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Abstract  

The performance of Oracol collection device (Oracol) for oral fluid sampling for SARS-CoV-2 

molecular detection was compared to nasopharyngeal swabs (NPS). Samples (n = 128) were 

collected from symptomatic and asymptomatic adults after PCR confirmed COVID-19 on NPS. 

All samples were tested by 3 real-time PCR’s (RT-qPCR) for E, N and RdPR genes. Accuracy of 

Oracol compared to NPS was 38.28 % for E-gene, 47.66 % for RdRp-gene and 83.59 % for N-

gene. A clear correlation between the N-gene Ct values on NPS and on Oracols was observed 

(p < 0.001). The sensitivity of the Oracol compared to the NPS increased in participants with 

an N-gene Ct value <30 on NPS (89.08%,) reaching 93.2 % with a N-gene Ct value <25. Oracol 

can be considered an alternative to NPS to detect SARS-CoV-2, especially in populations where 

NPS is not well tolerated. 
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Background 

At the end of 2019, a new human coronavirus, now known as severe acute respiratory 

syndrome coronavirus  2 (SARS-CoV-2),  was first reported and is a cause of a currently ongoing 

pandemic of coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) with the clinical presentations ranging from 

no to limited symptoms to patients with severe potentially life-threatening pneumonia 

requiring hospitalization 1.   

At the time of writing, the WHO reported more than 440 million infections and a death toll of 

more than 5.5 million since the start of the pandemic. The rise of the virus and the economic 

and social impact on the whole world caused a surge of research and the rapid development 

of several effective vaccines. To date more than 10 billion vaccine doses have been 

administered worldwide, helping in quenching the impact of the pandemic.  

Hygienic measures across the world rely heavily on effective testing. Testing is first performs 

to confirm an infection in a symptomatic patient to decide on the therapeutic path. Second, 

testing might be performed to identify infectious individuals in a population, who are then 

isolated to prevent further spread. Ending the pandemic involves the accurate application of 

diagnostic testing in high volumes and the rapid use of the results to help implement the 

appropriate therapy and prevent further spread.  

In January 2020 the genome of the virus was published, and within two weeks the first 

diagnostic PCR tests were available 2. A PCR for RdRp, E, N or S genes was recommended 

and is performed on nasopharyngeal swabs 3.  Based on established diagnostics for other 

respiratory infections, the nasopharyngeal swab was initially adopted as the preferred 

sampling technique. However, numerous reports have shown that saliva can serve as an 

alternative upper respiratory tract specimen type for SARS-COV-2 detection 4-8. 
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Nasopharyngeal sampling requires a swab being inserted into the back of the nose, which can 

cause irritation that could promote sneezing and coughing. Thus, the non-invasive collection 

of saliva would be safer, as it protects healthcare workers from being inadvertently exposed 

to potentially infectious aerosols. This less irritating way of sampling is also especially 

interesting for people that require frequent testing or for children.  

In this study, we evaluated the performance of sampling by Oracol collection device (Malvern 

Medical Development, UK) (Oracol) compared to nasopharyngeal sampling (NPS) to detect 

SARS-CoV-2 virus for the COVID-19 diagnosis by PCR. Oracol sampling has been routinely used 

for diagnostic purposes for the detection of measles and mumps viruses by RT-PCR, as well as 

for the detection of antibodies against measles, mumps, rubella viruses 9.  Oracol collection 

device was specifically developed for the collection of oral fluid enriched in gingival crevicular 

fluid and thus differs from pure saliva obtained from spitting and from saliva mixed with 

sputum 10.  It is a painless, non-invasive sampling procedure and could thus represent an 

interesting alternative to nasopharyngeal swab that causes more discomfort, especially for 

children. Both NPS and Oracol samples were tested with a PCR for the SARS-CoV-2 E-gene, N-

gene and the RdRp-gene.   

 

Methods 

Samples and participants 

Study samples were collected from the participants of the simultaneously ongoing CAMOSTAT 

study  11 which included repetitive visits on day 5 and day 10 after initial diagnosis of COVID-

19 infection by a polymerase chain reaction (PCR) on a nasopharyngeal swab (NPS). The Oracol 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.15.24315521doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.15.24315521
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


study participants were asked if they could provide, in addition to the NPS already included in 

the CAMOSTAT study, a saliva sample collected by ORACOL – Saliva Collection System® during 

the same visit.  Ethical approval from all of the appropriate institutional review boards was 

obtained. The ethics review committee of Ghent University Hospital Belgium, approved the 

study with a reference number B670202000996. 

