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Text S1. Summary of any deviations from the original trial protocol
Deviations from the protocol [5]:
1. Universities of Oxford and Exeter were listed as research sites in the trial protocol, however, no
participants were tested in these locations.
2. In the protocol we stated that we plan to obtain 42 complete data sets for RS1-RS4, as per
sample size calculation. We also stated that the recruitment will be terminated if we do not
obtain the desired sample size by 1 March 2019. Thus, we terminated recruitment eleven weeks
before that date (time elapsed between RS1 and RS4). One participant in sham treatment group
withdrew after we terminated the recruitment, therefore, we did not recruit any additional
participant in their place, and the total number of participants who completed RS1-RS4 reported
in this manuscript equals 41.
3. In the original protocol, we defined intention-to-treat population as all participants allocated to
treatment, regardless of their adherence or completion of outcome measures. This did not
account for the possibility that participants could drop out after treatment allocation but before
they received the treatment, that is, before they were trained in how to carry out their allocated
intervention. For instance, this was the case when participant was allocated to treatment, but
did not show up for RS2 and did not cancel their appointment beforehand. Therefore, in this
manuscript we defined the intention-to-treat population as those participants who received
their allocated treatment (i.e. received in-person training) immediately after RS2.
4. The treatment protocol stated that the targets will be located at approximately 60cm distance
from the participant. In the manuscript we reported the actual measured distance, on average
50cm, which depended on how far participant could extend their arm.
5. We stated that we will report the total number of treatment sessions per group in which
deviations other than missed or extra sessions were suspected, however, no such deviations
were identified.
6. Although the protocol stated that we will calculate the Number Needed to Treat for the primary
outcomes, we did not perform these analyses because there was no effect of prism adaptation
(PA) treatment. Nonetheless, we reported effects sizes for mean between-group differences in
change on the primary outcomes over the treatment period, which was not explicitly included in
the protocol.
7. The protocol mentioned that we would take thermal images of participants’ arms when
available, however, we only had access to a thermal imaging camera when testing the first few
participants, thus we did not include the images or performed any formal analyses for this
manuscript.
8. It was not specified in the protocol whether we would analyse signed or absolute limb
temperature difference. For this manuscript, we conducted analyses on the absolute
temperature difference, to test whether PA treatment can reduce temperature asymmetry,
regardless of whether the affected limb was colder or warmer than unaffected limb at baseline.
9. In the protocol we stated that we would conduct exploratory analyses of potential predictors of
response to PA treatment and/or CRPS progression over time. We only explored the factors that
could account for the second outcome, because we did not find any effects of PA treatment
beyond that of sham treatment. Furthermore, we used pain intensity ratings across six rather
than four time points (i.e. including the long-term follow-up), to capture change in pain over
longer period of time. Moreover, we stated in the protocol that in the first instance we would
consider those factors on which participants with CRPS significantly differed from pain-free
participants at baseline, to be potential predictors in the regression models. However,
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participants with CRPS did not present with hypothesised abnormalities on the tests of
neuropsychological functions compared to controls [4]. Thus we included all primary and
secondary outcomes in best subsets regression analyses to allow unbiased selection of the best
combination of explanatory variables. These analyses were explicitly identified as exploratory
both in the original protocol, and in this manuscript.
10. Exploratory subgroup analyses were not specified in the protocol but were clearly labels as such
in the manuscript and supplementary files. These were conducted to aid interpretation of our
findings that PA did not affect participants’ pain intensity, CRPS severity, or spatial cognition, as
we initially hypothesised.

Text S2. Instructions for training CRPS participants in therapy for PRISMA trial (script)
“I’m going to read the instructions out to you. This makes sure that I don’t forget anything, and also
that everyone hears the same instructions. Feel free to ask me any questions if anything is unclear”.
“I am going to train you in how to perform sensorimotor adaptation therapy. You will perform the
therapy twice a day, and each time it should take no more than a few minutes. The therapy involves
making some pointing movements while wearing some goggles that distort your vision. I am going to
explain the entire process to you now, and we will go through the first therapy session together.
After today, you can refer to these written instructions to help you remember how to perform the
therapy. We have also included a link to a video that shows the entire therapy”
Point out the video link in the instructions.
“We will watch this now together and then I will go through the entire therapy with you.”
Show participant the training video. Write in pen and in large letters under the link to the video which
arm they should use for the treatment (it should be their affected arm). If their affected arm is their
left arm then make a point of saying that they will do everything the same as in the video, except
that they will use their LEFT arm (not the right, as shown in the video).
“First we need to put this sheet up on the wall. This needs to be placed so that the red circles are at
the same level as your eyes, and this black arrow is in line with the centre of your body. You should
be able to reach both of the circles with your affected arm stretched out almost as far as it can go.”
If you are meeting them in their own home, fix the sheet in the place where they will do their
treatment sessions. Have the participant do this themselves if possible, and help them and/or correct
them if necessary.
Have the participant position their chair in front of the pointing sheet and reach to touch each of the
targets. Have them move their chair closer/further away if necessary. They should be able to reach
the targets with their arm slightly less than fully outstretched. Measure and record the distance
between their eyes and the centre of the page upon which the targets are printed.
“You’re going to make pointing movements to each of these dots. You need to start with your finger
on your chest, then reach out and touch the left target, then bring your hand immediately back to
your chest, then reach out and touch the right target, and so on”. (perform these movements
yourself while you talk). “I want you to do this as fast as possible” (demonstrate).
They should use their index finger to point if possible, otherwise they can use whichever finger is most
comfortable, but is MUST be a finger of their affected hand. They can also point with a knuckle.
Make note of any such adjustments.
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“Before we start the treatment, I’ll have you practice the pointing movements.
Have the participant practice these movements. Correct them if necessary.
“That was just a practice to make sure you have the hang of the movements that are required during
treatment. During the treatment, you will put your goggles on and make these movements as fast as
possible a total of 50 times. That’s 25 times per dot”
Take the goggles out of the bag. Fiddle with the lenses a little as though you are adjusting them, and
then look through them as though you are checking that they are correct.
“These goggles distort your vision in a few different ways. For example, they restrict your field of
vision, and they also make your vision a bit foggy. They will make it a bit more difficult to point to
the targets. The treatment that we are testing seems to work by forcing the brain to re-learn how to
combine different sources of information about where your limb is while it moves.”
“Because the goggles distort your vision, you might be tempted to slow down your pointing
movements. It is VERY important that you resist the temptation to slow down. Even if you miss the
targets at first, keep moving and you will find that after a few goes you will probably become more
accurate again.“
“Once you have put the goggles on, it is important that you move your head as little as possible,
however you should make sure that you can see both of the red dots. You will need to count your
pointing movements and stop when you reach fifty. Do you have any questions?”
Answer any questions that the participant has (within reason!). Once they are happy to start the
treatment, give them the goggles and let them do the treatment. Ask them to count their own
pointing movements aloud. Let them run the treatment themselves as much as possible, but provide
advice and feedback if necessary. This could include urging them to move rapidly if you see them
slowing down in order to hit the target, reminding them to bring their hand all the way back to their
chest in between pointing movements, or making sure that they stop after 50 pointing movements. If
participants find it hard to make high-quality pointing movements for 50 trials in a row, have them
stop to rest after 25. If this is necessary, then have them close their eyes while they are resting, and
tell them to use the same procedure for all of their treatment sessions. Make a note of this in your
own records and also in their instruction sheet or log book.
Once the participant has finished have them take the goggles off.
“The treatment that you will do from now on will be exactly the same as what you just did while
wearing the goggles. You don’t need to do any of the pointing that we did before you put the
goggles on, just the 50 pointing movements while wearing goggles. You will do this twice a day. You
should aim to do the two treatment sessions about 12 hours apart from each other, although we
advise that you just find a way to make it part of your normal morning and evening routine, even if
this means that the treatments aren’t exactly 12 hours apart. I’d like you to decide now when you
will do the treatments”
Ask them to choose 2 times of day that are roughly 12 hours apart, and write these times in their log
book. Talk the participant through the logbook. The notes section is where they could write any
information they think is relevant, e.g. anything that might have meant the treatment session
proceeded differently (e.g. it was completed late due to coming home last), or reasons for missed
sessions.
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“It’s very important that you do all of the treatment sessions, regardless of whether your symptoms
improve or stay the same. One thing that we do know about this treatment is that any benefits seem
only to arise after several days of treatment, and the number of days is likely to vary between
people. So even if you’re in the real treatment group, it might take a few days for you to feel any
changes in symptoms. Even if you don’t think your symptoms are changing, please complete all of
the treatment sessions. It might be that you are in the real treatment group but that your symptoms
aren’t relieved by the treatment, in which case it would be very important for us to know that you
have done the full two weeks of treatment.”
“Similarly, if you find that you have a big reduction in CRPS symptoms, please keep doing the
treatment twice a day. However, if your symptoms get a lot worse during the course of the
treatment period, please contact me using the contact details at the top of these instructions,
because it might be that it would be better for you to stop doing the treatment early.”
Explain when they should perform the first self-guided treatment session, which will be on the
morning of the next day. Write this in their log book. Also explain when they should perform the last
self-guided treatment session, which should be the evening of the day before RS3. Indicate the date
and time of their last session in their log book.
“Before we finish, I want to remind you that Monika [MH] should not know what treatment group
you are in. For this reason, it is very important that you seal the goggles back in this bag before you
return the goggles to her at the next treatment session so that she won’t see what they look like.”
Check if the person has any more questions. Give them the goggles sealed inside the bag.

Text S3. Per-protocol analysis
Per-protocol population consisted of participants who completed their allocated treatment
according to the trained protocol and missed no more than six retreatment sessions; and completed
the primary outcome measures in RS1-RS4 (n = 41) and LTFU1 and LTFU2 (n = 37).

1. Participant characteristics
Table S3 (Supplemental Digital Content 2) presents baseline characteristics and comparisons
between PA and sham treatment groups. The two groups were matched on the minimisation
factors. They were also matched on baseline mean levels of optimism, mood disturbance, fear of
movement, and expectations and criteria for success of the treatment (there were no significant
differences between PA and sham treatment groups on any of the PCOQ items, Us ≥ 140.00, psadj ≥
.107, ds ≤ 0.60). Median number of logged treatment sessions did not significantly differ between
the PA and sham treatment groups, indicating that they had similar extent of exposure to treatment.

