wallis H-test. 
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To quantify population differences in SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence, we identified studies with 
seroprevalence estimates for sex and age subgroups. We calculated the ratio in seroprevalence between 
groups within each study, comparing each age group to adults 20-29 and males to females. We then 
aggregated the ratios across studies using inverse variance-weighted random-effects meta-analysis. The 
amount of variation attributable to between-study heterogeneity vs. within-study variance was quantified 
using the I2 statistic.  
 
To examine study and national factors affecting seroprevalence estimates, we constructed a Poisson 
generalized linear mixed-effects model.(30) Independent predictors were defined a priori as WHO region, 
income group, geographic scope, sample frame, pandemic timing, cumulative confirmed cases, and 
average public health and social measure (PHSM) stringency index.(31) To focus on factors associated 
with seroprevalence from infection, we excluded studies where over 5% of the national population was 
vaccinated two weeks before the sampling midpoint date. We compared the full model to all models 
dropping a single predictor at a time and selected the model with the lowest Akaike Information Criterion 
(AIC) (full details on the model and predictor definitions: Supplement S3.2).  
 
Data was analyzed using R statistical software version 4.1.0.(32) 

Results 
We identified 73,348 titles and abstracts in our search (Figure 1). Of these, 4,221 full text articles were 
included in full text screening. 431 seroprevalence data sources containing studies aligned with the 
SEROPREV protocol were identified, 400 published and 31 aggregated results from collaborators, that 
contained a total of 803 unique seroprevalence studies included from 431 full-text sources (detailed 
references and information available in Supplement, S4.1-S4.3, S5).  
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Figure 1. PRISMA Flow Diagram of Inclusion.  
In cases where sources contained multiple primary estimates of seroprevalence (i.e. in non-overlapping populations,
separate methodological seroprevalence studies reported in the same article, etc), the source (full text) was split into
multiple individual studies included in the analysis. For this reason, we report more unique seroprevalence studies
than original full text articles included. 
 
A total of 50% (97/194) of WHO Member States (MS) and four WHO Countries, areas and territories,
across all 6 WHO regions, were represented among the seroprevalence studies included in the descriptive
analysis (Figure S1). Twenty one of 47 MS were represented in AFR; 10 of 21 MS and one territory in
EMR; 13 of 35 MS and one territory in AMR; 40 of 53 MS and two territories in EUR; 5 of 11 MS in
SEAR; and 8 of 27 MS in WPR (Figure S1). Data from 59 of 135 LMICs and from 33 of 63 vulnerable
HRP countries were included. A large proportion of studies included in the descriptive analysis were
conducted in LMIC (43%) and in vulnerable HRP countries (21%). Of studies included in the meta-
analysis and meta-regression, these proportions were 32% and 15%, respectively. 
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Figure 2: WHO Member States with seroprevalence data identified, 2020-2021. Top panel: MS included in
descriptive analysis (dataset 0: all studies). Bottom panel: MS included in meta-analysis (sub-dataset 1:
national or sub-national studies rated low and moderate risk of bias). 
 
Among the 803 studies included in the descriptive analysis, 41% reported results at a local level, 36% at a
national level, and 23% at a sub-national level. The most common sampling frame and method was
households (52%) and probability sampling (55%), respectively. Among the testing strategies used to
measure seroprevalence, most studies used ELISA (39%) or CLIA assays (33%) and few studies used a
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lateral flow immunoassay (10%) or multiple assay testing algorithm (8.6%). The majority of studies 
(82%) had no vaccination at the sampling midpoint date in the country of the study (Table 1).  
 
Most (51%) studies were rated moderate risk of bias. A summary of overall risk of bias ratings and 
breakdown of each risk of bias indicator for all studies is available (Figure S2 and Table S8, respectively). 
In this meta-analysis of observational studies, most studies were not pre-registered and the seroprevalence 
estimated typically would not influence an attempt to publish. 
 
Table 1. Characteristics of Included Studies, Jan 2021- Dec 2021. 

