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ABSTRACT 1 

The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) displays a broad spectrum of symptoms, with the 2 
underlying reasons for this variability still not fully elucidated. Our study investigates the 3 
potential association between specific autoantibodies (AABs), notably those that targeting G 4 
protein-coupled receptors (GPCRs) and renin-angiotensin system (RAS) related molecules, and 5 
the diverse clinical manifestations of COVID-19, commonly observed in patients with 6 
autoimmune conditions, including rheumatic diseases, such as systemic sclerosis. In a cross-7 
sectional analysis, we explored the relationship between AAB levels and the presence of key 8 
COVID-19 symptoms. Hierarchical clustering analysis revealed a robust correlation between 9 
certain AABs and symptoms such as fever, muscle ache, anosmia, and dysgeusia, which 10 
emerged as significant predictors of disease severity. Specifically, AABs against CHRM5 and 11 
CXCR3 were strongly linked to fever, while AABs against CHRM5 and BDKRB1 correlated 12 
with muscle ache. Anosmia was predominantly associated with AABs against F2R and AGTR1, 13 
while dysgeusia was linked to AABs against BDKRB1 and AGTR1. Furthermore, we observed a 14 
rise in AAB levels with the accumulation of these symptoms, with the highest levels detected in 15 
patients presenting all four predictors. Multinomial regression analysis identified AABs targeting 16 
AGTR1 as a key predictor for one or more of these core symptoms. Additionally, our study 17 
indicated that anti-AGTR1 antibodies triggered a concentration-dependent degradation of eGC, 18 
which could be mitigated by the AGTR1 antagonist Losartan. This suggests a potential 19 
mechanistic connection between eGC degradation, the observed COVID-19 symptoms, and 20 
rheumatic diseases. In conclusion, our research underscores a substantial correlation between 21 
AABs, particularly those against GPCRs and RAS-related molecules, and the severity of 22 
COVID-19 symptoms. These findings open avenues for potential therapeutic interventions in the 23 
management of COVID-19. 24 

  25 
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INTRODUCTION 26 

Neutralizing autoantibodies (AABs) dysregulation is associated with clinical severity of 27 

severe coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) disease. Bastard et al.1,2 characterized the presence 28 

of high titers of neutralizing AABs against interferons (IFNs), essential molecules for the 29 

immune response against viruses3 including the severe acute respiratory syndrome virus 2 30 

(SARS-CoV-2), which increase the susceptibility to COVID-19-associated pneumonia and 31 

death. Further study showed diverse functional AABs were associated with severe COVID-19 32 

infection, including those targeting cytokines (e.g., IL-1B and IL-6), chemokines (e.g., CCL11 33 

and CXCL26), complement components (e.g., C5A and C9) and chemokine receptors (e.g., 34 

CCR2, CCRL2)4. These studies demonstrated the contribution of AABs to COVID-19 immunity.  35 

We5,6 and other research groups7–9 reported that COVID-19 severity is also associated 36 

with the dysregulation of AABs associated with autoimmune diseases (e.g., anti-phospholipid, 37 

anti-platelet glycoprotein, anti-nuclear AABs, and others). In particular, AABs against G protein-38 

coupled receptors (GPCR) and renin-angiotensin system (RAS)-related molecules were 39 

associated with severe COVID-19 symptoms defined as requiring supplemental oxygen 40 

therapy10.  These two groups of molecules are expressed by several human cells populations and 41 

modulate a myriad of intracellular signaling pathways and biological processes, such as cell 42 

trafficking, proliferation, survival, and differentiation, as well as neurotransmission and 43 

vasoconstriction11–15.  Furthermore, several of these AABs act as functional, binding GPCRs and 44 

modulating intracellular pathways16  including those against the angiotensin receptor type 1 45 

(AGT1R), which cause COVID-19-related symptoms17,18, such as skin and lung inflammation19. 46 

Notably, anti-AGT1R AABs have been implicated in various autoimmune conditions such as 47 

systemic sclerosis (SSc)58. There is evidence highlighting the pivotal role of endothelial 48 
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dysfunction and injury in both SSc and COVID-1959. This endothelial cell activation and 49 

dysfunction represent a crucial and evolving step in the pathogenesis of these diseases55. 50 

However, while the mechanism of anti-AGTR1 AABs-induced pathology is better understood in 51 