2. Effects of PA treatment on the primary outcomes
We conducted a 2 (Group: PA, sham treatment) x 6 (Time: RS1-RS4, LTFU1-LTFU2) ANOVA on the
primary outcome of current pain intensity (see Figure S6a, Supplemental Digital Content 4).
Significant main effect of Time, F(5, 175) = 2.46, p = .035, ƞ2p = 0.07, suggested overall reduction in
pain intensity (regardless of treatment) from RS2 (Mdn = 5.00, BCa 95% CI [5.00, 6.00]) to RS3 (Mdn
= 5.00, BCa 95% CI [5.00, 6.00]). However, this effect did not withstand correction for multiple
comparisons, Zs ≥ -1.77, psadj ≥ .320, ds ≤ 0.40. There were no significant Group, F(1, 35) = 0.02, p =
.901, ƞ2p < 0.01, or interaction effects, F(5, 175) = 0.68, p = .638, ƞ2p = 0.02. Effect size of the
difference in mean change in pain intensity over the treatment period (RS3-RS2) between the PA
5

Supplemental Digital Content 1 for Prism adaptation treatment for upper-limb Complex Regional Pain
Syndrome: a double-blind randomized controlled trial

and sham treatment groups was small, d = 0.38, 95% CI [-0.24, 1.00]. Mean pain reduction in the PA
treatment group was -0.86 points on 0-10 NRS scale, BCa 95% CI [-1.89, -0.09]. In the sham
treatment group, mean pain reduction was -0.20 points, BCa 95% CI [-0.89, 0.44].
A 2 (Group: PA, sham treatment) x 4 (Time: RS1-RS4) ANOVA on the primary outcome of CRPS
severity score (see Figure S6b, Supplemental Digital Content 4) revealed a significant main effect of
Time, F(2.29, 163.45) = 19.73, p < .001, ƞ2p = 0.34. Follow-up contrasts indicated overall reduction in
CRPS severity (regardless of treatment) from RS2 (Mdn = 12.00, BCa 95% CI [12.00, 12.00]) to RS3
(Mdn = 11.00, BCa 95% CI [10.00, 11.00]), Z = -3.91, padj = .002, d = 0.96, which was maintained in
RS4 (Mdn = 11.00, BCa 95% CI [10.00, 11.00]), Z = -3.70, padj = .002, d = 0.90. There were no
significant differences between the remaining time points, Zs ≥ -1.85, psadj ≥ .122, ds ≤ 0.42. There
were no significant Group, F(1, 39) = 0.11, p = .746, ƞ2p < 0.01, or interaction effects, F(2.29, 163.45)
= 0.35, p = .738, ƞ2p = 0.01. Effect size of the difference in mean change in CRPS severity over the
treatment period (RS3-RS2) between the PA and sham treatment groups was small, d = -0.28, 95% CI
[-0.89, 0.34]. Mean CRPS severity reduction in the PA treatment group was -0.86 points on 0-16
scale, BCa 95% CI [-1.27, -0.41]. In the sham treatment group, mean CRPS severity reduction was 1.25 points, BCa 95% CI [-2.05, -0.48].
Individual pain and CRPS severity reduction scores over the treatment period are illustrated in Figure
S7, Supplemental Digital Content 4. Five participants in the PA group and four in the sham group
achieved clinically significant reductions in pain (i.e. at least two-point decrease on 0-10 NRS scale
[2]). None of the participants achieved clinically significant reduction in CRPS severity (i.e. at least 4.9
points decrease on 0-16 scale) [6].

3. Effects of PA treatment on the secondary outcomes
Group average scores on the self-report questionnaires, clinical assessments, and experimental tests
of neuropsychological functions across all time points are reported in Table S4, Supplemental Digital
Content 2.

3.1. Self-reported pain, body representation, and emotional functioning
We conducted a series of 2 (Group: PA, sham treatment) x 6 (Time: RS1-RS4, LTFU1-LTFU2) ANOVAs
on self-reported pain, body representation, and emotional functioning to test the effects of PA on
these secondary outcomes. Results are reported in Table S5, Supplemental Digital Content 2. A
significant main effect of Time on pain interference (BPI) indicated that regardless of treatment,
participants reported less interference from RS2 (Mdn = 6.00, BCa 95% CI [5.42, 6.71]) to RS3 (Mdn =
5.29, BCa 95% CI [4.57, 5.86]), and to RS4 (Mdn = 5.14, BCa 95% CI [4.00, 6.14]). However, these
effects did not withstand correction for multiple comparisons, Zs ≥ -2.57, psadj ≥ .080, ds ≤ 0.59.
There was also a significant main effect of Time on neuropathic features of pain (PDQ). Regardless of
treatment, participants reported decreased neuropathic component of pain from RS1 (Mdn = 25.00,
BCa 95% CI [22.00, 26.00]) to RS2 (Mdn = 24.00, BCa 95% CI [24.00, 24.00]), and from RS3 (Mdn =
23.00, BCa 95% CI [21.00, 26.00]) to RS4 (Mdn = 22.00, BCa 95% CI [19.00, 25.00]). However, these
effects did not withstand correction for multiple comparisons, Zs ≥ -2.08, psadj ≥ .288, ds ≤ 0.47.
ANOVA on body representation (BPDS) also revealed a significant main effect of Time. Despite
participants reporting reduction in body perception disturbance from RS2 (M = 27.95, BCa 95% CI
[24.63, 31.28]) to RS3 (M = 25.22, BCa 95% CI [21.22, 29.20]) and to RS4 (M = 25.46, BCa 95% CI
[21.68, 29.02]), regardless of treatment, these effects were not sufficiently large to withstand
correction for multiple comparisons, ts ≤ 2.30, psadj ≥ .288, ds ≤ 0.48. We found a significant main
effect of Time on fear of movement (TSK), suggesting that regardless of treatment, participants
reported less fear of movement from RS2 (M = 38.49, BCa 95% CI [35.85, 41.48]) to RS3 (M = 37.05,
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BCa 95% CI [34.39, 39.81]) and to RS4 (M = 36.68, BCa 95% CI [34.07, 39.61]). However, these effects
did not withstand correction for multiple comparisons, ts ≤ 2.56, psadj ≥ .144, ds ≤ 0.35. There was
also a significant interaction between Time and Group, indicating that sham treatment group
reported decrease in fear of movement from RS2 to RS3, which was maintained in RS4 and LTFU2
(see Table S4, Supplemental Digital Content 2, for average scores). However, these effects also did
not withstand correction for multiple comparisons, and there were no other changes in either
treatment group, ts ≤ 2.76, psadj ≥ .192, ds ≤ 0.73. Our analyses did not reveal any other significant
main effects or interactions on self-reported pain, body representation, or emotional functioning.
We also investigated whether PA affected participants’ global impression of change due to
treatment. A 2 (Group: PA, sham treatment) x 4 (Time: RS3, RS4, LTFU1, LTFU2) ANOVA did not
reveal any significant main effects or interactions (see Table S5, Supplemental Digital Content 2).
We performed a series of t-tests on the daily logbook ratings. PA and sham treatment groups did not
differ on average daily ratings of pain intensity (ts(39) ≤ 1.75, ps ≥ .071, ds ≤ 0.58), symptoms
interference (ts(39) ≤ 1.44, ps ≥ .158, ds ≤ 0.45), or range of movement (ts(39) ≤ 1.19, ps ≥ .242, ds ≤
0.37) at any time point during the first 10 weeks of the trial.

3.2. Sensory, motor, and autonomic functions
We performed a series of 2 (Group: PA, sham treatment) x 4 (Time: RS1-RS4) ANOVAs on allodynia
ratings on the affected limb, two-point discrimination threshold ratios, absolute temperature and
oedema differences between the two arms, and grip strength ratios. The results are reported in
Table S5, Supplemental Digital Content 2. Upon these clinical assessments, we only found a
significant main effect of time on grip strength ratios. That is, regardless of treatment, participants’
grip strength in the affected relative to unaffected hand improved from RS2 (Mdn = 0.31, BCa 95% CI
[0.21, 0.41]) to RS3 (Mdn = 0.42, BCa 95% CI [0.33, 0.46]), Z = -2.26, padj = .032, d = 0.52. There were
no significant differences between the remaining time points, Zs ≥ -1.92, psadj ≥ .159, ds ≤ 0.43.
The Mechanical Detection Threshold, Mechanical Pain Threshold, and delta finger-to-palm distance
ratios data were analysed using linear mixed models due to severe violations of normality,
homogeneity of variance, and/or sphericity assumptions. The results are reported in Table S6,
Supplemental Digital Content 2. There were no significant main effects or interactions on these
outcomes.

3.3. Neuropsychological functions
We conducted a series of 2 (Group: PA, sham treatment) x 4 (Time: RS1-RS4) ANOVAs on the scores
from tests of neuropsychological functions, that is, visuospatial attention (Temporal Order
Judgement and Greyscales tasks), mental representation of space (MNLB task), and body
representation (Hand Laterality Recognition task). The results are reported in Table S5,
Supplemental Digital Content 2. We found a significant main effect of Time on the Hand Laterality
Recognition accuracy index. Regardless of treatment, participants’ accuracy in recognising images of
unaffected relative to affected hands increased from RS2 (M = -2.93, BCa 95% CI [-5.56, -0.59]) to
RS3 (M = 2.68, BCa 95% CI [0.15, 537]), t(40) = -2.55, padj = .036, d = 0.40, and this increase was
maintained in RS4 (M = 1.95, BCa 95% CI [-1.17,4.98]), t(40) = -2.58, padj = .039, d = 0.46. There were
no significant differences between the remaining time points, ts ≤ 1.43, psadj ≥ .314, ds ≤ 0.19. This
finding suggests an overall increased impairment of the representation of the affected hand over the
treatment period, as positive indices represent less accurate recognition of the images depicting
affected hands.
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The Landmark task and spatially-defined motor function task data were analysed using linear mixed
models due to severe violations of normality, homogeneity of variance, and/or sphericity
assumptions. The results are reported in Table S6, Supplemental Digital Content 2. We found a
significant main effect of Time on Index A of directional hypokinesia when participants used their
affected hand. Regardless of treatment, participants became faster to initiate movements directed
towards their affected relative to unaffected side from RS2 (Mdn = 11.24, BCa 95% CI [-31.99,
20.28]) to RS3 (Mdn = -23.63, BCa 95% CI [-46.40, -14.89]), Z = -2.24, padj = .040, d = 0.60. There were
no significant differences between the remaining time points, Zs ≥ -0.94, psadj ≥ .240, ds ≤ 0.24. This
suggests an overall reduction in directional hypokinesia over the treatment period. However, this
effect was not evidenced on any other indices of directional hypokinesia or bradykinesia.
We found no other significant main effects of interactions on the tests of visuospatial attention,
mental representation of space, spatially-defined motor function, or body representation.

