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ABSTRACT 38 

Specific serological tests are mandatory for reliable SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence studies but 39 

assay specificity may vary considerably between populations due to interference of immune 40 

responses to other pathogens. Here, we assess the false positive rates obtained with four 41 

commercially available IgG ELISAs in serum panels originating from three different African 42 

countries. 43 

 44 

By August 16th 2020, 945,165 laboratory-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infections and 18,476 45 

deaths caused by COVID-19 have been reported from the WHO Africa region (1). Currently, 46 

community transmission is observed in 33 African countries including Tanzania, Ghana, 47 

Madagascar, Nigeria, Kenya, and South Sudan; in 14 other African countries (e.g. Uganda, 48 

Burundi, Rwanda) clusters of cases or sporadic cases have been described (1). To correctly 49 

determine the actual exposure of the population to SARS-CoV-2 and to draw reliable 50 

conclusions on morbidity and case fatality rates, highly sensitive and specific serological 51 

tests are mandatory. 52 

Up to now, a plethora of serological tests for detection of anti-SARS-Cov-2 antibodies has 53 

been developed and commercialized (2, 3). Although performance data for several of these 54 

assays have been rapidly communicated by different laboratories (4-8), to our knowledge no 55 

reports are available yet on the applicability of these tests on African serum panels. Here, 56 

assay specificity may be challenged by previous or current infections with other pathogens; 57 

in particular, hypergammaglobulinemia induced by Plasmodium infection may cause false 58 

positive results in serological tests (9, 10).  59 

 60 

THE STUDY 61 

To assess the specificities of commercially available SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA tests in serum 62 

panels of different origin, a priori SARS-CoV-2 IgG negative serum panels (Appendix Table 63 

1) collected before 2019 in African countries (Ghana: n=79, Madagascar: n=79, Nigeria: 64 

n=40, comprising samples from both febrile patients and symptom-free donors), South 65 
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America (Colombia: n=40, symptom-free donors), Asia (Lao PDR: n=20, symptom-free 66 

donors), and Europe (Germany: n=75, symptom-free donors) were analyzed with the 67 

Euroimmun Anti-SARS-CoV-2-NCP IgG ELISA (Euroimmun, Lübeck, Germany), the 68 

Euroimmun Anti-SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA (Euroimmun, Lübeck, Germany), the EDITM Novel 69 

Coronavirus COVID-19 IgG ELISA (Epitope Diagnostics, San Diego, US), and the Mikrogen 70 

recomWell SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA (Mikrogen, Neuried, Germany) (Appendix Table 2). 71 

Assays were performed and evaluated according to the manufacturers’ instructions. To 72 

quantify variation of index values determined on different days/plates (inter-assay/inter-lot 73 

variation), two sera from German patients with a previous PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 74 

infection which were collected on day 19 post onset of symptoms and one commercially 75 

available human negative control serum (Merck Millipore) were included in each test 76 

run/plate. In addition, subsets of serum panels were assayed using the Wantai SARS-CoV-2 77 

Ab ELISA (Wantai, Beijing, China) detecting total anti-SARS-CoV-2 Ig (Appendix Table 2). 78 

BNITM in-house SARS-CoV-2 IgG indirect immunofluorescence testing (IIFT) was performed 79 

as described previously (11). 80 

While IgG ELISA specificities where good to excellent for pre-COVID-19 serum panels 81 

originating from Colombia, Lao PDR, Madagascar, and Germany, increased false positive 82 

rates were observed in a priori SARS-CoV-2 IgG negative sera from Ghana and Nigeria 83 

(Figure 1, Table 1). False positive rates were comparable in serum samples originating from 84 

febrile vs. asymptomatic donors from Ghana; no immediately apparent correlation of false 85 

positive ELISA results with P. falciparum parasitemia was observed (Appendix Table 3). 86 

Nevertheless, a sound statistical analysis of possible correlations with the donors’ health 87 

status would require larger subgroups/sample numbers than were available for the current 88 

study. 89 

In contrast to the four indirect IgG ELISA tests evaluated in this study, the Wantai SARS-90 

CoV-2 Ab ELISA, detecting total antibodies employing a sandwich antigen procedure, 91 

showed a high specificity when applied to a subset of sera from Ghana, Madagascar, and 92 

