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ABSTRACT 44 

Background: There are few trials comparing homologous and heterologous third doses of 45 

COVID-19 vaccination with inactivated vaccines and mRNA vaccines. 46 

Methods: We conducted an open-label randomized trial in adults >=18 years of age who 47 

received two doses of inactivated vaccine (CoronaVac) or mRNA vaccine (BNT162b2) >=6 48 

months earlier, randomised in 1:1 ratio to receive a third dose of either vaccine. We compared 49 

the reactogenicity, immunogenicity and cell-mediated immune responses, and assessed vaccine 50 

efficacy against infections during follow-up.  51 

Results: We enrolled 219 adults who previously received two doses of CoronaVac and 52 

randomised to CoronaVac ("CC-C", n=101) or BNT162b2 ("CC-B", n=118) third dose; and 232 53 

adults who previously received BNT162b2 and randomised to CoronaVac ("BB-C", n=118) or 54 

BNT162b2 ("BB-B", n=114). There were more frequent reports of mild reactions in recipients of 55 

third-dose BNT162b2, which generally subsided within 7 days. Third doses significantly 56 

increased neutralising PRNT50 antibody titers against ancestral virus and Omicron BA.1 variant 57 

in all four study arms, and against Omicron BA.2 in all arms except CC-C, with statistically 58 

significant improvements for recipients of a third dose of BNT162b2 over CoronaVac 59 

irrespective of prior vaccine type. Boosting of CD4+ T cells only occurred in CoronaVac-primed 60 

arms, but we did not identify overall differences between vaccine groups in CD4+ and CD8+ T 61 

cell responses. When Omicron BA.2 was circulating, we identified 58 infections with cumulative 62 

incidence of 15.3% and 15.4% in the CC-C and CC-B (p=0.93), and 16.7% and 14.0% in the 63 

BB-C and BB-B arms, respectively (p=0.56). 64 

Conclusions: Similar levels of incidence of infection in each arm suggest all third dose 65 

combinations may provide similar degrees of protection against prevalent Omicron BA.2 66 
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infection, despite very weak antibody responses to BA.2 in the recipients of a CoronaVac third 67 

dose. Further research is warranted to identify appropriate correlates of protection for inactivated 68 

COVID-19 vaccines.  69 

  70 
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INTRODUCTION 71 

The accrual of population immunity to COVID-19 may ultimately allow communities to return 72 

to normal, or at least to a “new-normal”. Immunity can be acquired through surviving infections 73 

or, preferably, by vaccination. An unprecedented global effort has led to the rapid development 74 

and deployment of COVID-19 vaccines.1 Vaccines against COVID-19 have generally been 75 

developed initially as either a single dose, or two doses of the same vaccine technology platform 76 

i.e. a homologous two-dose regimen.1 The emergence of variants of concern (VOCs)2 and 77 

observed decrease in vaccine-induced immune responses within a few months after 78 

vaccination3,4 have led to the implementations of third dose (“booster”) vaccination programs.5 79 

While some booster campaigns have encouraged individuals to receive a homologous third dose, 80 

a third/booster dose with a different vaccine platform, i.e., heterologous vaccination, could be 81 

more feasible in some locations.6-8 There is also a possibility that combining vaccine doses using 82 

different vaccine platforms by heterologous prime-boost strategies might enhance the immune 83 

response.9 Heterologous vaccination has been investigated by a number of clinical trials with 84 

mixed results depending on the initial platform and sequence of vaccination.7,10,11 Conversely, 85 

considerations over adverse events may prompt individuals to prefer one vaccine platform over 86 

the other.8 87 

 88 

In Hong Kong, a subtropical city in southern China, the COVID-19 vaccination programme 89 

started in February 2021. The programme initially offered each adult in Hong Kong a choice of 90 

two doses of the inactivated whole-virion vaccine CoronaVac (Sinovac) 28 days apart, or two 91 

doses of mRNA vaccine BNT162b2 (BioNTech/Fosun Pharma, marketed by Pfizer outside 92 

China) 21 days apart, with broad eligibility criteria and availability. Subsequently, healthy adults 93 
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have been recommended to receive a third dose of either vaccine (i.e., allowing cross-over) as 94 

soon as 90 days after the second dose.8  95 

 96 

Safety, immunogenicity and efficacy are the main aspects evaluated before vaccines are licensed. 97 

There are few trials12 comparing the potential advantages of homologous or heterologous third 98 

doses in individuals who have previously received two doses of an inactivated vaccine or two 99 

doses of an mRNA vaccine. Here, we conducted a randomized trial to compare the 100 

immunogenicity and reactogenicity to BNT162b2 or CoronaVac in individuals that had 101 

previously received two doses of those vaccines. In addition, in early 2022 during the biggest 102 

local (fifth) wave the antigenically distinct Omicron BA.2 variant was the major circulating 103 

strain,13 which provided us an opportunity to evaluate the comparative efficacy of these different 104 

vaccine combinations against infection. 105 

 106 

METHODS 107 

Trial design and participants 108 

This study is an open-label randomized trial conducted in Hong Kong to measure the vaccine 109 

(humoral) immunogenicity and reactogenicity of third doses with an mRNA vaccine 110 

