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i 2 H L R ISR T AR R Y TR BB R, X e [
FR A B T R o 53K 80% 1) £ 35 70 i 2 v i 7 1
I G2 SR AT IF HAST S 6 AN T TR g v 4 B
O, BHE, R FOCTINA T b RGE 3 Re BRI IR YT A
Fh A T TRn A JE S A 2 AR R A IR (noninva-
sive brain stimulation, NIBS)J&FH#X Tl $5 L6 n] L H
e R WA B ST AH DG TR X, LA 1 2 fioh 7 99 0 of 42
Uy REE L AIR YT kD, AN 2 o1 B i F IR (transcranial  di-
rect current stimulation, tDCS) . £ /i % | #4 (transcranial
magnetic stimulation, TMS) | £ fiil 8 7 il 3 (transcranial ul-
trasound stimulation, TUS)%", FREHL# AJIZR)E T4
T, W AT SRR 55 4 S AT AR IROE 5 1)
A, CEA 2 A 45 G LACE 2 s
1 G2 S REREART ), SR, i AN TG A S AR T 1 X
YRR R R B AR 225, LG S U A S Sl
LA K. I, AWFIE B R ET T NIBS AR Z HLEF A
G RIRARTT A 518 SR S AR AR AR Ak, IE X
HATHRVT .

1 RERREMRED
L1 AWbriEdnE X
A= bR S T PG 1 B B AR PG BT T
R EAE SRR DR E et M BB UK 2 ST QI IRT i <
W PR B S P B 21 (R A5 A IR BRI %
MR) U AR AR SR T, BT AT DL e
SR E T, LA S S W e P sl A 0 XU I R4S
MIReI",
1.2 S5 E R REBGE A OG- bRk )
P2 A B 2R 2T 15 E B (electroencephalography,
EEG) AN [R5 Bt (41 27 13 R 5 I AR i A A BRE A2 AR DG
MTEFEM 2 E bR . BN, Marcel 56" [ F5E K B A%
Bk EEG ) A EEGo WEEL IR 22 8] 1) F- 5 12 Sl A
oK Ak b S ARG Bl (51140 delta 1 theta 8 B2 ) FY3G &

WIA 5 3—6 > H i EIRCREIR A 8022, AR R, i
B R AL A TN A P B JBGE S RERR ORI
A SELEWIBRAED, CEPRZAR )28, B B B (corti-
cospinal tract, CST) ¥ & 1) 5 M 43 8 (fractional  anisotro-
py, FA)U EF4Esf b0 Rz o0 = 5 T RE i % (functional
connectivity, FC)"&AH 5 # 4 ¥ AL Wdn &4, OF 2
SRR RIRYT 5 R B8 2 eE 1A R R, 7ESr
JZ 161 I, 1fiL 7% BNDF A FI{E NIBS 697 5 (19 4 # b5 i 4 Fi
A ia s e L IL-6  IL- 10" . IL-10 , TNF-o"
2RI 5 BB AH DG , AT R Ryt 37 A 0 DR - 33 ik 4
R RIE S REMRIE L (R 1)

2 AYAREYIEE NIBS X2t /5 _E S Zh T RERR RS A R0
2.1 pg A BRI AL NIBS X A4 5 b Bz sh s
BT 5 ]

211 P A AR S ITAL DCS XA S |G 3 Y RE
B A () 5 T < tDCS S&— A IG B A ER B 0 i fil e A | i 3
L RIS BE 1 B I LU 1 TR 2 R A S B
FE I, 07 2 T I il 1 £ 25 P U AT 942 B 7 )2 (Prima-
ry motor cortex, M1)#EFTtDCS B2 7 2 3 SUI 2 R i
A 1 2 7 , e PRAE MEP IR 08 T8 , ROk Cipsilat-
eral silent period,iSP)¥F£EHt A/ . MEP $4 lig #2  v] 1
I 2R B X0 5 AR 0 1) 1SP L R HEA T T, R0 ML R iR
A ML AR TR, EEN ML (18 3 P Al e i gl 9 707
FHELTFtDCS, 5575 481 5.5 HL ) (high-definition transcra-
nial direct current stimulation, HD-tDCS) H.A ¥ i) B 4=
PEFIHE )P , Williamson 55078 MV 2201 J 199 ik ok 1, 28355
A7 XU HD-tDCS J& | Ji Fugl-Meyer ¥ 20 4 Fr $i & , 6] B
iIM1 MEP {75 PR S8 2 BEEAEG , X005 0 17 2 21 B¢ J2 (contral-
esional dorsal premotor cortex, cPMd)MEP ji4k B 4EIR , &
B HD-tDCS nJ AR 5055 48 CST HI T RE , B Il iz Jo IR
88 5 (contralesional cortico-reticulospinal tract, CRST) [
My, NG B4 1) F GOS8 RE , 1X 5 Peng S5 BfF

