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Abstract 

Introduction 

Healthcare workers (HCWs) from an interprovincial Canadian cohort were asked to give serial blood samples to 

identify factors associated with anti-receptor binding domain (anti-RBD) IgG response to the SARS-CoV-2 virus. 

Methods 

Members of the HCW cohort donated blood samples four months after their first SARS-CoV-2 immunization and 

again at 7, 10 and 13 months. Date and type of immunizations and dates of SARS-CoV-2 infection were collected 

at each of four contacts, together with information on immunologically-compromising conditions and current 

therapies. Blood samples were analyzed centrally for anti-RBD IgG and anti-nucleocapsid IgG (Abbott Architect, 

Abbott Diagnostics). Records of immunization and SARS-CoV-2 testing from public health agencies were used to 

assess the impact of reporting errors on estimates from the random-effects multivariable model fitted to the 

data. 

Results 

2752 of 4567 vaccinated cohort participants agreed to donate at least one blood sample. Modelling of anti-RBD 

IgG titer from 8903 samples showed an increase in IgG with each vaccine dose and with first infection. A 

decrease in IgG titer was found with the number of months since vaccination or infection, with the sharpest 

decline after the third dose. An immunization regime that included mRNA1273 (Moderna) resulted in higher 

anti-RBD IgG. Participants reporting multiple sclerosis, rheumatoid arthritis or taking selective 

immunosuppressants, tumor necrosis factor inhibitors, calcineurin inhibitors and antineoplastic agents had 

lower anti-RBD IgG. Supplementary analyses showed higher anti-RBD IgG in those reporting side-effects of 

vaccination, no relation of anti-RBD IgG to obesity and lower titers in women immunized early in pregnancy. 

Sensitivity analysis results suggested no important bias in the self-report data. 

Conclusion 

Creation of a prospective cohort was central to the credibility of results presented here. Serial serology 

assessments, with longitudinal analysis, provided effect estimates with enhanced accuracy and a clearer 

understanding of medical and other factors affecting response to vaccination. 
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Introduction  

In the early weeks of the COVID-19 pandemic, a cohort of healthcare workers (HCWs) was established in four 

Canadian provinces to determine modifiable workplace factors associated with increased risk of infection and of 

mental distress when working through the pandemic. Although this project envisaged using serology samples to 

identify or confirm SARS-CoV-2 infection, the need for serial samples of asymptomatic HCWs only became 

apparent with the start of SARS-CoV-2 immunization in December 2020. In response to a call from the Canadian 

Immunology Task Force for data to better understand the immunological response to SARS-CoV-2 vaccines, we 

established a serology sub-cohort to collect serial blood samples for determination of SARS-CoV-2 antibodies.  At 

that point in the pandemic there was little knowledge about the effectiveness of vaccinations or the decay in 

immunological response, although this rapidly became available from clinical trials [1][2][3] and observational 

studies [4][5]6] [7]. Much useful data has come from cohort studies of HCWs [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] that were set 

up close to the start of vaccination against COVID-19, but long-term follow-up with repeated measures beyond 

the first months of vaccination are less in evidence [12] [13].  Using data from a serology sub-cohort of Canadian 

HCWs, we sought to establish an overall model of the relation between anti-receptor binding domain (anti-RBD) 

IgG to the spike protein of the SARS-CoV-2 virus (anti-RBD IgG titer) and the pattern of SARS-CoV-2 vaccinations 

and infections over time. As the serology sub-study was embedded in an on-going cohort, we were able to also 

consider wider questions raised elsewhere, including the impact of immune-related medical condition [14] [15] 

and medications [16] [17], the role, if any, of obesity [18] and pregnancy [19] and the relation of reported side-

effects of vaccination to the strength of the anti-RBD IgG response [20]. Since the start of serology sampling in 

this cohort, knowledge on the immunological response to vaccines and infection and the decay over time has 

increased exponentially [21]. The results from the statistical models developed here to address these questions 

can be interpreted in this vastly better-informed context. 

 

Methods 

The initial cohort recruited HCWs from four Canadian provinces (Alberta, British Columbia, Ontario and Quebec) 

in the early months (April-October) of the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic. This is described more fully elsewhere [22] 

but, in brief, HCWs were approached through their provincial professional organizations and invited to contact 

the research team if they were interested to take part. Physicians were recruited from all four provinces, 

registered and licensed practical nurses and health care aides only from Alberta and personal support workers 

only from Ontario. All consenting participants completed an online baseline/recruitment questionnaire in 

Spring/Summer 2020 and were contacted to complete further online questionnaires in late fall 2020, in April 

2021 and April 2022. The second questionnaire asked if the HCW would donate a blood sample to look for 

undiagnosed COVID-19 via detection of anti-nucleocapsid IgG, emphasized a request to notify the research team 

of all positive tests and requested consent to obtain records of positive SARS-CoV-2 diagnostic nucleic acid tests 

(NAT) including polymerase chain reaction (PCR) tests from the public health authorities of their home province. 

The 3rd and 4th questionnaires asked for details of all vaccinations received and, in the 4th questionnaire, consent 

to obtain immunization records from the province. Shortly after the first immunizations (19th December 2020) 

participants were told about the plan to collect serial serology blood samples from those who were willing and 

who felt it was feasible. Samples were collected 4, 7, 10 and 13 months after the first vaccine dose. At the time 

of each sample, the participant was asked to complete a very brief questionnaire (online or by phone) to update 
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their record of immunizations (date and manufacturer) and infection history, with details of how this was 

confirmed (by PCR (NAT) or rapid antigen testing). 

