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Abstract—
Background Strokes are a leading cause of disability worldwide,
with many survivors experiencing difficulty in recovering upper
extremity movement, particularly hand function and grasping
ability. There is currently no objective measure of movement
quality, and without it, rehabilitative interventions remain at
best informed estimations of the underlying neural structures’
response to produce movement. In this paper, we utilize a
novel modification to Procrustean distance to quantify curve
dissimilarity and propose the Reach Severity and Dissimilarity
Index (RSDI) as an objective measure of motor deficits.
Methods All experiments took place at the Medstar National
Rehabilitation Hospital; persons with stroke were recruited
from the hospital patient population. Using Fugl-Meyer (FM)
scores and reach capacities, stroke survivors were placed in
either mild or severe impairment groups. Individual completed
sets of reach-to-target tasks to extrapolate kinematic metrics
describing motor performance. The Procrustes method of
statistical shape analysis was modified to identify reaching sub-
movements that were congruous to able-bodied sub-movements.
Findings Movement initiation proceeds comparably to the refer-
ence curve in both two- and three-dimensional representations
of mild impairment movement. There were significant effects
of the location of congruent segments between subject and
reference curves, mean velocities, peak roll angle, and target
error. These metrics were used to calculate a preliminary RSDI
score with severity and dissimilarity sub-scores, and subjects
were reclassified in terms of rehabilitation goals as ”Speed
Emphasis”, ”Strength Emphasis”, and ”Combined Emphasis”..
Interpretation The Modified Procrustes method shows promise
in identifying disruptions in movement and monitoring recovery
without adding to patient or clinician burden. The proposed
RSDI score, while limited in scope, can be adapted and ex-
panded to other functional movements and used as an objective
clinical tool. By reducing the impact of stroke on disability,
there is a significant potential to improve quality of life through
individualized rehabilitation.

INTRODUCTION

Strokes represent one of the leading causes of disability
worldwide. 65% of stroke survivors experience some diffi-
culty in recovering the ability to reach [12], [14], [15], with
more severe impairments featuring a loss of hand function
and ability to grasp [22], [21], [17].At 6 months post stroke,
many continue to experience some degree of upper extremity
hemiparesis. This unilateral impairment of the paretic limb
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impacts functional reaching, and is a major contributor to
stroke-related disability [52].

Early signs of motor control interruption include paralysis,
reduced reflexes, and inability to produce resistance to pertur-
bations [36], [49]. Symptoms arising during the chronic post-
stroke recovery phase may include increased reflex activity
or spasticity. [5], [8]. Compensatory movements may also
arise in lieu of true recovery, such as extending the trunk to
reach a target at arm’s length due to decreased joint range
of motion [25]. Stroke severity can significantly impact the
type and amount of deficits experienced by an individual and
the efficacy of particular rehabilitative strategies [37]. While
mechanisms of arm recovery have been studied after mild
functional impairments [16], [29], there are few effective
treatments for the large portion of the stroke population
with more severe impairments. An objective measure of
severity and the nature of deficits is of interest in creating
individualized rehabilitation plans [78], [35].

Three-dimensional kinematic analyses provide objective
methods to characterize movement subsequent to stroke. [2],
[9], [28], [63]. Kinematics of the upper extremity obtained
through motion capture and 3D positional data can provide
more sensitive tools to objectively assess individual motor
function after stroke [26], [18], [10]. Active and passive
visual markers, electromagnetic sensors, and inertial sensors
have been used extensively for human movement analysis
and can provide metrics such as movement speed, movement
smoothness, joint angles, and limb orientation from position
data [3], [31].

Currently, there is no consensus on the most appropriate
tasks or variables to provide a global description of upper
extremity movement [38], [39], [1]. With significant vari-
ability between individuals, clinicians use measures such as
the Upper Extremity Fugel-Meyer scale to subjectively de-
scribe movement capability [30], [40]. Without an objective
measure of movement quality, rehabilitative interventions are
at best informed estimations of how the underlying neural
structures will respond and produce movement. Subjective
clinical scores cannot identify wherein during movement
a deficit occurs and what that might suggest as the best
rehabilitative plan [24], [23], [20]. Subjective scales also
cannot efficiently monitor changes in impairment severity
and dissimilarity over time.

In this paper, we propose a modified Procrustes analysis
method applied to groups of persons with stroke, differ-
entiated by movement severity. Utilizing upper extremity
endpoint data from these two groups, this method was used
to identify movement behaviors and metrics that differentiate
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the mild and severe impairment groups. Finally, this study
includes a preliminary severity and dissimilarity score of
upper extremity movement that draws inspiration from scores
such as the Gait Profile Score (GPS)[44], or Gait Deviation
Index (GDI) [43]. The GPS evaluates overall gait pathology
severity based solely on kinematic data for a given individual,
while the GDI identifies how much an individual’s gait
features deviate from a reference set of able-bodied data.
A single measure of the overall quality of a upper extremity
movement, overall severity, and dissimilarity from reference
data would be of interest in informing clinical decisions.

The paper is organized as follows:
• Validity of utilizing Procrustean Distance in Upper

Extremity Analysis,
• Objectives and hypotheses of applying a modified Pro-

crustes analysis to endpoint data,
• This study’s inclusion and exclusion criteria for persons

with stroke,
• Clinical measures used to classify patients into mild and

severe impairment groups,
• Description of the experimental protocol and study

methodology,
• Definitions of kinematic metrics included in the data

analysis,
• Statistical tests performed to identify significant differ-

ences between subject groups,
• Resulting quantitative measures of severity and dissim-

ilarity that inform the proposed
”Reach Severity and Dissimilarity Index” (RSDI)

BACKGROUND

In mathematics, the Euclidean distance between two points
is the length of a line drawn between them. Root-Mean-
Square Error (RMSE) is another method of quantifying
how much one set of data differs from a reference set.
Both Euclidean distance and RMSE have been used to
construct measures of movement quality in the lower limb
[44], [68] and the upper limb [64], [65], [66]. Additionally,
Principle Component Analyis (PCA) is commonly used to
simplify the interdependent data that is necessary to represent
participating limb segments and joints, task requirements,
and environmental constraints that produce any particular
movement [61]. Clinical decisions can then be based on an
interpretation of the complex data. The validity of scores
generated by quantifying differences between mean reference
data and paretic movement data has been established in the
field of rehabilitation [11], [62].