SSc, in the context of COVID-19, the association of these AABs with disease development is not 52 

yet fully understood. 53 

COVID-19 exhibits a diverse range of manifestations. Symptoms among individuals can 54 

vary widely, including fever, diarrhea, headache, depression, and amnesia20. The underlying 55 

causes of this variability remain elusive, particularly the potential role of AABs. This study aims 56 

to determine whether individuals with specific symptoms exhibit higher levels of certain AABs. 57 

Uncovering these associations could provide new insights into the pathophysiology of SARS-58 

CoV-2 infections, which remains crucial. This is the case despite advancements in controlling 59 

the COVID-19 pandemic through prior infections, vaccinations21, and the increasing availability 60 

of treatments such as antivirals and immunomodulators22. 61 

 62 

METHODS 63 

Study cohort 64 

We conducted a thorough investigation involving 244 unvaccinated adults residing in the 65 

United States. This cohort comprised 169 individuals diagnosed with COVID-19, confirmed 66 

through SARS-CoV-2 positive tests obtained via nasopharyngeal swab and polymerase chain 67 

reaction (PCR). Additionally, we included 75 randomly selected age, sex, and SARS-CoV-2 68 

negative through PCR testing. COVID-19 patients were stratified according to the severity 69 

classification outlined by the World Health Organization (WHO). This categorization included 70 
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mild cases (n=74), characterized by a fever duration of ≤ 1 day and a peak temperature of 71 

37.8°C; moderate cases (n=63), exhibiting a fever duration of ≥ seven days and a peak 72 

temperature of ≥ 38.8°C; and severe cases (n=32), characterized by severe symptoms 73 

necessitating supplemental oxygen therapy. Every participant, including both healthy controls 74 

and patients, provided informed written consent in accordance with the principles set forth by the 75 

Declaration of Helsinki. The study received approval from the IntegReview institutional review 76 

board (Coronavirus Antibody Prevalence Study, CAPS-613) and adhered to the reporting 77 

guidelines outlined by Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology 78 

(STROBE). Detailed demographic and clinical data are provided in the following sections 79 

(Supplementary Table). 80 

 81 

Measurements of anti-SARS-CoV-2 antibodies and AABs linked to autoimmune diseases. 82 

We detected human IgG AABs against 14 different GPCRs (AGTR1, AGTR2, MAS1, 83 

BDKRB1, ADRA1A, ADRB1, ADRB2, CHRM3, CHRM4, CHRM5, CXCR3, F2R, C5AR1), 2 84 

molecules serving as entry for SARS-CoV-2 (ACE2, NRP1), and antibodies against the 85 

transmembrane receptor STAB1 from frozen serum using commercial ELISA kits (CellTrend, 86 

Germany) as previously described10. The assays were conducted according to the manufacturer’s 87 

instructions and as previously described. Briefly, duplicate samples of a 1:100 serum dilution 88 

were incubated at 4�°C for 2�h, and the AAB concentrations were calculated as arbitrary units 89 

(U) based on a standard curve of five standards ranging from 2.5 to 40�U/ml. The ELISA kits 90 

were validated following the Food and Drug Administration’s Guidance for Industry: 91 

Bioanalytical Method Validation. 92 

 93 
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Enrichment of AAB targets 94 

To perform functional enrichment analysis of the targets of AABs, we utilized the 95 

ClusterProfiler23,24 package in R25. This package enables the enrichment of gene sets that 96 

collectively participate in a common biological process (BP). For this purpose, we considered the 97 

17 targets: ACE2, ADRA1B, ADRB1, ADRB2, AGTR1, AGTR2, BDKRB1, C5AR1, CHRM3, 98 

CHRM4, CHRM5, CHRNA1, CXCR3, F2R, MAS1, NRP1, and STAB1. Based on the results 99 

adjusted by false discovery rate (FDR), we only present the pathways that were deemed 100 

significant (adj p < 0.05). For the results visualization we used ggplot226 R25 package and created 101 

with Biorender.com.  102 

 103 

Heatmap clustering and multi-study factor analyses 104 

The levels of AABs and cohort features were visualized in a heatmap with hierarchical 105 

clustering (Euclidean distance) using the R25 packages ComplexHeatmap27 and Circlize28. 106 

Furthermore, we performed a multi-study factor analysis (MSFA) among AAB levels. The 107 

MSFA method integrates all data simultaneously, estimating parameters through maximum-108 

likelihood analysis29,30. This approach allows for the identification of unobservable factors that 109 

may be specific (only in the control group and only in COVID-19 individuals and shared among 110 

the groups of healthy donors (Control) and COVID-19 cases. 111 

 112 

Classification of symptoms, relative effectors, and mixed canonical correlation analysis  113 

