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ABSTRACT 24 

The absence of effective pharmacological interventions in acute traumatic spinal cord 25 

injury is a major problem in its management. A critical barrier in identifying such 26 

interventions lies in the vast heterogeneity of recovery profiles, which masks the potential 27 

efficacy of treatments in clinical trials. To determine the impact of temporal recovery 28 

profiles on long-term functional independence, we used EMSCI (European Multicenter 29 

Study about Spinal Cord Injury) data. Total motor scores from the International Standards 30 

for the Neurological Classification of Spinal Cord Injury (ISNCSCI) and the Spinal Cord 31 

Independence Measure (SCIM) were used to assess neurological and functional outcomes, 32 

respectively. We developed a classification method consisting of thresholding and 33 

unsupervised machine learning clustering and applied it to the total motor score profiles. 34 

Comparing SCIM scores between classes revealed that functional independence is 35 

significantly higher among patients displaying advanced neurological recovery profile. Our 36 

study suggests that the evaluation of temporal recovery profiles can provide novel insights 37 

in spinal cord injury clinical trials.  38 
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INTRODUCTION 47 

Acute traumatic spinal cord injury represents a significant life-event, characterized by 48 

motor, sensory, and autonomic deficits1,2. A major problem facing its management is the 49 

absence of pharmacological interventions that protect and/or repair the damaged cord. 50 

These are urgently needed to increase the amount of neurological and functional recovery, 51 

beyond that expected spontaneously3. A comprehensive understanding of spontaneous 52 

recovery and its heterogeneity will facilitate the discovery of such interventions.  53 

Spontaneous neurological recovery is typically characterized by rapid gains in function in 54 

the initial days to weeks post-injury, followed by substantially slower progression before 55 

plateauing between 6 and 12 months4. This classical recovery profile has been described in 56 

numerous studies5,6,7,8, and is preserved on a reduced time-scale in animal models9,10. On 57 

the individual subject level, there is, however, a considerable degree of variability, with 58 

some persons recovering to a greater degree and/or much faster compared to others11.  59 

While increasing the total amount of neurological function recovered represents an 60 

important goal of acute therapeutic interventions12,13, the value of advanced recovery is 61 

mostly unknown. In preclinical animal models, particularly in peripheral injuries but also 62 

after damage in the spinal cord, "advanced recovery" is a common effect of an intervention 63 

(e.g., electrical stimulation)14,15,16 .  64 

The current study aimed to determine the extent that advanced neurological recovery 65 

mattered during the transition from acute to chronic spinal cord injury. We hypothesized 66 

that individuals recovering neurological function at an early high pace would be more 67 

independent at 1-year post-injury compared to individuals who recovered slower at first but 68 

to a similar overall extent. To address this hypothesis, we applied an unbiased, machine 69 

learning approach to analyze motor recovery and functional independence in individuals 70 

with acute spinal cord injury.  71 

 72 
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RESULTS 74 

To investigate the relation between the profile of neurological recovery and long-term 75 

functional independence, we developed a method to classify patients based on their 76 

neurological recovery profile. We used the area under the curves (AUC) to distinguish 77 

"advanced" and "delayed" recovery profiles. In brief, we fit linear interpolation curves to 78 

motor scores over the first year post-injury, normalized the curves,  calculated the AUC's of 79 

the normalized curves (AUNC), and applied an unsupervised machine learning clustering 80 

approach called "K-means" 17. To test if this method was accurately estimating advanced 81 

and delayed recovery, we performed a simulation study. In this simulation, motor scores 82 

were generated randomly and ordered in ascending fashion to represent a random but 83 

recovering profile of motor function after acute SCI. We then applied our classification 84 

method to the simulated data. The technique successfully classified the data into two 85 

classes of what is clearly "delayed" and "advanced" recovery profiles (figure 2B). The 86 

results show that, on average, the two classes start at a similar level of motor scores and 87 

end at higher but again, similar levels of motor scores. The clear distinction between the 88 

two classes is the recovery profiles: one undergoes an initial fast rate of recovery, which 89 

slows down at later stages of recovery, and the other group starts the recovery slower but 90 

catches up by having relatively faster recovery towards the end of the recovery period. 91 

After checking the validity of our classification to capture profiles of recovery, we applied it 92 

to the real motor scores in patients with cervical SCI. Since not all data points were 93 

available for all patients, we excluded patients from analysis based on our data cleaning 94 

criteria (see methods) (figure 1). An examination of the baseline characteristics of the 95 

patients included and excluded from our analysis revealed no meaningful differences (table 96 

