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Background

Symptoms after COVID-19 infection affect the quality of life of its survivor especially to the special
senses including olfactory function. It is important to prevent the disability at an earlier stage.
Vaccination as key prevention has been proven to be effective in reducing symptomatic disease and
severity. However, the effects of vaccination on post COVID symptoms have not been evaluated. This
study aimed to evaluate the possible protection of full vaccination and the occurrence of post-COVID
olfactory dysfunction, specifically anosmia and hyposmia in patients who were diagnosed with COVID19.

Method

A longitudinal analysis using the retrospective cohort of the Indonesian patient-based Post-COVID
survey collected from July 2021 until December 2021, involving COVID-19 Patients confirmed by RT-PCR
and/or Antigen test. Variables including demography, comorbidities, health behavior, type of vaccine,
symptoms, and treatment were collected through an online questionnaire based on the American
Academy of Otolaryngology-Head and Neck Surgery (AAO-HNS). Participants were matched (1:1) using
propensity matching score into two exposure statuses, infected 1)>14 days of full vaccination and 2)<14
days or incomplete or unvaccinated. The olfactory dysfunction was assessed two weeks and four weeks
after negative conversion with PCR using a self-measured olfactory questionnaire (MOQ). The
Generalized Estimating Equation (GEE) was performed to assess the effect of full vaccination on post-
COVID olfactory dysfunction. The Receiver Operating Characteristic determined the sensitivity and
specificity of the cutoff value of the days from fully vaccinated to diagnosis and the olfactory
dysfunction.

Results

A total of 442 participants were extracted from the cohort and inoculated with the inactivated viral
vaccine (99.5%). The prevalence of olfactory dysfunction in two weeks was 9.95% and 5.43% after four
weeks. Adjusted by other variables, people who were infected >14 days after being fully vaccinated had
a 69% (adjusted OR 0.31 95% Cl 0.102-0.941) probability of developing olfactory dysfunction. Longer
days of fully vaccinated to infection associated with increased risk (adjusted OR 1.012 95% CI 1.002-
1.022 p-value 0.015). A cut-off of 88 days of full vaccination-to-diagnosis duration has Area Under Curve
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(AUC) of 0.693 (p=0.002), the sensitivity of 73.9%, and specificity of 63.3% in differentiating the olfactory
dysfunction event in two weeks after COVID with a crude odds ratio of 4.852 (95% Cl 1.831-12.855
p=0.001)

Conclusion

After 14 days of full vaccination, the protective effect could reduce the chance of post-COVID olfactory
dysfunction although a longer full vaccination-to-diagnosis duration increases the risk. It is important to
consider a booster shot starting from 89 days after the last dose in those who received the inactivated
viral regimen.
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Introduction
Epidemiology

The severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) infection causes Coronavirus Disease
19 (COVID-19) that has infected more than 270 million people as of mid-December 2021 with 5.3 million
fatalities. In Asia, 44.7 million people were diagnosed with COVID-19 and 714,884 death cases were
recorded. Indonesia leads the Southeast Asian region with 4.2 million cases and 143,960 mortalities (1).
The COVID- 19 manifestations also varied across individuals and severely affect people with
comorbidities, particularly individuals with hypertension(2). The rapid transmission and high rate of
mutation affect all aspects of life as the consequences of imposing stricter public health measures. The
SARS-CoV-2 infection not only manifests through respiratory symptoms such as cough or fever(3) but
also affects other organ systems, as well as alter the quality of life through the occurrence of persistent
symptoms.

Persistent covid symptoms definition and impact

The deterioration of quality of life can be seen in some COVID- 19 patients as only 50-70% of the patient
(either hospitalized or non hospitalized) are symptom-free after one month from disease onset(4, 5). It
is important to define whether the collective persistent symptoms after covid should be treated as a
syndrome or not. The term long COVID was defined by the National Institute for Health and Care
Excellence (NICE), the Scottish Intercollegiate Guidelines Network, and the Royal College of General
Practitioners as “signs and symptoms developed during or following a disease consistent with COVID-19
and which continue for more than four weeks but they are not explained by alternative diagnosis”(6)

An integrative classification shows that the timeframe of post-COVID symptoms is different between the
hospitalized and non hospitalized patients. The transition phase in non-hospitalized patients is included
since the onset of the symptoms, while among the hospitalized patients, the phase starts after hospital
discharge. The transition phase may last up to 4-5 weeks. If symptoms continue longer than that, further
classified into Phase 1:acute post-COVID (5-12 weeks), Phase 2: long post-COVID symptoms (12-24
weeks), and Phase 3: persistent post-COVID symptoms (more than 24 weeks)(7).

In a recent meta-analysis, olfactory dysfunction is listed as one of the post-COVID symptoms. Anosmia or
loss of smell accounted for 21% of all cases observed for up to 3 months(8) A study involving a 6-month
observation reported that the issues related to smell alteration is linked to self-confidence deterioration
as people were unable to smell the fragrance, feel depressed, worry about body odor, and unable to
enjoy the smell of food and worsen by the loss of taste. Around 43% of participants expressed
depression. Therefore, preventing infection as well as handling the impact of olfactory dysfunction after
COVID remain crucial(9). In Indonesia, a study involving a small number of hospitalized participants
revealed that the loss of taste occurred among 56.8% of participants with a median of 3 days, and 68.9%
of them were classified as severe smell disturbance(10).

