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 2

Summary box 50 

What is already known on this topic 51 

• If sufficiently reliable, SARS-CoV-2 self-testing by asymptomatic persons prior to admission in places 52 

where groups gather could have a huge public health impact by lowering the reproduction number or 53 

keep it below one for longer periods. 54 

• Current evidence suggests that SARS-CoV-2 rapid antigen diagnostic tests (Ag-RDTs) when used as 55 

self-tests by asymptomatic individuals perform suboptimal, but sample sizes of the previous studies 56 

were too small to draw robust conclusions, and also empirical data on the accuracy of Ag-RDT self-57 

tests in asymptomatic individuals during the Omicron period are scarce. 58 

 59 

What this study adds 60 

• Compared to RT-PCR testing, overall sensitivities of three commercially available SARS-CoV-2 Ag-61 

RDTs when used as self-tests by asymptomatic individuals (primary analysis population of non-62 

confirmatory testers; n= 3600, 87% of full analysis population) in the Omicron period, were very low: 63 

27.5% (95% CI: 21.3-34.3%) for the Acon Flowflex test, 20.9% (13.9-29.4%) for the MP Biomedicals 64 

test, and 25.6% (19.1-33.1%) for the Siemens Healthineers Clinitest Ag-RDT, which  increased to 65 

48.3% (95% CI: 37.6-59.2%), 37.8% (22.5-55.2%), and 40.0% (29.5-51.2%), respectively, when 66 

applying a viral load cut-off (≥5.2 log10 SARS-CoV-2 E-gene copies/mL). 67 

• Our findings indicate that Ag-RDT self-testing in asymptomatic individuals may only detect the 68 

minority of infections at that point in time and may not be sufficient to prevent the spreading of the 69 

virus to other (vulnerable) persons. Repeated self-testing in case of a negative self-test is advocated to 70 

improve the diagnostic yield of the self-tests, and individuals should certainly be advised to re-test 71 

when symptoms develop.  72 
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Abstract 73 

Objectives To assess the performances of three commonly used rapid antigen diagnostic tests (Ag-RDTs) used 74 

as self-tests in asymptomatic individuals in the Omicron period. 75 

Design Cross-sectional diagnostic test accuracy study. 76 

Setting Three public health service COVID-19 test sites in the Netherlands. 77 

Participants 3,600 asymptomatic individuals aged �16 years presenting for SARS-CoV-2 testing for any reason 78 

except confirmatory testing after a positive self-test.  79 

Interventions Participants were sampled for RT-PCR (reference test) and received one self-test (either Acon 80 

Flowflex (Flowflex), MP Biomedicals (MPBio), or Siemens-Healthineers Clinitest (Clinitest)) to perform  81 

unsupervised at home within three hours and blinded to the RT-PCR result. 82 

Main Outcome(s) and Measures(s) Diagnostic accuracies (sensitivity, specificity, positive and negative 83 

predictive values) of each self-test compared to RT-PCR. 84 

Results Overall sensitivities of the three self-tests were 27.5% (95% CI: 21.3-34.3%) for Flowflex, 20.9% (13.9-85 

29.4%) for MPBio, and 25.6% (19.1-33.1%) for Clinitest. After applying a viral load cut-off (≥5.2 log10 SARS-86 

CoV-2 E-gene copies/mL), sensitivities increased to 48.3% (95% CI: 37.6-59.2%), 37.8% (22.5-55.2%), and 87 

40.0% (29.5-51.2%), respectively. No consistent differences were found in sensitivities by COVID-19 88 

vaccination status, having had a prior SARS-CoV-2 infection, gender or age across the three self-tests. 89 

Specificities were >99% for all tests in most analyses. 90 

Conclusions The sensitivities of three commonly used SARS-CoV-2 Ag-RDTs when used as self-tests in 91 

asymptomatic individuals in the Omicron period, were very low. Our findings indicate that Ag-RDT self-testing 92 

in asymptomatic individuals may only detect the minority of infections at that point in time and may not be 93 

sufficient to prevent the spreading of the virus to other (vulnerable) persons. Repeated self-testing in case of a 94 

negative self-test is advocated to improve the diagnostic yield of the self-tests, and individuals should certainly 95 

be advised to re-test when symptoms develop.  96 

 . 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 9, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.07.22277366doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.07.22277366
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 4

Introduction 97 

SARS-CoV-2 rapid antigen diagnostic tests (Ag-RDTs) require no or minimal equipment, provide a result within 98 

15-30 minutes, and are widely available in many countries for self-testing. Self-testing is most often done when a 99 

person has symptoms suggestive of SARS-CoV-2 infection. Research has shown that Ag-RDTs perform 100 

adequately when conducted by symptomatic individuals.(1,2) Self-testing by asymptomatic persons, if 101 

sufficiently reliable, may also be useful. Individuals could screen themselves for infection prior to visiting 102 

vulnerable individuals or attending group events if they want to minimize posing a risk to others. From a public 103 

health perspective, infection screening, of asymptomatic individuals, prior to admission in places where groups 104 

gather may lower the reproduction number or keep it below one. Current evidence suggests that SARS-CoV-2 105 

