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Abstract 

Background. Numerous studies have found large statistical relationships between the amount of 

recovery and initial impairments in people with stroke. When change scores are regressed onto 

initial impairments, the resulting slope is approximately ≈ 0.7 for a variety of outcomes. These 

findings have led to the 70% “proportional recovery rule” and the argument that proportional 

recovery represents a biological phenomenon. Previous studies of proportional recovery are 

confounded by statistical limitations that come from regressing change scores onto initial 

impairments in bounded scales. 

Objective. Our goal is to show that data claimed as evidence for proportional recovery are 

generally consistent with random patterns of recovery, once statistical limitations are taken into 

account.  

Methods. Using a pooled dataset of N = 373 Fugl-Meyer Assessment (FMA) upper extremity 

scores extracted from published literature, we ran simulations to illustrate three main arguments: 

(1) Mathematical coupling renders the traditional null-hypothesis significance test irrelevant in 

proportional recovery studies; (2) Proportional recovery is one of many alternative hypotheses; 

(3) Current evidence claimed in favor of proportional recovery is consistent with uniform 

random recovery. 

Results. Our simulations show that if all data were included (no exclusion of “non-fitters”) 

regressing change scores onto initial impairments in a bounded scale would lead to a slope of ≈
0.5. Similarly, cluster analysis will spuriously identify groups of fitters and non-fitters, leading to 

a slope for the fitters of ≈ 0.7, when the underlying recovery is random.   

Conclusions. These results cast doubt on the validity of “proportional recovery” as a population 

level-statistic and a biological phenomenon.  

 

MeSH Keywords: Stroke; Rehabilitation; Methods; Data Analysis  
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Introduction 

Recently, much ink has been spilt on the topic of the proportional recovery rule in stroke 

rehabilitation.1 In its broadest sense, the proportional recovery rule posits that the amount of recovery 

patients are likely to have is roughly 70% of the total possible recovery they could make, on average, after 

the exclusion of “non-fitters” to the rule.2,3 This relationship is usually demonstrated by regressing change 

scores (a terminal assessment minus the baseline assessment) onto the initial amount of impairment. Not 

surprisingly, severely impaired individuals show the greatest variation in their potential for recovery, and 

severely impaired individuals who do not recover very much are classified as “non-fitters” to the general 

rule. Cumulative real data to this effect are shown in Figure 1 with non-fitters shown in red. Classification 

of non-fitters has been based on different methods4 that rely on either a statistical classification (e.g., 

outlier detection1) or based on physiologically relevant outside variables (e.g., cortico-spinal tract 

integrity5). 

 

Figure 1. Data adapted from Hawe et al. (2019). Change scores and initial impairments extracted from 

empirical studies have been combined to create an “overall” sense of the relationship across studies. The 

dashed line denotes the ordinary least squared regression line for all fitters (black points). Data-points 

that were identified as non-fitters in the original studies are shown as red points. 

 

Other manuscripts have discussed the problems with regressing change scores onto 

impairment and concerns with the sub-group analysis of fitters and non-fitters in some statistical 
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detail.6,7 The short form of these critiques is that change scores are mathematically “coupled” to 

baseline impairment, because change scores contain the baseline score. Depending on the 

relative variance of the change scores to baseline impairment, this introduces a statistical artifact 

(i.e., a spurious correlation that is due strictly to the subtraction, not a true relationship) that may 

be quite large or relatively small. The presence of this artifact indicates that evidence for 70% 

proportional recovery is, at the very least, overstated. In response, Kundert et al4 authored an 

article in favor of the proportional recovery rule. Kundert and colleagues’ response incorporates 

some previous critiques and seeks to refute other criticisms in their discussion, ultimately 

concluding that proportional recovery is a real biological phenomenon and representative of 

spontaneous recovery. In their abstract, Kundert and colleagues conclude that, “existing data in 

aggregate are largely consistent with the [Proportional Recovery Rule] as a population level 

model for upper limb motor recovery; recent reports of its demise are exaggerated, as these 

excessively focus on the less conclusive issue of individual subject level predictions.”  

In this point of view, we concisely show that this assertion is mathematically incorrect. 

