Supplementary Figure S1. Geographical (A) and age (B) distribution of patients with

CRSwWNP, their relatives and control individuals.
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Supplementary Figure S2. Results from the SNOT-22 questionnaire related to

symptoms that occurred in the previous two weeks.
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Supplementary Figure S3. The relationship with the sense of smell and taste: reliability of

sense of smell (A) and sense of taste (B), impact of sense of smell and of sense of taste

on social and working life (C), perception of danger due to the deficiency of sense of

smell (D) or smell of taste (E). For data in A and B, 0 indicates not reliable at all, and 10

indicates extremely reliable. All comparisons in panels C, and those marked by * are

statistically significant (p < 0.05). Data are expressed as percentages.
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Supplementary Figure S4. Pearson correlation coefficient between limitations and aspects
and activities of daily life in patients with CRSWNP. All correlations are statistically

significant, (p < 0.001).

Q Completing daily activities | IS, 0.
z 2
Q2 p Engaging in activities they enjoy during leisure time [ 0.
3
€ o Interacting/relating with friends/acquaintances/colleagues | NN O
S 8
w 9 Engaging in sports | 0.5
= {59
w
o E Interacting/relating with family members | EEGEGEGNNN 0.
T [¥3]
% O Moderate activities such as moving a table, using the vacuum

] 0.4
w2 s cleaner
&

Eating with satisfaction/enjoyment | 0.4
Climbing different flights of stairs | 0.4

Being able to distinguish smells and fragrances

0.3




Supplementary Figure S5. Consequences of physical pain on work and study in patients
with CRSWNP.
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