Procrustes Analysis is another such psychometric method
of quantifying difference or dissimilarity between two sets of
data [76]. Procrustes distance has recently garnered attention
as a metric in both gait [69], [72], [73] and upper extremity
studies [79], [67], [70], [71]. Procrustes Analysis quantifies
similarity of shape between two matrix sets and provides
the linear transformation that would allow one curve to
best conform to the other. More specifically, the Procrustes
method compares each ith element of the subject curve to the
ith element of the reference curve. This method generates a

scaling factor b, an orthogonal rotation and reflection matrix
T, and a translation matrix C, and a Procrustes distance d.
Computing the Procrustes distance presents an interesting
advantage in quantifying subject performance. Additionally,
the scaling factor b can indicate a prolonged or truncated
movement, while the ability to compare a reflected curve
can allow comparison of right and left limb movements to
the same reference curve [74], [75]. In addition to discrete
kinematic landmarks, the variability across an entire move-
ment can be assessed in order to extrapolate a subjective and
sensitive representation of upper limb movement.

In order to support the proposed RSDI score, we quantita-
tively identified segments of the forward reaching movement
that showed the least deviation when compared to a reference
curve representing stereotypical able-bodied reaching behav-
ior. These segments of movement were characterized not by
the magnitude of discrete kinematic metrics but rather by
when they occur relative to those metrics and when during
the overall movement. We hypothesize that subjects with
mild impairment will exhibit initial acceleration behaviors
that are analogous to healthy movement, while subjects
with more severe impairment will not exhibit any congruous
segments of movement and therefore result in higher severity
and deviation scores. Further, it is expected subjects with se-
vere impairment will demonstrate diminished ability to refine
movement through less variability in endpoint orientation.
This study suggests the specific sub-movements, in cases
of mild and severe impairment, that remain congruous to
healthy movement can allow quantification of impairment
severity and inform targets for rehabilitation.

METHODS

Participants

Participants were recruited from the Medstar National
Rehabilitation Hospital stroke patient population. Patients’
stroke diagnoses were confirmed via Magnetic Resonance
Imaging (MRI). All subjects completed written informed
consent forms. This protocol was approved by the Medstar
Rehabilitation Research Institutional Review Board under
protocol number [947339-3].

Persons with stroke that were (1) at least eighteen years
of age, (2) able to complete a reach-to-target task, (3) able to
consent to the study and experienced no significant cognitive
deficits (Mini-Mental State Examination score > 24), and
(4) six or more months post thromboembolic non hemor-
rhagic hemispheric or hemorrhagic hemispheric strokes were
recruited for this study.

Potential subjects were excluded if (1) they were less than
18 years of age, (2) stroke occurred less than 6 months
before participation or affected both hemispheres, (3) stroke
involved the cerebellum, brainstem, or did not spare primary
motor and dorsal premotor cortices, (4) there was a history
of craniotomy, neurological disorders (other than stroke),
cardiovascular disease, or active cancer or renal disease (5)
there was a history of orthopedic injury or disorder affecting
shoulder or elbow function, or (6) they had had a seizure or
taken anti-seizure medication in the past 2 years.



TABLE I
MILD IMPAIRMENT STROKE SURVIVOR DEMOGRAPHICS

UEFM - UPPER EXTREMITY FUGL-MEYER;MMSE - MINI MENTAL STATE EXAMINATION

Sub # M/F Age Months
Since
Stroke

Paretic
Arm

Dominant
Affected

Max
Paretic
Reach
(cm)

UEFM MMSE

1 M 62 107 R Y 47.4 59 30
2 M 64 72 R Y 46.5 51 30
3 M 44 14 L N 43.0 46 30
4 M 64 14 L N 36.3 43 27
5 M 54 13 R Y 40.8 42 27
6 M 59 68 L N 27.2 54 26
7 F 57 22 L N 20.5 64 27
8 M 60 48 L N 29.2 63 26
9 M 44 42 L Y 41.5 64 30
10 M 73 8 R Y 19.6 50 25
11 M 77 55 R Y 44.8 43 28
12 F 74 7 R Y 32.1 61 26
13 M 65 78 L N 29.2 53 27
14 F 59 20 R Y 37.5 39 30
15 F 71 17 L N 37.8 54 27
Mean±
SD

(M/F) =
(11/4)

61.8±
9.8

39± 31 (Y/N) =
(9/6)

52.4±
8.5

TABLE II
SEVERE IMPAIRMENT STROKE SURVIVOR DEMOGRAPHICS

Sub # M/F Age Months
Since
Stroke

Paretic
Arm

Dominant
Affected

Max
Paretic
Reach
(cm)

UEFM MMSE

1 F 69 12 L N 13.8 10 29
2 M 57 120 R N 30.2 24 27
3 M 56 16 L Y 14 8 30
4 M 63 11 L N 27.8 29 25
5 F 68 112 L N 43.4 23 30
6 F 44 30 R N 22 25 24
7 F 69 9 L N 27 14 30
8 M 51 5 L N 19.2 10 29
9 M 54 43 R N 4.1 7 26
10 F 70 401 R Y 4 14 25
11 F 78 8 R Y 5.3 12 28
12 F 63 25 L N 14 22 28
13 M 71 28 L N 7.3 13 29
14 M 57 49 R Y 4 16 28
Mean±
SD

(M/F) =
(7/7)

62.1±
9.3

62.1 ±
104.2

(Y/N) =
(4/10)

16.2±
7.1

Clinical Measures

Demographics for participants with mild and severe im-
pairments after stroke are detailed in Tables I and II.