The pathophysiology of olfactory dysfunction in COVID

The nasal cavity consists of five cell types of the epithelial layer, in which the olfactory sensory neuron is
responsible for detecting odorants(11). This cell creates synapses in the olfactory bulbs that connect to
the axons and transmit the response into the olfactory cortex in the central nervous system (CNS). As
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the main entrance of SARS Cov2 into the body, the nasal cavity contains a higher level of Angiotensin-
Converting Enzyme 2 (ACE2). The SARS-COV2 invades the cell by binding the viral spike protein to the
human ACE2 receptor situated on the surface of the cell(12).

The olfactory dysfunction, such as hyposmia (partial loss of smell) and anosmia (total loss of smell) in
COVID 19 patients occurs in two different mechanisms: the obstruction and the direct injury to the nasal
cavity cells. The congestion is mainly caused by nasal epithelial edema which occurs temporarily.
However, COVID-19 patients also reported anosmia without congestion. The olfactory epithelial injury is
associated with pro-inflammatory cytokines as suggested by several studies including the alteration of
TNF-a,IL-1B (13), or Interleukin 6 levels(14). Furthermore, emanating evidence have also reported
olfactory nerve injury the injury of olfactory neuron although this cell does not express ACE2 receptors.
The subsequent injuries of supporting cells play important roles in olfactory neuron injury(15). The
occurrence of phantosmia (distorted sense of smell) and olfactory hallucination (perceived distortion in
the absence of an odorant) in COVID-19 patients suggest the involvement of the CNS, either the virus
enters through the olfactory bulb or disseminates in the bloodstream invading the endothelial blood-
brain barrier(16)

Vaccination situation in Indonesia

A number of suggested therapies for olfactory dysfunction have been proposed by many studies
including olfactory training and steroid regimen and have shown benefits in Postviral olfactory
dysfunction(17). However, it is important to note that the prevention of COVID- 19 by vaccination is by
far the most appropriate way to reduce the burden of post-COVID-19 olfactory dysfunction. In
Indonesia, by December 10™ 2021, 53% of the targeted population received at least one dose of
vaccination while only 37.2% received two doses(18). The primary regimen In Indonesia is two doses
inactivated vaccine 14-28 days apart, and viral vector vaccine with 8-12 weeks apart. The mRNA vaccine
recently given as a booster to medical personnel in the middle of 2021 and for those who are unable to
receive the primary vaccine. This proportion is still lower than expected.In addition, the waning
protection of full vaccination is a new threat where the need for a booster for the common population is
now being considered.

Objective and Hypothesis

It is important to assess the subsequent effect of vaccination in preventing olfactory dysfunction as one
of the post COVID-19 symptoms. Furthermore, this study could enhance the need for accelerating
vaccination programs or considering booster shots and the ideal time to provide the booster shot. The
initial assumption is, despite being infected by SARS COV2, people who have been fully inoculated have
a lower probability of developing post-COVID-19 olfactory symptoms.

Methodology
Setting and Study Design

This study utilized the Indonesian POST-COVID retrospective longitudinal data, involving participants
from the entire provinces of Indonesia, collected until December 2021. Participants were requested to
fill the questionnaire which wasdelivered through an online invitation link. The source of information
was collected from the telemedicine records and daily observation documented by the individual.
Additional clinical information in the form of a medical resume was also obtained if the participants
underwent hospitalization.
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Participants Eligibility

This study recruited participants at any age as long as the subject was able to fill and answer the
questions provided. The questionnaire was disseminated to groups of COVID 19 survivors and the
snowball technique was conducted to obtain more participants. Furthermore, dissemination through
social media was performed by the covidsurvivor.id, a large COVID-19 survivor group in Indonesia. All
participants must be diagnosed as COVID 19 using the Real-Time Polymerase Chain Reaction/PCR (ref),
other Nucleic Acid Amplification Test/NAAT(19), or the rapid antigen test (20)of the nasopharyngeal
sample as the sample from this area shows higher sensitivity and specificity for SARS COV2
detection(21). Moreover, the participants should be declared as cured for at least two weeks by the
physician. The definition of cured in COVID- 19 is based on the World Health Organization criteria for
releasing COVID-19 patients from isolation treatment(22). However, this standard is unable to capture
the conversion of PCR results particularly for those who were not hospitalized. Therefore, in this study,
participants with negative PCR results and suggestive clinical recovery are considered cured. Participants
were excluded if they had missing repeated outcomes and a history of suspected reinfection.

Variables

The authors classified the variables into three groups. Firstly, the demographic factors consist of age at
diagnosis, sex at birth, occupation (medical staff or not), education, and province of domicile. Secondly,
the general health status including Body Mass Index (BMI, calculated as body weight in kilogram divided
by the square of body height in meter) during COVID 19 episode, presence of chronic disease and
comorbidities, smoking, alcohol drinking within three months before diagnosis, and moderate physical
activity (which defined as 30-40 minutes of physical activity involving a warm-up, main session, and cool-
down) were also obtained. The third group of variables is related to the first COVID 19 episode including
the time of diagnosis, and method of diagnosis confirmation. Participants were asked about the
symptoms and duration of the symptoms, medication given, any oxygen supplementation required,
whether the participant was hospitalized, or received intensive care or receiving plasma convalescent
therapy in their COVID 19 episode.