NPS samples were collected by a nurse using eSwab Mini Tip FloQ swab®, Copan (Brescia, 

Italy), according to the manufacturer’s instructions by gently inserting the swab into the 

nostril and pushing it deeper into the pharynx with the patient’s head slightly tilted 

backwards. 

Saliva samples were collected by the patient himself using ORACOL – Saliva Collection 

System® (Malvern Medical Developments, Worchester, United Kingdom) by placing the 

collection device into the mouth with consequent continuous rotation between cheek and 

upper teeth during minimal 1, maximal 2 minute(s).  

After collection, the swabs were placed in the provided plastic tubes and transported to the 

Laboratory of Medical Microbiology, Ghent University Hospital, where the saliva samples 

were processed by centrifugation at 3000 g for 10 minutes in order to collect the patient’s 

saliva absorbed by the sponge swab . All samples were stored at -80°C temperature prior to 

dry-ice transport to Sciensano for molecular testing.  

Molecular assays 

All collected NPS and saliva samples were tested at Sciensano by 3 real-time PCR methods 

accordingly to previously published procedures targeting separately the E-gene, N-gene (US 

CDC N1 protocol) and RdRp-gene (Institut Pasteur protocol) of SARS-CoV-2 3. PCR’s were 
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performed after nucleic acid extraction using Nuclisens® easymag® reagents on an EMAG® 

instrument (Biomérieux).  

Evaluation of results 

Data processing and statistical analysis was performed in R program version 4.1.1 and graphs 

were created using GraphPad Prism version 9.0.0.  

Results 

During the course of the CAMOSTAT study, 134 participants were enrolled in this sub-study to 

evaluate the performance of Oracol sampling to detect SARS-CoV-2 virus in oral fluid samples. 

Participants for the Oracol sub-study were enrolled among the CAMOSTAT outpatients (not 

hospitalized) who tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 and who received the placebo treatment. 

They were then contacted to take part in the Oracol sub-study. At enrollment in the sub-study, 

a nasopharyngeal swab and an Oracol swab were collected by and under the supervision of a 

nurse, respectively.  

All samples were tested with three RT-qPCRs targeting different genes of the virus. Among 

these 134 participants, only 128 tested positive by RT-qPCR for SARS-CoV-2 (whatever the 

target) in the nasopharyngeal swab taken on the same day as the Oracol and were thus 

retained in the analysis to evaluate the performance of Oracol compared to nasopharyngeal 

swab. 

 

The sub-study population was equally distributed between males and females (64 participants 

in each group, Table 1). Female participants were on average younger than males (Wilcoxon 

signed-rank test, p = 0.007), with a clear over representation of females aged below 30 (Fisher 

exact test, p = 0.013). There was suggestive evidence of a difference between gender in the 
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proportion of symptomatic patients (Fisher exact test, p = 0.054), but not in the number of 

days after symptom onset. There was strong evidence that a sore throat was more often 

reported by females (Fisher exact test, p = 002) and suggestive evidence for sneezing and 

headache (Table 1). There was no difference between age groups in the proportion of 

symptomatic patients or in the number of days after symptom onset, but there was strong 

evidence that younger age groups seemed to report sneezing, headache and a sore throat 

more often than older ones, and that older age groups seemed to report fever more often 

than younger ones (Table 2). 

 

All 128 nasopharyngeal swabs were found positive by N-gene RT-qPCR (100 %, CI = 97.09 – 

100.00). Only 118 were detected by the E-gene RT-qPCR (sensitivity compared to N-gene = 

92.19 %, CI = 86.22 – 95.70) and 121 by the RdRp-gene RT-qPCR (sensitivity compared to N-

gene = 95.31 %, CI = 90.15 – 97.83). 