Subjects underwent a Mini-Mental State Examination [48]
to ensure ability to consent to all sections of the study
and complete tasks as instructed. Since this study features
a functional reaching task for the upper extremity only,
assessment of recovery was limited to the Upper Extremity
Motor Function section of the Fugl-Meyer Assessment. The
Upper Extremity Fugl-Meyer (UEFM) test was used as a
criterion for classifying post-stroke impairment as either
mild or severe upper limb impairment. Classifications for
impairment severity have been proposed in prior literature
based on a range of Motor Function scores, [45], [46]. The
Motor Function domain is divided into the following: Upper
Extremity (scored out of 36), Hand (scored out of 10),
Wrist (scored out of 14), and Coordination/Speed (scored

out of 6) for a total of 66 indicating full performance of
expected motor function for the upper limb [45]. Subjects
that retain partial arm function and voluntary hand function,
defined by an ability to grasp and release, were classified
as mild (UEFM score: 38 - 66, n = 15). Subjects that (1)
could not complete the Hand (/10) and Wrist (/14) sections,
(2) could not display at least one finger response to upper
extremity reflex tests (/4), and (3) demonstrated an inability
to actively extend the paretic wrist and fingers at least 20
degrees past neutral, were classified in the severe impairment
group (UEFM score: 0 - 37, n = 14).

Experimental Setup
Prior to the first data collection session, subjects were

familiarized with the reaching task and measurements of
the chair height and distance of the chair from the table
were recorded. These measurements were adjusted to ensure
the subject sat as close to the table as was comfortable and



Fig. 1. Experimental Protocol and Reaching Workspace All data collection conducted at the Mechanisms of Therapeutic Rehabilitation (MOTR) Lab
at Medstar National Rehabilitation Hospital in Washington, DC. Markers placed on the hand dorsum are indicated in red. Produced 3D positional data
was evaluated with custom-written MATLAB scripts to extract individual curves and kinematic metrics such as movement variability, peak velocity, time
to peak velocity, and target error.

maintained a 90 degree resting angle at the elbow. Subject
was fitted with trunk restraints to reduce appreciable trunk
involvement in the forward reaching movement [47].

7 mm diameter IRED optical markers were placed at
the dorsal surface of each hand as appropriate given each
subject’s movement capability and resting hand position. A
single target sensor was placed at 80% of the maximum
reach of each individual subject. Placing the target within
arm’s reach rather than at maximum reach capacity ensured
the subject would experience typical and moderate shoul-
der and elbow contribution and minimize uncomfortable
or compensatory movements [51]. Hand path kinematics
were recorded using the Optotrak Certus motion capture
system (Northern Digital Inc., Waterloo, Ontario, Canada)
at a sampling frequency of 300 Hz, and the origin was
calibrated at the front edge and center of the table at the
beginning of each set of ten reaches. Optical tracking of
upper extremity movement allows the collection of limb
trajectory in terms of 3D Cartesian coordinates. Optotrak
software was used to digitize the x-y plane in front of the
subject and all movements were recording with six degree of
freedom Optotrak cameras mounted surrounding and above
the work-space. The relative position of the subject and the
reaching workspace is depicted in Figure 1.

Each subject completed a passive ideal hand path test in
which the hand was passively moved to the target and back to
represent movement without muscle activity. This measure-
ment was used to verify and troubleshoot the collection of all
positional data between the starting position and the target.
Each subject completed two sets of the simple reaching test
on two separate days with both the paretic and nonparetic
arms. The forward reaching task was initiated after a “Go”
signal was indicated either in text on a screen or a light box
placed within sight of the subject. Subjects were prompted
with “When the ‘Go’ signal appears, quickly reach out to

touch the target” to encourage rapid forward movement.
Each testing session consisted of ten “Go” signals delivered
at random intervals to ensure subjects did not anticipate
movement initiation.

Data Analysis

Four reference curves were created from reach-to-target
movements performed by two able-bodied volunteers. Able
bodied persons were recruited from the Medstar Rehabili-
tation Hospital volunteer population. Volunteers were asked
to verify they had no diagnosis of a neurological or muscu-
loskeletal disorder that could potentially influence movement
control or reaching. In order to reduce effects of hand
dominance on the reference curves, one right-hand dominant
and one left-hand dominant volunteer were selected. Three
dimensional position data was collected from both right and
left limbs first at a steady pace and then a rapid pace.
The reference data set was used to create a mean healthy
movement stereotype against which to analyze movements in
the mild and severe impairment groups. The reference curves
were compared against prior research to ensure curves were
an appropriate representation of able-bodied movement. The
values of the mean velocity, peak velocity, and time to peak
velocity of our reference curves and values from other studies
are compiled in Table III. Reference curves were used only
for the Procrustes trajectory analysis; each subject’s velocity,
target accuracy, and orientation variability were compared
between the individual’s paretic and non-paretic limbs.

Individual trials of reach-to target movements were ex-
trapolated from raw kinematic data. The beginning of a
movement was defined by displacement from the starting
position and a non-zero positive velocity. The completion
of a movement was defined by a local maxima in position
immediately followed by a non-zero negative velocity. Reach
detection was confirmed by visual inspection of each trial.
Two sets of consecutive reaches were averaged to create a



TABLE III
KINEMATIC METRICS FROM LITERATURE AND ABLE-BODIED REFERENCE CURVES

Authors Mean Velocity (cm/s) Peak Velocity (cm/s) Time to Peak Velocity (%)
Murphy et al [57] - 61.6± 9.4 46± 6.9
Patterson et al [55] - 89± 13 (Comfortable) 29.3 (single exemplar)

- 121± 14 (Fast) 32.8 (single exemplar)
Van Dokkum et al [56] 42.6± 5 67.97 -
Ref. Curve 1 21.24 57.62 18.20
Ref. Curve 2 32.81 66.1 23.22
Ref. Curve 3 23.58 39.72 26.75
Ref. Curve 4 38.14 67.3 34.47
Reference curves 1 and 2 are left arm movements at a steady and rapid pace; curves 3 and 4 are right arm movements at a steady and rapid pace. Reference
curves are used based on subject’s paretic arm

TABLE IV
KINEMATIC METRICS INCLUDED IN DATA ANALYSIS

Variables Definition used for measurements
Reach Duration Time between a non-zero positive velocity followed by displacement in the positive

y-direction, and a local displacement maxima which is immediately followed by a non-
zero negative velocity.
Normalized to 0-100% reach completion

Maximum Reach Farthest forward displacement achieved independently by subject when prompted to
reach as far as they can while wearing trunk restraints