Tools

The general questionnaire used by the main cohort is linear with the COVID 19 Anosmia Reporting Tool
developed by the American Academy of Otolaryngology-Head and Neck Surgery (AAO-HNS) with
detailed information in treatment, the status of comorbidities, and time of onset. The COVID 19
diagnosis was based on the Real-Time (Polymerase Chain Reaction) PCR of gene ORF, or N, or Spike
which is responsible for the SARS-COV2 infectivity(23) or antigen tests for those with symptoms or at
higher risk (close contact) following the WHO recommendation.

Exposure

This study defined the exposed group as fully vaccinated and infected more than 14 days after fully
vaccinated, as, after this period, full vaccination is considered to have a protective effect from SARS-
COV2 infection of more than 80%(24). Those people infected less than 14 days after full vaccination or
who did not receive full vaccination (either imcomplete or unvaccinated) were considered as a non-
exposed group. Type of vaccine was asked from the participants.
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Outcomes

The authors assessed the olfactory dysfunction according to the following duration; two weeks and four
weeks after being declared cured to accommodate the acute post COVID period; and measured using
the Self-Mini Olfactory Questionnaire (Self-MOQ). This 14-question tool is reliable to screen the
olfactory dysfunction compared to the objective psychophysical olfactory examination(25) with the total
score ranging from 0-14. The outcomes were coded into binary response following the cutoff score of
3.5 (25) to distinguish the normosmia (no olfactory dysfunction) from anosmia and/or hyposmia
(olfactory dysfunction).

Study Size and Possible Bias

To extract the eligible participants from the cohort and reduce selection bias, the authors applied a
propensity matching score to match the participants into two groups. A 1:1 ratio was set, and variables
to be included in the propensity analysis were occupation, education, island, type of living area, living
companion, age, and hypertension status. These variables were selected to ensure the
representativeness of the subset and the probability of getting the vaccination. Exact and fuzzy
matching with a match tolerance value of 0.25 was set to match exposed and non-exposed participants.
This yielded a bigger participant number compared to stricter match tolerance values (0.05 and 0.1).

The sample size is calculated considering 5% type | error, 95% power, with equal sample size between
two groups and two repeated measures, assuming the correlation between measurements is 0.5. Effect
size Cohen d was estimated, assuming that the probability of olfactory dysfunction is 25% higher among
people who were not fully vaccinated or fully vaccinated less than 14 days. This led to a total sample size
of at least 392.

. At the beginning of the questionnaire, the authors informed the participants to rely on their recorded
observation to reduce the possibility of recall bias. Having a COVID 19 was an unforgettable experience
for the participants, so they might recognize their symptoms better compared to having seasonal flu.
Furthermore, the presence of telemedicine during home isolation reduced the recall bias since the
participants were expected to record the signs and symptoms daily. The authors acknowledged that the
symptoms that appeared after COVID 19 may or may not be related to COVID 19, hence, the participants
were expected to consult their symptoms to the physician to ensure the reliability of their responses.

Quantitative Variable

Several quantitive data will be discretized accordingly and following the common classification such as
Body Mass Index. Participants who have never smoke are defined as Brinkman Index value 0, and more
than 0 as a smoker. Days from the second shot to the diagnosis was also obtained by subtracting the
date of receiving the second dose from the date of diagnosis.

Statistical Analysis

Data cleaning was conducted without imputation as only complete responses would be received. The
authors performed descriptive statistics and normality tests to determine the distribution of
guantitative data. A bivariate analysis was made between each independent variable and the exposure
status to ensure the similar characteristic between the group.
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A Generalized Estimating Equation was selected to analyze the effect of full vaccination on the olfactory
dysfunction after COVID. A repeated measure of two weeks and four weeks after being cured was set as
the outcome. The covariance matrix followed the robust estimator. The binary response with the logit
link function was applied. The Quasi Likelihood Under Independence Model Criterion (QIC) was used to
select the best correlation matrix structure based on the lowest value, computed using the full log quasi-
likelihood function. Several variables were included for adjustment following the bivariate analysis and
collinearity assessment. Type Il test of effect was conducted based on Wald Chi-Square. The confidence
interval of the odds ratio was set at 95%.

The average time from full vaccination to infection is calculated and set as the cutoff. A discretization
was made to separate the cohort into two groups based on the cutoff. A Receiver Operating
Characteristic curve was conducted to determine the sensitivity and specificity of this cutoff in
discriminating the olfactory dysfunction among fully-vaccinated people. A crosstabulation was executed
between the discretized variable and the olfactory dysfunction event to obtain the crude odd ratio.

Ethical Approval

This study was approved by The Research Ethics Review Committee for Research Involving Human
Research Participants, Faculty of Medicine Hasanuddin University (Approval number of full review
UH21110687). The author ensured that the data remain unidentifiable to protect the confidentiality of
the participants and was used accordingly. This research is registered in clinicaltrials.gov number
NCT05060562.

Results
Baseline Characteristic

A total of 442 participants were extracted from the cohort and equally allocated into the exposed and
non-exposed groups. 220 (49.8%) people were diagnosed using PCR test, 117 (26.5%) with antigen test,
and the rest with a combination of multiple tests. Since the data was taken retrospectively, the status of
vaccination at the time of entering the cohort was different compared to the time of diagnosis.. The
selection of participants is illustrated in figure 1. The proportion of alteration of smell two and four
weeks after cured was 9.95% (44 cases) and 5.43% (24 cases), respectively.

The vast majority type of vaccine for inoculation was the 2 doses inactivated viral vaccine in all
participants in the exposed group with only 1 participant fully inoculated with the viral-vector vaccine in
56 days. The average period to reach full vaccination in this group with the inactivated viral vaccine was
24 +6.41 days.

