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Abstract: 32 

Background: The mechanism for anaphylaxis following mRNA COVID-19 vaccination has been widely 33 

debated; understanding this serious adverse event is important for future vaccines of similar design. A 34 

mechanism proposed is type I hypersensitivity (i.e., IgE-mediated mast cell degranulation) to excipient 35 

polyethylene glycol (PEG). Using an assay that, uniquely, had been previously assessed in patients with 36 

anaphylaxis to PEG, our objective was to compare anti-PEG IgE in serum from mRNA COVID-19 vaccine 37 

anaphylaxis case-patients and persons vaccinated without allergic reactions. Secondarily, we compared 38 

anti-PEG IgG and IgM to assess alternative mechanisms.  39 

Methods: Selected anaphylaxis case-patients reported to U.S. Vaccine Adverse Event Reporting System 40 

December 14, 2020 – March 25, 2021 were invited to provide a serum sample. mRNA COVID-19 vaccine 41 

study participants with residual serum and no allergic reaction post-vaccination (“controls”) were 42 

frequency matched to cases 3:1 on vaccine and dose number, sex and 10-year age category. Anti-PEG 43 

IgE was measured using a dual cytometric bead assay. Anti-PEG IgG and IgM were measured using two 44 

different assays. Laboratorians were blinded to case/control status.   45 

Results: All 20 case-patients were women; 17 had anaphylaxis after dose 1, 3 after dose 2. Thirteen 46 

(65%) were hospitalized and 7 (35%) were intubated. Time from vaccination to serum collection was 47 

longer for case-patients vs controls (post-dose 1: median 105 vs 21 days). Among Moderna recipients, 48 

anti-PEG IgE was detected in 1 of 10 (10%) case-patients vs 8 of 30 (27%) controls (p=0.40); among 49 

Pfizer-BioNTech recipients, it was detected in 0 of 10 case-patients (0%) vs 1 of 30 (3%) controls 50 

(p>0.99). Anti-PEG IgE quantitative signals followed this same pattern. Neither anti-PEG IgG nor IgM was 51 

associated with case status with both assay formats.   52 

Conclusion: Our results support that anti-PEG IgE is not a predominant mechanism for anaphylaxis post-53 

mRNA COVID-19 vaccination.  54 

for use under a CC0 license. 
This article is a US Government work. It is not subject to copyright under 17 USC 105 and is also made available 

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 
The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted April 12, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.11.23288372doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.11.23288372


 

3 
 

Key Words:   COVID 19; mRNA vaccines; polyethylene glycol; anaphylaxis; IgE; antibodies 55 

 56 

  57 

for use under a CC0 license. 
This article is a US Government work. It is not subject to copyright under 17 USC 105 and is also made available 

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 
The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted April 12, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.11.23288372doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.11.23288372


 

4 
 

INTRODUCTION 58 

Soon after the introduction of mRNA COVID-19 vaccines in adults in December 2020 in the United 59 

Kingdom  and the United States, cases of anaphylaxis were reported, raising concerns that rates were 60 

higher than seen with other vaccines.[1] In the United States, reporting rates for anaphylaxis from the 61 

Vaccine Adverse Event Reporting System (VAERS) data through January 18, 2021 were estimated as 4.7 62 

cases per million Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine doses administered and 2.5 cases per million Moderna vaccine 63 

doses administered.[2, 3] From the Vaccine Safety Datalink (VSD), a collaboration between CDC and 9 64 

integrated healthcare plans with a covered population of ~12 million people, the estimated rates of ~5 65 

cases per million doses for each of the vaccine products through May 2021 appeared somewhat higher 66 

than previous estimates from this system for trivalent inactivated influenza vaccine (the vaccine with the 67 

largest number of doses administered in the VSD evaluation), 1.35 cases of anaphylaxis per million doses 68 

administered.[4, 5] 69 

Identifying the mechanism for anaphylaxis following mRNA COVID-19 vaccines is important because 70 

several doses are needed for optimal protection, likely including repeated boosters and mRNA 71 

technology is expected to be used in vaccines targeting other infectious diseases. One component 72 

shared by both mRNA COVID-19 vaccine lipid nanoparticles (LNP) is polyethylene glycol (PEG) .[6, 7] PEG 73 

has been previously identified as a potential allergen in medication reactions and thus was considered 74 

the potential cause of the post-mRNA COVID-19 vaccine anaphylaxis.[1, 8] Proposed alternatives to anti-75 