Mean Velocity The mean value during forward reach; derived from the mean velocity profile of all
trials for an individual subject

Peak Velocity Maximum positive velocity achieved during reach duration and corresponding to the
change from acceleration to deceleration

Time of Peak Velocity Percentage of total reach duration where maximum peak velocity and change from
acceleration to deceleration occurs

Yaw Angle ψ - Extrapolated by creating a rotation matrix A from position data every two
consecutive time points, signifies the first rotation around the z-axis

Pitch Angle θ - Extrapolated from rotation matrix A, rotation around the x-axis,
Roll Angle ϕ - Extrapolated from rotation matrix A, represents the last rotation around the y-axis,

i.e. the longitudinal axis of the movement arm
Target Error Accuracy of the end displacement during individual reaches compared to target placed

at 80% max reach capacity

composite curve for each individual consisting of 20 trials.
The reaching trajectory data was filtered by applying a low-
pass fourth order Butterworth filter with a cut-off frequency
of 50 Hz to the trajectory data to account for minor variations
in individual movement.

The reference trajectories were down-sampled to create
ten fractions of the overall movement that were the same
length as fractions of trajectories with motor impairments,
in order to produce a dissimilarity profile of the overall
reaching movement. Next, curve fragments composed of 35
time-points across the reference and subject curves were
compared. This required a novel modified Procrustes analysis
that advanced point for point along the length of the subject
and reference curves to identify segments that were congru-
ent between both. In this particular application, the curves
were not scaled, since capacity to reach is specific to each
subject. The index of dissimilarity, the sum of the squared
Procrustes distance between each corresponding element in
both curves, represents how incongruous the two segments
may be, and was scaled to produce a value between 0 to
1, where 0 represents congruence between curves and 1
represents complete dissimilarity.

Kinematic Analysis: The discrete kinematic metrics of
interest for this study are (1) peak velocity and time to peak
velocity and (2) target accuracy. The continuous metrics of
interest for this study are (1) endpoint orientation and (2)

curve shape. The variables were chosen to represent move-
ment strategy and performance, as they are often reported
related to outcomes of therapy. The temporal location of the
discrete kinematic landmarks during reach duration was used
to characterize curve shapes highlighted by the Procrustes
Analysis. The captured position data were transferred to
MATLAB (The MathWorks Inc) software for analysis with
custom-written scripts.

For the purposes of representing online movement refine-
ment, we utilized the recommended method of a fixed local
coordinate system with respect to the work-space [50], [33],
[60]. The y axis extends directly forward and represents the
primary distance covered during a reaching task. The x axis
extends laterally from the subject and the z axis extends
inferior to superior relative to the subject (Figure 2).

The rotations of the distal coordinate system are described
in terms of the proximal coordinate system. The first rotation
was described as around the z-axis, and the third rotation
around the longitudinal axis, or the y-axis of the moving
coordinate system. The rotation matrix in Figure 2 describes
the yaw-pitch-roll sequence of rotations; this was computed
using consecutive data points for each incremental change
in mean position during the forward reach. ψ represents the
yaw angle, θ represents the pitch angle, and ϕ represents the
roll angle [58]. The definitions of these angles as well as
other kinematic metrics of interest are listed in Table IV.



Fig. 2. Orientation of limb endpoint in 3-D space An intrinsic coordinate system centered at the hand was used to quantify movement refinement
through the reach.

Velocity was extrapolated from the raw mean position data
using the forward/backward/central differences in position
data. Missing marker data were found for less than 10% of
individual trials; missing data were corrected by extrapolat-
ing from adjacent position values. A low-pass fourth order
Butterworth filter with a cutoff frequency of 5 Hz was applied
to the velocity data to reduce noise and distortion. The values
of mean velocity, peak velocity and the time-point where
peak velocity was achieved were recorded for all subject
data.

Finally, each trial of forward reaching was compared to the
actual location of the target as recorded for each subject. The
error tolerance was adjusted to account for reaches landing
within the 4 squared inches of surface area of the target pad.
Positive values of target error indicate when a subject stopped
movement (identified by a local maxima in displacement and
subsequent movement in the negative y direction) before or
at the target sensor. Negative values of target error represent
when the subject has overshot or moved past the target.

Statistical Analysis: Due to less than 50 subjects in either
impairment group, an Anderson-Darling test for normalcy
was performed on the kinematic metrics calculated from end-
point data [59]. For the purposes of consistency in this paper,
all statistical analyses were performed using independent t-
tests and N-way ANOVA. The one-way ANOVA is mathe-
matically equivalent to an independent t-test when applied
to only two groups [77]. Kinematic metrics related to target
error, peak velocity, and time point where peak velocity
occurred were analyzed independently for differences due
to impairment severity with a one-way ANOVA. Individual
discrete kinematic measurements were compared in a two-
way ANOVA against severity, whether the paretic limb is
also the dominant limb, and which axis primarily contributed
to the rotation. Separate two-way ANOVA were performed
to analyze results of the modified Procrustes Analysis to
interpret significance of dissimilarity indices between mild
and severe impairment groups. Kinematic measurements that
appeared significantly different between the mild and severe
impairment groups were then used to compute preliminary
RSDI scores.

RESULTS

All individual velocity profiles and Procrustean plots show
subject exemplars from both the mild and severe impairment

groups. Discrete kinematic metrics related to velocity, orien-
tation, and target error are reported in Tables V and VI, and
rotation/reflection, scaling, and translation vector quantities
are reported in Tables VIII and IX.

Kinematic Findings
The Anderson-Darling test for normalcy indicated that

both the peak velocity [Mild: p = 0.25 Severe: p = 0.73]
and velocity time location [Mild: p = 0.30 Severe: p =
0.16] were normally distributed. For subjects with mild
impairment, peak velocities occurred later in the movement
beyond the first third of reach progression. Some velocity
profiles of subject exemplars are depicted in Figure 3, along
with the four reference curves.

