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Summary box 

What is already known on this topic 

Biomarkers such as CRP, D-dimer, and interleukin-6 have been proven to have prognostic value 

in SARS-CoV-2. However prognostic scores using these as building blocks have performed 

unevenly in different locations.  

 

What this study adds 

Commonly used biomarkers for SARS-CoV-2 have different efficacies in different parts of the 

world. For example, admission CRP and interleukin-6 levels are good prognostic markers for 

mortality in Asian countries but only average in Europe and North America. Prognostic markers 

and scores cannot be ‘transplanted’ from one region to another. This has implications not just 

for SARS-CoV-2 but also for scores in other conditions. We note a significant lag from the 

pandemic advent to data availability and this has no doubt impacted on patient care. 

 

How this study might affect research, practice, or policy 

Biomarkers and by extension prognostic scores should be validated in their target 

country/population before use. The infrastructure for data collection and analysis should be put 

in place so that this process can happen rapidly (ideally in an automated manner), in case of 

another pandemic.  
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ABSTRACT 

Rationale: Sophisticated prognostic scores have been proposed for SARS-CoV-2 but do not 

always perform consistently. We conducted these meta-analyses to uncover why and to 

investigate the impact of vaccination and variants.  

Methods: We searched the PubMed database for the keywords ‘SARS-CoV-2’ with ‘biomarker’ 

and ‘mortality’. All studies published from 01/12/2020 to 31/03/2023 were surveyed. To 

aggregate the data, the meta library in R was used, and a random effects model fitted to obtain 

pooled AUCs and 95% confidence intervals for the European/North American, Asian, and 

overall datasets.  

Results: Biomarker effectiveness varies significantly in different continents. Admission CRP 

levels are a good prognostic marker for mortality in Asian countries, with a pooled area under 

curve (AUC) of 0.83 (95%CI 0.80-0.85), but only an average predictor of mortality in 

Europe/North America, with a pooled AUC of 0.67 (95%CI 0.63-0.71, P<0.0001). We observed 

the same pattern for D-dimer and IL-6. This variability explains why the proposed prognostic 

scores did not perform evenly. Notably, urea and troponin had pooled AUCs ≥0.78 regardless of 

location, implying that end-organ damage at presentation is a key prognostic factor. Very little 

data is available for vaccinated and variant cohorts but it appears that inflammatory biomarkers 

are performing less well. We note a significant lag from the pandemic advent to data availability 

and this has no doubt impacted on patient care.  

Conclusions: Biomarker efficacies vary considerably by region. It is imperative that the 

infrastructure for collecting clinical data should be put in place ahead of a future pandemic.  
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Introduction 

SARS-CoV-2 is a novel beta coronavirus of zoonotic origin first identified in Wuhan, China at the 

end of 2019, which led to the introduction of a Public Health Emergency of International 

Concern between February 2020 and May 2023. SARS-CoV-2 differs from previous viral threats 

in showing marked transmissibility during the asymptomatic/very early symptomatic stage1 and 

person-to-person transmission by both airborne and fomite routes2. At the beginning of the 

pandemic, there was no previous immunity, no known effective antiviral treatment, and no 

vaccine, resulting in a global death toll of over six million (https://covid19.who.int/).  

 

Due to the overwhelming number of cases and the significant morbidity and mortality 

associated with SARS-CoV-2, reliable prognostic scores are critically important to maximize 

survivorship and optimize the use of limited resources. Sophisticated scoring systems have 

been proposed but have not performed consistently3-6. For example, El-Solh3 tested 4 

prognostic models constructed to predict in-hospital mortality for SARS-CoV-2 patients; 

proposed by Chen et al7, Shang et al8, Yu et al9,  and Wang et al10.  All models had been peer-

reviewed and were based on a cohort size of ≥100. All the models examined had validation area 

under curves (AUCs), which were significantly worse than the area under curves of their 

derivation cohorts. For example, the AUC of the validation cohort using the model proposed by 

Chen et al7 was at best 0.69 (95% confidence interval [CI] 0.66-0.72) compared to the derivation 

AUC, which was 0.91 (95% CI 0.85-0.97). A similar pattern was noted in the other 3 models. 

