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Abstract 

Introduction. Stroke is a leading cause of long-term disability and can result in cognitive and motor 

impairments. Exercise may improve cognition and motor function after stroke, but past research has 

typically targeted these impairments in isolation. Here, we investigated whether pairing multiple bouts of 

exercise with motor practice can positively affect both cognitive and motor function after stroke.  

Methods. Thirty-three individuals with chronic stroke and 41 healthy older adults completed 5 separate 

days of motor task practice using their paretic/non-dominant arm, paired with 23 minutes of either high-

intensity interval training exercise or rest. Cognitive and motor function were tested pre- and post-

intervention. Processing speed, visuospatial skills, and inhibitory control was tested with the Trail Making 

Test-A and B (TMT-A, TMT-B) and object hit and avoid. Total completion time from TMT-A and TMT-

B, target and distractor hits from object hit and avoid were used as dependent measures for assessing 

cognitive function. For individuals with stroke, motor impairment and function were tested with the Fugl-

Meyer upper extremity arm assessment and Wolf Motor Function Test respectively.    

Results. All participants showed evidence of motor learning; exercise did not confer an additional benefit 

beyond that stimulated by practice for either group. For stroke participants, motor function (p = .047), but 

not motor impairment, improved over time. The stroke group who exercised before motor practice 

displayed significant reductions in TMT-A completion time (p = .035). Both stroke and older adults hit 

more targets in the post- compared to pre-intervention (p < .001), driven by improvements in the 

affected/non-dominant hand. Importantly, exercise paired with motor practice also led to a reduced 

number of distractors hit (p = .026) in the object hit and avoid task for both individuals with stroke and 

older adults. These changes were not at the expense of speed.  

Discussion. Five days of high-intensity interval training exercise paired with motor practice led to 

improved processing speed as measured by the TMT-A for individuals with stroke. Both exercise 

participant groups (stroke and older adults) showed improved visuospatial skills and inhibitory control as 
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measured by object hit and avoid following our intervention. Our findings suggest that exercise paired 

with motor task practice leads to improved cognitive-motor function in individuals with stroke and older 

adults. Together, exercise paired with motor practice appears to be a safe and effective means of 

enhancing cognitive-motor skills after stroke and in older adults. 
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Introduction 

Stroke is the leading neurological cause of adult physical disability1, and often causes cognitive 

and motor impairments. Fifty-two percent of those who have excellent motor recovery continue to show 

signs of cognitive impairment 3 years after stroke.2 Identifying effective interventions that optimize 

recovery of both motor and cognitive functions is critical to improving the quality of life after stroke.  

Exercise delivered as a standalone intervention appears not to impact cognition after stroke. For 

example, a single treadmill walking session at 70% of heart rate reserve resulted in an improvement in 

upper limb function, but did not benefit cognition in individuals with chronic stroke.3 Similarly, a multi-

session aerobic exercise intervention led to improved paretic hand function without affecting cognition in 

individuals with chronic stroke.4 However, cognitive function might be improved by pairing aerobic 

exercise with practice of a demanding cognitive task. Increased fluid intelligence was noted in individuals 

with chronic stroke following 10 weeks of pairing aerobic exercise with adaptive cognitive training.5 

While the findings from these studies suggest that exercise may boost the effects of cognitive training, it is 

unknown whether exercise paired with motor task would transfer to untrained motor tasks that require high 

cognitive demand (i.e., cognitive-motor tasks). 

In the current study we paired high-intensity interval training (HIIT) exercise with practice of a 

motor task in a group of individuals who were in the chronic phase of recovery from stroke, and a group 

of OA. Participants underwent 5 separate sessions consisting of 23 minutes of either HIIT exercise or rest 

prior to motor practice. Motor function and performance on cognitively engaging tasks were assessed pre- 

and post-intervention. We hypothesized that individuals in the exercise group would show enhanced 

motor learning, similar to previous findings in stroke.4 We also hypothesized that the exercise group 

would show transfer, or an improved ability to perform untrained, cognitively engaging motor tasks,5 

relative to the rest group.  

Methods 
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Participants 

Forty-one participants with stroke, and 44 OA were recruited. Participants were considered 

eligible if they were between the age of 21-85, left or right hand dominant and showed no signs of 

cognitive impairment.6 In addition, individuals in the stroke group were in the chronic phase of recovery 

(stroke >6 months). Exclusion criteria included: diagnosed with neurological or psychiatric conditions 

other than stroke, comprehensive aphasia, failure to see targets, or inability to extend and maintain the 

paretic arm/hand inside a target for 500 ms on a Kinarm end-point robot (Kinarm, Kingston, Ontario).  