(BNT162b2) or an inactivated vaccine (CoronaVac) in adults who have previously received two 111 

doses of either vaccine. BNT162b2 is a nucleoside-modified mRNA encoding the trimerized 112 

SARS-CoV-2 spike glycoprotein formulated in lipid nanoparticles, and each 0.3mL dose 113 

contains 30µg of mRNA. CoronaVac is a Vero cell-based, aluminium hydroxide-adjuvanted, β-114 

propiolactone-inactivated vaccine, and each 0.5 ml dose includes 600SU of inactivated SARS-115 

CoV-2 virus.  116 
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 117 

Individuals were eligible for this study if they were Hong Kong residents, ≥18 years of age at 118 

enrolment and had previously received a homologous two-dose primary series of either 119 

BNT162b2 or CoronaVac, with the second dose received at least 6 months (180 days) earlier. 120 

Exclusion criteria included: a history of confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection, a delay of ≥43 days 121 

between the first two vaccine doses, contraindication for COVID-19 vaccination such as severe 122 

allergies, use of medication that could impair the immune system in the last 6 months (except 123 

topical steroids or short-term oral steroids), use of immunoglobulins and/or any blood products 124 

within 90 days prior to enrolment, and pregnant or nursing, or planning to become pregnant. The 125 

study protocol (Clinicaltrials.gov NCT05057169) was approved by the Institutional Review 126 

Board of the University of Hong Kong (ref: UW 21-492). 127 

 128 

Randomization and masking 129 

The random allocation process was concealed from both participants and the field investigation 130 

team, by way of pre-assignment based on a computer-generated sequence of random numbers 131 

administered by clicking a randomization button in the online data collection tool REDCap. We 132 

used a block randomization structure with block sizes of 2, 4 and 6. The sequence of random 133 

numbers was generated prior to the start of the study by a statistician using the computer 134 

software package R. For logistical reasons individuals were randomized at the time vaccination 135 

appointments were made, and there were dropouts after randomization and before vaccination. 136 

However, both the participants and field investigation team were not aware of the intervention 137 

until after vaccination, as the vaccination was done by separate unblinded nurses at the 138 

community vaccination centres. After vaccination, participants were provided with vaccination 139 
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cards as required by the local government indicating which vaccine they had received, i.e. 140 

participants and field investigation team were also unblinded from this time onwards. The staff 141 

conducting laboratory tests were blinded to the third dose allocation. 142 

 143 

Procedures 144 

Participants were enrolled from the general community (see Supplementary Information for 145 

additional information on enrolment and follow-up). We collected 20ml blood samples 146 

immediately prior to vaccination (Day 0) and scheduled follow-up blood draws at 28, 182 days 147 

and 365 days after vaccination. In a voluntary subset of approximately 35% of participants we 148 

collected additional 10ml whole blood samples at day 0, 7 and 28 for analysis of cell-mediated 149 

immune responses (CMI). At each encounter for a blood draw we offered a HKD100 (USD13) 150 

incentive in the form of a supermarket gift voucher. After vaccination, participants were 151 

provided with vaccination cards and tympanic thermometers, observed for 15-30 minutes for 152 

immediate events, and then provided with an e-diary and requested to record daily on possible 153 

(delayed) adverse events or symptoms for 7 days as well as any medical encounters. From March 154 

2022, all participants were invited to participate in active surveillance to identify COVID-19 and 155 

influenza virus infection using rapid antigen tests (RAT) at home every four days. We also 156 

ascertained whether any participants had an infection identified by RAT or PCR after enrolment 157 

but prior to the start of active surveillance. The active surveillance is continuing with information 158 

collected up to May 31 included in the present analyses. 159 

 160 
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Outcomes 161 

The primary outcome measure is the immunogenicity at 28 days after the third dose of either 162 

BNT162b2 or CoronaVac, measured as geometric mean titer (GMT) of SARS-CoV-2 serum 163 

neutralising antibodies using plaque reduction neutralization test (PRNT50). The secondary 164 

outcome measures included i) the geometric mean fold rise (MFR) of SARS-CoV-2 serum 165 

neutralising antibody titers from baseline (Day 0) to Day 28, ii) magnitude and phenotype of 166 

vaccine-specific IFNγ+CD4+ and IFNγ+CD8+ T-cell responses at Day 7 and 28, iii) the incidence 167 

of solicited local and systemic adverse events, and iv) COVID-19 infections after receiving the 168 

third vaccine dose. 169 

 170 

Sample size justification 171 

For the primary outcome of vaccine immunogenicity, i.e. the GMT of SARS-CoV-2 serum 172 

neutralising antibodies against the vaccine strain (ancestral virus) at 28 days after vaccination, a 173 

sample size of 100 individuals in each study arm was chosen. Based on our preliminary data, 174 

assuming log10(GMT(PRNT50 at Day 0)) = log10(27) = 1.4 with a standard deviation of 0.9, a 175 

sample size of 80 individuals per group would provide 80% power to detect a difference in log10 176 

GMT of 0.4 or greater at the 5% significance level. The same calculation applies in each stratum. 177 