DOI:10.3969/.issn.1001-1242.2026.07.024
1 EMATE 2Bz sl R 5 (2= B, U )12 iR T , 641418
BRI A, U LT A s R H 9. 2025-02-12

1170  www.rehabi.com.cn



PHALE ;42

20264F, 55 41 45,55 7 1

®1 RERTEAEMRED

EPbREY EPhREY R A iz g ke B BlkE . E =1
g BENRUST One RS Seions e TR it
AR 40 e m vE C3C4- EEG % W J5 (369 + FfiFugl- %65 SN M1 2Z [6] )~ BR (] PST(al- [22]
iz, PSI(a) 11.8) K Meyerif4y  (32.6+12.3/  pha JE B R TR, I H 5 FM-
22 1) fekt JiE <ot (FM-UE1/  121.0+44.7)K UEL BEFRPEARSE, UG M1 o
1 FM-UE2) ALY PSI(O ) 76 £ 35 vh iy 1 X HR
4,3 H Y5 FM-UEgain $E £ ARG .
39 {5 B K Gk BSI EEG # HJ5 3 J& (% A% Fugl- AR 3 04 LAY BSTE L AGE sh I RE TS [13]
1t figg 2 A L) IR 26 8 MeyeriPar (B4 & WAIFREY) .
BE (FM-UE) J5i 26 J4
22 IR MLAYBIRY MEG A W5 3 8 (3 ARAT, BRE 76 )5 3 & W AadEA i [R]p AL B-ERD Fl B-ERS [23]
B ik ke it 4 £8) ;% H )5 55 Fugl-Meyer  (JE4R) ;4 MEEHRIRE 5 I IRZ shiF4r A5 1k )
g RfE 12 )8 P4y Jii 5 s AT LR IRENE MEGARE) o
JE 12
37HIRM R BMEEE MEG AHE3E (& ARAT, B A5 )5 3 5 T 2crkMkas e [ i B ARG [24]
B ik e 1l P SMN-a 3B PERI) A 12 B Fugl-Meyer A5 1208 12 8 (4% o il BEAGSEEE I ANl 11 4
R ;22 (P& ) P4y TR A 58 AL I i < rh R
BT IR YIREMRAE bk
60 14l i 25t MEP., PMC- fNIR %645 LM Fugl-  INIRS $0di ok S/ P EEAIM L, B RS E [25]
B Ml S. Meyerifsr  HEZHi FEHLH PMC-M1 H 3 PR3 o, F i
T™S iy W B 3 MEP Bl 2% 19 Eb 91 B 25 1
I
whesetg 76 Bl wCST-LL  DWI 5 2—7 K (3t [fiFugl- 2 5 2—7 wCST-LLJZZsrp 212 1% [26]
i 2 v fB 3 L) E3 N MeyerPFsr R IEZR) ;& 22/ Wpbnabdy, vl AT 34~ H i 4<
12 {51 {kt J3& (FM-UE) hE3AH s shEE AL, U e E G
1 BE.
117 fS it CST DTI % W J5 24—72h i Fugl- 2 G 24— A G 24—72h 4R CST BYLF4E L [27]
A R (B8 ;25 12 Meyer P4y 72h(3E4k) 545 J2& 7 A6 R Se 24 M I B ARG A
A (FM-UE) R 124N ATEI 124N A R s sk R
20 {5 ik 1 ADC MRI  %E£k (<6h); (12+ NIHSS EHE3IANA AN CST R ADC 45 5 8 /%, CST [28]
i 2 v fB 3 6)h; (24+6)h; (7+ SRR R, AP S 3 A iz
18 3%+ 2)FK;5(30£10) K AEGR ™ T,
21 Bl ke BFRIIML, fMRI AP (6+£3) K5 481, ARAT - A5 (6+3) AP (63 K)FRAFAY IMRITE 3 [17]
I ik A< rp SRR R (1244) K K R IR T 86% 1 B 1 is 8 1
BE My NSz (12+4)K Ja A2 N S (1244 K) 5
FRAGHY EMRI B A Pt g5 L
70 {5 K figi vfr rFA DTI  AHiJF<I2h, NIHSS,MI )5 <I12h, 4530 KA rFA (LS5 IK2E 2 4E)5 89 [29]
B ik e i Pk 3R 30K 3RBOK,  BEhBLBAREEEAOC, RiE ST 1Y
B 24 HEhREY
26 | 2% DTI-ALPS  MRI %H157—40K  FfiiFugl- 2591 )5 7—40 DTI-ALPS #8 B &K& B 24 1S [30]
e I i 2 MeyeriF5r R BEAFAEMNE REINRERER, B
R E 32 ) DTI-ALPS 5 %{ 5 Fugl-Meyer T
15 %o e AYIEAADG . HAU DTI-ALPS 5 il
CST(FA Fl MD) 2 [A] 775 i 2 i £
A%,
STAERE 167 B 2 ME N IL- 18, 4 Ml AMEA)E 24h N mRSIESY, A AP S AR TR S A [31]
ik -4, 1L-5, K+ NIHSS 240 3T F AN T E R R U A
14 (4 e XF IL- 7. IL- 9. JjsE Ko
i IL- 10, IL-
15. G- CSF,
GM- CSF,
IL-6
222 ] ik 2% M35 TNF-a ELI - ZH0 ARG mRS #F43 A ABERT . TNF-o 88 /K- 55 5 TR [32]
R SA 2R, RREE R
14F
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Wil .. Yrkrd Kl R ‘G H e R . %
204 f 2 ME K il 76 ELISA Zri524h Py mRS P4 ABEfE3AH B AR s BDNF KPR 5% [33]