4. Per-protocol versus intention-to-treat analysis
The results of per-protocol (PP) analysis were largely consistent with those of intention-to-treat (ITT)
analysis in that there were no significant effects of PA on the primary or secondary outcomes. That
is, we did not find any significant interactions between Time and treatment Group, which would
yield significant differences following the corrections for multiple comparisons. Furthermore, overall
(regardless of received treatment) reduction in CRPS severity over the treatment period, maintained
four weeks later, was consistent between PP and ITT analyses. Overall reduction in self-reported
pain interference over the treatment period (ITT) did not withstand correction for multiple
comparisons in PP analysis. PP analysis revealed a significant overall improvement in grip strength of
the affected relative to unaffected limb over the treatment period, which was not found in ITT
analysis. Similarly, only PP analysis showed a significant overall change in hand laterality recognition
accuracy over the treatment period, maintained four weeks later. Contrary to our hypothesis, this
effect suggested greater impairment in representation of the affected limb following treatment
period. Index A of directional hypokinesia when using the affected hand decreased over the
treatment period, suggesting overall reduction of spatially-defined motor deficit over the treatment
period, only in PP analysis. Overall slowing on Index B of directional bradykinesia when using the
unaffected hand in PA group compared to sham treatment group found in ITT analysis, was not
present in PP analysis. The above effects occurred regardless of PA or sham treatment.

Text S4. Data preparation
Participant-level data from the spatially-defined motor function task was processed to remove
invalid trials. These included trials in which the movement endpoint did not match target location,
the movement was initiated before target onset, or the screen touch time was not recorded (the
latter type of invalid trials was only removed for movement execution times). Across all participants,
both hands used, and all research sessions, 4.60% and 7.85% of all completed trials was removed for
further processing of movement initiation and execution times, respectively. Movement initiation
and execution times that were 3 SDs above or below individual participant’s mean for each task
condition (i.e. each combination of movement time measure, hand used, hand starting position, and
visual field) were identified as participant-level outliers and replaced with the nearest non-outlier
value (1.01% and 0.50%, respectively). If the number of invalid trials per task condition exceeded 3
SDs of a total group mean of invalid trials for that condition, we excluded participant’s data from
further analysis of this task. This meant that we could not obtain the complete set of the indices of
directional hypokinesia or bradykinesia for some participants (8% of all possible indices). Any missing
8

Supplemental Digital Content 1 for Prism adaptation treatment for upper-limb Complex Regional Pain
Syndrome: a double-blind randomized controlled trial

logbook ratings of pain, interference, and range of movement were interpolated using linear
regression, except for two participants who dropped out and did not return their logbooks.
Participants who withdrew following treatment allocation and did not return their treatment
logbooks (PA treatment n = 2, Sham treatment n = 1) were assumed not to have completed any
treatment sessions (thus their number of logged treatment sessions was entered as zero).
Reaction times 3 SDs above or below participant’s mean for each condition of the Hand Laterality
Recognition task (i.e. each combination of depicted hand and VF) were identified as participant-level
outliers and replaced with the nearest non-outlier value (0.69% of trials across all participants and
research sessions).
Participant scores on the self-report questionnaires, clinical assessments, and computer-based tasks
that were 3 SDs above or below the mean scores of their relevant treatment group were identified
as group-level outliers and replaced with the nearest non-outlier value (0.98% of data points across
all measures and sessions).

Text S5. Factors excluded from exploratory best subsets regression analyses
We removed one influential observation from the analysis of change in pain intensity (P11), but
retained all observations for the analysis on change in CRPS severity. The pool of potential predictors
was limited by excluding factors that were not linearly related with each outcome. For both change
in pain intensity and CRPS severity score, we excluded baseline CRPS severity score, MDT ratio, MPT
ratio, and PSE (Landmark task). For change in pain intensity, we additionally excluded baseline PSS
(TOJ task). We further identified predictors that were highly correlated with each other (r > 0.70),
and excluded one of each pair, keeping the predictor that had higher correlation with each outcome.
This was the case for the following pairs of predictors: grip strength ratio and ∆FTP ratio, current
pain intensity and BPI pain severity, and BPI pain severity and BPI pain interference. We excluded
grip strength ratio and BPI pain severity from the analysis of change in pain intensity, and ∆FTP ratio
and BPI pain severity from the analysis of change in CRPS severity. Moreover, as there were two
indices of directional hypokinesia and bradykinesia for each hand, we excluded one index of each
pair which had lower correlation with each outcome. Thus, for the analysis of change in pain
intensity, we excluded Index A of directional hypokinesia for the affected hand, and Index B for the
unaffected hand, as well as Index B of directional bradykinesia for the affected hand, and Index B for
the unaffected hand. For the analysis of change in CRPS severity, we excluded Index B of directional
hypokinesia with the affected hand, and Index A for the unaffected hand, as well as Index B of
directional bradykinesia for the affected hand, and Index A for the unaffected hand. Following these
exclusions, variance inflation factors were < 5 for all best subsets fits.

Text S6. Daily logbook analysis: number of days to reach peak improvement and return to
baseline during the treatment period
For daily pain intensity, median number of days from the beginning of treatment to reach peak
improvement was 5 in PA group and 4.5 in sham treatment group. However, six participants in PA
group and two participants in sham treatment group did not improve throughout the treatment
period. Median number of days from peak improvement to return to baseline was 2.5 in PA group
and 3 in sham treatment group. Two participants in each group did not return to their baseline
average pain intensity throughout the treatment period or four weeks follow-up period.
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For daily ratings of symptoms interference, median number of days to reach peak improvement was
4.5 in PA group and 4 in sham treatment group. However, four participants in PA group and eight
participants in sham treatment group did not improve. Median number of days to return to baseline
was 2 in PA group and 3.5 in sham treatment group. Five participants in PA group and four
participants in sham treatment group did not return to their baseline symptoms interference.
For daily ratings of range of movement, median number of days to reach peak improvement was 6.5
in PA group, and 5 in sham treatment group. However, eight participants in PA group and 12
participants in sham group did not improve. Median number of days to return to baseline was 3 for
both treatment groups. Two participants in PA group and three participants in sham group did not
return to their baseline range of movement.