Ag-RDTs perform suboptimally in asymptomatic individuals, which has been attributed to lower viral loads in 106 

this population.(1,3) However, most of these previous studies were small, did not take exposure to a SARS-CoV-107 

2-positive index case into account, and only evaluated testing in combination with sampling by professionals. 108 

We previously reported a sensitivity of only 23% in asymptomatic individuals for one self-test (SD Biosensor by 109 

Roche Diagnostics) used with unsupervised nasal self-sampling.(4) However, this finding was based on data 110 

from 31 RT-PCR positive participants only and derived in the Delta variant period. Studies in the Omicron 111 

period that are adequately powered for determining the performance of Ag-RDTs with unsupervised self-112 

sampling in asymptomatic individuals are therefore urgently needed. As such, we studied the accuracy of three 113 

widely commercially available SARS-CoV-2 Ag-RDTs with unsupervised self-sampling in asymptomatic 114 

individuals in the Omicron period, using RT-PCR as the reference standard.  115 
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Methods 116 

The study is reported according to the STARD 2015 reporting guidelines: an updated list of essential items for 117 

reporting diagnostic accuracy studies.(5) 118 

 119 

Study design and population 120 

This large  prospective diagnostic test accuracy study was embedded within the Dutch public testing 121 

infrastructure, as previously described.(2) During the study period (12 January 2022 to 30 March 2022), public 122 

testing was always done by RT-PCR, free-of-charge, for government-approved test indications. These 123 

indications included having (i) any symptom of a potential SARS-CoV-2 infection; (ii) been identified as a close 124 

contact of a SARS-CoV-2 index case; (iii) tested positive on a commercially available Ag-RDT self-test used at 125 

one’s own initiative; or (iv) returned from a country on the government’s list of high-risk countries regardless of 126 

the presence of any signs or symptoms. 127 

Participants were recruited consecutively at three public health service COVID-19 test sites, located in 128 

Rotterdam-Rijnmond (Rotterdam), Central- and Northeast Brabant (Tilburg), and West-Brabant (Roosendaal). 129 

Individuals were considered eligible if they reported no symptoms or signs of SARS-CoV-2 infection at the time 130 

of sampling, were aged 16 years or older, and were willing and able to sign a digital informed consent form in 131 

Dutch. 132 

The estimated share of the Omicron variant, as determined by the national SARS-CoV-2 pathogen surveillance, 133 

was >90% of all circulating SARS-CoV-2 viruses on 12 January 2022, which increased to >99.5% from 31 134 

January onwards.(6-8) 135 

 136 

Inclusion procedure, specimen collection and testing 137 

Individuals visiting a test site were asked by test site staff whether they were willing to participate. If interested, 138 

they received a participant information letter, a test-site specific Ag-RDT self-test kit, and an email with a study 139 

participation link to access study documentation. Next, trained test site staff took a swab for routine RT-PCR 140 

testing, as described previously.(2) The sampling method differed slightly across test sites: the Rotterdam and 141 

Tilburg sites used oropharyngeal and nasopharyngeal sampling, and the Roosendaal site combined 142 

oropharyngeal and nasal sampling (supplementary material 1). At all three sites, RT-PCR samples were tested in 143 

an off-site laboratory by RT-PCR on a Cobas 6800 or 8800 platform (Roche Diagnostics). 144 

Participants received instructions to perform the Ag-RDT self-test at home using nasal self-sampling according 145 
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to the manufacturers’ instructions. Each participant received one of three self-tests: Acon Labs Flowflex 146 

COVID-19 Antigen Home Test (“Flowflex”) in Rotterdam (12 January to 14 March); MP Biomedicals Rapid 147 

SARS-CoV-2 Antigen Test Card (“MPBio”) in Tilburg (12 January to 29 March); and Siemens-Healthineers 148 

CLINITEST Rapid COVID-19 Antigen Test (“Clinitest”) in Roosendaal (12 January to 29 March). Participants 149 

interpreted their Ag-RDT self-test results visually in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions, and this 150 

was always done before they had received their RT-PCR test result from the public health service. Vice versa, 151 

the Ag-RDT self-test result was not available to the laboratories that conducted the RT-PCR tests for the public 152 

health service. Participants received their RT-PCR test results from the public health service conform routine 153 

practice and were told to use that result - and not the result of the self-test - to determine which health policy and 154 

guidance to follow. 155 

Participants were asked to complete the study procedures at home as soon as possible, and no later than within 156 

three hours of their RT-PCR test site visit. They were asked to first provide informed consent electronically via 157 

the participation link in the email, to subsequently perform the self-test, and to complete a short online 158 

questionnaire including questions about any signs or symptoms of a SARS-CoV-2 infection (supplementary 159 

material 2).  160 

Participants who did not complete the online questionnaire within three hours of their RT-PCR test site visit 161 