At the population level, patterns that have been claimed as evidence for proportional recovery 

are generally consistent with random recovery, once one accounts for artifacts that result from 

regressing two statistically dependent and bounded variables onto each other. Using simulations, 

we illustrate this problem visually, relying on as little formal mathematics as possible. We think 

this simulation-based approach makes the critique more intuitive and accessible to a general 

audience. 

Below, we critique the evidence in favor of the proportional recovery rule based on three 

main arguments:  
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1. Mathematical coupling renders the traditional null-hypothesis significance test 

irrelevant in current proportional recovery studies. Simple difference scores have 

long been regarded as a sub-optimal method for ascertaining change over time. This is 

especially true when difference scores are regressed onto baseline scores, which creates a 

mathematical coupling.8-10  

2. Proportional recovery is one of many alternative hypotheses (as opposed to the null 

hypothesis) and researchers should directly test competing hypotheses. Through 

simulation, we can show that regressing change scores onto baseline scores for any two 

bounded scales can lead to a population level slope of 0.5, even when change scores for 

individuals are random. This is because floor/ceiling effects in the data mean that change 

will necessarily be proportional, and the magnitude of this relationship is driven upwards 

if perceived “non-fitters” to the rule are excluded from the data.  

3. Current evidence claimed in favor of proportional recovery is also consistent with 

uniform random recovery using cluster analysis to identify “fitters”. Again, using 

simulations informed by empirical data, we can test what data we should expect to 

observe if the underlying change is uniformly random, rather than proportional. Using 

hierarchical cluster analysis to identify non-fitters in our simulations, we can show that 

data from N=373 real stroke patients on the Fugl-Meyer Assessment is consistent with 

random recovery. As such, current data do not support the claim that recovery is 

proportional any more than that recovery is random. 

In the Discussion, we focus on some of the positive evidence from the proportional 

recovery literature and suggest productive ways to move forward analytically. For instance, 

neuroanatomical differences do have strong associations with the potential for recovery at 
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different levels of impairment.5,11,12  However, regressing change scores onto baseline scores is 

rife with statistical problems. We recommend that if researchers want to explain individual 

differences in recovery over time, then we should be using formal conditional longitudinal 

models with more data points and avoiding the statistical confounds of change scores.13,14 

Indeed, a number of researchers have started making strides in this direction, using longitudinal 

methods to explore trajectories of stroke recovery.15,16 Understanding which factors explain, or 

better yet predict17-19 stroke trajectories is a very important area of research. These research 

questions are, however, quite orthogonal to the proportional recovery rule. For instance, the 

finding that cortico-spinal tact integrity partially explains where a person ends up on the 

spectrum of recovery is very distinct from claiming that on average people recover ~70% of lost 

function or the further claim that this 70% pattern reflects spontaneous biological processes. 

 

Argument 1: Mathematical Coupling Renders the Traditional Null-Hypothesis Test 

Irrelevant 

 Difference scores have been critiqued for many years in the biomedical literature as a 

method for capturing change.20 The reason for this is that difference scores implicitly assume a 

one-to-one relationship between pre-test scores and post-test scores. This implicit assumption 

can be seen more explicitly if we contrast the formula for a linear regression controlling for 

baseline (Eq 1.) against a linear regression in which difference scores are the outcome (Eq 2.): 

Eq 1. 𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑖 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1(𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑖) + 𝜖𝑖   

Eq 2.  𝐷𝑖𝑓𝑓𝑖 = (𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑖 − 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑖) = 𝛽0 + 𝜖𝑖  ≡ 𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑖  = 𝛽0 + (1)𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖   