Text S7. Exploratory subgroup analyses
Two hypothesised therapeutic mechanisms of action of PA are that it normalises spatial attention
bias and/or body representation. We explored the possibility that we did not observe any effects of
PA treatment on pain or CRPS severity because participants did not show hypothesised attention
bias away from the affected side or body representation distortion, which PA should have
normalised. On average, their baseline performance on the experimental tests of visuospatial
attention and representation of space did not significantly deviate from zero, neither towards nor
away from the affected side. Confidence intervals around mean or median scores on experimental
tests of spatial cognition included zero in both baseline sessions (as well as post-treatment sessions;
see Table 6, Supplemental Digital Content 2). Participants also did not show any significant spatial
biases in RS1 compared to a group of pain-free, healthy controls ([4]; note that this paper reports
the RS1 data from all the participants with CRPS included in the ITT analysis in the present study, and
also data from five more participants who completed RS1 but withdrew before receiving any
treatment). Furthermore, participants’ baseline performance on the experimental measure of body
representation (Hand Laterality Recognition task) was not consistent with hypothesised impaired
recognition of images of hands corresponding to participants’ affected limbs (the average scores
were negative and their confidence intervals included zero). However, participants with CRPS scored
higher on the self-reported body representation disturbance compared to healthy controls [4]. If
baseline “neglect-like” bias and/or body representation disturbance are necessary for PA to have
therapeutic effects, these should be observed for the subgroup of participants who did show
reduced attention to their affected side and/or distorted body representation. However, this was
not the case in our study. To illustrate this, in Figure S4 (Supplemental Digital Content 4) we plotted
individual pain intensity and CRPS severity reduction scores from immediately before treatment to
immediately after treatment (RS3 – RS2), against individual RS2 scores on tests of visuospatial
attention (Temporal Order Judgement, Landmark, and Greyscales tasks) and mental representation
of space (Mental Number Line Bisection task). Furthermore, in Figure S5 (Supplemental Digital
Content 4) we plotted individual pain intensity and CRPS severity reduction scores against individual
RS2 scores on body representation questionnaire (Bath CRPS Body Perception Disturbance Scale)
and Hand laterality recognition task. Lines of best fit and Pearson’s correlation coefficients for each
treatment group represent the strength and direction of relationships between improvement
(negative scores) or worsening (positive scores) on the primary outcomes over the treatment period,
and baseline spatial biases away from (negative scores) or towards (positive scores) the affected side
on the tests of spatial cognition (Figure S4, Supplemental Digital Content 4), and scores on the tests
of body representation (higher scores indicate greater distortion; Figure S5, Supplemental Digital
Content 4). There were no apparent relationships between the changes on the primary outcomes of
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pain intensity or CRPS severity and any of the spatial biases or body representation distortion,
except moderate significant correlation between change in CRPS severity and baseline bias on the
Greyscales task in the PA group and Hand laterality recognition reaction time index in the Sham
treatment group.
We also repeated the analyses of the primary outcomes including only those participants from
intention-to-treat sample who showed reduced attention to their affected side in RS2. Specifically,
we first selected participants who had negative PSS scores on the TOJ task (PA n = 13, Sham n = 13),
because people with CRPS consistently showed spatial biases on this task in previous studies [1,3,7–
9]. Then we also analysed participants who had negative bias scores on the Greyscales task (PA n =
11, Sham n = 9), because performance on this task correlated with CRPS severity reduction scores
(Figure S4, Supplemental Digital Content 4). We found no interactions between Group and Time,
thus no effect of PA treatment on pain or CRPS severity for participants who presented with reduced
attention to their affected relative to unaffected side at baseline. The results are detailed below.
For participants with reduced attention to the affected side on the TOJ task, a 2 x 6 ANOVA on
current pain intensity did not reveal any significant interaction effect between Group and Time,
F(2.96, 71.02) = 0.42, p = .733, ƞ2p = 0.02, or any effect of Group, F(1, 24) = 0.04, p = .841, ƞ2p < 0.01.
Main effect of Time indicated that regardless of treatment, participants reported less pain from RS1
to RS2 (p = 0.43) and from RS2 to RS3 (p = .026), and more pain from RS4 to LTFU1 (p = 0.25), F(2.96,
71.02) = 4.42, p = .007, ƞ2p = 0.16. These effects however, did not withstand correction for multiple
comparisons (psadj ≥ .202). A 2 x 4 ANOVA on CRPS severity scores also did not reveal any significant
interaction effect, F(3, 72) = 0.72, p = .541, ƞ2p = 0.03. A significant effect of Group indicated that
participants who received Sham treatment had more severe CRPS in RS2 (p = .007; padj = .028) and
RS3 (p = .039; padj = .114) compared to those who received PA treatment, F(1, 24) = 4.73, p = .040,
ƞ2p = 0.17. There was also a significant effect of Time, indicating that regardless of treatment,
participants’ CRPS severity decreased from RS2 to RS3 (p = .001) and this reduction was maintained
in RS4 (p = .011; psadj ≤ .033), F(3, 72) = 4.73, p = .842, ƞ2p = 0.26.
For participants with reduced attention to the affected side on the Greyscales task, a 2 x 6 ANOVA
on current pain intensity did not reveal any significant main effects or interactions: Time, F(5, 90) =
0.97, p = .443, ƞ2p = 0.05; Group, F(1, 18) = 0.04, p = .842, ƞ2p < 0.01; Time x Group, F(5, 90) = 0.80, p =
.554, ƞ2p = 0.04. A 2 x 4 ANOVAs on CRPS severity scores did not reveal any significant effect of
Group, F(1, 18) = 0.01, p = .906, ƞ2p < 0.01, or interaction, F(2.08, 37.36) = 0.17, p = .854, ƞ2p < 0.01.
However, there was a significant effect of Time, indicating that regardless of treatment, participants’
CRPS severity decreased from RS2 to RS3 (p = .001) and this reduction was maintained in RS4 (p =
.005; psadj ≤ .015), F(2.08, 37.36) = 9.63, p < .001, ƞ2p = 0.35.
Furthermore, we repeated the analyses of the primary outcomes including only those participants
from intention-to-treat sample who showed impaired laterality recognition of images of hands
corresponding to participants’ affected limbs in RS2, that is, had positive hand laterality recognition
accuracy indices (PA = 7, Sham = 8). A 2 x 6 ANOVA on current pain intensity did not reveal any
significant main effects or interactions: Time, F(2.51, 32.59) = 0.45, p = .688, ƞ2p = 0.03; Group, F(1,
13) = 2.54, p = .135, ƞ2p = 0.16; Time x Group, F(2.51, 32.59) = 0.93, p = .423, ƞ2p = 0.07. A 2 x 4
ANOVAs on CRPS severity scores did not reveal any significant effect of Group, F(1, 13) = 0.02, p =
.881, ƞ2p < 0.01, or interaction, F(3, 39) = 0.32, p = .815, ƞ2p = 0.02. There was a significant effect of
Time, F(3, 39) = 4.02, p = .014, ƞ2p = 0.24, consistent with a decrease in CRPS severity regardless of
treatment, however, follow-up contrasts revealed no significant differences between any time
points (ps ≥ .065). Overall, there was no effect of PA treatment on pain or CRPS severity for
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participants who presented with distorted representation of the affected limb at baseline, because
we found no interactions between Group and Time on these outcomes.
The effect of overall reduction in CRPS severity over the treatment period was consistent with the
primary intention-to-treat analysis of CRPS severity. Also in line with the primary analysis of current
pain intensity and CRPS severity, there were no interactions between Time and Group, even among
participants with reduced attention to the affected relative to unaffected side, or those with
distorted representation of the affected limb at baseline. Overall, the results of these exploratory
subgroup analyses suggest that PA did not result in greater reductions in pain or CRPS severity than
Sham treatment for those participants who showed baseline “neglect-like” bias or those who
showed distorted body representation. Therefore, it is unlikely that we did not observe any
therapeutic effects of PA because our participants, on average, did not show any spatial biases or
body representation disturbance.
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Table S1
Individual participant characteristics at baseline (RS1) and treatment exposure
ID

CRPS
limb
L

Inciting injury

Dur.

Pain

CSS

Current treatment / medication

Other pain

Other comorbidities

P01

Age / Sex /
Handedness
60 / M / R

Hand surgery

51

7

9

Aspirin, paracetamol*

-

Frozen joints, hypertension

EHI pre-CRPS Treat.
/ ∆EHI
29
100 / 0

P02

50 / F / R

L

Hand STI,
shoulder surgery
Finger & arm
fracture

45

7

13

Fibromyalgia

Depression, IBS

100 / 0

29

28

8

13

Co-codamol, tramadol*,
duloxetine, amitriptyline (LTFU2)‡
Morphine, pregabalin, baclofen,
oramorph*, paracetamol*,
ibuprofen*
Paracetamol, HT

-

Depression, anxiety

100 / -150

0

Fibromyalgia

-

-100 / 0

29

Amitriptyline, fluoxetine,
gabapentin, codeine, tramadol*,
paracetamol*, PT
Ibuprofen, co-codamol, tramadol,
amitriptyline (LTFU2)

Fibromyalgia

Asthma

80 / 20

29

CRPS NOS (L foot)

29

Joints
hypermobility,
burning in hands
and feet
-

Asthma, Chronic Obstructive 67 / -167
Pulmonary Disease, slipped
disk
Depression, vestibular
100 / -50
dysfunction, postural
orthostatic tachycardia
Anxiety, depression,
dyspraxia

100 / -117

27

-

-

100 / -111

28

Frozen shoulder
(L), hip pain (L),
back pain

56 / 44

29

29 / 38

29

60 / 40

29

P03† 36 / M / R

R

P04

63 / F / L

L

Arm fracture

74

4

9

P05

31 / F / R

L

Hand surgery

19

8

14

P06

50 / F / R

R

Wrist
sprain/crush

83

5

11

P07

39 / F / R

R

Finger STI

38

6

9

Paracetamol*, ibuprofen gel*,
codeine*, meditation

P08

37 / F / R

R

Finger STI

48

7

13

P09

71 / F / R

R

66

2

11

P10

54 / F / R

L

Hand STI &
surgery
Finger fracture,
wrist STI

210

10

13

Naproxen, tramadol, pregabalin,
amitriptyline, TENS, PT (stopped
LTFU1)
Paracetamol*, co-codamol* (RS3;
stopped RS4)
Gabapentin, amitriptyline,
naproxen*, morphine patch*

P11

52 / F / R

L

12

6

14

Amitriptyline, paracetamol*, cocodamol* (stopped LTFU1)

-

P12

54 / F / R

L

Wrist fracture,
elbow fracture &
surgery
Elbow fracture &
surgery

Psoriasis, depression,
diabetes II, high blood
pressure, perforated ear
drum (L)
-

63

7

12

PT, HT (stopped LTFU1)

-

-

28
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ID

CRPS
limb
L

Inciting injury

Dur.

Pain

CSS

Current treatment / medication

Other pain

Other comorbidities

P13

Age / Sex /
Handedness
40 / F / R

-

36

3

14

-

P14

36 / F / R

R

Wrist fracture

135

5

13

-

Endometriosis, polycystic
ovaries, tachycardia
-

P15

48 / F / R

R

Wrist surgery

64

7

11

Gabapentin, nortriptyline,
tramadol*, PT, co-codamol (RS3)
Pregabalin, duloxetine, cocodamol, PT, HT (stopped RS3)
Tramadol*, tapentadol*, SCS (off)

Migraines

Arthritis (back)

P16

58 / F / R

R

Wrist fracture

3

2

13

Amitryptiline, paracetamol,
ibuprofen, PT

P17† 39 / F / R

L

-

85

7

12

P18

49 / F / R

R

Wrist surgery

97

4

13

Gabapentin, co-codamol,
oxycodone, lidocaine patch*,
ibuprofen gel*
Oxycodone, naproxen,
buprenorphine patch

P19

59 / F / R

R

Wrist fracture

30

5

14

Paracetamol, lidocaine patch, HT

P20

38 / F / R

L

31

7

10

P21

48 / F / R

L

Shoulder
whiplash injury
Shoulder
whiplash & STI

70

9

12

P22

24 / M / L

L

Finger STI

103

6

13

Amitriptyline, pregabalin,
etoricoxib, duloxetine, HT, tai chi
Duloxetine, ibuprofen, lidocaine
patch, pregabalin, tramadol, SCS,
PT
Nortriptyline

P23

53 / M / R

R

Wrist fracture &
surgery

93

5

14

S01

24 / F / R

R

Wrist sprain

42

8

15

Amitriptyline, pregabalin, cocodamol, tramadol, morphine, SCS,
PT
Pregabalin, tramadol, duloxetine
Fibromyalgia

S02† 54 / F / R

L

6

8

13

-

-

S03

47 / M / R

R

38

7

13

Lidocaine patch, co-codamol

-

S04

31 / F / L

L

Arm fracture &
surgery
Wrist fracture
and surgery
-

10

9

11

Naproxen, gabapentin,
buprenorphine patch

Fibromyalgia,
migraines

EHI pre-CRPS Treat.
/ ∆EHI
0/5
27
62 / -22

28

100 / -57

31

Chronic headaches Arthritis (L knee),
osteoporosis (R hand & L
foot; RS3)
Joints
hypermobility

89 / -14

29

100 / 0

0

-

100 / -114

27

Hips pain

Carpal tunnel syndrome (L
wrist), depression, anxiety,
diabetes
Asthma, hyperacusia

100 / -176

28

Face & neck pain

Anxiety

100 / 0

29

CRPS (legs)

Crohn's disease, depression,
thyroidectomy

100 / 0

28

CRPS L leg

Depression

-43 / 116

27

-

100 / -200

29

Depression, anxiety,
diabetes, polycystic ovaries,
asthma
Hypertension

100 / -120

28

40 / 60

15

Prostate cancer (remission),
depression, anxiety
Asthma, polycystic ovaries

100 / -200

25

-100 / 50

28
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ID

CRPS
limb
R

Inciting injury

Dur.

