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ABSTRACT 1 

The concept of structural reserve in stroke reorganization assumes that the 2 

relevance of the contralesional hemisphere strongly depends on the brain tissue 3 

spared by the lesion in the affected hemisphere. Recent studies, however, have 4 

indicated that the contralesional hemisphere’s impact exhibits region-specific 5 

variability with concurrently existing maladaptive and supportive influences. This 6 

challenges traditional views, necessitating a nuanced investigation of contralesional 7 

motor areas and their interaction with ipsilesional networks. 8 

Our study focused on the functional role of contralesional key motor areas and 9 

lesion-induced connectome disruption early after stroke. 10 

Online TMS data of twenty-five stroke patients was analyzed to disentangle 11 

interindividual differences in the functional roles of contralesional primary motor 12 

cortex (M1), dorsal premotor cortex (dPMC), and anterior interparietal sulcus (aIPS) 13 

for motor function. Connectome-based lesion symptom mapping and corticospinal 14 

tract lesion quantification were used to investigate how TMS effects depend on 15 

ipsilesional structural network properties. 16 

At group and individual levels, TMS interference with contralesional M1 and aIPS but 17 

not dPMC led to improved performance early after stroke. At the connectome level, a 18 

more disturbing role of contralesional M1 was related to a more severe disruption of 19 

the structural integrity of ipsilesional M1 in the affected motor network. In contrast, a 20 

detrimental influence of contralesional aIPS was linked to less disruption of the 21 

ipsilesional M1 connectivity. 22 

Our findings indicate that contralesional areas distinctively interfere with motor 23 

performance early after stroke depending on ipsilesional structural integrity, 24 
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extending the concept of structural reserve to regional specificity in recovery of 1 

function. 2 
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INTRODUCTION 1 

Stroke-induced alterations emerge from the local pathology, i.e. the ischemic lesion, 2 

over the lesioned hemisphere to contralesional areas, ultimately affecting network 3 

configurations and the functional processing in the entire brain (Krakauer et al., 2012; 4 

Ward, 2017). A phenomenon frequently observed in functional MRI studies in stroke 5 

is increased neural activity within contralesional motor areas during simple motor 6 

tasks (Ferris et al., 2018; Gerloff et al., 2005; Rehme et al., 2011). Furthermore, 7 

increased contralesional BOLD activity has been reported to be associated with 8 

better post-stroke motor function, suggesting its compensatory effect in the light of 9 

the vicariation hypothesis (Hallett et al., 2020; Rehme et al., 2012; Ward et al., 2003). 10 

However, there is also evidence for maladaptive contralesional effects, framing the 11 

concept of interhemispheric competition (Bütefisch et al., 2008; Grefkes et al., 2008). 12 

Accordingly, a decrease of inhibitory influences from the ipsilesional hemisphere is 13 

thought to result in a subsequent increase of contralesional neural activation and, in 14 

turn, enhanced inhibitory influences exerted by the contralesional hemisphere 15 

(Carrera and Tononi, 2014; Duque et al., 2005; Murase et al., 2004). 16 

To reconcile contradicting findings concerning the role of contralesional areas, the 17 

concept of structural reserve considers contralesional network alterations depending 18 

on ipsilesional network characteristics (Murphy and Corbett, 2009; Pino et al., 2014). 19 

Correspondingly, whether the influence of the contralesional hemisphere is 20 

compensatory or maladaptive is supposed to depend on the amount of ipsilesional 21 

unaffected structures spared by the stroke lesion and, thus, remaining functioning of 22 

ipsilesional motor areas and corticospinal tract (CST) (Bertolucci et al., 2018; 23 

Cramer, 2008; Pino et al., 2014). In patients with a high structural reserve, 24 

competitive inhibition from the contralesional hemisphere is more prominent. In 25 

comparison, patients with reduced remaining resources in the ipsilesional 26 
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hemisphere may rely more on compensatory recruitment of contralesional areas 1 

(Brancaccio et al., 2022; Pino et al., 2014). 2 

Online transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS)-interference probes the contribution 3 

of specific cortical regions to motor function post-stroke (Hallett, 2000; Kobayashi 4 

and Pascual-Leone, 2003). TMS studies have contributed to our understanding of the 5 

role of contralesional brain regions in stroke reorganization, indicating that the 6 

contralesional hemisphere’s involvement exhibits regional and temporal variability. 7 

While early after stroke, the contralesional primary motor cortex (M1) exerts rather 8 

maladaptive influences (Bradnam et al., 2012; Volz et al., 2017), this effect may shift 9 

towards a more supportive interaction in later, i.e., chronic stages(Lotze et al., 2006; 10 

Takeuchi et al., 2008). For contralesional dorsal premotor cortex (dPMC), a relevant 11 

influence was identified only in the chronic stage - albeit uniformly supportive 12 

