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Fig. S2. Age (A), PCL-S (B) and post-injury time (C) of each participant versus the average global efficiency at

network cost of 0.12, and age (D), PCL-S (E) and post-injury time (F) of each participant versus the average local

efficiency at network cost of 0.15. The p-and r-values are the Spearman and Pearson correlation coefficients,

re

spectively.