B 5 ¥ ; BDNF
100 ] i J52 5t
JiE

W1y e WIS 22 FIFET- 0 A 6,
W] BDNF 1] B2 i 7 P 2 RE T3
JaZ W AEYRED
ELISA & 1 % i J5 24h SULCS Z P 25 b 5 24h N ASPECTS ¥ 43 =8, 48h [N [34]
N . 48h. 3 J& F1 12 24h 14 .48h.3 S100B & [1<140.5ng/L TR 2 i 5
J# JE A 12 ) 12 J R R 55 S
7 : MEG: magnetoencephalography, fijif# [l ; SMN: sensorimotor network, &34z sl %% ; FC: functional connectivity, g% 4% ;
MEP: motor evoked potentials, &3} & Hi{iL; PMC-MI: premotor cortex-primary motor cortex, iz ljfi % i-#ia sl %)% ; CST: cor-
ticospinal tract, FZJEEREH; DWISREINAUL{L ; DTI: diffusion tensor imaging, HRGKE M{%; ARAT: Action Research Arm Test, F-
BSERFE MR ; ADC: apparent diffusion coefficient, FEWY HUZR%; FA. fractional anisotropy, #%[15#143%0; rFA: ratio of fraction-
al anisotropy, FA M (rFA=# Il FA/# /] FA) ; MI: motricity index score, i& zfi$5 %4> ; DTI-ALPS: diffusion tensor image analysis
along the perivascular space, ¥ IfL%E & FBIIATBR 9 LK 2 KI5 40 #71; mRS: modified Rankin Scale, /K Rankinig#%; IL: interleukin, [
A 42 ; TNF-o: tumor necrosis factor alpha, FJRIIR%ER T a; BDNF: brain-derived neurotrophic factor, M i M: 4 & 35 T