(Johansen-Berg et al., 2002; Tscherpel et al., 2020). Furthermore, the impact of 13 

posterior parietal areas, i.e., contralesional intraparietal sulcus (aIPS), seems less 14 

vulnerable to these temporal dynamics with a rather generally detrimental role for 15 

post-stroke motor function (Hensel et al., 2020; Tscherpel et al., 2020). 16 

The interregional differences outlined above challenge the concept of structural 17 

reserve, as they instead indicate that contralesional recruitment depends on region-18 

specific interactions with distinct ipsilesional network configurations. In other words, 19 

for impacting on the functional relevance of the contralesional hemisphere, the 20 

structural reserve may more likely be subject to the regional specificity of different 21 

contralesional areas. 22 

Therefore, we aimed to elaborate on previously identified effects of contralesional 23 

M1, dPMC, and aIPS in a pooled sample of two methodically equivalent online TMS 24 

studies (Hensel et al., 2020; Tscherpel et al., 2020) in relation to ipsilesional 25 
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structural network resources. To delineate the structural reserve, i.e., the unaffected 1 

structures in the ipsilesional hemisphere and the CST, connectome lesion symptom 2 

mapping (CLSM) was employed to derive the lesion-induced disconnection severity 3 

of the ipsilesional motor network and the specific disintegration of ipsilesional M1 4 

within the ipsilesional motor network (Bowren et al., 2022; Griffis et al., 2021). 5 

Likewise, CST integrity was determined by probabilistic and z-axis corrected tract-6 

specific lesion mapping(Feng et al., 2015; Zhu et al., 2010). 7 

Given the region-specificity of TMS effects observed in previous studies, we 8 

hypothesized that distinct properties of the ipsilesional structural network pathology 9 

differentially contribute to the functional relevance of contralesional motor areas. 10 
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MATERIAL AND METHODS 1 

Data Pooling 2 

A pooled dataset combining Tscherpel et al. (2020c) and Hensel et al. (2020) was 3 

used, sharing a comparable cohort and similar experimental design with respect to 4 

the performed finger-tapping task and online TMS interference. No statistical 5 

differences were observed between the pooled samples regarding demographics 6 

(age, sex), clinical data (days post-stroke, National Institutes of Health Stroke Scale 7 

(NIHSS)) or cortical excitability (RMT) (please see Supplementary Material I). A 8 

significant difference was found for the average tapping speed in the sham condition, 9 

resulting from a different predefined height reference (see below Index finger-tapping 10 

task) for the tapping movements (patients: F(2,22)=22.30, p<.001, η²=0.11; controls: 11 

F(2,21)=41.23, p<.001, η²=0.13) and which was corrected via sham normalization 12 

(patients: F(2,22)=2.30, p=0.143); controls: (F(2,21)=0.13, p=0.821). 13 

 

Participants 14 

Twenty-five stroke patients (age=67.7 ± 11.6 standard deviation (SD), range: 52-82 15 

years; 8 females; 2 left-handed) with unilateral mild to moderate motor impairment 16 

(NIHSS=2.6 ± 2.0) were recruited from the Department of Neurology of the University 17 

Hospital of Cologne (Table 1) within the first days after stroke (days post-stroke=3.96 18 

± 1.97). The following inclusion criteria were applied in both studies (Hensel et al., 19 

2020; Tscherpel et al., 2020): (i) 40-90 years of age , (ii) first-ever ischemic stroke 20 

with a unilateral lesion verified by diffusion-weighted MRI (DWI), (iii) study 21 

participation within <10 days post-stroke onset, (iv) unilateral upper limb motor 22 

deficit, (v) no contraindication to TMS (vi) no cerebral hemorrhage, (vii) no other 23 

neurological deficits, i.e., aphasia, apraxia, neglect, visual field deficits, (viii) no pre-24 
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existing neurodegenerative or neuroinflammatory disease, (ix) no significant pre-1 

existing musculoskeletal impairment, (x) MRI performed within <48 hours after stroke 2 

onset. Two patients of the original sample of Hensel et al. (2020) had to be excluded 3 

since the time point of MRI was not performed within the first 48 hours and thus not 4 

comparable with the rest of the cohort for the present research question. 5 

23 healthy subjects which were matched to the patient cohort with respect to age, 6 

sex and handedness resulted from the two datasets (age=64.2 ± 8.1, range: 50-89 7 

years; p=0.23; 8 females, p=0.92; 1 left-handed). The One healthy subject had to be 8 

excluded due to extreme values exceeding two standard deviations of TMS effects, 9 

resulting in 22 data sets. Both studies were conducted under the Declaration of 10 

Helsinki and approved by the local ethics committee at the University Hospital of 11 

Cologne. Prior to the inclusion, all participants provided written informed consent. 12 

 

