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Supplementary figure legends

Figure S1 Serology characteristics in COVID-19 patients. A) Plateau expression of IgM and
IgG labeled with different groups. B) Summary of patient and serology test number from different
groups. C-D) Scatterplots of NAbs expression titers and their correlations with IgG and IgM
expression titers, respectively.

Figure S2 Proteomic experiment for the serum samples from the characteristic patients. A)
Temporal IgM and IgG expression of the 16 characteristic patients. B) Proteomic experimental
workflow for serum sample preparation. C) Coefficient of variation for the pooled samples in

eight batches. D) Summary of DEPs count from weeks 1-10.
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Figure S2
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Table S1. Basic information of the patient cohort.

Table S2 The comparison of clinical information of the patients with four categories of
serology. Categorical variables were expressed as numbers (percentages). The comparison of
categorical variables between the four groups was performed using chi-square. The comparison of
continuous variables between the four groups was performed using the Kruskal-Wallis statistics.

Table S3. Proteomic results of the patient cohort.
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