This study was approved by the University of British Columbia Ethics Committee (Clinical 

Research Ethics Board #H16-01945) and all participants read and signed a consent form prior to any 

experimental protocols. Aspects of these data have been previously published;7-9 however, the questions 

and analyses and data subset in the present manuscript are novel.  

Study design 

This study consisted of 11 sessions (Figure 1).8 A cardiologist supervised maximal stress test 

cleared individuals for exercise (session 1; see Stress Test in supplemental document). Following the 

stress test, participants were randomly allocated into either HIIT exercise or rest groups. Across 5-days 

(sessions 4-8), participants engaged in 23 minutes of either HIIT exercise or watched a nature 

documentary immediately before practice of a motor task. Upper-extremity impairment and function, and 

cognitive assessments were conducted pre- (session 2) and post-intervention (session 9 at a 24-hour 

retention test). Participants returned for a 35-day retention test (session 11) to assess long-term changes in 

behaviour. Sessions 3, 7 and 10 contained neurophysiological assessments and are not reported here.  

Intervention  

Exercise and rest 

During each practice session, participants in the exercise group completed a 5-minute warm-up, 

then 3 × 3-minute intervals of high-intensity exercise (75% of their maximum wattage achieved during 
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the maximal stress test) with a 3-minute active recovery (10 watts) for a total of 23 minutes on a 

recumbent bike. This method was chosen based on its availability in rehabilitation settings,10 the success 

rate in OA,8 and its safety and feasibility in stroke participants.11 Participants pedaled between 50-80 

RPM throughout each session. Heart Rate (HR) was monitored from the non-paretic wrist with an Alpha 

53p heart rate watch (Mio, Portland), blood pressure and Rating of Perceived Exertion were taken in the 

last 30-60 seconds of each interval. Participants in the rest group watched a nature documentary on a 50-

inch screen for 23 minutes. HR was monitored every 3 minutes.  

Motor task practice: Serial Targeting Task 

All participants practiced the Serial Targeting Task (STT), an implicit motor sequence task 

performed on a Kinarm End-Point robot.8 Individuals were seated in a Kinarm chair, adjusted so that the 

head was positioned in the center of the visual field. Participants used their paretic /non-dominant upper-

limb (visually occluded by a bib) to practice 4 blocks of the STT following 23 minutes of exercise or rest 

during each session, over 5-days (2,220 total movements). Participants were instructed to move their hand 

to each target as quickly and accurately as possible.  

The STT had a total of 9 possible targets. Eight targets formed an equidistant circular array 

around the 9th target (Figure 2). Targets were displayed on the participant’s paretic /non-dominant visual 

field. Only one target was visible at any given time; to initiate the appearance of the next target, 

participants were required to hold the cursor within the current target for 500 ms. Participants had 10,000 

ms total to reach the visible target. For the pre-test, participants performed 20 target reaches. Motor 

acquisition was assessed each practice day whereas motor learning was assessed 24-hours and 35-days 

following the last day of practice. 

Unknown to participants (see Explicit Awareness in supplemental document), there was a 

repeating 6-element sequence (Figure 2) flanked by a random sequence of 7 targets. Random sequences 

appeared in the same order for all participants but did not follow a pattern or ever repeat. Participants 
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were exposed to 32 repetitions of the repeating sequence (8 times per block, 4 blocks of practice; 192 

trials) and to 36 random sequences within each practice session. 

Reaction time (RT) was used to characterize change in motor behaviour; RT was averaged for 

each individual sequence trial, then calculated as a ratio relative to the averaged pre-test for the 

corresponding trial sequence type (e.g., averaged pre-test random trial / averaged first random trial in 

practice). This process also accounted for differences in initial RTs across individuals and groups . Ratios 

were calculated for each practice day. Higher ratios indicated faster RT relative to the pre-test. Change in 

ratios for the random sequences indicates alterations in motor performance while changes in the ratio for 

repeated sequences illustrates implicit motor learning. 

Assessments 

Kinarm standard test battery 

In the pre- and post-intervention sessions the Kinarm was used to assess Trail Making  

A and B, and Object Hit and Avoid for all participants. These are a part of the Kinarm Standard TestsTM 

battery. 