Experimental Design 13 

The single-blinded, sham-controlled experiment targeted three brain regions: the 14 

contralesional primary motor cortex (M1), dorsal premotor cortex (dPMC), and 15 

anterior intraparietal sulcus (aIPS) (Hensel et al., 2020; Tscherpel et al., 2020) 16 

(Figure 1). A placebo stimulation over vertex served as a control condition (Sham). 17 

Neuro-navigated 10Hz repetitive TMS (rTMS) was performed time-locked to a finger-18 

tapping task (online TMS interference) to interfere with the ongoing brain activity and 19 

investigate the impact of the abovementioned areas of the extended motor network 20 

on task performance (Lefaucheur et al., 2020, 2017, 2014; Rossi et al., 2021, 2009). 21 

TMS was administered with 90% of the resting motor threshold (RMT). For a detailed 22 

description of the TMS protocol, RMT assessment, and TMS site definition, please 23 

see Supplementary Material II. The stimulation intensities used for TMS interference 24 
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did not differ between patients (51.0% maximum stimulator output (MSO) ± 12.3%) 1 

and healthy controls (50.4% MSO ± 13.8%, p=0.87). 2 

 

Index finger-tapping task and 3D ultrasound movement kinematics 3 

Participants performed repetitive finger-tapping movements with their index finger in 4 

response to a visual cue (Figure 1). Both studies applied an alternating block design 5 

that rotated through the different target regions, i.e., contralesional M1, dPMC, and 6 

IPS. Motor performance was recorded using an ultrasound-based 3D kinematic 7 

system (Zebris CMS20 motion analyzer system) tracking the position of the index 8 

finger in the mediolateral, anteroposterior, and vertical planes, and subsequently 9 

analyzed offline (Hensel et al., 2020; Tscherpel et al., 2020). To assess the 10 

stimulation effect, we employed the relative difference (%) of the maximum finger 11 

tapping velocity between the stimulation site of interest, i.e., contralesional M1, 12 

dPMC, or aIPS, and the Sham stimulation for further analysis. Please see 13 

Supplementary Material III for a detailed description of task, recording, and analysis 14 

procedures. 15 

 

Lesion mapping 16 

For all included patients, standard MR images (1.5T MRI scanner, see 17 

Supplementary material IV for further specifications) were taken as part of the clinical 18 

diagnostic procedure within 48h after stroke onset. An individual lesion map was 19 

manually drawn for each patient based on the DWI image (see Supplementary 20 

Material IV for the preprocessing). Standard lesion characteristics were calculated, 21 

i.e., the number of affected voxels and lesion volume. 22 
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Voxel lesion symptom mapping 1 

We conducted a voxel lesion symptom mapping (VLSM) using the non-parametric mapping 2 

(NPM) software package (Rorden et al., 2007). Only voxels that were damaged in at least 3 

15% of the patients were included in the analysis. We corrected for multiple comparisons 4 

using the non-parametric permutation tests (1000 permutations) recommended for medium 5 

sample sizes (Medina et al., 2010). Further, we set a significance level of 0.05 FDR 6 

corrected as a threshold for voxel consideration. 7 

 

Tract-specific lesion mapping 8 

The structural integrity of the CST was quantified using a z-axis corrected 9 

probabilistic mapping procedure (Feng et al., 2015; Zhu et al., 2010), accounting for 10 

individual variations in brain anatomy and lesion location. Therefore, the calculation 11 

of the probabilistic CST lesion overlap (Chenot et al., 2019) was determined 12 

separately for each slice with an individual weighting factor according to the height of 13 

the lesion along the z-axis, adjusting for the width of the CST on the corresponding 14 

slice (Figure 2A). Maximum lesion extent was defined as the greatest extent of the 15 

infarct (number of voxels) within the CST relative to the full CST extent in the z-plane. 16 

The detailed implementation can be found in the Supplementary Material V. 17 

 

Network-specific disconnectivity mapping 18 

A network-specific disconnectivity mapping approach was used to quantify the 19 

structural disruption within the ipsilesional motor network (Figure 2B). Using the 20 
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Lesion Quantification Toolkit (LQT)32, white matter disconnectivity matrices were 1 

created for each patient by projecting the individual lesion map onto the HCP-842 2 

human connectome atlas (Glasser et al., 2016). By means of a normative database 3 

of white matter tractography from healthy subjects, the LQT toolbox identifies and 4 

maps the white matter tracts passing through each lesion. By calculating the overlap 5 

between the lesion mask and tractography data, the toolbox produces a profile of 6 

disrupted white matter pathways specific to each lesion, i.e. a lesion-specific 7 

disconnectivity profile. This approach enabled the determination of the disruption of 8 

all fiber streamlines connecting cortical parcels (Schaefer et al., 2017), characterizing 9 

the lesion-induced damage of gray matter and white matter tracts. Here, a 10 

subdivision of an initial parcellation of 100 parcels (Schaefer et al., 2017) focusing on 11 

an extended motor network was utilized (see Supplementary Materials V for a list of 12 

included parcels) 13 

A graph-theoretical approach was used to summarize the structural loss, focusing on 14 

the average node strength in the disconnectivity matrix. This approach measured the 15 

amount of disconnection between specific brain regions (parcels) within the 16 

ipsilesional motor network. This method allowed to quantify the disconnectivity of (i) 17 

the whole network, (ii) the ipsilesional motor network and (iii) particularly the 18 

ipsilesional M1's disconnectivity with the network (details in Supplementary Material 19 