 ALL 
STUDIES 

LOW AND MODERATE RISK 
OF BIAS STUDIES; NATIONAL 

OR SUBNATIONAL SCOPE 

LOW AND MODERATE 
RISK OF BIAS STUDIES; 

NATIONAL SCOPE ONLY 
 Dataset 0 Sub-dataset 1 Sub-dataset 2 

 
Used in 

descriptive 
analysis 

Used to estimate seroprevalence in 
the general population over time 
and identify associated factors  

Used to estimate case 
ascertainment2 

Number of studies N = 8031 N = 3981 N = 1831 
Study Characteristics:    

Income level    
Low income country 95 (12%) 25 (6.3%) 23 (13%) 

Lower middle income country 104 (13%) 52 (13%) 21 (11%) 

Upper middle income country 143 (18%) 50 (13%) 20 (11%) 

High income country 461 (57%) 271 (68%) 119 (65%) 

Vulnerable countries 
(Humanitarian response plan 
[HRP]) 

      

Vulnerable HRP country 172 (21%) 58 (15%) 24 (13%) 

WHO region       
Africa region (AFR) 148 (18%) 45 (11%) 31 (17%) 

Americas region (AMR) 207 (26%) 102 (26%) 25 (14%) 

Eastern Mediterranean region (EMR) 38 (4.7%) 18 (4.5%) 14 (7.7%) 

Europe region (EUR) 329 (41%) 196 (49%) 99 (54%) 

South-East Asia region (SEAR) 54 (6.7%) 27 (6.8%) 7 (3.8%) 

Western Pacific region (WPR) 27 (3.4%) 10 (2.5%) 7 (3.8%) 

Geographic scope       
Local 327 (41%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Subnational 188 (23%) 165 (41%) 0 (0%) 

National 288 (36%) 233 (59%) 183 (100%) 

Study population       
Blood donors 171 (21%) 72 (18%) 52 (28%) 

Residual sera 160 (20%) 85 (21%) 34 (19%) 

Household and community samples 420 (52%) 226 (57%) 89 (49%) 

Pregnant or parturient women 42 (5.2%) 12 (3.0%) 8 (4.4%) 

Persons living in slums 4 (0.5%) 1 (0.3%) 0 (0%) 

Multiple general populations 6 (0.7%) 2 (0.5%) 0 (0%) 
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Sampling method       
Convenience sampling3 200 (25%) 56 (14%) 24 (13%) 

Probability sampling 444 (55%) 287 (72%) 130 (71%) 

Sequential sampling 143 (18%) 50 (13%) 26 (14%) 

Quota sampling 16 (2.0%) 5 (1.3%) 3 (1.6%) 

Test type4       
CLIA 257 (33%) 111 (28%) 49 (28%) 

ELISA 306 (39%) 169 (43%) 86 (49%) 

LFIA 82 (10%) 36 (9.2%) 12 (6.8%) 

IFA 55 (7.0%) 50 (13%) 20 (11%) 

Multiple Assay Testing Algorithm: 
Binding Assays + Confirmatory Testing 
with Neutralization Assay 

38 (4.9%) 7 (1.8%) 6 (3.4%) 

Multiple Assay Testing Algorithm: Other 
Strategies 

29 (3.7%) 13 (3.3%) 3 (1.7%) 

Other 9 (1.2%) 4 (1.0%) 1 (0.6%) 

Neutralization 5 (0.6%) 1 (0.3%) 0 (0%) 

Overall risk of bias       
Low 157 (20%) 109 (28%) 64 (35%) 

Moderate 405 (51%) 286 (72%) 117 (65%) 

High 238 (30%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Percent vaccinated at 
sampling midpoint5 

      

0% 660 (82%) 285 (72%) 141 (77%) 

Above 0% up to 5% 45 (5.6%) 29 (7.3%) 15 (8.2%) 

Above 5% up to 10% 12 (1.5%) 8 (2.0%) 2 (1.1%) 

Above 10% 86 (11%) 76 (19%) 25 (14%) 
1n (%). See Supplement S3.3 for definitions. 
2In the ascertainment analysis, studies conducted in 2021 were adjusted for vaccination. See Methods and Supplement for details. 
3Convenience sampling was restricted to studies with a clearly defined sampling frame. See Supplement for details. 
4CLIA = Chemiluminescent immunoassay; ELISA = Enzyme linked immunosorbent assay; LFIA = Lateral flow immunoassay; 
IFA = Immunofluorescence assay. 
5Vaccination rates taken from Our World in Data. 
 