were contacted by a call center with the request to perform the self-test and complete the questionnaire as soon 162 

as possible. Participants with a negative RT-PCR test result received an email 10 days after their test site visit 163 

asking them to complete an online follow-up questionnaire (supplementary material 3) to capture any infections 164 

that may have been missed by the baseline RT-PCR test. 165 

 166 

Outcomes and statistical analyses 167 

All analyses only include individuals who reported not to have any symptoms suggestive of SARS-CoV-2 at the 168 

time of RT-PCR sampling. Confirmatory testing after a positive SARS-CoV-2 Ag-RDT self-test at home is 169 

associated with a much higher sensitivity than testing for other reasons.(2) We excluded the small group (13%) 170 

of confirmatory testers from our primary analysis population because we were primarily interested in Ag-RDT 171 

self-test performances when used for screening in asymptomatic individuals, rather than for confirmatory testing. 172 

The primary outcomes were the diagnostic accuracies (sensitivity, specificity, positive and negative predictive 173 

values with corresponding 95% confidence intervals [95% CI]) of each self-test, with RT-PCR testing as the 174 

reference standard. Secondary outcomes were diagnostic accuracies stratified by COVID-19 vaccination status 175 
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(no vaccination or vaccinated once, twice, or thrice), having had a prior SARS-CoV-2 infection (yes or no), 176 

gender (female or male), and age (16-40, >40 years), and in the full study sample stratified by reason for testing 177 

(confirmatory or other reasons). All primary and secondary diagnostic accuracies were also determined after 178 

applying a viral load cut-off (≥5.2 log10 SARS-CoV-2 E-gene copies/mL). This was the viral load cut-off above 179 

which 95% of people with a positive RT-PCR test had a positive virus culture in a previous study by our 180 

group.(9) 181 

Finally, the self-reported numbers of infections that may have been missed by the baseline RT-PCR test (using 182 

the follow-up questionnaire) were assessed. 183 

We performed a complete cases analysis because the number of individuals without RT-PCR test or Ag-RDT 184 

results was very low (Figure 1). All analyses were performed in R version 4.1.2 (2021-11-01) “Bird Hippie”.(10) 185 

 186 

Sample size calculation 187 

In our previous SD-Biosensor (Roche) SARS-CoV-2 nasal Ag-RDT self-testing study, we observed a sensitivity 188 

of 23% in symptomatic participants.(4) For the present study, we assumed sensitivities of 30% for all three Ag-189 

RDT self-tests, with a margin of error of 5%, type I error of 5% and power of 80%. Hence, we aimed for 335 190 

positive RT-PCR tests per self-test. 191 

 192 

Patient and public involvement 193 

In late 2021, the public COVID-19 debate in the Netherlands included discussions about the sensitivity of self-194 

testing using commercially available tests. Because of the urgency of the study, and the short time from study 195 

conception to conduct, we did not include the lay public in study design and implementation.  196 
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Results 197 

A total of 4,202 individuals participated in the study of whom 3,635 were not confirmatory testers (Figure 1). 198 

The Ag-RDT self-test and the RT-PCR test result was available for 3,600 non-confirmatory testers (99.0%) 199 

(Figure 1). The primary analysis population therefore consisted of 3,600 individuals. Their characteristics by Ag-200 

RDT self-test group are described in Table 1. Patient characteristics of the full analysis population by self-test 201 

group are shown in Table S1. 202 

 203 

Ag-RDT self-test accuracies in the primary analysis population 204 

The overall sensitivities were 27.5% (95% CI: 21.3-34.3%) for Flowflex, 20.9% (13.9-29.4%) for MPBio, and 205 

25.6% (19.1-33.1%) for Clinitest (Table 2, Figure 2). After applying a viral load cut-off, these sensitivities 206 

increased to 48.3% (95% CI: 37.6-59.2%), 37.8% (22.5-55.2%), and 40.0% (29.5-51.2%), respectively (Table 207 

S2, Figure S1). Specificities were >99%, positive predictive values >92%, and negative predictive values >88% 208 

for all three Ag-RDT self-tests in overall primary analyses (Table 2). Supplementary Tables S3-S5 show 2×2 209 

tables for the three self-tests compared to RT-PCR in the primary analysis population. 210 

Sensitivities stratified by COVID-19 vaccination status, having had a previous infection, and age were similar, 211 

with all 95% CIs overlapping substantially (Table 2, Figure 2). The sensitivities for MPBio and Clinitest were 212 

non-significantly higher in males (31.2% and 37.9%, respectively) than in females (13.4% and 17.2%, 213 

respectively). After applying the viral load cut-off, all stratified sensitivities increased but the 95% CIs still 214 

overlapped substantially (Table S2, Figure S1). The non-significant trends in higher sensitivities in males than 215 

females for MPBio and Clinitest also persisted but were less pronounced. 216 

 217 

Ag-RDT self-test accuracies in the primary compared to the full analysis population 218 