V). 20 

 

Statistical Analyses 21 

Statistical analyses were performed using the SciPy Stats package (version 1.9.3) in 22 

Python (version 3.11). TMS effects were compared between stroke patients and 23 

healthy participants for each target region. In case of violation of normal distribution 24 
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non-parametric test was chosen. To account for the individual heterogeneity of the 1 

TMS effect, we assessed the distribution of subjects exhibiting a statistically relevant 2 

positive or negative response to TMS. Given that the data of both groups 3 

approximated left-skewed distributions centered close to zero and assuming a slight 4 

to moderate deviation from normal distribution, a response was considered 5 

statistically relevant when exceeding ±1.5 standard errors of the aggregated mean 6 

(SEM) of the sham condition. The proportion of responders and non-responders in 7 

both groups was compared by Fisher's exact test. 8 

In order to infer the association between the ipsilesional structural network alterations 9 

and the functional relevance of contralesional motor regions, Spearman correlations 10 

were performed linking the lesion and disconnectivity measures to region-specific 11 

TMS effects in TMS responsive patients. All statistical tests were two-tailed, a 12 

significance level of p<0.05 was considered statistically significant, and FDR-13 

correction was used to control for multiple testing. 14 
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RESULTS 1 

TMS effects early after stroke 2 

Comparing the sham-normalized TMS-induced performance changes, significant 3 

group differences in tapping performance were found for contralesional M1 (Z=-2.26, 4 

p=0.026, FDR-corrected) and contralesional aIPS (Z=-2.06, p=0.026, FDR-corrected) 5 

but not for dPMC (p=0.099) stimulation, indicating a behavioral improvement upon 6 

TMS interference with the two former regions in stroke patients early after stroke 7 

(Figure 3). 8 

We next analyzed the individual responses, i.e., motor performance improvement or 9 

deterioration upon TMS interference at an individual level. Accordingly, for 10 

ipsilesional M1, 11 out of 25 patients (44%) but only 2 out of 23 control subjects 11 

(8.7%) showed a positive response. For dPMC stimulation, 10 out of 25 patients 12 

(40%) demonstrated a positive response, and 3 out of 23 (13%) healthy participants. 13 

Finally, when interfering with aIPS activity, 12 out of 25 patients (48%) exhibited a 14 

positive effect, while only 3 out of 23 controls (13%) featured similar improvements. 15 

Correspondingly, Fisher's exact test revealed a significantly higher proportion of 16 

positive TMS responders in patients for M1 (T=0.12, p=0.048, OR=0.41, FDR-17 

corrected) and aIPS stimulation (T=0.16, p=0.048, OR=0.39, FDR-corrected). In 18 

contrast, dPMC stimulation effects (p=0.050) did not pass the statistical threshold 19 

(Figure 3). By contrast, there were no comparable effects for individual responses 20 

concerning the deterioration of motor performance. Hence, a TMS-induced motor 21 

improvement upon contralesional M1 and aIPS interference in patients at the group 22 

level was accompanied by a greater proportion of individual positive TMS responses 23 

in patients following contralesional M1 and aIPS stimulation. 24 
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General lesion characteristics 1 

The lesion overlap indicated one peak located at the posterior limb of the internal 2 

capsule (MNI coordinates: -27, -13, 6) and one in the medioventral part of the pons 3 

(MNI coordinates: -4, -20, -30) (Figure 4A). However, lesion volume did not differ 4 

between TMS responders and non-responders (p>0.4). Likewise, we did not find 5 

differences between the group of TMS responders and the rest of the patients for 6 

demographic, behavioral, or clinical data (p>0.3). 7 

 

Impact of CST lesion load on TMS responsivity early after stroke 8 

We further investigated the relationship between CST integrity and TMS responses. 9 

Within the group of M1 responders, i.e., the proportion of patients featuring a 10 

significant behavioral improvement upon TMS interference with M1 at the individual 11 

level, a positive association between the TMS-induced improvement of motor 12 

performance upon contralesional M1 stimulation and the maximum CST lesion extent 13 

(r=0.76, p=0.014, FDR-corrected; n=11) was observed. Hence, a more substantial 14 

disruption of CST fibers was linked to a more detrimental effect of the contralesional 15 

