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TITLE
Study of the outcomes’ distribution for the GLM §rsis.

Supplemental Methods

To study the empirical distribution in every subguo as defined in the patients section, were
displayed the box-plots of the FIM and F-M UE ssobefore and after the treatment, in the RFVE
and UCL groups, according to the levels of motgpamment and SRI (Figure S1la and Figure S1b,
respectively). From the visual analysis the platggested that the differences in both outcomes
scores may depend on level of motor impairment &Rd with a strongly asymmetric empirical
distributions of both FIM and F-M UE measuremeftsis feature support the use of the class of
the general linear model (GLM) with identity linkrfction [1], to study the effects of the RFVE and
UCL therapies on FIM and F-M UE outcomes.

Supplemental Figure
S1. Distribution of the clinical outcomes values@ding to the motor impairment and stroke
rehabilitation interval subgroups.

a) Outcomes’ distribution according to the levdlsnotor impairment.
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FIM before treatment in ULC group FIM after treatment in ULC group F-M UE before treatment in ULC group FIM after treatment in ULC group
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FIM = Functional Independence Measure, F-M UE =|fgyer Upper Extremity, RFVE =
Reinforced Feedback in Virtual Environment, ULC ppér Limb Conventional.



FIM before treatment in RFVE group
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FIM before treatment in ULC group
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FIM after treatment in RFVE group
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FIM after treatment in ULC group
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F-M UE before treatment in RFVE group

b) Outcomes’ distribution according to the strok&kabilitation interval.
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FIM = Functional Independence Measure, F-M UE = I|fMgyer Upper Extremity, RFVE =
Reinforced Feedback in Virtual Environment, ULC ppér Limb Conventional.
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