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ARTICLE SUMMARY LINE: 

Both homologous and heterologous boosting are effective in eliciting an immunological 

response, however heterologous boosting with Pfizer-BioNTech elicited a higher 

immunological response, with more adverse effects. 
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ABSTRACT 

Studies have shown increased immunogenicity from heterologous boosting. This study 

specifically assessed boosting with Pfizer-BioNTech in Sputnik V vaccination regimens. 

Reactogenicity was assessed through adverse events. Immunogenicity was assessed by 

comparing serum anti-Spike (Anti-S) protein antibody and neutralizing antibody titers before 

booster administration and after 30 days. A total of 428 participants were recruited in the 

heterologous arm and 351 in the homologous arm. Adverse events were more frequent in the 

heterologous arm (p<0.001). No serious adverse events were reported in either arm. Amongst 

577 individuals who completed the study, Anti-S antibodies were 14.8 times higher after 

heterologous boosting, and 3.1 times higher after homologous boosting (p<0.001). Similarly, 

heterologous boosting showed a 2 fold increase in neutralizing antibodies, compared to a 1.6 

fold increase in homologous boosting (p<0.001). In conclusion, both boosting regimens 

elicited an immunological response, nonetheless heterologous Pfizer-BioNTech showed a 

higher immunological response, with more adverse effects.
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INTRODUCTION 

Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) infection causes 

Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19). The outbreak emerged in China in December 2019 

and was declared a pandemic by the World Health Organisation (WHO) in March 2020 (1).  

Over the past two years, COVID-19 has cumulated over 452,000,000 cases and 6,000,000 

deaths worldwide (2). As restrictions and national lockdowns were enforced, researchers and 

pharmaceutical companies worldwide raced to discover effective and safe vaccines.  

There are currently 148 COVID-19 vaccines in clinical trials and 195 in pre-clinical 

developments (3). Of the 10 vaccines granted approval by the WHO, over 10 billion vaccine 

doses have been administered as of 12 March 2022 (2). Based on their efficacy data, clinical 

trials have played a key role in the approval of these COVID-19 vaccines. However, despite 

the availability and uptake of these vaccines, the world has recently faced the largest wave of 

infection since the start of the pandemic, the B.1.1.529 (Omicron) wave.  Indeed, Omicron 

reached over 4 million daily cases worldwide at its peak (2). Studies have shown that new 

SARS-CoV-2 variants reduce the efficacy of vaccinations and are predominantly more 

transmissible or infective (4). Reports of infections in fully vaccinated individuals began 

surfacing in parallel with the B.1.617.2 (Delta) variant, and continued through the latest 

Omicron wave (5, 6).  

Recent preliminary results from a comparative study by Lapa D et al., reports an 8.1 fold 

drop in neutralizing antibodies in Sputnik V-vaccinated individuals, compared to a 21.4 fold 

decrease in Pfizer-BioNTech (BNT162b2) vaccinated individuals 3-6 months following 

vaccination (7). This study concludes a possibility that Sputnik V vaccine may be more 

immunogenic against COVID-19 than Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine. Both Sputnik V (viral 

vector) and Pfizer-BioNTech (mRNA vaccine) are among the currently approved COVID-19 
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vaccines in the Kingdom of Bahrain. Nonetheless, evidence for humoral response and 

immunogenicity following homologous vaccination is predominantly undisputed. However, 

the practical course of events during the pandemic prompted interest in heterologous 

vaccination. For instance, the rise in severe thrombotic events following AstraZeneca 

(ChAdOx1 nCoV-19) vaccines lead to some countries to halt its use and turn to heterologous 

boosting regimens. (8) Furthermore, national and global strains with maintaining vaccine 

supplies, coupled with the continuous emergence of new SARS-CoV-2 variants contributed 

to the growing interest in heterologous vaccinations. (9) 

Propitiously, a relatively novel hypothesis suggests that responses may in reality be enhanced 

in heterologous vaccinations. In fact, several studies have shown heterologous vaccinations 

regimens to induce significantly more immunogenicity than that of homologous vector 

vaccinations, and be comparable or higher than homologous mRNA regimens. A study by 

Liu et al. compared homologous AstraZeneca vaccination with a heterologous vaccination 

regimen using Pfizer-BioNTech in a total of 830 individuals. (10). Immunogenicity was 

evaluated by quantitative comparison of antibodies titers to SARS-CoV-2 spike proteins, and 

neutralizing antibody titers. The study shows an approximate 9-fold increase in both antibody 

titers following heterologous vaccination compared to homologous AstraZeneca vaccination 

regimen. However, this was slightly lower than the immunogenicity reported for homologous 