M1 on motor performance early after stroke (Figure 5A). 16 

In a linear regression model, a variance explanation of 75% for M1 responsiveness 17 

was achieved based on the combined influence of CST lesion extent and the initial 18 

upper limb deficit (R2=0.75, R2
corr=0.61, p=0.004). In a hierarchical model considering 19 

both factors, only the involvement of CST was selected, explaining 67% of the 20 

variance (R²=0.67, R²corr=0.63, p=0.002), implying that the initial deficit might add to 21 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 30, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.06.24304832doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.06.24304832


 17

the explanation of the contralesional M1 effect, the contribution of the CST lesion 1 

extent, however, was crucial. 2 

In contrast, comparable effects could not be found for aIPS or dPMC stimulation, 3 

underpinning the specificity of the interaction of ipsilesional CST affection, motor 4 

deficit, and contralesional M1 involvement. 5 

The relevance of lesion location for TMS responsivity early after stroke 6 

To evaluate the impact of lesion location on TMS responsivity as well as the size of 7 

interference effect with contralesional motor areas and, thus, their role for post-stroke 8 

motor function, binary and continuous VLSM analyses were conducted for each 9 

region of interest. Both yielded significant effects exclusively for M1 stimulation but 10 

not aIPS and dPMC (Figure 4C,D). Notably, lesions located in the posterior limb of 11 

the internal capsule at the border to the thalamus differentiated between M1 12 

responders and non-responders. Moreover, similar lesion locations were associated 13 

with a TMS-induced improvement in motor performance upon contralesional M1, 14 

suggesting a detrimental influence of contralesional M1 in case of lesion-induced 15 

disruption of the posterior limb of the internal capsule, which further underlines the 16 

association between M1 effect and CST integrity reported above. Interestingly, no 17 

effect was found for aIPS or dPMC, which suggests that the effects of these two 18 

regions may be based on more complex network effects that cannot be explained 19 

using local factors. 20 

 

Structural reserve of the ipsilesional motor network early after stroke 21 

Based on the hypothesis of structural reserve, we finally tested the relationship 22 

between ipsilesional connectome integrity and the effect induced by TMS 23 

interference with the two contralesional motor areas of interest. Therefore, TMS 24 
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responsivity of contralesional M1 and aIPS, i.e., the significant improvement in task 1 

performance upon TMS interference with the respective region at the individual 2 

patient level, were related to both (i) the averaged node strength and (ii) the M1-3 

specific node strength obtained from the disconnectivity matrix, i.e., the lesion-4 

induced structural damage with respect to white matter tracts of the ipsilesional 5 

hemisphere. 6 

Accordingly, no significant associations were found between the more general 7 

ipsilesional motor network disconnectivity and the behavioral responsivity upon 8 

contralesional M1 or aIPS interference (all p-values>0.4). 9 

By contrast, regarding the disruption of connections specific to ipsilesional M1, 10 

opposite dependencies were observed for TMS responsivity of contralesional M1 and 11 

aIPS: A positive association was found between the TMS-induced performance 12 

improvement upon contralesional M1 interference and the ipsilesional M1 network 13 

disruption (r=0.84, p=0.002, FDR-corrected; n=11), indicating that a detrimental 14 

influence of contralesional M1 on motor function early after stroke was found 15 

explicitly in case of more severe ipsilesional M1 network disruption, i.e., decreased 16 

structural reserve (Figure 5B). aIPS responsivity, i.e., improving motor performance 17 

upon interference with contralesional aIPS, however, was negatively related to 18 

ipsilesional M1 network disruption (r=0.65, p=0.032, FDR-corrected; n=12). Hence, 19 

more detrimental influences from contralesional aIPS were particularly found in 20 

patients with preserved connections between ipsilesional M1 and the ipsilesional 21 

motor network, i.e., greater structural reserve. Thus, albeit TMS interference with 22 

both contralesional M1 and contralesional aIPS induced concordant effects on 23 

behavioral outcomes, effects on the individual level and their distinct associations 24 

with ipsilesional network configurations emphasize the presence of divergent 25 

underlying mechanisms at the neural level. 26 
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When computing connectivity for ipsilesional aIPS, no significant effects were found 1 

neither for TMS effects evoked by contralesional aIPS nor contralesional M1 2 

stimulation (p-values>0.7), underlining the specificity of TMS effects for the 3 

ipsilesional M1 connectome. Furthermore, there was no correlation between M1-4 

specific disconnectivity and maximum CST lesion load (r=0.38, p=0.18; n=11), 5 

suggesting that these two parameters contain differential information about 6 

ipsilesional structural network pathology, such as the functionality of the CST as a 7 

descending neural pathway in contrast to cortico-cortical and cortico-subcortical 8 

interconnectivity.9 

 DISCUSSION 10 

We here show that TMS effects on contralesional M1 and contralesional aIPS activity 11 

are linked to the degree of network disruption caused by the ischemic lesion early 12 

after stroke. To this end, a pooled dataset from two methodologically similar online 13 