1). The patients with less than 10 points total motor score recovery during the 1-year post-97 

injury were classified as "low recovery" group (333 patients). The rest were classified 98 

based on the AUNCs to two groups of "delayed recovery" (N=266) and "advanced 99 

recovery" (N=307) patients (figures 1&2).  100 
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We then compared the SCIM scores at 12 months post injury between the groups (figure 101 

2). The “advanced recovery” group displayed significantly higher SCIM scores ( median= 102 

87, 25 and 75 percentile=[55,99], range=[27 100]) when compared to both “delayed 103 

recovery” (53, [29,87], [21,100], Wilcoxon rank sum test: p<10^-11) and “low recovery “ 104 

(34, [19,68], [11,100], p<10^-28) groups. Delayed recovery group also displayed 105 

significantly higher SCIM scores than the “low recovery” group (p<10^-7).  106 

These results show that our method can objectively classify the patients to distinct groups 107 

based on their profile of neurological recovery with substantial predictive value on the 108 

functional outcomes. However, there is a clear difference between these results and the 109 

outcome of the simulated data. In the simulated data, the two groups start and end at the 110 

same range of motor scores, but in the experimental data, the "advanced recovery" group 111 

started and ended at significantly higher levels when compared to the "delayed recovery" 112 

group (at week 1: p<10^-11, at week 52: p<10^-8). This means the patients with higher 113 

motor scores at the superacute stage have a higher tendency to end up undergoing the 114 

"advanced recovery" profile, and the patients in the "advanced recovery" group end up 115 

displaying higher motor scores at month 12. While this finding underlines the importance of 116 

the neurological recovery profile on the final neurological and functional outcomes, it does 117 

not clarify if the recovery profile can directly impact the functional outcome, independent 118 

from (or in addition to) the final neurological recovery achieved.  119 

To isolate the effect of neurological recovery profile from the initial and final extent of 120 

neurological recovery, we divided our data pool to subgroups of patients that start at the 121 

same level (within a range of 10 points) of total motor scores and end at the same level of 122 

motor scores after one year. Then, we applied our classification method to each subgroup 123 

and finally pooled the "delayed" and "advanced" recovery classes of all subgroups into 124 

overall delayed and advanced recovery classes (see methods). Hence, we were able to 125 

objectively classify the subjects into two groups where the initial and final motor scores 126 

were not significantly different from each other (delayed recovery Ndr=138, advanced 127 

recovery Nar=220, Wilcoxon rank-sum test at week 1: p=0.35 & week 52: p=0.10) but 128 

displayed two distinct profiles of recovery (figure 3A). Comparing the SCIM scores at month 129 
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12, we found that the advanced recovery group displayed significantly higher SCIM scores 130 

than the delayed recovery group (advanced recovery: median=80, delayed recovery: 131 

median=63, Wilcoxon rank-sum p= 0.0001) (figure 3B). Moreover, we compared the SCIM 132 

sub-scores at months 12 among the two groups and all sub-scores were significantly 133 

higher in advanced recovery group (subscore1(self-care): median=16(N=209) vs 134 

13(N=149) Wilcoxon rank-sum test p=0.002, subscore2(respiration and sphincter 135 

management): median=35(N=202) vs 31(N=156) p=0.006, subscore3(mobility): 136 

median=31(N=201) vs 21(N=157) p<10^-4 ) (figure 3C). Therefore, the rate of 137 

neurological recovery, even among patients with a similar initial and final level of 138 

neurological recovery, can modulate the functional outcomes. We did not observe any 139 

significant difference between the patients in two groups regarding their sex, age, or 140 

baseline ASIA Impairment Scale (AIS) grades (figure 3D).   141 

Furthermore, it appears that the neurological recovery is followed by functional 142 

independence. Therefore, it can be argued that functional recovery is only slightly delayed 143 

in the delayed recovery group. With this logic, one can assume that if we measure SCIM 144 

scores at some point later in time, the delayed recovery group will catch up with the 145 

advanced recovery group, and we will see the same functional independence across both 146 

groups. Since no measurement was done beyond 1-year post-injury, we could not compare 147 

the SCIM scores between two groups at a later time point. Instead, we repeated our 148 

analysis using only the measurements during the first six months of recovery. This way, we 149 

were able to classify the substantial recovery patients to two new groups of "delayed 150 

recovery" and "advanced recovery" based on the profiles of recovery during the first six 151 

months (figure 4A). Similar to our 12 months analysis, the SCIM scores at six months post-152 

injury for the advanced recovery group was significantly higher than the delayed recovery 153 

group [delayed recovery: Ndr=110, Median =58, advanced recovery: Nar= 135, Median=68, 154 