 
Sub-national and national studies at low or moderate risk were included in the subsequent results.  
 
We estimated weighted seroprevalence in a series of separate meta-analyses each month and found in July 
2021, global seroprevalence from infection or vaccination (combined seroprevalence) was 45.2%, 95% CI 
[40.7-49.8%] - an 8.2 fold increase since the June 2020 estimate of 5.5% [3.0-9.6%]. In July 2021, global 
seroprevalence attributable to infection was 35.2% [33.3-37.1%]. (Supplementary file S.4.3, Table S10) 

Regional analyses began in January 2020 and ended in February 2021-August 2021, depending on when 
seroprevalence studies in each region sampled participants. Combined seroprevalence in February 2021 
was 2.5% [1.3-4.7%] in WPR (3.7x since June 2020), 43% [38-48%] in EMR (2.8x since June 2020). In 
April 2021, combined seroprevalence was 22% [16-29%] in AMR LMIC (9.3x since June 2020). In June 
2021, combined seroprevalence was 43% [36-51%] in EUR LMIC, a 5.2x increase since July 2020. In 
July 2021, combined seroprevalence was 70% [63-76%] in AFR (18x since June 2020). Finally, in 
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August 2021, combined seroprevalence was 75% [63-84%] in SEAR (8.1x since June 2020), 72% [55-
84%] in EUR HIC (16x since June 2020), and 95% [94-96%] in AMR (HIC) (35x since June 2020).
(Figure 2, middle panel and Supplementary file S.4.3, Table S9). In the meta-analyses with at least 2
studies, 93% (283/304) showed considerable heterogeneity from 75% to 100%.(26) 

Snapshots of seroprevalence to confirmed case ratios, based on estimated weighted seroprevalence using
national studies, are shown in Table 2. Globally, the median ratio was 30:1 in 2020 Q3 and 17:1 in 2021
Q2. In 2020 Q3, the median ratio ranged from 3.5:1 in AMR (HIC) to 83:1 in AFR. In 2021 Q2, this
ranged from 1.2:1 in AMR (HIC) to 183:1 in AFR (Table 2). 
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Figure 3. Reported seroprevalence from January 2020 to June 2021, and weighted seroprevalence globally
and by WHO region from January 2020 to April 2021.  
Top panel: Box plots show median and IQR of reported seroprevalence. Middle panel: We produced weighted
point estimates of seroprevalence by meta-analyzing studies in 12-week rolling windows. To capture the trend in
seroprevalence in each WHO region and globally, we fit a flexible, smooth function of time using to the point
estimates using non-parametric regression (full details: Supplement S.4.2). Bottom panel, left axis: Shaded areas
represent the relative frequency of major variants of concern (VOC) circulating, based on weekly counts of hCoV-
19 genomes submitted to GISAID we have aggregated by month. Weeks with fewer than 10 total submissions in a
given country were excluded from the analysis. Bottom panel, right axis: New confirmed cases per 100,000
people, smoothed using local regression (LOESS).  

 

  Estimated seroprevalence to cumulative incidence ratios: Median [Ra

WHO region Income level* 2020 Q3 2020 Q4 2021 Q1 2021
Americas 
(AMR) High income (HIC) 3.5 [1.8-4.6] 1.5 [1.2-1.9] 1.3 [1.3-1.3] 1.2 [1
Western Pacific 
(WPR) High income 3.8 [3.8-3.8] 4.1 [4.1-4.1] NA  NA  
Eastern 
Mediterranean 
(EMR) High income 10.8 [9.8-11.6] 12.4 [12.4-12.4] NA  NA  

Europe (EUR) High income 11.2 [5.9-14] 1.7 [1.5-3.6] 1.7 [1.4-2.1] 2.9 [2
Americas 
(AMR) 

Low-middle 
income (LMIC) 16.7 [9.8-21.7] NA  NA  NA  

Eastern 
Mediterranean 
(EMR) 

Low-middle 
income 42.2 [13.8-47] 56.8 [31.7-70.2] 63.3 [61.8-64.7] NA  

South-East Asia 
(SEAR) 