PEG IgE-mediated type 1 hypersensitivity have included complement activation-related pseudoallergy 76 

(CARPA, which could involve IgG or IgM antibodies, with PEG as one of the proposed antigens), and 77 

direct mast cell effects through mRNA or other vaccine components.[9-13] 78 

Detecting anti-PEG IgE among patients who had anaphylaxis after mRNA COVID-19 vaccination could 79 

identify the allergen and mechanism of these reactions. Given that individuals with a history of 80 
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anaphylaxis to PEG-containing medications had been confirmed by the presence of anti-PEG IgE,[14] we 81 

anticipated that detection of anti-PEG IgE in serum of patients after anaphylaxis from mRNA COVID-19 82 

vaccines, and not in controls, would be an indicator of its relevance. There are no widely available 83 

clinical tests for anti-PEG IgE. The accurate detection and quantitation of anti-PEG antibodies is 84 

challenging as many assay formats have high background signals and lack specificity.[15] As low levels of 85 

anti-PEG IgE may have clinical consequences, assays for anti-PEG IgE require greater sensitivity and 86 

specificity than currently possible with most assay formats. Recently a bead-based cytometry assay with 87 

internal control beads to subtract background signals was able to detect and determine titers of anti-88 

PEG IgE in patients with PEG-associated anaphylaxis.[14] We used this assay to evaluate case-patients 89 

who had anaphylaxis after mRNA COVID-19 vaccination and control groups. Anti-PEG IgG and IgM were 90 

also evaluated using two different assay formats.  91 

 92 

METHODS 93 

Case Identification and Controls 94 

We identified potential cases of anaphylaxis after mRNA COVID-19 vaccination, obtained and reviewed 95 

medical records, and adjudicated cases with allergists from the Clinical Immunization Safety Assessment 96 

(CISA) Project[16] to identify those most clinically consistent with anaphylaxis. Potential cases were 97 

identified through 1) searches of the passive Vaccine Adverse Event Reporting System (VAERS)[17] for 98 

reports coded as “anaphylaxis” or “anaphylactic reaction” after mRNA COVID-19 vaccination in persons 99 

aged ≥18 years received during December 14, 2020−March 25, 2021, and by reviews for anaphylaxis 100 

described in VAERS reports before coding, and 2) inquiries from healthcare providers or health 101 

departments to CISA. VAERS reporting for such cases was encouraged. We excluded patients with an 102 

underlying illness that could result in possible anaphylaxis (e.g. recurrent idiopathic anaphylaxis). We 103 

also classified cases by 2007 Brighton Collaboration anaphylaxis case definition levels 1- 3; level 1 is the 104 

highest level of diagnostic certainty.[18, 19] Based on feasibility, our goal was to enroll ≥10 case-patients 105 
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who had received Pfizer-BioNTech (“Pfizer-BioNTech case-patients”) and ≥10 who had received 106 

Moderna (“Moderna case-patients”). Case-patients were contacted via telephone and sent a project 107 

information sheet; those interested in participating provided a serum sample that was shipped to CDC 108 

laboratory. Serum was collected ≥6 weeks after anaphylaxis to avoid the theoretical possibility that 109 

allergen-specific serum IgE may have been reduced during the first few weeks after anaphylaxis.      110 

Controls were selected from participants in unrelated post-authorization mRNA COVID-19 vaccine 111 

studies at 2 CISA medical centers who had serum collected under their original study protocol, provided 112 

consent for secondary use of residual serum, and for whom the specific COVID-19 vaccine dose (dose 1 113 

vs 2) had been tolerated without allergic reaction. Serum from Pfizer-BioNTech recipients were obtained 114 

from a Vanderbilt University study [“Pfizer-BioNTech controls”], and serum from Moderna recipients 115 

