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Abstract  

In stroke rehabilitation, muscle synergies have been investigated to provide information on the level 

of upper limb motor impairment, but not yet for explaining motor recovery after therapy. In this study, 

we analysed muscle synergies parameters extracted from 62 people with stroke who underwent a 

specific upper limb treatment (20 sessions, 1h/day, 5d/week, 4 weeks) consisting of virtual reality, 

robotic or conventional treatment. Overall, participants improved upper limb motor function (Fugl-

Meyer Assessment Upper Extremity-FMA-UE: Δ= 7.14 ± 7.46, p< 0.001) but the number of muscle 

synergies of the impaired side (N-aff) did not change after treatment (N-aff: T0= 8.8 ± 1.5; T1=8.7 ± 

1.4; p=0.374). Then, we stratified the sample into Responder (No.=34) and Non-Responder (No.=28) 

participants, based on the Minimal Clinical Important Difference value of FMA-UE (Δ >5 points). 

We investigated merging and fractionation indexes in both subgroups and only the Responder 

subgroup significantly decreased the percentage of merged muscle synergies (p=0.004). No 

significant changes in the fractionation index resulted in either subgroup.  

Finally, we identified vocabularies of affected upper limb motor synergies, before (No. 13 synergies) 

and after treatment (No. 14 synergies), and in unaffected upper limb (No. 16 synergies). We identified 

upper limb motor functions associated with each muscle synergy in each vocabulary based on the 

muscles represented in the muscle synergy. There were no differences in motor functions 

characterizing Responder patients. However, after therapy, both Responder and Non-Responder 

subgroups were characterized by the same distribution of motor functions across muscle synergies 

observed in the unaffected limb.  

 

Keywords: Stroke; Upper Extremity; Muscle Synergies; Motor Control; Surface Electromyography; 

Neurorehabilitation 

 

Key messages: 

1- Rehabilitation therapy for the upper limb induces reduction of muscle synergies merging in 

people with stroke expressing clinically important improvement of motor function. This 

muscular pattern is in accordance with motor control mechanisms underpinning functional 

recovery. 

2- Motor function of the affected upper limb at baseline did not characterize the muscular profile 

of patients responding to rehabilitation treatment (Responder). 

3- After therapy, all patients regardless the amount of motor function improvement (i.e., 

Responder, Non-Responder) express a muscular profile of the affected upper limb like the 

unaffected upper limb.  
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Introduction  

Impairment of upper limb (UL) motor function is one of the most common sequelae after stroke (1), 

with  50% of survivors still experiencing disabling consequences at 6 months from onset (2, 3). In 

clinical practice, the use of valid assessment tools of UL motor function is recommended to improve 

the prognosis of recovery and to measure the effectiveness of personalized-specific rehabilitation 

treatments (4-7). A large number of clinical outcome measures are used to assess the UL motor 

function (5, 6). Moreover, the use of instrumental measurement methods (e.g., kinematic, 

electromyography) in clinical settings is strongly recommended (8, 9). 

The muscle synergy model has been proposed to extract quantitative indexes associated with 

neurophysiological patterns of voluntary motor execution (10, 11). In the muscle synergies model the 

control of voluntary movements is postulated to be generated by the linear combination of pools of 

muscles organised into modules (i.e., synergies) (11). Muscle synergy features (e.g., time-invariant 

modules and their relative activations weights) are usually extracted applying decomposition 

algorithms to the surface electromyography (sEMG) signals recorded during execution of voluntary 

motor tasks (10, 12). A single synergy is responsible for activating a group of muscles each with a 

specific weight. Voluntary movements result from the linear combination of synergies, with varying 

intensity and timing (12). 

In stroke rehabilitation, muscle synergies have been investigated as a means to characterize the level 

of UL motor impairment, their coherence with clinical outcomes and with kinematic features (13-19). 

Evidence suggests that muscle synergies reflect the activity of spinal interneurons, and recent studies 

outlined that after stroke muscles synergies parameters are consistent across individuals regardless 

the UL (i.e., affected, unaffected) they are extracted from (13, 20). Thus, the impairment of motor 

function following stroke could be described by variability in the modules activation (i.e., weight of 

each muscle contribution as a module unit) (21). 

Cheung et al. distinguished three patterns of UL muscle synergies modules reorganisation after stroke, 

which appear to correlate with the clinical characteristics of survivors (13). The first pattern is related 

to synergy preservation, which occurs when then same module is extracted from both the unaffected 

and stroke-affected UL (13). The second pattern is the synergy merging, which occurs when a synergy 

from the stroke-affected UL can be described as a combination of two or more modules extracted 

from the unaffected UL (13, 21). The merging rate was reported to increase in accordance with the 

severity of UL motor function impairment and significantly different between severe and mild 

impairments (22). The third pattern is the synergy fractionation, which occurs when two or more 

synergies extracted from the stroke-affected UL can be combined to constitute a synergy extracted 

from the unaffected UL (13, 21). The rate of muscle synergies fractionation after stroke positively 
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correlates with time from onset, suggesting that for execution of voluntary movements in the chronic 

phase of recovery new UL muscle synergies are developed, that are simplified versions of unimpaired 

synergies (13). 

Despite relationships between clinical features and synergy patterns (i.e., preservation, merging and 

fractionation) were explored in the literature, evidence is still low with regard to changes of muscle 

synergy features and patterns following specific UL training, after stroke. 

In this study, we investigated the effect of a specific UL rehabilitation programme consisting of 20 

sessions of conventional, robotic-assisted or virtual reality-based training, in people with stroke 

(PwS). We analysed clinical outcome measures and muscle synergies features extracted before and 

after UL training, also comparing muscle synergies features between participants responding (i.e., 

Responder) and not responding (i.e., Non-Responder) to UL therapy, as defined by clinical outcome 

measures. 

 

Methods 

The study is a secondary analysis of the trial “Modularity for Sensory Motor Control” (MO-SE), 

whose protocol was registered in ClinicalTrial.gov (ID NCT03530358). 

 

Participants  

Participants enrolled were inpatients at the San Camillo IRCCS Hospital (Venice, Italy) and the 

IRCCS Santa Maria Nascente at Don Carlo Gnocchi Foundation (Milan, Italy). All participants were 

informed on the aims and modalities of the study and provided an informed written consent. Inclusion 

criteria were adult participants (older than 18 years), diagnosis of unilateral stroke (haemorrhagic or 

ischemic), impairment of UL motor function defined as a score between 5 and 61 points at the Fugl-

Meyer Assessment scale for Upper Extremity (FMA-UE). Moreover, patients were excluded in case 

of severe cognitive impairment, severe impairment of verbal comprehension or untreated seizures. 