Pfizer-BioNTech vaccination within the same study. (10) This effect was observed in several 

other studies (11, 12), however the immunogenicity of heterologous vaccination was 

consistently higher than in homologous vaccination of AstraZeneca. Other similar studies 

report the highest antibody titers amongst the groups with heterologous boosting compared to 

both homologous vaccination with AstraZeneca or Pfizer-BioNTech, with titers reported for 

homologous AstraZeneca vaccination regimens being the lowest. (13-15) A systemic review 

of 19 studies comparing heterologous vaccinated in COVID-19 showed that heterologous 
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vaccination conferred more potent immunogenicity than homologous vaccination. (9) In 

addition, this was also observed against the delta variant.  

Most studies have focused on heterologous boosting using AstraZeneca and Pfizer-BioNTech 

vaccines. In this study, we compared the reactogenic and immunogenic responses of 

homologous Sputnik V booster, versus heterologous Pfizer BioNTech booster following 

complete two-dose Sputnik V vaccination. 
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METHODS 

1. Study Design 

This phase II non-randomized, non-blinded observational community trial was conducted 

across the Kingdom of Bahrain, investigating the reactogenic and immunogenetic response of 

heterologous versus homologous COVID-19 vaccine boosting of participants who previously 

received two doses of Sputnik V vaccine. The trail was 30 days in duration, conducted 

between September 14 2021 and October 14 2021. Participants received either a homologous 

Sputnik V C1 (Sputnik V) booster or BNT162b2 (Pfizer-BioNTech) heterologous booster on 

day 0, based on participant preference, and were followed up for 30 days. 

The Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine used in this study has been available in Bahrain after an 

emergency use authorization was granted by the National Health Regulatory Authority 

(NHRA) in December 2020. The Pfizer-BioNTech booster was administered at the approved 

dose of 0.3 mL, the Sputnik V booster was administered at 0.5mL, as a single intramuscular 

injection. The Sputnik V vaccine used in this study has been available in Bahrain after an 

emergency use authorization was granted in February 2021. Participants were observed on-

site for at least 15 minutes after vaccination for safety monitoring. 

Reactogenicity was investigated using reports of adverse events. These were recorded 

through follow-up calls on day 1, 5 and weekly thereafter, till the completion of the 30-day 

study period. Participants were also instructed to record adverse events through an electronic 

diary throughout the study period. Adverse events included local reactions (hardness, itch, 

pain, warmth, redness, swelling) or systemic reactions (chills, fatigue, fever, headache, joint 

pain, malaise, muscle ache, nausea, vomiting, diarrhea). The intensity of adverse events was 

graded by the healthcare worker conducting the review as: Grade 1 (mild), Grade 2 
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(moderate), Grade 3 (severe), and Grade 4 (life-threatening), based on standardized 

description set by the primary investigator for each. Participants who missed the final follow-

up call were called again on day 35. 

Immunogenicity was investigated by measuring (i) Spike (S) antigen-specific humoral 

response, and (ii) sVNT pseudovirus neutralization from blood samples collected on day 0 

(before booster administration) and day 30, following completion of the study period. The S 

antigen-specific (Anti-S) humoral immune response was analyzed using the Elecsys® Anti-

SARS-CoV-2 S assay (Roche Diagnostics GmbH, Mannheim, Germany), which is an 

electrochemiluminescence immunoassay (ECLIA) that detects IgG antibodies to the SARS-

CoV-2 spike protein receptor-binding domain (RBD) on the Cobas e411 module. According 

to the manufacturer, the measuring range spanned from 0.4 U/mL to 25,000 U/ml (up to 250 

U/ml with on-board 1:10 dilution and more than 2,500 with onboard 1:100 dilution). Values 

higher than 0.8 BAU/mL were considered positive. The correlation between U/ml and BAU 

(International OMS standard) is U=0.972 BAU. sVNT psuedovirus neutralisation was 

analysed using cPass™ SARS-CoV-2 Neutralization Antibody Detection Kit (Genscript 

Biotech Corporation, Nanjing, China); neutralizing antibodies were calculated as 30% 

inhibitory dose (neutralizing titre 30, NT30). Neutralising antibodies were only measured in 

participants with anti-S titres >30 U/ml. 