Blood samples were collected through commercial or provincial blood collection facilities. These covered the 

whole province of Alberta but only parts of other provinces. In British Columbia (BC), with the support of the BC 

Centre for Disease Control, those outside the area covered by the commercial service could give samples 

through the BC public clinical laboratories. In Ontario and Quebec, those not covered by the commercial services 

could only give samples through ad hoc arrangements. Some did so, but for many it was not feasible to give 

repeated samples. All samples were forwarded to the Alberta BioSample Repository at the University of Alberta 

and stored at -20C for later analysis. This was carried out using the Abbott Architect platform (Abbott 

Diagnostics, Chicago, IL, USA) with the SARS-CoV-2 IgG II QUANT assay quantitatively detecting antibodies 

directed against the RBD region of the spike protein. The result of this assay, referred to as the anti-RBD IgG 

titer, is the outcome measure used throughout this article.  The quantifiable range was 6.8-40,000 AU/ml: a 

value of ≥50 AU/ml was interpreted as a positive result. Samples were analyzed as they were received, at either 

of two laboratory centers, to give timely feedback to participants. Any participant whose sample result was 

<50AU/ml was contacted personally by the Principal Investigator to discuss likely causes and implications. To 

minimize the possibility of changes over time (in laboratory reagents, machines or procedures) that could lead 

to biased results in data serially analyzed, all samples with sufficient residual serum were reanalyzed for anti-

RBD IgG under carefully standardized conditions in a single laboratory during summer of 2022. The results of the 

standardized reanalysis have been used for the present analysis, when available. Where no serum remained, the 

original result was retained. The Abbott Architect SARS-CoV-2 IgG antibody assay was also used to detect 

antibodies against the viral nucleocapsid protein, reflecting infection with the SARS-CoV-2 virus. In line with the 

manufacturer’s recommendation, a nucleocapsid result was considered positive with a value of 1.4 AU/ml or 

greater. The time between each vaccine dose and the date of sample collection was calculated for each of the 

serology samples. Vaccination occurring less than seven days prior to sample collection was not considered for 

that sample. The date of infection with COVID-19 was taken as the reported date of a positive PCR (NAT) or 

rapid antigen test. 

Immunological conditions were ascertained from a checklist of six conditions plus ‘other’ and ‘none’ on the third 

and fourth questionnaire (Supplementary materials 11). Medications assessed were those reported by 

participants as likely or possibly affecting response to the vaccine (Supplementary materials 1.2). As there were 

few changes to medication over the period of vaccinations, those started before the first vaccine were used in 

the analysis. Responses to the checklist of autoimmune conditions (rheumatoid arthritis, ankylosing spondylitis, 

psoriatic arthritis, psoriasis, inflammatory bowel disease, and lupus) were accepted without review. Three 

physician members of the team reviewed all free-text entries entered as “other chronic autoimmune 

inflammatory diseases” or volunteered in the medication section: multiple sclerosis was identified from these 

responses. Medications were coded into seven categories based on the international classification of diseases 

(ICD) 11th revision [23] (World Health Organization, 2020): methotrexate, tumor necrosis factor (TNF) inhibitors, 

glucocorticoids, interleukin inhibitors, calcineurin inhibitors, selective immunosuppressants, and antineoplastic 

agents (Supplementary materials 1.3). Coding was done independently with disagreements solved by consensus. 

Gender as self-reported on the recruitment questionnaire and age at each sample, calculated from date of birth, 

were included in each analysis.  
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Variables explored in the supplementary analyses were defined as follows. Body Mass Index (BMI) was 

calculated from self-report of height and weight as kg/m3, collected at the third contact. For pregnancy, date of 

each conception was collected at the 4th contact. Pregnancy gestation at the time of vaccination could not be 

calculated exactly, but was estimated from the month of conception reported by the participant, with ‘early’ 

gestation including those with the vaccine dose in the same month as conception or in the two following 

months, ‘mid’ gestation in months 4 or 5 and ‘late’ gestation in months 6-10 of a continuing pregnancy. Adverse 

side effects at first and second vaccination dose were collected from a list of thirteen possible effects at each 

dose (Supplementary material 1.4). The participant was asked to mark on a visual analogue scale (from ‘not at 

all’ to ‘very’) how much they had been bothered by each symptom.  

Two provinces (Alberta and British Columbia) were able to provide public health records of vaccination and 

infection for participants who consented. The self-report and public health records were reconciled by adding 

unreported vaccinations and correcting dates and types of vaccine. Any PCR(NAT) confirmed cases of COVID-19 

from public health records were added and existing dates corrected. The reconciled records were used for the 

analysis reported here, with a sensitivity analysis comparing models from the original and reconciled data. 

Statistical methods.  

To reduce skewness, the natural logarithm of anti-RBD IgG concentration was used in the analysis. Mean and 

standard deviation (SD) of the log anti-RBD IgG were calculated for each category of factors and tabulated, along 

with the corresponding geometric mean of the original anti-RBD IgG concentration.  Mean time in months and 

its SD from each vaccine dose, or confirmed case of COVID-19, to the collection of blood sample was calculated 

and tabulated for each of the 4 time points of blood sample collection and overall. We used a linear mixed 

model with a Gaussian random-intercept for each HCW to describe the variation of log anti-RBD IgG values 

across the HCWs by age and gender and how the log IgG levels changed over time according to the following 

factors: the presence/absence of the first and second confirmed COVID-19 infections; time from each infection 

to the IgG measurement; nucleocapsid positivity status (positive, negative, missing); reception of up to four 