There was no significant influence of severity on subject
ability to complete each set of ten reaches, nor on time
needed to reach the peak velocities. However, One-Way
ANOVA indicated a significant effect of group on tendency to
undershoot the target (p = 0.0214). The severe group tended
to undershoot the target with greater frequency than the
mild impairment group. For subjects with severe impairment,
peak velocities were lower in magnitude and occurred during
movement extremes 3. Results of statistical analyses of kine-
matic metrics related to accuracy and velocity are related in
Table VII. The Anderson-Darling test for normalcy indicated
that the data collected on target error [Mild: p = 0.69 Severe:
p = 0.36] was also normally distributed.

The difference between the mild and severe impairment
groups’ time location of where the peak velocity occurs was
analyzed with a One-Way ANOVA with a single degree
of freedom, resulting in a p-value of 0.5928. In contrast,
the difference between the mean velocity of the mild and
severe impairment groups was found to be significant with
a p-value of 0.0173. The severe impairment group tended
toward more angular variability in the hand’s orientation in
the roll angle, or the y-axis toward movement completion.
The control reach curve shows some rotation in orientation
occurring in all three axes throughout the movement, as
shown in Figure 4. In contrast, in the cases of both mild and
severe impairment groups, rotation could not be adequately
decomposed into the yaw and pitch angles. The peak roll
angles achieved during movement [Mild: 86.34, Severe:
111.22] appeared to be a significant difference between the
groups, with a p-value of 0.0202.



Fig. 3. Subject Exemplars of Velocity Profiles. Left: The neural intact reference velocity curves with a steady pace and rapid pace, collected for both
left-handed and right-handed movement. Middle: Three subject exemplars with mild impairment; demonstrating a delayed peak velocity. Right: Three
subject exemplars with severe impairment; demonstrating peak velocities at the extremes of movement. (Note the extremely different scale of the mild
impairment case in the bottom row)

TABLE V
KINEMATIC FINDINGS FOR MILD IMPAIRMENT GROUP

Sub Vmean (m/s) pV (m/s) tpV (s) tpV (%) ψmax θmax ϕmax Target Error (%)
1 0.33 0.90 69.43 0.48 49.89 99.78 96.31 14± 2
2 0.58 1.56 93.60 0.48 49.89 99.78 138.88 −24± 6
3 0.42 0.62 43.20 0.35 49.89 99.78 151.24 −3± 3
4 0.47 0.67 39.50 0.35 49.89 99.78 117.46 −10± 5
5 0.48 1.29 67.33 0.48 49.89 99.78 112.49 −18± 3
6 0.44 1.20 73.60 0.48 49.89 99.78 117.59 −2± 5
7 0.44 0.65 48.00 0.35 49.89 99.78 68.65 9± 4
8 0.38 0.79 59.60 0.35 49.89 99.78 113.78 −9± 8
9 0.44 1.87 84.86 0.35 49.89 99.78 151.28 −13± 4
10 0.31 0.52 44.80 0.48 49.89 99.78 96.13 −12± 10
11 0.49 0.85 54.00 0.48 49.89 99.78 122.43 −11± 8
12 0.42 0.97 67.60 0.48 49.89 99.78 100.69 −12± 6
13 0.46 1.25 70.80 0.48 49.89 99.78 109.08 −23± 6
14 0.22 0.50 33.60 0.48 49.89 99.78 61.26 −4± 10
15 0.41 0.83 66.33 0.48 49.89 99.78 111.00 −10± 4

0.42 0.97 61.08 0.44 49.89 99.78 111.22 −9± 6

Vmean - mean velocity, pV - peak velocity, tpV - time to peak velocity, maximum yaw, pitch, and roll angles, TE - Target error, negative
value indicates completing short of the target

TABLE VI
KINEMATIC FINDINGS FOR SEVERE IMPAIRMENT GROUP

Sub Vmean (m/s) pV (m/s) tpV (s) tpV (%) ψmax θmax ϕmax Target Error (%)
1 0.25 0.29 0.83 0.35 49.89 99.78 36.15 2± 18
2 0.16 0.20 0.50 0.48 49.89 99.78 74.82 −15± 3
3 0.20 0.23 5.00 0.35 49.89 99.78 50.99 −20± 12
4 0.62 5.63 100.00 0.35 49.89 99.78 120.14 −90± 23
5 0.48 0.76 63.50 0.35 49.89 99.78 105.69 36± 7
6 0.26 0.35 100.00 0.48 49.89 99.78 76.39 −32± 11
7 0.41 0.73 71.76 0.35 49.89 99.78 120.90 −9± 9
8 0.41 0.49 100.00 0.35 49.89 99.78 115.16 −44± 10
9 0.33 0.40 42.50 0.48 49.89 99.78 99.48 −33± 44
10 0.32 0.42 92.00 0.48 49.89 99.78 109.38 −20± 27
11 0.05 0.06 2.00 0.48 49.89 99.78 55.17 −19± 21
12 0.44 0.65 76.00 0.35 49.89 99.78 112.56 −71± 18
13 0.17 0.30 0.67 0.35 49.89 99.78 60.28 −117± 23
14 0.09 0.11 39.00 0.48 49.89 99.78 71.70 −178± 97

0.30 0.76 49.55 0.41 49.89 99.78 86.34 −43± 23

Vmean - mean velocity, pV - peak velocity, tpV - time to peak velocity, maximum yaw, pitch, and roll angles, TE - Target error, negative
value indicates completing short of the target

Modified Procrustes Analysis Findings
Dissimilarity indices were calculated across ten equally

sized segments of each subject curve and compared with both

the steady paced and rapid paced reference curves. Visual
inspection of these heatmaps indicates higher dissimilarity as



Fig. 4. Average Yaw-Pitch-Roll Angles during forward movement Subject Exemplars from the mild and severe impairment groups of average hand
orientation, where angles were extrapolated by decomposing Rotation matrices into rotation around the x-, y-, and z- axes.



TABLE VII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE IN KINEMATIC METRICS BETWEEN MILD AND SEVERE GROUPS

Metric Mild Severe p-value
Mean Velocity (m/s) 0.42 0.30 0.0173*
Peak Velocity (m/s) 0.97 0.76 0.5928
Time to Peak Velocity (s) 61.08 49.55 0.3307
Time to Peak Velocity (%) 44 41 0.2113
Peak Roll Angle (deg) 111.22 86.34 0.0202*
Target Error −9± 6 −43± 23 0.0214*

movement ends in both mild and severe groups. When the
groups are compared to the rapid paced reference, there is
greater dissimilarity in the last three segments of movement.
Though the rapid reference curve resulted from reference
subjects being given the same prompt as the stroke subjects
(i.e. to move as quickly as they can), this does not result in
lower dissimilarities. (Figure 5).