Trail Making Test-A and B 

The Trail Making Test A and B (TMT-A, TMT-B) were used to assess processing speed and task 

switching, respectively.12 To complete the task, participants grasped and held one of the robotic arms with 

their non-paretic/dominant hand. Hand position was represented by a small, solid white dot. Participants 

were asked to connect 25 numbered (TMT-A), or 13 numbered and 12 lettered circles (TMT-B) in 

ascending order.  If participants made an error by moving to an incorrect target, the last correct target 

turned red; participants were required to return to the red target to resume the task. All stimuli were 

presented on the non-paretic/dominant side of the Kinarm workspace. TMT-A was always completed 

before TMT-B. Total completion time (i.e., the time in seconds from task onset to when participants 

touched the last target) was the main dependent variable. 
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Object Hit and Avoid 

Object Hit and Avoid (OHA) is a visuomotor task that assesses rapid bimanual motor decisions, 

attention, and inhibitory control.13 Participants first observed two red targets (e.g., circle, rectangle). 

Participants were instructed to use two visually displayed 5 cm wide green paddles as their hands to hit 

away as many of these targets as possible. Paddle movement corresponded to hand movement.  During 

the task, distractor targets were also present (i.e., oval, square) and participants were instructed to avoid 

hitting them. The speed and number of moving stimuli increased as the task progressed such that a single, 

slow (~10 cm/s) stimulus was visible at the beginning and a maximum of 16 fast (~50 cm/s) stimuli were 

present at the end. A total of 300 stimuli (200 targets, 100 distractors) were randomly presented in 2 

minutes. The number of target hits and distractor hits were calculated separately for each hand and used 

as the dependent variables. 

Upper-extremity motor function and impairment in stroke 

Trained clinical assessors administered and scored the Wolf Motor Function Test (WMFT) and 

the Fugl-Meyer Assessment (FMA) pre- and post-intervention. The WMFT indexes arm motor function 

and contains 15 timed movement tasks. If no repetitions were completed within 120 seconds for a task, a 

zero score was assigned. Each task was characterized via calculation of rate (repetitions/60 second); 

higher rates show faster movements and better motor function.14  The upper extremity portion of the FMA 

(/66) illustrates paretic arm impairment with higher scores reflecting less impairment.15 

Statistical Analysis 

All statistical analyses were carried out using SPSS software (SPSS 27.0; IBM Corporation, 

Armonk, NY). Data were tested for normality with the Shapiro-Wilk test with α = .001.16 When skewed 

or kurtotic, we log-transformed data and performed the analysis on the transformed data, however, non-

transformed data are presented in the figures.  
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Independent samples t-tests were used to compare baseline demographic data between exercise 

and rest subgroups within stroke (see Demographics in supplemental document). We performed mixed 

repeated measures analysis of variance (RM-ANOVA) for all outcome measures. For RT data from the 

STT, we ran a 5 (Practice Day: 1,2,3,4,5) × 2 (Sequence: repeated, random) × 2 (Intervention Group: rest, 

exercise) × 2 (Participant Group: stroke, OA) RM-ANOVA to test motor acquisition. We also performed 

a 2 (Retention Day: 24-hour, 35-day) × 2 (Sequence: repeated, random) × 2 (Intervention Group: rest, 

exercise) × 2 (Participant Group: stroke, OA) RM-ANOVA test on the RT data from the STT to assess 

motor learning. For OHA, a 2 (Hand: paretic, non-paretic) × 2 (Session: pre-, post-intervention) × 2 

(Intervention Group: rest, exercise) × 2 (Participant Group: stroke, control) RM-ANOVA was run. To 

ensure changes in number of targets or distractor targets were not due to a speed-accuracy trade-off, we 

also completed a separate RM-ANOVA on hand speed in the object hit and avoid task (see supplemental 

analyses). Multiple one-way RM-ANOVA tests were used on all single hand outcome measures (WMFT, 

and TMT-A, TMT-B). Each participant’s physical fitness (blood pressure: diastolic and systolic at rest, 

resting HR, Godin, and max watts achieved during the stress test) was calculated as a composite z-score 

and used as a covariate in all analyses.8 We employed Šídák corrections for multiple comparisons (α < 

.05), and partial eta squared (ηp
2) effect sizes are reported.  

Results 

A total of 33 individuals with stroke (n = 15 exercise; n = 18 rest) and 41 OA ( n = 19 exercise; n 

= 22 rest) completed the study and were included in the final analyses (see Results section in the 

supplemental document for a complete description of participant dropout). There were no adverse events 

associated with exercise testing or training. 

Stroke baseline demographics 

There was a group difference in the maximum HR during the stress test with those in the exercise 

group displaying a greater HR relative to the rest group (p = .012). However, 6 participants in the rest 
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group were on beta-blockers as opposed to 2 in the exercise group. There were no other differences in 

baseline demographics across groups (all p-values > .332) (Table 1). 