131 B 2 M S1008
e ifi

SULCS: stroke upper limb capacity scale, iz FAYRE ik

AWM —E, B2 LN A T (cortico-muscular  coher-
ence, CMC) & K i B2 it 5 XJ i L PR =22 18] 1) i 7% 2 1 4
BB, — S REAL A A B Bl HD-tDCS 15 S AR v iR
R AR 2 ) CMC AR AR, AR FrE R e At 25 A%
S, R PRI RT fie 38 5 1 e Rz 5T UL PR 9 28 A F SR Al
IS IReIR A

212 MZHEABAREYIIAL TMS XF 255 oz 3 Dhfg
R A (14 52 ) - TMS ) 7 20 175 FEL D 0 2 SRR %) Rz o IX
T P 28 50 AR FBLA AR AT AR B B A Y, Fe i — I
PO K" B PR A R R IR ST R L, R AR TMS i eM T )
MEP i I & 2 15 i, 7 #iX 32 244 565 7] (central motor con-
duction time, CMCT) FVE AR 99 S 2 B AV , 2% WG Kz I 1)
DLATPEAL G R MRG0, SRR AL 5 AR RGE B ) BB AR A
SEIEAHIEM S RIS A B il i/ i A
R HE—E R LR MEP AR A< )5 2 2 D Re
RE AR EY) . D — TR AR I ZE b B X R YT
FA S 5 24 R J MEEPARZSAH G o AR B 5 228 Pt fill % (low-
frequency rTMS, LF-rTMS) A {303 MEP (+) [R5 1912
BITIRE IR T XU Rz T RA P, R, AR R AR iR
FHIY MEP CIRZSHEA TR 1) Tl 2 s D RE R IR KK L
2.2 MEZBFR YA NIBS XA 5 b BGE shPiRe
[CRE AT

2.2.1 MEEGERREYITAT DCS XA G | Gs 3 Yse
R P 5 10« X P g i 24 v S8 3 R A T — O D CS VR YT
Jii S AEER A M1 RIS NS 2HT B2 5T (dorsal premotor cor-
tex, PMd)Z[E]# FCAE 1 85 ik Bl om ™. — g Bl
Yo RS 50 3, BHAR DC'S 3 1t 33 58 [ 0] >f 3Kk 11 M LT -1 4
AL 2 B Dy BE e | 1 B4R tDCS 38 528 9 20 X 22 2K 1)
M- g X% B2 M3 3 $2 KA 132 Bl T fig ol
R A 5 2 3R (AP 9 704 TR 78, BHAR ¢DCS W] L) A
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[ M1 B4 Ay P LA 22 AT S8, BIAR tDCS AT AT %
MM 2% LS B A R 5CR S tDCS AT LA s 37
R0 ML 24EPE I T PRI M1 2% 3 78 218 B [ 2
BRN I REE L RIS 5 I A 5 18 sh 85 R G . TESh AR
B AGET, IR tDCS 45 R 1 FC BIUE ] H548E 2 T 15 28
R TR, BT 0 28 5 AR bR AR W PPk A v i i 1) 2% 1 A
b, B RENSAE 45 2 T A ID CS X HL g SO S 367 7 -
222 MEHARSFARED AL TMS X 25 G2 3T fg
BRSPS < 5% B BT e ot M A A P R 1 ML i Bz B X
(supplementary motor area, SMA)Z T rTMSIAYT , IMRIZ,
R % BN 0 2% L IR SA IR I (amplitude of low frequen-
cy fluctuation, ALFF)H/N5S FMA-UEWRK 52 IEAHG, 5%
S 4 SMA fii X5 [0/ N 22 [ 1 FC i 235, B 5 -
UIRE MRS S TE AR S, T M1 5 /NI Z 18] 1 FC R A7 2 2=
5, WM 5 SMA fiEHz L 5 M1 IR 5%, L SMA
R S TR AT XA T AR I GE . X5 Yin S
WEFTEE AL, AT ] %2 B8 LF-rTMS AT L3S o 4028 /0Nl AN T
- R BTG Sk it A v e 1 TR

223 MABBEVEYITAL TUS WA 5 b IB0E 3 2 AE
i 5 B2 IR - R P sl Bk P 2 (middle cerebral artery occlu-
sion, MCAO) K R K , #% A ] ) 6] [ £5.(0.5h Th 3h,
6h . 9h) 25 T I 5k & 25 fii 8 75 fil) 3% (low-intensity transcranial
ultrasound stimulation, LITUS), %538 LITUS n] #1155
AR X I LY H ZR 81 (apparent diffusion coefficient, ADC)
F B, ELA AR TR R S 28 i Rl Rt