SARS-CoV-2 vaccinations prior to the sample; time from each vaccination to collection of the sample; type of the 

vaccines (only Pfizer, any Moderna, and any non-mRNA vaccines).  The times from the 1st vaccination and the 2nd 

vaccination were almost redundant (i.e., Pearson correlation = 0.95) and thus only the latter was entered to the 

models.  The value ascribed to vaccine 1 (present for all participants) is the model intercept. To this initial model, 

we added the seven indicators of the medical conditions (multiple sclerosis, rheumatoid arthritis, ankylosing 

spondylitis, psoriatic arthritis, psoriasis, inflammatory bowel disease, and lupus) and seven indicators of 

medication use (methotrexate, TNF inhibitors, glucocorticoids, interleukin inhibitors, calcineurin inhibitors, 

selective immunosuppressants, and antineoplastic agents) to evaluate the association of these clinical factors 

with log anti-RBD IgG levels,  with an indicator of missing medical data. Three supplementary analyses were 

conducted to assess the associations of the severity of adverse effects (on the 2nd dose of vaccination), 

pregnancy at the time of vaccination, and BMI with the log anti-RBD IgG levels: this was accomplished by adding 

each of the three variables to the second model above.  For the analysis of adverse reactions to vaccination a 

separate principal component analysis of log-transformed visual analogue scales was carried out for adverse 

responses ascribed to the 1st and 2nd doses. Unrotated components with eigen values >1.0 were extracted and 

scores retained for analysis against anti-RBD IgG.  As a sensitivity analysis, the initial model was re-fit using only 

2031 participants with 6630 samples (74% of the total) in Alberta and British Columbia who had been matched 
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to provincial records of PCR (NAT) confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection and vaccination. The Akaike Information 

Criterion (AIC) was calculated for each dataset to determine whether the fit improved when public health data 

were incorporated 

All statistical analyses were conducted by Stata version 18 and SAS 9.4. Probabilities quoted were two-sided. 

 

 

Results 

Of the 4964 HCWs consenting to join the prospective cohort, 2752 gave at least one post vaccine serology 

sample. This represented 60% (2752/4567) of those eligible, excluding 397 HCW not known to have been 

vaccinated (Figure 1). Of the 2752 giving samples, 292 gave 1, 323 two, 583 three and 1554 four, for a total of 

8903 samples. Of these, 96.9% (8629/8903) had IgG values from the controlled reanalysis. The geometric mean 

(GM) of anti-RBD IgG decreased from the 4-month sample (2689 AU/ml) to 1190 AU/ml at 7 months then 

increased to 3091AU/ml at the 10-month sample and again to 10,282 AU/ml at 13 months. The GMs of anti-RBD 

IgG by month from March/April 2021, the first date for a 4-month sample since first vaccine, to July 2022, the 

end of sample collection, are shown in Supplementary materials 2.  The lowest GM was in November 2021. 

The distribution of factors considered in the analysis is given in Table 1, together with the untransformed GM 

and mean log anti-RBD IgG unadjusted for other factors. The mean time between vaccines and infection prior to 

each sample is shown in Table 2. All but 46 of the 2216 participants giving a 4-month sample had received both 

first and second doses before this first sample. The initial model including gender, age and history of vaccination 

and infection is shown in Table 3. Gender was unrelated to the measured immune response and a decreasing 

response with age was only marked in those aged 65 or older. A positive effect on anti-RBD IgG was seen for 

each of four vaccine doses. Figure 2 shows the predicted values and slopes from the initial model (Table 3) for 

those who had received each of the four vaccines hypothetically at its mean time point of the cohort members 

(red line), together with smoothed observed values for those with (solid black) and without (dashed black) the 

third vaccine dose by the 10-month sample. The sharp increases in the predicted line reflect the estimated 

effects of the 3rd and 4th vaccine doses. The predicted slope post vaccine 2 is shallower (estimated -0.156) than 

that from vaccine 3 (-0.156 + -0.105 =-0.261) or vaccine 4 (-0.156 + -0.105 + 0.012= -0.249). The smoothed 

observed values follow the predicted line closely to the 7-month sample, diverge for the 10-month sample and 

meet again at the 13-month sample 

The predicted line in Figure 3 does not take account of infection or type of vaccine. A total of 678 of 2752 HCW 

in the serology sub-study had tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 by July 2022, of whom 19 had two test-positive 

infections (Table 1). The effect estimates for infection were positive, with the additional effect for the second 

case much smaller than the first (Table 3). The decay slope after infection was shallower than after vaccination. 

Having adjusted for known infection a positive nucleocapsid antibody result was related to a higher log anti-RBD 

IgG (Table 3). Those who had received only BNT162b2 (Pfizer-BioNTech) vaccines had lower anti-RBD IgG titers 

than those who had received at least one dose of mRNA-1273 (Moderna), while those whose doses included any 

non-mRNA vaccine had lower anti-RBD IgG (Table 3).  
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The model was then extended to assess the effects of medical conditions and medications (Table 4). Among the 

medical conditions considered only HCWs with multiple sclerosis and rheumatoid arthritis had a lower than 

expected immune response, as indicated by anti-RBD IgG.  Most of the medications considered were negatively 

related to the immune response but only tumor necrotic factor (TNF) inhibitors, calcineurin inhibitors, selective 

immunosuppressants and antineoplastic agents reduced the anti-RBD IgG concentration to a significant degree.  

