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INTRODUCTION
The scientific community rapidly responded to the 
COVID- 19 pandemic by developing novel SARS- 
CoV- 2 vaccines (table 1). As of early June 2021, an 
estimated 2 billion doses have been administered 
worldwide.1 Neurological adverse events following 
immunisation (AEFI), such as cerebral venous 
sinus thrombosis and demyelinating episodes, 
have been reported. In some countries, these 
have led to the temporary halting of both vaccine 
trials and roll- out programmes. In the absence of 
clear evidence of causal associations between the 
vaccine and adverse events, or the rarity of the 
AEFIs themselves, programmes have thus far been 
restarted, although sometimes with modifications 
to recommendations.2

Transient influenza- like symptoms such as head-
ache, myalgia and fatigue have been reported in up 
to 5% of SARS- CoV- 2 vaccine recipients in clinical 
trials,3 4 although these symptoms often indicate 
an appropriate immune response to vaccination.5 

More severe potential adverse effects in the open- 
label phase of vaccine roll- outs are being collected 
through national surveillance systems. In the USA, 
roughly 372 adverse events have been reported per 
million doses, which is a lower rate than expected 
based on the clinical trials.6

In the UK, adverse events are reported via the 
Coronavirus Yellow Card reporting website. As of 
early June 2021, approximately 250 000 Yellow 
Cards have been submitted, equating to around 
three to seven Yellow Cards per 1000 doses.7 For 
comparison, the 2010 Pandemrix vaccination had 
a rate of around 0.6 Yellow Card submissions 
per 1000 doses.8 Increased pharmacovigilance 
surrounding SARS- CoV- 2 vaccinations may lead 
to surveillance bias,9 safety alerts may lead to 
notoriety bias10 and recall bias may also occur. 
Nevertheless, with large numbers of people being 
vaccinated, often with a two- dose schedule, rare 
complications of vaccination may be seen more 

Table 1 SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines approved for use by at least one regulatory body at the time of submission (early June 
2021)71

Vaccine Vaccine type Developer

Comirnaty (BNT162b2) mRNA based Pfizer

COVID- 19 Vaccine AstraZeneca (AZD1222) Adenovirus AstraZeneca

COVID- 19 Vaccine Janssen (JNJ- 78436735; Ad26.
COV2.S)

Non- replicating viral vector Janssen Vaccines (Johnson & Johnson)

Moderna COVID- 19 Vaccine (mRNA- 1273) mRNA based Moderna

Sputnik V (rAd26 and rAd5) Recombinant adenovirus Gamaleya Research Institute

Sputnik Light (rAd26) Recombinant adenovirus Gamaleya Research Institute

BBIBP- CorV Inactivated SARS- CoV- 2 Sinopharm

CoronaVac Inactivated SARS- CoV- 2 Sinovac

EpiVacCorona Peptide (spike protein) Federal Budgetary Research Institution State Research 
Center of Virology and Biotechnology

Convidicea (Ad5- nCoV) Recombinant adenovirus CanSino Biologics

Covaxin Inactivated SARS- CoV- 2 Bharat Biotech

WIBP- CorV Inactivated SARS- CoV- 2 Sinopharm

CoviVac Inactivated SARS- CoV- 2 Chumakov Federal Scientific Center for Research and 
Development of Immune and Biological Products

ZF2001 Adjuvanted protein subunit Anhui Zhifei Longcom Biopharmaceutical

QazVac (QazCovid- in) Inactivated SARS- CoV- 2 Research Institute for Biological Safety Problems

Inactivated SARS- CoV- 2 Vaccine (Vero Cells) (yet 
unnamed)

Inactivated SARS- CoV- 2 Minhai Biotechnology; Kangtai Biological Products
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frequently, and judicious assessment of causality is recom-
mended in each case.

Widespread vaccine take- up is necessary to establish the 
required herd immunity to stop or slow the pandemic and to 
prevent the emergence of vaccine- resistant strains,11 as well as 
to decrease the neurological and neuropsychiatric complications 
that are associated with COVID- 19 itself.12 13 As vaccine uptake 
is directly influenced by public confidence in the safety of the 
vaccine, it is critical that those reporting potential neurological 
and/or psychiatric complications apply stringent methodological 
approaches to assigning a causal association between the two, as 
has been undertaken for COVID- 19 itself.14

Here we present a summary of what is currently known about 
the neurological and neuropsychiatric adverse effects of the 
currently available SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines. We review evidence 
from previous vaccination campaigns and discuss the complexi-
ties. Finally, we propose system for AEFI causality assessments.

NEUROLOGICAL ADVERSE EVENTS IN PREVIOUS 
VACCINATION CAMPAIGNS
Previous programmes have raised the possibility of adverse 
neuropsychiatric events to vaccination. Autoimmune enceph-
alitis following influenza and Japanese encephalitis vaccina-
tion have been documented,15 as has the likely autoimmune 
phenomenon of childhood- onset narcolepsy following both 
influenza H1N1 infection16 and the associated Pandemrix vacci-
nation,17 which in 2010 was thought to lead to a small increase 
in narcolepsy rates in several countries.18 As well as the active 
immunogenic substance, vaccine excipients (eg, sodium tauro-
deoxycholate and thimerosal) and the manufacturing process 
have been potentially implicated in some vaccine reactions, 
such as febrile convulsions in children administered the inac-
tivated influenza vaccination in 2010.19 Neurological events 
attributed to vaccines have also previously led to their cessa-
tion from use. A 1976 H1N1 influenza vaccine was withdrawn 
from use due to a small increase of Guillain- Barré syndrome 
(GBS) cases (leading to around an additional one case of GBS 
for every 100 000 vaccines).20 Similarly, an intranasal influenza 
vaccine was also withdrawn in Switzerland in 2001 as it was 
estimated to have contributed to an extra 13 cases of Bell’s palsy 
per 10 000 vaccinations.21

It is also recognised that there have been acute neurological 
responses in previous vaccination campaigns which, although 
precipitated by the vaccination procedure, are not directly 
related to the vaccine constituents. For example, human 
papillomavirus vaccination (HPV) vaccinations in Brazil have 
precipitated functional (non- epileptic) seizures or attacks (a 
subtype of functional neurological disorder (FND)),22 which 
have also been reported following the H1N1 vaccination in 
Taiwan23 and South Korea.24 The WHO Global Advisory 
Committee on Vaccine Safety and Immunisations (GACVS) 
working group of the WHO recognise such ‘immunisation 
stress related responses’ (ISRRs) as a disqualifier in their tool 
for assessing causality of an adverse event following immu-
nisation, which include (but are not limited to) acute stress 
responses, vasovagal reactions and dissociative symptoms.25 
Many of these ISRRs can be viewed as FND triggered by 
vaccines. Indeed, FND is commonly precipitated by, and can 
emerge from, a range of initial ‘organic’ symptoms that can be 
due to physical injury or illness. In these cases, vaccination due 
to the commonly encountered local and systemic reactions is 
sufficient to precipitate FND.26

COVID-19 VACCINE AND NEUROLOGICAL MANIFESTATIONS
Clinical trials
At least 16 SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines have been approved for use 
by at least one national regulatory authority27 (table 1), and as 
of early June 2021, there are around a further 400 vaccines in 
development, with 102 in the clinical phase.27 Adverse events 
in the clinical trials—captured using the International Council 
for Harmonisation of Technical Requirements for Pharmaceu-
ticals for Human Use Medical Dictionary for Regulatory Activ-
ities, under system organ classifications such as central nervous 
system disorders and psychiatric disorders28–indicated limited 
reports of serious neurological adverse events.3 4 While phase 
III trials are powered to detect common adverse reactions, asso-
ciation with rare but significant events, such as neurological 
complications, may not be detected until phase IV or open- label 
studies. Commonly cited exemplars of this include cases of GBS 
in association with the 1976/77 US swine influenza vaccination 
programme29 and Bell’s palsy in association with inactivated 
intranasal influenza vaccine,21 as discussed previously.