2.3 YRR E IS NIBS X 25 v 5 I iz 2 1) i
NN A

231 PR BT tDCS XA S I sh T REkE
15 (14 52 1) : Huang 55 1955 2 W, X MCAO K BREA 7304
tDCS Al i i cGAS-STING i@ 424 il MCAO J i) S AE S,



PHELAGE 4L 20264F, 55414, 557 1)

S il 45 5 9 A2 k3 B D BEVR 2 . Zhang S5k B, XF
MCAO K FUff F B tDCS R4 il Notch1 {55 (Y #1 LA
HEM 2T AR o34k T2 12 S h REWR S . EAh , X
g PE A N BPEAT 3 OB tDCS AT 4 58 BDNF 2 ik Al
BDNF 561 75380 %, DA T 385 000 A i 45 vy ] 98 2 R 32 5
PRV, Li S22 5k 22 R L, N [RE X tDCS 4938 i 0
i 22 % 3% [ T[40 5 BDNF FA 2T 4k 25 K ] -9 (fibroblast
growth factor 2,FGF9) AR5 IL-1B Al TNF-a 55 498 1% [K 73k
P oo s A R IL R B P ILE . (HAERTRE |
ZHUTERE SR RN, (DCS FE e AR
ST AR EY IR LGRS TR

232 S AR AL TMS XA 5 1 s s R
TR . — ke, BB 0 4% rTMS (intermittent the-
ta-burst rTMS, iTBS)AJ g £ e 24 ar t , M RATURIY (<
1Hz) F13% 42 0 1 % H1i#4 (continuous theta-burst stimulation,
cTBS) Al il i 28 0246 A Y . IR 581 W], iTBS
i 0 NG f5f i/ BRUTL- 1B TL- 17A , TNF-0 25 48 1 PR 7K
S, IR T IL-10 K, FWTTBS 0] fE 3 1 Bt R AL 767 400
2 DA i et L/ P R UG 5 S 32 S L X O iTBS A
SFIA AR 7 BS AR S M. XS A v
H K BRUEE IX S8k i Il c TB'S R4 il BDNF Al FGF2 458 7% [Hl
TR, DN S (80 B I A WO AR ] T DX k)
DI AL A ], LAIK B)i8 S BERGE 1 H 1ye,

2.3.3 S FAEYIRREYEAL TUS WA 5 - i sh o g ke
T A S0 < TL- 10 J2 HAX ot 28 28 400 v i S8 1) B 92 35 IR 7
EALAT AR 20 R G052 RAE , 34 PT AR i 28 A A i
53 fil EE 9 . 28 51 2R £E /A (transcranial focused ultra-
sound stimulation, tFUS) R[4 MCAO /NG ] (7—14d)
49 TL-10 1 IL-10R 23k , JETT i35 HAZ S D RER". % MCAO
ZEWI (2h 4h 8h) /N BRUST BIVEE T CFUSS AT R IR 42 s 2
[ i 9 (matrix metalloproteinase-9, MMP-9) i 1 Fll TNF-a
ZE3K , VA2 I I B B (blood-brain barrier, BBB) IR, ]
FE 5 K5 8 K o 88 75 il % (low intensity pulsed ultra-
sound stimulation, LIPUS) L JH T2 MCAO Ji5 f i Ifil
JBT . BE 8 9 1 58 E S W I A e oM > 15 A XA b 28 DT
K™, Chen %™ E YRAE W], LIPUS AN A AT UL i 25 2435
MCAO /)Nl i e i 452475 , A5 AT S i g R 22 36 R
L AE b3 BDNF 5 i 1M 2435 2 A MCAO /) Bl 22 D g
BRIl 2 T A IR T