We aimed for at least 100 individuals in each study arm to allow for the possibility of withdrawal 178 

from the study prior to the day 28 assessment. 179 

 180 

Laboratory analysis 181 

Blood samples were delivered to our study laboratory at the University of Hong Kong as soon as 182 

possible, with the optimal delivery time within 24h. Clotted blood samples were stored in a 183 
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refrigerated container at 2-8°C immediately after collection and while in transit to the central 184 

laboratory. Sera were extracted from the clotted blood samples within 48 hours after collection, 185 

divided into 2-4 aliquots, and stored at -80°C until subsequent serologic testing. Heparinized 186 

blood samples were kept at room temperature upon collection and while in transit and processed 187 

within 24 hours of collection. Peripheral blood mononuclear cells (PBMCs) were isolated from 188 

the heparinized (whole) blood using Ficoll-Paque and leucosep tubes, divided into 2 aliquots, 189 

and cryopreserved in liquid nitrogen until further analysis for cell-mediated immune responses. 190 

 191 

Details of serologic testing, including our in-house enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay 192 

(ELISA) for the receptor binding domain (RBD) of the spike protein, a surrogate virus 193 

neutralisation test (sVNT) (GenScript) and a plaque reduction neutralisation test (PRNT), have 194 

been described in our earlier study on the immunogenicity of third-dose BNT162b2 after two 195 

doses of CoronaVac8. We aimed to test sera collected on Day 0 and 28 with ELISA against 196 

ancestral virus and sVNT against both ancestral virus and Omicron variant in all participants, 197 

and with PRNT against both ancestral virus and Omicron variant in a randomly selected subset 198 

of 20 participants in each study arm. We have demonstrated a good correlation (r=0.77) between 199 

PRNT50 and sVNT neutralization percentage for ancestral virus in our earlier studies14. The 200 

ELISA has a dynamic range of between 0 to 5, although it was not designed as a quantitative 201 

assay. For ELISA a single 1:100 serum dilution and for sVNT a single 1:10 serum dilution was 202 

tested respectively. For PRNT, a serial two-fold serum dilutions from 1:10 to 1:320 were tested 203 

initially, and in participants with an initial PRNT50 titer of ≥320, additional PRNT using a serial 204 

two-fold serum dilutions from 1:40 to 1:1280 were performed. PRNT assays were carried out 205 

using ancestral SARS-CoV-2 BetaCoV/Hong Kong/VM20001061/2020 (GISAID 206 
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EPI_ISL_412028) isolated in Vero-E6 cells (ATCC CRL-1586), the Pango lineage B.1.1.529 207 

Omicron BA.1 subvariant designated hCoV-19/Hong Kong/VM21044713_WHP5047-S5/2021 208 

(GISAID EPI_ISL_6716902) and BA.2 subvariant hCoV-19/Hong 209 

Kong/VM22000135_HKUVOC0588P2/2022 (GISAID EPI_ISL_9570707) isolated in Vero-E6 210 

TMRSS2 cells (Vero E6 cells overexpressing TMPRSS2, kindly provided by Dr S Matsuyama 211 

and colleagues),15 and the passage level 3 virus aliquots were used. Cells were maintained in 212 

DMEM medium supplemented with 10% FBS and 100 U/ml penicillin–streptomycin (all from 213 

ThermoFisher Scientific, Waltham, MA, USA). The PRNT50, PRNT80 and PRNT90 titers were 214 

the highest serum dilutions neutralising ≥50%, ≥80% and ≥90% of input plaques, respectively. 215 

The WHO control serum provided by the National Institute for Biological Standards and Control 216 

20/136 gave PRNT50 titers of 320 and 320 against the ancestral virus and 20 and 40 against the 217 

Omicron variant in two titrations. 218 

 219 

The cell-mediated immune responses to the third dose COVID-19 vaccination, proxy by the 220 

cytokine production of IFNγ (in both CD4+ and CD8+ T cells) or IL4 (in CD4+ T cells only) of T 221 

cells, were assessed in a randomly-selected subset of 20 participants in each study arm by 222 

intracellular cytokine staining (ICS). All testing was done in two experiments with each 223 

experiment including 10 participants randomly selected from each study arm, and time point 224 

samples collected from the same participant tested in parallel in the same experiment. Samples 225 

with a positive value after subtracting the respective value of the DMSO control were classified 226 

as having a positive response (“responder”) (value of DMSO control for CD4+ IFNγ+ T cells: 227 

0.001%; CD8+ IFNγ+ T cells: 0.00017%; CD4+ IL4+ T cells: 0.000039%). Furthermore, CD4+ 228 

and CD8+ T cell memory phenotypes (CD45RA/CD27) and cytokine polyfunctional quality 229 
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(TNFa/IL2) were assessed by gating on IFNγ+ cells for samples which were classified as CD4+ 230 

IFNγ+ T cell or CD8+ IFNγ+ T cell responders16. Cryopreserved PBMCs collected on Day 0, 7 231 

and 28 were thawed and re-stimulated with an overlapping peptide pool representing the SARS-232 

CoV-2 structural proteins (spike, nucleocapsid, envelope and membrane) (300nM) or DMSO 233 

(1% in RPMI) in two independent experiments. Cells were stimulated for a total of 28 hours at 234 

37oC. Golgi Plug (BD) containing Brefeldin A (1% in PBS), and Golgi Stop (BD) containing 235 