We used the random forest model to rank the COVID-19 symptoms. Distinct groups were 114 

designated as 0 (non-COVID-19 disease, i.e., healthy donors) and 1 (COVID-19 disease, 115 
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including mild, moderate, and severe cases). Furthermore, due to inherent imbalance in group 116 

sizes, the weight argument from the RandomForest31 R25 package was employed to correct this 117 

disparity and ensure balanced representation between groups31. After identifying the most 118 

relevant symptoms, subgroups were created to evaluate individuals with the presence of at least 119 

one or more of these key symptoms.  120 

In addition, was performed the relative effects of AABs on four COVID-19 symptoms 121 

were assessed using a MANOVA analysis with bootstrap methodology, involving 1000 122 

resamplings. Additionally, we computed confidence intervals (CI) for the relative effects using 123 

bootstrap techniques. The statistical analysis was performed using the R25 packages npmv32 and 124 

reshape233. Finally, to demonstrate latent Gaussian correlation between binary variables (four 125 

symptoms individually) and continuous variables (AAB levels), we applied the mixed canonical 126 

correlation (CCA) with Kendall correlation and used the mixedCCA34 R25 package. 127 

 128 

Principal component analysis and factorial analysis. 129 

The Principal Component analysis (PCA) with spectral decomposition was conducted 130 

following previously outlined methods5,35. This approach allowed us to assess the discriminatory 131 

capacity of AABs in distinguishing symptom subgroups. To perform these calculations, we used 132 

specific R25 functions, namely get_eig and get_pca_var from the factoextra package36. The PCA 133 

itself was implemented using the prcomp function. Additionally, we employed latent factor 134 

analysis to identify sets of AABs (observed variables) that may indirectly interfere with the latent 135 

variables37. For this purpose, we used the factload function from the DandEFA38 R25 package. 136 

 137 
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Median plots and multinomial logistic regression 138 

We used median values to visually represent the distribution of significant levels of 139 

AABs in the presence and absence of symptoms in individuals with COVID-19. Statistical 140 

differences in AAB levels were assessed using the Kruskal-Wallis test, followed by post hoc 141 

analysis employing the Dunn test. Significance was established with a p-value < 0.05, and 142 

adjusted p-values FDR served as the significance cut-off. The creation of box plots was 143 

performed using the R packages rstatix39 and ggplot226.  In addition, the multinomial regression 144 

was applied to show AAB levels that decrease and increase through CI with odds ratio (OR), 145 

when compared with 0 group. For this we used the multinom function from nnet40 R25 package. 146 

The significance of the AABs was evaluated using a 95% exponential CI.  147 

 148 

Effects of anti-AGTR1 on the glycocalyx height & stiffness 149 

To assess the height and stiffness of the endothelial glycocalyx (eGC), human umbilical 150 

vein endothelial cells (HUVECs) were cultured on coverslips until reaching confluence and then 151 

treated with either an anti-AGTR1 monoclonal antibody (anti-AGTR1 mAb, clone: 5.2a19) or the 152 

corresponding isotype control antibody (Purified Mouse IgG2a, clone: MG2a-53; BioLegend, 153 

San Diego, CA, USA) for 24 hours. In certain experiments, 1 µM Losartan (Losartan Carboxylic 154 

Acid, Cayman Chemical Company, Ann Arbor, MI, USA) was utilized to inhibit the AGTR1 155 

function. Throughout the experimental procedure, cells were maintained in HEPES-buffered 156 

solution (Gibco, Waltham, MA, USA) supplemented with 1% fetal bovine serum (Bio&Sell, 157 

Feucht, Germany). The architecture of the eGC was evaluated utilizing Atomic Force 158 

Microscopy (AFM) nanoindentation technique (NanoWizard4, Bruker, Karlsruhe, Germany). 159 

This involved employing a triangular gold-coated cantilever with a spherical tip (diameter: 10 160 
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µm; Novascan, Ames, IA, USA) as the primary component of the AFM. The cantilever, with a 161 

spring constant of 10 pN/nm, was gently brought into contact with the cell surface with a 162 

maximal loading force of 0.5 nN to induce indentation. As the cantilever bent upon contact with 163 

the cell, the deflection of a laser beam focused on the surface of the gold-coated cantilever was 164 

monitored using a photodiode. Subsequently, force-distance curves were generated and analyzed 165 

to determine the height and stiffness of the glycocalyx. This analysis was facilitated by Protein 166 