 

Study design  

This secondary analysis of the study was designed with a prospective, longitudinal, and interventional 

approach. Participants underwent a rehabilitation treatment targeting the UL delivered 1 hour a day, 

5 times a week, for 4 weeks (20 sessions). In each medical centre involved, after enrolment, 

participants were allocated randomly to an experimental, or conventional treatment (CT). At the San 

Camillo IRCCS Hospital (Venice, Italy) the experimental modality was based on virtual reality 

(Virtual Reality treatment, VRT) and delivered by the Virtual Reality Rehabilitation System 

(VRRS®, Khymeia Group Ltd., Padova, Italy). In the VRT group patients performed diverse reaching 
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exercises by interacting with a virtual environment using a 3D motion-tracking system (Polhemus 

3Space FasTrack, Polhemus, Colchester, VT, USA) with a sampling frequency of 120 Hz. The sensor 

was fixed on the hand back of the impaired UL by a glove worn by the patient. At the IRCCS Santa 

Maria Nascente at Don Carlo Gnocchi Foundation (Milan, Italy) the experimental modality was 

robotic-assisted (robotic treatment, RT) and provided by the Braccio di Ferro (Celin s.r.l., Follo, SP, 

Italy) device, an haptic manipulandum designed to assist or perturb centre-out biplanar reaching 

movements, initiated and actuated by the patients (23). During the treatment, the participant instructed 

to perform planar movements on a table to reach specific targets displayed on a screen. In both 

centres, the conventional treatment (CT) consisted of an UL programme based on passive 

mobilization, active movements, and task-oriented exercises. 

 

Outcome measures 

To detect the effect of UL rehabilitation, patients were assessed before and after each treatment by a 

set of outcome measures administered by physiotherapists with expertise in neurological 

physiotherapy. 

The primary outcome of the study was the FMA-UE, a reference standard for the assessment of UL 

gross motor function after stroke (24, 25). The FMA-UE is composed by 33 items each one scored as 

follow: 0 point = the patients cannot perform the required task; 1 point = the patient can perform the 

task but incompletely; 2 points = the patient can perform the task. Overall, total FMA-UE score ranges 

from a minimum of 0 (no motor function) to a maximum of 66 (normal function) points. 

Moreover, secondary outcome measures were considered. The FMA, sensation (FMA-S) was used to 

quantify the level of sensorimotor impairment in the affected UL. The FMA-S is composed by 12 

items with the following scoring system: 0 = no sensation, 1 = incorrect sensation, 2 = preserved 

sensation. Overall, the FMA-S score ranges from a minimum of 0 (no sensation) to a maximum of 24 

(normal sensation) points. The FMA, pain and range of motion (FMA-P) was used to assess the pain 

and the passive range of motion of joints in the affected UL. The pain scoring is: 0 = severe pain, 1 = 

moderate pain, 2 = absence of pain. The scoring for the passive range of motion is: 0 = severe 

limitation, 1 = moderate limitation, 2 = normal. Overall, the FMA-P score ranges from a minimum 

of 0 (no impairment) to a maximum of 48 (normal functions) points. The Modified Ashworth Scale 

(MAS) (26) was used to assess the muscle tone response to manual stretch reflex. The MAS was 

tested in five key muscles of the affected side (i.e., pectoralis major; biceps brachialis; flexor carpii; 

flexor digitorum profundus; flexor digitorum superficialis). MAS is an ordinal scale of 6 ranks (0; 1; 

1+; 2; 3; 4), with 0 representing normal muscle tone, and 4 severe muscle spasticity. The MAS 

maximum score is 20 points. 
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The Functional Independence Measure (FIM) (27) was used to assess the level of the independence 

in daily activities. The FIM is composed by 18 items, grouped in 6 sections: self-care; sphincter 

control; transfers; locomotion; communication; social and cognition. Each item can be scored from 1 

to 7 (1 = total assistance; 2 = maximal assistance; 3 = moderate assistance; 4 = minimal assistance; 5 

= supervision; 6 = modified independence; 7 = complete independence). The FIM score ranges from 

a minimum of 18 points (full dependence) to a maximum of 126 points (full independence). 

Demographic and anamnestic data included: age, sex, type of lesion (i.e., ischaemic, or 

haemorrhagic), lesioned hemisphere (i.e., left or right) and time from stroke onset. 

 

sEMG acquisition 

The sEMG signal was acquired from 16 UL muscles, following the SENIAM guidelines for sensors 

location (28). The muscles sampled were: the triceps brachii, medial (TME) and lateral (TLA) heads; 

the biceps brachii, short (BIS) and long (BIL) heads; the deltoideus anterior (DEA); the deltoideus 

medialis (DEM); the deltoideus posterior (DEP); the trapezius superior (TRU); the rhomboid major 

(RHO); the brachioradialis (BRA); the brachialis (BRC); the supinator (SUP); the pronator teres 

(PTE); the pectoralis major (PEC); the infraspinatus (INF); the teres major (TEA). 

sEMG was recorded from both ULs separately, while the patient was performing 7 voluntary 

unilateral UL motor tasks (10 repetitions each), for a total of 70 trials, in interaction with the VRRS® 

system (Khymeia Group Ltd., Padova, Italy). Each task involved a standardized trajectory that the 

patient was asked to emulate. The trajectories, first pre-recorded using the system and then displayed 

in a virtual environment (29), included: UL elevation, UL elevation with restriction, UL forward 

reaching, shoulder abduction, forearm pronation-supination, shoulder internal-rotation, shoulder 

external-rotation. 

 

sEMG feature extraction 

We extracted the muscle synergy features from the sEMG signals following the pre-processing and 

extraction procedures described in previous studies (13, 20). We extracted muscle synergies from 

both the affected and unaffected ULs separately, by decomposing the signals chained across tasks 

using the Non-negative Matrix Factorization (NMF) algorithm. Before extraction, we pre-processed 

the sEMG signals through the following steps:  band-pass filtering (10–500 Hz), normalization to 

unit variance, rectification and finally low-pass filtering at 12 Hz (30). We selected the number of 

muscle synergies using cross-validation for sEMG reconstruction factor, with a threshold of R2 > 

80% (13). 
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After synergies extraction we calculated, for each participant, the following muscle synergies 

parameters: (i) number of muscle synergies from the affected (N-aff) and unaffected (N-un) UL; (ii) 

number of synergies preserved (N-sh), defined as the number of pairs of synergies between the 

affected and unaffected arms with a scalar product > 0.8 between them, i.e. indicating good similarity; 

(iii) median scalar product (M-sp) between the affected and unaffected UL, considered as an 

informative index of similarity between the two ULs with higher values indicating more similarity 

(29). Then, we estimated merging (Me) and fractionation (Fr) indexes of the muscle synergies in the 

affected UL with respect to the total number of synergies extracted from the unaffected UL, using the 

procedure from Cheung et al. (13).  In this definition, merged synergies are affected-side synergies 

that can be described as linear combinations of two or more unaffected side synergies. The merging 

index is a nonnegative coefficient denoting the degree of contribution of a specific unaffected-arm 

synergy to the structure of a specific affected-arm synergy. Merging indexes were extracted using 

nonnegative least squares (function lsqnonneg in Matlab). As in (13), also in our case an unaffected-

arm synergy was defined to contribute to the merging of an affected-arm synergy if its merging index 

was >0.2.  

Similarly, fractionation is defined in the same way as merging after swapping the roles of affected-

arm and unaffected-arm synergies. Affected-arm synergies presenting fractionation are those that, 

when linearly combined with one or more affected-arm synergy, constitute an unaffected arm 

synergy. Fractionation indexes were also extracted using nonnegative least squares. An unaffected-

arm synergy was defined as a fractional part of an affected-arm synergy if its fractionation index was 

>0.2. 