Consistent with this, only isolated cases of neurological events 
were reported in clinical trials of major SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines. 
Three cases of transverse myelitis were reported (2/12 174 in 
the vaccine group and 1/11 879 in the control arm) in phase III 
trial of ChAdOx1 vaccine, which led to a temporary halting of 
the study. Following evaluation, the cases were deemed unlikely 
to be related to the vaccine and the study continued.30 Medical 
litigation cases have also been raised, including an anonymous 
trial volunteer in India who sued the manufacturers for ‘acute 
encephalopathy’ occurring 10 days after ChAdOx1 vaccine 
administration. In this case, the national medical authorities 
concluded there was no causal link.31

Few cases of Bell’s palsy were reported in the BNT162b2 
(Pfizer- BioNTech) trial (four in the vaccine arm and none in 
the placebo arm; each arm had >20 000 participants)3 and 
the mRNA- 1273 (Moderna) trial (three in the vaccine arm and 
one in the placebo arm; each arm had >15 000 participants).4 
Despite uneven distribution in the vaccine versus placebo arms, 
such numbers were in keeping with the expected rates based on 
the baseline prevalence of Bell’s palsy (20- 40/100 000 annu-
ally).32 Aside from this, the BNT162b2 and mRNA- 1237 trials 
reported no other notable patterns between treatment groups 
for other neurological or neuroinflammatory events.3 4

Numerical imbalances were also reported for some adverse 
neurological events in the phase III study of the Ad26.COV2.S 
(Johnson & Johnson/Janssen) of over 43 000 individuals (of 
whom >21 000 received the vaccine).33 In the vaccination 
group, there were four events of seizures (vs one in placebo 
group) and six events of tinnitus (vs 0). One case of GBS was 
also seen in the vaccine arm. There were also 11 thromboem-
bolic events in the vaccine arm (compared with three in the 
placebo group), including one case of cerebral venous sinus 
thrombosis with cerebral haemorrhage. This case was associated 
with thrombocytopaenia, disseminated intravascular coagula-
tion and later was also found to have developed antibodies to 
platelet factor 4. The trail was paused and subsequently restarted 
following an external review as causality could not be deter-
mined at the time.34 Causality has not been confirmed for other 
events, as underlying medical conditions may have predisposed 
the affected individuals. Detailed postapproval surveillance of 
these events was advised.33

The phase III trial of the Sputnik vaccine did not feature any 
significant neurological adverse events in over 16 000 partici-
pants in the vaccine group.35 Full peer- review publications of 
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some other vaccine phase III trials, with an estimate of neurolog-
ical adverse events, are currently awaited.

Postapproval surveillance
That rare, but significant, adverse events may only be detected 
following large- scale, open- label monitoring is exemplified by 
the emergence of vaccine- induced thrombosis with thrombocy-
topaenia (VITT). VITT resembles heparin- induced autoimmune 
thrombocytopaenia, manifesting with low platelet count and 
extensive thromboses. VITT has been reported to arise due to 
the development of antibodies to platelet factor 4, typically 4–28 
days after the first dose of an adenovirus vector based vaccine.36 
The most common neurological manifestation of VITT is cere-
bral venous sinus thrombosis (CVST), but arterial stroke is also a 
recognised complication.37

Concerns about the association of VITT with SARS- CoV- 2 
vaccination were first raised in March 2021,38 and cases 
reported in the literature followed shortly afterwards.39 40 The 
unique clinical features of the syndrome and the consistent 
temporal relationship with the vaccine led to the confirmation of 
its causative role. In response to this, many countries, including 
Germany, USA, Norway, Canada, the UK and others, suspended 
or amended the target age ranges of the implicated vaccines: 
ChAdOx1 and Ad26.CoV2.S.41 42 As of 2 June 2021, there 
have been 372 cases of VITT reported to the UK Medicines and 
Healthcare products Regulatory Agency (MHRA), of which 135 
had CVST.7 This translates to an overall incidence of 14.2 cases 
per every million doses administered. An epidemiological study 
of Danish and Norwegian adults reported a higher incidence of 
CVST post- ChAdOx1 vaccine with an excess of 2.5 events for 
every 100 000 vaccines administered.43

Neurological adverse events are tracked by national regula-
tory bodies worldwide. This includes the UK MHRA’s Yellow 
Card system as well as the US Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention’s Vaccine Adverse Event Reporting System. 
Both agencies run rapid cycle analysis as well as comparison 
of observed versus expected rates to allow early safety signal 
detection. Several hundred Yellow Card reports for Bell’s palsy, 
seizures, GBS and transverse myelitis have been submitted 
following almost 65 million doses of COVID- 19 vaccinations 
administered in the UK.7 So far, these numbers do not exceed 
the natural expected case rates, although reports continue to 
be closely monitored. Similarly, there are only individual case 
reports of neurological adverse events following COVID- 19 
vaccines in the literature; these include GBS,44 Bell’s palsy,45 
acute disseminated encephalomyelitis (ADEM),46 transverse 
myelitis,47 delirium48 and seizures.49 The authors of these 
articles warn against attributing causality based solely on the 
temporal association.

Several videos of neurological and neuropsychiatric postvac-
cination symptoms and signs have been shared on social media, 
many of which have been widely shared and in some cases picked 
up by news channels.50 In some of these widely circulated videos, 
from countries such as the USA, objective clinical features sugges-
tive of FND have been identified, although clinical evaluation 
would be required to confirm this.51 Furthermore, 64 anxiety- 
related adverse events (such as syncope, sweating or dizziness) 
were reported in clusters following Ad26.CoV2.S vaccination in 
the USA.52 All were classified as non- serious, but the authors 
highlighted that the importance of recognising such events to 
provide reassurance to the affected individuals and to other 
members of public attending vaccination centres.

CONSIDERATIONS FOR CAUSALITY ASSESSMENTS
There are several tools for assessing causality for postvaccina-
tion sequelae, including the WHO’s GACVS causality assess-
ment tool.25 In table 2, we correlate the GACVS criteria with 
the well- known Bradford Hill criteria for causality14 and discuss 
the implications for establishing causality in neurological adverse 
events associated with COVID- 19 vaccination, including FND.