 

https://covid19.who.int/
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Gupta4  tested 20 candidate prognostic models using data derived from 411 consecutively 

admitted adults with a PCR-confirmed diagnosis of SARS-CoV-2 in a major London hospital.  Five 

of these models were pre-existing point-based scores not specific for Covid19 (MEWS, REMS, 

qSOFA, CURB65 and NEWS2) and the remainder of which were a combination of point-based 

scores and logistic regression models specifically derived from SARS-CoV-2 patients. None of 

these methods overlapped with those previously tested by El-Solh and 9 of the 15 Covid-

specific models had been developed in China. The most discriminating univariable predictor for 

in-hospital mortality was age (AUC 0.76 [95% CI 0.71-0.81]) and for in-hospital deterioration 

was oxygen saturation on room air (AUC 0.76 [95% CI 0.71-0.81]). More importantly, none of 

the models tested performed consistently better than these univariable predictors. 

 

These inconsistencies are an ongoing issue. Bradley6 concluded that the overall prognostic 

performance of established clinical scores (CURB-65, NEWS2 and qSOFA) was generally poor 

with reference to SARS-CoV-2, while Fan11 concluded the opposite. To illustrate the AUC for 

CURB65 prognostic score was 0.85 (Fan11), 0.75 (Bradley6) and 0.698 (Kodama12). This begs the 

question - why are prognostic scores performing so inconsistently even when tested against 

cohorts who are similar clinically?  We ran these meta-analyses to uncover possible reasons for 

these inconsistencies. As a secondary goal, we also sought an easily measurable, dependable 

single-parameter biomarker to predict mortality in swab-positive SARS-CoV-2 patients; 

especially as there is not always time or resources available to calculate a full prognostic 

model13.  
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Methods 

Data collection 

We searched the PubMed database for the keywords ‘SARS-CoV-2’ in combination with 

‘biomarker name’ and ‘mortality’. The period for the first data tranche was set from the 

emergence of the SARS-CoV-2 pathogen on the 01st December 2019 to 30th June 2021. Two 

independent reviewers analyzed studies for relevance. All papers reporting mortality data for 

hospitalized patients swab-positive for SARS-CoV-2 with a biomarker level at presentation (0-

48h of admission) were examined for a Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) analysis and a 

corresponding Area under Curve (AUC). When studies failed to quote the margin of error for 

AUCs, corresponding authors were contacted and their AUC data was included in pooled AUCs  

if confidence intervals or standard deviations were forthcoming. All studies are displayed in 

summary figures for completeness. Ethical approval was obtained from the Integrated Research 

Application System (reference 281880) for analysis of the Cambridge (UK) data. To ensure 

biomarkers were applicable to acute adult general admissions, we excluded reports of patients 

already admitted to intensive care or restricted to specific groups (pregnancy, hemodialysis, or 

transplant patients). Mortality (30-day or in-hospital) was used as the endpoint.  The following 

data was collected from the root studies: a) Area under curve and 95% confidence intervals for 

the biomarkers examined (admission D-dimer, CRP, IL-6, troponin, urea); b) age of cohort 

(mean and standard deviation) and number of patients in cohort; c) geographical location of 

cohort (if a multi-center study, the location of the hospital of the first author was used). 

Europe/North America and Asia were the sources of most studies and were therefore the focus 
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of subsequent meta-analyses.  This process is summarized in a PRISMA flowsheet depicted in 

Fig.1. This study is registered with PROSPERO with the CRD42022366893.  

 

To determine the impact of multiple rounds of vaccination and new variants in the SARS-CoV-2 

virus, we subsequently repeated the search using the PubMed database from 01st December 

2019 to 31st March 2023 using the following combinations of  keywords: 

a) ‘SARS-CoV-2’ in combination with ‘vaccination’ and ‘biomarker name’ 

b) ‘SARS-CoV-2’ in combination with ‘variant’ and ‘biomarker name’ 

c) ‘Covid19’ in combination with ‘vaccination’ and ‘biomarker name’ 

d) ‘Covid19’ in combination with ‘variant’ and ‘biomarker name’ 

The results were then aggregated and individual papers were checked for a Receiver Operating 

Characteristic (ROC) analysis and a corresponding Area under Curve (AUC) with respect to a 

vaccinated cohort or to a proven or very likely variant. As there were very few papers with 

these data (n<5), we have elected not to perform any analyses but have displayed the raw data 

in Fig.5 and Table 2. A more detailed explanation is available in the online Supplement. 

