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Maximum vol %Vol grasp % open increase % Vol open % FES open

grasp (lbs) drop by block by block increase by block increase by block
o1 33 4747 6171 47.45 387 4743
02 18 27.76 7114 35.40 1536 136
503 29 2510 79.12 77.96 4120 3694
S04 24 3270 89.55 68.75 443 5057
505 20 5533 78.70 341 204 007
506 20 692 7410 7179 65.12 19.66
507 43 2973 8635 —-6.93 -7.96 -1379
08 47 3499 7496 68.95 6797 6692
509 13 318 3650 60.26 3221 2315
s10 47 1858 6299 49.60 4961 3209

All data within the four % columns were calculated from the means of each set of conditions (Open/Close, Voll FES, Unloaded!Loaded, Unblocked/Blocked), taking the largest mean value from
applicable conditions and subiracting from it the smallest mean value from the nblocked corollaries. “Vol” stands for “Volitional? FES stands for Functional Electrical Stimulation, and FMA
UE stands for Fugl-Meyer assessment of the upper extremity.
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No. of No. of SMD (95% CI) Effect

studies  patients model
FMA-UE  Typesofcontrol  TEAS + CRvs. CR 10 573 176 (1.22,2.30) <0.00001 | 86%  Random
group TEAS + CRvs. Sham TEAS + CR 3 292 1,54 (0.00,3.09) 005 96%  Random
Frequency of Oncea day 3 195 182 (~0.13,3.77) 007 97%  Random
L 5 times per week 9 622 1.57(092,2.22) <000001 | 92%  Random
6 times per week 1 3 243 (1.67,3.19) <0.00001 /ARy
Treatment 0-dweeks 9 529 209 (1.33,2.86) <0.00001 | 92%  Random
duration 5-Bweeks 3 140 101 (0.60,142) <0.00001 | 24%  Random
>8weeks 1 19 0.35(0.06,063) 002 /ARy
TEAS retention  <30min 3 188 258 (1,68, 3.49) <0.00001 | 80%  Random
time 230min 9 600 1,50 (0.83,2.16) <0001 92%  Random
MAS Typesof control  TEAS + CRvs. CR 6 356 ~134(-203,-065) | 00001 8%  Random
group TEAS + CR vs. Sham TEAS + CR 1 19 036 (~0.65, ~0.08) 001 /ARt
Frequency of Oncea day 2 140 ~168(-3.23,-0.13) 003 91%  Random
TEAS 5 times per week 5 a2 ~101 (~174,-0.28) 0.007 90%  Random
Treatment 0-dweeks 5 303 ~151(-230,-071) | 00002 | 89%  Random
duration 5-Bweeks 1 53 ~056 (~1.11,-0.01) 0.04 /ARy
>8weeks 1 19 036 (~0.65, ~0.08) 001 ARy
TEAS retention  <30min 2 140 ~168(-323,-0.13) 003 91%  Random
i 230min 4 369 ~1.09 (=2.00,0.17) 002 93%  Random
MBI Typesof control | TEAS + CRvs. CR 9 649 152(0.84,221) <0001 93%  Random
group TEAS + CR vs. Sham TEAS + CR 2 27 161 (~1.59, 481) 032 98%  Random
Frequency of Oncea day 1 108 0.51(0.13,090) 0.009 ARt
TEAS 5 times per week 8 610 1.48(0.58,2.37) 0.001 95%  Random
6 times per week 1 3 3.67(2.72,4.62) <0.00001 o
Treatment 0-dweeks 3 173 253(0.54,4.52) 001 95%  Random
duration 5-Bweeks 5 289 117039, 194) 0.003 8%  Random
>8weeks 3 299 2.18(1.03,3.32) 00002 92%  Random
TEAS retention  <30min 1 48 3.67(272,4.62) <0.00001 ARt
tie >30min 8 687 1.28 (0,57, 2.00) 00004 94%  Random

CR, Conventional Rehabilitation; TEAS, Transcutaneous electrical acupoint stimulation; /, not mention; FMA-UE, Fugl-Meyer Assessment of the upper extremity; MAS, Modified Ashworth
Scale; MBI, Modified Barthel Index.
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Web of Science

(“stroke"[ All Fields] OR “cerebral infarct”[ Al Fields] OR “intracerebral hemorrhage”[All Fields]) AND (tACS™[All Fields] OR “transcranial
alternating current stimulation”[All Fields])

#1 “stroke” OR “cerebr:

nfarct” OR “intracerebral hemorrhage” 84,173
#2“tACS” OR “transcranial alternating current stimulation” 3,397
#3#1 and #2 in Trials 112