Monensin (0.67% in PBS) was added at 24 hours during stimulation for further 4-hour 236 

incubation. The amino acid sequence of the peptide pools was based on βCoV/Hong 237 

Kong/VM20001061/2020 strain (GISAID ID: EPI_ISL_412028). Cells were stained with 238 

Zombie-NIR (all antibodies from Biolegend and clone used) followed by anti-human CD3-239 

PE/Dazzle 594 (UCHT1), CD4-BV605 (OKT4), CD8-AlexaFluor700 (SK1), CCR7-240 

PerCP/Cy5.5 (G043H7), PD-1-BV421 (NAT105), CD45RA-APC (HI100), and a dump channel 241 

containing CD19-BV510 (HIB19), CD56-BV510 (5.1H11) and CD14-BV510 (M5E2). 242 

Following cell permeabilization, intracellular staining with anti-IFNγ-FITC (4S.B3), IL4-PE 243 

(MP4-25D2) and TNFα-BV711 (MAb11), IL2-PECy7 (MQ1-17H12), was carried out before 244 

acquisition of samples. Stained cells were acquired via flow cytometry (AttuneNxT) and 245 

analysed by FlowJo v10. All samples met the cell viability cut-off of at least 30% and thus have 246 

been included in the analyses.  247 

 248 

Statistical analysis 249 

We included all available data on participants who received a third dose of vaccination in our 250 

trial. For post-vaccination reactions, solicited local and systemic events or symptoms were 251 

presented as frequency (%) among participants who reported health status for ≥7 days in the 252 
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week following receipt of the third dose. We compared the proportions of the participants with 253 

adverse events between the two study arms in individuals who had a prior recipient of two-dose 254 

BNT162b2, or who had a prior recipient of two doses of CoronaVac, using the Chi-squared test 255 

or Fisher’s exact test. Severity score as a proxy of interference to usual activities was calculated 256 

by assigning 0-reactions absent, 1-mild, 2-moderate and 3-severe and taking the average over the 257 

week after vaccination, and compared between groups using Student’s t-tests. 258 

 259 

For antibody responses, for sVNT measured negative neutralization percentages were 260 

transformed to zero. PRNT titers were taken as the reciprocal of the serum dilution and were 261 

interval-censored, e.g. a sample that was able to neutralise virus at a 1:20 dilution but not at a 262 

1:40 dilution was reported as 20 to indicate that the titer was ≥20 and <40. We estimated the 263 

arithmetic mean of SARS-CoV-2 surrogate virus neutralization percentages and concentrations 264 

of SARS-CoV-2 Spike RBD IgG (proxy by OD450) on Day 28. For PRNT titers, we imputed 265 

titers <10 with the value 5 and titers ≥1280 with the value 2560, and then transformed to log2 266 

scale for the estimation of GMT and MFR, and significant testing. We compared antibody levels 267 

between Day 0 and Day 28 using Wilcoxon signed rank tests. We compared antibody levels at 268 

Day 28 between study arms using Mann-Whitney U tests. For cell-mediated response, we 269 

transformed CD4+ IFNγ+ T cell, CD8+ IFNγ+ T cell and CD4+ IL4+ T cell responses to log10 270 

scale for the estimation of geometric means and fold-rises and significance testing. CD4+ and 271 

CD8+ T cell memory phenotypes and cytokine polyfunctional quality were assumed zeros for 272 

CD4+/CD8+ IFNγ+ T cell non-responders. We compared T cell responses between Day 0 and 273 

Day 7, and between Day 0 and Day 28, using Wilcoxon signed rank tests. We compared T cell 274 

responses at Day 7, and at Day 28, between study arms using Mann-Whitney U tests.  275 
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 276 

We compared the cumulative incidence of infections in each study arm using Kaplan-Meier 277 

curves and compared the incidence of infections using proportional hazards model. The 278 

proportional hazards model was specified on a calendar time axis with follow up starting from 279 

the start of Hong Kong’s fifth wave on 1 January 2022 or on the date of third dose if later, and 280 

ending at the earliest of the time of infection, the time of receiving a fourth dose, the time of 281 

withdrawing from the study, or the censoring date on 31 May 2022. If a participant reported 282 

more than one instance of positive result by RAT or PCR, the earliest date of identification was 283 

considered the time of infection. All statistical analyses were conducted using R version 4.2.1 (R 284 

Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria). 285 

 286 

RESULTS 287 

From 12 November 2021 through 27 January 2022, we screened 994 individuals and 818 (82%) 288 

passed the initial eligibility assessment (Figure 1, Figure S1). We randomized 364 individuals 289 

to the CC-C (178) and CC-B (186) arms, and 406 individuals to the BB-C (202) and BB-B (204) 290 

arms. After final confirmation of eligibility, we collected baseline (Day 0) blood samples from 291 

451 participants and then administered third doses, including 101 (57%) CC-C participants, 118 292 

(63%) CC-B participants, 118 (58%) BB-C participants, and 114 (56%) BB-B participants. 293 

Participant characteristics were generally comparable between the CC-C and CC-B arms, and 294 

between the BB-C and BB-B arms (Table 1). Participants in the CC-C arm (median aged 58 295 

years, IQR 50-64) were slightly older than those in CC-B (52 years, 43-58) (p = 0.01). For all 296 

