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Figure 1. Schematic representation of the different tests performed, colour coded according to
which components of the central, peripheral and autonomic nervous systems (CNS, PNS, ANS)
they assessed. TMS, transcranial magnetic stimulation; ECG, electrocardiogram; RNS, repetitive
nerve stimulation; SMU, single motor unit recording; BMI, body mass index; TDT, temporal
difference threshold; SSRT, stop signal reaction time; pO2, blood oxygen saturation; CMR,
cutaneomuscular reflex; SAT, sensory attenuation with movement; GSR, habituation of the
galvanic skin response to loud sound; TI, twitch interpolation, STR, StartReact effect.
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Figure 2. A, results from the tests outlined in Fig. 1, normalised as Z scores (difference between
pCF and control subjects, relative to SD). Measures highlighted with coloured boxes were
individually significantly different between pCF and controls (P<0.05); for those with thicker lines,
significance passed the correction for multiple comparisons. B, gap analysis of number of clusters
in the multivariate dataset from pCF subjects. C, number of factors chosen by a machine learning
algorithm to maximise classification of pCF versus control subjects. D, fraction of iterations of
classification algorithm, with feature number fixed to six, which included different features. Plot has
been truncated to show the most common eight features.
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