Low-middle 
income 42.5 [31.6-53.3] 33.5 [11.7-37.7] 7.9 [4.9-10.9] 38.9 [2
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Western Pacific 
(WPR) 

Low-middle 
income 48.6 [34.1-338.9] 44.3 [38.7-51.6] 34.5 [31.2-37.9] NA  

Europe (EUR) 
Low-middle 
income 60.8 [39.7-82.3] 41.6 [31.1-46.7] 22.6 [22.6-22.6] 9.9 [9

Africa (AFR) 
Low-middle 
income 82.7 [82.4-125.9] 121.5 [118.3-127.7] 149.1 [147.1-177] 182.7 

[1
21

Global All 30.1 [27.2-33] 18.6 [14.1-23.1] 12.7 [10.9-14.5] 16.7 [1

Table 2: Median estimated seroprevalence to cumulative incidence ratios by WHO region, World Bank
income level, and quarter using national studies.  
NA = national studies not available. Seroprevalence studies that sampled participants in 2021 were adjusted for
antibody target and vaccination rate to calculate seroprevalence attributable to infection (full details: Methods and
Supplement S3.2). *There are no high income countries in the WHO South-East Asia region; the two high-income
countries in the WHO Africa region, Mauritius and Seychelles, both have no seroprevalence studies and were hence
not included in this analysis.   

 

Asymptomatic seroprevalence in the by age and sex subgroups for studies reporting subgroups on
symptoms are shown in Supplementary Figure S3. Median asymptomatic prevalence was similar across
age groups (Kruskal-Wallis (KW) H-test p = 0.13). Median asymptomatic prevalence in males was 61.1%
compared to 55.7% in females (KW H-test p = 0.40). 

Within studies, compared to the reference category of 20-29 years old, seroprevalence was significantly
lower for children 0-9 years (prevalence ratio [PR] 0.77, 95% CI [0.71-0.84]) and adults 60+ years (0.88
[0.80-0.98]). There were no differences between other age groups nor between males and females. (Full
results: Figure 3) 

In the multivariate analysis (pre-vaccination), the final model included all a priori independent predictors
except sampling frame (model comparison and diagnostics: S.4.3, Table S11). Sub-national studies
reported higher seroprevalence estimates compared to national studies (PR 1.36, 95% CI [1.10-1.68]).
Compared to HIC, higher seroprevalence estimates were reported by low income (PR 7.44 [3.67-15.08],
lower-middle income (PR 8.47 [5.17-13.87]), and upper middle-income countries (PR 4.46 [3.20-6.22]).
Higher cumulative incidence of reported cases was associated with higher seroprevalence (PR 1.28 [1.16-
1.42]), while more stringent PHSM measures up to the sampling midpoint date, continuous from 0 to 10,
were associated with lower seroprevalence (PR 0.88 [0.78-0.99]). 
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Figure 4. Factors associated with seroprevalence: meta-analysis of seroprevalence differences by 
demographic groups, and meta-regression of seroprevalence (pre-vaccination) to identify study design and 
country factors associated with seroprevalence. 
Left panel: Meta-analysis results. We calculated the ratio in prevalence between subgroups within each study then 
aggregated the ratios across studies using inverse variance-weighted random-effects meta-analysis. Heterogeneity 
was quantified using the I2 statistic. Each row represents a separate meta-analysis. Right panel: Regression results. 
We fit a log-Poisson generalized linear mixed-effects model, excluding studies where over 5% of the geographic 
population had received at least one dose of any vaccine. We performed model comparison and selected the model 
with the lowest AIC criterion (Appendix 6). Sampling frame was dropped from the final model. Public health and 
social measures (PHSM) data was taken from the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine global dataset. 
The PHSM index scale ranged from 0 (least stringent) to 10 (most stringent) (see Supplement S4). k = 305; �2(se) = 
0.79 (0.89). The marginal R2, or variation between studies explained only by fixed effects, was 60.9%. 
Multivariable analysis included additional controls for WHO region, transmission phase, and age group not shown 
in figure. 