In Eq 1., the relationship between pre-test scores and post-test scores is weighted based 

on the correlation between time-points observed in the data (ultimately creating the regression 
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coefficient 𝛽1). When taking difference scores, however, pre-test scores are moved to the other 

side of the equals sign and subtracted from post-test. This subtraction implicitly assumes a one-

to-one relationship between pre-test and post-test. This can be seen more clearly if we move pre-

test out of the difference and back to the other side of the equals sign; taking difference scores is 

thus equivalent (≡) to assuming that the value of 𝛽1 = 1, as shown in red in Eq 2. This might be 

a reasonable assumption when the correlation between pre-test and post-test is very high, but in 

general it is much better practice to control for pre-test as a covariate. First, controlling for pre-

test allows for regression to the mean whereas difference scores do not. That is, random error for 

lower scoring participants is likely to drive their scores upward on a second measurement (and 

vice versa for high scoring participants). The high reliability of clinical tests makes regression to 

the mean much less of a concern, but it is still a problem for difference scores that is mitigated by 

controlling for pre-test. Second, controlling for pretest allows for 𝛽1 to be weighted based on the 

correlation between pre-test and post-test, whereas taking a difference score does not. When the 

correlation between pre-test and post-test is very low the weight of 𝛽1is simply reduced and there 

are no negative consequences for the model. Furthermore, when the correlation between pre-test 

and post-test is very low, taking difference scores will actually add noise to the data.20 

This problem is related to the issues of mathematical coupling discussed by Hawe et al.6  

and Hope et al.7. Briefly, we illustrate the negative effects of mathematical coupling in Figure 2 

using both a normal distribution (2A/B) and a uniform distribution with clear boundaries (2C/D). 

The point of this illustration is to show that mathematical coupling is a different effect from 

“boundaries” on a scale, although the two can be related when floor/ceiling effects are present. In 

both simulations (N = 1000 data points), the variables 𝑋 and 𝑌 are totally independent (r=0.0). 

However, when we calculate a new variable 𝑍 = 𝑌 − 𝑋, we find that 𝑍 and 𝑋 have a strong 
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negative relationship (r=-0.7). The reason for this is that 𝑍 and 𝑋 are mathematically “coupled”; 

that is, 𝑍 contains 𝑋 so they are intrinsically linked. This can be seen a little more clearly if we 

rearrange the terms for 𝑍 in a regression equation: 

Eq. 3.  𝑍𝑖 = −𝑋𝑖 + 𝑌𝑖 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1(𝑋𝑖) + 𝜖𝑖 

 Recognizing that 𝑍 is just: (−𝑋 + 𝑌), it shouldn’t be surprising that −𝑋 and 𝑋 are 

negatively related. In fact, the only thing distorting their relationship is 𝑌. As Hope et al.7 

pointed out, this is why the relative variance in 𝑋 and 𝑌 matters. If the variance in 𝑌 is vastly 

smaller than 𝑋, we are essentially regressing −𝑋 onto 𝑋. If the variance in 𝑌 is vastly bigger 

than 𝑋, we are essentially regressing 𝑌 onto 𝑋. If we know how big these relative variances are, 

then we can control for the artifact we are introducing into our data. If we do not know these 

variances, then we are introducing an unknown artifact. In either case, we are making our 

analysis needlessly complex, because we did not need to regress change scores onto baseline to 

begin with. Note the population-level “true” correlation between X and Y also matters, but in our 

case where X and Y are independent, the artifact is determined by their relative variances.   
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Figure 2. N = 1000 simulated data showing two uncorrelated variables, X and Y, and third variable Z, 

computed from their difference. In panels A and B, these variables are based on two normally 

distributed, but otherwise unbounded distributions. In panels C and D, these variables are based on two 

bounded uniform distributions. In both cases, an artifactual negative relationship exists between X and Z, 

because those values are mathematically coupled. 

 

This mathematical coupling creates a problem for the interpretation of data on 

proportional recovery, where change scores are regressed onto baseline. As shown in Figure 1, 

we have adapted the data gathered by Hawe et al.6 These data reflect several different available 

studies on proportional recovery using the Fugl-Meyer Assessment.2,11,21-24 Regressing the N = 

373 change scores onto baseline levels of impairment shows an overall slope of 0.42 when the 

non-fitters (as identified in past studies) are included in the data. If these non-fitters are excluded, 

then the slope of the regression line is shifted upward, to 0.76 (as shown by a dashed black line 
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in Figure 1). In either case, this slope is statistically different from zero, p’s < 0.001, but due to 

mathematical coupling it is not surprising to find a statistically significant relationship in this 

situation. There are, however, two very different questions at work here.  