Unfolding and Nano-Indentation Analysis Software (PUNIAS3D; Version 1.0; Release 2.3; 167 

Copyright 2009), followed by statistical evaluation of the obtained values. Statistical analysis 168 

was performed using R25 programming. Shapiro Wilk test was applied to test for normality of the 169 

data distribution. To compare the means of the non-parametric groups, Kruskal Wallis test was 170 

used, followed by Dunn’s post-hoc test for multiple comparisons. Data are presented as mean ± 171 

standard error of the mean (SEM) and FDR < 0.05 was considered statistically significant. 172 

 173 

RESULTS 174 

Serum AAB signatures associated with COVID-19 symptoms. 175 

Initially, hierarchical clustering association between serum levels of AABs targeting 17 176 

receptors, selected based on their functionally and hypothesized association with COVID-19 177 

symptoms (Figure 1a). I.e., these receptors include GPCRs not previously associated with the 178 

RAS (CHRM3, CHRM4, CHRM5, CHRNA1, CXCR3, C5AR1, F2R, NRP1, STAB1), as well 179 

as molecules belonging to or influencing the RAS (herein referred to as RAS-related molecules). 180 

The latter category comprises non-GPCRs (ACE2 and MAS1) as well as GPCRs (ADRB1, 181 

ADRB2, AGTR1, AGTR2, ADRA1A, and BDKRB1). These molecules are expressed in various 182 

body tissues, including those of the nervous, circulatory, and immune systems41. They are 183 
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associated with biological processes relevant to COVID-19 pathophysiological mechanisms, 184 

including vasculopathy, cognitive dysfunction, and hyper inflammation. (Figures 1b). 185 

The hierarchical clustering of the AABs revealed a consistent trend: as the severity of 186 

COVID-19 progressed from mild to moderate to severe disease, there was a corresponding 187 

increase in the levels of these antibodies, along with their association with the disease symptoms. 188 

The number of patients with each symptom is described in Supplementary Figure 1. For 189 

example, symptoms like muscle ache and fever displayed a higher propensity to cluster in line 190 

with moderate and severe COVID-19 patients than other symptoms, such as diarrhea and 191 

dysgeusia (Figure 2a). Here, the control group is formed by healthy individuals or SARS-CoV-2 192 

negative controls presenting at least one symptom of gastro-intestinal or respiratory disease. Of 193 

note, given that we recently characterized our COVID-19 cohort6,10,42,43, finding them to have 194 

comparable average age, sex distribution, and sample collection dates, we excluded these 195 

variables as potential confounders in our analyses.  196 

Furthermore, MSFA indicated the presence of specific latent factors when comparing 197 

healthy controls to COVID-19 patients (Figure 2b), supporting our previous hypothesis of 198 

AABs playing a role in both health and disease. In this context, the existence of common 199 

(shared) latent factors suggests physiological functions that are regulated by AABs but are not 200 

affected by the disease state. 201 

 202 

Identifying key symptoms and AABs in COVID-19 using random forest analysis and 203 

relative effect 204 
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To identify the most relevant symptoms within our cohort (Figure 3a) related to the 205 

COVID-19 phenotype and to further explore the correlation between the concentration of AABs 206 

and these symptoms, we employed random forest analysis, which is a random forest approach. 207 

This method is capable of identifying the most significant predictors of a given phenotype44. Our 208 

analysis indicated that anosmia, muscle ache, fever, and dysgeusia were the most relevant 209 

symptoms defining our COVID-19 cohort (Figure 3b). The random forest model achieved an 210 

area under the curve (AUC) above 70% for both specificity and sensitivity for each symptom 211 

(Figure 3c). 212 

 Next, we investigated which AABs could be associated with the development of the four 213 

most relevant symptoms that predict the phenotype of our COVID-19 cohort. This determination 214 

was based on our analysis of the correlation strength between these AABs and the symptoms, 215 

alongside other relevant factors considered in our study methodology. We conducted a relative 216 

effector analysis using the bootstrap and MANOVA test, which serves as a probabilistic measure 217 

to assess the likelihood of AABs influencing COVID-19 symptoms. This approach revealed 218 

distinct patterns of AABs behavior and their associations with each symptom (Figure 3d). 219 