Post-intervention motor impairment and function 

Arm motor function improved for participants with stroke as shown by significantly faster rates 

of WMFT completion at the 24-hour retention test (main effect of Time F(1,27) = 4.312, p = .047, ηp
2 = 

.14). There were no changes in arm impairment as measured by the FMA.  

Serial Targeting Task: Motor acquisition 

Motor practice led to improved performance on the STT for both participant groups (Sequence × 

Practice Day interaction: F(4,276) = 5.284, p < .001, ηp
2 = .07); attributable to faster RT’s for both 

random (p’s < .044) and repeated sequences (p’s < .001). We also found a Sequence × Practice Day × 

Participant Group interaction (F(4,276) = 3.688, p = .006, ηp
2 = .05). Post-hoc testing revealed this was 

driven by a Sequence × Practice Day interaction for the older adult group (p < .001) but not the stroke 

group (p = .745) (Figure 3). 

Serial Targeting Task: Retention tests 

Across both retention tests, we noted a Sequence × Intervention Group (F(1,64) = 5.650, p = 

.020, ηp
2 = .08) interaction. Specifically, the rest (p < .001) but not exercise group (p = .054) showed a 

difference between the repeated and random sequences (Figure 3). The rest group also showed greater 

change in motor learning (main effect of Intervention Group F(1,64) = 5.959, p = .017, ηp
2 = .09) as 

compared to the exercise group. Faster RTs were noted at the 24-hour compared to the 35-day retention 

test (main effect of Retention Day F(1,64) = 31.587, p < .001, ηp
2 = .33). Finally, a main effect of 

Sequence (F(1,64) = 34.271, p < .001, ηp
2 = .35) revealed a greater change in repeated relative to the 

random sequences.  

Trail Making Test A  
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A significant Participant Group × Intervention Group × Time interaction was observed (F(1, 67) 

= 5.760, p = .019, ηp
2 = .08). The stroke group took longer to complete the TMT-A as compared to OA 

(main effect of Participant Group F(1, 67) = 7.385, p = .008, ηp
2 = .10), but the three-way interaction 

showed differences in how the participant groups responded to exercise. All OA completed the TMT-A 

faster during post-intervention, however, the stroke exercise group completed the TMT-A faster than the 

rest group at the post-intervention session (Figure 4). See Figure 1 in Supplementary file for individual 

differences. 

Trail Making Test B  

There was a significant Intervention Group × Time interaction (F(1,67) = 4.002, p = .050, ηp
2 = 

.06) reflecting that TMT-B completion times improved with the rest but not the exercise group. A main 

effect of Participant Group was observed (F(1,67) = 17.162, p < .001, ηp
2 = .20), indicating stroke 

participants took longer to complete the TMT-B compared to OA (Figure 4).  See Figure 1 in 

Supplementary file for individual differences. 

Object Hit and Avoid: Target Hits 

OA hit more targets than stroke participants as evidenced by a main effect of Participant Group 

(F(1, 67) = 33.055, p < .001, ηp
2 = .33; Figure 5). Participants in both groups hit more targets in the post- 

compared to pre-intervention, as evidenced by a significant main effect of Time (F(1, 67) = 12.232, p < 

.001, ηp
2 = .15), driven by improvements in the affected/non-dominant hand rather than the less-

affected/dominant hand whose performance did not change (Hand × Time interaction: F(1, 67) = 4.696, p 

= .034, ηp
2 = .07). These changes were not at the expense of speed (see supplemental analyses). A 

significant Participant Group × Hand interaction (F(1, 67) = 30.955, p < .001, ηp
2 = .32) and main effect 

of Hand (F(1, 67) = 92.455, p < .001, ηp
2 = .58) demonstrates that the affected/non-dominant hand hit 

fewer targets than the less-affected/dominant hand, however this was driven by the stroke group as 

evidenced by the interaction. See Figure 2,3 in Supplementary file for individual differences. 
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Object Hit and Avoid: Distractor Hits 

A significant Intervention Group × Time interaction (F(1,67) = 4.801, p = .032, ηp
2 = .07; Figure 

6) revealed that the number of distractors hit decreased over time for both individuals with stroke and OA 

exercise groups. There was also a significant Fitness z-score × Time interaction (F(1, 67) = 4.044, p = 

.048, ηp
2 =.057). A follow-up Spearman’s correlation revealed that those with higher baseline physical 

fitness showed greater gains (i.e., greater reduction in distractor target hits) from pre- to post-intervention, 

(ρs (72) = -.259, p = .028). See Figure 4,5 in Supplementary file for individual differences. 