The study period ended 30 days after booster administration, where participants presented for 

blood sample collection and a final adverse event report. Patients who failed to attend the 

final review on day 30 were contacted again for review on day 35. The study timeline is 

summarized in the figure below  

 

Figure. Summary of trial timeline. Events indicated by boxes above the 

timeline represent in-person consultations and appointments, while those 

below the timeline represent phone consultations. Individuals who did not 

attend the Day 30 appointment were offered further follow-up on Day 35 
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2. Participants 

First, using the Bahrain National COVID-19 database, we identified individuals in the 

Kingdom of Bahrain who received 2 doses of Sputnik V vaccine ≥6 months from the start of 

trial, and who were eligible for the booster vaccination dose. From this cohort, individuals 

who were aged ≥18 years, had no active or previous RT-PCR lab-confirmed COVID-19 

diagnosis in 2021 were invited to participate. Of all eligible individuals identified, 779 

accepted to receive the booster dose of the vaccine and participate in the trial. The 202 

participants who withdrew before the end of the 30 day observation period were offered a 

follow-up within 4 weeks, to review adverse events.  

Sample size was estimated using GPower version 3.1.9.7 (16). The minimum sample size 

estimated to reliably study heterologous boosting was 120 participants in each study arm at 

80% power and an alpha of 0.05. 

3. Outcomes 

Primary outcome: reactogenicity of both heterologous and homologous boosting through 

assessment of adverse events.  

Secondary outcomes: immunogenicity of heterologous boosting compared to homologous 

boosting through quantitative comparison of serology tested antibodies (Anti-S and 

neutralising antibodies) 30 days after booster administration.  

 

4. Data Handling and Statistical Analysis 
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Epidemiological data is presented as n and %, where n is the sample size corresponding to 

each category, and % is the category sample size as a proportion of the total cohort studied, 

unless otherwise stated. Z-test of proportion was used to statistically compare two 

proportions. Chi-squared tests were used to compare more than two values, in contingency 

tables of 2x2 or more. P-values were considered statistically significant at p<0.05. SPSS 

version 27 was used for statistical analysis (IBM Corp. Released 2020. IBM SPSS Statistics 

for Windows, Version 27.0. Armonk, NY: IBM Corp). Sample size was estimated using 

GPower version 3.1.9.7 

4. Ethical approval  

The protocol and manuscript for this study were reviewed and approved by the National 

COVID-19 Research Committee in Bahrain (CRT-COVID2021-153). All methods and data 

analysis were approved by the National COVID-19 Research and Ethics Committee. The 

study was carried out following local guidelines and in line with the 2013 Declaration of 

Helsinki. 
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RESULTS  

1. Primary analysis of cohort 

A total of 779 individuals were included in the study, of which the majority were male 

(n=549, 70.5%), less than 40 years old (n=443, 56.9%). Of the 779 participants, 428 (54.9%) 

chose the heterologous Pfizer-BioNTech arm and 351 (45.1%) chose the homologous 

Sputnik V arm, of the booster trial. Most participants were male and less than 40 years old in 

both arms of the trial. 

 

 

* Demographics are reported as total, and for each arm of the trial. Values are expressed as the n, (%), where n represents the 

number of participants and % represents the corresponding number of participants as a proportion of the column total 

 

 

  Total 
n (%) 

Heterologous  
(Pfizer-BioNTech) 

n (%) 

Homologous 
(Sputnik V) 

n (%) 

 
P-values 

Gender 

Male 549 (70.5) 297 (69.4) 252 (71.8) 

0.5 

Female 230 (29.5) 131 (30.6) 99 (28.2) 

Age 
group 

(years) 

< 40 443 (56.9) 249 (58.2) 194 (55.3) 

0.36 40 – 59 103 (39.8) 168 (39.3) 142 (40.5) 

60+ 26 (3.3) 11 (2.6) 15 (4.3) 

Total 779 428 
 

351  

Table 1. Summary of trial participant demographics*. 
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2. Safety: Reactogenicity 

We assessed reactogenicity through incidence of adverse events. We observed a statistically 

significant difference in the number of adverse events reported between heterologous and 

homologous boosting (p<0.001), with a total of 161 (37.6%) participants reporting adverse 

events to the Pfizer-BioNTech booster, and 76 (21.7%) to the Sputnik V booster.  