Assessing causality
Before proceeding to any causality assessment, the adverse event 
diagnosis must be first validated. This can be done using the 
Brighton Collaboration guidance, which provides definitions 
and levels of diagnostic certainty for neurological conditions 
such as GBS and Miller- Fisher syndrome, transverse myelitis, 
Bell’s palsy, encephalitis and ADEM as well as generalised 
convulsive seizures.53 Nevertheless, there are two principal 
limitations to using well- established case definitions. First, some 
recognised but atypical variants will not meet the diagnostic 
criteria, precluding causality assessment (an example of this is 
facial diplegia with paraesthesia variant of GBS).54 In these cases, 
clinicians may agree on working definitions for such condition 
to include them in the surveillance sensitivity analysis.55 Second, 
no case definitions are available for new and emergent adverse 
events, such as VITT. In the case of VITT, the consistent clinical 
presentation, specific laboratory features (such as thrombocyto-
paenia and positive platelet factor 4 antibodies), as well as the 
objective radiological findings allowed the scientific community 
to rapidly establish diagnostic criteria.37 40 Case definitions are 
being refined in larger cohort studies to reflect clinical variants 
not meeting the original definitions (eg, up to 5% of patients 
with VITT may have normal platelet count at presentation).56 
Establishing case definitions is, however, a particular challenge 
for adverse events with variable presentations and without 
specific diagnostic tests, such as FND.

Once the clinical case definition is ascertained, one can 
proceed to the causality assessment. Using questions summarised 
in table 2, the WHO algorithm for AEFI groups events into five 
categories: consistent with causal association, indeterminate, 
inconsistent with causal association, unclassifiable (insufficient 
information) or unsuitable for causality assessment (not meeting 
clinical case definitions). Events are classified as inconsistent 
with causal association if there is a strong suspicion of alterna-
tive causes and as consistent with causal association if there is no 
alternative aetiology and previous evidence suggests association 
with the vaccination.25 A consequence of this is that for any new 
vaccine, all adverse events will be initially classified as ‘indeter-
minate’, until further evidence becomes available. This signifi-
cantly limits the use of these criteria for assessment of adverse 
events following novel vaccines, such as large- scale programmes 
for SARS- CoV- 2.

Instead, we propose classifying cases as: probable, possible and 
unlikely, considering the temporal relationship, individual risk 
factors and the likelihood of an alternative aetiology (table 3). 
This approach may support clinicians in assessing individual 
patients where the evidence from the literature is sparse, but it 
should not replace the statutory reporting to regulatory bodies.

High- quality randomised controlled trials may often be one 
of the strongest means by which to assess causality in AEFIs; 
however, in situations such as the ongoing SARS- CoV- 2 vacci-
nation campaign, undertaking such trials postlicensing may not 
be feasible or ethical.57 Instead, alternative methods of estab-
lishing causality, such as triangulation, may be used. Triangula-
tion, a process akin to the Bradford Hill criterion of consistency, 
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Table 2 Criteria for defining causality in vaccine- related adverse events adapted from WHO criteria55 and from Bradford Hill criteria72

WHO GACVS criteria Bradford Hill equivalent

Considerations for assessing causality 
of COVID- 19 vaccination in organic 
neurological adverse events

Considerations for assessing 
causality of SARS- CoV- 2 vaccination 
in FND

Is there evidence in published 
peer- reviewed literature that this 
vaccine may cause such an event if 
administered correctly?

Consistency, strengthandexperimental evidence Limited evidence exists for new 
products, such as SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines. 
Isolated cases, such as CVST with 
thrombocytopaenia in phase III Ad26.
COV2.S trial, might have been reported in 
the clinical trials. Currently, multiple case 
reports and some epidemiological studies 
link VITT with adenovirus vector vaccines. 
However, only isolated case reports are 
available for Bell’s palsy, GBS, transverse 
myelitis and seizures, with no evidence 
from epidemiological studies.

In some widely circulated videos of SARS- 
CoV- 2 vaccine reactions, objective clinical 
features suggestive of FND have been 
identified.51 67 Case reports of probable 
FND precipitated by SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines 
have been recently published.63

Is there a biological plausibility that 
this vaccine could cause such an event?

Biological plausibility The immune response to SARS- CoV- 2 
vaccines is the most likely mechanism for 
neurological AE. For example, vaccines are 
a recognised risk factor for GBS. However, 
confirming exact mechanisms and 
identifying responsible components of the 
vaccine (if any) may take a long time even 
in well- defined AE such as VITT.

Physiological reactions (eg, vasovagal 
symptoms or influenza- like symptoms), 
as well as injection site pain, may 
trigger and/or evolve into functional 
symptoms.26

In this patient, did a specific test 
demonstrate the causal role of the 
vaccine?

Coherence Antibodies to platelet factor 4 have been 
used to confirm the diagnosis of VITT. 
However, it is recognised that not all 
patients will uniformly test positive.
For other neurological events, specific tests 
can demonstrate the diagnosis (such as 
nerve conduction studies in GBS) but will 
not be able to attribute it directly to the 
vaccine.

FND is identified by positive clinical 
features. FND does not implicate specific 
vaccine constituents; it is precipitated 
by the physical procedure of being 
vaccinated.

Did the event occur within a 
plausible time window after vaccine 
administration?

Temporality Most immune- mediated events are 
expected to develop days to weeks after 
vaccination. For VITT, the timeline is 5–30 
days, although patients may present 
later (as thrombosis may be initially 
asymptomatic). For other immune- 
mediated neurological conditions, such as 
GBS or transverse myelitis, the standard 
cut- off is 42 days, although additional 
sensitivity analyses are often run using 
longer time intervals (up to 3 months). 
Events developing <24 hours (except for 
seizures) would be unlikely to be attributed 
to the vaccination.20 73

FND precipitated by vaccination can 
potentially arise within minutes if 
precipitated by the vaccination procedure 
itself but could also develop over days if 
precipitated by physiological effects of 
vaccination, for example, vasovagal or 
influenza- like side effects.

Could the current event have occurred 
in this patient without vaccination 
(background rate)?

Specificity VITT has not been described prior to the 
adenovirus vaccines, and so baseline rates 
of CVST with thrombocytopaenia are 
unknown. Epidemiological studies may 
use CVST only as baseline rate, but such 
approach is limited.
Baseline rates for GBS, transverse myelitis 
and Bell’s palsy are routinely used in 
vaccine surveillance.
Beyond spontaneous occurrence, one must 
consider explaining the event by risks 
factors and alternative aetiologies.
For example, one’s risk of Bell’s palsy is 
increased in pregnancy, whereas GBS may 
be triggered by infective illness.

FND is common26 and in many cases 
would arise independently of vaccination 
although, as discussed above, it may 
be a precipitating factor in some cases. 
Sociological and pandemic factors 
may further predispose those with a 
risk of FND to develop the disorder 
from a precipitating stressor, such as 
vaccination.62

Have similar events been observed in 
previous vaccination campaigns?

Analogy Examples of neurological events associated 
with vaccinations include:
1976 Swine influenza vaccination 
association with GBS.20 74

2001 intranasal influenza vaccine 
association with Bell’s palsy.21

2010 childhood- onset narcolepsy following 
Pandemrix vaccination.16

Functional symptoms have been 
described following HPV22 69 as well as 
the H1N1 vaccination23 24 campaigns.

Continued
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involves the integration of results from different epidemiolog-
ical methods (eg, RCT and observational cohort studies) with 
different inherent biases. If two or more methods point towards 
a potentially causal event (particularly if the association is main-
tained among differing populations), this strengthens conviction 
in causal association.58 In addition to this, although a mecha-
nism (the Bradford Hill criterion of ‘biological plausibility’) is 
often preferred in causality assessments, it may not be immedi-
ately apparent, and causality should not be refuted simply on the 
absence of biological mechanisms, particularly should the other 
evidence for causality be strong.

