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Figura 2, The standard mean difference and 95% confidence interval (CI) in spasticity for interventions (A), and for intervantions typa (B).
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Figure 2 (Continued). The standard mean difference and 95% confidenca interval (CI) in spasticity for site of application of the neuromuscular

aleciric stimulation (NMES; €}, and for treatment with NMES combined with botulinum toxin (D).
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