When the complete subject reach path was compared to the
complete control reach path with a One-Way ANOVA, there
was no significant effect of severity on curve dissimilarity
between the mild and severe groups (p = 0.62). The
Procrustes Method was then modified to compare segments,
defined as 35 consecutive time-points, by advancing along
the mean individual and control reach curve point for point.
In all cases of mild impairment, some of which are depicted
in Figure 6, the initial subject kinematic behavior appears
most congruous to the initial control kinematic behavior.
Regardless of overall response time, in both two- and three-
dimensional representations of movement, movement ini-
tiation proceeds comparably to the healthy control curve.
The modified Procrustes analysis showed the initial impulse
control phase to be evident and preserved in stroke survivors
with mild functional impairment but not with severe impair-
ment. The portion of movement in the mild impairment group
that replicated the control movement not only occurred in the
initial phase of movement, but also occurred before the peak
velocity was achieved.

Table X details the analysis of variance in the rota-
tion, scaling, and translation transformation variables found
through Procrustes analysis of the most congruent subject
and reference segments. The mean scaling factors when
compared to the smooth reference curve [Mild: 3.62, Severe:
2.49], and rapid reference curve [Mild: 2.04, Severe: 1.27] all
indicate that the impairment groups demonstrated stretched
movement, i.e. the subjects took longer amounts of time than
the reference to complete the specific segment of movement.
Subjects demonstrated an ability to prioritize and modulate
speed of movement by decreasing the time required to
complete the specific segment of movement. The difference
between the mild and severe impairment groups produced a
p-value of 0.0397.

N-Way ANOVA tests were performed to analyze the
influence of severity and dominance on the time-location
of the congruent segments in the subject and reference,
and on the time-duration of the subject movement that
appeared congruent to the reference. The complete analysis

of the main effects and interaction effects on the location
of congruent subject and reference segments is detailed in
Tables XI and XII. A three-way ANOVA was performed
assessing the significance of dissimilarity indices of the
following factors: impairment severity, the location in the
subject behavior where the curve dissimilarity occurs, and the
location of the control behavior that is most likely preserved
in subject behavior. Where there were no significance of
the main effects, the two-way interaction of each of the
three factors showed significance, as detailed in Table XII.
Severity and the preservation of movement initiation do not
show significant interaction effects (p = 0.4656). While
there was no independent effect of the paretic limb also
being the dominant limb (p = 0.6753) when the rapid
reference curve is used for comparison, hand dominance
contributes to a significant difference between populations
when the reference motivation is to produce steady and
smooth movement, (p = 0.0107). . The population marginal
means of the groups of mild impairment with a paretic non-
dominant limb, and severe impairment with a paretic non-
dominant limb are significantly different. The population
marginal means for both groups of impairment where the
paretic limb is the dominant limb did not have any significant
differences.

The analysis of the main effects and interaction effects on
the length of the congruent subject segment is detailed in
Table XIII. A three-way ANOVA was performed assessing
the significance of dissimilarity indices of the following
factors: impairment severity, the location in the subject
behavior where the curve dissimilarity occurs, and whether
the paretic arm was also the dominant arm. The impairment
severity classification of the subject had a significant main
effect on the length of congruence of the subject segment,
p-value of 0.0342. Where there were no significance of the
other main effects, the two-way interaction of severity and
arm dominance had a p-value of 0.0364.

Preliminary severity and dissimilarity scores

Metrics related to kinematics and the modified Procrustes
analysis that showed significant differences between the mild
and severe populations were used to compute RSDI-Severity
and RSDI-Dissimilarity sub-scores. The severity sub-score
comprised of velocity, orientation, and accuracy elements
while the dissimilarity sub-score comprised of dissimilarity
indices of the overall movement, the ending movements, and
the location and length of the reference segment that was
found to be most congruous. The scaling components were



Fig. 5. Dissimilarity Indices Heatmaps show mild and severe impairment groups compared to the steady and rapid reference curves. All groups show
increased dissimilarity during movement completion, more so in the severe groups for both reference cases

TABLE VIII
PROCRUSTEAN MEASURES OF DISSIMILARITY FOR MILD IMPAIRMENT GROUP

Steady Reference Curve Rapid Reference Curve
Subject Location (R/S) (%) det(T) b c Loc (%) det(T) b c
1 30 == 69 1 2.56 70.92 32 == 68 1 1.38 34.83
2 3 == 51 1 11.05 5.39 6 == 56 -1 3.93 12.41
3 21 == 54 -1 1.19 38.20 15 == 30 -1 0.94 17.06
4 10 == 21 1 1.54 3.03 59 == 54 1 1.79 193.74
5 29 == 66 1 3.79 100.86 63 == 17 -1 2.63 10.43
6 7 == 63 1 11.21 7.05 66 == 12 1 3.72 15.00
7 19 == 49 -1 1.53 19.68 62 == 57 -1 2.02 255.52
8 8 == 46 -1 1.63 6.61 54 == 15 -1 1.21 12.60
9 8 == 16 1 0.22 0.81 83 == 16 -1 2.46 21.70
10 50 == 45 1 1.56 111.87 49 == 53 1 0.94 51.20
11 57 == 46 -1 1.99 203.81 39 == 19 1 1.49 7.08
12 31 == 65 -1 3.12 103.69 61 == 19 1 2.11 6.59
13 10 == 63 -1 9.33 6.46 63 == 10 1 4.02 11.50
14 66 == 45 1 0.54 26.66 62 == 14 1 0.34 75.37
15 30 == 67 1 3.02 67.22 67 == 33 1 1.62 23.56