Although associations between SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines and 
neurological adverse events may arise, these tools reiterate that 
caution must be exercised before causality is determined. Alter-
native aetiologies or recurrence of previous neurological disease 
may be responsible for the observed events, as was the case in 
some of the neurological AE associated with the ChAdOx1 
vaccine.30 Furthermore, the baseline rate of a condition may 
account for its occurrence in vaccinated population.59

Additional attributes related to the current SARS- CoV- 2 
vaccination programmes that may need to be considered when 
assessing causality include (but are not limited to): (A) the 
two- dose nature of some vaccine programmes, (B) the possi-
bility of some patients, for example, due to vaccination supply 
changes, receiving two separate brands of vaccine in a single 
dose schedule and (C) the individual’s prior exposure to SARS- 
CoV- 2 (ie, antigen formation and/or development of neurolog-
ical complications of COVID- 19 itself). These factors will also 
remain important if in future a seasonal SARS- CoV- 2 ‘booster’ 
vaccination is required.

Practical considerations
While causality is under intense study, a practical issue for clini-
cians is advising on SARS- CoV- 2 vaccine uptake in patients with 
a history of disabling or life- threatening GBS, acute disseminated 
encephalomyelitis or transverse myelitis, which are thought to 
have been linked to previous vaccination. Bayesian inference 
may suggest updating the probability of neurological complica-
tion based on an individual’s prior history. However, as there 

are no confirmed signals that these conditions occur with SARS- 
CoV- 2 vaccines, cautious advice must be given. Other factors 
that may help shared decision making include the population 
prevalence of COVID- 19, the individual’s risk of mortality from 
COVID- 19 and patient preference.

In the current rapid worldwide vaccination campaign, health-
care regulatory authorities have tended to either halt vaccination 
campaigns or recommend their use only in those with risk factors 
for COVID- 19 in response to potential adverse events.38 41 42 The 
latter appears to be a sensible course of action while causality is 
swiftly reviewed, given the high rates of known complications of 
COVID- 19 itself.

Legal issues
The potential for neurological AEFIs (including FND) to 
SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines raises important medicolegal questions. 
An effective and fair compensation scheme for AEFIs is inte-
gral to maintaining public trust in vaccination campaigns.60 In 
the UK, for example, vaccine recipients (including of a SARS- 
CoV- 2 vaccine) are entitled to claim compensation for ‘severe 
disability’ resulting from a vaccination.61 Other methods of 
seeking compensation, including indemnification in clinical 
trials of vaccines and direct legal action against vaccine manu-
facturers, may also be applicable in the SARS- CoV- 2 vaccina-
tion campaign. We are not aware of any precedent in this area 
regarding severe and disabling FND resulting from vaccination, 
but the fact that the vaccine constituents are not implicated, and 
significant or full recovery always remains possible, complicates 
an already complex field, in which 65% of historical claimants to 
the UK scheme have been unable to definitively prove causality.60

FND REACTIONS TO VACCINATION
As we have seen, an expected response to the vaccination 
programme, particularly in younger people, may be acute 
FND. Patients with FND may present with a range of neuro-
logical symptoms including, but not limited to, seizures, sensory 
abnormalities, gait or balance disturbance and weakness. Symp-
toms arise as a disorder of neurological function as opposed 

WHO GACVS criteria Bradford Hill equivalent

Considerations for assessing causality 
of COVID- 19 vaccination in organic 
neurological adverse events

Considerations for assessing 
causality of SARS- CoV- 2 vaccination 
in FND

AE, autoimmune Encephalitis; CVST, cerebral venous sinus thrombosis; FND, functional neurological disorder; GBS, Guillain- Barré syndrome; HPV, human papillomavirus 
vaccination; VITT, vaccine- induced thrombosis with thrombocytopaenia.

Table 2 Continued

Table 3 Suggested criteria for labelling causality in neurological AEFI

Causality label Assessment criteria Considerations for neurological AEFI

Probable Typical time frame.
AND
No indication of an alternative aetiology.
AND
No risk factors.

For immune- associated AEFI, <6 weeks from vaccination.
No risk factors or alternative aetiology identified by the means of clinical, laboratory, 
radiological and electrophysiological assessment, as indicated.

Possible Plausible time frame, but outside of typical.
AND/OR
There may be an indication of an alternative aetiology and/or risk 
factors, but these are unlikely to explain the event.

For immune- associated AEFI, 6–12 weeks from vaccination.
Presence of risk factors, such as a previous episode of Bell’s palsy in a patient with 
postvaccination Bell’s palsy.

Unlikely Timeline not in keeping with prior established temporal associations
AND/OR
Alternative aetiology and/or risk factors fully explain the event.

For immune- associated AEFI, <24 hours or more >12 weeks from vaccination.
Clear alternative aetiology, such as Campylobacter diarrhoea preceding GBS.

AEFI, adverse events following immunisation.
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to structural lesions, and often mimic patients’ expectations of 
illness models rather than symptoms seen in organic neurolog-
ical disorders. These factors can lead to misinterpretations of 
such symptoms as being under the patient’s control and fuel 
both stigma and rejection of the diagnosis.26 In addition to this, 
healthcare workers are often unaware of, or lack confidence elic-
iting, the ‘positive’ clinical features that can reliably distinguish it 
from other neurological disorders.26

Our understanding of FND has developed dramatically in 
the last decade, and current models of the disorder challenge 
stress or psychological processes as the sole aetiological factor. 
Stress is not always present or relevant, and its primacy in older 
‘psychogenic’ or ‘conversion’ models of FND has been replaced 
by more nuanced biopsychosocial models that, while acknowl-
edging the important role of stress, do not assume its relevance 
for all. These models focus on cognitive and neurobiological 
processes underpinning symptom formation and persistence. 
Alongside the reduced primacy of psychological factors has been 
the acknowledgement of the importance of positive neurolog-
ical signs such as Hoover’s sign, which has a specificity of at 
least 95% in functional leg weakness.26 It is recognised that a 
compassionate, thorough and open explanation of the disorder 
improves understanding and acceptance of the diagnosis and is a 
critical first step to successful treatment.26

In many cases, FND is precipitated by physical disorders, 
sometimes relatively ‘minor’ injuries or accidents. In the case of 
vaccination, it is plausible that physiological reactions (eg, vaso-
vagal symptoms or influenza- like symptoms), as well as unilateral 
pain from the injection site, may trigger and/or evolve into func-
tional symptoms.62 Indeed, FND has been reported in response 
to previous vaccination campaigns, and case reports of FND 
precipitated by SARS- CoV- 2 vaccination have been published.63 
Despite this, clinicians must continue to be just as judicious in 
attributing causality of SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines to FNDs as with 
any other neurological adverse event.

The capacity for functional symptoms to develop in response 
to vaccination may be increased due to wider factors of the 
global SARS- CoV- 2 vaccination campaign. Patients with FND 
have been shown to have heightened suggestibility,64 which 
is currently understood in a Bayesian framework to reflect a 
tendency to form overprecise ‘priors’.65 Attentional focus on 
potential neurological side effects, particularly in the context of 
extensive media interest, may result in somatic hypervigilance 
for specific symptoms in some individuals, which in turn is likely 
to contribute to an increased risk of FND.51 Conceptually, this 
is supported by the improvement of cases of FND in response 
to previous vaccination campaigns once media coverage of the 
events ceased.66 Furthermore, the capacity of social media to 
facilitate the dissemination of information, as well as misinfor-
mation and disinformation, may contribute to the worldwide 
spread of functional reactions to vaccines.66

The influence of media coverage and public perception of 
vaccine reactions on susceptibility to FND offers a potential 
opportunity for healthcare professionals to reduce the incidence 
of expected vaccine- related FND. The better informed poten-
tial vaccine recipients and the wider public are about the poten-
tial for FND in response to SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines, the better 
the outcomes are likely to be for those who develop FND in 
response to vaccination.67 Additionally, clinicians and wider 
health authorities are implored to strike a balance between thor-
ough investigation and reassurance in patients in whom a func-
tional reaction is identified. This is likely to prove challenging 
in some situations, particularly given the role of social media; 
however, sensitive and informed handling of situations is likely 

to lead to better outcomes for patients and the wider vaccination 
campaign.