[“Moderna controls”], from a Cincinnati Children’s Hospital Medical Center study. Controls were 116 

frequency matched to case-patients 3:1, by vaccine manufacturer, post-vaccine dose number (dose 1 or 117 

2), self-identified sex and age category (10-year intervals). A control could be selected only once (i.e., to 118 

provide post-dose 1 or post-dose 2 serum).  Serum provided from Pfizer-BioNTech controls had been 119 

collected ~21 days after dose 1 (and before dose 2, if provided) and ~21 days after dose 2; from 120 

Moderna controls, serum had been collected ~28 days after dose 1 (and before dose 2, if provided) and 121 

~35 days after dose 2.  122 

Sample Handling and Ethics 123 

All serum samples were first shipped to a CDC laboratory. Testing was performed in two independent 124 

laboratories. For shipment to each of the testing laboratories, separate aliquots were made and labelled 125 

with unique specimen IDs so that laboratories were blinded to case/control status and vaccine 126 

manufacturer.  127 
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This activity was reviewed by CDC and FDA in accordance with applicable regulations and institutional 128 

policies and was deemed not to be research, per 45 C.F.R.§ 46.102(l)(2), and it was determined not to be 129 

a clinical investigation as defined in 21 CFR part 56. IRB approval and formal informed consent 130 

procedures were not required.  131 

Anti-PEG IgE Assay 132 

Samples were evaluated for anti-PEG IgE in the laboratory of Office of Biotechnology Products (OBP),  133 

Center for Drug Evaluation and Research (CDER), FDA using a Dual Cytometric Bead Assay (DCBA).[14] 134 

Briefly, the samples were diluted 1:5 and incubated with target beads coated with PEGylated antigen 135 

and controls beads without PEG. After washing the beads, a labeled antibody to human IgE was added. 136 

After incubation and washing, the beads were analyzed by flow cytometry. The difference in median 137 

fluorescence intensity (MFI) between the target and control beads was used to determine anti-PEG IgE 138 

antibody positivity. The assay in the current study was qualified to be specific and sensitive enough to 139 

detect ≤200 pg/mL anti-PEG IgE using a commercial anti-PEG IgE as a standard.  140 

A cut-point for assay positivity was determined using a separate set of pre-existing sera (negative panel). 141 

These sera were commercially sourced deidentified samples used in a prior study[14] and tested 142 

negative. The negative panel and anti-PEG IgE standard run were repeated for assay consistency with 143 

three preparations of target and control beads used in the current project. For the primary objective, 144 

the cut-point was defined to be the average signal of the negative panel of pre-existing sera plus three 145 

standard deviations (SD). A sensitivity analysis was performed with a 2-SD cut-point. Examples of anti-146 

PEG IgE assay quantitative signals are included in Supplementary Materials from the negative panel 147 

(Figure S1A) and our participant samples (Figure S1B).   148 

A positive IgE result for a sample was defined as a signal (MFI) that is greater than the pre-defined cut-149 

point value in two determinations and that can be inhibited by greater than 30% with the addition of 150 
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free pegfilgrastim at 5 mcg/ml (demonstrating PEG specificity). Although there were positive samples 151 

based on the criteria, all of the signals were at the low end of the assay dynamic range, well below 1 152 

ng/mL and lower than a prior sample from a patient with PEG allergy (Supplementary Figure S2). 153 

Additional details are in Supplementary Materials.   154 

Anti-PEG IgG and IgM assays 155 

Anti-PEG IgG and IgM were each evaluated by flow cytometry using two different platforms in two 156 

different laboratories. The laboratories were blinded to each other’s results as well as to sample case vs. 157 

control status to minimize bias. The two assay platforms were the Dual Cytometric Bead Assay (DCBA) 158 

and a PEGylated Polystyrene Beads Assay (PPBA) that used commercially available PEGylated beads 159 

(TentaGel™ M OH beads). The DCBA was performed in OBP, CDER.  The PPBA was performed in the 160 

laboratory of National Center for Toxicological Research (NCTR).   161 

For the anti-PEG IgG and IgM DCBA, similar to the anti-PEG IgE assay above, labeled antibodies to 162 

human IgG and IgM were added after the sample incubation and washing. The titer was defined as the 163 

highest dilution of sera that led to a 100% increase in signal over the control beads. A positive result was 164 

defined as a titer of ≥1:20. Examples of sample titrations for the IgG dual bead method are in 165 