As expected, the largest differences in RT-PCR positivity percentages and sensitivities were between the primary 219 

analysis population of non-confirmatory testers (n= 3600; sensitivities 27.5% for Flowflex, 20.9% for MPBio, 220 

and 25.6% for Clinitest) and the confirmatory testers (n= 551; sensitivities 76.0%, 75.9%, and 61.3%, 221 

respectively) (Table S2, Figure S2). In the full analysis population, we consistently found lower sensitivities in 222 

participants who had had a previous SARS-CoV-2 infection (31.7%, 34.7%, and 40.0%, respectively) than in 223 

those without a previous infection (55.7%, 47.7%, and 47.1%, respectively), although this only reached 224 

statistical significance for Flowflex (Table S2, Figure S2). Application of the viral load cut-off resulted in higher 225 

sensitivities but all stratification trends remained similar (Figure S3). 226 
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 227 

Positive SARS-CoV-2 tests during 10-day follow-up (primary analysis population) 228 

Follow-up information was available for 79.2% (2479/3132) of participants with a negative RT-PCR test result 229 

at baseline. About half of them (1339/2443; 54.8%) reported to have been re-tested with RT-PCR or self-test 230 

within 10 days, with 24.6% of them (329/1339) testing positive.  231 
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Discussion 232 

This large diagnostic accuracy evaluation of three commercially available Ag-RDT self-tests showed that overall 233 

sensitivities for detecting the SARS-CoV-2 Omicron variant in asymptomatic individuals using nasal self-234 

sampling were very low, varying between 20.7% and 27.5% (when confirmatory testers are excluded), and 235 

increasing to only 37.8% to 48.3% when a viral load cut-off was applied.  236 

A living systematic review including 25 datasets (n=15,228) of Ag-RDT evaluations in the pre-Omicron era, 237 

with sampling  predominantly being performed by professionals, found a pooled sensitivity of 52.5% (95% CI 238 

43.7-61.1) in asymptomatic individuals.(1) In a previous study by our group in the Delta variant period, in a 239 

similar population as the current study and using the same nasal self-sampling and testing method, we found a 240 

sensitivity of 23% for the SD Biosensor Ag-RDT self-test.(4) A recent study from the USA comparing the 241 

BinaxNOW Ag-RDT and RT-PCR during an Omicron surge found an overall sensitivity of 52.5% (64/122) in 242 

asymptomatic individuals or those with symptom onset more than 7 days ago.(11) This is higher than what we 243 

found in our studies, likely because they combined asymptomatic and symptomatic individuals and perhaps 244 

because the samples were taken by professionals, but still lower than desirable. Overall, the available data 245 

indicate that many self-tests have low sensitivities in comparison with RT-PCR results in asymptomatic 246 

individuals. 247 

Sensitivities of Ag-RDT – both with professional sampling and self-test sampling - may be lower in 248 

asymptomatic individuals than in symptomatic individuals due to differences in viral load distributions.(1,4,11) 249 

In addition, it might be more difficult for asymptomatic individuals to self-retrieve sufficient nasal fluid by self-250 

swabbing because of the absence of rhinorrhea. Addition of oropharyngeal self-sampling to the currently applied 251 

nasal self-sampling might have led to higher Ag-RDT sensitivities(2,12), but it is very unlikely that the 252 

sensitivities would have reached acceptable levels. Finally, we cannot entirely exclude that some of the 253 

discordant results (Ag-RDT negative, RT-PCR positive) can be attributed to an undetected prior SARS-CoV-2 254 

infection - in which RT-PCR remain positive for a prolonged period of time - rather than a newly acquired 255 

infection. This might particularly occur in some individuals during periods with high Omicron prevalence(13), 256 

but exact quantification of this phenomenon is difficult. We did not observe any clear and consistent sensitivity 257 

differences of the three self-tests by COVID-19 vaccination status, prior SARS-CoV-2 infection, or age. We did 258 

see some differences by gender, with males having higher sensitivities than females for the MPBio and Clinitests 259 

(but still low and mostly non-significant). We observed a similar trend in symptomatic individuals for Clinitest 260 

but not for MPBio.(2) 261 
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This study is to our knowledge the largest empirical SARS-CoV-2 self-test diagnostic accuracy study among 262 

asymptomatic individuals in the Omicron period. Additional strengths include the large numbers of participants 263 

recruited at multiple test sites nationwide, the low percentage of missing values, RT-PCR reference test sampling 264 

and unsupervised Ag-RDT self-testing by the same individuals within a few hours conform the real-world 265 

context of self-testing, blinding of participants for the reference test result and blinding of laboratory staff for the 266 

Ag-RDT self-test result, and the use of a viral load cut-off. Our study also had some limitations. First, the 267 

diagnostic accuracy parameters are little less precise than we had anticipated due the post-hoc restriction of the 268 

analysis population to the (87%) asymptomatic non-confirmatory testers that were of primary interest. 269 