Local adverse events at the injection site were the most commonly reported in participants 

with heterologous boosting (n=79, 18.5%). This was also the adverse event with highest 

incidence for both <40 years (20.1%) and 40-59 years age groups (17.3%). No adverse events 

were reported with heterologous boosting in participants aged 60 and above. The lowest 

incidence of adverse event was fever (n=38, 8.9%), which also was the lowest in incidence 

for both <40 years (9.2%) and 40-59 years (8.9%) age groups. For homologous boosting, 

local adverse events and systemic, non-injection site adverse events were both of equal 

incidence (n=31, 8.8%). Local adverse events were of highest incidence in the <40 year age 

group (12.4%), while systemic adverse events were the highest reported in the 40-59 age 

group (7.7%). Only 1 adverse event (6.7%), was reported in participants aged 60 and above, 

in homologous boosting. Fever was the adverse event with lowest incidence overall (n=11, 

3.1%), and in participants aged 40-59 (1.4%). The lowest incidence of adverse events in 

participants aged <40 corresponded to the “other symptoms” category (3.6%). No serious 

adverse events were reported in this study. Adverse events reported for each arm of the 

booster trial are summarised in Table 2.  
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*Incidence of each event was calculated using the corresponding number of participants as a proportion of the total participants 

in each category, indicated by the row total in the “n” column for each trail arm. p-values were calculated using paired sample t-

test. 

Next, we stratified adverse events by time of occurrence after booster administration (Table 

3). The highest number of events were reported on day 1 for both heterologous (n=145) and 

  

Heterologous 
(Pfizer-BioNTech) 

 Homologous 
(Sputnik V) 

p-value 

 N No. of 
participants 

No. of 
events 

Incidence, 
% 

 
N No. of 

participants 
No. of 
events 

Incidence, 
% 

Fever 428 38 38 8.9 

 
351 

11 14 3.1 0.001 

Age group: 
<40 

 
249 

 
23 

 
23 

 
9.2 

 
194 

 
9 

 
11 

 
4.6 

 

40 – 59 168 15 15 8.9 142 2 3 1.4  
60+ 11 0 0 0.0 15 0 0 0.0  

Injection 
Site (Local) 428 79 83 18.5 

 
351 

31 31 8.8 <0.001 

 
Age group: 

<40 

 
 

249 

 
 

50 

 
 

51 

 
 

20.1 

 
 

194 

 
 

24 

 
 

24 

 
 

12.4 

 

40-59 168 29 32 17.3 142 6 6 4.2  
60+ 11 0 0 0.0 15 1 1 6.7  

Non-
injection 

Site 
(Systemic) 

428 57 66 13.3 351 31 31 8.8 0.049 

 
Age group: 

<40 

 
 

249 

 
 

33 

 
 

38 

 
 

13.3 

 
 

194 

 
 

20 

 
 

20 

 
 

10.3 

 

40-59 168 24 28 14.3 142 11 11 7.7  
60+ 11 0 0 0.0 15 0 0 0.0  

Other 
symptoms 428 42 48 9.8 351 12 13 3.4 <0.001 

 
Age group: 

<40 

 
 

249 

 
 

26 

 
 

30 

 
 

10.4 

 
 

194 

 
 

7 

 
 
8 

 
 

3.6 

 

40-59 168 16 18 9,5 142 5 5 3.5  

60+ 11 0 0 0.0 15 0 0 0.0  

Overall 428 161 235 37.6 351 76 90 21.7  

Table 2. Summary of adverse events reported in heterologous and homologous boosting, 

categorized by type of event and age group*. 

Table 3. Summary of number of adverse events reported in heterologous and homologous boosting 

by type of event and time from booster administration*. 
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homologous (n=54) boosting, with the majority being local injection site adverse events 

(n=70 and n=25, respectively). The least number of adverse events were reported on day 0 in 

both trial arms. After peaking at day 1, the number of adverse events reported generally 

decreased, before peaking again at day 28. This was observed in both heterologous and 

homologous boosting.  

 

*‘n’ represents the number of events reported for each type of adverse event. Days with no adverse events reported are 

indicated by the ‘ - ‘ 

 

3. Immunogenicity 

  Heterologous 
(Pfizer-BioNTech) 

 Homologous 
(Sputnik V) 

 N 

D
ay

 0
 

D
ay

 1
 

D
ay

 5
 

D
ay

 1
4 

D
ay

 2
1 

D
ay

 2
8 

D
ay

 3
5 

 

N 

D
ay

 0
 

D
ay

 1
 

D
ay

 5
 

D
ay

 1
4 

D
ay

 2
1 

D
ay

 2
8 

D
ay

 3
5 

Fever 38 - 18 3 1 - 16 - 14 - 10 - - 1 3 - 

Injection Site 
(Local) 