Occasionally, functional symptoms can ‘spread’ between indi-
viduals as ‘mass psychogenic (functional) illnesses’ after vacci-
nation. These clusters of functional illnesses occur most often 
within cohesive social groups such as schools or workplaces 
and can arise in many settings in response to stimuli that are 
perceived as noxious. There were cases of functional disorders 
following the H1N1 vaccination in Taiwan23 and South Korea.24 
In both countries, these predominantly affected schoolchildren, 
and in some cases in Taiwan, symptoms of functional dizziness 
and weakness spread in clusters, all of which resolved without 
medical intervention. This phenomenon has been echoed in 
multiple other countries and in response to different vaccines.68 
In situations in which functional illnesses have arisen contem-
poraneously with vaccination programmes, misunderstanding 
of causality and association has led to significant increases in 
vaccine hesitancy; in Colombia, following a large- scale outbreak 
of functional symptoms, HPV vaccine course uptake decreased 
from 88% to just 5%.69

Inappropriate recognition and management of FND may 
be disruptive to vaccination programmes. To this end, vaccine 
providers should have training on recognising functional disor-
ders that should be clearly distinguished from other AEs, such 
as allergic reactions to the vaccine. Although symptoms of FND 
are disabling and in some cases can be chronic, patients can be 
reassured that FND does not equate to any structural damage to 
the CNS. In the absence of this clarity, vaccine- associated FND 
has the capacity to contribute significantly to vaccine hesitancy.70

CONCLUSION
Neurological and neuropsychiatric adverse events have been 
reported in clinical trials of various SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines and, 
more often, in open- label monitoring. In many cases, no defini-
tive evidence has yet supported causality. Despite this, there are 
recognised rare adverse events that have been causally linked 
to SARS- CoV- 2 vaccines, for example, VITT. The necessary 
ongoing surveillance work is in progress; however, the current 
advice that the benefit of the vaccination outweighs the risk 
appears to be accurate from a neurological standpoint. Height-
ened reporting of adverse events, for example, via the Yellow 
Card system, may be in part due to increased pharmacovigilance.

In order to establish causality, clinical case definitions must be 
established, for example, via the Brighton collaboration guide-
lines for conditions recognised to be associated with vaccination 
and proactive clinician- led definitions in emergent conditions 
(such as VITT). In assessing causality, tools such as the WHO 
GACVS or Bradford Hill criteria may be used; however, we 
additionally propose criteria that classify associated neurological 
or neuropsychiatric events into probable, possible and unlikely 
cases, considering the temporal relationship, individual risk 
factors and the likelihood of an alternative aetiology. In such 
cases as the urgent SARS- CoV- 2 vaccination campaign in which 
ongoing RCTs may be unfeasible and/or unethical, epidemiolog-
ical methods of causality assessment such as triangulation may 
be used.

Regardless of current surveillance of neurological adverse 
events, it is increasingly likely that a significant minority of 
vaccine recipients will develop both organic and/or functional 
reactions to vaccine administration, which have already been 
noted in previous vaccination campaigns, as well as on videos and 
in case series during the COVID- 19 pandemic. FND reactions 
are real and distressing, although require different management 
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strategies, and lack of public understanding of FND reactions 
to vaccination may significantly increase the risk of vaccine 
hesitancy. Particular features of the SARS- CoV- 2 vaccination 
campaign, including the role of social media in spreading (mis)
information on vaccination side effects, as well as intense media 
interest, may mean individuals are further predisposed to FND 
reactions. Despite this, these avenues also offer clinicians oppor-
tunity to better inform potential vaccine recipients and in doing 
so potentially reduce the incidence of acute FND reactions.

It is important that those working in the clinical neurosciences 
are abreast of the evidence for and against potential associations, 
including background rates and the potential for FND manifes-
tations to both care for our patients and to not hamper ongoing 
vaccination efforts. At the individual level, clinicians are encour-
aged to have collaborative discussions with patients on the 
potential for neurological and neuropsychiatric complications of 
SARS- CoV- 2 vaccinations.

Author affiliations
1Institute of Psychiatry Psychology and Neuroscience, London, UK
2Department of Neurology, The Walton Centre NHS Foundation Trust, Liverpool, UK
3University of Liverpool, Liverpool, UK
4Institute of Infection and Global Health, University of Liverpool, Liverpool, UK
5Department of Neuroscience, Newcastle University, Newcastle upon Tyne, UK
6Translational and Clinical Research Institute, Newcastle upon Tyne, UK
7Faculty of Medicine, University of Southampton, Southampton, UK
8MRC CTU at UCL, Institute for Global Health and Institute for Clinical Trials 
Methodology, University College London, London, UK
9Department of Psychological Medicine, Institute of Psychiatry, King’s College 
London, London, UK
10King’s College London, London, UK

Twitter Matt Butler @mattbutlerpsych and Timothy R Nicholson @Tim_R_Nicholson

Contributors MB and AT produced the first draft. MB, AT, GKW, ME, RHT, IG, SP, 
TS, TAP, BDM and TRN significantly contributed to the first draft. BS contributed 
additional content post peer review. MB, AT, GKW, ME, RHT, IG, SP, BS, TS and TAP all 
reviewed final manuscript. BDM and TRN provided supervisory input and approved 
final manuscript.

Funding MB is an National Institute for Health Research (NIHR) Academic Clinical 
Fellow (ACF- 2019- 17- 008). TAP is supported by a NIHR Clinical Lectureship. TS is 
supported by the NIHR Health Protection Research Unit in Emerging and Zoonotic 
Infections (Grant Nos. IS- HPU- 1112- 10117 and NIHR200907), NIHR Programme 
Grant for Applied Research (No. RP- PG- 0108- 10,048), NIHR Global Health 
Research Group on Brain Infections (No. 17/63/110) and the European Union’s 
Horizon 2020 research and innovation program ZikaPLAN (Preparedness Latin 
America Network), grant agreement No. 734584. BDM is supported to conduct 
COVID- 19 neuroscience research by the UKRI/MRC (MR/V03605X/1); for additional 
neurological inflammation research due to viral infection, BDM is also supported by 
grants from the MRC/UKRI (MR/V007181//1), MRC (MR/T028750/1) and Wellcome 
(ISSF201902/3).

Competing interests None declared.

Patient consent for publication Not required.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

This article is made freely available for use in accordance with BMJ’s website 
terms and conditions for the duration of the covid- 19 pandemic or until otherwise 
determined by BMJ. You may use, download and print the article for any lawful, 
non- commercial purpose (including text and data mining) provided that all copyright 
notices and trade marks are retained.