3.62 51.48 2.04 49.91

TABLE IX
PROCRUSTEAN MEASURES OF DISSIMILARITY FOR SEVERE IMPAIRMENT GROUP

Steady Reference Curve Rapid Reference Curve
Subject Location (R/S) (%) det(T) b c Loc (%) det(T) b c
1 12 == 60 1 1.19 23.85 13 == 58 -1 0.97 27.86
2 57 == 24 1 1.38 160.57 20 == 58 1 0.75 57.74
3 92 == 66 -1 9.37 2029.10 28 == 65 1 0.78 17.75
4 10 == 38 1 0.24 5.83 12 == 38 1 0.19 6.56
5 13 == 60 1 1.76 13.00 15 == 61 -1 1.43 25.10
6 11 == 57 -1 2.86 28.01 55 == 8 1 1.58 28.20
7 13 == 71 1 1.84 11.00 15 == 72 -1 1.5 19.05
8 20 == 39 -1 1.18 36.28 27 == 22 -1 0.88 21.37
9 17 == 26 -1 3.83 43.65 43 == 43 -1 1.58 112.37
10 59 == 19 1 1.80 245.35 19 == 53 -1 1.00 120.51
11 64 == 37 -1 4.71 716.18 37 == 52 -1 2.33 274.91
12 5 == 15 1 1.12 0.54 83 == 67 -1 3.01 512.38
13 22 == 63 1 0.77 34.93 64 == 36 1 0.61 31.34
14 18 == 42 -1 2.83 21.83 49 == 40 -1 1.20 65.56

2.49 240.72 1.27 94.33

Center locations of reference and subject curve segments that are congruent, det(T) - Determinant of the Reflection/Rotation matrix, where 1
indicates a rotation and -1 indicates a reflection , b - Scaling component, c - Magnitude of translation vector to conform subject curve to the reference

also included in the computation of the dissimilarity sub-
score.

The preliminary RSDI sub-scores computed using these

metrics were classified in terms of likely rehabilitation goals.
Subjects with a higher severity indices and lower dissimilar-
ity indices due to low mean velocities, low peak angular



Fig. 6. Sub-movements in the mild impairment group remain congruous to healthy movement. Modified Procrustes Analysis of individuals with
mild impairment shows movement initiation proceeds similarly to the steady and rapid movement curves. Individuals with severe impairment do not have
meaningful congruous behaviors to reference movement.



TABLE X
ANALYSIS OF PROCRUSTES TRANSFORMATION VARIABLES BETWEEN MILD AND SEVERE GROUPS

Steady Reference Rapid Reference
Mild Severe p-value Mild Severe p-value

Reference Segment 0.6288 0.0329*
Subject Segment 0.287 0.0285*
Rotation/Reflection 0.8813 0.2043
Scaling 3.62 2.49 0.3406 2.04 1.27 0.0397*
Translation 51.48 240.72 0.1947 49.91 94.33 0.2889

TABLE XI
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE IN SEVERITY AND CONGRUENCE TO REFERENCE. CONSTRAINED (TYPE III) SUM OF SQUARES.

Source Sum Sq d.f. p-value
Severity (Mild/Severe) 31.1 1 0.4656
Steady Ref Movement 5034.8 1 0*
Sub Movement 481 1 0.0096*
Severity*Ref Movement 120.6 2 0.3619
Severity*Sub Movement 28.9 2 0.7747
Ref*Sub 354 3 0.1378
Severity (Mild/Severe) 179.8 1 0.2059
Rapid Ref Movement 2671.4 1 0.0001*
Sub Movement 2826.8 1 0.0001*
Severity*Ref Movement 227.8 2 0.3564
Severity*Sub Movement 182.8 2 0.4324
Ref*Sub 293.6 3 0.4415

TABLE XII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE IN ARM DOMINANCE AND SEVERITY. CONSTRAINED (TYPE III) SUM OF SQUARES.

Source Sum Sq d.f. p-value
Severity (Mild/Severe) 1732.7 1 0.0536*
Dominance of Paretic 3277.3 1 0.0107*
Sub differences from Steady Ref 5711.4 2 0.0053*
Severity*Dominance 279.8 1 0.4186
Severity*Sub Movement 428.1 2 0.601
Dominance*Sub 134.2 2 0.85
Severity (Mild/Severe) 36.1 1 0.7815
Dominance of Paretic 82.6 1 0.6753
Sub differences from Rapid Ref 14635.2 2 0.0001*
Severity*Dominance 1188.4 1 0.1231
Severity*Sub Movement 981.5 2 0.3611
Dominance*Sub 709.3 2 0.4738

TABLE XIII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE IN INFLUENCE OF ARM DOMINANCE AND SEVERITY ON SIZE OF CONGRUENT SEGMENTS. CONSTRAINED (TYPE III) SUM

OF SQUARES.

Source Sum Sq d.f. p-value
Severity (Mild/Severe) 1072.27 1 0.0342*
Dominance of Paretic 393.52 1 0.1828
Subject Movement 965.76 2 0.1229
Severity*Dominance 1042.78 1 0.0364*
Severity*Sub Movement 180.53 2 0.6514
Dominance*Sub 56.9 2 0.8718

values, and high target error, may benefit from a classi-
fication that prioritizes speed-focused goals. Such subjects
were given a ”Speed Emphasis” classification. Alternatively,
subjects with lower severity indices and higher dissimilarity
indices were scored as such due to high dissimilarity to
the reference movement, or elongated movement behaviors,
implying a need for ”Strength Emphasis” to produce stable
movements. Subjects with comparable severity and dissim-
ilarity indices were classified as ”Combined Emphasis”.
These classifications compared with the UEFM mild and

severe classifications are cross tabulated in Table XIV.

The first row in Table XIV shows that of the 15 subjects
classified as mildly impaired according to the UEFM test,
10 received a Strength Emphasis and 5 received a Combined
emphasis. This is consistent with the clinical observation that
persons with mild impairment continue to be able to reach
forward quickly while compensating for muscle weakness
and loss of agility. The second row indicates that of the
14 subjects classified as severely impaired by the UEFM
test, 5 can be reclassified as Speed Emphasis, 7 as Strength



TABLE XIV
CROSS TABULATION TABLE FOR UPPER EXTREMITY FUGL-MEYER (UEFM) AND REACH SEVERITY & DISSIMILARITY INDEX (RSDI)

RSDI
Speed Emphasis Strength Emphasis Combined Emphasis

Mild 0 10 5
Severe 5 7 2

Emphasis, and 2 as Combined Emphasis.