(stroke”/exp. OR ‘stroke’ OR ‘cerebral infarct'/exp. OR ‘cerebral infarct’ OR ‘intracerebral hemorrhage'/exp. OR ‘intracerebral hemorrhage’) AND

(tacs’ OR ‘transcranial alternating current stimulation/exp. OR ‘transcranial alternating current stimulation)
ALL ((“stroke” OR “cerebral infarct” OR “intracerebral hemorrhage”) AND (“tACS” OR “transcranial alternating current stimulation”))

ALL=(("stroke” OR “cerebral infarct” OR “intracerebral hemorrhage”) AND (*tACS” OR “transcranial alternating current stimulation”))
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No. of patients

. ; Duration No. of Outcome
First author (active/ Patients Intensity (mA) Results
(min) sessions  parameters
control)
1 Waetal. (21) 2016 RCT 60 (BOHACS v 30 usual | Subacute stroke Bilateral mastoids 20Hz 30min 15sessions  Overall functional status The mean NIHSS scores

rehabiliation) between 15 and (NIHSS score, mean blood  and Gosling Pl of the
60days afer the flow velocity (MEVS), thetACS
onset Gosling pulsatlty index | group demonstrated a

@) signifiant decrease

compared to the
control group.

2 Kitatani etal. (17) 2020 = 8GACSandsham) | Single stoke 26m | M1 (footarea) A0Hz 10min 10sessions (1ACS- Gt (EMG) Gaititervention with

sham crossver) TACS was effective in
modulating the cortical

control of muscle activity

during gaitand
enhancinggai function

3 Xieetal. (19) 2022 ket 30 (14active tACS vs. | Poststrokeaphasia | SVIA oHz 30min Visessions  Aphasia (Aphasia Battery  The resuts demonstrated
11 sham tACS) 26m of Chinese (ABC) that the acive tACS plus

SLT group exibited
sgnicantly gretee
improvementsin AQand
audiory verbal

‘comprehension than the

sham tACS plus SLP

group.
1 Yuan etal. (18) 2022 PO 13 (crossover, 10Hz, | Unilatera stoke | Ipsilesional MI(C3/C4) | 10Hz, 20Hz 20min 3 sessions Motor (Fugl-Meyer 10H2ACS mainly
20Hz, sham) 26m and contralesional Assessment, Action
supraorbital ridge (FP1/ Research Arm Test, motor-related regions
92) functional MRI) and 20Hz tACS
modulated regions
beyond the motor-
related areas.
s Schuhman et . 2022 PO 16 (crossover, 10Hz, | Stroke patients with  Contralateral posterior 10Hz 30min 2sessions Hemispatial Patients who received
€0 sham) hemispatial neglect | parietal cortex neglect (CYDT) 1ACS demonstrated

signifiant improvement
in reducing neglect
symptoms measured
witha CVDT and BT.

BT, Bell's task; CVDT, computerized visual detection test; EMG, electromyography; LBT, line bisection task; FC, functional connecti

ity; SMA, supplementary motor area; M1, primary motor cortex; NIHSS, National Institute of Health Stroke Scale.
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Brunnstrom  Courseof = Sample Age Intervention Duration Outcome
disease size (years) i c (days)

(CEYD]