Three supplementary analyses considered: whether severity of side effects to vaccination, gestation in women 

pregnant at the time of vaccination or body mass index (BMI), had any impact on the immune response, when 

these factors were added to the model shown in Table 4. To explore the relation of reported side effects to 

immune response (reflected in anti-RBD IgG concentration) three principal components analyses were extracted 

from responses to the 13 symptoms rated by respondents as their experience after the first and second vaccine 

dose (Table 5). Only the first components, interpreted as strength of systemic reactogenicity, related to an 

increased anti-RBD IgG response in bivariate analysis. The first components for the first and second vaccine 

doses were correlated (Pearson r= 0.53, p<0.001) but only the strength of response to the 2nd dose added to the 

final model (Table 6). Of the 139 women in the serology sub-cohort who reported a pregnancy since the start of 

the pandemic, 88 received at least one vaccine dose during at least one pregnancy. These women appeared to 

have a somewhat lower response to vaccination if the vaccine dose was given in early or mid-pregnancy, when 

variables reflecting stage of pregnancy were added to the previous model (Table 6). With BMI in the model, 

there was no suggestion that participants with a higher BMI had a worse immune response (Table 6).  

In the sensitivity analysis (Table 7) estimates for 2031 participants with 6630 samples (74% of the total) in 

Alberta and British Columbia who had been matched to provincial public health records were very similar 

whether self-report alone or data reconciling official and self-report were used. The self-report data accounted 

for 75.8% of the variance in log anti-RBD IgG and the data corrected from public health records 79.8%. The AIC 

for the model with adjustment for public health data was smaller (19208) than with just the self-report (18220) 

suggesting the inclusion of public health records had improved the fit.  Inspection of Table 7 indicates a greater 

(negative) effect of non-mRNA vaccines when self-reported vaccine type was corrected from public health 

records.  

Discussion  

The serial collection of samples for serology testing demonstrated the anticipated increase of anti-RBD IgG with 

each vaccine dose and test-confirmed infection and the decrease in anti-RBD IgG titers with the passage of time.  

Further, it showed a greater increase in anti-RBD IgG with use of the mRNA-1273 vaccine, that nucleocapsid 

positivity was an independent predictor of anti-RBD IgG, the negative impact on anti-RBD IgG of certain medical 

conditions and treatments, a muted vaccine response in early pregnancy and an enhanced response in those 

reporting greater severity of common side effects.  

The strengths of the study include the repeated measures design in a large cohort, with high participant 

retention, resulting in part from rapid feedback of serology results. A further strength is the very high proportion 

of samples included in the systematic reanalysis designed to minimize the impact of variability between 

laboratories and over time. The cohort design provided information on personal factors including medical 

conditions, adverse vaccine reactions, BMI and pregnancy. Although the information on vaccinations and 

infection was self-reported, the participants were all HCWs who may be more accurate in their reporting than 
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the general population. Previous studies have shown that, in patients, self-report of vaccination status was very 

largely concordant with vaccination records but that self-reported dates and type of vaccine were less accurate 

[24] [25]. In the current study public health records were accessed for a majority of the serology sub-cohort and 

the congruence in estimates using purely self-report episodes and episodes corrected from external records 

gives some confidence to the findings for the serology cohort overall.  

Weaknesses include the exclusion of a sizeable number of the main cohort for whom it was not feasible to 

obtain serial blood samples. Factors associated with joining the serology cohort have been described elsewhere 

[22]. In addition to those excluded through lack of local blood collection facilities, younger age, having a child at 

home and smoking were associated with a lower participation. The restricted serology analysis was a major 

limitation. Only serum was retained for analysis and it was not possible to infer anything about cellular 

immunity. While the sample size was adequate to confirm the negative impact of certain conditions and 

medications, it did not allow confident assertion of novel findings on the impact of pre-existing conditions. 

Moreover, this analysis does not consider the relation between vaccine response and breakthrough infection or 

severity of disease. 

The use of 40,000 AU/ml as the upper limit of quantification produced the ceiling effect evident in Figure 2, and 

will have reduced the accuracy of estimates based on samples at 10 months (with 221 samples (9.8%) recorded 

at ceiling) and 13 months (425 samples, 18.9%). This will have biased the estimated slopes towards the null, as 

values potentially higher than 40,000 AU/ml were recorded as 40,000 AU/ml, resulting in estimates of decay 

slopes after the 3rd and 4th vaccine doses that are less steep than would have been expected from data without 

the 40000 AU/ml ceiling. 

The observed increase in anti-RBD IgG following each vaccine dose and decay with time are as reported 

elsewhere [21] [26], as is the slower decay after infection in this cohort of vaccinated HCWs [21].  The smaller 

increase after the 4th vaccine is consistent with other studies [13] but is based here on only 64 participants. 

Similarly, the small increase following a second infection was based on a confirmed second case in only 19 

participants. The sharper decline after the 3rd and 4th vaccine dose than after the 2nd is not consistent with some 

earlier reports which suggested a slower decline after the third dose [10] [12]. The reasons for this difference 

are uncertain. All three studies were of HCWs and all used the Abbott ARCHITECT system to obtain quantitative 

estimates of anti-RBD IgG. The current study was much larger and the follow-up after the third vaccine dose 

somewhat longer (mean 3.3 months) than in the previous studies cited here. Ikezaki et al [10] collected samples 

from 52 HCWs 2 months after the third vaccine dose and Dodge et al [12] from 212 HCWs 2-3 months after the 

third dose. The statistical approach differed between the studies. The analysis by Dodge et al [12] suggesting a 

shallower decay slope after the third vaccine considered only a subgroup in a cross-sectional analysis rather than 

a longitudinal analysis of IgG values which would have controlled for between-participant factors. Ikezaki et al 

[10] reported a percentage decline after the 2nd and 3rd vaccines without giving more detail. It should be noted 

that the effect of values above the upper limit of quantification, observed after the third but not second vaccine 

dose in all three studies, will have been differential, biasing estimates of decay after the third dose, but not the 

second, towards the null. The finding of a faster decline after the 3rd vaccine dose in the current study is not 

easily dismissed: it is strengthened by the reanalysis of stored serum, ensuring results after the 2nd and 3rd doses 

were directly comparable. In their comprehensive review Sette and Crotty [21] commented that ‘conclusions 

about durability of [antibodies] after 3-dose mRNA vaccination remain uncertain’. 
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The relation of a positive nucleocapsid test, assayed from the same sample as the anti-RBD IgG, was related to a 

higher IgG concentration, whether or not there was a reported infection (data not shown). Without a reported 

case, this may be assumed to reflect an asymptomatic (or unrecognized) infection.  In those with a recognized 

infection, this may again reflect a further unrecognized infection, or perhaps different rates of decay of anti- 

RBD IgG and nucleocapsid post infection [27]. The greater response in those with at least one dose of mRNA-

1273 vaccine compared to those receiving only BNT162b2 is consistent with the literature [4] [12] [13] as is the 

lower IgG response with non-mRNA vaccines [7] [28] [29]. 