The baseline characteristic of the participants in Table 1 shows the different characteristics in terms of
occupation where medical personnel mostly in the cohort (4% 240/442). The distribution of cases was
dominant in Java island (35.9% 159/442) as it is the most populated island and where most of the cases
were detected. The majority of cases were found in the capital of the province. Participants mostly
stayed with other people before getting infected (68.1% 301/442).

A total of 14 diseases and symptoms were asked and categorized by the level of current status. There
was no difference between the presence of these diseases with the exposure status (p>0.05). In terms
of health behavior, smoking, drinking alcohol, and moderate physical activity were similar across groups.
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However, the mean BMI was significantly different (p<0.007). The second wave of COVID 19, driven by
the Delta variant occurred within 1 June — 30 September 2021 and most of the participants were
infected during the second wave. There was no difference in the proportion of cases according to the
COVID wave between exposure status(p>0.05).

Assessed for eligibility (n=1314) )

[ Enroliment ] Excluded (n=872) with main reason:

e Re-infected (n=23)

e Diagnosed with antibody test only (n=31)

e Inconsistent vaccination status (n=48)

e Declared cured without PCR (n=445)

e Possible Missing at Random of outcome (n=87)

e Listwise deletion of missing other variable (n=35)
e Unmatched (n=203)

Allocation with propensity(n=442 )

v

v [ Allocation ] v
Exposed total (full protection) (n=221) Non Exposed total (less Protection) (n=221)
. Infected more than 14 days after fully- . Infected < 14 days after fully-vaccinated (n=3)
vaccinaed (n=221) . Not fully vaccinated (n=218)
v [ Analysis ] v
A J

Analysed (n=221) Analysed (n=221)
Excluded from analysis (n=0) Excluded from analysis (n=0)

Figure 1. The participants' flowchart

In terms of total days of symptoms, there was a significant difference in shortness of breath (p=0.001),
headache (p=0.006), runny nose (p=0.004), and days of treatment(p<0.001). Shortness of breath (1.32 +
1.76 versus 0.85 + 1.07, p=0.001) and days of treatment (14.72 + 5.66 versus 13.30 * 3.20, p<0.001),
were shorter in the exposed group, although runny nose and headache were longer in the exposed
group. Loss of smell and loss of taste duration were similar between groups (p>0.05). The average day of
treatment was around 14 days, hence the two-week and four-week measurement would accommodate
the timeframe of long COVID or transition phase, and acute post-COVID phase in integrative
classification.

Standard COVID medication initiation during the first COVID-19 episode was identified according to the
time of confirmed diagnosis and the time of onset. No significant difference was seen between the two
groups (p>0.05). There was a significant difference in unit of care and advanced treatment (oxygen
supplementation, plasma convalescent, and intensive care) between-group (p<0.001).
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Table 1. Baseline Characteristic

Variables Subset Unexposed Group Exposed Group p-value

Sex Female 119 (49.8) 120 (50.2) 0.893

Male 102 (50.2) 101 (49.8)
Occupation Non Medical Personel 99 (65.1) 53 (34.9) <0.001

Medical Personel 122 (42.1) 118 (57.9)
Education Level up to Diploma 82 (56.6 63 (43.4) 0.054

Ej\leelor Degree and Graduate 139 (46.8) 158 (53.2)  0.063*
Island Sumatera 34 (42.0) 47 (58.0) 0.218

Jawa 78 (49.1) 81 (50.9)

Bali and Lesser Sunda 15 (41.7) 21(58.3)

Kalimantan 36(52.2) 33 (47.8)

Sulawesi 50 (60.2) 33(39.8)

Maluku and Papua 8(57.1) 6(42.9)
Type of living area Rural Area 65 (44.2) 82 (55.8) 0212

Urban not capital 55 (54.5) 46 (45.5)

Capital area 101 (52.1) 93 (47.9)
Do you live alone or with someone else Prior to With family, Colleagues, or relatives 147 (48.8) 154 (51.2) 0.475
getting infected? Alone 74 (52.5) 67 (47.5)

No/Unknown 209 (50.1) 208 (49.9)  0.795%
Hypertension Yes, controlled 10 (52.6) 9 (47.4)

Yes, uncontrolled 2(33.3) 4 (66.7)

No/Unknown 218(50.2) 216 (49.8)  0.607*
Diabetes Mellitus Yes, controlled 3(50.0) 3(50.0)

Yes, uncontrolled 0(0) 2 (100)

No/Unknown 211 (50.0) 211(50.0)  1.000%
Asthma Yes, controlled 8 (50.0) 8(50.0)

Yes, uncontrolled 1(33.3) 2 (66.7)

No/Unknown 219 (49.8) 221(50.2)  0.499%
v Yes, controlled (undetectable) 2 (100) 0(0)

No/Unknown 218 (49.7) 221(50.3)  0.248%
COPD Yes, controlled 2 (100) 0(0)

Yes, uncontrolled 1(100) 0(0)

No / Unknown 219 (49.8) 221(50.2)  0.499%
Cancer/Malignancy

Yes 2 (100) 0(0)

No / Unknown 140 (51.9) 130 (48.1) 0.329
Dyspepsia Syndrome

Yes 81 (47.1) 91 (52.9)

No / Unknown 188 (50.7) 183 (49.3) 0.517
Hypersensitivity/Allergy

Yes 33 (46.5) 38 (53.5)