Furthermore, the study was obviously powered for the overall diagnostic accuracy estimates only and not for the 270 

stratified estimates. Second, the viral load calculations were based on standard curves that were generated in one 271 

of our previous studies.(9) These standard curves could for logistic reasons not be repeated with each RT-PCR 272 

run in this study. The viral loads should therefore be considered estimates and not as gold standard viral loads. 273 

The viral load cut-off that we used was the cut-off above which 95% of people with a positive RT-PCR test 274 

result had a positive virus culture in that previous study.(9) Those experiments were done when the Alpha 275 

variant dominated and the Dutch population was mostly unvaccinated. However, we believe that this viral load 276 

estimate is still more meaningful than using crude Ct value cut-offs of 25 or 30 as usually applied. 277 

The very low sensitivity (20% to 28%) of the studied SARS-CoV-2 self-tests in asymptomatic individuals is 278 

important to consider and communicate. It indicates that a relatively small group of SARS-CoV-2 infected 279 

individuals (based on a positive RT-PCR) that do not (yet) have symptoms or signs, is also detected by the self-280 

tests. Otherwise, 72% to 80% of the infected individuals based on RT-PCR is missed by the self-tests. 281 

Individuals wishing to protect vulnerable persons should be made aware of the very low sensitivity of these self-282 

tests when asymptomatic, and that they have several other options for protecting vulnerable persons such as 283 

implementing the general prevention measures and self-quarantine prior to the visit. Finally, business owners, 284 

event organisers, managers of institutions, and policy makers should know that in asymptomatic individuals a 285 

majority of SARS-CoV-2 infections will be missed when self-tests are used for screening, and their use may not 286 

be sufficient to prevent the spreading of the virus. Luckily, all of the self-tests that we evaluated are highly 287 

specific. Every positive test captured by self-testing is useful for public health purposes. Also, repeated self-288 

testing in case of a negative self-test is advocated to improve the diagnostic yield of the self-tests(14), and 289 

individuals should certainly be advised to re-test as soon as symptoms or signs develop. Maximum yield will, 290 

however, not be achievable with the currently available Ag-RDT self-tests and this should be taken into account 291 
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when developing self-test strategies for asymptomatic individuals to minimize transmission. 292 
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Table 1 Baseline characteristics of the primary analysis population, stratified by rapid antigen test. 367 
 368 

Test result available from the reference test and … Flowflex MPBio Clinitest 
Test site location Rotterdam Tilburg Roosendaal 
Inclusion dates Omicron period(>90% Omicron) Jan 12 –  

March 14 
Jan 12 –  

March 29 
Jan 12 –  

March 29 
Sample size N = 1229 N = 1027 N = 1344 
Age [years], mean (SD) 39 (14) 38 (15) 43 (15) 
   Range (min-max) 16-80 16-89 16-81 
Sex, female, n (%)†  655 (53.3) 623 (60.7) 797 (59.4) 
Self-reported reasons for testing, n (%)#    
   Symptoms 40 (3.3) 42 (4.1) 43 (3.2) 
   Close contact 1035 (84.2) 888 (86.5) 1213 (90.3) 
   Other reason 154 (12.5) 97 (9.4) 88 (6.5) 
Vaccination status    
   Not vaccinated 89 (7.2) 52 (5.0) 73 (5.4) 
   Vaccinated with at least one dose, n (%) 1140 (92.8) 975 (95.0) 1271 (94.6) 
      Number of vaccinations received, n (%)$    
         1 68 (6.0) 69 (7.1) 80 (6.3) 
         2 361 (31.7) 413 (42.4) 496 (39.0) 
         3 710 (62.3) 493 (50.6) 686 (54.0) 
         4 1 (0.1) 0 (0) 9 (0.7) 
         Unknown 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0.0) 
      Type of initial vaccination series, n (%)$    
         Pfizer  893 (78.3) 669 (68.6) 797 (62.7) 
         Moderna  88 (7.7) 105 (10.8) 228 (17.9) 
         Astra Zeneca 67 (5.9) 116 (11.9) 149 (11.7) 
         Janssen 85 (7.5) 79 (8.1) 87 (6.9) 
         Unknown/Other 7 (0.6) 6 (0.6) 10 (0.8) 
      Type of booster vaccine, n (%)$    
         Pfizer  486 (42.6) 301 (30.9) 470 (37.0) 
         Moderna  263 (23.1) 224 (23.0) 262 (20.6) 
         No booster received 373 (32.7) 433 (44.4) 516 (40.6) 
         Unknown 19 (1.7) 18 (1.9) 24 (1.9) 
At least one prior SARS-CoV-2 infection, n (%) 368 (29.9) 251 (24.5) 311 (23.2) 
   Less than 2 months ago 58 (15.8) 22 (8.8) 24 (7.7) 
   2 to 6 months ago 102 (27.7) 50 (19.9) 81 (26.0) 
   6 to 12 months ago 111 (30.2) 93 (37.1) 106 (34.1) 
   More than 12 months ago 96 (26.1) 85 (33.9) 100 (32.2) 
   Unknown 1 (0.3) 1 (0.4) 0 (0) 
Previous experience with using self-tests, n (%) 1185 (96.5) 991 (96.5) 1300 ( 96.8) 
   Performed last self-test, n (%)$    
      Less than 7 days ago 895 (75.5) 819 (82.6) 1038 (79.9) 
      1 to 4 weeks ago 188 (15.9) 115 (11.6) 162 (12.5) 
      More than 1 months ago 98 (8.3) 55 (5.6) 99 (7.6) 
      Unknown 4 (0.3) 2 (0.2) 1 (0.1) 
   Number of ever performed self-tests, n (%)    
      1-3 147 (12.4) 146 (14.7) 220 (16.9) 
      4-6 260 (21.9) 235 (23.7) 363 (27.9) 
      7-10 310 (26.2) 245 (24.7) 323 (24.9) 
      >10 465 (39.2) 356 (35.9) 390 (30.0) 
Flowflex=Acon Labs Flowflex COVID-19 Antigen Home Test; MPBio=MP Biomedicals Rapid SARS-CoV-2 Antigen Test Card; 369 