Discussion 

We synthesized data from over 800 seroprevalence studies worldwide (43% from LMICs) published up to 
December 2021, providing global and regional estimates of SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence over time with 
substantial representation of regions with limited available seroprevalence data. We estimate that 
approximately 45.2% of the global population has antibodies against SARS-CoV-2 in July 2021 (35.2% 
when excluding vaccination). Global seroprevalence has risen considerably over time, from 5.5% a year 
before, in June 2020.  

Our findings provide evidence of regional and temporal variation in the estimated seroprevalence, up to 
70-75% in SEAR and AFR in July-August 2021 and 95% in AMR HIC in August 2021. In WPR, there 
was a paucity of high-quality population-based studies in 2021 and estimated seroprevalence was as low 
as 2.5% in February 2021, though it has likely increased since. Regional variation is driven by differences 
in the extent of SARS-CoV-2 infection and vaccination. This is exemplified by our monthly timeline of 
seroprevalence by region, 2020-2021, which provides estimates of evolving temporal changes of the 
global pandemic. We observe increases in seroprevalence following the emergence of variants in regions 
with available data (e.g., 6% (July 2020) to 41% (April 2021) in AFR following the Beta variant and 12% 
(February 2021) to 75% (August 2021) in SEAR following the Delta variant), demonstrating the 
substantial number of infections caused by more transmissible variants. In HIC regions, the increases in 
seroprevalence are also driven by increased vaccine coverage in 2021 (e.g., 6% (January 2021) to 95% 
(August 2021) in AMR HIC and 7% (January 2021) to 72% (August 2021) in EUR HIC). Our results add 
global representation and principled estimation of changes in seroprevalence over time as compared to 
previous evidence syntheses (8–10). These estimates are similar to estimates of true infections by global 
epidemiological models. For example, our global estimate of seroprevalence attributable to infection 
(3.2%) is similar to the Institute of Health Metrics and Evaluation cumulative infection incidence estimate 
of  37.4% on 31 July 2021.(34) Our analysis provides an orthogonal estimate based solely on 
seroprevalence data, using a method that has the added value of being easily interpretable and with fewer 
assumed parameters. 

Our results provide evidence of considerable case under-ascertainment, indicating that many cases of 
SARS-CoV-2, including subclinical cases, are not captured by surveillance systems which in many 
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countries are based on testing of symptomatic patients or simply access to testing. There was wide 
variation in under-ascertainment (as estimated through seroprevalence-case ratios) in all regions, income 
groups and over time, with higher ratios consistently observed in LMICs compared to HICs. Our ratios of 
seroprevalence to reported cases in late 2020 were comparable to other studies for AMR, EUR, and 
SEAR.(9–12) Our estimates of seroprevalence to cumulative incidence ratios for AFR, WPR, and EMR 
are novel, with no other analyses we found having systematically estimated ascertainment through 
seroprevalence in these regions;  moreover, estimates of true infections from epidemiological models 
suggest the high levels of under-ascertainment suggested by this study are plausible.(34)  

We also provide more granular evidence of significant variation in infection by age by 10-year band. 
Children aged <10 years, but not children aged 10-19, were less likely to be seropositive compared to 
adults aged 20-29 years; similarly, adults aged >60 years, but not those aged 30-39, 40-49, or 50-59, were 
less likely to be seropositive than adults 20-29. These findings add nuance and granularity to differences 
in seroprevalence by age observed by other studies.(10) Lower seroprevalence in adults 60+ could be 
explained by immunosenescence that can lead to quicker seroreversion,(35) higher mortality and hence a 
lower proportion of individuals with evidence of past infection, gaps in vaccine access, or more cautious 
behaviour resulting in fewer infections in this age group. There are several possible explanations for 
lower seroprevalence in children:  milder infections, which are generally associated with lower antibody 
titers;(36) school closures; and ineligibility for vaccination. 