 

When comparing Oracols to nasopharyngeal swabs, the E-gene and RdRp-gene RT-qPCRs 

showed low accuracy even for samples with a low Ct value (i.e. high viral load) in the 

nasopharyngeal swab (Figure 1). Accuracy of Oracols compared to nasopharyngeal swabs was 

only 38.28 % (CI = 29.83 – 47.28) if using the E-gene RT-qPCR, and reached nearly 50 % (47.66 

%, CI = 38.76 – 56.66) if using the RdRp-gene RT-qPCR. Using the N-gene RT-PCR, more than 

three quarters of the participants were correctly identified in the Oracol sample (sensitivity 

compared to nasopharyngeal swab = 83.59 %, CI = 76.22 – 89.01). There was even strong 

evidence of correlation between the N-gene Ct values obtained for the nasopharyngeal and 

the Oracol samples (Spearman rank test, rho(126) = 0.625, p < 0.001). The sensitivity of the 

Oracol compared to the nasopharyngeal swab was increased when considering only 
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participants with an N-gene Ct value <30 in the nasopharyngeal swab (89.08%, CI: 82.2 – 93.5, 

n = 119) and even reached 93.2 % (CI: 86.63 – 96.67) when considering only participants with 

an N-gene Ct value <25 (n = 103). 

 

The association of the N-gene result in Oracol with several univariate explanatory variables 

was then evaluated (Table 3, Figure 2). The proportion of positivity in Oracol did not 

significantly differ by gender (chi-square test, x2(1, N=128) = 1.42, p = 0.233) – although a 

Wilcoxon signed-rank test revealed some evidence of a difference between males and females 

in Ct value obtained (p = 0.040) – nor with age group (chi-square for trend, x2(1, N=128) = 1.54, 

p = 0.215). There was suggestive evidence that the proportion of positivity in Oracol was 

higher in the group of symptomatic patients compared to the asymptomatic ones (chi-square 

test, x2(1, N=128) = 3.50, p = 0.062). When considering only these symptomatic patients, there 

was a strong evidence that the proportion of positivity in Oracol differed between symptom-

onset groups defined as sampling taking place less than 3 days, between 3 and 5 days, or more 

than 5 days after onset (chi-square for trend, x2(1, N=117) = 9.53, p = 0.002). When considering 

each symptom separately, there was strong evidence that the proportion of N-gene Oracol 

positivity was lower in the groups presenting dyspnea (Fisher’s exact test, p = 0.031) or 

dysgeusia (chi-square test, x2(1, N=117) = 6.30, p = 0.012). 

 

Multivariate logistic regression analyses were then used to identify potential predictors of 

positivity by N-gene RT-PCR in Oracol samples, taking into account cofounder effects (Table 4, 

Figure 3). The results of the analysis for the whole study population (N = 128) indicated that, 

all else being equal, participants with a Ct value below 25 or 30 in the nasopharyngeal swab 

had higher odds of being detected positive in the Oracol sample than participants with a Ct 
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value equal or above 25 or 30 in the nasopharyngeal swab (adjusted OR (aOR) = 19.77, CI = 

6.36 – 70.75, p < 0.001 and aOR = 74.08, CI = 10.85 – 1584.96, p < 0.001, respectively). Among 

symptomatic participants (N = 117), all else being equal, there was strong evidence that 

participants with dysgeusia or being sampled more than 5 days after symptom onset had 

lower odds of being detected positive in the Oracol sample (aOR = 0.24, CI = 0.07 – 0.77, p = 

0.019 and aOR = 0.22, CI = 0.06 – 0.69, p = 0.011, respectively), and suggestive evidence for 

participants with dyspnea (OR = 0.26, CI = 0.06 – 1.14, p = 0.065).  

 

Discussion 

Since the purpose of the study was to evaluate the performance of the Oracol saliva sampling 

device to detect SARS-CoV-2 when the corresponding nasopharyngeal swab is positive, only 

128 participants were included in the analysis out of the initial 134. A short delay might have 

occurred between the first test used to define enrollment in the CAMOSTAT study and the 

samples (nasopharyngeal swab and Oracol) taken for the Oracol study, which could explain 

the discrepancy for the remaining six that were found negative in their second nasopharyngeal 

swab. 