Our results show that HCWs with inflammatory medical conditions had lower levels of anti-RBD IgG, as reported 

elsewhere [30] [31]. Notably those participants with either multiple sclerosis or rheumatoid arthritis had a 

significantly lower concentration of anti-RBD IgG. These findings may be related to the condition itself affecting 

the immune response to vaccine or to the effects of medical treatment for the condition. When we examined 

the immune suppressant medications that participants reported, the lowest immune response was seen in those 

receiving one of the selective immunosuppressants (Supplementary materials 1.3). It has been shown that 

patients with multiple sclerosis (MS) taking these molecules have a decreased anti-spike protein IgG response to 

mRNA vaccines while untreated patients with MS had a response comparable to healthy controls [16]. 

Apostolidis et al [32] similarly demonstrated reduced anti-RBD IgG response to mRNA vaccines in a small group 

of patients with MS on anti-CD20 therapy. A recent registry study of patients with MS showed those treated with 

anti-CD20 therapies at the time of vaccination had “Abnormally Low” values [33]. In the current study, 

participants taking tumor necrosis factor-alpha inhibitors (TNFi) had significantly lower anti-RBD IgG as did the 

three participants prescribed calcineurin inhibitors.  Kashiwado et al [17] reported that patients with auto-

immune rheumatoid disease taking TNFi had lower anti-RBD IgG than healthy controls, with similar effects in 

patients taking TNFi for inflammatory bowel disease [34]. Only four participants reported taking antineoplastic 

agents at the time of their first vaccine dose. Their lower anti-RBD IgG response was consistent with that 

previously reported [35] but numbers were too low for analysis by agent. 

 

Levy et al [20] reported on 831 HCWs for whom they collected adverse reactions to BNT162b2 mRNA vaccination 

through a questionnaire sent seven days after each vaccine dose. They examined the relation of reported 

adverse reactions to anti-RBD IgG in subsequent blood samples. As in the current study, they found that higher 

overall scores of systemic reactions to the second vaccine related to higher level of anti-RBD IgG.  Two smaller 

studies of HCW from Japan [36] and South Korea [37] found no clear relation between anti-spike protein IgG and 

reported adverse events, while two from the United States [38] and Greece [9] again found those with common 

adverse reactions had greater anti-RBD IgG levels. In the current study the relation between adverse reactions 

after the second dose and anti-RBD IgG persisted after adjustment for many of the factors (including age, gender, 

vaccine type) that might act as confounders. Levy and colleagues [20] concluded that the mechanism of this 

association between immunological response and adverse effects was yet to be understood and that it was 

unclear whether there is causality in either direction: does a stronger immunological response produce more 

inflammatory mediators and products of inflammation that spill from the injection site to the general circulation, 

resulting in systemic symptoms [39] or does a systemic response trigger a more marked immunological one.  

Such questions have been raised also for pertussis [40] and adjuvants for the human papillomavirus [41]. The 

marked similarity of results between the Levy report and the current study suggests that there is indeed a 

phenomenon to be explained.  
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In the present study, in which the majority of participants were female, pregnancies during the pandemic were 

reported by many HCWs. While some chose to delay vaccination because of their pregnancy, sufficient had 

received at least one vaccine dose during pregnancy to allow us to explore earlier reports of lower anti-spike 

protein IgG [19] or anti-RBD IgG [42] after a vaccination dose received during pregnancy than in non-pregnant 

referents. Gray et al [43], looked at the same question and reported no effect although, graphically, anti-RBD IgG 

appeared lower in pregnant women post-vaccination.  Atyeo et al [44] compared anti-spike protein IgG in 158 

women receiving vaccines during pregnancy (11 first, 88 second and 52 third trimester) and found the highest 

(log) median IgG in the third trimester and lowest in the first trimester: this was reported to be ‘non-significant’ 

without further detail. The analysis reported here compared vaccine response in pregnant women to that of all 

healthcare workers. Although the information on gestation will have been less exact than in the previous studies 

from obstetric centers, the strength of the statistical modelling gives credence to the observation that reduction 

in antibody production (anti-RBD IgG) following vaccination was limited to early and mid-pregnancy. 

 

There is limited evidence that obesity is a risk factor for a low IgG following vaccination. Watanabe et al [18] 

found that higher BMI in a sample of 86 HCWs related to lower anti-spike protein IgG in bivariate but not 

multivariate models. Waist circumference was more strongly related than BMI. Herzberg et al [45] reported that 

those with a BMI >25 had a lower anti-spike protein IgG response than others in their German HCW cohort. In a 

Greek cohort of HCWs, Papaioannidou et al [11] found, as in the present study, no clear evidence that BMI was a 

risk factor for a low anti-RBD IgG response. The interesting observation that neutralising antibodies were less 

effective and declined faster in those classified as severely obese [46], with no difference from controls in anti-

RBD IgG [47], cannot be investigated further here. A systematic review [48] of the relation between humoral 

immunity and obesity reported a reduction in antibodies in people with obesity but did not differentiate 

between the types of antibodies measured. 