 

Statistical analysis 

The characteristics of the sample were reported by descriptive statistics (i.e., mean, standard 

deviation, median, interquartile range, absolute and percentage frequencies) for demographics, 

clinical and muscle synergies parameters. Moreover, the sample was stratified according to the 

recovery phase and the level of UL motor impairment at baseline. Respectively, the recovery phase 

after stroke was stratified according to the ESO guidelines as early subacute (from 7 days to 3 

months), late subacute (from 3 to 6 months) and chronic (after 6 months) (7); while the level of UL 

motor function impairment according to Cheung et al. as severe (0 < FMA-UE < 31 points), or mild 

(FMA-UE ≥ 31 points) (13).  

To determine whether the treatment induced relevant changes in outcome measures, we compared 

the score after treatment with baseline, considering as minimally clinically important difference 

(MCID) a change higher than 5 points at the FMA-UE (31). According to this criterion, participants 
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were stratified as responding (Responder) or not (Non-Responder) to the treatment and differences 

between these subgroups were investigated both at the clinical and muscles synergy levels. 

The Shapiro-Wilk Test was used to test data distribution properties for all the variables, then 

parametric (e.g., T-test) or non-parametric tests (e.g., Wilcoxon Test) were chosen accordingly. One-

way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test differences in the merging index according to 

treatments received, corrected post-hoc by the Tukey test for pairwise, to determine mean differences 

between pairs of treatments. Statistical significance level was set to 0.05 for all the tests. 

 

Synergies Clustering and Functions 

To investigate whether specific muscle synergies correlated with patients’ characteristics, we derived 

a series of synergy “Vocabularies” from sub-datasets of muscle synergies relative to different 

conditions and patient subgroups. The vocabularies were constituted by synergy prototypes derived 

from a cluster analysis aiming at grouping together similar synergies from all the synergies in each 

sub-dataset. We identified three synergies vocabularies: the first vocabulary was derived from the 

synergies extracted from the affected UL before therapy (Vpre), the second vocabulary was derived 

from the synergies extracted from the affected UL after therapy (Vpost) and the third was derived 

from the synergies extracted from the unaffected UL at both timepoints (Vunaff). The clustering 

prototypes were derived by applying a hierarchical clustering algorithm based on Ward’s distance 

(32) to the complete synergies dataset relative to the sub-group analysed. The optimal number of 

clusters for each analysis was selected using the Silhouette algorithm (33).  

After the derivation of the vocabularies, we characterized each vocabulary based on the UL motor 

functions it represented. The aim was to characterize whether the number of individual synergies 

associated with a certain motor function (e.g., elbow flexion) changed due to impairment and /or 

recovery. The synergies-to-function characterization assumed that each muscle in each specific 

synergy actively contributes its associated biomechanical function to the synergy’s motor function 

(e.g., biceps muscles are associated with elbow flexion, pectoralis major is associated with shoulder 

flexion and adduction). We identified 8 motor functions based on the degrees of freedom captured by 

the function-specific tasks adopted in the protocol  and the muscles we recorded: shoulder flexion, 

shoulder extension, shoulder abduction, shoulder adduction, elbow flexion, elbow extension, forearm 

pronation, forearm supination.  

One synergy was associated with a function if the average weights of all the muscles mapping to a 

specific function in that synergy was above a predefined threshold. The threshold was determined by 

first calculating the average synergy weight associated to all functions in all synergies. Then we 

calculated the maximum average weight of any function observed through all the synergies. The 
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threshold for associating a function to a synergy was then set as the smaller maximum average weight 

of any function observed through all the synergies. In this way, each synergy is associated to at least 

one function, but most synergies map into more than one function. This characterization was done 

for all synergies vocabularies (Vpre, Vpost, Vunaff). After the synergy-to-function characterization 

we calculated the average number of functions associated to each synergy in each vocabulary. Finally, 

each single synergy extracted from the patients was associated with its corresponding synergy 

prototype in the vocabularies during the clustering analysis. This information was used to characterize 

the distribution of functions observed by the synergies sets of the different patient groups. 

Specifically, we evaluated the average number of functions per synergy for the Responders and Non-

Responders subgroups for all three synergies vocabularies.  

 

Results 

Sample characteristics 

We included 62 patients, all of them receiving all the treatment sessions in their respective group. 

With regard to the distance from stroke onset (7), 30 patients were in the early subacute phase, 9 

patients in the late subacute phase, and 23 patients in the chronic phase. Finally, considering the 

FMA-UE MCID score (31), 34 were classified ad Responder and 28 as Non-Responder. The full 

patients’ characteristics are reported in Table 1. 

 

Table1. Demographic and clinical characteristics of the patients. 

Patients (N = 62)  

Sex, males / females 42 (68%) / 20 (32%) 

Age, years 62.02 (±13.68) 

Diagnosis, ischemic / haemorrhagic 50 (81%) / 12 (19%) 

Hemisphere, left / right 30 (48%) / 32 (52%) 

Time-stroke, months 13.95 (± 30.54) 

Recovery phase, early subacute / late subacute / chronic 30 (48%) / 9 (15%) / 23 (37%) 

Level of impairment, severe / mild 18 (29%) / 44 (71%) 

Type of treatment, CT / VRT / RT 8 (13%) / 34 (55%) / 20 (32%) 

Treatment output, responder / non-responder 34 (55%) / 28 (45%) 

Values are expressed as mean ± standard deviation (SD) for quantitative measures, and number (n) and 

frequency percentages (%) for all the discrete variables. Abbreviation= CT: Conventional Treatment; VRT: 

Virtual Reality Treatment; RT= Robotic-assisted Treatment.  

 

Clinical outcome 

Overall, all the clinical outcome measures significantly changed after treatment, with the exclusion 

of the FMA-P. On average, the FMA-UE increased significantly by 7.14 (± 7.46, p< 0.001) points 
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and considering the FMA-UE MCID (i.e., > 5 points) (31), the group of pooled participants had a 

clinically meaningful change of the upper UL function after treatment (Table2). 

Table 2. Clinical outcome measures at baseline and after treatment. 

Clinical 

outcomes 

measures 

T0 

(n = 62) 

T1 

(n = 62) 

∆ 

(T1 – T0) 
P-value 

FMA-UE 
39.82 ± 15.22 

41.5 [24.5] 

46.97 ± 13.41 

48 [21] 

7.14 ± 7.46 

6.5 [8] 
< 0.001* 

FMA-S 
20.35 ± 4.58 

22 [5] 

22.02 ± 3.24 

24 [3.75] 

1.66 ± 3.52 

0 [3] 
< 0.001* 

FMA-P 
43.61 ± 4.31 

45 [6] 

44.44 ± 4.01 

45 [5.75] 

0.82 ± 3.50 

0 [3] 
0.061 

MAS 
3.45 ± 3.61 

2 [5.75] 

2.53 ± 3.21 

1.5 [3] 

-0.92 ± 2.46 

0 [1] 
0.002* 

FIM 
98.44 ± 18.88 

102 [24.25] 

108.1 ± 17.77 

114 [19] 

9.67 ± 10.76 

8 [10] 
< 0.001* 

Values are expressed as Mean ± SD and median [IQR]. FMA-UE= Fugl-Meyer Assessment- Upper Extremity; 

FMA-S= Fugl-Meyer Assessment-sensitivity; FMA-P= Fugl-Meyer Assessment- Pain and ROM; MAS= 

Modified Ashworth Scale; FIM= Functional Independence Measure; “∆” = change achieved after treatment. 