 

The differences between the three RT-qPCR targets for nasopharyngeal swabs and especially 

the lower sensitivity of the E-gene and RdRp-gene RT-PCRs cannot be explained by the quality 

of the samples (results for housekeeping gene not shown) since all were performed on the 

same RNA extract. The different assays were validated in nasopharyngeal swabs and oral fluids 

spiked with a serial dilution of SARS-CoV-2 virus and both sample types showed similar limits 

of detection (data not shown). Differences observed for clinical samples might be due to 

differences in the actual copy numbers of targets present in the sample, since viral RNA 
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molecules other than the genomic RNA might be present, such as mRNAs and subgenomic 

RNAs. In particular, it was shown that subgenomic RNA molecules of the SARS-CoV-2 N gene 

are the most abundantly produced during viral replication 12. These results nonetheless 

demonstrated the importance of selecting the right target for a given sample type. While the 

E-gene and RdRp-gene RT-qPCR showed sufficient clinical sensitivity for nasopharyngeal 

swabs, they were clearly not suitable for Oracol saliva samples. However, using the three 

assays together or the three genes within a single assay could be envision to increase the 

clinical sensitivity of Oracol 13.   

 

Our logistic regression analysis on the whole study population showed that Oracol saliva 

samples could be a suitable alternative to nasopharyngeal swab to identify people susceptible 

to be shedding infectious virus, as defined by having a N-gene RT-qPCR Ct value below 30 in 

the nasopharyngeal swab 14-18.  Similarly, when considering only the symptomatic patients, 

our results showed that oral fluid collected with Oracol might be a suitable alternative to 

nasopharyngeal swabs for symptomatic patients sampled less than 5 days after onset of 

symptoms, or for those not presenting dysgeusia or dyspnea. 

 

Oracol saliva sampling for the detection of SARS-Cov-2 has not yet been used in many studies. 

Interestingly, although Defeche et al. 19 found that detection of SARS-CoV-2 in Oracol 

samples was lower than in nasopharyngeal swab in general, it was performing better for 

patients presenting with fever. On the other hand, Johnson et al. 20 did not find any 

association between symptom type and positivity in a saliva sample, but their study included 

a more limited number of participants. Manabe et al. 21 also found that Oracol sampling 

performs best in the first five days after symptom onset, but they also suggested that the 
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moment of sampling in the day and the addition of sputum in the sample might be worth 

investigating to increase the sensitivity of oral fluid samples. Our results are difficult to 

compare with other studies that used other devices to collect saliva or oral fluid 22. 

Nonetheless, Congrave-Wilson et al. 23 also found that saliva sample was sensitive for SARS-

CoV-2 detection in symptomatic patients within the first days after symptom onset and with 

a high viral load as estimated by RT-qPCR in the paired nasopharyngeal swab.  

 

Our study has some limitations. First, the performance of Oracol was evaluated only in 

comparison of nasopharyngeal swab. Oracol was not evaluated on its own for its clinical 

sensitivity to detect SARS-CoV-2 infected people 6, 24. Then, the participants to the study 

were mainly symptomatic patients and the observed performance might differ for 

asymptomatic infections 25, 26. In addition, the samples were taken while the alpha variant 

was circulating in Belgium, so before the circulation of the delta and omicron variants. The 

performance of Oracol would need to be evaluated for these variants, especially with recent 

reports suggesting that the omicron variant would be detected more easily in saliva samples 

than nasopharyngeal swabs 27.  Finally, samples were taken before vaccination was 

introduced. It remains to be checked with infected, vaccinated people whether or not 

vaccination affects the capacity to detect SARS-CoV-2 in an Oracol sample following, for 

example, reduction of the viral load during infection 28-30.  

 

In conclusion, Oracol device represents an interesting alternative to nasopharyngeal swab to 

detect SARS-CoV-2-infected people at a moment when they might be contagious, and should 

be considered as an interesting tool in the sampling strategy implemented by the health 
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authorities to control the pandemic, especially when nasopharyngeal swabbing is not well 

tolerated. 
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Appendices 

A. Figures 

Figure 1. Correlation between Ct values obtained for each target in nasopharyngeal sample 
(blue) and Oracol (green). A) E-gene RT-qPCR: detection threshold Ct = 38 (not detected were 
assigned 38.5). B) RdRp-gene RT-qPCR and C) N-gene RT-qPCR: detection threshold Ct = 40 
(not detected were assigned 40.5). X-axis: samples were ordered in increasing Ct value in the 
nasopharyngeal sample.  
 