ORCID iDs
Matt Butler http:// orcid. org/ 0000- 0002- 9734- 6539
Ian Galea http:// orcid. org/ 0000- 0002- 1268- 5102

REFERENCES
 1 Holder J. Tracking Coronavirus Vaccinations Around the World [Internet]. New York 

Times, 2021. Available: https://www. nytimes. com/ interactive/ 2021/ world/ covid- 
vaccinations- tracker. html [Accessed 29 Mar 2021].

 2 Mahase E. Covid- 19: who says rollout of AstraZeneca vaccine should continue, as 
Europe divides over safety. BMJ 2021;372:n728.

 3 Polack FP, Thomas SJ, Kitchin N, et al. Safety and efficacy of the BNT162b2 mRNA 
Covid- 19 vaccine. N Engl J Med 2020;383:2603–15.

 4 Baden LR, El Sahly HM, Essink B, et al. Efficacy and safety of the mRNA- 1273 SARS- 
CoV- 2 vaccine. N Engl J Med 2021;384:403–16.

 5 Wadman M. Public needs to PreP for vaccine side effects. Science 2020;370:1022.
 6 Remmel A. COVID vaccines and safety: what the research says. Nature 

2021;590:538–40 https://www. nature. com/ articles/ d41586- 021- 00290-x
 7 Medicines & Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency. Coronavirus vaccine - weekly 

summary of Yellow Card reporting, 2021. Available: https://www. gov. uk/ government/ 
publications/ coronavirus- covid- 19- vaccine- adverse- reactions/ coronavirus- vaccine- 
summary- of- yellow- card- reporting [Accessed 22 Feb 2021].

 8 Medicines & Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency. MHRA PUBLIC ASSESSMENT 
REPORT - Swine flu vaccines and antiviral medicines: UK postpandemic safety review, 
2011. Available: https:// assets. publishing. service. gov. uk/ government/ uploads/ system/ 
uploads/ attachment_ data/ file/ 852415/ Swine_ flu_ vaccines_ and_ antiviral_ medicines_ 
UK_ post- pandemic_ safety_ review. pdf

 9 Horwitz RI, Feinstein AR. Alternative analytic methods for case- control studies of 
estrogens and endometrial cancer. N Engl J Med 1978;299:1089–94.

 10 Pariente A, Gregoire F, Fourrier- Reglat A, et al. Impact of safety alerts on measures of 
disproportionality in spontaneous reporting databases: the notoriety bias. Drug Saf 
2007;30:891- 8.

 11 Iboi EA, Ngonghala CN, Gumel AB. Will an imperfect vaccine curtail the COVID- 19 
pandemic in the U.S.? Infect Dis Model 2020;5:510- 524.

 12 Butler M, Pollak TA, Rooney AG, et al. Neuropsychiatric complications of covid- 19. 
BMJ 2020;371:m3871.

 13 Rogers JP, Watson CJ, Badenoch J, et al. Neurology and neuropsychiatry of 
COVID- 19: a systematic review and meta- analysis of the early literature reveals 
frequent CNS manifestations and key emerging narratives. J Neurol Neurosurg 
Psychiatry 2021. doi:10.1136/jnnp-2021-326405. [Epub ahead of print: 03 Jun 
2021].

 14 Ellul M, Varatharaj A, Nicholson TR, et al. Defining causality in COVID- 19 and 
neurological disorders. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 2020;91:811–2.

 15 Wang H. Anti- Nmda receptor encephalitis and vaccination. Int J Mol Sci 2017;18:193. 
doi:10.3390/ijms18010193

 16 Baltagi SA, Shoykhet M, Felmet K, et al. Neurological sequelae of 2009 influenza A 
(H1N1) in children: a case series observed during a pandemic. Pediatr Crit Care Med 
2010;11:179–84.

 17 Partinen M, Saarenpää-Heikkilä O, Ilveskoski I, et al. Increased incidence and clinical 
picture of childhood narcolepsy following the 2009 H1N1 pandemic vaccination 
campaign in Finland. PLoS One 2012;7:e33723.

 18 Sarkanen TO, Alakuijala APE, Dauvilliers YA, et al. Incidence of narcolepsy after H1N1 
influenza and vaccinations: systematic review and meta- analysis. Sleep Med Rev 
2018;38:177–86.

 19 Li- Kim- Moy J, Booy R. The manufacturing process should remain the focus for severe 
febrile reactions in children administered an Australian inactivated influenza vaccine 
during 2010. Influenza Other Respi Viruses, 2016.

 20 Sejvar JJ, Kohl KS, Gidudu J, et al. Guillain- Barré syndrome and Fisher syndrome: case 
definitions and guidelines for collection, analysis, and presentation of immunization 
safety data. Vaccine 2011;29:599–612.

 21 Mutsch M, Zhou W, Rhodes P, et al. Use of the inactivated intranasal influenza vaccine 
and the risk of Bell’s palsy in Switzerland. N Engl J Med 2004;350:896–903.

 22 Marchetti RL, Gallucci- Neto J, Kurcgant D, et al. Immunization stress- related responses 
presenting as psychogenic non- epileptic seizures following HPV vaccination in Rio 
Branco, Brazil. Vaccine 2020;38:6714–20.

 23 Lin C- Y, Peng C- C, Liu H- C, et al. Psychogenic movement disorder after H1N1 
influenza vaccination. J Neuropsychiatry Clin Neurosci 2011;23:E37- 8.

 24 Yang TU, Kim HJ, Lee YK, et al. Psychogenic illness following vaccination: exploratory 
study of mass vaccination against pandemic influenza A (H1N1) in 2009 in South 
Korea. Clin Exp Vaccine Res 2017;6:31–7.

 25 World Health Organization. Causality assessment of an adverse event following 
immunization (AEFI): user manual for the revised who classification. World Health 
Organization, 2019.

 26 Espay AJ, Aybek S, Carson A, et al. Current concepts in diagnosis and treatment of 
functional neurological disorders. JAMA Neurol 2018;75:1132–41.

 27 World Health Organization. COVID- 19 vaccines, 2021. Available: https://www. who. 
int/ emergencies/ diseases/ novel- coronavirus- 2019/ covid- 19- vaccines [Accessed 1 Apr 
2021].

 28 Mozzicato P. MedDRA. Pharmaceut Med 2009;23:65–75. doi:10.1007/BF03256752
 29 Schonberger LB, Bregman DJ, Sullivan- Bolyai JZ, et al. Guillain- Barre syndrome 

following vaccination in the National Influenza Immunization Program, United States, 
1976--1977. Am J Epidemiol 1979;110:105–23. doi:10.1093/ oxfordjournals. aje. 
a112795

 30 Knoll MD, Wonodi C. Oxford- AstraZeneca COVID- 19 vaccine efficacy. Lancet 
2021;397:72–4.

 31 BMJ India Correspondent. Claims and counterclaims over alleged adverse reaction in 
covid- 19 vaccine in India. BMJ 2020;371:m4734.