Supplementary Figure S2. 166 

For the PPBA,[20] the beads were incubated with human samples diluted in 5% BSA, washed and stained 167 

for bound IgG or IgM with a specific fluorescence conjugated anti-human IgG or IgM secondary 168 

antibody, washed and analyzed by flow cytometry. The MFI was used to determine the presence or 169 

absence of anti-PEG antibodies.  The cut-point for sample positivity is equal to the MFI of the negative 170 

controls (5% BSA) of each experiment plus 3 SD. The samples were also diluted, and the titer was 171 

defined as the highest dilution of sera that exceeded the cut-point for positivity.  172 

Statistical analysis 173 
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Fisher’s exact test was used to compare the proportion of case-patients vs controls positive for the 174 

specific anti-PEG antibody isotype (IgE, IgG, IgM), for both vaccine manufacturers combined, and for 175 

each vaccine separately. A p-value<.05 was considered statistically significant. The IgG and IgM results 176 

were assessed separately for each testing platform. No adjustment was made for multiple comparisons. 177 

We compared the differences between means of anti-PEG IgE signal intensity of the case-patient, 178 

control and negative panel groups using the Tukey Kramer test. We determined the correlation between 179 

anti-PEG IgG results from the two assays using all case-patients and controls combined using linear 180 

regression for titers and percent concordance for positivity (Supplementary Figure S3 and Table S1). The 181 

correlation between anti-PEG IgE (positive vs negative) and anti-PEG IgG titer was assessed using 182 

Wilcoxson rank sum test. The correlation between anti-PEG IgM (positive vs negative) and anti-PEG IgG 183 

titer was similarly assessed. Analyses were performed with JMP 16 (SAS Institute, Inc. Cary, NC) and 184 

Stata 15 (College Station, TX).  185 

RESULTS 186 

Case enrollment and timing of serum sample collection 187 

Consistent with the initial reports of allergic reactions occurring primarily in female healthcare workers, 188 

all case-patients selected to be approached for enrollment were female. Of the 25 case-patients that 189 

were reached by telephone and were provided study information, 20 participated, 1 wished to 190 

participate but was ineligible because of an underlying condition, 2 declined and for 2 follow-up calls 191 

were not returned.  192 

The median age of the Pfizer-BioNTech and Moderna case-patients was 40.5 years and 46.5 years, 193 

respectively (Table 1). Seventeen case-patients had anaphylaxis after dose 1 and 3 after dose 2. All had 194 

onset of symptoms ≤15 minutes post-vaccination. In total, 13 of 20 (65%) were admitted to the hospital 195 

and 7 of 20 (35%) were intubated (Table 1).  196 
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Among Pfizer-BioNTech recipients in the post-dose 1 comparison, median number of days from dose to 197 

sample collection was 105 for case-patients and 21 for controls (Supplementary Materials Table S2). 198 

Among Moderna post-dose 1 recipients, median days to sample collection was 107 vs 26 for case-199 

patients vs controls, respectively. While receipt of dose 2 mRNA COVID-19 vaccine was not considered 200 

during selection of post-dose 1 controls, all controls who had contributed post-dose 1 serum had shortly 201 

thereafter received dose 2 without allergic reaction (one had mild asthma exacerbation within 4 weeks 202 

post-dose 2–exact onset unknown−which she considered unlikely related to vaccination).    203 

Anti-PEG IgE Results 204 

Using the 3-SD cut-point for positivity, with recipients of either vaccine combined, 1 of 20 (5%) case-205 

patients and 9 of 60 (15%) controls were positive for anti-PEG IgE (p=0.44) (Table 2). Among Moderna 206 

recipients, the proportion positive tended to be higher among controls vs case-patients: 8 of 20 (27%) 207 

controls vs 1 of 10 (10%) case-patients were positive (p = .40). Among Pfizer-BioNTech recipients, a 208 

single control (1 of 30, 3%) and no cases (0 of 10; 0%) were anti-PEG IgE positive (p>.99) (Table 2). 209 