Our multivariate model suggests higher seroprevalence estimates were reported by low and lower-middle 
income countries compared to high-income countries, with the highest seroprevalence in lower-middle 
income countries (pre-vaccination). Potential explanations for this result are multifaceted and include 
weaker health system functionality and performance, lower capacity to isolate, and less stringent use of 
and ability to effectively implement PHSM. This is also consistent with findings by Rostami et al.(11) 
Our results also suggest that an increase in overall PHSM stringency was associated with lower 
seroprevalence. This and other work has shown that the use of PHSM was associated with reduced 
SARS-CoV-2 infections, especially when implemented early and limiting population mobility.(37–39) 

Our regional and global meta-analysis estimates are timely, robust and geographically diverse with 
estimates from all WHO regions. The laboratory and epidemiological standardization enabled by the 
SEROPREV protocol, as well as the inclusion of only studies assessed to have low or moderate risk of 
bias using a validated risk of bias tool (20), enabled analysis of high-quality and comparable data. In line 
with the equity principles of the UNITY initiative, our dataset had global coverage, including a broad 
range of LMICs (one third of studies included in our meta-analysis of seroprevalence over time, n=127) 
and vulnerable HRP countries (15% of included studies). UNITY study collaborators shared timely 
evidence by uploading their aggregated and standardized early results to an open data repository, enabling 
geographic coverage and reducing publication bias.  

A few limitations should be described. First, although we conducted meta-regression to explore 
heterogeneity of the included studies, there remained some residual heterogeneity that could not be 
explained quantitatively — likely driven by differences in disease transmission in the different countries 
and time points that serosurveys were conducted. Second, we did not account for waning of population 
immunity, so the present work likely underestimates the extent of past infection and case ascertainment. 
Thirdly, seroprevalence studies are cumulative, meaning that results reflect all COVID-19 
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countermeasures implemented up to the time of participant sampling and, thus, we cannot isolate the 
contributions of particular PHSM. Fourthly, while we screened study eligibility based on high assay 
performance criteria, different serological assays may yield varying results which should be taken into 
account when interpreting seroprevalence data. Finally, at certain points in time, our meta-analysis 
estimates were driven by studies from specific countries — either very populous countries (i.e. SEAR: 
India, AMR HIC: USA, AMR LMIC: Brazil, WPR: China), or countries in regions with scarce data 
during the time in question (e.g. EMR: 2 countries in early 2021). We also could not produce global 
estimates for late 2021 due to the delays between when studies conducted their sampling (we extracted 
from the ‘sampling midpoint’), and when these results were later published or released within our search 
dates.  

Population-based seroprevalence studies primarily give a reliable estimate of the exposure to infection. In 
cases where antibodies can be measured quantitatively, such as for SARS-CoV-2, they can also provide 
correlates with protection against infection(4). While antibodies persist in most infected individuals for up 
to year (with early evidence pointing at up to 18 months),(40–43) the reinfection risk with the d immune-
escaping Omicron variant, is reported to be much higher than in previous VOCs in both vaccinated and 
previously infected individuals, indicating that the presence of antibodies is less indicative  of  a level of 
protection against infection. However, seroprevalence estimates remain indicative of protection against 
severe disease, as cellular immunity is unlikely to be disrupted even with an immune escaping VOCs.  

Seroprevalence studies have been invaluable throughout the COVID-19 pandemic to understand the true extent 
and dynamics over time of SARS-CoV-2 infection and, to some extent, immunity. Seroprevalence has 
increased considerably in past months, due to infection in some regions and vaccination in others. As our 
understanding of SARS-CoV-2 develops, the role of seroprevalence studies may change including the 
adaptation of study objectives and methodology to the situation. Currently, our global estimates of infections 
based on seroprevalence far exceed reported cases captured by surveillance systems. As we enter the third 
year of the COVID-19 pandemic, continued implementation of  a global system for continuous, multi-
pathogen, and standardized serosurveillance (44,45) is a crucial next step to monitor the COVID-19 pandemic 
and contribute to readiness for other emerging respiratory pathogens. The pandemic persists in large because 
of inequitable access to countermeasures tools such as vaccines; emphasizing the importance of equitable 
vaccine deployment globally, the strengthening of health systems and of  tailored PHSM to mitigate disease 

transmission until high population protection is achieved. Globally standardized and quality seroprevalence 
data continue to be essential to inform health policy decision-making around COVID-19 control measures, 
particularly in capacity-limited regions with low testing capacity and vaccination rates. 

Supplementary material 

Supplementary material file is attached. 
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