 32 Rowlands S, Hooper R, Hughes R, et al. The epidemiology and treatment of Bell’s 
palsy in the UK. Eur J Neurol 2002;9:63–7.

 on M
ay 22, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jnnp.bm

j.com
/

J N
eurol N

eurosurg P
sychiatry: first published as 10.1136/jnnp-2021-326924 on 6 A

ugust 2021. D
ow

nloaded from
 

https://twitter.com/mattbutlerpsych
https://twitter.com/Tim_R_Nicholson
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9734-6539
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1268-5102
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2021/world/covid-vaccinations-tracker.html
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2021/world/covid-vaccinations-tracker.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n728
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2034577
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2035389
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.370.6520.1022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-00290-x
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-021-00290-x
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus-covid-19-vaccine-adverse-reactions/coronavirus-vaccine-summary-of-yellow-card-reporting
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus-covid-19-vaccine-adverse-reactions/coronavirus-vaccine-summary-of-yellow-card-reporting
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus-covid-19-vaccine-adverse-reactions/coronavirus-vaccine-summary-of-yellow-card-reporting
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/852415/Swine_flu_vaccines_and_antiviral_medicines_UK_post-pandemic_safety_review.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/852415/Swine_flu_vaccines_and_antiviral_medicines_UK_post-pandemic_safety_review.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/852415/Swine_flu_vaccines_and_antiviral_medicines_UK_post-pandemic_safety_review.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJM197811162992001
http://dx.doi.org/10.2165/00002018-200730100-00007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.idm.2020.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m3871
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jnnp-2021-326405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jnnp-2021-326405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jnnp-2020-323667
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijms18010193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/PCC.0b013e3181cf4652
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0033723
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.smrv.2017.06.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.vaccine.2010.06.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa030595
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.vaccine.2020.08.044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/jnp.23.3.jnpe37
http://dx.doi.org/10.7774/cevr.2017.6.1.31
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamaneurol.2018.1264
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019/covid-19-vaccines
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019/covid-19-vaccines
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF03256752
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.aje.a112795
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)32623-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m4734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1468-1331.2002.00343.x
http://jnnp.bmj.com/


1151Butler M, et al. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 2021;92:1144–1151. doi:10.1136/jnnp-2021-326924

Occasional essay

 33 Sadoff J, Gray G, Vandebosch A, et al. Safety and efficacy of single- dose Ad26.
COV2.S vaccine against Covid- 19. N Engl J Med Overseas Ed 2021;384:2187–201. 
doi:10.1056/NEJMoa2101544

 34 Sadoff J, Davis K, Douoguih M. Thrombotic Thrombocytopenia after Ad26.COV2.S 
Vaccination - Response from the Manufacturer. N Engl J Med 2021;384:1965–6.

 35 Logunov DY, Dolzhikova IV, Shcheblyakov DV, et al. Safety and efficacy of an RAD26 
and RAD5 vector- based heterologous prime- boost COVID- 19 vaccine: an interim 
analysis of a randomised controlled phase 3 trial in Russia. Lancet 2021;397:671–81.

 36 Scully M, Singh D, Lown R, et al. Pathologic antibodies to platelet factor 4 after 
ChAdOx1 nCoV- 19 vaccination. N Engl J Med 2021;384:2202- 2211.

 37 Al- Mayhani T, Saber S, Stubbs MJ, et al. Ischaemic stroke as a presenting feature of 
ChAdOx1 nCoV- 19 vaccine- induced immune thrombotic thrombocytopenia. J Neurol 
Neurosurg Psychiatry 2021. doi:10.1136/jnnp-2021-326984. [Epub ahead of print: 
25 May 2021].

 38 European Medicines Agency. AstraZeneca’s COVID- 19 vaccine: EMA finds possible 
link to very rare cases of unusual blood clots with low blood platelets Share, 2021. 
Available: https://www. ema. europa. eu/ en/ news/ astrazenecas- covid- 19- vaccine- ema- 
finds- possible- link- very- rare- cases- unusual- blood- clots- low- blood [Accessed 8 Apr 
2021].

 39 Schultz NH, Sørvoll IH, Michelsen AE, et al. Thrombosis and thrombocytopenia after 
ChAdOx1 nCoV- 19 vaccination. N Engl J Med 2021;384:2124–30.

 40 Greinacher A, Thiele T, Warkentin TE, et al. Thrombotic thrombocytopenia after 
ChAdOx1 nCov- 19 vaccination. N Engl J Med 2021;384:2092–101.

 41 Joint Committee on Vaccines and Immunisation (JCVI). JCVI statement on use of the 
AstraZeneca COVID- 19 vaccine: 7 April 2021, 2021. Available: https://www. gov. uk/ 
government/ publications/ use- of- the- astrazeneca- covid- 19- vaccine- jcvi- statement/ jcvi- 
statement- on- use- of- the- astrazeneca- covid- 19- vaccine- 7- april- 2021 [Accessed 8 Apr 
2021].

 42 Covid: Germany limits use of AstraZeneca Covid Jab for under- 60s. BBC news, 2021. 
Available: https://www. bbc. co. uk/ news/ world- europe- 56580728

 43 Pottegård A, Lund LC, Karlstad Øystein, et al. Arterial events, venous 
thromboembolism, thrombocytopenia, and bleeding after vaccination with Oxford- 
AstraZeneca ChAdOx1- S in Denmark and Norway: population based cohort study. 
BMJ 2021;373:n1114.

 44 Ogbebor O, Seth H, Min Z, et al. Guillain- Barré syndrome following the first dose 
of SARS- CoV- 2 vaccine: a temporal occurrence, not a causal association. IDCases 
2021;24:e01143.

 45 Colella G, Orlandi M, Cirillo N. Bell’s palsy following COVID- 19 vaccination. J Neurol 
2021. doi:10.1007/s00415-021-10462-4. [Epub ahead of print: 21 Feb 2021].

 46 Cao L, Ren L. Acute disseminated encephalomyelitis after severe acute respiratory 
syndrome coronavirus 2 vaccination: a case report. Acta Neurol Belg 2021. 
doi:10.1007/s13760-021-01608-2. [Epub ahead of print: 01 Feb 2021].

 47 Román GC, Gracia F, Torres A, et al. Acute Transverse Myelitis (ATM):Clinical Review 
of 43 Patients With COVID- 19- Associated ATM and 3 Post- Vaccination ATM Serious 
Adverse Events With the ChAdOx1 nCoV- 19 Vaccine (AZD1222). Front Immunol 
2021;12:879.

 48 Zavala- Jonguitud LF, Pérez- García CC. Delirium triggered by COVID- 19 vaccine in an 
elderly patient. Geriatr Gerontol Int 2021;21:540.

 49 Ghosh R, Dubey S, Roy D, et al. Focal onset non- motor seizure following COVID- 19 
vaccination: a mere coincidence? Diabetes Metab Syndr 2021;15:1023–4.

 50 Volpicelli G. They claimed the Covid vaccine made them Sick—and went viral. wired, 
2021. Available: https://www. wired. com/ story/ they- claimed- the- covid- vaccine- made- 
them- sick- and- went- viral/

 51 Functional Neurological Disorder Society. FNDS press release COVID vaccines, 2021. 
Available: https://www. fndsociety. org/ UserFiles/ file/ FNDS Soci etyP ress Rele aseC OVID 
Vaccines. pdf [Accessed 20 Feb 2021].

 52 Hause AM, Gee J, Johnson T, et al. Anxiety- Related Adverse Event Clusters After 
Janssen COVID- 19 Vaccination - Five U.S. Mass Vaccination Sites, April 2021. MMWR 
Morb Mortal Wkly Rep 2021;70:685–8.