Specifically, AABs targeting F2R, AGTR1, and NRP1 showed the strongest association with 220 

anosmia, while those against BDKRB1, CHRM5, AGTR2, and AGTR1 were most closely linked 221 

to muscle ache. Additionally, anti-CHRM5, anti-CXCR3, anti-MAS1, and CHRM5 displayed 222 

the highest correlation with fever, and anti-BDKRB1, anti-AGTR1, anti-AGTR2, and anti-F2R 223 

were most strongly associated with dysgeusia. In agreement, CCA indicated AABs targeting 224 

AGTR1, AGTR2, BDKRB1, CHRM3, CHRM5, CXCR3, F2R, and MAS1 with high positive 225 

correlation with at least one symptom (Figure 3e). 226 

 227 
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Exploring AAB profiles as predictors of COVID-19 symptom severity   228 

To further investigate the correlations between AABs and the four most relevant 229 

symptoms predicting the phenotype of our COVID-19 cohort, we explored the stratification 230 

capacity of AABs levels based on the accumulation of COVID-19 symptoms. To achieve this, 231 

we conducted PCA with spectral decomposition using the AABs levels of controls and COVID-232 

19 patients. We categorized these individuals into five groups based on the number of symptoms 233 

present and their importance score (>50 or <50) (Figure 3b and 3c). Therefore, healthy controls, 234 

other controls without COVID-19 but with symptoms of mild respiratory illness, and a unique 235 

severe COVID-19 patient who, at the time of sample collection, neither exhibited the most 236 

relevant symptoms defining our COVID-19 cohort (anosmia, muscle ache, fever, and dysgeusia) 237 

nor the other symptoms considered in our analysis due to extreme illness and, were categorized 238 

as group 0. Since we did not observe striking differences in the hierarchical clustering pattern of 239 

AABs when excluding the other controls without COVID-19 but with symptoms of mild 240 

respiratory illness and this unique severe COVID-19 group (Supplementary Figure 2), we 241 

assumed that they did not impact the global pattern of the results obtained. Finally, we defined 242 

COVID-19 patients exhibiting one, two, three, or four symptoms as groups 1, 2, 3, or 4 243 

(Supplementary Figure 3). 244 

This approach revealed that AABs progressively stratify COVID-19 patients (Figure 4a). 245 

In essence, as the number of symptoms (anosmia, dysgeusia, muscle ache, and fever) increases, 246 

there is an observable trend of higher levels of these AABs in patients. Specifically, individuals 247 

presenting all four symptoms show a more distinct separation from healthy controls compared to 248 

those with three, two, or one of these symptoms. Notably, the AABs identified through the 249 

relative effect analysis were found to be part of two major contribution clusters that appeared to 250 
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play a significant role in stratifying COVID-19 symptoms (Figure 4b). The first cluster, 251 

comprising CXCR3-AABs, CHRM5-AABs, BDKRB1-AABs, and MAS1-AABs, was shown to 252 

contribute most significantly to the principal component (PC) 2. The second cluster, which had a 253 

greater impact on PC1, included AGTR1-AABs, ADRA1-AABs, CHRM3-AABs, C5AR1-254 

AABs, ADRB1-AABs, ADRB2-AABs, and CHRM4-AABs. A third cluster of AABs, with less 255 

contribution to both PC1 and PC2, consisted of AGTR2-AABs, CHRNA1, F2R-AABs, STAB1-256 

AABs, NRP1-AABs, and ACE2-AABs.  257 

Additionally, we observed a similar clustering tendency in the AABs profile, where those 258 

targetingCHRM5, CXCR3, AGTR2, BDKRB1, and F2R had the highest contribution score for 259 

factor 3, while AABs against C5AR1, ADRB1, ADRB2, CHRM4, ADRA1, CHRM3, and 260 

AGTR1 showed the highest contribution score for factor 1 in our EFA (Figure 4c). The goal of 261 

EFA is to uncover underlying structures or factors that explain the correlations among a set of 262 

observed variables. These factors are latent constructs that cannot be directly measured but are 263 

inferred from the patterns of correlations among the observed variables45. This result reinforces 264 

the possibility that AABs are contributing synergistically to COVID-19 symptoms, possibly 265 

through their dysregulation of the biological processes in which they are involved. 266 