 

  

Statistical analysis  

We have used area under curve (AUC) of the Receiver Operating Characteristic as the different 

studies we examined used different methods of biomarker analyses and/or presented data in 
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different units of measurement and, hence, were not directly comparable. Also, studies 

reported biomarker efficacies differently - for example, as odds ratios per unit increase (such as 

per ng/ml), odds ratio per block unit increase (such as per 5ng/ml) or by dividing at the median 

and comparing the top half with the bottom half. We needed a simple, reproducible estimate of 

efficacy that would discount the different methods and units of measurement and the AUC 

fulfilled this requirement. 

 

To aggregate the data on age and biomarkers from individual studies, the meta library in R was 

used to report overall mean values and 95% confidence intervals and the statistical significance 

of differences between mean values in the joint European and North American cohort and the 

Asian cohort. This analysis was based on estimates of standard errors for each study, obtained 

by assuming values for individual subjects were normally distributed in each study with a study-

specific mean. In this way, measures of spread (IQR, SD and range) were converted into 

estimates of within-study standard deviations. Since the estimates of the study-specific means 

exhibited high levels of heterogeneity within both categories, a random effects model was fitted 

as opposed to a fixed effects model in the meta-analysis. 

 

Sensitivity analyses  

Sensitivity analyses were performed by serially excluding each study to determine the 

implications of individual studies on the pooled AUC. No individual study had a significant 

implication for pooled AUCs for either European/North American or the Asian cohorts 
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(Supplementary Tables 1-5). Note that when fitting a random effects meta-analysis model, the 

individual study means are assumed to be random, and the between-study heterogeneity (tau2) 

needs to be estimated. For the pooled AUC, we used a single estimate of tau^2 based on the 

overall dataset (both European/North American and the Asian studies) due to small sample 

sizes, so removing a study affects this and thereby may shift the confidence intervals very 

slightly for the other subgroup.  

 

Patient and public involvement 

We discussed how best to display our data and results with the members of the public and 

patients. Following this, we have created a free-to-access, publicly-available website 

(https://covid19.cimr.cam.ac.uk/), with a map displaying the source data and links back to the 

original studies. Root study authors have also volunteered that statistical software is expensive 

and hence inaccessible. Therefore, we have written a programme in R that allows for the 

calculation of the AUC of a biomarker which is free to download from the same website. Our 

intention is that everyone will be able to view the most effective biomarkers for their locale 

from the website and to calculate an AUC for their own data. Volunteers have also tested the 

website and software for accessibility and ease of use. 

 

Results 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcovid19.cimr.cam.ac.uk%2F&data=05%7C01%7C%7C9af3580f61bb470666f508dad45441c3%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C638055755582507849%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WtJqO2v5uXjWTm4ppJr8ZGDPTpvKKrUv8UZcevTwn%2B0%3D&reserved=0
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Initially we examined 1,930 articles that were published from the beginning of the SARS-CoV-2 

pandemic in 01st December 2019 to 30th June 2021, and selected 131 papers that met our pre-

specified selection criteria. This process is summarized in Fig.1 and all reference papers are 

listed in the References (Meta-analyses) section.  

 

Our meta-analyses have revealed differences in the effectiveness of biomarkers in different 

regions of the world. These are summarized in Fig.2. For example, admission CRP levels are a 

good prognostic marker for mortality in Asian countries, with a pooled AUC (area under curve) 

of 0.83 (95% CI 0.80-0.85) from 34 studies, but only an average predictor of mortality in Europe 

and North America, with a pooled AUC of 0.67 (95% CI 0.63-0.71) from 21 studies (P<0.0001, 

Fig.3A, Table 1). We see the same pattern for admission D-dimer and IL-6 levels – they are good 

predictors of mortality in Asian countries (pooled AUCs of 0.78 [95% CI 0.76-0.82]) and 0.86 

[95% CI 0.81-0.90] respectively) but not in Europe and North America (pooled AUCs of 0.69 

[95% CI 0.66-0.72] and 0.70 [95% CI 0.64-0.75] respectively; P<0.0001 for both compared to 

Asian counterparts; Fig.3B and Fig.4A). This explains why the prognostic scores that are being 

proposed for SARS-CoV-2 do not perform evenly in different countries, as the ‘building blocks’ 

underpinning these prognostic scores have intrinsically different effectiveness in different 

populations.  