Results were similar when stratified by first or second vaccine doses (Supplementary Table S3).  210 

Results were in the same direction when the 2-SD cut-point was used in the sensitivity analysis, with 211 

additional samples IgE positive among controls and case-patients. For recipients of either vaccine 212 

combined, 17 of 60 (28%) controls and 2 of 20 (10%) case-patients were anti-PEG IgE positive (p=.13) 213 

(Table 2). As with the 3-SD cut-off, the proportion positive tended to be higher among Moderna controls 214 

vs Moderna case-patients (14 of 30 [47%] vs 1 of 10 [10%], p=.06). For Pfizer-BioNTech recipients, 215 

positivity using a 2-SD cutoff was 10% for both controls (3 of 30) and case-patients (1 of 10) (p>.99).   216 

With a pattern similar to that of the proportion anti-PEG IgE positive using the cut-point criteria, the 217 

anti-PEG IgE quantitative signals (comparing MFI) were statistically significantly higher for controls vs 218 

case-patients among Moderna recipients, and for these controls vs the negative panel samples 219 
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(Supplemental Figure S5). Among Pfizer-BioNTech recipients, there were no statistically significant 220 

differences in the quantitative anti-PEG IgE signals for case-patients vs controls, nor each group vs the 221 

negative panel samples.  222 

In post-hoc unmatched comparison of controls by vaccine manufacturer, the proportion of Moderna 223 

controls anti-PEG IgE positive was statistically significantly higher compared with that of Pfizer-BioNTech 224 

controls (using 3-SD cut-point, 27% vs 3%, p=.03, using 2-SD cut-point 47% vs 10%, p=.003, respectively) 225 

(Table 2) 226 

Anti-PEG IgG and IgM Results 227 

The proportion of samples anti-PEG IgG positive was higher in control vs case-patients for recipients of 228 

either vaccine (DCBA: 52% vs. 20%, p = 0.014; PPBA: 55% vs. 45%, p = 0.45) and for recipients of  229 

Moderna vaccine (DCBA: 67% vs. 20%, p = 0.003; PPBA: 67% vs. 40%, p = 0.16), although the differences 230 

were statistically significant only with DCBA (Table 3). Among Pfizer-BioNTech recipients, with each 231 

assay, the proportion of controls vs case-patients anti-PEG IgG positive was similar (~30-50%) (Table 3). 232 

The general pattern is similar to that observed with the anti-PEG IgE evaluation.  233 

For anti-PEG IgM using DCBA, a relatively low proportion of participants were positive with no 234 

statistically significant differences in case-patients vs controls among Moderna recipients nor among 235 

Pfizer-BioNTech recipients (Table 3). There tended to be a higher proportion of participants who were 236 

anti-PEG IgM positive by PPBA compared with DCBA. With PPBA, among Pfizer-BioNTech recipients, 237 

anti-PEG IgM positivity was higher in case-patients vs controls (6 of 10 (60%) vs 6 of 30 (20%), p=.04) 238 

(Table 3).  239 

With both assays, the anti-PEG IgG titers correlated with the anti-PEG IgE result (Supplementary Figure 240 

S6), with IgE-positive participants having higher IgG titers (for each assay, p<.001). Within each assay 241 
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type, the anti-PEG IgG titers also correlated with the anti-PEG IgM result, with IgM-positive participants 242 

having higher IgG titers (for each assay type, p<.001).   243 

In post-hoc comparison of groups by vaccine manufacturer, with DCBA, the proportion of Moderna 244 

controls anti-PEG IgG-positive was statistically significantly higher compared with Pfizer-BioNTech 245 

controls (Table 3).  With both assay types, anti-PEG IgM positivity was statistically significantly higher in 246 

Moderna controls vs Pfizer-BioNTech controls. Actual anti-PEG IgG titers were higher among Moderna 247 

controls vs case-patients, but this was not observed for Pfizer-BioNTech recipients (Supplementary 248 