Wilcoxon rank-sum test  p=0.008](figure 4B). We found that the SCIM scores were still 155 

significantly higher at 1-year post-injury in the advanced recovery group [delayed recovery: 156 

N1=110, Median =72, advanced recovery: N2= 135, Median=80, Wilcoxon rank-sum test 157 

p=0.03] (figure 4C). This result suggests that the effect of the neurological recovery profile 158 
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on functional independence is robust. While achieving higher functional independence 159 

earlier is already a highly desired outcome, the robustness of this effect emphasizes the 160 

importance of the neurological recovery profiles.   161 

DISCUSSION 162 

Our analysis aimed to determine the effect of the neurological recovery profile on functional 163 

independence after SCI. To do so, we developed an unbiased classification method, which 164 

was successful in distinguishing advanced from delayed recovery profile. After adjustment 165 

for baseline injury characteristics, advanced neurological recovery to 1 year was associated 166 

with higher functional independence compared to slower recovery to the same point. Re-167 

examining changes in total motor scores from acute to 6 months substantiated the 168 

functional importance of advanced recovery, and, further, demonstrated that the benefits to 169 

independence persisted long-term (i.e., out to 1-year).  170 

There are several possible explanations for why advanced recovery is essential for 171 

functional independence. Firstly, there may be a critical window of time after injury, 172 

whereby neurological gains can be translated into a meaningful function (e.g., mobility). 173 

This can be explained by the injury-induced neuroplasticity18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26, which is 174 

integral to regaining functions27,28,29,30, and seems to be limited to the initial weeks to 175 

months post injury31,32,33. The enhanced neuroplasticity in early stages after injury provides 176 

a window of opportunity to learn new strategies in performing tasks geared towards 177 

regaining functional independence. Delayed neurological gains can leave patients unable to 178 

perform these tasks during the window of opportunity resulting in overall lower functional 179 

independence in the long run.  180 

Another potential explanation lies in the timing of rehabilitation. It has been shown that 181 

neurotrophic factors are expressed in response to denervation, as well as training22,23. 182 

Activity-dependent mechanisms can augment plasticity in order to restore useful functional 183 

capacities34,35,36,28,26. If the rehabilitation efforts are focused during the first few months 184 

post-injury, the higher neurological gains can facilitate performing training tasks, which in 185 
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turn will promote neuroplasticity. This loop re-amplifies the effect of higher neurological 186 

gains and results in higher and long-lasting neurological and functional gains.      187 

Regardless of the mechanism underlying the impact of an advanced neurological recovery 188 

on functional independence, the presence of such an impact can be used in designing SCI 189 

interventional clinical trials. In the planning stages of any clinical trial, there are several 190 

critical decisions related to study design that shapes the likelihood of measuring 191 

therapeutic effects. In the field of acute SCI, two pressing issues are 1) the selection of 192 

outcomes sensitive to detect subtle but meaningful changes in neurological function, and 193 

2) the necessary length of follow-up. Failing to detect the subtle improvements may 194 

condemn potentially useful therapies and contribute to inefficiencies in translational 195 

research37,38. Also, shortening the duration of a trial (e.g., endpoint examined at six months 196 

compared to 1 year) reduces trial costs and the burden of a subject's participation. Based 197 

on our analysis, greater neurological recovery within the first six months in an active 198 

treatment group compared to the control group, regardless of whether neurological 199 

outcomes continue to recover in the control group and ultimately catch the active treatment 200 

group at some later time-point (e.g., no difference at 1-year), is sufficient to infer a 201 

functional benefit to the patient. Therefore, the neurological recovery profile as an outcome 202 

not only can shorten the required duration of a trial (figure 2 C&D) but also can capture 203 

subtle but significant functional improvements missed by final neurological outcome 204 

(Figure 3 A&B).    205 

The outcome of the GM1 gangliosides trial in acute spinal cord injury resonates with our 206 

observations. While failing to demonstrate efficacy6, the treatment group showed benefits 207 

compared to placebo at 4 and 8 weeks post-injury but not at 26 weeks (i.e., trial endpoint). 208 