No / Unknown 216 (49.8) 218(50.2)  0.7244
Heart Disease

Yes 5 (62.5) 3(37.5)

No / Unknown 220 (49.9) 221(50.1)  1.000%
Stroke

Yes 1(100) 0(0)
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No / Unknown 217 (49.7) 220(50.3)  0.372%
Autoimmune Disease

Yes 4(80.0) 1(20.0)

No / Unknown 219 (49.8) 221(50.2)  0.499*
Kidney Disease

Yes 2 (100) 0(0)

No / Unknown 218 (49.7) 221(50.3)  0.2487
Liver Disease

Yes 3(100) 0(0)

No / Unknown 220 (50.1) 219 (49.9) 1.000°
Gastrointestinal Bleeding

Yes 1(33.3) 2(66.7)

Never 193 (48.7) 203 (51.3) 0.119
Smoking Status

Ever/Currently Smoking 28 (60.9) 18 (39.1)
drink alcohol at least 3 months prior to No 211(50.2) 209 (49.8) 0.662
diagnosis? Yes 10 (45.5) 12 (54.5)

>3 times per week 24 (50.0) 24 (50.0) 0.097
Frequen.cy oqung mgderate exercise in a 2-3 times per week 47(61.0) 30 (39.0)
week prior to diagnosis

1 or less per week 150 (47.3) 167 (52.1)
infected during the second wave? No 65 (56.0) 51 (44.0) 013

Yes 156 (47.9) 170 (52.1)

No Fever 23 (54.8) 19 (45.2) 0.872

<24 hours after the fever appear 111 (48.7) 117 (51.3)
In y_our f|rst COVID episode, did you receive an 24-72 hours after the fever appear 41(53.9) 35 (46.1)
antipyretic?

>72 hours after the fever appear 12 (50.0) 12 (50.0)

Not receiving any treatment 34 (47.2) 38(52.8)

<24 hours 75 (46.6) 86 (53.4) 0.16
In your first COVID episode, did you receive 24-72 hours 68 (55.7) 54 (44.3)
azithromycin after diagnosis >72 hours 34 (57.6) 25 (42.4)

Not receiving any treatment 44 (44.0) 56 (56.0)

<24 hours 71(50.7) 69 (49.3) 0.792
In your first COVID episode, did you receive any ~ 24-72 hours 57 (46.3) 66 (53.7)
medicine for cough relief after the diagnosis? >72 hours 31(53.4) 27 (46.6)

Not receiving any treatment 62 (51.2) 59 (48.8)

<24 hours 102 (47.4) 113 (52.6) 0.632
In your first COVID episode, did you receive 24-72 hours 55 (50.0) 55 (50.0)
daily vitamin C higher than 500 mg after the
diagnosis? >72 hours 39 (53.4) 34 (46.6)

Not receiving any treatment 25 (56.8) 19 (43.2)

<24 hours 72 (44.4) 90 (55.6) 0.103
In your first COVID episode, did you receive 24-72 hours 60 (53.1) 53 (46.9)
daily vitamin D higher than 800 IU after the
diagnosis? >72 hours 22 (43.1) 29 (56.9)

Not receiving any treatment 67 (57.8) 49 (42.2)

<24 hours 79 (49.7) 80 (50.3) 0.976
In your first COVID episode, did you receive 24-72 hours 41(48.2) 44 (51.8)
daily Zinc at least 20 mg after the diagnosis? >72 hours 30(51.7) 28 (48.3)

Not receiving any treatment 71 (50.7) 69 (49.3)

<24 hours 27 (43.5) 31 (56.5) 0.079
In y_ogr ﬂrst COVID ep_lsode, _dld you receive 24-72 hours 39 (65.0) 21(35.0)
Favipiravir after the diagnosis?

>72 hours 22 (50.0) 22 (50.0)


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.10.22269007

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.10.22269007; this version posted January 11, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

In your first COVID episode, did you receive
another antivirus such as remdesivir or
oseltamivir after the diagnosis?

In your first COVID episode, did you receive
other antibiotics after the diagnosis?

Received oxygen supplementation

received plasma convalescent

Unit of care

Received Intensive care

Age

BMI

Fever

Cough

Shortness of Breath
Myalgia and Fatigue
Headache
Anosmia/Loss of Smell
Ageusia/Loss of Taste
Diarrhea

Runny Nose
Insomnia

Days of treatment

Smell alteration in two weeks

Smell alteration in four weeks

Not receiving any treatment
<24 hours

24-72 hours

>72 hours

Not receiving any treatment
<24 hours

24-72 hours

>72 hours

Not receiving any treatment
No

Less than 3 days

More than 3 days

No

Yes

Home Isolation

Home Isolation referred to hospital

Hospitalization

No

Less than 7 days
More than 7 days
Mean + Std Deviation
Mean # Std Deviation
Mean + Std Deviation
Mean * Std Deviation
Mean = Std Deviation
Mean = Std Deviation
Mean = Std Deviation
Mean = Std Deviation
Mean * Std Deviation
Mean = Std Deviation
Mean = Std Deviation
Mean = Std Deviation
Mean =+ Std Deviation
No