 

There are two biomarkers that performed well in all cohorts regardless of geographical 

location. Admission troponin levels had a pooled AUC of 0.81 [95% CI 0.77-0.85] in Asian 
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countries and a pooled AUC of 0.79 [95% CI 0.74-0.83] in European and North American 

countries (Fig.4B). Similarly, urea levels on admission had a pooled AUC of 0.79 [95% CI 0.70-

0.85] in Asian countries and a pooled AUC of 0.78 [95% CI 0.74-0.81] in European and North 

American countries (Fig.4C). This implies that end-organ damage at the time of presentation is 

a key prognostic indicator of severity for SARS-CoV-2.  

 

It was noted very early on that the elderly fared worse in this pandemic. Therefore, it was 

reasonable to evaluate whether age itself was a reasonable predictor of mortality, given that 

this is usually instantaneously available directly from the patient. Interestingly, in the Asian 

cohorts, age fared less well when compared to all 5 biomarkers examined (Table 1, Fig.2). The 

exact opposite was seen in the European/North American cohorts, with age (AUC 0.78 [95% CI 

0.77-0.80]) outperforming the inflammatory biomarkers (D-dimer, CRP, and IL-6) and being 

equivalent to the biomarkers showing end-organ damage (urea and troponin).  

 

Pooling all the results from Asian, European, and North American studies gave a false 

impression of overall effectiveness for CRP, D-dimer, and IL-6 (Table 1). As an example, the 

pooled AUC for CRP for the entire dataset is 0.78 (95% CI 0.74-0.81). When separated into the 

regional blocks as previously described it becomes obvious that the Asian studies are skewing 

the results and masking the fact that admission levels of CRP, D-dimer and IL-6 are simply not 

very effective in predicting mortality in European and North American countries. 
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We expected that multiple rounds of vaccinations and ongoing mutations into different strains 

would significantly impact biomarker efficacy. Therefore, further analyses were conducted to 

examine this in further detail. There was a paucity of studies where information on vaccination 

status and viral variant was available, and we could only find 4 studies with sufficient numbers 

to conduct mortality analyses, which were relevant (Table 2 and Fig.5). It appears that in both 

the N. American/European and Asian cohorts that the efficacy of D-dimer and CRP as a 

biomarker for mortality is declining in the vaccinated versus the unvaccinated groups. This 

‘blunting’ effect is also observed in the Delta and Omicron waves compared to the original data 

(Table 2). 

 

Discussion 

SARS-CoV-2 represented an unprecedented challenge to the medical, financial, and social 

frameworks of countries around the world. At the same time, the pandemic has triggered rapid 

and significant advances in medical technology, including but not limited to messenger RNA 

vaccines, pragmatic multi-armed trials of interventions, and large-scale production and use of 

lateral flow testing. From our point of view, SARS-CoV-2 has offered an opportunity to test 

biomarkers on a worldwide scale; as it is a single clearly defined clinical entity (e.g. by PCR-

positivity or lack thereof), and a huge amount of data (including mortality data) was available in 

a very short timeframe from multiple countries. 
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Therefore we are able to demonstrate what we have long suspected - that biomarker 

effectiveness for mortality in SARS-CoV-2 varies significantly by geographical location. This 

important finding has an impact for clinicians using biomarkers and/or prognostic scores 

derived in other regions to assist the process of decision-making (e.g. whether to admit to 

intensive care) particularly when ‘waves’ of infection risk overwhelming local health resources.  

Consistent with our findings, Marino et al14 demonstrated that a prognostic score developed in 

the same country (PREDI-CO, Bartoletti et al15, Italy) had reasonable predictive power (AUC of 

0.76, 95% CI 0.58-0.93) while a prognostic score developed in another country (Yan-XGBoost, 

Yan et al16, China) did not perform satisfactorily (AUC of 0.57, 95% CI 0.37-0.76) when applied 

to their cohort.   