Pain

CSS

Current treatment / medication

Other pain

Other comorbidities

S05

Age / Sex /
Handedness
66 / M / R

Arm STI

108

6

11

Pregabalin, nortriptyline

-

-

EHI pre-CRPS Treat.
/ ∆EHI
100 / -20
29

S06

51 / F / R

L

Shoulder surgery

51

8

13

Frozen shoulder
(R), migraines

Osteopenia (back)

80 / 20

29

S07

51 / F / R

R

Hand fracture

23

3

13

-

Asthma, IBS

100 / -180

29

S08

50 / F / R

R

-

55

3

12

-

Depression, hypothyroidism

100 / -114

29

S09

30 / F / R

R

Elbow fracture,
wrist sprain &
surgery

71

4

9

Gabapentin, ibuprofen,
paracetamol, tapentadol* &
zolmitriptan* (migraines)
Gabapentin (stopped LTFU2),
amitriptyline, lidocaine patch,
ibuprofen*, paracetamol*, stellate
ganglion block, PT (RS3),
pregabalin (LTFU2)
Amitriptyline*, paracetamol*,
mindfullness
Gabapentin, meptazinol,
ibuprofen*, pizotifen* (migraines;
RS4)

Anxiety, depression, Carpal
tunnel syndrome (R wrist;
RS2)

100 / 0

29

S10† 66 / F / R

L

Finger fracture

75

2

11

Co-codamol*, PT

Fibromyalgia, joints
hypermobility,
chronic headache,
migraines
-

-

100 / 0

8

S11

53 / F / R

R

Hand fracture

120

6

11

Ibuprofen*

-

Vertigo (RS4)

100 / -55

29

S12

36 / F / R

L

Finger & wrist STI 6

3

11

Fibromyalgia

Depression

100 / 0

29

S13

49 / F / R

L

Breast surgery

74

6

13

Migraines

Depression

100 / 0

29

S14

73 / F / R

L

Arm STI

38

9

12

Gabapentin, PT, etoricoxib (RS2),
ibuprofen* (LTFU1)
Gabapentin, fentanyl, baclofen,
rizatriptan* (migraine), PT
Buprenorphine, amitriptyline,
aspirin, PT

Feet burning and
spasms

29

S15† 28 / F / R

L

Elbow STI

35

6

13

None

Migraines

Nails infections,
100 / 0
hypothyroidism, PTSD,
anxiety
Depression, anxiety, epilepsy 27 / 73

S16

20 / F / R

R

Hand STI

11

5

14

-

Asthma

80 / -140

29

S17

25 / F / R

L

wrist sprain and
laceration
Heart surgery

46

6

13

Paracetamol (stopped RS4), OT
(stopped LTFU1), co-codamol
(RS4), pregabalin (LTFU2)
Tramadol*

-

Depression, PTSD

44 / 45

28

123

8

12

Lidocaine patch*

-

Hernia surgery (recent), high 100 / 0
blood pressure

S18† 72 / M / R

L

23

8
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ID

CRPS
limb
R

Inciting injury

Dur.

Pain

CSS

Current treatment / medication

Other pain

Other comorbidities

S19

Age / Sex /
Handedness
44 / F / R

EHI pre-CRPS Treat.
/ ∆EHI
100 / -200
29

Hand surgery

20

8

14

Gabapentin, amitryptiline

-

-

S20

67 / F / R

L

Arm fractures &
surgery

139

7

13

29

L

68

6

10

100 / 0

29

S22

35 / F / L

L

Shoulder
dislocation
Wrist sprain

Peripheral
PTSD, depression, double
neuropathy (L foot) vision, high blood pressure,
anaemia, UTI, incontinence
CRPS (L leg, face)
IBS

100 / 0

S21† 41 / M / R

58

8

11

-

-

-100 / 40

29

S23

37 / F / R

L

Wrist fracture

79

9

15

CRPS (L leg)

Fowler's syndrome

90 / 10

28

S24

37 / F / R

L

33

4

11

Migraines

Polycystic ovaries

50 / 50

28

S25

47 / F / R

L

Shoulder
dislocation &
surgery
Wrist fracture

Amitriptyline, gabapentin,
duloxetine (stopped RS4),
tapentadol
Amitriptyline, pregabalin,
morphine*
Amitriptyline, pregabalin, cocodamol
Amitriptyline, duloxetine,
pregabalin, paracetamol, HT,
tramadol* (RS2)
Morphine, paracetamol, TENS, PT,
desensitization

3

4

11

-

Hysterectomy;
cholecystectomy

90 / 10

29

S26† 44 / F / R

L

Wrist sprain

28

7

13

Lidocaine patch, naproxen
(stopped RS4), PT, HT (stopped
RS2), desensitisation
Paracetamol* (RS2)

-

Bipolar disorder

-18 / 118

0

† Participant withdrew from the trial.
- None.
* Medication taken as needed.
‡ Time point in which a medication was introduced or stopped, or a new comorbidity reported, is specified in brackets where relevant.
ID, participant code (P, Prism Adaptation treatment; S, Sham treatment); M, Male; F, Female; L, Left; R, Right; STI, soft tissue injury; Dur., CRPS duration in months since
diagnosis; CSS, CRPS symptom severity score; RS2, RS3, and RS4, research sessions 2, 3, and 4; LTFU1 and LFTU2, long-term follow-ups 1 and 2; HT, hydrotherapy; PT,
physiotherapy; TENS, transcutaneous electrical nerve stimulator; SCS, spinal cord stimulator; OT, occupational therapy; NOS, CRPS not otherwise specified (not meeting
Budapest clinical diagnostic criteria); IBS, irritable bowel syndrome; PTSD, post-traumatic stress disorder; UTI, urinary tract infection; EHI pre-CRPS, recalled hand
preference prior to CRPS onset (-100, extreme left-handedness; -40 – 40, ambidextrousness; 100, extreme right-handedness); ∆EHI, change in hand preference since CRPS
onset (current – recalled pre-CRPS EHI score); Treat., number of completed treatment sessions (/29).
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Table S2
Best subsets of factors (as measured in RS1) for predicting overall change in pain intensity and CRPS
severity throughout the study period (intention-to-treat analysis)
Adj. R2

AIC

CV

Model 1: (+) Absolute change in handedness*

0.09

-132.24

0.28

Model 2: (+) Absolute change in handedness*, (+) Index A of
directional bradykinesia for unaffected hand

0.13

-119.08

0.28

Model 3: (+) Oedema difference**, (-) Index B of directional
hypokinesia for affected hand**, (-) Finger-to-palm
distance ratio*

0.25

-105.79

0.30

Model 4: (+) Oedema difference**, (-) Index B of directional
hypokinesia for affected hand*, (-) Finger-to-palm
distance ratio*, (+) Mood disturbance

0.27

-105.68

0.29

Model 5: (+) Oedema difference**, (-) Index B of directional
hypokinesia for affected hand**, (+) MNLB score*, (+)
Absolute change in handedness, (-) Finger-to-palm
distance ratio

0.32

-107.60

0.33

Model 1: (+) Current pain intensity**

0.13

-50.21

0.60

Model 2: (+) Current pain intensity**, (-) Index B of directional
bradykinesia for unaffected hand*

0.23

-48.39

0.59

Model 3: (+) Current pain intensity***, (+) Oedema difference*, (+)
Hand laterality recognition accuracy index*

0.25

-55.52

0.55

Model 4: (+) Allodynia on affected limb*, (-) Index B of directional
bradykinesia for unaffected hand*, (-) Index B of
directional hypokinesia for unaffected limb*, (+) disease
duration

0.21

-45.66

0.58

Model 5: (-) Index B of directional bradykinesia for unaffected
hand*, (-) Index B of directional hypokinesia for
unaffected limb, (+) Allodynia on affected limb, (+)
Disease duration, (+) Body perception disturbance score

0.21

-44.84

0.58

Best subsets models
Change in pain intensity†

Change in CRPS severity†

† Predicted outcomes were quantified as individual regression slopes based on pain intensity ratings
throughout RS1-RS4 and LTFU1-LTFU2, and CRPS severity scores throughout RS1-RS4.
Asterisks indicate significant predictors: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; (+), positive predictor; (-), negative
predictor.
Adj. R2, adjusted R-squared; AIC, Akaike Information Criterion; CV, cross-validation error; MNLB, Mental
Number Line Bisection;
Figures in bold indicate the lowest AIC and CV.
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Table S3
Baseline (RS1) participant characteristics by treatment group (per-protocol analysis)
Measure

Prism adaptation
treatment (n = 21)

Sham treatment
(n = 20)

Contrast

Minimisation factors
Current pain intensity (/10)
Mdn
CRPS severity score (/16) Mdn

6.00 [5.00, 7.00]
13.00 [11.00, 14.00]

6.00 [5.00, 8.00]

U = 189.00, p = .580,
d = 0.17

12.50 [11.00, 13.00]

U = 210.00, p = 1.00,
d < 0.01

Primarily affected arm (% right)

48%

45%

χ2(1) = .03, p = .876,
ϕ = -0.03

Pre-CRPS dominant hand (%
right)

91%

90%

χ2(1) < .01, p = .959,
ϕ = -0.01

86%

90%

χ2(1) = .18, p = .675,
ϕ = -0.07

43.65 [37.36, 50.39]

t(39) = 1.14, p =
.276, d = -0.35

Sex (% female)
Age (years) M

48.29 [43.00, 52.83]