83 1 70 4 - 1 7 - 31 - 25 1 - - 5 - 

Non-injection 
Site 

(Systemic) 

66 - 36 11 2 4 13 - 31 - 18 - 5 2 5 1 

Other 
symptoms 

48 - 21 5 3 5 12 2 13 - 1 4 2 1 5 - 

Overall 235 1 145 23 6 10 48 2 89 0 54 5 7 4 18 1 
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We next assessed immunogenicity by comparing levels of Anti-S and neutralizing antibodies 

in heterologous and homologous boosted participants, before and 30 days after booster 

administration (Table 4). 202 participants withdrew from the trial before completion, leaving 

319 participants in the heterologous Pfizer boosting cohort and 258 in the homologous 

Sputnik V boosting cohort. Of the remaining 577 participants, we observed an overall 

statistically significant 8.5-fold increase in Anti-S antibodies (p<0.001) and 1.8-fold increase 

in neutralizing antibody (p<0.001) from baseline. We observed a difference in the magnitude 

of antibody response when we analysed each trial arm separately (Table 4). Anti-S antibodies 

increased 14.8 fold in heterologous boosting, compared to 3.1 folds in homologous boosting, 

from baseline values (p<0.001). Baseline pre-booster levels of Anti-S antibodies were 

comparable between the two arms (p=0.052). Neutralizing antibodies increased 2 fold in 

heterologous boosting compared to 1.6 fold in homologous testing, from baseline (p<0.001). 

However, baseline pre-booster levels of neutralizing antibodies were significantly higher in 

the homologous arm (p=0.002). 

*Categories that were serologically analysed were Anti-S and neutralizing antibodies. Total number of subjects (n), mean titer 

value (x�) and standard deviation (SD) values are presented pre-booster and post-booster administration. The p-values were 

  Total Heterologous 
(Pfizer-BioNTech) 

Homologous 
(Sputnik V) 

  n x� SD P-
value n x� SD P-

value n x� SD P-
value 

Anti-S 
(U/mL) 

Pre-
booster 577 1228.0 2789.2 

<0.001 

319 1025.3 2501.5 

<0.001 

258 1478.6 3095.0 

<0.001 
Post-

booster 577 10432.5 7849.6 319 15167.0 6952.1 258 4578.7 400

Neutralising 
Antibodies 

(%) 

Pre-
booster 

575 52.0 30.2 

<0.001 

318 48.6 29.5 

<0.001 

257 56.3 30.5 

<0.001 
Post-

booster 
575 94.5 7.5 318 96.9 2.6 257 91.5 10.0 

Table 4. Comparison of serology results before and after booster administration for overall and by trial arm*. 
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obtained from paired sample t-test of the mean titer values, with statistical significance recognised at p<0.05. Neutralising 

antibodies were measured in participants with anti-S titres > 30 U/mL 

DISCUSSION  

The results of this observational study show that both homologous and heterologous boosting 

are effective in eliciting an immunological response. Nonetheless, heterologous boosting with 

Pfizer-BioNTech in this cohort showed a higher immunological response, with more adverse 

effects. Through a search of the literature, no studies have been found for heterologous 

boosting for the Sputnik V vaccines, and hence compared our results to other heterologous 

boosting studies for SARS-CoV-2. 

Firstly, from our assessment of reactogenicity, we observed overall low severity of adverse 

events in both trial arms, with local injection site being the most common adverse event. This 

result is comparable to adverse events documented in other reports comparing homologous 

and heterologous boosting (9, 13, 17-19), and each vaccine independently (20, 21). The 

incidence of adverse events was consistently higher in those aged <40 years, which is a 

common trend in SARS-CoV-2 vaccination studies (20, 22). More adverse events were 

reported in heterologous boosting compared to homologous boosting (p<0.001). This again 

was expected and is comparable to results from similar studies using Pfizer-BioNTech 

heterologous boosting in the context of ChAdOx1 nCoV-19 vaccination (9-11, 18, 23, 24). 

No adverse events were reported in participants aged 60+ in heterologous boosting, and one 

was recorded in participants aged 60+ in homologous boosting. However, the sample sizes, 

n=15 and n=11, respectively, were not sufficient to reliably comment on reactogenicity in 

this age group. Finally, we observed a peak in adverse events recorded on Day 28 of the trial, 

which does not compare to previous studies. Most studies constituted a time period of less 

than 28 days after boosting (11, 13, 19, 25) which may mean this finding has been missed 
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due to limited study periods. A few reports have study periods of 28 days or longer, however, 

the reactogenicity was not reported per day of the study period (10, 18, 24), or not assessed as 

part of the study (12, 26). Nonetheless, it is important to consider that our finding may be 

confounded by the final appointment on day 28 being conducted face-to-face, since evidence 

shows that patients are more likely to report symptoms when face-to-face compared to call 

consults (27, 28). More heterologous boosting studies are required with longer time periods 

to establish the reliability of this finding. 