TMS studies (Hensel et al., 2020; Tscherpel et al., 2020) was utilized to elaborate on 14 

the variability of previous findings regarding the recruitment of the contralesional 15 

hemisphere early post-stroke. Based on the concept of structural reserve proposing 16 

the functional relevance of the contralesional hemisphere in dependence on 17 

remaining unaffected structures of the ipsilesional motor system, we used a lesion 18 

mapping approach and graph theoretical measures to individually characterize the 19 

structural damage, i.e., the lesion-induced disconnectivity. Correspondingly, the 20 

relationship between ipsilesional M1 disconnectivity and contralesional TMS effects 21 

was opposite for M1 and aIPS, even though at both the group and individual 22 

behavioral level, interference with either of the two areas led to an improvement of 23 

motor performance of the stroke-affected hand. This observation emphasizes that the 24 

individual functional contribution of the contralesional hemisphere to motor function 25 
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early after stroke can be demonstrated as a function of distinctive region-specific 1 

properties of the ipsilesional structural reserve spared by the lesion. 2 

 

Motor reorganization in the frontoparietal network early after stroke 3 

A frequently observed phenomenon post-stroke encompasses an increase of neural 4 

activity within the contralesional hemisphere during movements of the stroke-affected 5 

hand (Grefkes et al., 2008; Rehme et al., 2011). Early post-stroke, this heightened 6 

contralesional sensorimotor cortex activity is linked to better recovery (Rehme et al., 7 

2011), evolving into a more lateralized activation in the ipsilesional hemisphere with 8 

improved motor function in the chronic phase (Grefkes and Fink, 2014; Rehme et al., 9 

2011). Conversely, persistent bilateral activity in chronic stages is associated with 10 

less favorable recovery (Ward et al., 2003). 11 

However, the existing literature portrays conflicting results on the functional 12 

implications of increased contralesional activation. While some studies indicate 13 

compensatory influences from the contralesional hemisphere, consistent with the 14 

hypothesis of vicariation (Rehme et al., 2012; Ward et al., 2003), others describe a 15 

detrimental impact of contralesional motor areas in line with the theory of 16 

interhemispheric competition (Buetefisch, 2015; Murase et al., 2004). Here, TMS 17 

studies have provided insights into the role of local brain activity in stroke recovery 18 

(Johansen-Berg et al., 2002; Lotze et al., 2006; Tscherpel et al., 2020; Werhahn et 19 

al., 2003), indicating the importance of region- and time-specific aspects in 20 

contralesional recruitment in motor recovery and reorganization (Tscherpel et al., 21 

2020; Volz et al., 2017). 22 

Contralesional M1's involvement varies over time, being maladaptive early post-23 

stroke (Volz et al., 2017) but supportive in chronic stages (Lotze et al., 2006). In line 24 
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with that, we demonstrate that TMS interference led to an increase in finger-tapping 1 

velocity, indicating a detrimental role of contralesional M1 in motor reorganization 2 

early after stroke. Notably, in contrast to the results of both original publications, 3 

which could not find a significant involvement of contralesional M1 (Hensel et al., 4 

2020; Tscherpel et al., 2020), the pooled analysis expands the results of both by 5 

pushing the effect above the threshold with a bigger sample size. 6 

Addressing stroke as a network disorder calls for a more integrated view on 7 

interactions within the motor network encompassing premotor and posterior-parietal 8 

cortex. For example, several fMRI-studies have demonstrated altered neural activity 9 

of contralesional posterior parietal areas and its impact on the ipsilesional M1 in 10 

motor reorganization post-stroke (Koch et al., 2007; Rehme et al., 2011; Schulz et 11 

al., 2015). Accordingly, additional recruitment of ipsi- and contralesional parietal 12 

areas was associated with more significant motor impairment early post-stroke 13 

(Rehme et al., 2011). In contrast, better motor function during recovery was linked to 14 

an activity decrease in contralesional intraparietal cortex (Ward et al., 2003). TMS 15 

studies have previously described a detrimental influence of contralesional aIPS on 16 

motor function already in the first weeks after stroke and lasting into the chronic 17 

phase (Hensel et al., 2020; Tscherpel et al., 2020). Consistently, the current analysis 18 

corroborates these findings. 19 

Several studies have shown that the functional connectivity and activation patterns of 20 

contralesional dPMC, critical in the frontoparietal network post-stroke, are associated 21 

with motor impairment and recovery after stroke (Bestmann et al., 2010; Johansen-22 

Berg et al., 2002). Specifically, increased activity and connectivity between 23 

contralesional dPMC and ipsilesional motor regions have been observed in patients 24 

with better motor recovery, suggesting a compensatory mechanism in the chronic 25 
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phase after stroke (Fridman, 2004; Hensel et al., 2023). These findings are 1 

consistent with TMS studies, which have similarly reported a positive influence 2 

restricted to the chronic stage of stroke recovery(Tscherpel et al., 2020). In line with 3 

that, our analysis did not reveal a significant difference in motor performance 4 

between patients and healthy controls following TMS interference early post-stroke 5 