Yes

No

Yes

133 (48.2)
35(59.3)
25 (61.0)
13 (56.5)
148 (46.4)
17 (70.8)
11 (61.1)
9 (64.3)
184 (47.7)
170 (45.6)
18 (60.0)
33 (84.6)
206 (48.5)
15 (88.2)
80(29.3)
34 (75.6)
107 (86.3)
214 (49.54)
4(100)
3(60.0)
32.49+10.39
24.28 £ 4.76
2.02+1.85
3.11+3.36
1324176
1.77+1.91
1.77+1.86
1.97 £2.27
1.48 +1.62
0.64+1.16
0.97 +1.35
1.78+2.12
14.72 +5.66
200 (90.5)
21(47.7)
211 (50.5)
10 (41.7)

143 (51.8)
24(40.7)  0.108

29.2) 0.071

20

203 (54.4)  <0.001

219 (51.5) 0.001

193(70.7)  <0.001

219(50.6) 138+

0(0)

(40.0)
31.60+8.58 0.078
23.17+4.87 0.007
173+1.34 0.132
3144320 0.698
0.85 + 1.07 0.001
1.56 +1.49 0.543
2.16+2.04 0.006
1.98 +2.40 0.555
1.62 +2.05 0.811
0.58 +0.81 0.856
1.29 £ 1.62 0.004
136+1.77 0.078
13.30+3.20 <0.001
198(49.7) 0.751
23(52.3)

207 (49.5) 0.401
14 (58.3)

AFischer Exact. Other categorical variables tested with Chi-Square,

*Tested with Fischer Exact considering 5 levels of education from primary school to university degree

All continuous data were tested with Mann Whitney
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As the author assumed that there would be collinearity between the symptoms and the treatment, the
duration of shortness of breath was selected as the main predictor to represent other significant
parameters. Table 2 demonstrates the association between the duration of shortness of breath with
other variables.

Table 2. Correlation between shortness of breath and other predictors

Variables Spearman rho p-value
Shortness of Headache 0.492 <0.001
Breath Days of treatment 0.488 <0.001
Body Mass Index 0.079 0.019*
Runny Nose 0.306 <0.001
Oxygen Supplementation <0.0017
Unit of Care <0.0017
Received Azythromicin <0.0017
Received Plasma Convalescent <0.001%

All significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) except *
AKruskal Wallis

&Mann Whitney

Following the baseline analysis and omitting factors with higher collinearity, the GEE analysis was
conducted. Parameters included in the model were exposure status, repeated measurement, and
interaction between the measurement and exposure status. Occupation and days of shortness of breath
were treated as other factors. The authors also included days of getting infected since fully vaccinated,
the island, and infected during the second wave as an additional parameter. Table 3 shows the
parameter estimates.

Table 3. Parameter Estimates of The Model

) 95% Wald Confidence
Hypothesis Test
Interval for Exp(B)
Parameter B Std. Error - Exp(B)
Wald Chi- df Sig. Lower Upper
Square

(Intercept) -1.678 0.53 10.02 1 0.002 0.187 0.066 0.528
Infected >14 days after fully vaccinated -1.172 0.5672 4.271 1 0.039 0.31 0.102 0.941
Week 4 after cured (reference week 2) -0.808 0.3396 5.655 1 0.017 0.446 0.229 0.868
Days from fully-vaccinated to infection 0.012 0.005 5.863 1 0.015 1.012 1.002 1.022
[Exposed] * [assessment 4™ week] 0.248 0.4536 0.298 1 0.585 1.281 0.527 3.116
[Exposed] * [assessment 2™ week] 0? . . . . 1
[Unexposed] * [assessment 4™ week] 0? . . . . 1
[Unexposed] * [assessment 2" week] 0? . . . . 1 . .
Total days of shortness of breath -0.217 0.1396 2.426 1 0.119 0.805 0.612 1.058
Medical Personnel -0.331 0.3446 0.925 1 0.336 0.718 0.365 1.411
[Island = Maluku and Papua] -0.082 0.6893 0.014 1 0.905 0.921 0.239 3.558
[Island= Sulawesi] -1.01 0.5292 3.64 1 0.056 0.364 0.129 1.028
[Island=Kalimantan] -0.98 0.5189 3.566 1 0.059 0.375 0.136 1.038
[Island= Bali and Nusa Tenggara] -0.561 0.5525 1.029 1 0.31 0.571 0.193 1.686
[Island=Jawa] -0.42 0.4045 1.079 1 0.299 0.657 0.297 1.452
[Island=Sumatera (reference) 0? . . . . 1 . .
Infected during second wave 0.506 0.3917 1.666 1 0.197 1.658 0.769 3.572
(Scale) 1
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For people who still get infected after being fully inoculated for more than 14 days, the chance of
developing olfactory dysfunction was lower to 69% (adjusted OR 0.31 95% Cl 0.102-0.941), although
there was no significant interaction between the full vaccination status and the occurrence of symptoms
in two and four weeks after recovery (p=0.585). Interestingly, the longer the days from fully vaccinated
to infection, the higher the chance to develop the symptoms (adjusted OR 1.012 95% CI 1.002-1.022 p-
value 0.015).