Figure S7). Anti-PEG IgG and IgM titers in Moderna controls were higher than those in Pfizer-BioNTech 249 

controls. 250 

DISCUSSION 251 

IgE-mediated hypersensitivity is a potential mechanism for the observed mRNA COVID-19 vaccine 252 

anaphylaxis and PEG has been a suspected allergen. In our project with 20 patients with clinical 253 

anaphylaxis post-mRNA COVID-19 vaccination and 60 matched controls who tolerated vaccination 254 

without allergic reactions, only 1 case-patient had detectable anti-PEG IgE antibodies using a sensitive 255 

assay and there was no positive correlation between anaphylaxis case status and anti-PEG IgE antibody 256 

positivity.  This was true when Moderna and Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 vaccine recipients were analyzed 257 

together, or when evaluating each vaccine individually.  258 

Our results support that pre-existing anti-PEG IgE is not the mechanism for many post-mRNA COVID-19 259 

vaccine anaphylaxis cases and is consistent with other studies and clinical observations. Additionally, the 260 

presence of anti-PEG IgE in some of our controls post-dose 1 (all of whom subsequently tolerated dose 261 

2) suggests that the levels detected in our project were not clinically relevant.  Warren et al[21] 262 

evaluated anti-PEG IgE with an ELISA assay in serum of 12 patients who met Brighton anaphylaxis 263 

criteria 1 or 2 (8 after Pfizer-BioNTech, 4 after Moderna) and none tested positive. Additional patients 264 
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with immediate non-anaphylactic allergic reactions and the 3 controls assessed (2 post Pfizer-BioNTech, 265 

1 post Moderna) were also anti-PEG IgE negative. Anti-PEG IgE was not detected in a patient described 266 

as having had a severe allergic reaction requiring hospitalization following mRNA COVID-19 267 

vaccination.[22] However, Mouri et al[23] detected anti-PEG IgE using an ELISA assay in a patient with 268 

Brighton level 3 anaphylaxis after Pfizer-BioNTech vaccination, as well as in other patients with 269 

immediate non-anaphylactic and delayed reactions following mRNA COVID-19 vaccines. In their study, 270 

anti-PEG IgE levels in the immediate reaction group were higher than in the control group (all Pfizer-271 

BioNTech recipients); some controls were anti-PEG IgE positive. Differences in anti-PEG assays are likely 272 

a key reason for disparity among some reports; populations and classification of reactions may also 273 

contribute. Importantly, there are several reports describing patients with anaphylaxis or suspected 274 

anaphylaxis following first dose of mRNA COVID-19 vaccines who subsequently tolerated a second dose 275 

without a serious allergic reaction.[24, 25] These patients had been carefully evaluated and monitored; 276 

many were pre-medicated for the second dose and received it with graded administration. A larger 277 

number of patients have been reported who had immediate, non-anaphylactic suspected allergic 278 

reactions following a first mRNA COVID-19 vaccine and subsequently received a second dose without a 279 

serious reaction.[24, 26] These reports of dose 2 tolerance support that at least some anaphylaxis cases 280 

are due to mechanisms other than typical IgE-mediated type 1 hypersensitivity, regardless of the exact 281 

allergen. Four anti-PEG IgE-positive patients in Mouri et al had also received a second dose of mRNA 282 

COVID-19 vaccine, and all tolerated without allergic reaction.   283 

We also did not find a positive correlation between cases and anti-PEG IgG positivity or titers; however, 284 

anti-PEG IgM positivity was higher in case-patients than controls for Pfizer-BioNTech recipients only with 285 

the PPBA assay (60% vs 20%, p=.04 without adjusting for multiple comparisons). In contrast to our anti-286 

PEG IgG findings, Warren et al detected anti-PEG IgG in 10 of 11 anaphylaxis case-patients but in none of 287 

the 3 controls. The difference in assays may be key. Additionally, Warren et al case-patient samples 288 
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were collected sooner after anaphylaxis (median 36.5 days, range 0-78) than ours (median 105 days). 289 

Their lower proportion of systemic corticosteroid receipt (4 of 12, 33% vs our 20 of 20, 100% ) may have 290 

also possibly contributed. Our control group was larger–30 per vaccine–and with samples collected a 291 

median of ~21 days post-vaccination, we detected anti-PEG IgG in 37% – 67% depending on vaccine and 292 

assay. Lim et al reported higher levels of anti-PEG IgG or anti-PEG IgM (anti-PEG IgE not evaluated) in 2 293 

of 3 patients with suspected anaphylaxis from Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine vs controls.[27] 294 