451 vaccinated participants, most reported receiving the second dose 6-8 months earlier (Table 297 
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1).  A subset of 156 (35%) participants agreed to provide PBMCs samples on Day 0, 7 and Day 298 

28 to evaluate cell-mediated immune responses (“CMI group”). 299 

 300 

We collected information on post-vaccination reactions in 424 (94%) participants, including 193 301 

(64%) who reported ever feeling unwell after vaccination, with significantly more frequent 302 

reactions in recipients of a third dose of BNT162b2 that mostly subsided within 7 days (Figure 303 

2, Table S3). Fever ≥38.0ºC was reported by about 10% of participants in both BB-B and CC-B 304 

arms, but by none in BB-C and CC-C arms (Table S3). Among 440 participants who reported 305 

information on medical care and hospitalisation, 10 reported seeking ambulatory care within one 306 

month of the third dose, including 4 (1 in CC-C and 3 in CC-B) for discomfort associated with 307 

vaccination (Table S4). One BB-B participant reported hospitalisation within a month of 308 

vaccination for unrelated reasons (Table S4).  309 

 310 

Third-dose vaccination significantly increased neutralising antibodies, measured as sVNT 311 

inhibition percentage or PRNT50 titers, against the ancestral virus, Omicron BA.1 and BA.2 on 312 

Day 28 from baseline in all four study arms regardless of third dose vaccine type (Figure 3, 313 

Figure S4, Table S5). In both assays, antibody responses to a BNT162b2 third dose were 314 

substantially and statistically significantly greater than responses to a CoronaVac third dose 315 

(Figure 3, Figure S2A, Figure S4, Table S5). Similar results were observed when comparing 316 

binding antibodies by ELISA (Figure S3, Table S6).  317 

 318 

In a subset of 20 participants randomly selected from each study arm (Table S2), we found that 319 

vaccination significantly increased the number of IFNγ+ CD4+ T cells (indicative of a Th1 320 
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response) in both CC-C and CC-B arms on Day 7, which remained significantly elevated from 321 

Day 0 on Day 28 (Figure 4A, Figure S2B). There was no significant change in IFNγ+ CD4+ T 322 

cells in both BB-C and BB-B arms on both Day 7 and Day 28 (Figure 4A, Figure S2B). 323 

Separately, 30-50% participants in all arms had IFNγ+ CD8+ T cells (indicative of a CTL 324 

response) at baseline, but these were only significantly boosted in CC-B arm on Day 7 and 325 

contracted by Day 28 (Figure 4B, Figure S2B). Meanwhile, IL4+ CD4+ T cells (indicative of a 326 

Th2 response) were not significantly boosted by third doses in any arm (Figure S2B, Figure 327 

S5). There were no significant differences in the magnitude of CD4+ and CD8+ T cell responses 328 

between third doses of CoronaVac or BNT162b2 (Table S6, Table S7). We also evaluated the 329 

multi-cytokine production (TNFα and IL-2) and memory phenotype of IFNγ-producing CD4+ or 330 

CD8+ T cells. We observed a bias towards single cytokine responses (IFNg+) as the majority of 331 

the T cell responses, but expansions upon vaccination of double cytokine responses (IFNg+ with 332 

TNFα+ or IL-2+) in CC-C and CC-B; and T effector memory responses predominated across all 333 

arms and were further expanded in CC-C and CC-B (Figure 4C and 4D, Table S5).  334 

 335 

We identified 58 SARS-CoV-2 infections by 31 May 2022, within 4-6 months of receipt of the 336 

third dose of vaccination. During this period the Omicron BA.2 variant was locally circulating. 337 

The number of infections identified by arm was 13/85 (15.3%) in CC-C, 16/104 (15.4%) in CC-338 

B, 16/96 (16.7%) in BB-C and 13/93 (14.0%) in BB-B arms, with no statistically significant 339 

difference detected between the CC-C and CC-B arms (p = 0.93) nor between the BB-C and BB-340 

B arms (p = 0.56) (Figure 5). Comparing BB-B and BB-C groups, the hazard ratio for a 341 

BNT162b2 third dose compared to a CoronaVac third dose was 0.80 (95% confidence interval: 342 

0.39, 1.67) corresponding to a relative vaccine efficacy of 20%, while the hazard ratio for CC-B 343 
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versus CC-C was 0.97 (95% confidence interval: 0.47, 2.01) corresponding to a relative vaccine 344 

efficacy of 3%. Additional information on active surveillance is available in Supplementary 345 

Materials. 346 

 347 

DISCUSSION 348 

Here, we have conducted a comprehensive assessment of the reactogenicity, antibody response, 349 

T cell responses and risk of infection in a randomised trial of homologous and heterologous 350 

boosting with BNT162b2 and CoronaVac. Our population had minimal COVID-19 infection 351 

history prior to all three doses of vaccination,17 and absence of known prior COVID-19 infection 352 

was one of the inclusion criteria. Furthermore, SARS-CoV-2 infection attack rate in the 353 

population of Hong Kong assessed by population based sero-surveillance studies was 354 

approximately 1% prior to the fifth wave of infections (unpublished data), thus likelihood of 355 

unsuspected infection in this cohort prior to vaccination was low. When evaluating the ability to 356 

boost immune response by a third vaccine dose, we showed that regardless of the combinations, 357 

a third vaccine dose increased neutralising antibody against all ancestral virus, the Omicron 358 