Yang 1:(19/30) ! 116142156 9 168.49£283  L:(25/24) | TEAS+  CR 2 FMA-UE,
023) | G732 C:1626£162 c @72 R MAS
68514286
WangD. | I (34/68) w ! 204 L60.6£125 | 1:(7725) | TEAS+  Sham 7 FMA-UE,
etal. C:(3171) C:619105 | C:(72/30) | CR TEAS MBI, MAS
(2023) +CR
Xiaetal. | E(15/9) wv 1:35418.06 48 1:562£991 | L(17/7) | TEAS+  CR 28 EMA-UE, MBI
o1 | Ca2n2) C:36.4217.99 C:565£79 | C:(18/6) | CR
Zheng | E(15/19) w 1: 186454 68 LS89+13 | L(¥11)  TEAS+  CR 2 FMA-UE,
and Mao | C:(13/21) C77E21 Cs88Ell G212 CR MAS
(2020)
Yuetal | I (24/30) ! ! 108 L625+65 | 1:(3024)  TEAS+  CR 30 MBI
(020) | Gi(22132) C:618£58 | C:(29/25) | CR
Chen 1:(5/23) <V I 60 (Fall off I I:(22/6) | TEAS+  CR 2 EMA-UE, MBI
etal. C:(919) 15239412346 | dcases) | 645081295  C:21/7) | CR
(20192) [ c
156.36123.60 64574935
Guetal. | E(6/15) i i 42 L638+7.1 | L(4/7)  TEAS+  CR 2 FMA-UE,
(019) | Ci(8/13) C:629483  C:(1219)  CR MAS
Nieetal | I (Cl42) ! 1:40.289.28 82 I 1:2319) | TEAS+ | CR 2 EMA-UE, MBI
(2019) | Ci(Cl40) C:41.95£1088 5038£1076 | C:(4/16) | CR
[
496841052
Yanetal. | / / / 120 1:6240 L:(3327) | TEAS+ | CR 120 MBI
(2019) C:6090 | C:(3921) | CR
Chen 1:(8/18) v 1:275.95£59.11 53 I 1:(9/7) | TEAS+ | CR 2 FMA-UE,
etal. C:(6/21) [ 60751662 | C:(207)  CR MBI, MAS
(2019b) 271437401 c
604541125
Jiaetal | E(22132) w I: 14451 108 L647+98 | 1:(9025)  TEAS+  CR 84 MBI
(018) | C:(2034) C: 150448 Ci642895  C:(32/22)  CR
Mao I (12/14) w 1: 177.60+72.00 52 1:5952£735 | 1:(14/12) | TEAS+  CR 2 FMA-UE,
etal. c:(113) [ o] C:(88) | CR MAS
(2017) 186.90+96.30 58924621
Chao I: (17/10) ! 1: 161441041 55 I L(22/5) | TEAS+  Sham 3 FMA-UE, MBI
©o16) | C:(12016) C:169.24101.7 5226£1556  C:(24/4) | CR TEAS
C +CR
495421121
Peng 1:(7/14) <V 16754261 d6(FRalloff | 1:664+108  L:(912) | TEAS+ Sham 21 FMA-UE, MBI
etal. C:(713) C:606%315 | Scses) | C:655%112 | C:(10/10) | CR TEAS
(2015) +CR
Chen 1:(713) w 1: 186.00£ 85.50 4 161058924 1:(17/3) | TEAS+  CR 2 FMA-UE,
etal. C:(8/15) & C C(1914)  CR MBI, MAS
(2015) 185.10+92.40 57.6948.79
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L, Intervention group; C, Control group; ICH, Intra Cerebral Hemorrhage; Cl, Cerebral Infarction; M, Male; F, Famale; /, not mention; CR, Conventional Rehabilitation; TEAS, Transcutaneous
electrical acupoint stimulation; FMA-UE, Fugl-Meyer Assessment of the upper extremity; MAS, Modified Ashworth Scale; MBI, Modified Barthel Index






OPS/images/fnagi-16-1438994/fnagi-16-1438994-g014.jpg
Meta-analysis estimates, given named study is omitied
Estimate | Upper CI Limit

e CI Limit
Chao 2017
Chen 2015

20198

20180

2018

Tang
wang
xia 2021
Xie 2019
Yang 2023

Zneng 2

o SEEMD) i
S
02 !
oo
0!8 o
0s o Po
06 | o
08 i
. : o
=D ] 5 fo
2
g
5
5
2
3
.
o 5 P! [ s
Precision
© Study regression line