 

The study reported here used serial blood samples, spaced over the first 18 months after the introduction of 

vaccines against SARS-CoV-2 in December 2020 and the end of the study in July 2022. By analysing these in a 

longitudinal model we have minimised the variance due to uncontrolled differences between participants. The 

resulting model confirms the now expected increase in anti-RBD IgG with successive vaccination and infections 

but identifies a faster decay after the third and fourth doses than after the second. Having established this 

model, we used it to determine whether there were other factors influencing this response.  The results 

demonstrate the importance of recruiting and retaining cohorts with a rich body of observational data through 

which to better understand response to vaccination and to help identify areas in which questions still need to be 

answered. 
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Figure 1 Flow chart of recruitment to the serology sub-study 
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Figure 2  

Anti-receptor binding domain (RBD) IgG titer to the spike protein of the SARS-CoV-2 virus by months from the 1st 

vaccine 

 

The red line shows the model predicted anti-RBD IgG level for a person who is younger than 35 years old and 

received 4 vaccinations at the respective cohort-average time points of the 4 vaccinations.  The vertical jumps 

around 10 and 12 months indicate the 3rd and 4th vaccine boosts of the IgG level, respectively.  The solid and 

dotted black lines show the LOWESS (LOcally Weighted Scatterplot Smoothing) lines of observed log anti-RBD 

IgG levels for healthcare workers who had and had not, respectively, received the 3rd vaccination before their 

10-month samples.  Note that the LOWESS lines do not take into account the longitudinal nature of the anti-RBD 

IgG levels within each healthcare worker across time points and just smooth the observed values of the 

respective groups. 
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Table 1 Geometric mean (GM) anti-RBD IgG and mean log anti-RBD IgG by personal characteristics, 

infection and vaccination at the time of sample collection. 

Factor Anti-RBD 
IgG 

(GM)AU/ml 

Log anti-RBD IgG Number of 

Mean SD Observations Participants 

Gender Female 3249 8.09 1.56 7424 2292 

 Other 2977 8.00 1.54 1479 460 

Age (years) < 35 3032 8.02 1.52 1291 439 

 35 < 50 3183 8.07 1.56 3472 1125 

 50 <65 3317 8.11 1.56 3365 1065 

 65 or older 3094 8.04 1.62 775 243 

COVID-19 Confirmed 1st case 12198 9.41 1.31 1127 678 

 Confirmed 2nd case 16248 9.70 0.78 26 19 

Nucleocapsid Positive 19583 9.88 1.11 668 544 

 Missing 2072 7.64 1.05 137 137 

Vaccination Any 1st vaccine 3202 8.07 1.56 8903 2752 

 Any 2nd vaccine 3246 8.09 1.55 8837 2737 

 Any 3rd vaccine 11175 9.32 1.10 3330 2222 

 Any 4th vaccine 9204 9.13 1.40 75 64 

Type of vaccine Only Pfizer vaccine 2740 7.92 1.56 7085 2263 

Any Moderna vaccine 6323 8.75 1.39 1575 604 

 Any non-mRNA vaccine 3653 8.20 1.34 243 81 

Medical Condition Multiple sclerosis 279 5.63 2.84 43 12 

Rheumatoid arthritis 1904 7.55 1.57 145 42 

 Ankylosing spondylitis 3513 8.16 1.56 48 16 

 Psoriatic arthritis 3368 8.12 1.65 54 18 

 Psoriasis 3026 8.02 1.65 271 88 

 Inflammatory bowel 
disease 

3249 8.09 1.63 243 77 

 Lupus 2060 7.63 2.02 49 16 

Medication Methotrexate 1679 7.43 1.82 84 26 

 Tumor Necrosis Factor 
inhibitor 

2098 7.65 1.67 61 21 

 Glucocorticoids 2163 7.68 1.69 25 8 

 Interleukin inhibitor 5056 8.53 1.20 23 7 

 Calcineurin inhibitor 702 6.55 2.45 11 3 

 Selective 
immunosuppressants 

221 5.40 2.31 57 17 

 Antineoplastic agents 906 6.81 3.18 10 4 

Medical/medication  Data missing 3709 8.22 1.44 49 18 

Body Mass Index <25 3169 8.06 1.53 3992 1243 

 25<30 3162 8.06 1.55 2832 851 

 30<35 3161 8.06 1.57 1310 405 

 35<40 4042 8.30 1.73 388 121 

 ≥40 3422 8.14 1.71 313 104 

 Missing 2510 7.83 1.49 68 28 
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Vaccine dose during 
pregnancy 

No 3172 8.06 1.56 8689 2696 

Yes – early stage 4429 8.40 1.67 97 42 

 Yes – middle stage 3840 8.25 1.55 82 35 

 Yes – late stage 6156 8.73 1.32 88 35 

Overall  3202 8.07 1.56 8903 2752 
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Table 2. Mean time (months) between each vaccine dose or case of COVID-19 prior to collection of each blood sample.  

 

 Nominal month of sample (since first vaccination).  