Figure 2. Distribution of N-gene RT-qPCR Ct-values in Oracol visualized per group. A) age group 
(N=128); B) gender (N=128); C) symptomatic status (N=128); D) days after symptom onset 
(N=117).  
 
Figure 3. Odds ratios obtained by multivariate logistic regression. A) Model 1 for the whole 
study population (N = 128): dependent variable = N-gene RT-qPCR positivity status in Oracol 
sample; explanatory variables = age (continuous variable), gender (binary, male compared to 
female), symptomatic status (binary, symptomatic compared to asymptomatic), N-gene RT-
qPCR Ct-value in matching nasopharyngeal swab (binary, “low”/”high” using a Ct threshold of 
30). B) Model 2 for symptomatic participants (N = 117): dependent variable = N-gene RT-qPCR 
positivity status in Oracol sample; explanatory variables = age (continuous variable), gender 
(binary, male compared to female), symptom onset status (binary, sampling less compared to 
more than 5 days after beginning of symptoms), dysgeusia (binary, with compared to without), 
dyspnea (binary, with compared to without).  
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B. Tables 

Table 1. Participant characteristics (age and symptomatic status) per gender. 

    gender   
 

  total male female p-value 

total  128 64 64  

agea group <30 54 18 36 0.013b 
 

30-40 19 11 8 
 

 
40-50 20 12 8 

 

 
50-60 14 11 3 

 

 
60-70 15 10 5 

 

 
70+ 6 2 4 

 

age min 20 20 20 0.007c 
 

1st quartile 24 26 22  
 

median 37 44 26.5  
 

3rd quartile 53 55 42.5  
 

max 89 75 89 
 

  mean 39.27 42.97 35.56  

symptomatic yes 117 62 55 0.054b 

  no 11 2 9 
 

onsetd min 0 0 0 0.700c 
 

1st quartile 1 1 2 
 

 
median 4 3.5 5 

 

 
3rd quartile 6 6 6 

 

 
max 14 14 14 

 

  mean 4.22 4.18 4.27 
 

symptoms cough 65 37 28 0.358b 

 myalgia 28 15 13 1.000b 

 fever 37 17 20 0.325b 

 dyspnea 14 5 9 0.254b 

 sneezing 73 34 39 0.087b 

 anosmia 38 21 17 0.874b 

 dysgeusia 38 21 17 0.874b 

 headache 65 29 36 0.062b 

 gastrointestinal 26 11 15 0.267b 

 sore throat 27 7 20 0.002b 

 
a in years 
b two-sided Fisher exact test 
c Wilcoxon signer-rank test 
d among symptomatic (in days after symptom onset) 
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Table 2. Symptomatic status per age group 
 