 267 

Association of dysregulated AABs with COVID-19 symptom accumulation  268 

The stratification results described above suggest that levels of AABs dysregulate with 269 

the accumulation of COVID-19 symptoms. To address this, we conducted a multiple comparison 270 

analysis between patients without symptoms and those presenting one, two, three, or all four 271 

symptoms (anosmia, dysgeusia, muscle ache, and fever). This approach revealed significant 272 
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alterations in several AABs with COVID-19 symptoms accumulation, namely, AABs targeting 273 

ACE2, AGTR1, AGTR2, BDKRB1, CHRM3, CHRM5, CXCR3, F2R, and MAS1 (Figure 5a). 274 

Given that multiple comparisons, such as Dunn's test following Kruskal-Wallis, increase 275 

the risk of Type I error (false positives), we further conducted a multinomial logistic regression 276 

analysis. This analysis inherently adjusts for multiple comparisons, potentially providing a more 277 

conservative estimate of significance. This approach was performed to evaluate the association 278 

between AAB levels and the accumulation of COVID-19 symptoms more rigorously. It revealed 279 

that the anti-AGTR1 antibody was the only one strongly associated with significant OR and FDR 280 

adjusted p-values with the development of one, two, three, or all four of the assessed symptoms 281 

(Figure 5b). 282 

 283 

Functional effects of anti-AGTR1 on the glycocalyx height & stiffness  284 

Inflammation-induced degradation of the eGC, a critical component in preserving 285 

endothelial function, has been implicated in the pathogenesis of COVID-19-related endothelial 286 

dysfunction46–48.Utilizing an anti-AGTR1 monoclonal antibody (mAb) across various 287 

concentrations (10, 50, and 100 µg/mL), we observed concentration-dependent reductions in 288 

eGC height and increases in stiffness compared to isotype controls (Figure 6a). Notably, even at 289 

the lowest concentration (10 µg/mL), the anti-AGTR1 mAb significantly diminished eGC height 290 

by approximately 25% and heightened stiffness by over 50% (p<0.0001). Incremental 291 

concentrations exacerbated these effects, with a peak reduction in eGC height and increased 292 

stiffness at 50 µg/mL. 293 
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To assess the specificity of anti-AGTR1 mAb actions and explore potential protective 294 

strategies, we employed Losartan, an AGTR1 antagonist, in conjunction with the mAb. 295 

Treatment with anti-AGTR1 mAb (50 µg/mL) plus Losartan restored eGC height by nearly 45% 296 

and reduced stiffness by about 18% relative to anti-AGTR1 mAb treatment alone, underscoring 297 

the protective effect of Losartan against eGC degradation (Figure 6b). Controls with Losartan 298 

alone showed no significant changes, confirming the specificity of the anti-AGTR1 mAb effects. 299 

 300 

DISCUSSION 301 

This manuscript presents a comprehensive analysis of AABs targeting GPCRs and RAS-302 

related molecules in relation to COVID-19 symptoms. The hierarchical clustering analysis 303 

revealed an increasing trend in AABs levels corresponding to the severity of COVID-19 and 304 

associated symptoms. The machine learning approach identified anosmia, muscle ache, fever, 305 

and dysgeusia as the most relevant symptoms defining the COVID-19 cohort, underscoring the 306 

importance of these symptoms in characterizing COVID-19. The relative effect and CCA 307 

analysis further elucidated the association between specific AABs and COVID-19 symptoms. 308 

For instance, AABs targeting NRP1, F2R, and AGTR1 were strongly associated with anosmia, 309 

while those against BDKRB1, CHRM5, AGTR2, and AGTR1 were linked to muscle ache. The 310 

stratification analysis based on the accumulation of COVID-19 symptoms demonstrated that 311 

AABs progressively stratify COVID-19 patients, with those presenting all four relevant 312 

symptoms showing a clearer separation from healthy controls. The analysis of dysregulation of 313 

AABs levels with the accumulation of COVID-19 symptoms further strengthens the association 314 

between these AABs and COVID-19 pathophysiology. Although further studies are warranted to 315 

validate these findings and explore the potential therapeutic implications of targeting these AABs 316 
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in COVID-19 management, our data provide valuable insights into the role of AABs targeting 317 

GPCRs and RAS-related molecules in COVID-19 pathophysiology and symptomatology. This 318 

study focused on COVID-19 symptomatology adds a new dimension to understanding COVID-319 