 

This likely applies to other conditions. CURB-65 is well-known and validated as a tool for 

predicting mortality in community-acquired pneumonia17, developed in the UK, New Zealand, 

and the Netherlands. However, it performs less satisfactorily in older populations18. For 

example, Shirata et al19 demonstrated that CURB-65 had an AUC of 0.672 (95% CI 0.607-0.732) 

when applied to patients ≥65 years. Since Japan has one of the world's highest life 

expectancies, it is likely that CURB-65 would not perform as well if applied to a Japanese 

cohort. Interestingly, CURB-65 also performs poorly when applied to Colombian patients (AUCs 

of 0.629-0.669 when tested against 3 cohorts)20. Hincapie suggested that this may be due to the 

factors underpinning a significant difference in community-acquired pneumonia-associated 

mortality (9.5%17 versus 17-32%20). Although it has been suspected that this is the case, we 

note that biomarkers and prognostic scores developed in large multi-center trials in 
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predominantly developed countries continue to be used in other countries and be incorporated 

into national guidelines without prior validation. Therefore, we suggest that prognostic 

biomarkers and scores must be explicitly validated before being used in novel populations. To 

make this easier, it might be reasonable to suggest that standardized documents for collecting 

information for the purpose of biomarker validation (such as in the form of downloadable 

online supplements) be provided by the authors whenever a new biomarker or score is 

proposed. Then the original manuscript could be updated easily (online) to state that such a 

score has now been validated in a particular country or target population.   

 

It is not possible to know from these descriptive meta-analyses why there are these regional 

differences in biomarker effectiveness. The differences might be due to cohort age, different 

modes of death, genetic backgrounds, treatment effects, and/or various combinations of the 

above. The Asian cohorts were universally younger than the European/North American cohorts 

in all five parameters we investigated (CRP, D-dimer, troponin, urea, and IL-6; Table 1). It is 

possible that younger patients in Asia were dying from cytokine storm (hence the marked 

prognostic value of the ‘inflammatory’ markers such as CRP, D-dimer, and IL-6), while older 

people were dying from multi-organ failure in Europe. It is also possible that there has been a 

‘training effect’, with the West having had prior warning from the Asian experience. The earlier 

use of specific anti-inflammatory approaches, in particular steroids and tocilizumab, has most 

probably blunted the effectiveness of markers such as IL-6 and CRP as predictors of death. 

Social contact-limiting measures (‘lockdowns’) have likely changed the composition of people 

falling ill and hence seeking hospital admission.   
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Our initial study has some limitations that need to be stressed. First, a significant number of 

studies did not quote 95% confidence intervals (14 of 78 for D-dimer, 18 of 75 for CRP, 3 of 35 

for troponin, 1 of 16 for urea, 8 of 38 for IL-6), and we were unable to obtain them despite best 

efforts to communicate with the authors. These studies are included in Figs.3-4 but are not 

included in the calculation of the pooled AUCs. Second, insufficient numbers of studies were 

located in other continents to perform an adequate meta-analysis. Third, the majority of 

studies in the Asian section were from China (so 34 of 47 studies for CRP were on the Chinese 

population), and so the result may be representative of the Chinese population rather than of 

Asian populations in general. Finally, due to the nature of our representative characteristic, we 

are unable to suggest threshold values for the biomarkers in question.  

 

The other important point we would like to make is that we were woefully underprepared for a 

health emergency on this scale. Most of the data we have shown is pertinent to the initial viral 

lineages, and by the time the meta-analyses were performed, novel lineages of clinical 

relevance, such as Alpha, Delta, and Omicron, have emerged. Moreover, one should note that 

the area under the curve may not give a complete picture of biomarker efficacy, and there are 

other measures that could be alternatively applied, e.g., relative risk increase per unit increase 

of a biomarker, relative risk increase compared to the lower 50%. 
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The key then lies in being prepared in the case of future threats. We propose that information 

frameworks be set up ahead of time, and then clinicians and scientists can simply ‘slot in’ their 

data as it becomes available, such as on a freely accessible website that is publicly available in 

real-time or as close to that as possible.  It may also be wise to have designated centres and 

staff who will act to provide such data. For example, we mapped the root studies on the 

following website (https://covid19.cimr.cam.ac.uk/)  and wrote a free-to-use software program 

that the healthcare community can use to check whether their biomarker of choice is effective 

in their population. Given that medical and research staff are likely to be incredibly busy if 

another pandemic strikes, it would make sense to make sure that as much of the process is as 

automated as possible, e.g. by using dedicated programmes to automatically harvest 

demographics, biomarkers, and mortality data from medical software administration systems 

where these are in use.  It could be agreed beforehand what data is needed, and this could be 