BA.1 and BA.2 variants significantly from baseline (Figure 3).	The phenotype of the T cell 359 

responses was predominantly effector memory and single cytokine producing across all vaccine 360 

arms, but CD4+ and CD8+ T cell responses were only boosted in CC-C and CC-B, and no 361 

differences were found between all arms in total magnitude of T cell responses, phenotype or 362 

proportion responders (Figure 4). Prior influenza research has suggested the differentiation state 363 

of T cell responses can impact recall potential at infection and protection from disease.18 Thus, 364 

mRNA vaccine as a booster substantially increased antibody response, and those primed with 365 

two-dose inactivated vaccines by receiving mRNA or inactivated vaccine booster will benefit the 366 
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T cell response, each providing an immunological layer against COVID-19. These findings 367 

suggest there is immune benefit of administering either a homologous or heterologous third dose 368 

six months after the second dose, especially more prominent in adults who initially received two 369 

doses of an inactivated vaccine.  370 

 371 

The humoral and cellular immune results taken together would be indicative of superior efficacy 372 

of a third dose of BNT162b2 but that is not what we observed (Figure 5). Rates of infection, 373 

with Omicron BA.2 predominant in the community, were very similar among study arms 374 

(Figure 5). This discrepancy may indicate the challenge of using neutralising antibody as a 375 

correlate or mediator of protection against infection,19,20 at least in comparisons between 376 

vaccination strategies of mRNA and inactivated vaccines. Although neutralizing antibody did 377 

appear to be a correlate of protection when comparing RNA and adenovirus vectored vaccines 378 

and in comparisons between vaccinated and unvaccinated individuals,21-23 antibody alone may 379 

not explain the protection provided by inactivated vaccines, especially against viruses such as 380 

Omicron which have high escape from neutralizing antibody elicited by ancestral virus. T-cell 381 

responses may also play a role, as well as potentially non-neutralizing antibodies to internal virus 382 

genes such as the nucleocapsid. A discordance between neutralizing antibody titres and vaccine 383 

effectiveness against severe disease was also noted by us previously.24 Such differences between 384 

vaccine types may not always have been accounted for in immunobridging studies25.  385 

 386 

The CD4+ helper T cell response, which has been shown to confer heterologous protection 387 

against lung damage from infection by Beta variant in mice,26 was significantly boosted and 388 

maintained by both homologous (CC-C) and heterologous (CC-B) third dose after two doses of 389 
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inactivated vaccine (Figure 4). This is consistent with earlier findings,27,28 and these studies 390 

additionally suggested cross-reactivity against the Omicron variant by a third dose. Conversely, 391 

there was no boost of T cell responses neither by a homologous nor heterologous third dose after 392 

two doses of BNT162b2 (Figure 4), however a high level of responders at baseline was observed 393 

in both arms (Figure 4A and 4B). The CD8+ cytotoxic T cell response, which may have a role in 394 

limiting COVID-19 disease severity,29,30 was significantly boosted at Day 7 although not 395 

maintained to memory (Day 28) by heterologous third-dose BNT162b2 after two doses of 396 

CoronaVac (Figure 4). While the initial two doses were not randomized and participants did 397 

differ in a number of ways (Table S9), more participants who previously received two-dose 398 

BNT162b2 (80-90% responders) had CD4+ T cell responses compared to those who previously 399 

received two-dose CoronaVac (60-70% responders), and similar proportions of participants had 400 

CD8+ T cell response at baseline between all arms (30-50% responders, Figure 4). In addition, 401 

the baseline CD4+ T cell response of participants who received prior two doses of BNT162b2 402 

were similar to the levels after third-dose vaccination in participants received prior two doses of 403 

CoronaVac (Figure 4). These may suggest a ceiling effect on the T cell response among 404 

participants who previously received two doses of BNT162b2 and explain the lack of boost in 405 

cell-mediated immunity in the BB-C and BB-B arms, which has also been observed 406 

elsewhere.28,31  407 

 408 

Our study has several limitations. First, due to logistical challenges, we were only able to 409 

randomise at the time vaccination appointment was made but not at vaccination, and nearly half 410 

of randomized individuals dropped out before vaccination. However, the rates of dropout were 411 

similar across study arms, and we have taken great care in the randomisation and allocation 412 
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concealment so that individuals dropping out were not aware of their allocated vaccine type. 413 

Comparisons between study arms did not identify significant differences in most baseline 414 

characteristics measured, except vaccinated participants in CC-B were on average 6 years 415 

younger than those in CC-C, and vaccinated participants in BB-B were over twice more likely to 416 

have hypertension than those in BB-C (Table 1). We also did not observe any significant 417 

differences in all antibody and cell-mediated response measured at baseline (Table S6). Second, 418 

in our study we did not include an unvaccinated control group, nor a two-dose comparison 419 

group, to evaluate the additional benefits of third dose over existing two doses. Third, we have 420 

only studied neutralising antibodies and T cell response, while other branches of immunity such 421 

as non-neutralising antibodies32,33 may also contribute to protection and may explain the 422 

discrepancy in our immunologic and efficacy data. Finally, our study population consists of 423 

adults whom first immune priming was from either mRNA or inactivated vaccination, which is 424 

different to many parts of the world where the first immune priming was from natural infection. 425 