19 pathophysiology by providing a comprehensive analysis of AABs targeting GPCRs and RAS-320 

related molecules.  321 

 Notably, AABs targeting GPCRs is an evolving history in autoimmunity49 and they 322 

functionally have been well characterized49. For instance, anti-AGT1R AABs, which showed the 323 

strongest association with the accumulation of COVID-19 symptoms, have been shown to trigger 324 

in vitro and in vivo effects also developed by COVID-19 patients50–53, such as lung 325 

hyperinflammation, infiltration of immune cells, and endothelial damage19,54,55. Apart from its 326 

role in the renin-angiotensin system, angiotensin II also exhibits pro-inflammatory effects by 327 

stimulating ADAM metallopeptidase domain 17 (ADAM17), leading to the production of 328 

inflammatory cytokines such as INF-γ, IL-8 and interleukin-654,56,57. A recent study has 329 

demonstrated that anti-AT1R antibodies can act in an agonistic and synergistic manner with 330 

angiotensin II19. Hence, these antibodies could potentially enhance the effects of angiotensin II, 331 

contributing to the development of COVID-19 symptoms. Nevertheless, since compelling 332 

emerging data suggest that anti-AGTR1 AABs may play a role in the pathophysiology of 333 

COVID-1910,56,60,61, we hypothesize that these AABs might contribute to the dysregulation of the 334 

RAS, promote hyperinflammation, and be implicated in the endothelial dysfunction presented by 335 

COVID-19 patients as they are involved in the etiopathogenesis of SSc. However, further 336 

research is needed to validate these findings and understand the underlying mechanisms by 337 

which anti-AGTR1 AABs contribute to COVID-19 pathophysiology and the precise mechanisms 338 

and clinical implications of anti-AT1R AABs in COVID-19. 339 
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Moreover, decreased eGC height and elevated stiffness after treatment with anti-AGTR1 340 

antibodies being reversed by Losartan, indicates a possible new specific pathological effect of 341 

antiAGTR1 AABs. This result is in agreement with emerging evidence suggesting that the 342 

degradation of the eGC62, a key regulator of vascular homeostasis63, plays a critical role in the 343 

constellation of COVID-19 symptoms48,60. The eGC's impairment, as indicated by our findings, 344 

could contribute to systemic manifestations such as anosmia and dysgeusia64. These sensory 345 

deficits may arise from compromised microvascular integrity within the olfactory and gustatory 346 

systems, leading to disrupted cellular function in these regions. Additionally, the observed 347 

increase in eGC stiffness and reduced height may impede muscle perfusion, potentially 348 

elucidating the myalgia experienced by many COVID-19 patients65. Fever, a hallmark of the 349 

body's inflammatory response to infection66, may also be potentiated by eGC damage67. The 350 

resultant endothelial dysfunction could amplify cytokine production and release, precipitating the 351 

febrile response. Together, these associations underscore the need for further investigation into 352 

the impact of eGC degradation on vascular health and its implications for the multisystemic 353 

symptoms encountered in COVID-19, potentially offering novel insights into targeted 354 

therapeutic interventions. 355 

In conclusion, the comprehensive analysis presented in this work provides crucial 356 

insights into the nuanced interactions between AABs and specific COVID-19 symptoms, 357 

shedding light on the differential associations observed across varying symptomatology. For 358 

instance, the hierarchical clustering analysis showed an increasing trend in AABs levels 359 

corresponding to COVID-19 severity and its associated symptoms, with specific AAB strongly 360 

linked to symptoms such as anosmia and muscle ache. The study also highlighted the progressive 361 

stratification of COVID-19 patients based on autoantibody levels and the dysregulation of these 362 
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levels with the accumulation of symptoms. Importantly, this study is the first to investigate the 363 

association between these AABs and specific COVID-19 symptoms, adding a new dimension to 364 

our understanding of COVID-19 pathophysiology. Further research is needed to validate these 365 

findings and explore the therapeutic implications of targeting these AABs in COVID-19 366 

management. 367 

 368 
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Figure 1: Biological processes linked to antibody targets. a) The Venn diagram shows the AAB targets belonging 
to either the GPCR or RAS group. Only gene sets present in significant pathways according to the FDR are shown. 
Additionally, the graphic on the left exhibits the enriched biological processes (BPs) associated with these AAB targets, 
and b) the different systems to which these BPs are linked.
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Figure 2