1 95% Cl for intercept





OPS/images/fnagi-16-1438994/fnagi-16-1438994-g013.jpg
SND of effect estimate

Yang L. 2023

Zheng W, 2020

| Upper CI Limit

0 2 4 6
Precision
* Stugy regression line

———1 95% Cl for intercept






OPS/images/fnagi-16-1438994/fnagi-16-1438994-g012.jpg
A

Teas

Sta. Mean Diference

Std. Mean Diffrence
|

o, 95%
3.1 Once aday
Yo2020 BoNS s 7 o121 8 105%  051013,000 I
Subtotal (95 C) st 5 w05 0510130001 .
Hetarogeny Not appicable
Testforoveralefect 2= 262 (= 0.008)
3,425 tmes per week
Chen 2015 075 103 0 1304 127 2B 101%  08500%,127] -
Chen 2013a 1643 1119 26 1411 1119 28 103% 02010320731 o
Chen 20190 242130 26 1315 979 27 102% 035038152 =
2018 3016 735 s 247 688 54 103% 2330184260 *
Peng 2015 283 455 2 S 458 2 92%  32E3naul =
Tang 2015 78 752 15 1794 708 16 a7 132053210 -~
wang 2023 1976 1402 %0 1657 1805 97 106% 0010270201
Yo 2019 mo1 6 a2 58 48 40 99% 3306500l "
05 305 s 1480058,237) -
512,017 (P <000001);P= 5%
Tostoroveral flect 2= 323 (= 0.007)
3,436 times per week
Y2 2021 Woise 2 a1 2 2 93 3eTRIA4E] &=
Subttol(95% C) P u em asTRIZs -
Heterogeny o appicable
Testoroveall sfct 2= 7.5 (¢ < 0.00001)
Total 955 C) 383 10004
Hetorogenty Tau'= =3¢ <000001) = 95% +
Testforoverallefct 2= 393 ( < 0.0001)
Testfor subarouo diferences: Cht= 37.45,df= 2P < 0.00001). = 04.7% Eeusui [Connol Eo¥uns IENS)
Teas Control St4.Mean Diference 10, Mean Diterence
D Toil Mesn SO Total Weight 1. Random, 851 . Random, 95% C1
3510-4weeks
Chen 2015 075103 01304 127 B 9% 085003,127] B
X2 2021 7B 24 91 23 2 sa%  36TR24RY =
%o 2019 nat 6 5 3320265, 4001 =
Subtotal (95% CI) 6 253[054,452) -
Heterogenly Tau"= 293, Chi*= 44.07,df= 2 (P < 0.00001)
Testforoveral efect 2= 243 (= 001
3525-8 weeks
Chen 20182 1843 1119 26 1411 1119 0201032,073 T
Chen 20190 2023 1302 26 1315 979 035038,1.52 >
Peng 2015 W8 455 2 1z 4% 3281231, 4241 S
Tang 2015 78 182 151704 708 1320832101 =
Yuz020 s s 712 051013, 0901 I
Subtotal (95% C1) 144 1.47[0.30,1.94] *
ooy Tait= 07, Chs 32,4 P <0 0001
Testforoveral flect 2= 294 (P= 0.009)
353> Bwesks
Jia 2018 W16 735 54 247 688 5 95% 2330184260 s
Wang 2023 2983 455 2 ST 458 2 6% 32p3na2l ==
Yan 2019 73 176 50 1731 718 & 97% 1120073150 %
Subtotal (95%C1) 135 194 a7e% 2180103332 ->
Helorogenily Tau"= 0.91; Chi"= 2618, df= 2P < 0.00001);
Testforoverall efct 2= 373 (P = 0000
Total 055 ) 365 365 1000%  1820114,250] *
Heterogeneity Tau= 1.19; Chi*= 145.98,df= 10 (P < 0.00001); F= 93% ge——— —t——+
Testoroverall sfct 2= 5.2 ( < 0.00001)
Testfor subarouo diferences: Cht= 301, 8= 2P = 0.22, = 13.6% S ool R ITEAT
Tens Control Std. Mean iference St Mean Dierence
up_Mean SD Totol Mean D Tolal Weisit IV, Random, 95% L. . Rando, 95% €1
36.1<30min
s 2021 7ot 20 a1 2m . 0% 3R =
Subttol (95 C) P 2t TRz -
Heerogeniy o appicable
Tesoroveal sfct 2= 7.55 (¢ < 0.00001)
362 > S0min
Chen 20192 1431098 26 1411 1019 2 1% 0201032073 fi
Chen 20190 223 1302 26 1315 979 27 1% 035038152 =
Peng 2015 8 4% 2 ST 458 2 101% 32342l i
Tang 2015 78 752 15 1794 708 16 107% 132053210 -
wang 2023 1976 1402 %9 1657 1805 97 119% 0010270291
%o 2019 B8 5 42 581 48 40 110% 3320654000 o
Yan 2019 B73 776 80 7N 718 B 1% 112073150
o200 B1ONS s 7 121 S 1% 051043000
Subtotal (5% C) 315 2 s 1200057,2000
Heteroger
Testforovealefct 2= 351 (P = 0.0004)
Total 95% 1) 300 366 t000%  1530078,228] *>
Heerogenely Taut= 1.22,Chi"= 155,53 f= 8 (° < 00001, = 95% T -+

Testor overall efect 2= 4,00 (P <0.0001)
Testfor subaroun differences: Cht= 15.46. df

P <0.0001).

35%

5 5
Favours [Control Favours (TEAS)





OPS/images/fnagi-16-1438994/fnagi-16-1438994-g011.jpg
A

TERS Control Std.Mean Diforence Sta. Mean Difference.
Study or Subgroup _Mean _SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI . Random, 95% C1
14.10nce aday
Chao 2017 307 088 27 285 11 28 80%  021f032,074 r
Guz019 173317 21 108 359 21 75% 1880115262 =
Yang 2023 2352 318 49 1383 238 49 78% 3301275, 401]
‘Subtotal (5% C) 7 9 2 1820013377