set out in modular stages. For example, basic requirements could be age, sex, biomarker(s) 

levels, and outcome, while secondary outcomes (such as imaging data, complications, and long-

term sequelae) could be ‘bolt-on’ options. Furthermore, specific centres could be designated to 

collect data from specific groups, e.g. pregnant women, children, and immunocompromised 

people. In this way, data collection can be standardized and organized rather than growing 

organically as was the case in SARS-CoV-2. The availability of such data would not just aid in 

biomarker identification but also allow the rapid organization of clinical trials by pinpointing ‘at-

risk’ groups early who could be targeted for vaccination or intervention programmes. Planning 

ahead would also allow the ethical permissions for gathering and analysing such data to be 

applied for and granted beforehand; and for public opinion to be sought in how data can be 

https://covid19.cimr.cam.ac.uk/
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used while protecting the confidentiality of individual patients. A good analogy would be 

preparing for disasters such as earthquakes or fires – plans for these are now accepted as a 

mandatory part of keeping people safe around the world.   

 

There are drawbacks associated with this approach. Firstly, these steps may only be possible in 

countries with the funding and resources to undertake them. We note that even now there still 

is very little data regarding SARS-CoV-2 from less-developed countries. We would urge large 

health and charitable organisations such as the World Health Organisation to pinpoint this as an 

area requiring further funding and development, ideally before another pandemic. Second, 

there would have to be international agreements regarding the use and protection of patient 

data. There will also be much commercial interest in this kind of data, particularly for the 

development of vaccines and treatments, and there should be protocols to protect data-

harvesting/selling without commensurate benefit to patients who have provided the data.  

 

In short, the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic exerted a terrible toll worldwide. We owe it to ourselves 

and to future generations to learn from this experience. The principle take-home messages are 

that biomarkers should be tailored to and validated in their target populations; and that we 

need to be prepared for rapid information gathering and analyses ahead of another pandemic.    
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Biomarker Location Pooled 95% CI P-value Mean P-value No. of  No. of 

    AUC   AUC  age age patients 
 

studies 

         

D-dimer Asia 0.78 0.76-0.82 <0.00001 57.9 <0.00001 14,076 38 

 Europe/ 0.69 0.66-0.72  64.6  29,741 22 

 N. America        

 All 0.76 0.73-0.78      

         

CRP Asia 0.83 0.80-0.85 <0.00001 57.8 <0.00001 10,407 34 

 Europe/ 0.67 0.63-0.71  64.8  28,693 21 

 N. America        

 All 0.78 0.74-0.81      

         

Urea Asia 0.79 0.70-0.85 0.86 60.6 0.027 3,123 10 

 Europe/ 0.78 0.74-0.81  66.1  2,880 6 

 N. America        

 All 0.77 0.72-0.82      

         

Troponin Asia 0.81 0.77-0.85 0.42 61.1 0.011 7,308 16 

 Europe/ 0.79 0.74-0.83  65  8,690 16 

 N. America        

 All 0.8 0.77-0.83      

         

IL-6 Asia 0.86 0.81-0.90 <0.00001 58.2 0.033 2,993 17 

 Europe/ 0.7 0.64-0.75  63.5  6,362 20 

 N. America        

 All  0.78 0.73-0.83      

         

Age Asia 0.73 0.65-0.79 0.0408 57.3 0.028 2,652 9 

 Europe/ 0.78 0.77-0.80  62.9  18,127 5 

 N. America        

 All 0.75 0.70-0.90      
 

Table 1: Summary of pooled area under curves and mean ages (+/-SD) for the 5 biomarkers 

investigated for the initial analyses (2020-end of June 2021).  

AUC: area under curve 
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CI: confidence interval 

SD : standard deviation 

IL-6: interleukin-6  

CRP: C-reactive protein  
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Source Parameter 
2020-mid-

2021 
2020 2021 2022 

Country   Pooled AUC       

     B.1.338 Delta Omicron  

Wang AUC CRP  0.67 0.6 0.55 0.61 

Australia 
all-cause 
mortality (0.63-0.71)* (0.49, 0.70) (0.46, 0.64) (0.51, 0.70) 

  AUC CRP  N/A N/A 0.58 0.61 

  non-vaccinated     (0.49, 0.68) (0.45, 0.78) 