P values < 0.05 using Wilcoxon Test. (*) = statistically significance. 

 

We compared the clinical results between Responders and Non-Responders patients (Table3).  

 

Table 3. Clinical outcome measures at baseline and after treatment in Responder and Non-Responder 

subgroups. 

Clinical 

outcomes 

measures 

Responder 

(n = 34)  

Non-Responder 

(n = 28) 

 Between 

Groups 

T0 T1 
∆ 

(T1 – T0) 
T0 T1 

∆ 

(T1 – T0) 
p-value 

FMA-UE 34.96 ± 16.2 

35 [29.5] 

 

46.85 ± 14.3 

46 [23.25] 

11.9 ± 6.7 

10 [5.8]ǂ 

45.71 ± 11.7 

49.5 [18] 

 

47.11 ± 12.5 

50 [20.25] 

1.4 ± 2.9 

1.5 [3.3]ǂ 

<0.000* 

FMA-S 19.29 ± 5.28 

20.5 [6.75] 

 

21.68 ± 3.7 

23.5 [4] 

2.4 ± 4.2 

1 [3.8]ǂ 

21.64 ± 3.2 

22.5 [4] 

 

22.43 ± 2.56 

24 [2.25] 

0.8 ± 2.3 

0 [1] 

0.098 

FMA-P 43.74 ± 3.86 

44.5 [5.75] 

 

44.53 ± 4.1 

45.5 [5.75] 

 

0.8 ± 3.5 

0.5 [3.5] 

43.46 ± 4.9 

45 [6.25] 

 

44.32 ± 4.04 

45 [5.25] 

 

0.9 ± 3.6 

0 [2.3] 

0.715 

MAS 3.85 ± 4.08 

2 [7.5] 

 

2.5 ± 3.3 

1 [3] 

-1.4 ± 2.4 

-1 [1.8]ǂ 

2.96 ± 2.9 

2 [3.5] 

 

2.57 ± 3.16 

2 [3.25] 

-0.4 ± 2.5 

0 [1.3] 

0.085 

FIM 96.06 ± 21.16 

101.5 [23] 

106.8 ± 19.7 

113.0 [19] 

10.9 ± 12.4 

11 [11]ǂ 

101.3 ± 15.6 

104 [24.5] 

109.6 ± 15.42 

116 [20.75] 

8.3 ± 8.4 

7.5 [10.3]ǂ 

0.413 

Values are expressed as Mean ± SD and median [IQR]. P values < 0.05 using Wilcoxon Test. (ǂ) = statistically 

significance within group; (*) = statistically significance between groups (for abbreviations see Table2). 

 

 

The scatter plot in Figure 1 shows the relationship between the amount of UL motor recovery (i.e., 

∆FMA-UE) and the baseline level of UL motor impairment (i.e., FMA-UE baseline score). Patients 
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in the Responder subgroup expressed higher recovery for low baseline scores, with the highest FMA-

UE improvement for patients with severe motor impairment (i.e., FMA-UE < 20 points). Conversely, 

patients in the Non-Responder group had a similar change-score regardless the baseline score (Figure 

1). 

 

Figure 1. Relationship between the motor impairment at baseline and the amount of recovery in 

Responder and Non-Responder subgroups. Each symbol represents a participant, from Responder 

subgroup (squares) and Non-Responder subgroup (dots). On the x-axis, the Fugl-Meyer Upper 

Extremity score at baseline and on the y-axis the delta (∆) between the final score and the baseline. 

Across all patients (No.=62) we found a significant negative correlation (Spearman‘s rank 

correlation, rho=-0.373, 95%CI [-0.136, -0.569], p-value = 0.0029). Thus, we separated the results 

in Responder (Spearman‘s rank correlation, rho=-0.325, 95%CI [0.15, -0.598], p-value = 0.0606) 

and Non-Responders (Spearman‘s rank correlation, rho=0.128, 95%CI [0.478, -0.258], p-value= 

0.5175). 

 

Muscle synergies parameters 

We analysed the change of muscle synergies parameters for the patients as a whole group and in the 

subgroups of Responders and Non-Responders separately. Overall, the number of modules was 

comparable between the affected and unaffected UL at baseline (p = 0.107).  

After treatment no difference in N-aff was retrieved (p = 0.374), while M-sp improved significantly 

(p = 0.004), suggesting that treatment makes the synergies of the impaired UL more similar to those 

of the unimpaired UL. We did not observe significant changes in Me(%) and Fr(%) indices after 

treatment (Table 4). 
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Table4. Muscle synergies parameters results, before and after the treatment for all patients (n=62). 

Muscle 

Synergies 

parameters 

T0 

(n = 62) 

T1 

(n = 62) 

∆ 

(T1 – T0) 
p-value 

N-aff 
8.82 ± 1.49 

9 [2] 

8.0 ± 1.37 

9 [1] 

-0.16 ± 1.15 

0 [2] 
0.374 

N-un 
8.61 ± 1.28 

9 [1.75] 

8.66 ± 1.04 

9 [1] 

0.05 ± 1.05 

0 [2] 
0.716 

N-sh 
6.77 ± 1.43 

7 [2] 

6.73 ±1.46 

7 [2] 

0.00 ± 1.52 

0 [2] 
0.885 

M-sp 
0.88 ± 0.07 

0.88 [0.11] 

0.90 ± 0.06 

0.92 [0.08] 

0.03 ± 0.06 

0.02 [0.07] 
0.004* 

Me (%) 
59.26 ± 20.22 

58.55 [25.6] 

53.40 ± 20.81 

50 [26.67] 

-5.86 ± 32.56 

-7.02 [26.67] 
0.068 

Fr (%) 
7.34 ± 10.4 

0 [11.11] 

7.27 ± 9.34 

0 [11.11] 

-0.07 ± 11.49 

0 [17.67] 
0.952 

Values are expressed as Mean ± SD and median [IQR]. N-aff= number of synergies extracted from 

affected upper limb; N-un= number of synergies extracted from unaffected upper limb; N-sh= 

number of synergies shared betewwn upper limbs; M-sp= median of scalar product; Me= merging 

index; Fr= fractionation index; “∆” = change achieved after treatment. P values < 0.05 using 

Wilcoxon Test. (*) = statistically significance. 

 

The merging index at the baseline (T0) showed a similar correlation for the Responder (y = -0.477 x 

+ 80.,04; R² = 0.133) and for Non-Responder groups (y = -0.028x – 54.88; R² = 0.025) (Figure 2) as 

the previous plot (Figure 1). This suggested that Me(%) index might represent a surrogate 

neurophysiological feature based on muscle synergies describing clinical functional recovery.  