We found some differences by vaccine type. Moderna controls tended to have higher frequency and 295 

signal intensity of anti-PEG IgE compared with Moderna case-patients or Pfizer-BioNTech controls. 296 

Moderna controls had a higher frequency of anti-PEG IgG (DCBA) and IgM (both assays) than Pfizer-297 

BioNTech controls. Moderna controls also had higher titers of anti-PEG IgG and IgM than Pfizer-298 

BioNTech controls with both assay formats. Other studies have reported boosting of anti-PEG IgG in 299 

Moderna vs Pfizer-BioNTech recipients who tolerated vaccination.[22, 28] 300 

Strengths of our evaluation include cases selected from reports to national VAERS and CISA 301 

infrastructures and adjudicated by CISA allergists, matched controls at a 3:1 ratio, blinding of samples, 302 

and use of two independent assays when feasible. Limitations include case-patient sample size based on 303 

feasibility. As with all such retrospective case reviews, particularly if tryptase was not measured during 304 

the recommended period to aid in the assessment, it is possible that at least some of our cases were not 305 

anaphylaxis. Most of our case-patients were treated promptly with epinephrine which may have 306 

ameliorated severity. However, anaphylaxis can be very challenging to differentiate from other 307 

immediate non-allergic reactions, including vocal cord dysfunction, immunization stress-related 308 

response, and vasovagal reactions.[29-31] The shorter time to sample collection among our controls vs 309 

case-patients may explain the higher frequencies and titers for some anti-PEG “non-mechanistic” 310 

antibodies; the receipt of corticosteroids by all our cases may also have contributed. Other possible 311 
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limitations include assay performance, the nature of the PEG antigen (e.g., PEGylated lipids)[32] and 312 

mast-cell associated anti-PEG antibodies not being reflected in serum levels. 313 

Although we cannot exclude typical anti-PEG IgE-mediated type 1 hypersensitivity as a mechanism for 314 

mRNA COVID-19 vaccine anaphylaxis, these results add further doubt as to this being the predominant 315 

mechanism. 316 
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Table 1. Selected features of anaphylaxis case-patients* 

 

Characteristic Total  
case-patients, n (%) 
N=20 

Pfizer-BioNTech 
recipients, n (%) 
N=10 

Moderna  
recipients, n (%) 
N=10 

Female sex (self-identified) 20 (100) 10 (100) 10 (100) 
Age, median, yrs (IQR) 43.6 (36, 52) 40.5 (32, 52) 46.5 (39, 52) 
         range           28−57           39−57          28−54 
    
Post dose 1 17 (85)   9 (90)   8 (80) 
Post dose 2   3 (15)   1 (10)   2 (20) 
    
Onset ≤15 minutes post-
vaccination 

20 (100) 10 (100) 10 (100) 

Managed in ED only   7 (35)   5 (50)   2 (20) 
Admitted to hospital or 
observed ≥1 night 

13 (65)   5 (50)   8 (80) 

Intubated   7 (35)   2 (20)   5 (50) 
Treatment included:     
   Epinephrine (IM or IV) 20 (100) 10 (100) 10 (100) 
   Epinephrine infusion   7 (35)   3 (30)   4 (40) 
   Systemic corticosteroids 20 (100) 10 (100) 10 (100) 
    
Brighton level 
     Level 1 
     Level 2 

 
14 (70) 
  6 (30) 

 
  7 (70) 
  3 (30) 

 
  7 (70) 
  3 (30) 

 

ED, emergency department 

*Only 2 patients had tryptase measured in serum collected <24 hours after onset of reaction (one 2.75 hours after 
onset; one 7 hours after onset; both <5.5 ng/ml) 
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Table 2. Comparison of Anti-PEG IgE Positivity in Case-patients and Controlsa 

 