One question is if there is a relationship between Change and Initial Impairment. This 

question could be answered by a classic null hypothesis significant test, “Assuming there is no 

relationship between Change and Initial Impairment, what is the probability of observing the 

slope (or a more extreme slope) in the sample?” Note that the null-hypothesis significance test 

also assumes that sampling variability is the only factor affecting the data. As we have shown 

briefly and as past work has explained in detail,6,7 it is not surprising to reject the null hypothesis 

in this situation due to a mathematical artifact. That is, the mathematical coupling between 

Change and Initial Impairment scores forces a correlation onto the data. This means that random 

sampling is not the only factor at work, nor should one expect a “true” relationship of zero, 

making the traditional null-hypothesis significance test rather meaningless. However, it would 

still be possible to conduct a meaningful non-zero hypothesis test, if the mathematical artifact 

could be estimated.  

The second question is if the relationship between change scores and initial impairment is 

truly proportional? This is a distinct question from rejecting the null hypothesis. This question 

requires us to choose between competing alternative hypotheses. As shown in Figure 3, if we 

want to argue that recovery is proportional (Figure 3A), we need to be able to distinguish it from 

random recovery (Figure 3B). Whether recovery is proportional or uniform, a relationship is 

already assumed. Instead, the challenge becomes distinguishing proportional recovery from 

random recovery when we are dealing with two bounded scales. Uniform random recovery is a 

reasonable alternative hypothesis in this situation, because it allows for the fact that different 
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strata of recovery exist,12,25,26 but that the overall distribution of recovery covers the entire 

available space (e.g., as shown in animal data27,28). In contrast, proportional recovery asserts the 

distribution of change scores is biased towards a certain level and advocates of the rule argue this 

level is about 70% of initial impairment across various scales and measures.4 In these 

simulations, our uniform randomness is epistemic and not ontological. That is, we assume that 

variation is due to factors that remain to be explained; we are not assuming that recovery 

following stroke is inherently random for each person.  

 

 

Figure 3. (A) Simulated data in which the change in Fugl-Meyer Assessment (FMA) is proportional to 

recovery. These data are normally distributed around 70% of initial impairment with a standard 

deviation of 6 points and truncated by the ceiling of the FMA. Proportional recovery could be simulated 

with different parameters, but this is meant only to be an example of proportional recovery. (B) 

Simulated data in which the change in Fugl-Meyer Assessment (FMA) is uniformly random. Data are 

uniformly distributed between the initial impairment (no recovery) and maximum points allowed on the 

FMA (maximum possible recovery). In both cases there is an upper bound on recovery due to the nature 

of the FMA. Note that even when change is random, this creates a positive slope. 

 

Argument 2: Proportional Recovery is One of Many Alternative Hypotheses  

 The fact that proportional recovery is apparent across many different scales of 

measurement has been argued as evidence for proportional recovery being a neurobiological 

phenomenon.4 First shown in the Fugl-Meyer Assessment (FMA1), proportional recovery has 
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since been shown in the Western Aphasia Battery29 and the Letter Cancellation Test,30 among 

other inventories. However, all these inventories still possess lower bounds and upper bounds. 

Although the individual minima and maxima are all different, the presence of these boundaries 

creates a real problem for interpreting the relationship between baselines scores and change 

scores. The code provided in the supplemental materials can be revised to demonstrate this point, 

but one can also consider Figure 3B in a thought experiment. Regardless of what the individual 

minima and maxima of these different scales are, random recovery will always lead to the 

bottom triangle of the possible space being filled. Fitting a regression line through that space will 

always have a slope of ~0.5 because (assuming a uniform distribution of change scores) there 

will always be an equal mass of change scores above and below the regression line. As such, it 

would not be unusual to see 50% “proportional recovery” in bounded scales, even when change 

was random.  