At the level of Responder and Non-Responder subgroups, N-aff (p = 0.552), Me(%) (p = 0.171) and 

Fr(%) (p = 0.136) were comparable between subgroups, at baseline, with only Me (%) changing 

between groups significantly (p = 0.025), indicating that impaired synergy modules in the Responder 

subgroup were no longer described as merged modules of the unaffected UL (Table 5).  
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Figure 2. Relationship between the motor impairment at the baseline and the amount of merging at the baseline 

in Responder and Non-Responder subgroups. Each symbol represents the FMA-UE and % of merging at 

baseline for a single participant belonging the Responder (squares) or Non-Responder (dots) subgroup. Across 

all patients (No.=62) we found a significant negative correlation (Spearman‘s rank correlation, rho=-0.275, 

95%CI [-0.028, -0.491], p-value = 0.030). Thus, we separated the results in Responders (Spearman‘s rank 

correlation, rho= -0.438, 95%CI [-0.118, -0.676], p-value = 0.009) and Non-Responders (Spearman‘s rank 

correlation, rho=0.042, 95%CI [0.409, -0.336], p-value= 0.832). 

Table 5. Change of muscle synergies after treatment, in the Responders and Non-Responder subgroups. 

Muscle 

Synergies 

parameters 

Responder 

(n = 34) 

Non-Responder 

(n = 28) 

Between 

Groups 

T0 T1 T0 T1 p-value 

N-aff 8.94 ± 1.54 

9 [2] 

 

8.59 ± 1.31 

9 [1] 

8.68 ± 1.44 

9 [1.25] 

8.75 ± 1.46 

9 [2] 

0.180 

N-un 8.71 ± 1.36 

9 [2] 

 

8.68 ± 1.17 

9 [1] 

8.5 ± 1.2 

8.5 [1] 

8.64 ± 0.87 

9 [1] 

0.586 

N-sh 6.94 ± 1.30 

7 [2] 

 

6.79 ± 1.49 

6.5 [2] 

6.54 ± 1.58 

7 [1] 

6.65 ± 1.44 

7 [1.75] 

0.269 

M-sp 0.87 ± 0.07 

0.89 [0.12] 

 

0.90 ± 0.06 

0.92 [0.1] 

0.88 ± 0.06 

0.89 [0.08] 

0.91 ± 0.06 

0.92 [0.09] * 

0.181 

Me (%) 63.37 ± 21.15 

60 [30] 

 

51.17 ± 22 

50 [29.2] * 

54.27 ± 18.1 

56.4 [22.3] 

56.11 ± 19.3 

52.27 [30.2] 

0.025* 

Fr (%) 5.67 ± 8.49 

0 [10] 

7.67 ± 8.58 

4.5 [13.8] 

9.35 ± 12.2 

10.1 [12.5] 

6.80 ± 10.34 

7 [11.11] 

0.070 

Values are expressed as Mean ± SD and median [IQR]. N-aff= number of synergies extracted from affected 

upper limb; N-un= number of synergies extracted from unaffected upper limb; N-sh= number of synergies 

shared between upper limbs; M-sp= median of scalar product; Me= merging index; Fr= fractionation index. 

P values < 0.05 using Wilcoxon Test. (*) = statistically significance. 
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Considering each subgroup, results showed that percentage of merging (Me%) decreased 

significantly from T0 to T1 in the Responder subgroup (p = 0.016), whereas the similarity index (M-

sp) significantly increased in the Non-Responder subgroup (p = 0.006).  

In addition, we compared the change of merging with regard to the different training modalities. We 

carried out a one-way ANOVA test showing a significant effect of training modalities on changes of 

Me(%) (F = 3.52; p = 0.036), specifically confirmed for VRT and RT treatments after post-hoc Tukey 

correction (F = 18.8 (1.4-36.1), p = 0.031), although the baseline Me(%) value were significantly 

different between the VRT and RT groups (i.e., VRT = 52.59%; RT = 69.66%; p = 0.001).  

We identified three sets of synergy vocabularies from the synergies extracted, across all patients, 

from the affected arm before (Vpre) and after (Vpost) therapy, and from the unaffected arm at both 

timepoints (Vunaff), respectively. We found that Vpre was constituted by 13 synergies (Figure 3), 

Vpost by 14 synergies (Figure 4), while the Vunaff was constituted by 16 synergies (Figure 5).  

 
Figure 3. Vocabularies of muscle synergies in affected limb at the baseline (T0). The representation of each 

muscle synergy; from the top of the plot, the muscle are the following: PronTer= pronator teres; Supin= 

supinator; BrRad= brachioradialis; Brac= brachialis; BicShort= biceps brachii, short; BicLong= biceps 

brachii, long; TrMed= triceps brachii medial; TrLat= triceps brachii lateral; DeltP= deltoideus posterior; 

DeltM= deltoideus medialis; DeltA= deltoideus anterior; PectClav= pectoralis major; TrapSup= trapezius 

superior; RhombMa= rhomboid major; TeresMA= teres major; Infrasp= infraspinatus. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
perpetuity. 

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 25, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287


15 

 

 
Figure 4. Vocabularies of muscle synergies in affected limb after treatment (T1). The representation of each 

muscle synergy (for abbreviations see Figure3).  
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Figure 5. Vocabularies of muscle synergies in the unaffected limb, before and after the treatment (T0 and T1). 

The representation of each muscle synergy (for abbreviations see Figure3).  

 

We associated one or more UL motor functions to each synergy that composed the vocabularies, and 

we analysed how many functions on average were associated with each synergy. 

Results showed that Vunaff synergies were associated with an average of 1.33 functions per synergy 

across all participants. 

On average, Vpre synergies were associated with 2.54 and 2.61 functions, while Vpost synergies with 

1.37 and 1.42 functions in the Responder and No-Responder subgroups, respectively. Finally, we 

analysed how the UL motor functions used were expressed across all the synergies, before and after 

therapy, in the entire sample and in both subgroups of Responder and Non-Responder, comparing it 

with the unaffected arms (Figure 6). 
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Figure 6. The function representation map of UL functions, in three Vocabularies. The representation of each 

Vocabulary of muscle synergies of affected upper limb for all patients (All), in Responder (Resp) and Non-

Responder (No-Resp) subgroup, before (T0, Vpre) and after (T1, Vpost) treatment; then, the Vocabulary of 

muscle synergies of unaffected upper limb (Unaffected).  

 

Results showed no substantial differences between the functions of Responder and Non-Responder 

subgroups, before the therapy. After therapy, shoulder extension (T1 Responders= 20.46%; T1 No-

Responders= 16.51%) and adduction (T1 Responders= 16.62%; T1 No-Responders= 17.74%) were 

slightly more represented in the Responder subgroup, while shoulder flexion (T1 Responders= 

8.95%; T1 No-Responders= 10.70%) and elbow extension (T1 Responders= 4.60%; T1 No-

Responders= 6.42%) were more represented in Non-Responder subgroup.  

Generally, the comparison between affected and unaffected ULs showed that after therapy the 

functional representation of impaired UL was more similar to those of the unimpaired UL, conveying 

the same information as the merging index analysis.  