Based on our findings on the impact of advanced neurological recovery, the treatment 209 

group may have achieved significantly higher functional independence at 1-year post-injury 210 

when compared to the placebo group, if a functional outcome, such as the SCIM, had also 211 

been considered. Strikingly similar results were reported for GM1 gangliosides in ischemic 212 

stroke39,40, where muscle strength was significantly higher in the treatment group compared 213 

to the placebo group at 2 and 4 weeks – differences that were no longer significant at the 214 
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conclusion of the studies (84 days in one trial and 120 days in another one)39,40. 215 

Interestingly enough, patients in the treatment group achieved higher independence in 216 

personal care as measured by Barthel Index41 when compared to the placebo group40, 217 

which corresponds with our observations that advanced motor recovery can lead to greater 218 

functional returns. 219 

CONCLUSIONS:  220 

Our analysis indicates that the profile of neurological recovery has important long-term 221 

effects on functional independence. In particular, advanced recovery promotes functional 222 

independence through achieving higher total neurological recovery and facilitating the 223 

learning of new strategies during the window of opportunity. It is due to the latter 224 

mechanism that the independence benefits remain significant when compared to patients 225 

with similar total neurological recovery but delayed recovery profile. For that reason, using 226 

the recovery profile as an outcome, not only may shorten the length of clinical trials but can 227 

also help better detect subtle improvements, and therefore avoid missing on potentially 228 

useful therapies in spinal cord injury. The similarities of findings in SCI and acute ischemic 229 

stroke suggests our findings and proposed method may apply to acute ischemic stroke as 230 

well.      231 

METHODS: 232 

Patients 233 

We used data from the European Multicenter study on SCI (EMSCI; http://www.emsci.org). 234 

In this project, 21 centers (five centers initially) have gathered a standardized dataset of 235 

functional and neurological outcomes of patients with traumatic and ischemic spinal cord 236 

injury. The details of various applied treatments were not recorded systematically but 237 

ranged from no operative interventions to very early surgical stabilization and 238 

decompression of the spinal cord. Following such procedures, patients depending on the 239 

level and severity of the injury, participated in various rehabilitation programs. Data for 240 

neurological and functional status were collected in 5 time points-within first 15 days, and 241 

at months 1, 3, 6, and 12- post-injury. Patients with neuropathy or polyneuropathy, as well 242 
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as patients who had peripheral nerve lesions not related to the cervical SCI, were excluded 243 

from the EMSCI database. The EMSCI study was done in accordance with the ethics 244 

standards in the updated version of the 1964 Declaration of Helsinki. The study protocol 245 

was approved by the local ethics committees, and the patients gave informed oral consent 246 

before entering the study. For this study, we extracted data for all the patients with cervical 247 

spinal cord injury. 248 

Data elements 249 

As a measure of neurological recovery, we used total motor scores from the International 250 

Standards for the Neurological Classification of Spinal Cord Injury (ISNCSCI) published by 251 

the American Spinal Injury Association (ASIA) 42. The total motor score is the sum of all 252 

motor scores per 10 paired myotomes (right and left) across the body. Therefore, it 253 

provides a single number that tracks overall changes in motor function. We used the Spinal 254 

Cord Independence Measure (SCIM) to assess a patient's functional outcome43,44.  The 255 

SCIM score (0 to 100) was calculated as the sum of the following subscores: self-care 256 

(subscore 0 ± 20), respiration and sphincter management (0 ± 40) and mobility (0 ± 40).  257 

Data Cleaning 258 

Our analysis involved fitting motor scores between time-points to calculate the area under 259 

the curve (described in detail below). To ensure accurate model fit, patients were excluded 260 

with two or fewer motor scores throughout their first year of recovery. Additionally, any 261 

subject with a missing 12-months motor score or SCIM was also excluded. These 262 

exclusion criteria were intended to improve the accuracy that the area under the curve 263 

reflected how an individual recovered and allow a comparison of neurological and 264 

functional outcomes at 12 months.  265 

Classification method  266 

To explore the neurological recovery profile impact on functional outcomes, we developed a 267 

classification method based on the recovery profile. First, we classified subjects with less 268 

than ten total motor score points improvement over one year into the "low recovery" group. 269 
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In the remaining subjects, to estimate the values between the times that motor scores 270 

were measured, we used the linear interpolation fit function. In this method, a different 271 

linear polynomial is fitted between each data point. Therefore, we were able to have an 272 

estimate of the motor score continuously over the full year post-injury. Then, we 273 

"normalized" the fitted curves and calculated the area under the "normalized" curves 274 