  agea group  

  <30 30-40 40-50 50-60 60-70 70+ p-value  

total  54 19 20 14 15 6  

symptomatic yes 49 17 18 14 15 4 0.208b 

  no 5 2 2 0 0 2   

onsetc min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.679d 

 1st quartile 1 2 1.25 1.25 2 2.25 
 

 median 3 5 5 3.5 4 3 
 

 3rd quartile 5 7 6.75 5 6.5 4 
 

 max 10 11 14 11 12 7 
 

  mean 3.71 5.18 5.06 3.79 4.47 3.25  

symptoms cough 26 10 11 5 11 2 0.469b 

 %e 53.1 58.8 61.1 35.7 73.3 50.0  

 myalgia 7 8 5 4 4 0 0.110b 

 % 14.3 47.1 27.8 28.6 26.7 0.0  

 fever 10 2 11 6 6 2 0.007b 

 % 20.4 11.8 61.1 42.9 40.0 50.0  

 dyspnea 8 3 2 1 0 0 0.600b 

 % 16.3 17.6 11.1 7.1 0.0 0.0  

 sneezing 35 12 10 11 5 0 0.007b 

 % 71.4 70.6 55.6 78.6 33.3 0.0  

 anosmia 15 10 4 4 5 0 0.174b 

 % 30.6 58.8 22.2 28.6 33.3 0.0  

 dysgeusia 13 10 6 2 5 2 0.112b 

 % 26.5 58.8 33.3 14.3 33.3 50.0  

 headache 26 13 8 12 4 2 0.010b 

 % 53.1 76.5 44.4 85.7 26.7 50.0  

 gastrointestinal 7 2 5 5 5 2 0.143b 

 % 14.3 11.8 27.8 35.7 33.3 50.0  

 sore throat 15 5 3 0 2 2 0.073b 

 % 30.6 29.4 16.7 0.0 13.3 50.0  

 
a in years 
b two-sided Fisher exact test 
c among symptomatic (in days after symptom onset) 
d Krustal-Wallis test 
e proportion among symptomatic 
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Table 3: Oracol N-gene positivity status 
 
  Oracol   
  positive negative p-value 
gender male 56 8 0.233a 

 female 51 13  
ageb group <30 43 11 0.215c 

 30-40 16 3  
 40-50 15 5  
 50-60 14 0  
 60-70 15 0  
 70+ 4 2  
onsetd group <3 54 3 0.002a 

 3-5 21 4  
 >5 25 10  
symptomse cough 4 0 0.700a 

 cough+ 52 9  
 no cough 44 8  
 myalgia 0 0 0.204a 

 myalgia+ 26 2  
 no myalgia 74 15  

 fever 2 0 0.751a 

 fever+ 29 6  
 no fever 69 11  
 dyspnea 0 0 0.031f 

 dyspnea+ 9 5  
 no dyspnea 91 12  
 sneezing 4 1 0.427a 

 sneezing+ 56 12  
 no sneezing 40 4  
 anosmia 2 0 0.262a 

 anosmia+ 28 8  
 no anosmia 70 9  
 dysgeusia 0 0 0.012a 

 dysgeusia+ 28 10  
 no dysgeusia 72 7  
 headache 0 0 0.815a 

 headache+ 56 9  
 no headache 44 8  
 gastrointestinal 0 0 0.624a 

 gastrointestinal+ 23 3  
 no gastrointestinal 77 14  
 sore throat 0 0 0.231a 

 sore throat+ 25 2  
 no sore throat 75 15  

 

a chi-square test 
b in years 
c chi-square for trend test 
d in days after beginning of symptoms (for symptomatic only) 
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e for symptomatic only: for each symptom, numbers of patients presenting this symptom alone, this 
symptom with other symptoms (designated with ‘+’), and any other symptom but not this one (designated 
with ‘no’). 
f two-sided Fisher exact test 
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Table 4: Multiple logistic regression model 
 
 Variable B SE z p-value aOR 95%CI 
Model 1a (Intercept) -3.469 1.539 -2.254 0.024 0.03 0.00-0.48 
 Age 0.021 0.019 1.095 0.274 1.02 0.99-1.06 
 Gender male 0.520 0.617 0.842 0.400 1.68 0.51-6.02 
 Symptomatic 0.298 0.945 0.315 0.753 1.35 0.16-7.49 
 gpCt30low 4.305 1.169 3.683 <0.001 74.08 10.85-1578.96 
Model 2b (Intercept) 2.060 0.879 2.343 0.019 7.84 1.48-48.70 
 Age 0.026 0.022 1.195 0.232 1.03 0.99-1.08 
 Gender male 0.509 0.620 0.821 0.412 1.66 0.50-5.87 
 Onset >5 -1.525 0.598 -2.552 0.011 0.22 0.06-0.69 
 Dysgeusia -1.436 0.611 -2.350 0.019 0.24 0.07-0.77 
 Dyspnea -1.367 0.740 -1.848 0.065 0.26 0.06-1.14 

 
a Model 1 for the whole study population (N = 128): dependent variable =N-gene RT-PCR positivity 
status in Oracol sample; explanatory variables = age (continuous variable), gender (binary), 
symptomatic status (binary), N-gene RT-PCR Ct-value in nasopharyngeal swab (binary, “low”/”high” 
using a Ct threshold of 30). 
b Model 2 for symptomatic participants (N = 117): dependent variable =N-gene RT-PCR positivity status 
in Oracol sample; explanatory variables = age (continuous variable), gender (binary), symptom onset 
status (binary, sampling less or more than 5 days after beginning of symptoms), dysgeusia (binary), 
dyspnea (binary). 
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