 53 Brighton Collaboration. Brighton collaboration publications and related tools. 
Available: https:// brig hton coll abor ation. us/ category/ pubs- tools/

 54 Leonhard SE, Mandarakas MR, Gondim FAA, et al. Diagnosis and management of 
Guillain- Barré syndrome in ten steps. Nat Rev Neurol 2019;15:671–83.

 55 World Health Organization. Causality assessment of an adverse event following 
immunization (AEFI): updated user manual for the revised who classification. World 
Health Organization, 2019.

 56 Expert Haematology Panel. Guidance from the expert haematology panel (Ehp) 
on Covid- 19 vaccine- induced immune thrombocytopenia and thrombosis (VITT), 
2021. Available: https:// b- s- h. org. uk/ media/ 19718/ guidance- v20- 20210528- 002. 
pdf

 57 Hampton LM, Aggarwal R, Evans SJW, et al. General determination of causation 
between Covid- 19 vaccines and possible adverse events. Vaccine 2021;39:1478–80.

 58 Lawlor DA, Tilling K, Davey Smith G. Triangulation in aetiological epidemiology. Int J 
Epidemiol 2016;45:1866–86.

 59 Facial Palsy UK Medical Advisory Board. Facial palsy and Covid- 19 vaccine. Available: 
https://www. facialpalsy. org. uk/ news/ facial- palsy- and- covid- 19- vaccine/

 60 Fairgrieve D, Holm S, Howells G, et al. In favour of a bespoke COVID- 19 vaccines 
compensation scheme. Lancet Infect Dis 2021;21:448–50.

 61 GOV.UK. Vaccine damage payment, 2021. Available: https://www. gov. uk/ vaccine- 
damage- payment [Accessed 27 May 2021].

 62 Keynejad RC, Frodl T, Kanaan R, et al. Stress and functional neurological disorders: 
mechanistic insights. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 2019;90:813–21.

 63 Butler M, Coebergh J, Safavi F. Functional neurological disorder after SARS- CoV- 2 
vaccines: two case reports and discussion of potential public health implications. J 
Neuropsychiatry Clin Neurosci 2021.

 64 Wieder L, Brown R, Thompson T, et al. Suggestibility in functional neurological 
disorder: a meta- analysis. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 2021;92:150–7.

 65 Edwards MJ, Adams RA, Brown H, et al. A Bayesian account of ’hysteria’. Brain 
2012;135:3495–512.

 66 Bartholomew RE, Wessely S, Rubin GJ. Mass psychogenic illness and the social 
network: is it changing the pattern of outbreaks? J R Soc Med 2012;105:509–12.

 67 Dongkyung D, Kung C, Perez D. Helping the public understand adverse events 
associated with COVID- 19 vaccinations. JAMA Neurol 2021.

 68 Loharikar A, Suragh TA, MacDonald NE, et al. Anxiety- Related adverse events 
following immunization (AEFI): a systematic review of published clusters of illness. 
Vaccine 2018;36:299–305.

 69 Simas C, Munoz N, Arregoces L, et al. Hpv vaccine confidence and cases of mass 
psychogenic illness following immunization in Carmen de Bolivar, Colombia. Hum 
Vaccin Immunother 2019;15:163–6.

 70 Wolfe RM, Sharp LK. Anti- vaccinationists past and present. BMJ 2002;325:430–2.
 71 Craven J. COVID- 19 vaccine tracker [Internet]. Regulatory Focus, 2021. Available: 

https://www. raps. org/ news- and- articles/ news- articles/ 2020/ 3/ covid- 19- vaccine- 
tracker [Accessed 10 Apr 2021].

 72 Hill AB. The environment and disease: association or causation? Proc R Soc Med 
1965;58:295–300.

 73 Bonhoeffer J, Menkes J, Gold MS, et al. Generalized convulsive seizure as an adverse 
event following immunization: case definition and guidelines for data collection, 
analysis, and presentation. Vaccine 2004;22:557–62.

 74 Salmon DA, Dudley MZ, Carleton BC. Guillain- Barré syndrome following 
influenza vaccines affords opportunity to improve vaccine confidence. J Infect Dis 
2021;223:355–8.

 on M
ay 22, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jnnp.bm

j.com
/

J N
eurol N

eurosurg P
sychiatry: first published as 10.1136/jnnp-2021-326924 on 6 A

ugust 2021. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2101544
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMc2106075
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(21)00234-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2105385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jnnp-2021-326984
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jnnp-2021-326984
https://www.ema.europa.eu/en/news/astrazenecas-covid-19-vaccine-ema-finds-possible-link-very-rare-cases-unusual-blood-clots-low-blood
https://www.ema.europa.eu/en/news/astrazenecas-covid-19-vaccine-ema-finds-possible-link-very-rare-cases-unusual-blood-clots-low-blood
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2104882
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2104840
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/use-of-the-astrazeneca-covid-19-vaccine-jcvi-statement/jcvi-statement-on-use-of-the-astrazeneca-covid-19-vaccine-7-april-2021
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/use-of-the-astrazeneca-covid-19-vaccine-jcvi-statement/jcvi-statement-on-use-of-the-astrazeneca-covid-19-vaccine-7-april-2021
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/use-of-the-astrazeneca-covid-19-vaccine-jcvi-statement/jcvi-statement-on-use-of-the-astrazeneca-covid-19-vaccine-7-april-2021
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-56580728
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n1114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.idcr.2021.e01143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00415-021-10462-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13760-021-01608-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fimmu.2021.653786
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ggi.14163
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dsx.2021.05.003
https://www.wired.com/story/they-claimed-the-covid-vaccine-made-them-sick-and-went-viral/
https://www.wired.com/story/they-claimed-the-covid-vaccine-made-them-sick-and-went-viral/
https://www.fndsociety.org/UserFiles/file/FNDSSocietyPressReleaseCOVIDVaccines.pdf
https://www.fndsociety.org/UserFiles/file/FNDSSocietyPressReleaseCOVIDVaccines.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm7018e3
http://dx.doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm7018e3
https://brightoncollaboration.us/category/pubs-tools/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41582-019-0250-9
https://b-s-h.org.uk/media/19718/guidance-v20-20210528-002.pdf
https://b-s-h.org.uk/media/19718/guidance-v20-20210528-002.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.vaccine.2021.01.057
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyw314
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyw314
https://www.facialpalsy.org.uk/news/facial-palsy-and-covid-19-vaccine/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1473-3099(21)00065-7
https://www.gov.uk/vaccine-damage-payment
https://www.gov.uk/vaccine-damage-payment
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jnnp-2018-318297
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jnnp-2020-323706
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/brain/aws129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1258/jrsm.2012.120053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.vaccine.2017.11.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21645515.2018.1511667
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21645515.2018.1511667
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.325.7361.430
https://www.raps.org/news-and-articles/news-articles/2020/3/covid-19-vaccine-tracker
https://www.raps.org/news-and-articles/news-articles/2020/3/covid-19-vaccine-tracker
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/003591576505800503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.vaccine.2003.09.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/infdis/jiaa544
http://jnnp.bmj.com/

	Considerations for causality assessment of neurological and neuropsychiatric complications of SARS-CoV-2 vaccines: from cerebral venous sinus thrombosis to functional neurological disorder
	Introduction
	Neurological adverse events in previous vaccination campaigns
	COVID-19 vaccine and neurological manifestations
	Clinical trials
	Postapproval surveillance

	Considerations for causality assessments
	Assessing causality
	Practical considerations
	Legal issues

	FND reactions to vaccination
	Conclusion
	References