 However, as shown in Figure 4A, we can see that the story is more complicated than that 

because the distribution of initial impairments is not uniform. This can be seen more easily in the 

histogram of initial impairments in Figure 4B. There are higher densities of very low and very 

high impairments. Therefore, to make our simulations more realistic, we bootstrapped (i.e., 

repeatedly sampled) the initial impairment data from Hawe et al.6 shown in Figure 4B, to get a 

new “population” of 10,000 initial impairments with a similar distribution shown in Figure 4C. 

(Note the relative heights of the bars is similar, but the absolute number of observations is much 

larger). Based on this realistic distribution of initial impairments, we created 10,000 uniformly 

random change scores. As shown in Figure 4D, the change is random but not proportional. This 

distribution of uniform change looks different from the pattern of change shown in the pooled 

data assembled by Hawe et al.6 especially for participants in the middle range of initial 
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impairments (between 20 and 40 points). However, uniform change is a reasonable alternative 

hypothesis to test against, given that more uniform patterns have been observed in the animal 

literature27,28 and other human studies that have shown a much more uniform pattern of 

recovery.3,31  When recovery is uniformly random, there is still an overall slope of 0.50 (shown 

as a dashed red line) due to the constraints of the bounded scale. Thus, the slope of 0.50 is not 

“proportional recovery” because recovery at any given level of impairment is uniformly random. 

Instead, this slope is a statistical artifact created by Change scores being regressed onto Initial 

Impairments in a bounded scale.   

 

Figure 4. (A) Real data adapted from Hawe et al. (2019). The slope of the regression line is 0.42 when all 

the data are included (dashed red line). (B) The univariate distribution of initial impairment scores. (C) 

After bootstrap resampling of the real data, we can get a simulated distribution of initial impairments 

with very similar properties. (D) After adding random change scores to our simulated impairment data, 
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we get a simulated population with realistic initial impairments but with necessarily random change. The 

dashed red line is the ordinary least squares regression line with a slope of 0.50, fit to all the data. 

 

 This does not necessarily mean that any relationships between change scores and initial 

impairments are completely artifactual. Instead, these simulations show that regressing bounded 

scores onto each other will create an artifact, and we need to statistically test if our observed 

results are different from that artifact. As shown in Figure 5A, for instance, we can see a sample 

of N=30 observations randomly drawn from our population of FMA scores. The slope and 

intercept for this sample are 0.62 and -1.00, respectively. Conducting a traditional null-

hypothesis significance test, we would conclude that this slope is statistically different from zero 

with p<0.001. As such, one might conclude that this slope is evidence for proportional recovery. 

However, this conclusion is incorrect because zero is not the slope against which we should test; 

that slope is 0.5. This can be seen in the sampling distribution of slopes in Figure 5B. If we 

repeatedly sample from our population of random data and fit a unique slope to each sample, we 

get a density of slopes centered around 0.5 (the population slope) but spreading out in either 

direction due to sampling variability.  

 As shown in the right-hand panel of Figure 5C, changing from a null hypothesis 

significance test against 0 (dashed black curve) to a minimal effects test against 0.5 (dashed blue 

curve) can drastically change our interpretation. Assuming the null hypothesis was true, the 

probability of observing a slope of 0.62 or greater due to sampling variability alone was p<0.001. 

However, if we center our “null” distribution around 0.5 rather than 0, we find that the 

probability of observing a slope of 0.62 or greater is p=0.377, which would not be considered 

statistically significant by conventional standards (df=28, standard error of the slope=0.132). 
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Figure 5. (A) A single random sample of N=30 FMA scores drawn from our population. The regression line 

(dashed red) has a slope of 0.62, which might suggest proportional recovery were it not drawn from a 

sample of randomly generated data. A diagonal black line with a slope of 1 is shown for reference. (B) 

The sampling distribution of slopes when our simulated population was sampled 10,000 times, with 

replacement, at sample sizes of N=30. (C) Contrasting the distribution of sample slopes under the null-

hypotheses (dashed black line) and the distribution of sample slopes from our simulated population 

(centered on 0.5; dashed blue line). Note that now our observed slope of 0.62 (shown as the vertical red 

line) is no longer statistically significant given the correct distribution (p<0.001 compared against zero; 

p=0.132 compared against 0.5).   