a7%
142 Stimes per week
Chen 2015 138 847 20 582 901 23 78% 089026152 F
Chen 2010a 19 841 28 1280 931 28 79% 068014122 2
Chen 20180 268 925 26 1314 1077 27 78%  134[074,194] T
Nao 2017 13885 2 178 o 28 Te% 135074196 =
Peng 2015 1915 275 21 513 328 20 4% 4550335576 =
Tang 2015 1573 776 15 731 718 16 75%  110(034,186] =
Wang 2023 255 98 99 008 397 97 3% 0350006063
e 2018 183 6 42 s81 46 40 78% 231074287 £
Zneng 2020 138 597 34 178 428 34 78% 2290167291 =
‘Subatal (95% C) 31 311 ee% 1571092222
Heterogenely. Tau"= 0,85, Ch= 04 66, dr= 8 (P < 0.00001); = 2%
Testfor veral effect Z= 471 (P < 0.00001)
1.4.3 6 times por woek
%2021 189 421 24 92 363 M TS 243067319
‘Sublotal (95% C) 2 2 7s 230167310
Heterogenelty. Not apglicable
Testor overll efect 2= 6.26 (P < 0.00001)
Total (95% C1) 32 433 1000%  170[109,231)

Heterogenelty. Tau= 1.14; ChP = 17018,
Testor overall effect Z= 547 (P < 0.00001)

2P <0.00001) P

3%

Favours [Contol] Favours [TEAS]

Sta. Mean Diterence
v o v

Testforsubaroud dferences: Chi'= 2.85.f 020,72 208%
Teas Control Sta. Mean Diference
L1V, Random, 95% 1
15104 wooks
Chao 2017 307 098 2 so%  o21fo3207g
Chan 2015 138 oa7 3 78w
Guz01a 173 317 0 78
Mao 2017 136 o5t 2 7%
Peng 2015 1915 275 2 e
ia 2021 189 421 2 7%
e 2019 163 B o 7%
Yang 202 552 318 P
zneng 2020 158 597 3 7w
ses s saan

Hetorogeneiy Tau"= 1.25, Ch"= 97,50, df= 8 (° < 0.00001); = 925
st orovera efct 21 .38 (¢ < 0 00501y

15258 wooks

en 20198 19 80 2 1200 93 2 79%
Chen 20190 268 925 26 1314 1077 27 78%
Tang 2015 1575 776 15 731 718 16 7s%
Subtotal (95% €1 L o2

Heterogeneiy Tal = 260,012 ¢
Tostor overal efect 2= 4.8 (P < 0.00001)

anir= 20

153> 8 woeks

wiang 2023 253 98 99 000 397 97 83%
Subtotal (95% Ci % o7 s
Hetorogenaity Not appiicable

Tastfor veral efect 2= 2.41 (= 0.02)

Tota 95% 1) a2 433 1000%

Hotorogor

. Tau=1.14; Chi*= 170,16,
st foroveral efct 2= 547 (P <0.00001)
ostfof subGrouD aMerences: Gt~ 2089, = 2 (< 00001, 1= 80.4%

C s o

126 <0.00001;

3%

o Subaroup_Mean _SD_Total D Total Wel
16.1<30min

cu201 173317 2 108 38 2 2%
%a 2021 189 421 24 92 363 2 82%
Yang 2023 2352 318 49 1393 238 43 8s%
Subtotal (95% C) 9 9 209%
Heterogenalty. Tau*= 0.51; Ch*= .62, 007 P=80%

@
Testior overall ffect Z=5.61 (7 < 0.00001)

162 = 30min
Chao 2017 307 088 27 285 11
Chen 20183 19 841 28 1269 931
Chen 20180 28 925 25 1314 1077
Wa0 2017 138 851 25 178 9
Peng 2015 1915 275 21 513 328
Tang 2015 1573 776 15 731 718
Wanp 2023 253 98 98 008 397
%e 2019 189 421 20 92 383
Zneng 2020 138 597 34 178 428
Subtotal 95% C) 300

Heterogeneily. Tau*= 091
Testior overall ffect Z= 441 (P < 0.0001)

Total 95% C) 304 304 1000%
Heterogenety. Tau"= 1.25; ChF= 164.64, df= 11 (P <0.00001);
Testior overalleffect Z= 526 (P < 0.00001)

Toctir suberous d¥krancos: Cif

oss14,1.22)
134074194
110034188
101 (050, 1.42]

17011.08,231

Sta. Mean Difforence.
1V, Random, 95%

188(115,262)
2430167,319)
338276, 01)
258[168,3.49]

0214032,074
068(014.1.22)
134074,194
135(074,1.96)
455335,576)
110034,1.86]
035(005,053)
2430167,319)
2280167,291)
1501083,2.16]

1781112,248)

oy T

Favours [Contrl] Favours TEAS)

*

]
Favours [Contol Favours (TEAS]