Clinitest=Siemens-Healthineers CLINITEST Rapid COVID-19 Antigen Test; SD=standard deviation. 370 
$ Percentage calculated as proportion of those vaccinated, or those that had previous experience in performing a self-test, respectively. 371 
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Table 2 Diagnostic accuracy parameters for the three Ag-RDTs in the primary analysis population. 372 

Values are percentages (95% confidence interval) unless stated otherwise. 373 

  374 

  N RT-PCR test  
positivity* [%] 

Sensitivity [%] 
(95%CI) 

Specificity [%] 
(95%CI) 

PPV [%] 
(95%CI) 

NPV [%] 
(95%CI) 

 Flowflex 
Primary analysis  1229 15.7 27.5 (21.3-34.3) 99.8 (99.3-100) 96.4 (87.5-99.6) 88.1 (86.1-89.9) 
Secondary (stratified) analyses:        
 Viral load cut-off¶  1221 7.3 48.3 (37.6-59.2) 99.2 (98.5-99.6) 82.7 (69.7-91.8) 96.1 (94.8-97.1) 
 Vaccinated (at least once):        
  Yes  1140 15.1 28.5 (21.9-35.9) 99.8 (99.3-100) 96.1 (86.5-99.5) 88.7 (86.7-90.5) 
  No  88 23.9 19.0 (5.4-41.9) 100 (94.6-100) 100 (39.8-100) 79.8 (69.6-87.7) 
    Previous SARS-CoV-2 infection:        
     Yes  368 16.3 26.7 (16.1-39.7) 99.7 (98.2-100) 94.1 (71.3-99.9) 87.5 (83.5-90.7) 
     No  861 15.4 27.8 (20.4-36.3) 99.9 (99.2-100) 97.4 (86.2-99.9) 88.3 (85.9-90.4) 
    Sex:        
     Female  655 16.0 30.5 (21.9-40.2) 99.8 (99.0-100) 97.0 (84.2-99.9) 88.3 (85.5-90.7) 
     Male  569 15.3 23.0 (14.6-33.2) 99.8 (98.8-100) 95.2 (76.2-99.9) 87.8 (84.7-90.4) 
    Age [years]:        
    16-40  711 16.7 23.5 (16.2-32.2) 99.8 (99.1-100) 96.6 (82.2-99.9) 86.7 (83.9-89.1) 
    >40  518 14.3 33.8 (23.2-45.7) 99.8 (98.8-100) 96.2 (80.4-99.9) 90.0 (87.0-92.5) 
 MPBio 
Primary analysis  1027 11.2 20.9 (13.9-29.4) 99.8 (99.2-100) 92.3 (74.9-99.1) 90.9 (89.0-92.6) 
Secondary (stratified) analyses:        
 Viral load cut-off¶  1026 3.6 37.8 (22.5-55.2) 98.8 (97.9-99.4) 53.8 (33.4-73.4) 97.7 (96.6-98.5) 
 Vaccinated (at least one):        
  Yes  975 10.3 18.0 (11.0-26.9) 99.8 (99.2-100) 90.0 (68.3-98.8) 91.4 (89.5-93.1) 
  No  51 29.4 40.0 (16.3-67.7) 100 (90.3-100) 100 (54.1-100) 80.0 (65.4-90.4) 
    Previous SARS-CoV-2 infection:        
     Yes  251 14.3 16.7 (6.4-32.8) 100 (98.3-100) 100 (54.1-100) 87.8 (83.0-91.6) 
     No  775 10.2 22.8 (14.1-33.6) 99.7 (99.0-100) 90.0 (68.3-98.8) 91.9 (89.7-93.8) 
    Sex:        
     Female  623 10.8 13.4 (6.3-24.0) 99.8 (99.0-100) 90.0 (55.5-99.7) 90.5 (87.9-92.7) 
     Male  404 11.9 31.2 (18.7-46.3) 99.7 (98.4-100) 93.8 (69.8-99.8) 91.5 (88.3-94.1) 
    Age [years]:        
    16-40  582 12.4 25.0 (15.5-36.6) 99.8 (98.9-100) 94.7 (74.0-99.9) 90.4 (87.7-92.7) 
    >40  444 9.7 14.0 (5.3-27.9) 99.8 (98.6-100) 85.7 (42.1-99.6) 91.5 (88.5-94.0) 
 Clinitest 
Primary analysis  1344 11.9 25.6 (19.1-33.1) 99.9 (99.5-100) 97.6 (87.4-99.9) 90.9 (89.2-92.4) 
Secondary (stratified) analyses:        
 Viral load cut-off¶  1340 6.3 40.0 (29.5-51.2) 99.5 (99.0-99.8) 85.0 (70.2-94.3) 96.1 (94.9-97.1) 
 Vaccinated (at least one):        
  Yes  1271 12.0 24.8 (18.2-32.5) 99.9 (99.5-100) 97.4 (86.5-99.9) 90.7 (88.9-92.2) 
  No  72 8.3 50.0 (11.8-88.2) 100 (94.6-100) 100 (29.2-100) 95.7 (87.8-99.1) 
    Previous SARS-CoV-2 infection:        
     Yes  311 9.3 20.7 (8.0-39.7) 99.6 (98.0-100) 85.7 (42.1-99.6) 92.4 (88.9-95.1) 
     No  1032 12.7 26.7 (19.4-35.2) 100 (99.6-100) 100 (90.0-100) 90.4 (88.4-92.1) 
    Sex:        
     Female  797 11.7 17.2 (10.2-26.4) 100 (99.5-100) 100 (79.4-100) 90.1 (87.8-92.1) 
     Male  544 12.1 37.9 (26.2-50.7) 99.8 (98.8-100) 96.2 (80.4-99.9) 92.1 (89.4-94.3) 
    Age [years]:        
    16-40  568 12.1 24.6 (15.1-36.5) 99.8 (98.9-100) 94.4 (72.7-99.9) 90.5 (87.8-92.9) 
    >40  775 11.7 26.4 (17.7-36.7) 100 (99.5-100) 100 (85.8-100) 91.1 (88.8-93.0) 