This might lead to differences in subsequent immune response,34 vaccine effectiveness35 and 426 

duration of protection,36 and our study findings should be interpreted with these considerations. 427 

 428 

In conclusion, our results suggest there is immune benefit in both administering a homologous or 429 

heterologous third dose 6 months after two doses of inactivated or mRNA vaccination, with 430 

similar levels of protection against infection provided by all four combinations. Mass vaccination 431 

programmes that offer both inactivated and mRNA vaccines, with explanation on their potential 432 

advantages and disadvantages, will help individuals in deciding their preferred option, allow 433 

flexibility in vaccine deployment, and encourage vaccine uptake.37 Our finding that neutralizing 434 

antibody may not be the dominant correlate of protection for inactivated vaccines, especially 435 
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against SARS-CoV-2 variants such as Omicron that have significant capacity to evade 436 

neutralizing antibody, needs to be considered in the development of “variant proof” COVID-19 437 

vaccines or vaccines broadly protective against sarbecoviruses currently in development.38 438 

 439 

  440 
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 578 

Figure 1. Flow chart of participant enrolment for this open-label randomised trial of 579 

CoronaVac or BNT162b2 provided as a third vaccine dose in adults who previously 580 

received two doses of either vaccine. A more detailed flow chart with reasons for exclusion at 581 

each stage is provided in Supplementary Figure S1. 582 
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 584 

Figure 2. Solicited local and systemic reactions during the 7 days after a randomised third 585 

dose of CoronaVac or BNT162b2 vaccine in adults who previously received two doses of 586 

either vaccine. For solicited systemic reactions only the most frequently reported reactions are 587 

shown. The four study arms included participants who previously received two-dose CoronaVac 588 

and were randomised to receive a third dose of CoronaVac (“CC-C”) (red, left panel) or 589 

BNT162b2 (“CC-B”) (blue, left panel), and participants who previously received two-dose 590 

BNT162b2 and were randomised to receive a third dose of CoronaVac (“BB-C”) (red, right 591 

panel) or BNT162b2 (“BB-B”) (blue, right panel).  592 
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 593 

Figure 3. Serum neutralising antibodies against (A, D) ancestral SARS-CoV-2 virus, (B, E) 594 

Omicron BA.1 and (C, F) Omicron BA.2 variants at baseline and 28 days after a 595 

randomised third dose of CoronaVac or BNT162b2 vaccine in adults who previously 596 

received two doses of either vaccine, measured by live virus plaque reduction 597 

neutralization test (PRNT) or surrogate virus neutralization test (sVNT) respectively. 598 

PRNT titers were evaluated with endpoint at 50% inhibition (PRNT50). Data on PRNT was 599 

available from a random subset of 20 participants selected from each study arm. The four study 600 

arms included participants who previously received two-dose CoronaVac and were randomised 601 

to receive a third dose of CoronaVac (“CC-C”) or BNT162b2 (“CC-B”), and participants who 602 

previously received two-dose BNT162b2 and were randomised to receive a third dose of 603 

CoronaVac (“BB-C”) or BNT162b2 (“BB-B”). The symbol X and the numbers above each panel 604 

indicate the mean level. p-values ≤ 0.05 *, ≤ 0.01 **, ≤ 0.001 *** 605 
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 607 

Figure 4. CD4+ (A, C) and CD8+ (B, D) T cell responses against structural peptides of 608 

ancestral SARS-CoV-2 virus at baseline, and 7 and 28 days after a randomised third dose 609 

of CoronaVac or BNT162b2 vaccine in adults who previously received two doses of either 610 

vaccine, measured by (A, B) IFNγ production, (C, D) the ability to poly-cytokine 611 

production and memory phenotypes. Data was available from a random subset of 20 612 

participants selected from each study arm. The four study arms included participants who 613 

previously received two-dose CoronaVac and were randomised to receive a third dose of 614 

CoronaVac (“CC-C”) or BNT162b2 (“CC-B”), and participants who previously received two-615 

dose BNT162b2 and were randomised to receive a third dose of CoronaVac (“BB-C”) or 616 

BNT162b2 (“BB-B”). The dotted lines represent the lower limits of detection based on DMSO 617 

controls and participants with values above these thresholds are considered as responders: 618 

0.001% for CD4+ IFNγ+ T cells and 0.00017% for CD8+ IFNγ+ T cells. The numbers above each 619 

panel indicate the mean level, while the percentages indicate the proportion of responder. p-620 

values ≤ 0.05 *, ≤ 0.01 **, ≤ 0.001 ***  621 
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 622 

Figure 5. Cumulative incidence of SARS-CoV-2 infection after a randomised third dose of 623 

CoronaVac or BNT162b2 vaccine, in adults who previously received two doses of (A) 624 

CoronaVac or (B) BNT162b2, from after third-dose vaccination until 31 May 2022. The 625 

four study arms included participants who previously received two-dose CoronaVac and were 626 

randomised to receive a third dose of CoronaVac (“CC-C”) or BNT162b2 (“CC-B”), and 627 

participants who previously received two-dose BNT162b2 and were randomised to receive a 628 

third dose of CoronaVac (“BB-C”) or BNT162b2 (“BB-B”). SARS-CoV-2 infections were 629 

identified by rapid antigen test or PCR.  630 
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 34 