OPS/images/fnagi-16-1438994/fnagi-16-1438994-g010.jpg
Control

Stu SD_Total Weight IV, Ray
1.2.1 TEAS*CRvs. CR

Zheng 2020 138 597 34 178 428 34 78%
Yang 2023 2352 318 49 1393 238 49 7.8%
e 2019 183 6 42 581 46 40 79%
Xia 2021 189 421 24 92 363 24 75%
Tang 2015 1673 776 15 731 718 16 7.5%
Mao 2017 138 851 26 178 9 26 7.8%
6u2019 173 347 211 108 359 21 75%
Chen 2019b 268 925 26 1314 1077 27 78%
Chen 2019a 19 841 28 1289 931 28 79%
Chen 2015 138 847 20 582 901 23 78%
Subtotal (95% CI) 285 288 77.3%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.65; Chi*= 64.58, df= 8 (P < 0.00001); = 86%
Testfor overall effect Z= 6.41 (P < 0.00001)

1.2.2 TEAS+CRvs. Sham TEAS+CR

Wang 2023 253 98 99 -008 397 97 83%
Peng 2015 1915 275 21 613 328 20 6.4%
Chao 2017 307 088 27 285 11 28 80%
Subtotal (95% CI) 147 45 22.7%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1.72; Chi*= 45.83, df= 2 (P < 0.00001); F= 96%
Testfor overall effect Z= 1.96 (P = 0.05)

Total (95% C1) 432 433 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1.14; Chi*= 170.18, df= 12 (P < 0.00001); F = 93%
Testfor overall effect Z= 5.47 (P < 0.00001)

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*= 0.07. df=1 (P = 0.79).

%

Std. Mean Difference
lom, 95% CI.

229(1.67,291]
3.39(2.76,4.01]
2.3101.74,287)
243[167,319]
1.10(0.34,1.86]
1.35(0.74,1.98]
1.88(115,262)
1.34[0.74,1.94]
068[0.14,1.22)
0.89[0.26, 1.52)
1.76[1.22,2.30]

0.35 [0.06, 0.63)
4.55(3.35,5.78]
0.21 (032,074
1.54[0.00,3.00]

1.70[1.09,2.31]

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

R
} it

*

-10

5 5 10
Favours (Control] Favours [TEAS]





OPS/images/fnagi-16-1438994/fnagi-16-1438994-g009.jpg
TEAS Control

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup _Mean _ SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

3.2.1 TEAS+CRvs. CR

Chen 2015 2075 1034 20 1304 127 23
Chen 2019 1643 1118 28 1411 1113 28
Chen 20186 2423 1302 26 1315 978 27
Jia 2018 3016 7.35 54 2247 688 54
Tang 2015 278 752 15 1794 708 16
Xia 2021 17 188 24 91 233 24
e 2019 2381 6 42 581 45 40
Yan 2018 2573 776 60 17.31 748 60
Yu 2020 131 115 54 7 121 54
Subtotal (95% CI) 323 326

1%
93%
92%
9.4%
8.7%
82%
9.0%
26%
9.6%

82.1%

Heterogeneity: Tau*= 1.01; Chi*=113.76, df= 8 (P < 0.00001); F= 93%

Testfor overall effect: Z= 4.35 (P < 0.0001)

3.2.2 TEAS+CRvs. Sham TEAS+CR

Peng 2015 1876 1402 99 1857 1805 97 7%
Wang 2023 2083 455 21 1457 458 20 82%
Subtotal (95% CI) 120 M7 17.9%
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 5.20; Chi*= 40.57, df= 1 (P < 0.00001); F = 98%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 0.99 (P = 0.32)

Total (95% CI) 443 443 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 1.20; Chi*= 189.25, df= 10 (P < 0.00001); F= 85%

Testfor overall effect Z= 4.44 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*= 0.00. df= 1 (

0.96). 1= 0%

0.65[0.03,127]
0.20-0.32,0.73)
095(038,152]
2330184,282]
132(053,210]
367(272,462)
332(265,4.00]
112(0.73,1.50]
051(013,080]
152[0.84,221]

0.01[-0.27,0.29)
328[231,4.24]
161[-159,4.81]

153[0.85,2.20]

*

-10

-5 0 5
Favours [Control] Favours [TEAS]

10





OPS/images/fnagi-16-1438994/fnagi-16-1438994-g008.jpg
A

TEAS Control
Study or Subaroup _ Mean _SD_Total Mean _SD_Total W
24.10nce aday

6u2013 26 032 21 16 045 21 125%
Yang 2023 32 033 48 28 031 49 152%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 70 278%
Heterogeneity Tau* 1.21,df=1 (P = 0.0008); F= 91%
Test for overall effect Z=2.12 (P = 0.03)