Following the significant effect of the number of days from fully vaccinated to infection, the authors
conducted further analysis. The average vaccine-to-infection time in the exposed group was 88.36 +
42.88 days. The Receiver Operating Characteristic curve of the nearest value from 88.36 (88.5) value
shows the Area Under Curve (AUC) of 0.693 (p=0.002), the sensitivity of 73.9%, and specificity of 63.3%
in differentiating the olfactory dysfunction event in two weeks after COVID. The specificity slightly
changed after excluding one non-inactivated virus vaccine recipient (63.5%). However, insignificant
results were seen when differentiating the event after four weeks (p>0.05)

ROC Curve ROC Curve
10 1o r/_}
0.5 0.8 B
& 05 = 067
z | 3
k=) k=)
w (0]
= c
@ [ ]
N pad LPE
0.2+ [ 0.0
0o T T T T 0.0 T T T T
0o 02 04 06 03 10 oo 02 04 06 0a 10
1 - Specificity 1 - Specificity

Figure 2. The ROC value for number of days from fully vaccinated to infection. The left figure
demonstrates the Area Under Curve for the olfactory dysfunction event in two weeks after COVID, and
the right figure for the olfactory dysfunction event in four weeks after COVID

Participants were then split into two groups,1) those who were infected more than 88 days after full
vaccination and 2) less than 88 days and not fully vaccinated (the days considered as 0). The chi-square
test shows an association with the olfactory dysfunction after two weeks (Crude Odds Ratio 2.803 95%
Cl 1.452-5.412 p=0.002). The Cochran Mantel-Haenszel test was conducted to see the odds ratio across
the exposure status. Among the exposed group, the odds ratio inflated to 4.852 (95% ClI 1.831-12.855
p=0.001). Contrary to the first results, no significant association with the olfactory dysfunction after four
weeks of COVID resolution.
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Discussion
Cohort Selection and Representativeness

This study addressed the effects of full vaccination on the occurrence of acute-post COVID-19 olfactory
symptoms in Indonesia with an assumption that vaccination will reduce the infection and hence, the
symptoms. The data represents the true proportion of cases in Indonesia (26), including the type of
treatment where the vast majority of the cases were treated at home (273/442 61.8%), and also
included several cases that occurred in 2020. Education level was almost significant, indicating that this
online questionnaire might only reach highly-educated people and other people with lower education
could come from the family or colleagues. The underlying diseases and the treatments prescribed were
similar in both groups after matching. The prevalence of olfactory dysfunction accounted for almost 10%
in two weeks but was reduced by half after four weeks. This finding is lower than the global
estimation(8), however, the shorter duration of anosmia of lower than two weeks in an Indonesian
study(10) supports the finding of why only 10% of participants experienced olfactory dysfunction after
two weeks. In this study, people who are fully vaccinated and infected more than 14 days after that,
have a lower chance to develop olfactory dysfunction which is linear with the prior assumption.

Propensity matching score was preferred over other techniques to adjust the potential confounder.
However, some factors persist as potential confounders. In this subset, the proportion of medical
personnel was higher than the true situation. One of the underlying reasons was medical personnel are
the most susceptible group (27) and prioritized for full vaccination, therefore it is difficult to find a
similar proportion to the true setting after matching. Propensity matching by hypertension is important
as the blood pressure assessment is mandatory in the vaccination center and less invasive, therefore the
information is more reliable. Furthermore, hypertension is associated with a higher risk of contracting
COVID 19.

To select more participants. the initial plan was to do a case-control matching with unequal samples
such as 1:2, however, stricter eligibility (particularly the requirements to do post-care PCR to eliminate
the heterogeneous definition of cured) leads to lower available cases for such allocation. Post-care PCR
is not required for those with mild cases and can be released form isolation after several days. In a real
setting, post-Care PCR is conducted for non-medical purposes including work, or travel, or the patient
fell into the high-risk group of getting the severe disease, and those who were hospitalized. A trade-off
between a clear-cut definition of cured and the sample size explained the significant reduction of
recruited participants from the general cohort.

In terms of vaccine type, the participants in the exposed group were inoculated with inactivated viral
vaccine and only one participant received an adenovirus-viral vector vaccine. This is could reduce the
generalizability of the finding, to only those who received inactivated viral vaccines. However, five
people were infected after receiving the first dose of viral vector vaccine with the minimum days of 38
and the average of 46 days, thus indicating a long period of inoculation is a higher risk of being exposed
to SARS Cov2. One dose of vaccine could have 56% protection from SARS Cov2 infection(24). One of the
problems in recruiting people with a different type of vaccine is the procurement of vaccine in
Indonesia, where the viral-vector vaccine and mRNA vaccine were not widely available for people at the
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period of recruitment. The sudden decrease of the case in Indonesia also hinders the recruitment of
people who are inoculated by different vaccines and get infected.

Quality of Information and Subjective Assessment of Outcome

The hospital-based study would not address the true effect of vaccination as those people who were
vaccinated will experience milder symptoms and this is why the authors did the patient-based study.
However, the retrospective data collection from the patient is not free from bias despite the researchers
expecting the participants to rely on their written daily observation or the telemedicine record (which
integrated into COVID service in 2021). Furthermore, olfactory dysfunction is difficult to assess
objectively and clinical confirmation (which requires people to go to the hospital) is not feasible during
the pandemic. This is the reason why this study conducted a self-assessment for olfactory dysfunction,
which addressed as a limitation. The Quick Olfactory Sniffin’s Stick test is one of the objective
assessments to confirm the olfactory dysfunction using certain strong scents put at the distance of 1-2
cm from nostrils and it has a good performance in identifying the olfactory dysfunction in COVID 19
patients(28). But the Self-MOQ underwent validation through Sniffin’s stick test and shows a good
discriminant ability(25). Missing at random in outcome assessment was likely occurred as the entire
guestionnaire is long and the proposed analysis using GEE will introduce bias if the cases with missing
data are included.