 

Discussion 

In this study we compared clinical outcomes and muscle synergies parameters in the characterization 

of motor recovery after specific UL motor rehabilitation in stroke survivors. We extracted synergy-

related parameters, including merging and fractionation indices (13), to investigate different levels of 

motor impairment and different amount of motor recovery distinguishing between patients who 

responded to rehabilitation and those who did not, based on MCID thresholds of the FMA-UE (31). 
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Our results showed a significant difference in the merging index between Responders and Non-

Responder subgroups, with Responders showing a higher merging before rehabilitation and a 

significant decrease of merging after therapy (p = 0.016). This finding confirmed findings from Pan 

et al. that investigated the relationship between merging coefficient and level of UL motor impairment 

in a population of stroke survivors, describing the merging process as the mechanism explaining the 

characteristics of disrupted muscle synergies (34, 35). These results disclosed the role of rehabilitation 

in promoting a “de-merge” effect on muscle synergies of the affected limb, in patients expressing 

functional recovery at clinical outcome measures, after stroke. Thus, the merging index at baseline 

could be considered a potential prognostic biomarker for characterising motor recovery, allowing the 

identification of patients that are more likely to respond to rehabilitation interventions (36). 

In our study, the fractionation index was not informative, even when considering different time after 

stroke (i.e., before and after 6 months). Cheung et al. found that the fractionation index was higher in 

chronic patients, possibly indicating that a longer time of rehabilitation practice might induce new 

motor strategies supporting recovery of autonomy in activities of daily living (13). In our sample, the 

time from lesion onset was heterogenous, with higher percentage of patients in the early and late-

subacute phase. In future research, we should investigate fractionation index in a wider sample of 

patients also including subjects in the chronic phase of recovery (i.e., after 6 months from stroke 

onset). Moreover, we may investigate other groups of muscles (e.g., trunk dorsal muscles) and their 

contribution during execution of UL tasks. In such analyses, the fractionation index could be a more 

informative feature for identification of changes in postural control or motor compensation strategies 

(37, 38). 

Considering the whole sample, functional improvement was associated with substantial preservation 

of the number of muscle synergies and increased similarity between affected and unaffected ULs after 

treatment. Recently, Seo et al. confirmed that the number of synergies extracted did not change after 

a robotic-based training (17, 39). Nonetheless, only in patients responding to rehabilitation the muscle 

synergies composition changed, increasing the component of each muscle within synergies after the 

training (17). Moreover, in our previous results, we compared clinical, kinematic and 

electromyographic features extracted before and after UL robotic-based training and usual care (15, 

40) in a sample of stroke survivors. Results showed that all the patients preserved organization of 

modules, but their structures, as described by similarity index between muscle synergies weightings 

or merging and fractionation indexes, were different following rehabilitation (13, 41). In this work 

similarly, we did not observe differences in the number of modules of the affected UL between 

patients responding or not to rehabilitation. Our results supported the evidence that patients expressed 

different amount of recovery (42). Further, to explore the potential in discriminating different muscle 
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profiles for patients responding or not to UL rehabilitation, we employed an innovative approach 

based on cluster analysis and mapping the synergy clusters to their functional representations (Figure 

6), defining muscle synergies Vocabularies for all the different scenarios (i.e., impaired UL before 

rehabilitation, impaired UL after rehabilitation, unaffected UL).  

At baseline, motor functions in the affected UL did not characterize the Responder patients’ muscles 

profile. Indeed, all patients expressed an over-representation of the elbow flexion function and an 

under-representation of the shoulder adduction/abduction and pronation/supination functions at 

baseline, when compared with the not-affected UL model. The UL impaired muscle-synergies-based 

profiles confirmed results from other trials. For instance, the main differences in reaching tasks 

between severely impaired patients and healthy people, was the increased activation of pectoralis 

major muscle and elbow flexors (i.e., biceps brachii and brachioradialis), and the decreased activation 

of elbow extensors muscle (i.e., triceps brachii) (9, 34). 

On the other hand, after therapy, the affected UL profile of muscle-synergies in both Responder and 

Non-Responder subgroups, became very similar to the unaffected UL profile, with potential small 

differences between subgroups. These results suggested that, regardless of whether patients respond 

or not to therapy, the modules reflect a functional re-organization that makes them more similar to 

their unaffected counterpart. 

For both subgroups, after rehabilitation, the number of functions related to each synergy decreased. 

Thus, muscle synergies were more specialized because more synergies carried one function, and each 

synergy was more represented by one function. In particular, the elbow flexor muscles were less 

represented, while the activation of the back and shoulder muscles were more consistent. In summary, 

the cluster analysis did not show substantial differences between Responders and Non-Responders, 

but indicated an effect of rehabilitation towards “normalization” of UL muscles activation. 

This study has several limitations, mainly due to the critical aspects of procedures adopted for muscle 

synergies extraction. Indeed, the number of muscle synergies depends on the acquisition protocol and 

on technical parameters used for features extraction (21, 43), highlighting the urgency to develop 

guidelines based on experts’ consensus (38, 43). Moreover, we defined a priori the threshold for 

classifying a clinically important improvement after rehabilitation treatment, based on the MCID of 

the FMA-UE from literature (31). This threshold might be different according to different individual 

characteristics, not considered in our sample. Future clinical trials should better identify the 

phenotype of people who benefit from specific motor rehabilitation interventions (4). Finally, the 

composition of Vocabularies has been defined based on not-affected biomechanical functions, which 

may be not the correct reference to be considered in impaired people, due to natural disease related 

alterations (44). 
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Conclusions 

In our study, we investigated whether muscle synergies parameters can describe motor recovery as 

defined by clinical outcome measures, in patients undergoing specific UL rehabilitation treatment 

after stroke. Results showed that patients expressing better motor recovery after rehabilitation showed 

a significant decreasing of merging, that became similar to the one of patients not responding to 

rehabilitation. These findings suggest that the level of merging may have potential for prognosis of 

UL motor recovery in patients taking advantage from the rehabilitation. 

Finally, we described the synergies vocabularies of the affected and unaffected UL after stroke, 

showing that the functional profile of the affected UL became more similar to the unaffected limb 

after rehabilitation. These findings support the idea that a healthy model should be considered as a 

reference for the development of motor rehabilitation treatments, including those based on technology 

(45). Muscle synergies cluster analysis may support the clinical assessment to identify the pair of 

muscles to be trained or untrained, with the aim to personalize the rehabilitation program, fostering 

“restitution” or “compensation” of UL motor functions (46, 47). Further, the simultaneous collection 

of other instrumental data (e.g., kinematics) and the application of more advanced analysis, such as 

new algorithms, may be considered to provide more accurate insights in this field (48).  

Finally, the muscle synergies-based approach may be considered as a reference standard model for 

the development of new rehabilitation technologies, considering that development of devices and 

motor control principles have computational commonalities to be solved when manufacturing (49). 

Therefore, the application of muscle synergies-based approach to technology development may be a 

strategy to provide intuitive and valid feedback to patients interacting with the device, with the aim 

to promote de-coupling of improperly co-activated muscles and to stimulate motor recovery based on 

good redundancy (39). 

 

Ethics approval and consent to participate. 

The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki, and approved by 

the Ethics Committee for Clinical Experimentation (CESC) of Venice and San Camillo IRCCS 

hospital (Prot. No.  2015.14) and the written informed consent from all participants enrolled. 

 

Declaration of Conflicting Interests  

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, and/or 

publication of this article. 