2.4.2 5times per week

Chen 2015 422 05 20 087 045 23 140%
Chen 2019 -088 078 26 -044 076 27 144%
Mao 2017 21 049 26 084 044 26 143%
Wang 2023 077 073 98 052 083 97 158%
Zheng 2020 21 008 34 084 017 34 136%
Subtotal (95% CI) 205 207 722%

Heterogeneity. Tau*= 0.62; Chi*= 41.46, df= 4 (P < 0.00001); F'= 90%

Test for overall effect Z=2.70 (P = 0.007)

277 100.0%
=90%

Total (95% CI) 215

8.94, df= 6 (P < 0.00001);

Std. Mean Difference

IV, Random, 95% CI

25133
093 1.3
16832

0721.34,-0.10)
-0581.11,-001]
-0.7811.35,-022)
-0.36 10.65,-0.08]
-275[3.43,-208]
101[1.74,-028]

-1.18[-1.79, -0.58]

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

-

o 5 0 5 10

Test for overall effect Z= 3.84 (P = 0.0001) :

Testfor subarou differences: Chi*= 0.59. df=1 (P = 0.44). F= 0% FavmiRsITEAS, Eaburs (Comid
TEAS Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup _ Mean _SD Total Mean _SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI

25104 weeks

Chen 2015 422 05 20 -087 048 23 140%  -072(134,-010] =1

Gu2013 26032 21 -16 045 21 125%  -251[334,-169] +

Mao 2017 421 048 26 084 044 26 143%  -078[135-022] ]

Yang 2023 32 033 49 20 031 49 152%  -093(135-051) &

Zheng 2020 421 008 34 -086 017 34 136%  -275[343,-208] *

Subtotal (95% CI) 150 153 697%  1.51[2.30,0.71] *

Heterogenelty Tau*= 0.73; ChF = 35.76, df= 4 (P < 0.00001); F= 83%

Testfor overall effect 0002)

2525-8 weeks

Ghen 20190 088 078 26 044 076 27 144%  -056[1.11,-001] 54

Subtotal (95% CI) 2 27 144%  056[1.11,0.01] *

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Testfor overall effect Z= 2.01 (P= 0.04)

253> B weeks

Wang 2023 -077 073 99 052 063 97 158%  -036[065,-008] 2

Subotal (95% CI) 9 97 158%  0.36[.0.65,-0.08] +

Heterogensity: ot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z= 2.53 (P = 0.01)

Total (95% CI) 275 277 1000%  A18[1.79,-056] *

Helerogenaly. Tout= 055 aan:“nan‘n'd’ﬂ(“wmw“ =90% i 5 R T

est for overall effect 4 1

Testlrsuparous dierences OhP= 1,03 = 2 (= 003, = 71 5% FADHERSE PRIt
TERS Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

_Studyor Subgroup _Mean _SD_Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% I IV, Random, 95% CI

264<30

6u2019 26 032 21 16 045 21 148%  -251(334,-169) =

Yang 2023 32033 48 29 031 49 176%  -0.93}1.35-051]

Subtotal (95% CI) 7 70 324%  168[323,-0.3]

Heterogenelty. Tau?= 1.14; ChP = 11.21, df= 1 (P = 0.0008), F= 91%

Testfor overall effect Z= 212 (P = 0.03)

262 = 30min

Ghen 20190 088 078 26 -044 076 27 168%  -0.56[1.11,-001] =

Mao 2017 421 048 26 084 044 25 167%  -078[135-022] -

Wang 2023 -077 073 99 052 063 97 182%  -036[065-008] A

Zheng 2020 4121 008 34 084 017 34 160%  -275[343,-208) *

Subtotal (95% CI) 185 184 67.6%  -1.09[-2.00,-0.17] *

Heterogenelty Tau*= 0.80; ChF = 41.46, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); F= 93%

Testfor overall effect Z= 2.3 (P= 0.02)

Total (95% C1) 255 254 100.0%  1.27[1.96,0.57] i d

Heterogenelty. Tau* = 0.68; Chi*= 58.79, df= 5 (P < 0.00001); F'= 81% S S—r 1

5 5
Favours [TEAS] Favours [Control]





OPS/images/fnagi-16-1438994/fnagi-16-1438994-g007.jpg
TEAS Control
Study or Subaroup _Mean _SD_Total Mean _SD Total Weight

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

2.2.1 TEAS+CRvs. CR

Chen 2015 122 05 20 -087 046 23 140%
Chen 2019h 088 078 26 -0.44 076 27 144%
6u 2018 26 032 21 -16 045 21 125%
Mao 2017 121 049 26 -084 0.44 26 143%
‘Yang 2023 32 033 49 -29 031 49 152%
Zheng 2020 <121 008 34 -084 017 34 136%
Subtotal (95% CI) 176 180  84.2%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.64; Chi*= 41.14, df= 5 (P < 0.00001); = 88%
Testfor overall effect Z= 383 (P = 0.0001)