  AUC CRP  N/A N/A N/A 0.57 

  fully vaccinated       (0.44, 0.69) 

  AUC D-dimer  0.69 0.69 0.69 0.63 

  
all-cause 
mortality (0.66-0.72)* (0.56, 0.82) (0.59, 0.78) (0.52, 0.73) 

  AUC D-dimer N/A N/A 0.69 0.66 

  non-vaccinated     (0.58, 0.79) (0.47, 0.85) 

  AUC D-dimer  N/A N/A 0.58 0.57 

  fully vaccinated     (0.14, 1.00) (0.43, 0.72) 

        Delta   

Rzymski AUC CRP  0.67  0.675   

Poland fully vaccinated (0.63-0.71)   (0.640 - 0.709)   

  AUC D-dimer  0.69   0.649   

  fully vaccinated (0.66-0.72)   (0.613 – 0.685)   

  AUC IL-6  0.7   0.738   

  fully vaccinated (0.64-0.75)   (0.695 – 0.778)   

          Omicron 

Patel  AUC CRP  0.83   0.627 

India non-vaccinated (0.80-0.85)     (0.389-0.865) 

  AUC CRP        0.771 

  fully vaccinated N/A   (0.653-0.889) 

            

  AUC D-dimer  0.78     0.868 

  non-vaccinated  (0.76-0.82)     (0.715-1.02) 

  AUC D-dimer        0.667 

  fully vaccinated N/A   (0.471-0.868) 

        Original/Alpha   

Altintop AUC CRP 0.83  0.668   

Turkey non-vaccinated (0.80-0.85)   (0.592-0.739)   

  AUC CRP      0.715   

  fully vaccinated N/A   (0.603-0.811)   
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Table 2: Summary of studies with vaccinated cohorts and variant data for the 5 biomarkers 

investigated.  

AUC: area under curve 

IL-6: interleukin-6  

CRP: C-reactive protein  

The reference AUC has been displayed in a coloured font (red for Asian and blue for 

European/N.American so as to be consistent with the other figures in the manuscript).  

*The European/N.American figures have been shown as a reference as approximately 90% of 

Australia’s population has European ancestry.  
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Figure legends 

Figure 1: PRISMA flow diagram for paper review, selection, and inclusion in these meta-

analyses. 

Figure 2: Summary forest plot demonstrating pooled area under curves for the five biomarkers 

being meta-analyzed (CRP, D-dimer, troponin, urea, and IL-6) and age. For ease of comparison 

values for Asian countries are shown in red and values for European/North American countries 

are shown in blue. There was insufficient data to accurately construct pooled AUCs for other 

geographical regions.  

Figure 3: Forest plot demonstrating all individual studies contributing to the meta-analyses for 

(A) CRP and (B) D-dimer in Asian and European/North American countries for the first tranche 

of data (from Jan 2020 – June 2021). 

Blue diamond: pooled AUC for European/North American countries 

Red diamond: pooled AUC for Asian countries 

The size of each square representing an individual study corresponds with the size of the study 

population: 

Font 4: 0-100 

Font 5: 100-1,000 

Font 6: 1,001-10,000 

Font 7: >10,001 
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For the reader’s ease the data sources are arranged alphabetically both within the figure and in 

the references (meta-analyses) sections.  

Figure 4: Forest plot demonstrating all individual studies contributing to the meta-analyses for 

(A) IL-6, (B) urea (C) troponin, and (D) age in Asian and European/North American countries for 

the first tranche of data (from Jan 2020 – June 2021).  

Blue diamond: pooled AUC for European/North American countries 

Red diamond: pooled AUC for Asian countries 

The size of each square representing an individual study corresponds with the size of the study 

population: 

Font 4: 0-100 

Font 5: 100-1,000 

Font 6: 1,001-10,000 

Font 7: >10,001 

 

For the reader’s ease, the data sources are arranged alphabetically both within the figure and in 

the references (meta-analyses) sections.  

Figure 5: Forest plot demonstrating all individual studies with data relating to a vaccinated 

cohort or to a cohort with a known variant. 
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Blue diamond: pooled AUC for European/North American countries 

Red diamond: pooled AUC for Asian countries 

The size of each square representing an individual study corresponds with the size of the study 

population: 

Font 4: 0-100 

Font 5: 100-1,000 

Font 6: 1,001-10,000 

Font 7: >10,001 
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