CRPS in other body parts (%
present)

14%

5%

χ2(1) = 1.00, p = .317,
ϕ = -0.16

Other non-CRPS pain (%
present)

43%

45%

χ2(1) = .02, p = .890,
ϕ = -0.02

61.71 [48.57, 75.91]

51.25 [34.72, 68.56]

t(39) = 0.90, p =
.397, d = -0.28

12.90 [10.89, 14.76]

11.70 [10.07, 13.27]

t(39) = 0.94, p =
.360, d = -0.29

96.12 [80.01, 113.80]

84.80 [69.97, 100.30]

t(39) = 0.91, p =
.388, d = -0.28

Fear of movement (TSK; /68) M

38.34 [34.18, 42.62]

39.90 [36.36, 43.63]

t(39) = -0.55, p =
.578, d = 0.17

Number of logged treatment
sessions (/29) Mdn

29.00 [28.56, 29.44]

29.00 [28.52, 29.48]

U = 184.50, p = .418,
d = 0.21

CRPS duration (months since
diagnosis) M
Other control measures
Optimism (LOTR; /24) M
Mood disturbance (POMS;
/229) M

LOTR, Revised Life Orientation Test; POMS, Profile of Mood States; TSK, Tampa Scale for Kinesiophobia.
Bootstrapped bias-corrected and accelerated 95% confidence intervals are reported in square brackets, [BCa
95% CI].
There were no significant differences between groups on any measures.
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Table S4
Mean or median values [BCa 95% CI] of self-reported; sensory, autonomic, and motor; and neuropsychological secondary outcome measures at each time
point (per-protocol analysis)
Measure

Treatment
group

Time point
RS1

RS2

RS3

RS4

LTFU1

LTFU2

Self-report questionnaires
Pain
Pain severity (BPI; /10) M

PA

5.84 [4.88, 6.70]

6.01 [5.04, 6.91]

5.22 [4.15, 6.27]

5.34 [4.30, 6.41]

5.47 [4.38, 6.57]

5.49 [4.43, 6.53]

Sham

5.72 [4.82, 6.53]

5.63 [4.65, 6.49]

5.49 [4.61, 6.27]

5.49 [4.26, 6.50]

5.75 [4.83, 6.57]

5.58 [4.36, 6.59]

Pain interference (BPI; /10)
Mdn

PA

6.29 [5.71, 7.00]

6.29 [5.00, 7.29]

5.14 [2.57, 6.43]

5.14 [2.71, 6.71]

5.86 [2.50, 6.86]

5.71 [4.57, 6.57]

Sham

5.79 [5.00, 6.86]

5.79 [3.81, 6.36]

5.36 [4.00, 6.29]

4.64 [3.43, 6.14]

5.14 [3.00, 6.57]

5.50 [3.14, 6.43]

Neuropathic features of
pain (PDQ; /38) Mdn

PA

26.00 [26.00, 26.00]

24.00 [19.00, 26.00]

23.00 [19.00, 27.00]

22.00 [15.50, 27.00]

24.00 [16.00, 28.00]

24.00 [18.00, 28.00]

Sham

23.50 [20.50, 28.00]

23.50 [19.00, 26.00]

22.50 [19.00, 26.50]

20.50 [14.00, 25.00]

21.00 [20.00, 24.00]

21.00 [17.00, 26.00]

PA

27.95 [21.83, 35.18]

27.21 [22.22, 31.85]

20.79 [15.15, 26.95]

23.74 [19.09, 29.00]

24.63 [20.12, 29.81]

23.32 [18.98, 28.62]

Sham

27.89 [21.83, 34.07]

27.61 [20.82, 34.30]

27.83 [21.56, 34.14]

25.72 [18.59, 32.37]

26.22 [20.50, 31.74]

26.89 [21.31, 32.56]

Body representation
Body perception
disturbance (BPDS; /57) M
Emotional functioning
Fear of movement (TSK;
/68) M

PA

38.43 [33.82, 43.05]

38.11 [33.57, 42.82]

37.11 [33.01, 41.26]

37.79 [32.94, 42.45]

38.32 [33.56, 43.16]

39.95 [34.65, 44.90]

Sham

39.44 [36.17, 42.72]

38.00 [34.75, 41.29]

35.94 [32.64, 39.31]

34.50 [30.78, 37.90]

35.85 [32.17, 39.41]

34.33 [30.58, 37.85]

Mood disturbance (POMS;
/229) Mdn

PA

107.80
[75.00, 110.00]

95.00
[69.00, 107.00]

94.00
[63.00, 105.00]

86.00
[58.00, 112.50]

84.00
[58.89, 118.00]

84.00 [64.00, 113.00]

69.50 [60.50, 85.34]

78.00 [51.00, 90.00]

74.50 [49.00, 91.00]

82.64 [48.00, 102.00]

Sham

105.00
[91.00, 108.00]
68.00 [58.00, 80.00]

Perceived improvement due to treatment
Patient’s global impression
of change (PGIC; /7) Mdn

PA

-

-

2.00 [2.00, 4.00]

3.00 [3.00, 3.00]

2.00 [2.00, 4.00]

3.00 [2.00, 3.00]

Sham

-

-

2.00 [1.00, 5.00]

3.00 [1.00, 5.00]

2.00 [1.50, 2.00]

2.00 [1.00, 4.00]
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Measure

Treatment
group

Time point
RS1

RS2

RS3

RS4

LTFU1

LTFU2

Clinical assessments
Sensory functions
Mechanical Detection
Threshold ratio Mdn

PA

-0.04 [-0.67, 0.25]

-0.35 [-0.80, -0.13]

-0.44 [-0.76, -0.10]

-0.54 [-1.89, -0.10]

-

-

Sham

-0.30 [-1.37, 0.62]

0.00 [-0.35, 0.17]

-0.27 [-1.19, 0.31]

-0.46 [-1.24, 0.45]

-

-

Mechanical Pain Threshold
ratio Mdn

PA

0.62 [0.00, 0.69]

0.50 [0.43, 0.53]

0.07 [-0.32, 0.69]

0.50 [0.13, 0.69]

-

-

Sham

0.58 [0.24, 0.67]

0.59 [0.44, 0.75]

0.61 [0.34, 0.84]

0.50 [0.26, 0.78]

-

-

Allodynia (affected; /100)
Mdn

PA

14.00 [8.07, 26.67]

18.87 [4.33, 30.89]

16.90 [7.40, 26.67]

10.73 [2.53, 18.00]

-

-

Sham

25.83 [8.36, 41.00]

14.67 [4.33, 32.00]

21.00 [2.27, 65.67]

25.00 [5.23, 52.00]

-

-

Two-Point Discrimination
Threshold ratio M

PA

-0.05 [-0.24, 0.14]

-0.04 [-0.20, 0.11]

-0.19 [-0.39, 0.00]

-0.09 [-0.27, 0.09]

-

-

Sham

0.11 [-0.05, 0.26]

0.00 [-0.20, 0.16]

0.03 [-0.14, 0.20]

0.08 [-0.14, 0.29]

-

-

Absolut temperature
difference (°C) Mdn

PA

0.57 [0.30, 1.43]

0.30 [0.13, 1.00]

0.47 [0.20, 0.73]

0.53 [0.17, 1.33]

-

-

Sham

0.60 [0.25, 0.80]

0.72 [0.40, 1.10]

0.65 [0.40, 1.10]

0.43 [0.35, 0.83]

-

-

Oedema difference (cm) M

PA

0.04 [-0.40, 0.46]

-0.05 [-0.40, 0.27]

-0.22 [-0.66, 0.22]

-0.26 [-0.65, 0.12]

-

-

-0.01 [-0.50, 0.57]

0.11 [-0.38, 0.63]

-0.01 [-0.52, 0.49]

0.19 [-0.27, 0.66]

-

-

PA

0.35 [0.18, 0.39]

0.31 [0.19, 0.44]

0.35 [0.30, 0.45]

0.39 [0.30, 0.46]

-

-

Sham

0.28 [0.18, 0.66]

0.33 [0.14, 0.67]

0.44 [0.15, 0.81]

0.42 [0.16, 0.77]

-

-

PA

0.70 [0.62, 0.86]

0.67 [0.61, 0.84]

0.73 [0.63, 0.84]

0.79 [0.70, 0.82]

-

-

Sham

0.85 [0.63, 0.92]

0.78 [0.42, 0.94]

0.88 [0.61, 0.92]

0.86 [0.64, 0.94]

-

-

Autonomic functions

Sham
Motor functions
Grip strength ratio Mdn

Delta finger-to-palm
distance ratio Mdn
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Measure

Treatment
group

Time point
RS1

RS2

RS3

RS4

LTFU1

LTFU2

Experimental tests of neuropsychological functions
Visuospatial attention
Temporal Order Judgement
task (PSS; ms) Mdn

PA

-9.77 [-14.38, 5.52]

-3.76 [-14.83, 8.35]

-3.26 [-8.75, 11.16]

5.18 [-7.84, 20.27]

-

-

Sham

-2.42 [-7.40, 7.06]

-0.75 [-8.33, 9.15]

1.17 [-5.25, 9.56]

-2.12 [-10.48, 11.52]

-

-

Landmark task (PSE; °) Mdn

PA

-0.01 [-0.25, 0.42]

0.06 [-0.04, 0.21]

0.03 [-0.10, 0.48]

-0.03 [-0.14, 0.19]

-

-

0.06 [-0.09, 0.27]

0.05 [-0.12, 0.15]

-0.05 [-0.11, 0.10]

0.02 [-0.04, 0.09]

-

-

PA

-0.22 [-0.40, -0.03]

-0.15 [-0.38, 0.07]

-0.11 [-0.33, 0.09]

-0.14 [-0.37, 0.07]

-

-

Sham

-0.05 [-0.26, 0.17]

-0.02 [-0.21, 0.19]

0.05 [-0.13, 0.22]

-0.04 [-0.22, 0.16]

-

-

-0.04 [-0.91, 0.75]

0.03 [-0.62, 0.71]

-0.11 [-0.69, 0.49]

-0.01 [-0.51, 0.50]

-

-

0.35 [-0.21, 0.98]

0.24 [-0.41, 0.89]