 

Importantly, we emphasize that this artifactual value of 0.5 emerges when all data are 

included. If participants are excluded for being “non-fitters” (i.e., the mostly severely impaired, 

least improving participants), this will bias the mean of the distribution upward. Thus, 0.5 would 

be a reasonable value to test against if a single regression line is fit to all of the data, but if any 

exclusions were made, this will introduce an upwards bias whose exact nature depends on the 

method of exclusion. In the next section we will deal with how “fitters” versus “non-fitters” have 

typically been determined and the effect this has on the data. For the moment, however, let us 

statistically compare the real data in Figure 4A to the simulated data in Figure 4D. For the pooled 

N=373 FMA scores assembled by Hawe et al.,6 the slope of the regression line is 0.42 with a 

standard error of 0.018. The slope 0.42 is actually statistically smaller than what we would 

expect given uniform random recovery (i.e., <0.50; t(371)=-4.60, p<0.001). This suggests that 

average recovery following stroke is actually smaller than we would expect assuming uniform 
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random recovery. This reduction might arise from the fact that in reality, we do see FMA scores 

decrease for some participants (2.4%)6, whereas our simulations only assumed positive change. 

Alternately this finding could suggest that recovery is simply lower than we anticipate across the 

spectrum of impairment. 

 

Argument 3: Real Data for “Fitters” are Consistent with Uniform Random Recovery 

 The slope of 0.42 observed when all available FMA data are included pre-supposes that 

non-fitters to the proportional recovery rule belong in the same category as fitters. Clearly this 

violates a central assumption of the proportional recovery model. Past work on proportional 

recovery argues that fitters and non-fitters are two clearly discernable classifications. Further, the 

methods that have been used to establish fitters from non-fitters are legitimate methods whether 

they are data-driven methods (like hierarchical cluster analysis) or theory driven methods (such 

as moderator analyses using physiological data2,12). As mentioned above, however, our random 

recovery model assumes epistemic variability not ontological variability, so physiological 

variables can still explain individual differences in recovery but at the population-level recovery 

is uniform. As such, the key question is if the very high slopes found among fitters are different 

from what we would expect if Change scores were uniformly distributed. 

 To answer this question, we will use our bootstrapped distribution of Initial Impairments 

with uniform change scores shown in Figure 4D. We sampled from this population of individuals 

for 10,000 samples of N=30 (with replacement). In each sample, we used hierarchical cluster 

analysis32,33 to identify clusters of participants who could be classified as fitters and non-fitters. 

As shown in Figure 6A, even when we are sampling from data with uniform Change scores the 
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clustering algorithm identifies clusters of participants who would be classified as fitters (black 

dots) and non-fitters (red dots). This is problematic for the proportional recovery argument, 

because when change is uniform, there is no proportional rule to which individuals can fit. As 

such, we should be concerned that fitters and non-fitters may be (at least partially) an artifactual 

classification. 

 

 

 

Figure 6. (A) A single random sample of N = 30 participants drawn from a population with random 

Change scores. Note the clustering algorithm still classifies participants into what look like fitters and 

non-fitters even when there is no “rule” to which individuals can “fit”. (B) The distribution of sample 

slopes for fitters identified by our clustering procedure when the original sample size was N=30. (C) The 

distribution of sample slopes for fitters identified by our clustering procedure when the original sample 

size was N=373.  

 

Current procedures described in studies of proportional recovery are not entirely clear on 

how their clusters were ascertained. That is, a cluster analysis can work using either a bottom-up 

agglomerative procedure or a top-down divisive procedure, but in general authors should have an 

objective criterion for where they stop in determining their clusters. Although it has been stated 

that a criterion has been used23 it is not clear what the numeric value of this criterion is.2,23,30 As 

such it is not clear by what criteria authors are making the decision to stop at two clusters in their 
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analyses. But we do know that authors are calculating Mahalanobis distances between points34 

and that these distance values are being used as input into the agglomerative clustering algorithm 

advocated by Ward.33,35 In the absence of a clear criterion by which we should stop clustering, 

we ran cluster analyses in our simulations that always stopped at two clusters. In order to 

determine which cluster was the “fitters”, we chose the cluster with a higher mean Change score 

(consistent with the central argument of proportional recovery). Otherwise, our simulations used 

identical methods to the published literature for the calculation of distances and determination of 

clusters. 