Secondly, our immunogenicity analysis revealed increased Anti-S and neutralizing antibody 

titers in both arms of the trial. Of note, we observed significantly higher antibody titers in 

heterologous compared to homologous boosting. Although baseline titers for neutralizing 

antibodies were significantly higher in the homologous boosting cohort in our study, we still 

observed higher titers in the heterologous boosted cohort compared to the homologous 

boosted cohort, as observed in other studies (10, 11, 13, 15, 17, 23). Our results show 

homologous boosting in Sputnik V increased Anti-S titers by a factor of 3.1, and neutralizing 

antibody titers by a factor of 1.6. These values are similar to titers from other heterologous 

boosting studies, however, it is difficult to directly compare values as previous studies report 

titers in the context of other vaccines like AstraZeneca or mRNA1273 (Moderna). In contrast, 

these results are lower than titers expected for homologous vaccination using Sputnik V 

vaccine. (29, 30) This may have been affected by longer time periods between first dose and 

booster dose, as this was not be controlled for in this study. Furthermore, it is important to 

note that different detection kits, data presentation and processing methods were used in these 

studies compared to this. Evidence from homologous boosting with 0.3mL Pfizer-BioNTech 

dose shows an increase in protective neutralizing antibody by factor of 5.5 and 5 against the 

wildtype and delta SARS-CoV-2 variants (31). This shows that homologous boosting for 

Pfizer-BioNTech may be more immunologically advantageous, compared to using Pfizer-
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BioNTech as a heterologous booster or homologous boosting in Sputnik V vaccinated 

individuals. Nonetheless, it is important to note that all vaccination combinations demonstrate 

efficacy in eliciting immunological responses against SARS-CoV-2. Furthermore, data from 

Lapa D et el., shows that antibody titers are not statistically different between individuals 

fully vaccinated with Pfizer-BioNTech and those with Sputnik V (7). In consideration of all 

aforementioned evidence, in particular our results of increased immunogenicity with 

heterologous Sputnik V boosting, and the numerous reports of increased immunogenicity in 

heterologous boosting independent of type of vaccine used, we suggest that the variation in 

immunogenicity is more likely a consequence of heterologous boosting, as opposed to the 

specific type of booster vaccine used.  

In summary, our results show that heterologous boosting of Sputnik V with Pfizer-BioNTech 

was both safe and efficacious. We observed a safe adverse reaction profile, with local 

injection site symptoms being the most commonly reported. This type of adverse event was 

reported at higher frequency amongst the heterologous boosted cohort, mostly occurring and 

peaking one day after receiving the injection. Heterologous boosting also yielded higher 

levels of antibodies than homologous boosting. These results can assist in guiding future 

selection of vaccine combinations, and are informative for individuals dual vaccinated with 

Sputnik V but yet to receive their booster dose. Nevertheless, expanding this study to 

investigate the inversed effect of Sputnik V boosting in Pfizer-BioNTech vaccination 

regimes, and other vaccination/booster combinations would be beneficial in guiding vaccine 

allocation, improving immunological defenses and overcoming SARS-CoV-2. 

LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER WORK 

The main limitation of the trial is its non-blinded nature, incurring the potential risk of biased 

adverse events reporting, as participants’ knowledge of their vaccine may have influenced 
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reactions. This was unlikely to have affected immunogenicity. However, we were unable to 

fully control the number of days from complete vaccination to booster administration, which 

may impact the antibody titers and hence immunogenicity analysis and make comparison to 

other studies less accurate. Furthermore, this study design allowed participants to choose 

their vaccines, resulting in significantly different demographics in each trial arm, which may 

have affected results. More studies are required to understand the observed effects of 

heterologous boosting, with a particular significance to research this in a wider variety of 

vaccines than currently available in the literature.  
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Figure 1. Summary of trial timeline. Events indicated by boxes above the 

timeline represent in-person consultations and appointments, while those 

below the timeline represent phone consultations. Individuals who did not 

attend the Day 30 appointment were offered further follow-up on Day 35. 
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