 3 SD Threshold for Positivity 2 SD Threshold for Positivity 
 
Category 

Case-
patients 

n (%) 
Controls 

n (%) P-value 

Case-
patients 

n (%) 
Controls 

n (%) P-value 
Recipients of either vaccine 0.44   0.13 

Anti-PEG IgE positive   1 (5)   9 (15)     2 (10) 17 (28)   
Anti-PEG IgE negative 19 (95) 51 (85)   18 (90) 43 (72)   
Total 20 60   20 60   
       

Moderna vaccine recipients 0.40   0.06 
Anti-PEG IgE positive   1 (10)   8 (27)b     1 (10) 14 (47)c   
Anti-PEG IgE negative   9 (90) 22 (73) b     9 (90) 16 (53)c   
Total 10 30   10 30   
       

Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine recipients >.99   >.99 
Anti-PEG IgE positive   0 (0) 1 (3) d     1 (10)   3 (10) e   
Anti-PEG IgE negative 10 (100) 29 (97) d     9 (90) 27 (90)e   
Total 10 30   10 30   

 

aPositivity is based on a signal greater than 3 SD above the negative panel average in two determinations and 30% 
inhibition by PEG-filgrastim. A sensitivity analysis with the same requirements at 2 SD above the negative panel 
was also performed. Fisher’s exact p-values are shown above each table. Post dose 1 and post dose 2 samples are 
combined in this analysis. 

Post-hoc unmatched analyses comparing proportion of controls anti-PEG IgE positive among Moderna vs Pfizer-
BioNTech recipients: b vs d, p=.03; c vs e, p=.003 
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Table 3. Comparison of Anti-PEG IgG and IgM Positivity in Case-patients and Controlsa 

 

 DCBA Assay PPBA Assay 
 
Antibody and category 

Case-
patients 

n (%) 
Controls 

n (%) P-value 

Case-
patients 

n (%) 
Controls 

n (%)  P-value 
Anti-PEG IgG    
Recipients of either vaccine 0.01*   0.45 

Anti-PEG IgG positive   4 (20) 31 (52)     9 (45) 33 (55)   
Anti-PEG IgG negative 16 (80) 29 (48)   11 (55) 27 (45)   
Total 20 60   20 60   

Moderna vaccine recipients 0.003*   0.16 
Anti-PEG IgG positive   1 (10) 20 (67)b     4 (40) 20 (67)c   
Anti-PEG IgG negative   9 (90) 10 (33)b     6 (60) 10 (33)c   
Total 10 30   10 30   

Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine recipients >.99   0.73 
Anti-PEG IgG positive   3 (30) 11 (37)d     5 (50) 13 (43)e   
Anti-PEG IgG negative   7 (70) 19 (63)d     5 (50) 17 (57)e   
Total 10 30   10 30   
       

Anti-PEG IgM       
Recipients of either vaccine 0.44   0.62 

Anti-PEG IgM positive   1 (5)   8 (13)   10 (50) 26 (43)   
Anti-PEG IgM negative 19 (95) 52 (87)   10 (50) 34 (57)   
Total 20 60   20 60   

Moderna vaccine recipients 0.17   0.16 
Anti-PEG IgM positive   0 (0)   8 (27)f     4 (40) 20 (67)g   
Anti-PEG IgM negative 10 (100) 22 (73)f     6 (60) 10 (33)g   
Total 10 30   10 30   

Pfizer-BioNTech vaccine recipients 0.25   0.04* 
Anti-PEG IgM positive   1 (10)   0 (0)h     6 (60)   6 (20)j   
Anti-PEG IgM negative   9 (90) 30 (100)h     4 (40) 24 (80)j   
Total 10 30   10 30   

 

 

aPositivity is based on a titer of ≥1:20 for dual bead cytometric assay (DCBA) and greater than 3SD threshold for the 
PEG polystyrene bead assay (PPBA). The Fisher’s exact test p-values are shown above each table. Significant results 
of p < 0.05 are followed by an asterisk.  
 

Post-hoc unmatched analyses comparing proportion of controls anti-PEG IgG positive (or anti-PEG IgM positive) 
among Moderna vs Pfizer-BioNTech recipients: b vs d, p=.04; c vs e, p=.12; f vs h, p=.005, g vs j, p=.001 
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