3 EYAREWIEENIEE A T 5 _E RIS Eh I BEERS
R0

3.1 WA IAREYITEAE LSS AIZRxT A b )5 b G2 3l
T RERERT BRI

Gandolfi 58 BT YHE b AL A% Bl Bk &2 191 (8] EEG
FAR AL, M A R AT 7 R BN e R AR L X
st 5 RSS2 2h X 3R R R A B INA DG o e 1)
TFFZE RN T RCHLAS A ATl fi PR 2 v 8 5 delta 7 theta
T B T X3 Bk M 48 54 (pairwise-derived brain symmetry in-
dex, pdBSI)FEAR , 475 M2 2R )X A P Fr) 17 11 il Jie
PITHREME . Lassi S5 “EAT T —T0UEF X WV 2k A g P i
MR B P BASIIEST , 5 SR B R AL R T RE e 4
beta i BE I INA 56 Singh ZF 9L T — o B 1 S0 ik
BLAS AI7 R M2 i R 38 T T RE R &2 45 S0 g o 24 v ik
AL 45 MEP 52 , 28 S i B8 LA AR TT 5 1A S8 R0 Bk
MEP 4% i i 2555 11, RMT W 25 R A%, X W] BB 512 sh D e s
o T3 —TFFE W B I bR vp R k47 3 TR 1
AL N R 5 T 14 = A L MEP HR i, HL AR I A5 1k
EIRT7 R OE ARG (H R AR £k o B 5 Ak Ol 18 3 T fig ik
£, Cheng 557k FIHAR = A HLAR NG B2 vh 835
MRS, 85 0 R LR 2 3115 I T 3l 22 (R A7 Sk 25
e BT U B B i T T 2 5 (prefrontal cor-
tex, PFC)Fl %M Jz J5i (superior frontal cortex, SFC)HY
OIS KT, Bt BH R 52 A58 =t 2 42 2 T SMA I i 3 K ot
(premotor cortex, PMC) [#LIE , 8 8h i B 7E H A% K i
X3 PMC S 4 —SE 006 o A PR TTE 4R TR R I b1 42
IR SRS HLAS A GRS b 25 23t ™ H A2 Bl R FR 5 (32
SHINFE, FEHE5E B I BLA) CMC, #7812 sh A8 4 5 I8 I 5 il
REAR IR AR v 5 B 0 R I i B AL, 32 Sl R B A B
CMC 1] IAE Ay b 28 ] S84 09 A MR R 40
32 PR GEREYPEASHLAS AR A e 1 s s 2
B RREAR 1452 1

— T LR AR I8 A B Y A SR 5 & B, AH
L6 T CST FIAEFE S il /8 A6 nGX PR AE M5 ) L 12 sl DI g
WA FC 2 A, I HaxX Fhoe R AR Ak 5 2 o e i
JE (L) A O, Tang SR, BU L L& A4 B
I Z5 3 38 A F s 2 (%) D R 7 B ke AR i B e T B
PR o X553 —TRAFF 58 45 5 AR, Nasrallah 557 & 3OS
LA N TF-EHTBINZR8 N T SMA FIMI A3 , #2688 T %%
R SMA 119 3 381, AELASUASfE R B0 T30 5 DU A ik A
b Astrakas 55 PRI HIL & NSl B I ZRES M 05 (9076 A8
b, 453 7R 5 R IEAR L, rb B sl i A v R AR R
TR B, R T AEAT K2 BN X I 48 v A W AEL G |, T
FEAAR I Bz 3t rh 22 B R AR AR I (LB |, X P84k 55 FMUE 43
FOURL o