As shown in Figure 6A, our clustering procedure leads to an identification of fitters and 

non-fitters to the proportional recovery rule consistent with past literature. Despite coming from 

a population of uniform random recovery, the clustering procedure spuriously identifies fitters 

(black dots) and non-fitters (red dots) in this random sample of N=30. Below, we show the 

effects of this procedure (sampling, clustering, and fitting slopes to the fitters cluster) when the 

total size is N=30 (to illustrate a relatively small, but common sample size) and when the total 

N=373, matching the sample size for the pooled data.6 

As shown in Figure 6B, when the initial sample size was set to N=30, the distribution of 

sample slopes for the “fitters” had a mean of 0.770, a median of 0.781, and a negative skew. 

Thus, under this sampling distribution, we would not find it surprising to observe a large positive 

slope of 0.769 (as was observed in Hawe et al.6). Specifically, with a starting sample size of 

N=30, we’d expect a slope of ≥0.769 for the fitters about 54% of the time. As such, observing 

those slopes in real data should not be construed as evidence for proportional recovery; a 

researcher could get identical slopes if the underlying pattern of recovery was random, but they 

excluded data based on a cluster analysis.  
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We can see this conclusion most robustly if we take the pooled data for the fitters.6 The 

slope for the n=254 fitters out of those initial N=373 subjects was 0.769. As shown in Figure 6C, 

assuming uniform random recovery, hierarchical cluster analysis with two clusters, and that 

fitters would be the group with higher mean Change, the mean of this sampling distribution was 

0.778 and the median was 0.771. Based on this distribution we would expect to get a slope of 

≥0.769 for the fitters about 54% of the time. As such, we conclude that the data invoked as 

evidence for the proportional recovery rule is relatively weak. These patterns are quite consistent 

with what one might expect if recovery was uniformly and randomly distributed. 

 

Discussion 

Patterns argued to show proportional recovery in stroke rehabilitation have been found 

across a wide variety of assessments and replicated in many different samples. The pattern 

appears to be so pervasive and the relationship so strong that it is compelling to think this pattern 

is a neurological rule. In the words of Carl Sagan, however, “extraordinary claims require 

extraordinary evidence”36 and before we make strong deterministic claims about proportional 

recovery, we need to be very sure that we are ruling out alternative explanations. As we have 

shown, current patterns claimed to be evidence for proportional recovery are generally 

consistent with uniform random recovery in these measures. This does not mean that 

proportional recovery has been disproven, but it does mean that we do not have adequate 

evidence to claim proportional recovery at this time.  

There is very compelling evidence that physiological variables explain individual 

differences in recovery,19 but this is a very different question from claiming that recovery is 
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“proportional”. Thus, rather than concluding that individuals with lower cortico-spinal tract 

integrity are more likely to be “non-fitters”, we think a more appropriate conclusion is that 

individuals with lower cortico-spinal tract integrity are likely to show minimal recovery. As we 

discuss above, uniform random change scores do not mean that we are assuming that stroke 

recovery is a stochastic process. There are going to be individual differences in recovery and 

people with more similar neuroanatomy following stroke are likely to show more similar patterns 

of recovery. That said, it is important to consider the wide variation in recovery trajectories for 

neuroanatomically similar individuals.26 Regardless, we do not have evidence that these 

individual differences are centered around 70% of initial impairment or that 70% recovery 

represents a robust biological phenomenon. There could be a non-zero and biologically 

meaningful relationship between initial impairment and recovery, but there is not sufficient 

evidence in the literature to claim proportional recovery is real.  