Nigeria (Appendix Figure 1). Further testing with this assay was not possible due to the 93 
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large sample volume needed per well (100 !l of undiluted sample) and scarcity of stocked 94 

pre-2019 sera. No SARS-CoV-2-specific fluorescence pattern could be observed in any of 95 

the African samples by BNITM in-house SARS-CoV-2 IgG IIFT; non-specific staining was 96 

observed in low dilutions of 20/79 (25.3%), 6/79 (7.6%), and 7/40 (17.5%) serum samples 97 

from Ghana, Madagascar, and Nigeria, respectively.  98 

While the index values obtained with the Euroimmun SARS-CoV-2-NCP IgG ELISA and the 99 

EDITM Novel Coronavirus COVID-19 IgG ELISA, both employing recombinant SARS-CoV-2 100 

nucleoprotein as antigen, showed a clear correlation (Table 2, Figure 2A, 2C, 2E), only few 101 

serum samples were concordantly classified as positive by the nucleoprotein-based 102 

Euroimmun SARS-CoV-2-NCP IgG ELISA and the spike-based Euroimmun Anti-SARS-CoV-103 

2 IgG ELISA (Table 2, Figure 2B, 2D, 2F). Thus, testing specificity can be increased by 104 

combination of two serological tests featuring different antigens (spike and nucleoprotein). 105 

 106 

CONCLUSIONS 107 

In accordance with evaluation studies recently published by other authors (4-6, 8), the 108 

commercially available SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISAs displayed a good to excellent specificity 109 

when applied to serum panels originating from European or US donors. In contrast, 110 

significantly increased false positive rates were observed in African pre-COVID-19 serum 111 

panels originating from countries with a high malaria burden (Ghana and Nigeria (12)), 112 

calling into question the eligibility of these assays for seroprevalence studies in these 113 

regions. Therefore, the following recommendations should be considered when planning and 114 

performing SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence studies (not only) in Africa: 1) Prior to performance 115 

of seroprevalence studies, carefully assess background/false positive signals obtained with 116 

the chosen serological test(s) in the target population (using a priori SARS-CoV-2 IgG 117 

negative serum samples which were stocked before 2019). Under certain circumstances, 118 

adjustment of the assay cut-off originally proposed by the manufacturer may suffice to 119 

improve/restore test specificity, but this may compromise assay sensitivity. 2) If necessary, 120 

combine information from two independent serological tests (employing different antigens 121 
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and/or test principles). 3) If possible, re-evaluate samples generating a positive ELISA result 122 

with IIFT on virus-infected cells (when evaluated by experienced personnel, the obtained 123 

staining pattern contains additional information about signal specificity) and/or neutralization 124 

testing. 125 

Further studies will be necessary to assess sensitivity of the commercially available assays 126 

in detecting anti-SARS-CoV2 IgG antibodies induced by SARS-CoV-2 infection in African 127 

COVID-19 patients and to thoroughly identify causes for the reduced assay specificity in sera 128 

from African donors. 129 

 130 
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TABLES 187 

 188 

Table 1. SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA specificities 189 

  Euroimmun Anti-
SARS-CoV-2-NCP-
ELISA IgG 

Euroimmun Anti-
SARS-CoV-2-ELISA 
IgG 

EDITM Novel 
Coronavirus COVID-
19 IgG ELISA kit 

Mikrogen recomWell 
SARS-CoV-2 IgG 

Ghana  
(n=79) 

pos bl neg 9 3 67 7 3 69 16 9 54 5 2 72 

specificity (95% CI) 88.6 (79.5 – 94.1) 91.1 (82.6 – 95.9) 79.7 (69.5 – 87.2) 93.7 (85.7 – 97.6) 

Madagas- 
car (n=79) 

pos bl neg 0 1 78 0 0 79 3 2 74 1 1 77 

specificity (95% CI) 100.0 (94.4 – 100.0) 100.0 (94.4 – 100.0) 96.2 (89.0 – 99.1) 98.7 (92.5 – 100.0) 

Nigeria 
(n=40) 

pos bl neg 11 5 24 3 4 33 15 6 19 4 1 35 

specificity (95% CI) 72.5 (57.0 – 84.0) 92.5 (79.4 – 98.1) 62.5 (47.0 – 75.8) 90.0 (76.4 – 96.6) 

Africa, all 
(n=198) 

pos bl neg 20 9 169 10 7 181 34 17 147 10 4 184 

specificity (95% CI) 89.9 (84.8 – 93.4) 94.9 (90.8 – 97.3) 82.8 (76.9 – 87.5) 94.9 (90.8 – 97.3) 