4 EYIREWITE NIBSEREMR NG METRHESR
RS ML A NIBS J& M el 25 vh 5 12 s D gk
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R EEET-B, SR F AR A B R ROR
PHAFRAIL . tDCS ZHCFIN A 4 £ (1 B Bl 8 AL v] g
SRR B FIE AR R OGN K . Hu U2 A v 2
F AT A-PE AL HD-DCS B4 EMG 2K 3l ML T U1 25, 4 L
T — B T YN LR, B AL 0 0 16 45 B0 CMC 14 i sk
Ko G5ARTCHRE M HD-tDCS 5 £ UK s AL 47 A\ ek
5 CMC, X $&7/K HD-tDCS 454 B & Ml A ek i A (8
18 BV REM I B EIMRIZLN, , AT RESE: Fh 2 5T 55 L PR =2 [0 4 AH B
FEFIAN 519 . Morone 5 X 18 10 i 2 v £ 25 164 7 | JBCAL
i NIHEAZUM DCS IAYT , AT A BUX FIHE A IRYT 5 H—HL
ANIBITAH LA A f TR, (HX A5 S TG MEP 1 S8 5
WEE R R, SR A th RN R P 2 48 T X
FECAIRYY o BRI FSUI tDCSPY XU HD-tDCS ™4 RE L
2 M A rh £ 38 MEP, [A] B HIL 23 R S22 20032 oG A< v £t
F MEP B4 FIBLI T i 238 o ] i b 28 R e ifans e A
RIS S M L A 2R D REEE IR I 57 T A A
EITROR SR T REALE T2 v R (R R AN ) 18 P M A 5
K2 ] B D 55 e AR, IR I A7 i 0T R
GRS PRI RS R TS UL ) (%) ) g 3% 42 0T 42 55 MEP.,
TIHN 5 ] R PEAR KRR L [ ] — b 28 r sl b 2 [ i
9 SEHIAN ZETCIE B T | RISE R I0TE 2 Ak TR F-fg
B HE v 2 K W 1455 (long-term  potentiation, LTP) RV Y
ATREME, T PE R Z0HE B AL TR KT 23 18 i 28 B
il (long-term depression, LTD)ZLW 19 7] GEPE™, Kk, 5
HEATRUDCS IRTF G T A i B K T 24t vk, vl e 23
PEMLES NFRE SIS R8 3h2 ) o — Tl J - 2R i) 2%
P, PG 5 NIBS 5 R AHSC YA I ORI RIS e W] 1
Xm0 A B — TSR B 7ER A 3 tDCS (B
PRSI I AT BRSO B E RO S AL A% A v i
H L G2 s Dise AL s, A ISR, BDCS 45
B B8 B 25 P TE S 2P I A e R 2 T2 B A )
iz 3l JZ J5i (pre - motor, supplementary motor cortex, PM-
SMC) , 34 5 2 44 )% 5 5k F7 5t (somatosensory association
cortex, SAC)FIRPM-SMC Z [B] () DA% 4 , s M kit b Atk
EHNRE. — 5T L — AR AS AR A [ 23 B
NIBS (AT s 75— 1Al IR LR R B A e T 102 32 8)
YLk, A Fi2 Sl Zhie o 2 Of B8 45013 J) Fl DX 28 2 AR 58
B, P = S IO A L5 A 8 G 22 (R R IBG , B B 22 1)
AERT#AYE™ ., T Morone 55" % FI )2 9 8l HE S HL ds A2,
XAE—EFE LR T s IR S HLEs A& % i 4
SR H2 B AT PE S MEP WG RBORA A 1035 25 5 I L R,
MRS E R A B A ) BE B
B RPN, R il s TMS, XY LA s 3R
I T R R BT 2% AP MEP, BEAIR T RMT, 11 #
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MR A P B X LA ™ X 23 PR A ] RE il i
rTMS {5 X LD 0 s AN B 2R 4y i) — 2R 2200 5 5
— MU BRI A , K DL A 220 22 [ ) 5 i i 42645 51
sl S LTP 0™

K1, NIBS 5 S HL ds A B B R)F P 280 M A 1A 22 S 15 40
R T ORI DI . LA MU i shiz shin,
Nk = 3 shiz s o A PR R S B YAR G
Yo Z R . NIBS B E S K3 AL s A REK 2] S 47 A R
SRR SR 8 2 5 R ki 22 T BB SR R BN TR
77 AR B BRI s 2 5 A T shas Lk

5 NEERZE

O, AU AR A ) BR T AT LA A A 0 R TR
A7 AEE T LA NIBS AR HLAR A STk, HOUk, A= dr s
Pyal LAy 35 X6 M 28 DT 8l ) S I R R e B R S
£ X KR B SN SEAME R TR, s R A A T
AT B PR, AT LUE AR bR S Wi 22 2
R TR IIN FRPIR S, FFAR DV 3 0 35 22 015 2y, LAk 3 52
R P (0 R AR A o 9] 4 e 2o e 2 MIEP SR 285 7 10 3 °E 119
NIBS 25, sl T M 252 hn i ) sh s I B AL A1 2o
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