Flowflex=Acon Labs Flowflex COVID-19 Antigen Home Test; MPBio=MP Biomedicals Rapid SARS-CoV-2 Antigen Test Card; 375 

Clinitest=Siemens-Healthineers CLINITEST Rapid COVID-19 Antigen Test; NPV=negative predictive value; PPV=positive predictive 376 

value. 377 

*True SARS-CoV-2 infections based on RT-PCR test result. 378 

¶ Defined as viral load above which 95% of individuals with a positive RT-PCR test result had a positive viral culture9, which was 5.2 log10 379 

SARS-CoV-2 E-gene copies/mL  380 
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Figure legend 381 

 382 

Figure 1 Flow of study participants of the full study population and primary analysis population between 383 

brackets. Flowflex = the Acon Labs Flowflex COVID-19 Antigen Home Test; MPBio = the MP Biomedicals 384 

Rapid SARS-CoV-2 Antigen Test Card; Clinitest = the Siemens-Healthineers CLINITEST Rapid COVID-19 385 

Antigen Test. “Ag-RDT inconclusive” is a combination of Ag-RDTs that showed no control line, test tubes that 386 

were dropped, an Ag-RDTs that provided a result participants had difficulties to interpret (e.g., very light line at 387 

the “T”). 388 

 389 

Figure 2 Sensitivities with 95% confidence intervals of the antigen rapid test-RT-PCR reference standard test 390 

comparisons stratified according to covid-19 vaccination status, previous infection status, sex, and age. The 391 

vertical line indicates the sensitivity of the Ag-RDT in the respective overall study population, and the number of 392 

positive RT-PCR tests out of the total or subgroup between parentheses. 393 

 . 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 9, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.07.22277366doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.07.22277366
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


Flowflex
n=1441 (1234)

Flowflex negative
n=1242 (1176)

Flowflex positive
n=194 (55)

Flowflex inconclusive
n=5 (3)

RT-PCR
n=1238 (1174)

RT-PCR
n=193 (55)

RT-PCR
n=5 (3)

No RT-PCR 
n=4 (2)

RT-PCR impossible to
assess
n=0 (0)

RT-PCR result
- SARS-CoV-2 Infection

n=181 (140)
- No SARS-CoV-2 infection

n=1057 (1034)
- Inconclusive

n=0 (0)

RT-PCR result
- SARS-CoV-2 Infection

n=183 (53)
- No SARS-CoV-2 infection

n=10 (2)
- Inconclusive

n=0

RT-PCR result
- SARS-CoV-2 Infection

n=3 (1)
- No SARS-CoV-2 infection

n=2 (2)
- Inconclusive

n=0

Flowflex (Rotterdam)