222 TEAS+CRvs. Sham TEAS+CR
Wang 2023 077 073 99 -052 063 07 158%
Subtotal (95% CI) 99 97 15.8%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Testfor overall effect Z= 2.53 (P = 0.01)

Total (95% CI) 275 277 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.58; Chi*= 58.94, df = 6 (P < 0.00001); = 80%
Testfor overall effect Z= 3.84 (P = 0.0001)

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*= 6.64. df= 1 (P = 0.010). F= 85.0%

-0.721.34,-0.10)
-0.56 F1.11,-0.01)
-2513.34,-1.69]
-0.7811.35,-0.22)
-0.93[1.35,-0.51]
-2753.43,-2.08)
-1.341-2.03,-0.65]

-0.36 [0.65,-0.08]
-0.36-0.65, -0.08]

-1.18[.1.79,-0.58]

-

*

5 0 5
Favours [TEAS] Favours [Control]

10





OPS/images/back-cover.jpg
Frontiers in
Neuroscience

Provides a holistic understanding of brain
function from genes to behavior

Part of the most cited neuroscience journal series
which explores the brain - from the new eras.

of causation and anatomical neurosciences to
neuroeconomics and neuroenergetics.

Discover the latest
Research Topics

Neuroscience

Frontiers
Avenue du Trbunal-Fédéral 34
1005 Lausanne, Switzerand
frontiersinorg

Contactus

+41(0121 5101700
frontiersinora/about/contact






OPS/images/fneur-14-1327383/fneur-14-1327383-g001.jpg
Records identified from:
MEDLINE (n = 92)
Cochrane library (n = 112)
Embase (n =221)
Scopus (n = 1615)

Web of Science (n = 105)

Records removed before
screening:
Duplicate records removed
(n =403)
Records marked as ineligible
by automation tools (n = 0)
Records removed for other
reasons (n = 0)

l

Records screened

Records excluded
(n=1709)

(n=1742)
l

Reports sought for retrieval
(n=33)

Reports not retrieved
(n=0)

v

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n=33)

A4

Reports excluded:
Studies not on stroke patients
(n=15)
Studies on tDCS (n =7)
Studies not on functional
recovery (n = 3)
Reviews (n =2)
Study protocol (n = 1)

Studies included in review
(n=5)






OPS/images/fneur-14-1323529/fneur-14-1323529-t001.jpg
Individuals Normative Statistical

with stroke controls comparison
(n=60) (n=77)
Age (years) 28~80 277 s
Demographics (mean £ SD) (59.4£125) (469£16.5)
Sex Men:women=30:30 Men:women=37:40 NS
Hemispheric Dominant:non-dominant
Lesion side nla nla
‘motor dominance =2733
463
2w nla nfa
Upper limb. 'UE-FMA score (25.2£18.2)
motor impairment (mean:SD) 466
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Lesion Cortical:non-cortical
nla nla
location =263
Stratification
Neurophysiological MEP-negative:MEP-positive
nfa nla
status
Proportional Non-fitted:fitied
nla na
recovery =2238

For individuals with stroke, the dominant/non-dominant lesion side indicates that a lesion is located in the motor dominant/non-dominant hemisphere.
UE-EMA, upper extremity Fugl-Meyer assessment; 2 W, two weeks after stroke; 3 M, three months after stroke; MEP, motor evoked potential; SD, standard deviation; and NS, non-significant.
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Severe B+DL 149.457 130982 B+DL 122040 106,068
Non-severe B 108.402 (85.8%) B+PF 86.547 (75.5%)
Lesion Cortical B+DL 193887 162572 B+DL 161464 135831
location Non-cortical B 138.802 (106.6%) B+DV 116.230 (96.7%)
Neurophysiological MEP-negative B+DL 156.777 112877 B+DL 128301 92011
status MEP-positive B+DV 9.398 (96.1%) B+DV 6470 (89.6%)
Proportional Non-fitted B+PF 13753 16434 B+PF 31732 3768
recovery Fitted B 47.986 (30.4%) B+DL 41073 (26.8%)

A smaller mean squared error (MSE) indicates better predictive abilty.
CV, cross-validation; MEP, motor evoked potential B, baseline upper extremity Fugl-Meyer assessment (UE-FMA) score; B + PF, baseline UE-FMA score + patient CST FA asymmetry; B+LL,
baseline UE-EMA score-+ CST lesion load; B-+ DL, baseline UE-FMA score + CST disconnectome load; and B + DV, baseline UE-FMA score + disconnectome volume.
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