Table 1. Characteristics of all vaccinated participants at baseline. We enrolled adults who 633 

previously received two doses of CoronaVac or BNT162b2, and randomly assigned participants 634 

to receive either vaccine as a third dose, i.e. the four study arms included participants who 635 

previously received two-dose CoronaVac and were randomised to receive a homologous third 636 

dose of CoronaVac (“CC-C”) or a heterologous third dose of BNT162b2 (“CC-B”), and 637 

participants who previously received two-dose BNT162b2 and were randomised to receive a 638 

heterologous third dose of CoronaVac (“BB-C”) or a homologous third dose of BNT162b2 639 

(“BB-B”). Differences with p-values ≤ 0.05 were highlighted in bold. 640 

Characteristic 

All enrolled 

and received 

third dose 

vaccination 

 
Received two-dose CoronVac 

(CC) 
 

Received two-dose BNT162b2 

(BB) 

 

Randomised to 

CoronaVac 

(CC-C) 

Randomised to 

BNT162b2 

(CC-B) 

p-

value 
 

Randomised to 

CoronaVac 

(BB-C) 

Randomised to 

BNT162b2 

(BB-B) 

p-

value 

 (N = 451)  (N = 101) (N = 118)   (N = 118) (N = 114)  

 n (%)  n (%) n (%)   n (%) n (%)  

Female 221 (49)  47 (47) 64 (54) 0.13  51 (43) 59 (52) 0.5 

Age (median, IQR) 54 (47-60)  58 (50-64) 52 (43-58) 0.01  56 (47-60) 53 (46-59) 0.55 

Age group (years)          

Underweight (BMI < 18.5) 0 (0)  0 (0) 0 (0)   0 (0) 0 (0)  

Normal (BMI 18.5 – 22.9) 22 (5)  5 (5) 5 (4)   5 (4) 7 (6)  

Overweight (BMI 23.0 – 

24.9) 
38 (8)  8 (8) 13 (11)   8 (7) 9 (8)  

Obese (BMI ≥ 25.0) 100 (22)  13 (13) 34 (29)   27 (23) 26 (23)  

Underweight (BMI < 18.5) 173 (38)  36 (36) 45 (38)   47 (40) 45 (39)  
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Normal (BMI 18.5 – 22.9) 99 (22)  33 (33) 20 (17)   28 (24) 18 (16)  

Overweight (BMI 23.0 – 

24.9) 
19 (4)  6 (6) 1 (1)   3 (3) 9 (8)  

Obese (BMI ≥ 25.0) 0 (0)  0 (0) 0 (0)   0 (0) 0 (0)  

Chinese 443 (98)  100 (99) 116 (98) 0.31  116 (98) 111 (97) 0.79 

Obesity (for Asian 

populations) 
         

Underweight (BMI < 18.5) 23 (5)  6 (6) 6 (5) 0.97  4 (3) 7 (6) 0.6 

Normal (BMI 18.5 – 22.9) 187 (41)  45 (45) 52 (44)   50 (42) 40 (35)  

Overweight (BMI 23.0 – 

24.9) 
99 (22)  20 (20) 22 (19)   28 (24) 29 (25)  

Obese (BMI ≥ 25.0) 142 (31)  30 (30) 38 (32)   36 (31) 38 (33)  

Chronic medical 

conditions 
         

Any 104 (23)  21 (21) 21 (18) >0.99  30 (25) 32 (28) 0.9 

Lung disease, including 

COPD and asthma 
3 (1)  2 (2) 0 (0) 0.5  0 (0) 1 (1) >0.99 

Heart disease 5 (1)  2 (2) 1 (1) >0.99  2 (2) 0 (0) 0.5 

Hypertension 45 (10)  9 (9) 10 (8) >0.99  7 (6) 19 (17) 0.03 

Diabetes 13 (3)  6 (6) 2 (2) 0.29  3 (3) 2 (2) >0.99 

Hypercholesterolemia 28 (6)  7 (7) 3 (3) 0.34  9 (8) 9 (8) >0.99 

Kidney disease 1 (0)  0 (0) 0 (0) >0.99  1 (1) 0 (0) >0.99 

Liver disease 7 (2)  1 (1) 2 (2) >0.99  2 (2) 2 (2) >0.99 

Cancer 6 (1)  3 (3) 2 (2) >0.99  0 (0) 1 (1) >0.99 
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Days between first and 

second dose of COVID-19 

vaccination (median, IQR) 

27 (21-28)  28 (28-29) 28 (28-29) 0.59  21 (21-23) 21 (21-24) 0.63 

Days between second and 

third (study) dose of 

COVID-19 vaccination 

(median, IQR) 

232 (200-247)  236 (211-245) 236 (214-247) 0.51  226 (195-246) 222 (196-249) 0.98 

Smoking          

Ever 20 (4)  8 (8) 7 (6) >0.99  2 (2) 3 (3) >0.99 

Current 11 (2)  4 (4) 5 (4) >0.99  1 (1) 1 (1) >0.99 

 641 

 642 
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