 

Integrity of the ipsilesional CST and contralesional TMS responsivity 6 

TMS responses exhibited substantial variability with only around 50% of patients 7 

demonstrating a significant improvement under stimulation (Bai et al., 2022; Chen et 8 

al., 2014; Hildesheim et al., 2022). However, response variability is not exclusive to 9 

TMS but echoes a common pattern of neuromodulating techniques, where responses 10 

can vary widely among individuals. For example, the therapeutic outcomes of deep 11 

brain stimulation (DBS) present a similar level of heterogeneity (Hitti et al., 2020; 12 

Martinez-Ramirez et al., 2018). This has led to an increased focus on connectomic 13 

approaches incorporating structural and functional connectivity into treatment 14 

planning, enabling personalized therapies (Harita et al., 2022; Hollunder et al., 2022; 15 

Menardi et al., 2022; Rajamani et al., 2022). Moreover, also in healthy individuals, 16 

TMS-induced neural activity has been shown to be predominantly predicted by the 17 

structural integrity of the stimulated network, further highlighting the significance of a 18 

network perspective (Momi et al., 2023). 19 

Despite two decades of intensive research on brain reorganization following stroke, 20 

data on the functional role of particular brain areas concerning functional or structural 21 

network changes in the acute stage after stroke remain scarce. Methodological 22 

advances like connectome-based lesion-symptom mapping (CSLM) enable a novel 23 
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new way of estimating the structural network by projecting lesion maps onto 1 

structural standard atlases (Bowren et al., 2022; Griffis et al., 2021). 2 

Moreover, efforts have been undertaken to explain the heterogeneous influences of 3 

the contralesional hemisphere on motor reorganization and recovery within the 4 

bimodal balance–recovery model and the concept of structural reserve (Pino et al., 5 

2014). According to the theoretical framework of structural reserve, a more profound 6 

loss of ipsilesional network structures results in a compensatory recruitment of 7 

contralesional areas facilitating motor recovery. By contrast, the contralesional 8 

hemisphere exerts a predominantly detrimental impact on a less affected ipsilesional 9 

network. In this context, it has to be acknowledged that the current cohort exhibited 10 

mild to moderate impairments resulting from rather limited lesions to motor-related 11 

fibers in the ipsilesional hemisphere. Therefore, given the relatively preserved 12 

ipsilesional structural resources, it could be anticipated that these patients 13 

demonstrate a greater vulnerability to disturbing contralesional influences according 14 

to the concept of structural reserve. 15 

However, the interregional functional differences within the contralesional 16 

hemisphere described above render the notion plausible that structural reserve has 17 

to be considered with equivalent regional specificity. 18 

Thus, we further elaborated on the associations between behaviorally overlapping 19 

reactivity to TMS interference on contralesional M1 and aIPS and ipsilesional 20 

network structures spared by the lesion. Motor deficits after stroke highly depend on 21 

the lesion-induced severity of the CST damage (Brouwer and Ashby, 1990; Lotze et 22 

al., 2006; Zhu et al., 2010). However, the significance of CST integrity in the context 23 

of contralesional involvement has yielded conflicting findings in the literature. While 24 

some studies have reported a positive link between ipsilesional CST integrity and 25 
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contralesional recruitment (DeVetten et al., 2010; Lemon, 2008), others have shown 1 

no significant relationship or even a negative association (Bestmann et al., 2010; 2 

Stinear et al., 2007). By assessing the functional involvement of the contralesional 3 

hemisphere with online TMS interference, our results indicate a positive relationship 4 

between ipsilesional CST lesion extent and motor performance improvement upon 5 

contralesional M1 interference as an index for a disturbing influence in early motor 6 

reorganization. In contrast to the hypothesis of structural reserve, the current results 7 

suggest that – at least for the ipsilesional CST and in the present sample of mildly to 8 

moderately affected patients with a generally higher structural reserve - the 9 

ipsilesional hemisphere is susceptible to maladaptive influences of contralesional M1 10 

in case of less CST integrity. Specifically, this association was observed solely for the 11 

contralesional M1 effect and was absent for aIPS. These findings are further 12 

underlined by the results of the VLSM analysis. Correspondingly, lesions within the 13 

CST, i.e. the posterior limb of the internal capsule at the border to the thalamus, 14 

distinguished between M1 responsiveness and non-responsiveness and similar 15 

lesion locations were also associated with the extent of M1 effect but explicitly not for 16 

aIPS. 17 

Contralesional significance in the context of ipsilesional network configurations 18 