 4-month sample 7-month sample 10-month sample 13-month sample Overall 

 Mean 

months 

SD N Mean 

months 

SD N Mean 

months 

SD N Mean 

months 

SD N Mean 

months 

SD N 

Vaccine                

1 4.54 0.51 2216 7.87 0.53 2179 11.25 0.57 2258 14.51 0.68 2250 9.58 3.77 8903 

2 2.90 0.87 2170 6.16 0.93 2170 9.54 1.02 2252 12.79 1.08 2245 7.91 3.82 8837 

3 2.00 1.03 9 1.70 1.31 93 1.97 1.29 1146 4.17 1.66 2082 3.34 1.87 3330 

4 � � � 1.89 � 1 2.25 1.26 13 2.57 1.89 61 2.50 1.78 75 

Case of COVID-19              

1 7.93 5.27 9 8.79 5.90 15 6.17 6.57 50 5.15 6.28 604 5.34 6.30 678 

2 � � � � � � � � � 3.35 6.00 19 3.35 6.00 19 
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Table 3. Linear mixed-effects model of log anti-RBD IgG with vaccination and COVID-19 case history. 

(N=8903 samples from 2752 participants) 

Factor Effect 

estimate 

95% CI P = 

Lower Upper  

Gender:        Female 0.003 -0.082 0.089 0.940 

Age (years)           <35 0.000    

 35<50 -0.054 -0.146 0.038 0.250 

 50<65 -0.074 -0.170 0.021 0.130 

 65 or greater -0.234 -0.366 -0.102 <0.001 

COVID-19 Confirmed 1
st
 case of COVID-19 1.388 1.280 1.495 <0.001 

 Months first case before sample -0.049 -0.061 -0.037 <0.001 

 Confirmed 2
nd

 case of COVID-19 0.084 -0.380 0.547 0.720 

 Months second case before sample 0.005 -0.067 0.078 0.890 

 Nucleocapsid positive 0.687 0.589 0.786 <0.001 

Nucleocapsid data missing -0.034 -0.190 0.122 0.670 

Vaccination Any first vaccine  5.791 5.521 6.062 <0.001 

 Any second vaccine  2.342 2.087 2.597 <0.001 

 Months second vaccine before sample -0.156 -0.164 -0.148 <0.001 

 Any third vaccine 3.056 2.983 3.128 <0.001 

 Months third vaccine before sample -0.105 -0.123 -0.087 <0.001 

 Any fourth vaccine  0.789 0.438 1.141 <0.001 

 Months fourth vaccine before sample 0.012 -0.106 0.130 0.840 

Type of vaccine Only BNT162b2 (Pfizer/BioNTech) 0.000    

Any mRNA1273 (Moderna) 0.346 0.272 0.420 <0.001 

 Any non-mRNA vaccine   -0.456 -0.632 -0.281 <0.001 
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Table 4. Linear mixed-effects model of log anti-RBD IgG with medical conditions and medication. 

(N=8903 samples from 2752 participants) 

 

Factor Effect 

estimate 

95% CI P = 

Lower Upper  

Gender:        Female 0.031 -0.051 0.113 0.46 

Age (years)     <35 0.000    

 35<50 -0.068 -0.157 0.021 0.13 

 50<65 -0.074 -0.166 0.017 0.11 

 65 or greater -0.250 -0.377 -0.123 <0.001 

Medical 

conditions 

Multiple sclerosis -1.619 -2.178 -1.060 <0.001 

Rheumatoid arthritis -0.383 -0.672 -0.093 0.010 

Ankylosing spondylitis 0.388 -0.040 0.817 0.076 

 Psoriatic arthritis -0.347 -0.784 0.089 0.12 

 Psoriasis -0.102 -0.281 0.076 0.26 

 Inflammatory bowel disease 0.028 -0.164 0.220 0.78 

 Lupus 0.303 -0.172 0.779 0.21 

Medication Methotrexate -0.025 -0.429 0.378 0.90 

 Tumor Necrosis Factor inhibitors -0.712 -1.111 -0.313 <0.001 

 Glucocorticoid -0.405 -1.021 0.212 0.20 

 Interleukin inhibitors 0.419 --0.202 1.041 0.19 

 Calcineurin inhibitors -1.149 -2.047 -0.251 0.012 

 Selective immunosuppressants -1.679 -2.170 -1.187 <0.001 

 Anti-neoplastic agents -1.237 -2.199 -0.275 0.012 

Data missing on medical conditions/medication 0.131 -0.258 0.520 0.51 

COVID-19 Confirmed 1
st
 case of COVID-19 1.374 1.267 1.480 <0.001 

 Months first case before sample -0.050 -0.062 -0.038 <0.001 

 Confirmed 2
nd

 case of COVID-19 0.067 -0.394 0.527 0.78 

 Months second case before sample 0.010 -0.061 0.080 0.79 

 Nucleocapsid positive       0.691 0.593   0.789   <0.001   

Nucleocapsid data missing         -0.038     -0.193      0.117 0.63 

Vaccination Any first vaccine  5.836 5.570 6.102 <0.001 

 Any second vaccine  2.319 2.067 2.571 <0.001 

 Months second vaccine before 

sample 

-0.157 -0.165 -0.149 <0.001 

 Any third vaccine 3.053 2.980 3.125 <0.001 

 Months third vaccine before 

sample 

-0.101 -0.120 -0.083 <0.001 

 Any fourth vaccine  0.838 0.487 1.189 <0.001 

 Months fourth vaccine before 

sample 

0.002 -0.115 0.119 0.98 

Type of 

vaccine 

Only BNT162b2 (Pfizer/BioNTech)) 0.000    

Any mRNA1273 (Moderna) 0.348 0.276 0.429 <0.001 

 Any non-mRNA vaccine   -0.487 -0.656 -0.317 <0.001 
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Table 5. Side effects reported for first and second vaccine doses. Mean log visual analogue scores with weights on the first 3 principal 

components extracted. 