No RT-PCR 
n=1 (0)

RT-PCR impossible to
assess
n=0 (0)

No RT-PCR 
n=0 (0)

RT-PCR impossible to
assess
n=0 (0)

Included in analysis with Flowflex and RT-PCR test result available
n=1431 (1229)

Excluded from analysis
n=5 (3)

Clinitest (Roosendaal)

Clinitest
n=1617 (1363)

Clinitest negative
n=1421 (1308)

Clinitest positive
n=176 (42)

Clinitest inconclusive
n=20 (13)

RT-PCR
n=1415 (1302)

RT-PCR
n=174 (42)

RT-PCR
n=20 (13)

No RT-PCR 
n=4 (4)

RT-PCR impossible to
assess
n=2 (2)

RT-PCR result
- SARS-CoV-2 Infection

n=201 (119)
- No SARS-CoV-2 infection

n=1214 (1183)
- Inconclusive

n=0 (0)

RT-PCR result
- SARS-CoV-2 Infection

n=171 (41)
- No SARS-CoV-2 infection

n=3 (1)
- Inconclusive

n=0 (0)

RT-PCR result
- SARS-CoV-2 Infection

n=10 (3)
- No SARS-CoV-2 infection

n=10 (10)
- Inconclusive

n=0 (0)

No RT-PCR 
n=2 (0)

RT-PCR impossible to
assess
n=0 (0)

No RT-PCR 
n=0 (0)

RT-PCR impossible to
assess
n=0 (0)

Included in analysis with Clinitest and RT-PCR test result available
n=1589 (1344)

Excluded from analysis
n=20 (13)

MPBio (Tilburg)

MPBio
n=1144 (1038)

MPBio negative
n=1040 (1003)

MPBio positive
n=94 (26)

MPBio inconclusive
n=10 (9)

RT-PCR
n=1038 (1001)

RT-PCR
n=93 (26)

RT-PCR
n=10 (9)

No RT-PCR 
n=2 (2)

RT-PCR impossible to
assess
n=0 (0)

RT-PCR result
- SARS-CoV-2 Infection

n=112 (91)
- No SARS-CoV-2 infection

n=926 (910)
- Inconclusive

n=0 (0)

RT-PCR result
- SARS-CoV-2 Infection

n=90 (24)
- No SARS-CoV-2 infection

n=3 (2)
- Inconclusive

n=0 (0)

RT-PCR result
- SARS-CoV-2 Infection

n=3 (2)
- No SARS-CoV-2 infection

n=7 (7)
- Inconclusive

n=0 (0)

No RT-PCR 
n=1 (0)

RT-PCR impossible to
assess
n=0 (0)

No RT-PCR 
n=0 (0)

RT-PCR impossible to
assess
n=0 (0)

Included in analysis with MPBio and RT-PCR test result available
n=1131 (1027)

Excluded from analysis
n=10 (9)

 . 
C

C
-B

Y
-N

C
 4.0 International license

It is m
ade available under a 

 is the author/funder, w
ho has granted m

edR
xiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

(w
h

ich
 w

as n
o

t certified
 b

y p
eer review

)
T

he copyright holder for this preprint 
this version posted July 9, 2022. 

; 
https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.07.22277366

doi: 
m

edR
xiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.07.22277366
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


overall ( 193 / 1229 )

infectiousness viral load cut−off ( 89 / 1221 )

not vaccinated ( 21 / 88 )

vaccinated once ( 8 / 68 )

vaccinated twice ( 56 / 361 )

vaccinated three times ( 107 / 710 )

previous infection ( 60 / 368 )

no previous infection ( 133 / 861 )

male ( 87 / 569 )

female ( 105 / 655 )

aged 16 to 40 years ( 119 / 711 )

aged 40 years and older ( 74 / 518 )

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Sensitivity [%]

Acon Labs Flowflex

overall ( 115 / 1027 )

infectiousness viral load cut−off ( 37 / 1026 )

not vaccinated ( 15 / 51 )

vaccinated once ( 10 / 69 )

vaccinated twice ( 40 / 413 )

vaccinated three times ( 50 / 493 )

previous infection ( 36 / 251 )

no previous infection ( 79 / 775 )

male ( 48 / 404 )

female ( 67 / 623 )

aged 16 to 40 years ( 72 / 582 )

aged 40 years and older ( 43 / 444 )
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MP Biomedicals

overall ( 160 / 1344 )

infectiousness viral load cut−off ( 85 / 1340 )

not vaccinated ( 6 / 72 )

vaccinated once ( 3 / 80 )

vaccinated twice ( 54 / 496 )

vaccinated three times ( 95 / 686 )

previous infection ( 29 / 311 )

no previous infection ( 131 / 1032 )

male ( 66 / 544 )

female ( 93 / 797 )

aged 16 to 40 years ( 69 / 568 )

aged 40 years and older ( 91 / 775 )
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