 

 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
perpetuity. 

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 25, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287


21 

 

Funding 

This publication has emanated from research supported under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 

research and innovation programme under the Marie Skłodowska-Curie grant agreement No 

101034252. AT and TL were sustained by the Italian Ministry of Health (Grant Agreement No. GR-

2011-02348942 and No. RF-2019-12371486). VCKC was supported by Research Grants Council of 

Hong Kong (Project No. R4022-18 [RIF], N_CUHK456/21 [NSFC-RGC], 14114721 [GRF], and 

14119022 [GRF] to V.C.K.C.). TL, IC, MF and JJ were supported by the European Union – 

NextGenerationEU (Project RAISE-Robotics and AI for Socio-economic Empowerment).  

 

Authors' contributions 

GP, GS, AT contributed to the experimental process, manuscript drafting and reviewing. AT, GP, 

TL, MF and JJ contributed to the clinical trial design and the participant management. IC 

implemented the robot-training protocol in Milan. GP, DR, IC and TL participated in acquisition and 

processing the instrumented data. GP, LM and GS contributed to data analysis. MF and JJ coordinated 

the team in Milan.  IC, TL, MF, JJ and VCKC critically reviewed the manuscript. AT was the PI of 

the grants No. GR-2011-02348942 and No. RF-2019-12371486 sustaining the trial. AT conceived 

the study and coordinated the whole projects. All Authors read and approved the final manuscript. 

 

Acknowledgements 

We would like to acknowledge Marialuisa Bullo, Riccardo Spezzamonte, Michela Agostini, Alberto 

Marzegan, Thomas Bowman, Rita Bertoni and all physiotherapists and patients for their contribution 

to data collection.  

  

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
perpetuity. 

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 25, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287


22 

 

References 

 

1. Jørgensen HS, Nakayama H, Raaschou HO, Olsen TS. Stroke. Neurologic and functional 

recovery the Copenhagen Stroke Study. Physical medicine and rehabilitation clinics of North 

America. 1999;10(4):887-906. 

2. Nijland RH, van Wegen EE, Harmeling-van der Wel BC, Kwakkel G. Presence of finger 

extension and shoulder abduction within 72 hours after stroke predicts functional recovery: early 

prediction of functional outcome after stroke: the EPOS cohort study. Stroke. 2010;41(4):745-50. 

3. Kwakkel G, Kollen BJ, van der Grond J, Prevo AJ. Probability of regaining dexterity in the 

flaccid upper limb: impact of severity of paresis and time since onset in acute stroke. Stroke. 

2003;34(9):2181-6. 

4. Bernhardt J, Hayward KS, Kwakkel G, Ward NS, Wolf SL, Borschmann K, et al. Agreed 

definitions and a shared vision for new standards in stroke recovery research: The Stroke Recovery 

and Rehabilitation Roundtable taskforce. International journal of stroke : official journal of the 

International Stroke Society. 2017;12(5):444-50. 

5. Prange-Lasonder GB, Alt Murphy M, Lamers I, Hughes AM, Buurke JH, Feys P, et al. 

European evidence-based recommendations for clinical assessment of upper limb in 

neurorehabilitation (CAULIN): data synthesis from systematic reviews, clinical practice guidelines 

and expert consensus. Journal of neuroengineering and rehabilitation. 2021;18(1):162. 

6. Santisteban L, Térémetz M, Bleton JP, Baron JC, Maier MA, Lindberg PG. Upper Limb 

Outcome Measures Used in Stroke Rehabilitation Studies: A Systematic Literature Review. PloS one. 

2016;11(5):e0154792. 

7. Kwakkel G, Stinear C, Essers B, Munoz-Novoa M, Branscheidt M, Cabanas-Valdés R, et al. 

Motor rehabilitation after stroke: European Stroke Organisation (ESO) consensus-based definition 

and guiding framework. European stroke journal. 2023:23969873231191304. 

8. Kwakkel G, Lannin NA, Borschmann K, English C, Ali M, Churilov L, et al. Standardized 

measurement of sensorimotor recovery in stroke trials: Consensus-based core recommendations from 

the Stroke Recovery and Rehabilitation Roundtable. 2017. 

9. Pan B, Huang Z, Jin T, Wu J, Zhang Z, Shen Y. Motor Function Assessment of Upper Limb 

in Stroke Patients. J Healthc Eng. 2021;2021:6621950. 

10. Cheung VCK, Seki K. Approaches to revealing the neural basis of muscle synergies: a review 

and a critique. Journal of neurophysiology. 2021;125(5):1580-97. 

11. Bizzi E, Cheung VC. The neural origin of muscle synergies. Frontiers in computational 

neuroscience. 2013;7. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
perpetuity. 

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 25, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287


23 

 

12. d'Avella A, Saltiel P, Bizzi E. Combinations of muscle synergies in the construction of a 

natural motor behavior. 

13. Cheung VCK, Turolla A, Agostini M, Silvoni S, Bennis C, Kasi P, et al. Muscle synergy 

patterns as physiological markers of motor cortical damage. Proceedings of the National Academy of 

Sciences. 2012;109(36):14652-6. 

14. Barroso FO, Torricelli D, Molina-Rueda F, Alguacil-Diego IM, Cano-de-la-Cuerda R, Santos 

C, et al. Combining muscle synergies and biomechanical analysis to assess gait in stroke patients. 

(1873-2380 (Electronic)). 

15. Lencioni T, Fornia L, Bowman T, Marzegan A, Caronni A, Turolla A, et al. A randomized 

controlled trial on the effects induced by robot-assisted and usual-care rehabilitation on upper limb 

muscle synergies in post-stroke subjects. Scientific reports. 2021;11(1):5323. 

16. Hashiguchi Y, Ohata K, Kitatani R, Yamakami N, Sakuma K, Osako S, et al. Merging and 

Fractionation of Muscle Synergy Indicate the Recovery Process in Patients with Hemiplegia: The 

First Study of Patients after Subacute Stroke. Neural plasticity. 2016;2016:5282957. 

17. Seo G, Kishta A, Mugler E, Slutzky MW, Roh J. Myoelectric interface training enables 

targeted reduction in abnormal muscle co-activation. Journal of neuroengineering and rehabilitation. 

2022;19(1):67. 

18. Li S, Zhuang C, Niu CM, Bao Y, Xie Q, Lan N. Evaluation of Functional Correlation of Task-

Specific Muscle Synergies with Motor Performance in Patients Poststroke. Frontiers in Neurology. 

2017;8. 

19. Clark DJ, Ting LH, Zajac FE, Neptune RR, Kautz SA. Merging of healthy motor modules 

predicts reduced locomotor performance and muscle coordination complexity post-stroke. Journal of 

neurophysiology. 2010;103(2):844-57. 

20. Cheung VC, Piron L, Agostini M, Silvoni S, Turolla A, Bizzi E. Stability of muscle synergies 

for voluntary actions after cortical stroke in humans. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2009;106(46):19563-

8. 

21. Zhao K, Zhang Z, Wen H, Liu B, Li J, Andrea dA, et al. Muscle synergies for evaluating 

upper limb in clinical applications: A systematic review. Heliyon. 2023;9(5):e16202. 