(AUNCs). Based on the size of AUNCs, we classified subjects into "advanced recovery" 275 

and "delayed recovery" groups. The logic behind the classification is that if two curves start 276 

from the same level and end at a higher motor score at the same level, then the one with 277 

an early high recovery rate ("advanced") will have a higher area under the curve (AUNC) 278 

compared to the one with delayed high recovery rate ("delayed") (figure 2A). 279 

"Normalization" was done to make sure that AUNC is solely influenced by the shape of the 280 

recovery curve and not affected by the extent of recovery. To achieve this goal, we 281 

subtracted the motor score at week one (estimated by the fitted curve) from the curve and 282 

then divided the resulting curve by its value at week 52. In order to objectively classify the 283 

curves into small and large AUNCs we used an unsupervised machine learning clustering 284 

approach called "K-means"17. K-means clustering aims to partition "n" observation into "k" 285 

clusters in which each observation belongs to the cluster with the nearest means. Since we 286 

are interested in two classes (advanced and delayed recovery), we set the k to 2. We 287 

analyzed our data with costume MATLAB (MathWorks, Natick, USA) scripts as well as 288 

MATLAB machine learning functions. The K-means clustering algorithm in MATLAB uses 289 

randomly generated seeds to determine the starting centroids of the clusters. 290 

Testing the classification method on simulated data 291 

To test our method of classification, we applied it to a set of simulated post-SCI motor 292 

scores (n=1000). For each subject, a vector of 5 random scores between zero and 100 was 293 

drawn from a uniform distribution as total motor scores measured at week 1, and at 294 

months 1, 3, 6, and 12- post-injury. To mimic the general recovering characteristic of the 295 

experimental data, the elements of each vector were ordered in ascending fashion. After 296 

classification, the average and standard error of motor score curves for each group were 297 

computed and plotted (figure 2B).  298 
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Isolating the effect of the recovery profile 299 

To isolate the direct effect of recovery profile on the functional outcome from the indirect 300 

effect, reflected in the motor score level at 1-year post-injury, we systematically divided the 301 

recovering patients into ten groups. Each group consisted of patients with starting (super 302 

acute) motor scores bounded to specific ranges (MSa ∈[0,10],(10,30],(30,50], or [50,70]) 303 

and final (1-year post-injury) motor score bounded to a higher defined range ( MS1y ∈304 

[20,40],(40,60],(60,80], or [80,100]). Applying our classification method to each group, we 305 

classified them to 10 "advanced" and 10 "delayed" recovery subgroups. By pooling 306 

"advanced" and "delayed" recovery subgroups, we generated two overall classes of 307 

"advanced" and "delayed" recovery that, on average, display similar motor score levels at 308 

the start and end of the recovery period (figure 3A). 309 

Six-months recovery classification 310 

To test the robustness of the recovery profiles effect on functional outcomes, we applied 311 

our classification method to the motor scores measured during the first six months post-312 

injury instead of 12 months. Then, we compared the SCIM scores at months 6th and 12th 313 

between the two new "delayed" and "advanced" recovery groups and observed the 314 

progression of difference from month 6th to month 12th. For this analysis, patients with two 315 

or fewer motor scores available during the six months post-injury, as well as patients 316 

missing either of SCIM score measurements at months 6th and 12th, were excluded.   317 
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Conceptualization, N.K. and J.K.; Data collection, R.A., L.G., Y-B.K., D.M., R.R., N.W., and 319 
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Figure 1. Subject numbers, selection criteria, and subject classification. 436 

 437 

 438 

 439 

The inclusion criteria were solely based on the availability of sufficient data points to 440 

ensure the possibility of applying the classification algorithm. Patients with two or fewer 441 

motor scores throughout their first year of recovery, or missing either of the SCIM or motor 442 

score at 12 months were excluded. The remaining patients were classified into three 443 

groups based on the profile of neurological recovery using an unsupervised machine 444 

learning clustering method.  445 

 446 

  447 
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Figure 2. Applying the classification method to simulated and real data.   448 

 449 

 450 

A. cartoon depicting the rationale behind the classification method. The advanced 451 

recovery profile (red curve) has a larger area under the curve (transparent light red 452 

shade) than the delayed recovery profile (transparent light blue shade). Therefore, the 453 

area under the recovery curve was used to classify the patients with substantial 454 

recovery into delayed and advanced recovery groups. B. Applying the classification 455 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted September 3, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.01.20185413doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.01.20185413
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