0.05 [-0.60, 0.74]

0.15 [-0.32, 0.73]

-

-

Sham
Greyscales task M

Mental representation of space
Mental Number Line
Bisection task M

PA
Sham

Spatially-defined motor function
Directional hypokinesia,
affected hand, Index A
(MIT; ms) Mdn

PA

-18.41
[-76.15, 44.53]

16.76
[-25.16, 32.93]

-16.32
[-64.67, -13.44]

-21.56
[-43.19, -5.87]

-

-

Sham

-4.59
[-25.43, 13.03]

4.98
[-40.87, 15.79]

-40.48
[-58.35, -2.88]

-13.03
[-40.85, 1.72]

-

-

Directional hypokinesia,
affected hand, Index B
(MIT; ms) Mdn

PA

-27.95
[-84.09, -16.84]

-25.41
[-84.04, 40.70]

-43.14
[-63.51, -24.62]

-4.40
[-30.32, 8.72]

-

-

Sham

-33.37
[-47.11, 50.73]

-6.76
[-44.59, 9.61]

-20.29
[-60.27, 7.38]

11.04
[-45.35, 40.53]

-

-

Directional hypokinesia,
unaffected hand, Index A
(MIT; ms) Mdn

PA

-5.80
[-26.78, 37.64]

5.61
[-17.46, 22.06]

3.39
[-32.09, 22.88]

-12.38
[-52.41, 17.33]

-

-

7.21
[-0.31, 24.74]

7.70
[-11.05, 14.27]

3.42
[-10.41, 18.35]

-0.44
[-13.70, 25.06]

-

-

-0.77
[-44.84, 24.96]

7.45
[-17.01, 25.19]

7.04
[-27.53, 33.20]

-3.72
[-26.43, 39.44]

-

-

Sham
PA
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Measure

Treatment
group

Time point
RS1

9.18
[-10.21, 26.22]

RS3
0.77
[-13.43, 24.11]

RS4

LTFU1

LTFU2

19.39
[-2.21, 38.21]

-

-

Directional hypokinesia,
unaffected hand, Index B
(MIT; ms) Mdn

Sham

Directional bradykinesia,
affected hand, Index A
(MET; ms) Mdn

PA

48.04
[3.73, 245.60]

55.20
[-14.44, 176.32]

46.94
[7.88, 87.48]

50.15
[34.08, 107.84]

-

-

Sham

81.14
[4.37, 108.44]

50.72
[5.28, 122.01]

31.79
[-0.20, 101.61]

33.37
[21.88, 55.57]

-

-

Directional bradykinesia,
affected hand, Index B
(MET; ms) Mdn

PA

-15.38
[-62.78, 12.93]

-95.85
[-182.07, -12.52]

-80.19
[-123.73, -64.61]

-67.48
[-92.39, -36.36]

-

-

Sham

-96.11
[-195.76, -63.53]

-173.54
[-203.60, -28.19]

-81.52
[-146.50, -14.65]

-78.67
[-116.53, -58.59]

-

-

Directional bradykinesia,
unaffected hand, Index A
(MET; ms) Mdn

PA

106.75
[58.39, 122.06]

53.48
[21.61, 140.66]

81.27
[48.90, 100.58]

74.51
[37.54, 115.76]

-

-

Sham

94.46
[75.44, 141.24]

83.44
[32.20, 143.56]

85.25
[68.35, 98.56]

56.18
[31.60, 67.12]

-

-

Directional bradykinesia,
unaffected hand, Index B
(MET; ms) Mdn

PA

44.75
[-46.27, 64.92]

39.66
[3.34, 54.94]

49.96
[28.52, 64.43]

16.71
[-12.88, 43.29]

-

-

3.49
[-28.91, 37.31]

44.61
[-0.49, 64.77]

20.64
[-10.65, 48.57]

3.38
[-22.98, 12.57]

-

-

-2.67
[-5.89, 0.90]

-2.86
[-5.89, 0.02]

1.05
[-2.31, 4.41]

1.33
[-3.18, 5.65]

-

-

2.50
[-3.00, 7.70]

-3.00
[-7.46, 0.83]

4.40
[-0.09, 8.93]

2.60
[-2.14, 7.56]

-

-

-

-

-

-

Sham

2.56
[-17.32, 12.76]

RS2

Body representation
Hand laterality recognition
Accuracy Index (%) M

PA
Sham

Hand laterality recognition
Reaction Time Index (ms)
Mdn

PA

-73.17
[-149.15, -6.80]

-99.42
[-321.06, 78.88]

-7.51
[-105.57, 91.93]

Sham

-45.78
[-153.70, 54.45]

-83.02
[-223.25, 14.50]

-87.71
[-240.98, 117.34]

-84.89
[-191.84, -3.45]
18.54
[-123.40, 184.00]
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BPI, Brief Pain Inventory; PDQ, Pain Detect Questionnaire; BPDS, Bath CRPS Body Perception Disturbance Scale; TSK, Tampa Scale for Kinesiophobia; POMS, Profile of Mood
States; TSK, Tampa Scale for Kinesiophobia; PSS, Point of Subjective Simultaneity; PSE, Point of Subjective Equality; MIT, movement initiation time; MET, movement
execution time; PA, prism adaptation treatment; Sham, sham treatment; RS1, RS2, RS3, and RS4, research sessions 1, 2, 3, and 4; LTFU1 and LFTU2, long-term follow-ups 1
and 2.
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Table S5
Analysis of variance results for secondary outcome measures (per-protocol analysis)
Measure

F

p

ƞ2p

Effect

df†

Time

3.98, 139.33

1.50

0.205

0.04

Group

1, 35

0.01

0.944

< 0.01

Time x Group

3.98, 139.33

0.69

0.600

0.02

Time*

3.24, 113.39

5.06

0.002

0.13

Group

1, 35

0.15

0.702

< 0.01

Time x Group

3.24, 113.39

0.83

0.489

0.02

Time*

3.30, 115.47

4.20

0.006

0.11

Group

1, 35

0.38

0.542

0.01

Time x Group

3.30, 115.47

0.79

0.511

0.02

Time*

3.42, 119.54

2.82

0.035

0.07

Group

1, 35

0.43

0.515

0.01

Time x Group

3.42, 119.54

2.15

0.089

0.06

Time*

3.90, 136.61

3.02

0.021

0.08

Group

1, 35

0.45

0.507

0.01

Time x Group*

3.90, 136.61

4.08

0.004

0.10

Time

3.57, 125.02

2.47

0.055

0.07

Group

1, 35

1.18

0.284

0.03

Time x Group

3.57, 125.02

0.27

0.881

0.01

Time

3, 105

0.64

0.588

0.02

Group

1, 35

< 0.01

0.988

< 0.01

Time x Group

3, 105

0.38

0.765

0.01

Time

2.14, 83.43

1.13

0.332

0.03

Group

1, 39

0.84

0.366

0.02

Time x Group

2.14, 83.43

0.57

0.576

0.01

Time

3, 117

1.07

0.364

0.03

Group

1, 39

1.81

0.186

0.04

Time x Group

3, 117

0.80

0.499

0.02

Time

3, 117

0.66

0.577

0.02

Group

1, 39

0.01

0.913

< 0.01

Time x Group

3, 117

0.33

0.802

0.01

Self-report questionnaires
Pain severity (BPI)

Pain interference (BPI)

Neuropathic features of
pain (PDQ)

Body perception
disturbance (BPDS)

Fear of movement (TSK)

Mood disturbance (POMS)

Patient’s global impression
of change (PGIC)

Clinical assessments
Allodynia (affected limb)

Two-Point Discrimination
Threshold ratio

Absolut temperature
difference
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Effect

df†

Oedema difference

Time

2.54, 99.16

1.12

0.339

0.03

Group

1, 39

0.40

0.531

0.01

Time x Group

2.54, 99.16

2.64

0.063

0.06

Time*

2.36, 92.03

4.43

0.010

0.10

Group

1, 39

0.28

0.599

0.01

Time x Group

2.36, 92.03

0.78

0.479

0.02

Time

1.74, 67.97

1.75

0.186

0.04

Group

1, 39

0.35

0.556

0.01

Time x Group

1.74, 67.97

0.73

0.466

0.02

Time

3, 117

1.54

0.207

0.04

Group

1, 39

0.97

0.330

0.02

Time x Group

3, 117

0.15

0.927

< 0.01

Time

2.41, 94.10

0.40

0.712

0.01

Group

1, 39

0.30

0.586

0.01

Time x Group

2.41, 94.10

0.16

0.885

< 0.01

Time*

3, 117

2.71

0.049

0.06

Group

1, 39

2.00

0.165

0.05

Time x Group

3, 117

0.58

0.632

0.01

Time

3, 117

1.58

0.198

0.04

Group

1, 39

0.87

0.357

0.02

Time x Group

3, 117

0.47

0.702

0.01

Grip strength ratio

F

p

ƞ2p

Measure

Experimental tests of neuropsychological functions
Temporal Order
Judgement task (PSS)

Greyscales task

Mental Number Line
Bisection task

Hand laterality recognition
Accuracy Index

Hand laterality recognition
Reaction Time Index

* Statistically significant effect (p < .05).
† Greenhouse-Geisser adjusted degrees of freedom are reported where sphericity assumption was violated.
BPI, Brief Pain Inventory; PDQ, Pain Detect Questionnaire; BPDS, Bath CRPS Body Perception Disturbance
Scale; TSK, Tampa Scale for Kinesiophobia; POMS, Profile of Mood States; TSK, Tampa Scale for Kinesiophobia.
PSS, Point of Subjective Simultaneity.
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Table S6
The results of the bootstrapped linear mixed models regressions of scores on the tests of sensory and motor function, visuospatial attention, and spatiallydefined motor function - directional hypokinesia and bradykinesia (per-protocol analysis)
Model term

Coefficient estimate [95% CI]
Sensory functions

Motor function

Visuospatial
attention

Delta finger-topalm ratio

Landmark task
(PSE)

Mechanical
Detection
Threshold ratio

Mechanical Pain
Threshold ratio

-1.31 [-3.24, 0.31]

-0.09 [-0.89, 0.73]