DISCUSSION

During the reach to target movement performed in this
study, the hand passes medially to reach the target which
is centered in front of the subject, in addition to forward
displacement. The position of the hand as it moves through
space was captured as endpoint data representing the move-
ment of the arm. We can extrapolate kinematic metrics such
as mean velocity, peak velocity, the time required to achieve
peak velocity, and target accuracy from this endpoint data.
Additionally, the position of the hand over time can be
compared to reference datasets in order to quantify deviation
of the arm during a reach to target movement.

The subjects classified as mildly impaired in this study
achieved higher mean velocities than their severely impaired
counterparts. Another quantity found to differ significantly
between impairment groups was the target accuracy. Higher
target error may be correlated with diminished ability to sub-
correct movements during the final phase of movement where
precision and accuracy is prioritized. Earlier motor control
decision-making prioritizes speed and minimization princi-
ples. The data thus lends some support to the observation that
response time and target accuracy are disrupted after stroke
but not physical capability of ballistic movement. Movement
is modulated differently during reaching, with every particu-
lar functional limitation requiring an investigation of which
kinematic metrics require incorporation into deciding the best
therapeutic interventions.

We found the range of roll angles achieved by the arm to
also differ significantly between impairment groups. Mildly
impairment individuals demonstrated higher peak roll angles,
whereas individuals with severe impairments had much lower
rotation around the y-axis to achieve a lateral-to-medial
movement in front of the subject. This could potentially
imply a phase of movement where movement is constrained
by maladaptive joint movement, such as a compensatory
adaptation between the elbow and shoulder, with joint move-
ment becoming inflexible during the forward movement. This
may be due to range of motion being constrained while speed
is prioritized over accuracy or online movement correction.
Clinically, these findings could translate to the development
of tasks where the target is placed elsewhere in the three-
dimensional space in front of the subject for more effective
reaching practice, e.g. a ball suspended in the air, targets
placed radially equidistant, etc. A particular subject may need
to be motivated not by reaction time, but by following a pre-
drawn path as precisely as possible.

The dissimilarity indices of specific events with the reach-
ing task are of particular interest, and imply that some

movement behavior is preserved in mild impairment that is
disrupted with severe impairment. A most interesting finding
of the modified Procrustes analysis is that severity has a
significant interaction effect, along with hand dominance, on
whether a subject replicates reference behavior while initiat-
ing reach or at some point during the reach task. Individuals
with mild impairments replicated reference behavior when
beginning movement.The relative timing of the peak velocity
within the first phase of movement follows prior literature
describing the initiation of movement being based on an-
ticipation of the task and not sensory feedback. Applying
dissimilarity indices to the overall movement may represent
an overall effect of impairment severity. The modified Pro-
crustes method, alternatively, allowed dissimilarity indices
to be computed across segments of the entire movement.
Both subjects with mild and severe impairment showed that
completion movements were not similar to the reference
data, though they deviated more from the reference in the
case of severe impairment. In the clinical setting, a subject
demonstrating congruous movement initiation may focus on
precision exercises and visual feedback incorporation, while
a subject demonstrating congruous movement completion
may practice speed exercises and need not emphasize target
accuracy.

CONCLUSIONS

While rehabilitation efforts can be effectively informed
by clinical observation in the case of individuals with mild
functional impairments, individuals exhibiting severe impair-
ments require a deeper investigation of when and how deficits
emerge. The tri-phasic activation pattern of upper extremity
movement and the behavioral model of rapid movement,
error correction, and precision control imply that movement
may be disrupted in different ways in different parts of
the reach-to-target task. The use of endpoint kinematic data
does not allow for decomposition of rotation matrices to
identify specific joint contributions; however, it can be used
to identify differences in velocity, accuracy, smoothness,
and deviation from reference movements. Though the upper
extremity is neither cyclical nor stereotyped in its movement
like the lower extremity, nevertheless measurements of gait
deviation can guide analogous measures of severity and
dissimilarity for the arm during functional sub-movements
such as the reach and grasp cycle.

The Modified Procrustes method produced intriguing re-
sults that are supported by clinical observations; namely that
mild impairment does not exhibit a disruption in the ability
to initiate rapid movement. By comparing curved paths
point by point, clinicians may pinpoint when a disruption
in movement occurs. Taking into account how the overall



limb is oriented when this disruption occurs could then
allow for only specific joint measurements to be taken rather
than throughout the movement. This creates the possibility
for movement tracking to remain simple yet effective, so
that it can be incorporated into the clinical setting without
increasing patient burden.

The RSDI score proposed in this paper can be applied
to any patient position data, provided the clinician also
has access to reference datasets. The RSDI can thus also
be expanded to other movements, if such movements have
also been recorded by healthy volunteers. In this way,
the RSDI score can easily be adapted and modified to a
given clinician’s protocol, and provide insight when creating
rehabilitation goals. It would also be worthwhile to expand
the methods explored in this paper to multi-joint models
of the arm to objectively identify the presence of synergies
or compensatory movements that may then be incorporated
into rehabilitative practice. Collecting multi-joint data by
centering visual markers on each limb segment will allow for
characterization of joint contributions to movement deficits.
Although the RSDI preliminary results only include a few
metrics of upper extremity movement, we hope in future
studies it can continue to be refined and expanded to include
other functional movements. This study did not accom-
modate for differences in limb dominance, an important
consideration for future studies as limb dominance certainly
has an impact on rehabilitation and quality of life. Another
limitation of the current study

The upper extremity presents a rich platform for studying
the motor system and how it is affected by the physical
world around it and the internal world that controls and
communicates through it. Through advancing the kinematic
questions explored in this study and understanding the
specific control parameters and factors that constrain and
alter function, we hope that the impairment and functional
limitations correlated with stroke may be minimized and thus
prevented from translating to disability in social functioning.
By creating a comprehensive and objective clinical tool to
select rehabilitative strategies that can serve each individ-
ual’s specific needs, we anticipate the impact of stroke on
disability and quality of life may be appreciably reduced.
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