Analysis and Effect of Vaccination

Aside from occupation, this study also considers island as important demographic factors due to
distribution and procurement of vaccine which affect the allocation of exposure status, and the
distribution of dominant SARS-Cov2 strains wherein Java during the second wave, Delta variant was the
most prevalent strain, and small percentage Alpha and Beta were found in Sumatera and Java(29).
Mutation of SARS-Cov2 leads to different clinical manifestations(30) due to different abilities to attach
to the host cell or the ability to escape from the immune response. Furthermore, Indonesia experience
two COVID-19 waves where the first wave was dominated by wild type variant followed by Alpha and
Beta. Several studies indicate the decremental vaccine efficacy against each variant(31). Indonesia
deployed inactivated vaccine as the primary regimen for vaccination, which is based on wild type
variant, therefore, people who were infected in the second wave may have detrimental protection. This
was then included as further adjustment.

The treatment given to the patient was according to the guideline, where the main antivirus was
Oseltamivir, particularly for mild cases. Favipiravir was available later during the second wave and
remdesivir is mainly administered in the hospital. Vitamin and mineral supplementation is given as a
package in telemedicine or field hospitals. Currently no clear association or no supporting study
between administration of Zinc(32), Vitamin C, Vitamin D, or even plasma convalescent and subsequent
olfactory dysfunction. In this study, there were no associations between all of these treatments and the
olfactory dysfunction within two weeks(p>0.05), except Azithromycin administration <24 hours after
diagnosis and olfactory dysfunction in two weeks using a simple logistic regression model (OR 0.311
compared to not receiving therapy at all 95% Cl 0.132 0.734 p value=0.008). Aside from antibacterial
properties, Azithromycin also has antiinflammation properties through a dose-dependent lymphocyte
activity and proinfllmataory cytokines secretion(33) However, there is a strong association between
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azithromycin adminsitration and days of shortness of breath (Table 2). Azithromycin used to be
administered in all cases, but the updated guideline suggests azithromycin when there is a clear
indication including pneumonia.

The duration of shortness of breath represented other factors based on the collinearity test, therefore in
the final analysis, the shortness of breath acted as the factor that reflects the severity of disease(34),
assuming that severe disease will also lead to sequelae and persistent symptomes.

Calculation of the crude odds ratio of vaccination and olfactory dysfunction from table 1 reveals an
interesting point that people who were fully vaccinated more than 14 days were actually had a higher
risk of developing olfactory dysfunction in two weeks (OR 1.11) and four weeks (OR 1.43) from cured.
This is why several factors should be taken into account for final analysis. The final model reveals the
protective effect of full vaccination against olfactory dysfunction. However, it is important to notice that
the waning of vaccine protection in people who were infected more than 88 days after being fully
vaccinated leads to a higher chance of developing olfactory dysfunction than people who infected less
than 88 days.

Strength and Limitation

The author applied a robust method to adjust the flaw of the retrospective design and potential
confounders. The propensity matching score reduced the selection bias. Rigorous discretization of
variables and the robust analysis using GEE estimates the effect in an unbiased way. However, clinical
confirmation of the information provided by participants is crucial, such as obtaining the true value of
blood glucose to determine the status of diabetes and define other chronic diseases according to the
respective guidelines. This study did not record any intervention that affects the olfactory function such
as olfactory training and nasal irrigation either using saline or steroid. Only a few participants recorded
this in a large cohort and the olfactory training was varied across the individual. Factors associated with
the development of antibodies after vaccination were not assessed including the medication taken after
vaccination, as some medication affects antibody formation (35). Furthermore, heterologous
vaccination is not conducted in Indonesia, hence this study is unable to identify the effect of the
aforementioned regimen. This study focuses on the first episode of COVID among participants. People
with reinfection were excluded from the study, hence no effect of reinfection and olfactory dysfunction.
The diagnosis confirmation of reinfection is challenging, particularly in identifying a true reinfection case
or positive PCR results due to the virus fragment. A study addressed the association of reinfection or
other terms, re-positive on disease severity and possible subsequent impacts(36). Excluding the
reinfection is the limitation of this study in identifying the effect of vaccination in this specific group. The
use of antiinflammation was recorded but the authors were unable to identify which kind of
antiinflammation was taken by the participants. In practice, antiinflammation is not included in COVID-
19 regimen, and over-the-counter purchase of this drug is not allowed. However, it is crucial to address
the use of medication and its effect on olfactory dysfunction.

Conclusion and implication to the public health measures against COVID 19

This study identified the importance of having full vaccination in preventing olfactory dysfunction if
contracted with SARS Cov2 in Indonesia’s setting. However, a booster shot is recommended to those


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.10.22269007

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.10.22269007; this version posted January 11, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

who received the full doses of inactivated viral vaccine to be protected from the olfactory dysfunction if
infected. The recommended day should be more than 88 days after receiving the second dose. This
booster policy of people who received inactivated vaccines has been conducted in several countries.
Thailand has initiated a clear guideline to provide the booster using viral-vector vaccine 90 days after the
second vaccination of inactivated virus vaccine and this could be applied to Indonesia setting or other
countries who conducted the vaccination program mainly with the inactivated regimen. Redefining the
full vaccination for those who receive two doses of inactivated vaccine to be at least three doses seems
to be inevitable. In summary, Vaccination will reduce the burden due to olfactory dysfunction and
improve the quality of life among people infected with SARS Cov2.
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