22. Funato T, Hattori N, Yozu A, An Q, Oya T, Shirafuji S, et al. Muscle synergy analysis yields 

an efficient and physiologically relevant method of assessing stroke. Brain communications. 

2022;4(4):fcac200. 

23. Casadio M, Sanguineti V, Morasso PG, Arrichiello V. Braccio di Ferro: a new haptic 

workstation for neuromotor rehabilitation. Technology and health care : official journal of the 

European Society for Engineering and Medicine. 2006;14 3:123-42. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
perpetuity. 

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 25, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287


24 

 

24. Fugl-Meyer AR, Jääskö L, Leyman I, Olsson S, Steglind S. The post-stroke hemiplegic 

patient. 1. a method for evaluation of physical performance. Scandinavian journal of rehabilitation 

medicine. 1975;7(1):13-31. 

25. Gladstone DJ, Danells CJ, Black SE. The Fugl-Meyer Assessment of Motor Recovery after 

Stroke: A Critical Review of Its Measurement Properties. Neurorehabilitation and neural repair. 

2002;16(3):232-40. 

26. Bohannon RW, Smith MB. Interrater reliability of a modified Ashworth scale of muscle 

spasticity. Physical therapy. 1987;67(2):206-7. 

27. Fiedler RC, Granger CV. The Functional Independence Measure: A Measurement of 

Disability and Medical Rehabilitation. In: Chino N, Melvin JL, editors. Functional Evaluation of 

Stroke Patients. Tokyo: Springer Japan; 1996. p. 75-92. 

28. Hermens HJ, Freriks B, Disselhorst-Klug C, Rau G. Development of recommendations for 

SEMG sensors and sensor placement procedures. Journal of electromyography and kinesiology : 

official journal of the International Society of Electrophysiological Kinesiology. 2000;10(5):361-74. 

29. Maistrello L, Rimini D, Cheung VCK, Pregnolato G, Turolla A. Muscle Synergies and 

Clinical Outcome Measures Describe Different Factors of Upper Limb Motor Function in Stroke 

Survivors Undergoing Rehabilitation in a Virtual Reality Environment. Sensors (Basel, Switzerland). 

2021;21(23). 

30. Lee DD, Seung HS. Learning the parts of objects by non-negative matrix factorization. 

Nature. 1999;401(6755):788-91. 

31. Page SJ, Fulk GD, Boyne P. Clinically important differences for the upper-extremity Fugl-

Meyer Scale in people with minimal to moderate impairment due to chronic stroke. Physical therapy. 

2012;92(6):791-8. 

32. Ward JH. Hierarchical Grouping to Optimize an Objective Function. Journal of the American 

Statistical Association. 1963;58(301):236-44. 

33. Rousseeuw PJ. Silhouettes: A graphical aid to the interpretation and validation of cluster 

analysis. Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics. 1987;20:53-65. 

34. Pan B, Sun Y, Xie B, Huang Z, Wu J, Hou J, et al. Alterations of Muscle Synergies During 

Voluntary Arm Reaching Movement in Subacute Stroke Survivors at Different Levels of Impairment. 

Frontiers in computational neuroscience. 2018;12:69. 

35. Kwok FT, Pan R, Ling S, Dong C, Xie JJ, Chen H, et al. Muscle Synergies for Post-Stroke 

Motor Assessment and Prediction in a Randomized Acupuncture Trial. medRxiv. 

2024:2024.01.28.24301900. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
perpetuity. 

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 25, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287


25 

 

36. Banks CL, Pai MM, McGuirk TE, Fregly BJ, Patten C. Methodological Choices in Muscle 

Synergy Analysis Impact Differentiation of Physiological Characteristics Following Stroke. Frontiers 

in computational neuroscience. 2017;11. 

37. van Kordelaar J, van Wegen EE, Nijland RH, Daffertshofer A, Kwakkel G. Understanding 

adaptive motor control of the paretic upper limb early poststroke: the EXPLICIT-stroke program. 

Neurorehabilitation and neural repair. 2013;27(9):854-63. 

38. Saes M, Mohamed Refai MI, van Beijnum BJF, Bussmann JBJ, Jansma EP, Veltink PH, et 

al. Quantifying Quality of Reaching Movements Longitudinally Post-Stroke: A Systematic Review. 

Neurorehabilitation and neural repair. 2022;36(3):183-207. 

39. Mugler EM, Tomic G, Singh A, Hameed S, Lindberg EW, Gaide J, et al. Myoelectric 

Computer Interface Training for Reducing Co-Activation and Enhancing Arm Movement in Chronic 

Stroke Survivors: A Randomized Trial. Neurorehabilitation and neural repair. 2019;33(4):284-95. 

40. Carpinella I, Lencioni T, Bowman T, Bertoni R, Turolla A, Ferrarin M, et al. Effects of robot 

therapy on upper body kinematics and arm function in persons post stroke: a pilot randomized 

controlled trial. Journal of neuroengineering and rehabilitation. 2020;17(1):10. 

41. Roh J, Rymer WZ, Perreault EJ, Yoo SB, Beer RF. Alterations in upper limb muscle synergy 

structure in chronic stroke survivors. J Neurophysiol. 2013;109(3):768-81. 

42. van der Vliet R, Selles RW, Andrinopoulou ER, Nijland R, Ribbers GM, Frens MA, et al. 

Predicting Upper Limb Motor Impairment Recovery after Stroke: A Mixture Model. Annals of 

neurology. 2020;87(3):383-93. 

43. Brambilla C, Scano A. The Number and Structure of Muscle Synergies Depend on the 

Number of Recorded Muscles: A Pilot Simulation Study with OpenSim. Sensors (Basel, 

Switzerland). 2022;22(22). 

44. Cesqui B, Macrì G, Dario P, Micera S. Characterization of age-related modifications of upper 

limb motor control strategies in a new dynamic environment. Journal of neuroengineering and 

rehabilitation. 2008;5(1):31. 

45. Cheung VCK, Niu CM, Li S, Xie Q, Lan N. A Novel FES Strategy for Poststroke 

Rehabilitation Based on the Natural Organization of Neuromuscular Control. IEEE Rev Biomed Eng. 

2019;12:154-67. 

46. Pomeroy V, Aglioti SM, Mark VW, McFarland D, Stinear C, Wolf SL, et al. Neurological 

principles and rehabilitation of action disorders: rehabilitation interventions. Neurorehabilitation and 

neural repair. 2011;25(5 Suppl):33s-43s. 

47. Levin MF, Kleim JA, Wolf SL. What do motor "recovery" and "compensation" mean in 

patients following stroke? Neurorehabilitation and neural repair. 2009;23(4):313-9. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
perpetuity. 

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 25, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287


26 

 

48. David Ó’ R, Ioannis D. A network information theoretic framework to characterise muscle 

synergies in space and time. bioRxiv. 2022:2021.10.15.464450. 

49. Pennock GR. Robot motion: Planning and control: edited by M. Brady, J. M. Hollerbach, T. 

L. Johnson, T. Lozano-Perez and M. T. Mason. The MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1982, 

585 pp. Mechanism and Machine Theory. 1986;21. 

 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
perpetuity. 

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 25, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.24.24314287