Figure 2: AAB levels according to COVID-19 severity and symptoms. a) A hierarchical clustering heatmap 
displays AAB levels (after z-score transformation), indicated by the scale bar. The presence or absence of symptoms, 
sex, and age range categories (<50 and ≥50, represented by gray and black circles) are shown below the heatmap. b) 
Multistudy factor analysis of AABs. Heatmaps shows the result of multistudy factor analysis (MSFA), indicating 
estimated factor loadings for common and specific latent factors between controls and COVID-19 patients. The color 
scale bar ranging from orange (−1 to 1) to blue corresponds to negative and positive factor loadings. Loadings close 
to −1 or 1 indicate aab that strongly influence factors in opposite directions.
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Figure 3: Relative effect of aabs on COVID-19 symptoms. a) A flowchart of COVID-19 severity and healthy groups 
as labeled for random forest analysis. The control group consists of healthy individuals or SARS-CoV-2 negative 
controls presenting at least one symptom of gastrointestinal or respiratory disease. They were classified as individuals 
without (0) or with the presence of symptoms (1). b) A dot plot portrays the importance score from random forest 
analysis of COVID-19 symptoms. Red dots represent symptoms with an importance score above 0.5 (50%). The 
circle size increases according to the importance score. c) ROC curves show the False Positive Rate (FPR) and True 
Positive Rate (TPR) for symptoms with the highest importance scores (anosmia, muscle ache, fever, and dysgeusia). 
d) The relative effects were calculated using MANOVA test. The circle size indicates the probabilistic measure 
(relative effect size). Confidence intervals are shown by shadows. Black and blue lines/dots represent individuals with 
and without symptoms, respectively. Furthermore the significance interval is identified by blue asterisks. e) The 
bubble heatmap shows the canonical correlation results. The size and color spectrum of the bubbles represent the r2 
value between symptoms and AAB levels.
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Figure 4
a c

Figure 5: AABs stratify COVID-19 according to symptoms. a) The PCA graphic illustrates the stratification of 
COVID-19 groups based on the number of symptoms (0 = no symptoms; 1 = one symptom; 2 = two symptoms; 3 = 
three symptoms; 4 = four symptoms). Variables with positive correlation are plotted on the same side, while negatively 
correlated variables are plotted on opposite sides. Only AABs that highly contribute to stratifying moderate and severe 
COVID-19 patients from mild patients and healthy controls are displayed. Small circles represent concentration 
ellipses around the mean points of each group. Histograms alongside the PCA plot represent the density of the 
sample (individual) distribution. b) The scatter plot shows the contribution of variables (AABs clusters 1, 2, and 3 are 
represented by the colors black, blue, and orange, respectively) to dimensions 1 and 2. These variables indicate the 
contribution of AABs to the group stratification. c) The heatmap displays factorial load values between AABs, 
indicating the strength of the relationship (ranging between 1 and -1) between the variable and the factor.
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Figure 6: AAB levels dysregulate with the accumulation of COVID-19 symptoms. a) Violin plots display AAB 
levels for each group in the x-axis (0 = no symptoms; 1 = one symptom; 2 = two symptoms; 3 = three symptoms; 4 = 
four symptoms). Asterisks indicate the Kruskal-Wallis test with post-hoc Dunn test significance levels (* = p < 0.01; ** 
= p < 0.001; *** = p < 0.0001; **** = p < 0.00001). Adjusted p-values (FDR) are also shown. b) Forest plots depict 
odds ratios (ORs) and their corresponding 95% confidence intervals (whiskers) for various AABs across COVID-19 
symptoms. Blue dots and lines indicate significantly increased or decreased AAB levels compared to those in healthy 
controls. This significance is based on FDR and CI. The dashed line represents the intercept.
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Figure 6: Functional effects of anti-AGTR1 on the glycocalyx height & stiffness. a) Dose response curve of anti-
AGTR1 antibodies or isotype control on heights and stiffness of glycocalyx. b) Decreased endothelial glycocalyx 
(eGC) height and elevated stiffness after treatment with anti-AGTR1 antibodies is reversed by Losartan.
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Supplementary figure 1

Supplementary Figure 1: Number of patients with symptoms in COVID-19 severity groups.
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Supplementary figure 2

Supplementary Figure 2: Heatmap showing AAB levels (after z-score transformation), indicated by the scale bar. The presence 
or absence of symptoms, sex, and age range categories (<50 and ≥50, represented by gray and black circles), are displayed below 
the heatmap. This heatmap excludes healthy individuals with symptoms and the patient in the severe group without any 
symptoms.
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Supplementary figure 3

Supplementary Figure 3: The heatmap categorizes individuals into groups 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4 based on the 
PCA analysis (Figure 5a and Figure 6), illustrating the distribution of individuals in each group.
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