Limitations 

 Our simulations used an empirical distribution of initial impairment values, but they 

assumed a random distribution of change scores for any given level of impairment. One could 

question the appropriateness of assuming uniform random change at-all, but especially in the 

context of the FMA upper extremity subscale. Visually comparing pooled real data in Figure 4A 

with our simulated data in Figure 4D, there appears to be an “island” of individuals with high 

levels of initial impairment and very limited levels of recovery in the real data that is not present 

in the simulated data. This island is likely created by nonlinearities in the FMA.6,37 Specifically, 

mid-range scores are less likely to occur in the FMA upper extremity subscale. This can be seen 

clearly in the distribution of initial FMA scores (Figure 4B/C). As these mid-level scores are less 

likely, it makes sense that moderately impaired individuals will progress out of this range, but 
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severely impaired individuals will be more likely to either surpass it or struggle to get into it 

(creating the island of non-fitters). Hawe et al.6 took this bimodal distribution of change scores 

into account in their simulations, but in the current study we explicitly chose to model change 

uniformly for three reasons.  

 First, the artifacts that are generated by regressing bounded change scores onto baseline 

scores are not a product of this nonlinearity (as shown in our simulations). Nonlinearity is a 

special concern for certain scales, but the problems generated by ceiling effects are more general. 

Second, data from both animal and human studies suggest that more uniform patterns of 

recovery exist for a variety of scales.3,27,31 As such, uniform random recovery is a valid 

alternative hypothesis against which to test. Third, assuming uniform random recovery illustrates 

how using hierarchical cluster analysis with Mahalanobis distances can break down in this 

situation. When pairwise distances are calculated based on predicted change and actual change, 

these cluster analyses will spuriously identify fitters and non-fitters. In our simulations, we did 

sometimes identify other types of clusters, especially at small sample sizes. We explored 

different methods for excluding these poorly ascertained clusters to see how it would affect the 

distribution of sample slopes for the fitters (e.g., rejecting samples where a cluster was less than 

5% of the total sample size; rejecting samples where clusters were separated based purely on 

initial impairment). These steps affected the tails of the sampling distribution, but in all cases the 

distribution was centered near 0.7. Thus, although other processing decisions could have been 

made, of all of the processing decisions we explored, obtaining a slope of 0.7 for the fitters’ 

cluster was quite likely even when recovery was uniform and random.   
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Conclusions 

Regressing change scores onto initial impairments creates a number of statistical 

limitations that preclude a substantive interpretation, especially in bounded scales. We 

recommend that future work seeking to demonstrate proportional recovery should (1) test these 

effects against reasonable alternative hypotheses rather than against a hypothesis of no-effect, 

and (2) abandon the practice of regressing change scores onto initial impairments. Rather than 

teasing out statistical artifacts due to coupling, we would recommend that researchers avoid these 

unnecessary problems entirely. Mixed-effect regression models, for instance, would allow 

researchers to study factors that affect change over time in a more robust way that avoids the 

issue of mathematical coupling.38 Further, mixed-effect models would allow researchers to 

model change based on more data points, irregularly timed data points, individuals with missing 

data, and even model change non-linearly if needed.39 Mixed-effect regression models are not a 

panacea of course, they have their own limitations and are computationally more complex, but 

we do think they would be a more appropriate tool teasing apart individual differences in stroke 

recovery. Recent work has made strides in this direction16 and we think this work is an excellent 

example of how we can meaningfully investigate variation in recovery following stroke without 

burdening ourselves with the mathematical artifacts of difference scores. 

Finally, lest one think we are waging war against the very idea of proportional recovery, 

we agree that this is an important area of research. Further, we agree that there could be a very 

real, very meaningful relationship between initial impairment and the recovery trajectory. 

Important strides have been made in our desire to understand recovery even if recovery turns out 

not to be proportional. We hope that both sides of this debate will continue to push our 

understanding of stroke recovery forward. At the moment, however, there is not compelling 
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evidence for a 70% proportional recovery rule at the population level for upper limb motor 

recovery. Similarly, the statistical limitations raised in this commentary would apply to change 

scores from any bounded scales being regressed onto initial impairments. Even if the distribution 

of change scores was not truly uniform (e.g., a more bimodal distribution may result from 

nonlinear scales), ceiling effects in the outcome measure would create the illusion of 

proportionality. These statistical artifacts either need to be identified and tested against (e.g., 

with minimal effects testing) or avoided altogether by adopting more appropriate methods for 

longitudinal data analysis. 
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