19 
 

method to simulated data of substantial neurological recovery successfully classified 456 

the simulated patients into advanced recovery (red curve) and delayed recovery (blue 457 

curve) groups. C. Applying the classification method to real motor scores measured in 458 

patients with cervical spinal cord injury. The patients with less than 10 points total 459 

motor score recovery during the 1-year post-injury were classified as low recovery 460 

group (cyan curve), and the rest were classified into advanced recovery (red curve) and 461 

delayed recovery (blue curve) groups. In panels B and C, solid lines represent the 462 

estimated mean total motor scores over time, and the light bands represent the 463 

standard errors. A cross denotes the mean total motor scores at each measurement 464 

time point.  D. Comparing SCIM scores at 12 months post-injury across low, delayed, 465 

and advanced recovery groups. The red horizontal line denotes the median, and the red 466 

plus sign displays the mean SCIM scores. Box edges show the 25 and 75 percentiles, 467 

and the whiskers display the data range. The p values are computed using the Wilcoxon 468 

rank-sum test.  469 
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Figure 3. Isolating the temporal profile impact on functional independence.  481 

 482 

A. By imposing targeted restrictions on the initial and final level of total motor scores, 483 

we created two groups of delayed (red curve) and advanced recovery (blue curve) that 484 

the initial and final motor scores were not significantly different from each other. Solid 485 

lines represent the estimated mean total motor scores over time, and the light bands 486 

represent the standard errors. A cross denotes the mean total motor scores at each 487 
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measurement time point. B. Comparing SCIM scores at 12 months post-injury between 488 

the two delayed and advanced recovery groups shown in panel A . C. All SCIM sub-489 

scores are significantly higher in advanced versus delayed recovery group. Left: self-490 

care, middle: respiration and sphincter management, right: mobility. In panels B and C, 491 

the red horizontal line denotes the median, and the red plus sign displays the mean 492 

SCIM scores. Box edges show the 25 and 75 percentiles, and the whiskers display the 493 

data range. The displayed p values are computed using the Wilcoxon rank-sum test. D. 494 

Comparing the baseline characteristics between advanced and delayed recovery 495 

groups. Left: The distribution of ASIA Impairment Scale (AIS) grades measured at the 496 

acute stage in delayed (left set of bars) and advanced (right set of bars) recovery 497 

groups. Blue: AIS A, orange: AIS B, yellow: AIS C, purple: AIS D, and green shows the 498 

percentage of patients that the AIS grade at the acute stage was not available.  Middle: 499 

comparing the distribution of patients' age at admission between delayed (lavender 500 

blue) and advanced (pink salmon) recovery groups. The X-axis displays the age at 501 

admission. Right: The sex distribution in each recovery group, blue: male and orange: 502 

female.  503 

 504 

 505 

 506 

 507 

 508 

 509 

 510 

 511 

  512 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted September 3, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.01.20185413doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.01.20185413
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


22 
 

Figure 4. The neurological recovery profile's impact on functional independence is long-513 

lasting. 514 

 515 
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A. Patients were classified into delayed (blue) and advanced (red) recovery groups 516 

based on the six months recovery period. Solid lines represent the mean total motor 517 

scores over time, and the light bands the standard errors. B. Comparing SCIM scores at 518 

six months post-injury between the two delayed and advanced recovery groups. C. 519 

SCIM scores at 12months post-injury within the same two delayed and advanced 520 

recovery groups. In panels B and C, the red horizontal line denotes the median, and the 521 

red plus sign displays the mean SCIM scores. Box edges show the 25 and 75 522 

percentiles, and the whiskers display the data range. The displayed p values are 523 

computed using the Wilcoxon rank-sum test. 524 
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics. 540 

 Included group (n=906) Discarded group 

(n=1306) 

Sex (female) 165 (18.2%) 260(19.9%) 

Mean age at injury in years (SD, 

range) 

47 (19,13-83) 50(19,13-88) 

Severity of initial neurological deficit: 

AIS grade A 131 (14.5 %) 130 (10.0%) 

AIS grade B 61(6.7%) 50 (3.8%) 

AIS grade C 52(5.7%) 32 (2.4%) 

AIS grade D 321 (35.4 %) 280 (21.4%) 

No assessment available  341 (37.6%) 814 (62.3%) 

 541 

Data are n (%) unless otherwise stated. SD= Standard Deviation. AIS= ASIA Impairment 542 

Scale, where ASIA= American Spinal Injury Association. 543 
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