Colombia 
(n=40) 

pos bl neg 0 1 39 2 0 38 0 2 38 1 0 39 

specificity (95% CI) 100.0 (89.6 – 100.0) 95.0 (82.6 – 99.5) 100.0 (89.6 – 100.0) 97.5 (86.0 – 100.0) 

Lao PDR 
(n=20) 

pos bl neg 0 0 20 0 0 20 0 0 20 0 1 19 

specificity (95% CI) 100.0 (81. 0 -100.0) 100.0 (81. 0 -100.0) 100.0 (81. 0 -100.0) 100.0 (81. 0 -100.0) 

Germany 
(n=75) 

pos bl neg 0 2 73 0 0 75 2 1 72 3 0 72 

specificity (95% CI) 100.0 (94.2 – 100.0) 100.0 (94.2 – 100.0) 97.3 (90.2 – 99.8) 96.0 (88.4 – 99.1) 
 190 

pos/bl/neg: number of samples rated as positive (pos), borderline (bl), and negative (neg) by the respective test. CI: confidence 191 

interval. For calculation of specificities, both negative and borderline results were classified as “not positive”. 192 

 193 

 194 

 195 

Table 2. Correlation of SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA test results 196 

  Euroimmun Anti-SARS-CoV-2-NCP-ELISA IgG vs. 
  EDITM Novel Coronavirus 

COVID-19 IgG ELISA 
Euroimmun Anti-SARS-
CoV-2-ELISA IgG 

Ghana  
(n=79) 

agreement: npos (%), nneg (%) 6 (7.6), 60 (75.9) 3 (3.8),  66 (83.5) 
combined specificity % (95% CI) 92.4 (84.1 – 96.8) 96.2 (89.0 – 99.1) 

Madagascar 
(n=79) 

agreement: npos (%), nneg (%) 0 (0.0),  76 (96.2) 0 (0.0),  79 (100.0) 
combined specificity % (95% CI) 100.0 (94.4 – 100.0) 100.0 (94.4 – 100.0) 

Nigeria 
(n=40) 

agreement: npos (%), nneg (%) 9 (22.5), 23 (57.5) 2 (5.0), 28 (70.0) 
combined specificity % (95% CI) 77.5 (62.2 – 87.9) 95.0 (82.6 – 99.5) 

Africa, all  
(n = 198) 

agreement: npos (%), nneg (%) 15 (7.6), 159 (80.3) 5 (2.5),  173 (87.4) 
combined specificity % (95% CI) 92.4 (87.8 – 95.4) 97.5 (94.1 – 99.1) 

 197 

Both negative and borderline results were classified as “not positive”; npos : number of samples rated as positive by both assays;  198 

nneg : number of samples rated as “not positive” by both assays; CI: confidence interval. 199 
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FIGURE LEGENDS 200 

 201 

Figure 1. SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA results. Index values obtained for serum/plasma 202 

samples collected before 2019 in three different African countries (Ghana (n=79), 203 

Madagascar (n=79), Nigeria (n=40)), Colombia (n=40), Lao PDR (n=20), and Germany 204 

(n=75) with (A) the Euroimmun Anti-SARS-CoV-2-NCP IgG ELISA, (B) the Euroimmun Anti-205 

SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA, (C) the EDI Novel Coronavirus COVID-19 IgG ELISA, and (D) the 206 

Mikrogen recomWell SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA. Dotted lines represent negative and positive 207 

cut-off values, respectively. Grey shading indicates index values rated as “borderline” 208 

according to the manufacturers’ instructions. Diamonds represent index values obtained for 209 

two IgG positive COVID-19 patient sera sampled on day 19 post onset of symptoms (dark 210 

grey: SARS-CoV-2 IgG IIFT titer 1:640, light grey: SARS-CoV-2 IgG IIFT titer 1:160) and one 211 

negative control serum; error bars represent standard deviation of n=5 independent 212 

measurements. 213 

 214 

Figure 2.  Correlation of SARS-CoV-2 IgG ELISA results. Index values obtained for the 215 

Ghanaian (A, B), Madagascan (C, D), and Nigerian (E, F) serum samples with the 216 

Euroimmun Anti-SARS-CoV-2-NCP IgG ELISA and the nucleoprotein-based EDI Novel 217 

Coronavirus COVID-19 IgG ELISA (A, C, E) or the spike-based Euroimmun Anti-SARS-CoV-218 

2 IgG ELISA (B, D, F). Dotted lines represent negative and positive cut-off values, 219 

respectively. Grey shading indicates index values rated as “borderline” according to the 220 

manufacturers’ instructions. 221 
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