 First dose Second dose 

 Mean SD Component matrix* Mean SD Component matrix* 

Fatigue 1.87 1.63 0.691 -0.434 0.154 2.31 1.75 0.743 -0.408 0.061 

Myalgia (muscle pain) 1.62 1.60 0.685 -0.335 0.080 1.84 1.73 0.777 -0.345 0.001 

Arthralgia (joint pain) 0.90 1.25 0.788 -0.143 -0.084 1.21 1.54 0.770 -0.166 -0.109 

Headache 1.27 1.51 0.729 -0.273 0.023 1.70 1.70 0.742 -0.269 0.017 

Malaise 1.19 1.48 0.796 -0.322 0.024 1.76 1.74 0.788 -0.381 -0.040 

Feeling feverish 0.80 1.20 0.811 -0.089 -0.168 0.78 1.17 0.517 0.352 -0.224 

Chills 0.77 1.19 0.802 -0.048 -0.179 1.28 1.60 0.753 -0.179 -0.105 

Diarrhea/loose stools 0.60 0.96 0.701 0.346 -0.219 0.66 1.02 0.650 0.379 -0.250 

Nausea/vomiting 0.62 0.99 0.753 0.252 -0.227 0.77 1.16 0.680 0.247 -0.207 

Skin reaction/rash 0.55 0.87 0.646 0.499 -0.083 0.57 0.89 0.611 0.547 -0.045 

Swollen glands 0.61 0.98 0.668 0.348 -0.104 0.84 1.25 0.618 0.276 -0.095 

Pain at injection site 2.57 1.47 0.413 0.098 0.763 2.39 1.51 0.491 0.069 0.719 

Redness at injection site 1.22 1.42 0.495 0.366 0.569 1.05 1.35 0.530 0.374 0.542 

N 3989     2868     

 

*In the component analyses the variance accounted for by the first 3 components were: 

                                                      Component 1          Component 2            Component 3 

First vaccine dose                                49.0                             9.3                              8.6 

Second vaccine dose                           45.5                            10.9                             7.7 
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Table 6. Relation of adverse effects to second vaccination, pregnancy and body mass index (BMI) to anti-

RBD IgG adjusted for all factors* in Table 4. 

Factor Effect 

estimate 

95% CI P = 

 Lower Upper 

Adverse 2
nd

 

dose effects 

Severity of adverse effects (continuous) 0.069 0.031 0.107 <0.001 

Missing data on adverse effects -0.049 -0.119 0.021 0.170 

Stage of 

pregnancy 

Any vaccine at pregnancy–early stage -0.301 -0.554 -0.048 0.020 

Any vaccine at pregnancy–middle stage -0.299 -0.587 -0.011 0.042 

 Any vaccine at pregnancy–late stage 0.371 0.084 0.659 0.011 

Body Mass 

Index (BMI) 

<25.0 (ref) 0    

Missing 0.053 -0.274 0.380 0.75 

 25.0<30.0 -0.012 -0.083 0.059 0.74 

 30.0<35.0 -0.018 -0.109 0.074 0.70 

 35.0<40.0 0.132 -0.019 0.284 0.087 

 40.0 or greater 0.121 -0.044 0.287 0.15 

*Gender, age, medical conditions, medication, cases of COVID-19, vaccination. 
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Table 7. Sensitivity analysis. Linear mixed effects models of log anti-RBD IgG for 2031 participants (6630 samples) for whom public health data 

were available. 

 Self-report only Self-report plus public health 

Factor Effect 

estimate 

95% CI P= Effect 

estimate 

95% CI P= 

Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Gender Female -0.029 -0.137 0.080 0.600 -0.035 -0.138 0.069 0.510 

Age (years) <35 0    0    

35<50 0.019 -0.091 0.129 0.730 0.024 -0.080 0.128 0.650 

 50<65 0.002 -0.111 0.115 0.970 -0.004 -0.112 0.103 0.940 

 65 or greater -0.126 -0.282 0.031 0.120 -0.215 -0.364 -0.066 0.005 

COVID-19 Confirmed 1
st
 case of COVID-19 1.362 1.234 1.491 <0.001 1.389 1.269 1.509 <0.001 

 Months first case before sample -0.049 -0.063 -0.034 <0.001 -0.051 -0.065 -0.037 <0.001 

 Confirmed 2
nd

 case of COVID-19 -0.010 -0.710 0.691 0.980 -0.063 -0.610 0.484 0.820 

 Months second case before sample -0.060 -0.298 0.177 0.620 0.023 -0.050 0.096 0.540 

 Nucleocapsid positive 0.736 0.619 0.853 <0.001 0.685 0.576 0.794 <0.001 

 Nucleocapsid data missing 0.090 -0.090 0.271 0.330 0.033 -0.133 0.200 0.700 

Vaccination Any first vaccine  6.209 5.890 6.529 <0.001 5.166 4.795 5.538 <0.001 

 Any second vaccine  1.745 1.446 2.045 <0.001 2.952 2.593 3.312 <0.001 

 Months second vaccine before 

sample 

-0.122 -0.132 -0.112 <0.001 -0.157 -0.166 -0.148 <0.001 

 Any third vaccine 2.883 2.793 2.972 <0.001 3.113 3.031 3.195 <0.001 

 Months third vaccine before 

sample 

-0.120 -0.142 -0.098 <0.001 -0.108 -0.129 -0.088 <0.001 

 Any fourth vaccine  0.722 0.263 1.181 0.002 0.739 0.324 1.154 <0.001 

 Months fourth vaccine before 

sample 

-0.043 -0.200 0.114 0.590 0.049 -0.104 0.202 0.530 

Type of 

vaccine 

Only BNT162b2 (Pfizer) 0    0    

Any mRNA1273 (Moderna) 0.308 0.221 0.395 <0.001 0.296 0.215 0.377 <0.001 

Any non-mRNA vaccine  -0.283 -0.464 -0.102 0.002 -0.611 -0.811 -0.411 <0.001 
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