0.70 [0.64, 0.75]*

0.25 [-1.28, 2.67]

RS1

-2.81 [-8.37, 1.05]

-0.57 [-1.92, 0.46]

-0.04 [-0.12, 0.04]

2.72 [-0.23, 8.90]

RS3

-0.55 [-3.15, 1.66]

-0.66 [-1.99, 0.42]

-0.02 [-0.12, 0.05]

0.11 [-1.84, 2.16]

RS4

-1.66 [-5.21, 1.24]

0.17 [-0.68, 1.12]

0.02 [-0.06, 0.10]

0.24 [-1.79, 2.58]

0.29 [-2.25, 2.80]

0.23 [-0.74, 1.20]

-0.01 [-0.09, 0.08]

-0.27 [-2.70, 1.23]

Intercept
Time (RS2 = 0)

Group (PA = 0)
Sham

Time x Group (RS2, PA = 0)
RS1, Sham

2.95 [-1.97, 8.99]

0.32 [-1.13, 1.89]

0.05 [-0.06, 0.17]

-2.53 [-8.79, 0.47]

RS3, Sham

-2.04 [-7.86, 2.51]

1.00 [-0.29, 2.47]

0.06 [-0.04, 0.19]

-0.09 [-2.13, 1.87]

RS4, Sham

1.95 [-1.92, 6.40]

-0.04 [-1.19, 1.10]

0.02 [-0.08, 0.13]

-0.24 [-2.57, 1.76]
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Model term

Coefficient estimate [95% CI]
Directional hypokinesia (MIT)
Affected hand

Directional bradykinesia (MET)
Unaffected hand

Index A

Index B

Index A

31.72
[-115.60, 136.20]

30.41
[-127.78, 174.97]

-27.48
[-94.91, 24.38]

RS1

-29.23
[-194.86, 121.55]

-40.50
[-241.18, 121.94]

RS3

-250.17
[-663.20, -5.27]*

RS4

Intercept

Affected hand
Index B

Unaffected hand

Index A

Index B

-22.67
[-74.98, 21.53]

50.84
[-103.74, 169.43]

-116.48
[-188.02, -44.74]*

41.87
[-22.44, 120.05]

12.49
[-50.71, 78.42]

-129.53
[-603.90, 164.88]

67.75
[-40.73, 192.13]

-265.27
[-677.40, 5.61]

31.77
[-33.84, 122.10]

18.80
[-42.65, 90.16]

10.98
[-171.21, 162.96]

-62.05
[-200.75, 52.76]

-42.62
[-228.78, 97.84]

1.82
[-70.40, 87.69]

22.41
[-37.17, 83.89]

23.73
[-134.83, 186.62]

-43.75
[-150.14, 110.47]

-37.04
[-189.89, 118.58]

32.48
[-25.63, 104.72]

41.05
[-14.22, 108.37]

-3.16
[-131.20, 152.37]

Index A
87.86
[55.03, 122.03]*

Index B
45.01
[13.52, 77.95]*

Time (RS2 = 0)
7.08
[-39.00, 50.36]

-33.52
[-99.06, 30.31]

-6.50
[-52.34, 34.75]

-2.43
[-40.59, 33.88]

51.90
[-41.76, 142.84]

-14.81
[-59.08, 25.21]

-27.16
[-71.17, 13.87]

25.69
[-74.31, 128.21]

-6.96
[-47.42, 33.73]

-24.73
[-68.42, 18.68]

-6.82
[-108.75, 96.48]

Group (PA = 0)
Sham

Time x Group (RS2, PA = 0)
RS1, Sham

30.79
[-126.93, 206.42]

52.40
[-115.17, 261.61]

-49.22
[-140.62, 32.79]

-52.67
[-161.06, 39.89]

143.71
[-161.33, 622.79]

-116.70
[-268.32, 43.71]

-0.74
[-63.40, 60.29]

17.87
[-61.55, 96.89]

RS3, Sham

246.39
[-6.06, 645.57]

251.56
[-21.01, 657.54]

-32.26
[-125.88, 41.88]

-32.33
[-111.24, 42.15]

-17.36
[-193.70, 167.19]

10.77
[-118.96, 148.00]

10.08
[-40.39, 59.93]

5.03
[-51.12, 59.11]

RS4, Sham

44.62
[-98.45, 202.44]

55.16
[-102.42, 258.32]

-4.74
[-98.42, 74.57]

-15.31
[-93.86, 66.73]

-26.95
[-189.23, 144.88]

-19.30
[-149.11, 109.53]

-10.53
[-58.80, 40.61]

4.72
[-46.91, 61.09]

* Significant effect (95% CI around the coefficient estimate does not include 0).
The reference condition for dummy variable coding is indicated within parentheses for each term.
PA, prism adaptation treatment; Sham, sham treatment; RS1, RS2, RS3, and RS4, research sessions 1, 2, 3, and 4; PSE, Point of Subjective Equality; MIT, movement
initiation time; MET, movement execution time.
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Supplemental Digital Content 3 – Video

https://youtu.be/dcLuyPfFowM
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Supplemental Digital Content 4 – Figures S1-S7
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Figure S1. Individual pain intensity and CRPS severity reduction scores (intention-to-treat analysis).
Grey circles represent individual participants’ change on the primary outcomes of pain intensity (A)
and CRPS severity (B) from immediately before treatment (RS2, research session 2) to immediately
after treatment (RS3, research session 3). Negative scores indicate reduction in pain or CPRS severity
over the treatment period. Red circle represents mean (95% CI) reduction scores in prism adaptation
(PA) and sham treatment groups. Green dashed lines represent the threshold of clinically significant
reduction in pain and CPRS severity and labels represent IDs of participant who achieved that
reduction (see Table S1).
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Figure S2. Daily logbook ratings (intention-to-treat analysis). Mean ratings of average daily pain
intensity (A), symptom interference (B), and range of movement (C) in prism adaptation (PA; orange
line) and sham treatment (blue line) throughout the first 10 weeks of the study. Higher scores
indicate greater pain intensity, greater symptoms interference, and better range of movement of the
affected limb. Shaded areas around the lines represent BCa 95% CIs. Grey shaded rectangles
represent the treatment period.
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Figure S3. Scatterplots of changes on the primary outcomes vs. CRPS duration (intention-to-treat
analysis). Relationships between individual participants’ change in pain intensity (A) and CRPS
severity (B) over the treatment period (between RS2, research session 2, and RS3, research session
3) and participants’ disease duration (months since diagnosis) at the time of research session 1 are
illustrated. Negative scores for pain and CRPS severity indicate reduction of these outcomes (i.e.
improvement). Participants in the PA (prism adaptation) group are represented by orange circles,
and those in the sham treatment group are represented by blue triangles. Lines of best fit with
confidence intervals (shaded surfaces) are superimposed for each treatment group. R, Pearson’s
correlation coefficients for the relationships between pain reduction and disease duration (A) and
CRPS severity reduction and disease duration (B). For pain reduction score, one observation was
removed as an outlier (score = -7).
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Figure S4. Scatterplots of changes on the primary outcomes vs. baseline performance on tests of spatial cognition (intention-to-treat analysis).
Relationships between individual participants’ change in pain intensity (top panel) and CRPS severity (bottom panel) over the treatment period (between
RS2, research session 2, and RS3, research session 3) and their baseline (RS2) performance on the Temporal Order Judgement (A, E), Landmark (B, F),
Greyscales (C, G), and Mental Number Line Bisection (MNLB; D, H) tasks are illustrated. Negative scores for pain and CRPS severity indicate reduction of
these outcomes (i.e. improvement). Negative scores on the tests of spatial cognition indicate reduced attention to and / or representation of the affected
relative to unaffected side. Participants in the PA (prism adaptation) group are represented by orange circles, and those in the sham treatment group are
represented by blue triangles. Lines of best fit with confidence intervals (shaded surfaces) are superimposed for each treatment group. Pearson’s
correlation coefficients (R) are reported for the relationships between change in pain (top panel) or CRPS severity (bottom panel) and performance on the
tests of spatial cognition in PA (orange) and sham treatment (blue) groups.
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Figure S5. Scatterplots of changes on the primary outcomes vs. baseline scores on tests of body representation (intention-to-treat analysis). Relationships
between individual participants’ change in pain intensity (top panel) and CRPS severity (bottom panel) over the treatment period (between RS2, research
session 2, and RS3, research session 3) and their baseline (RS2) scores on the Bath CRPS Body Perception Disturbance Scale (A, D), accuracy indices (B, E)
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and reaction time indices (C, F) on the Hand laterality recognition task are illustrated. Negative scores for pain and CRPS severity indicate reduction of these
outcomes (i.e. improvement). Higher scores on Bath CRPS Body Perception Disturbance Scale and more positive indices of the Hand laterality recognition
indicate greater disturbance of representation of the affected limb. Participants in the PA (prism adaptation) group are represented by orange circles, and
those in the sham treatment group are represented by blue triangles. Lines of best fit with confidence intervals (shaded surfaces) are superimposed for
each treatment group. R, Pearson’s correlation coefficients are reported for the relationships between pain reduction (top panel) or CRPS severity reduction
(bottom panel) and scores on tests of body representation. For pain reduction score, one observation was removed as an outlier (score = -7).
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Figure S6. Primary outcomes (per-protocol analysis). Mean [BCa 95% CI] current pain intensity (A)
and CRPS severity scores (B) in prism adaptation (PA; orange circles) and sham treatment (blue
diamonds) groups in each time point. RS1, RS2, RS3, and RS4, research sessions 1, 2, 3, and 4; LTFU1
and LTFU2, long-term follow-up 1 and 2. Grey arrow represents treatment period.
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Figure S7. Individual pain intensity and CRPS severity reduction scores (per-protocol analysis). Grey
circles represent individual participants’ change on the primary outcomes of pain intensity (A) and
CRPS severity (B) from immediately before treatment (RS2, research session 2) to immediately after
treatment (RS3, research session 3). Negative scores indicate reduction in pain or CPRS severity over
the treatment period. Red circle represents mean (95% CI) reduction scores in prism adaptation (PA)
and sham treatment groups. Green dashed lines represent the threshold of clinically significant
reduction in pain and CPRS severity.

38