Previous studies have emphasized the role of interhemispheric structural 19 

connections in facilitating the interaction between ipsi- and contralesional structures 20 

to enhance motor recovery (Lotze et al., 2006; Ward, 2006). We here underpin the 21 

importance of the ipsilesional motor network in the context of structural reserve and 22 

contralesional influences. Our findings revealed distinct and opposite relationships 23 

between the reserve of the ipsilesional network and the effect of contralesional M1 24 

and aIPS for post-stroke motor performance. Specifically, we found a correlation 25 
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between ipsilesional M1 disconnectivity and a more disturbing influence of 1 

contralesional M1. Likewise, more extensive lesions to the ipsilesional CST were 2 

associated with a more disruptive influence of contralesional M1. These converging 3 

findings strongly challenge the concept of structural reserve in terms of supportive 4 

contralesional influences. Instead, contralesional aIPS exerted a supportive influence 5 

for motor performance in patients with stronger ipsilesional M1 disconnectivity, 6 

supporting the hypothesis of structural reserve. These opposite effects concerning 7 

the influences originating from contralesional areas and their link to ipsilesional 8 

network properties vote for including regional specificity in the concept of structural 9 

reserve. 10 

Concurrently, the findings emphasize the limitations of simplistic models in 11 

comprehensively capturing the complexity of the hemispheric interplay during 12 

reorganization after stroke. They further highlight the demand for a more nuanced 13 

understanding and individualizable models of the relationship between different 14 

contralesional motor regions and their unique contributions to motor recovery. 15 

 

 

CONCLUSION 16 

In conclusion, the present study’s findings extend the concept of structural reserve by 17 

adding the factor region to explain the heterogeneous patterns of contralesional 18 

recruitment observed after stroke. Our data emphasize the significance of 19 

considering region-specific variations in contralesional recruitment within the context 20 

of the structural reserve of the ipsilesional motor network. This highlights the 21 

nuanced influence of distinct motor regions and underscores the need for a more 22 
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personalized approach to understand the mechanisms of motor reorganization after 1 

stroke.2 
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FIGURES 

 

 

Figure 1. Experimental setup. 

A During applying 10Hz online TMS interference, all subjects performed a simple finger-

tapping task in response to a visual cue. B The experiment was set up in a pseudo-

randomized block design addressing each target region thrice. Each trial consisted of 

alternating tapping and rest intervals. C The three contralesional target regions comprise the 

primary motor cortex (M1), the dorsal premotor cortex (dPMC), and the anterior intraparietal 

sulcus (aIPS). The parieto-occipital vertex served as a control condition (Sham). 
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Figure 2. Lesion symptom mapping.  

A A probabilistic mapping procedure was utilized to assess the structural integrity of the 

corticospinal tract corrected for the width of the corticospinal tract on the z-axis. This method 

involved characterizing the extent of the lesion for each height of the tract and weighting it by 

the individual width at the level of each respective slice. B White matter disconnectivity 

topographies were created by projecting the individual brain lesion on the HCP-842 human 

connectome atlas. Based on this overlap between lesion mask and tractography data, a 

matrix of estimated fiber tract damage was estimated and, thus, derived a lesion-specific 

disconnectivity profile for each patient. 
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Figure 3. Group comparisons between stroke patients and healthy control subjects and 

individual data points. 

A A significant difference in finger-tapping velocity between stroke patients and healthy 

control subjects was found for the stimulation of contralesional M1 and aIPS. Accordingly, 

patients early after stroke demonstrated an improvement in tapping performance upon 

contralesional online TMS interference. An equivalent group difference concerning dPMC 

could not be detected in the present sample. B It was demonstrated that the group of stroke 

patients comprised a significantly higher proportion of positive responders for the M1 and 
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aIPS stimulation but not for dPMC. Patient data are shown in color while healthy controls are 

shown in gray. 

 

Figure 4. Distributions and effects of lesion location. 

A The lesion overlap of all patients indicated two peaks: one in the posterior limb of the 

internal capsule and one in the medioventral part of the pons. B The tract overlap showed a 

dominant overlap with CST. Please note that lighter colors represent a higher incidence of 

overlap. C VLSM result for the difference between responders and non-responders upon M1 

stimulation. D The VLSM analysis per target region indicated that lesion involving the CST, 

specifically the posterior limb of the internal capsule influencing the TMS response of 

contralesional M1. Of note, these relationships were not found for contralesional aIPS or 

dPMC effects, indicating that those may be rather driven by more complex, e.g., network 

effects rather than by local factors. 
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Figure 5. Relationship between ipsilesional network alterations and responsiveness to 

contralesional TMS. 

A A positive relationship between the degree of ipsilesional CST lesion load and TMS 

responsivity to contralesional M1 stimulation was found. B A positive association was found 

linking the amount of contralesional M1 response to the degree of disconnectivity of the 

ipsilesional M1. A negative correlation was identified between the contralesional aIPS 

responses and ipsilesional M1 disconnectivity. 
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