Discussion 

After a 5-day HIIT exercise and motor practice intervention, all groups showed evidence of motor 

acquisition and learning. There was no advantage of exercise for motor learning of the STT in either 

individuals with stroke or OA, however exercise appeared to confer a benefit for unpracticed motor tasks 

that contained a cognitive component. Specifically, the stroke exercise group showed greater changes in 

processing speed on the TMT-A following the intervention. Participation in HIIT exercise paired with 

motor practice also led to improved visuospatial skills and inhibitory control during the OHA task for 

both stroke and OA. Together, our findings suggest that exercise paired with motor task practice may be a 

safe and effective means of enhancing cognitive-motor skills after stroke and in OA. 

Our findings suggest that multicomponent interventions that pair exercise with a behavioural task 

may improve motor tasks involving a high level of cognitive demand in individuals with stroke. For 

example, past work employing a single bout of high-intensity treadmill walking3 or an 8-week exercise 

program4 improved upper-limb motor function, but had no effect on cognition. In hindsight, the selective 

improvement of motor function may be expected given that the intervention contained no cognitive 

engagement but was limited to exercise. In contrast, adaptive cognitive training improved cognition in 

individuals with chronic stroke when paired with either a 10-week aerobic exercise program or low 

activity range of motion exercises; however, the greatest cognitive gains were seen in the aerobic exercise 
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group.5 Importantly, cognition did not improve with non-adaptive cognitive engagement, when paired 

with either aerobic exercise or low-demand physical activity.5 These data imply that cognitive training 

may confer the greatest benefits when paired with exercise in individuals with chronic stroke.   

  Adopting a multimodal approach, we paired exercise with practice of a motor task. Interestingly, 

we found that exercise did not enhance motor learning of the STT beyond that induced by practice for 

participants in either the stroke or OA groups but instead transferred to improve performance on motor 

tasks that require certain cognitive capacities. Specifically, we observed enhanced processing speed 

(TMT-A) for stroke participants in the exercise group and enhanced visuomotor spatial skills and 

inhibitory control (OHA) in both individuals with stroke and OA who exercised before motor practice. 

These results are particularly noteworthy because participants did not explicitly undergo any cognitive 

training during the 5-day intervention, but instead practiced an implicit motor sequence task following 

exercise or rest. These results suggest that exercise effects can transfer to unpracticed motor tasks. Future 

studies testing the impact of pairing exercise with motor practice should also include cognitive 

assessments to understand whether this combination affects other cognitive functions.  

Skill acquisition can play an instrumental role in enhancing cognitive function.17 This idea stems 

from theories that posit that the early stages of motor learning place increased demands on cognition.18 In 

addition, there is ample data showing links between exercise and improved cognitive function in OA.19 

Here, we discovered that while both stroke and OA groups demonstrated motor learning, it was only the 

exercise groups that showed enhanced ability in motor tasks that were guided by a cognitive rule. The 

impact of exercise plus motor learning transferred to improve processing speed, visuomotor skills, and 

inhibitory control required by the TMT-A and OHA tasks. To perform these tasks well, participants had 

to make small, distinct movements quickly and accurately while inhibiting anticipatory movements and 

following a rule.  

Processing and visuomotor speed, and visuoperceptual abilities are cognitive domains that are 

predictors of functional outcomes after stroke. In a large sample of stroke participants (n = 419), 
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visuomotor speed but not attention, language, visuoconstruction, verbal or visual memory predicted post-

stroke functional status.20 Similarly, only processing speed and visuoperceptual abilities predicted 

functional outcomes 5 years following a stroke (n = 307) whereas memory, executive function, and 

language did not.21 These results are of particular interest in the current study as we observed cognitive 

gains limited to processing speed (TMT-A) and visuomotor speed (OHA), but not executive function 

(TMT-B). Our results suggest that exercise paired with 5-days of motor practice selectively improve 

processing speed and visuoperceptual abilities, two of the most important cognitive measures in stroke.  

Surprisingly, there was no motor learning advantage for the exercise group. This is in contrast 

with at least one other study which found that stroke participants who first completed a single bout of 

HIIT exercise before motor practice displayed enhanced explicit motor learning when assessed the 

following day compared to a rest group.22 Here, we implemented an implicit motor sequence task.8 It is 

possible that exercise differentially affects implicit and explicit memory systems. Consistent with this 

hypothesis and our current findings, two studies using the same, implicit motor learning task also found 

no effect of exercise on skill acquisition in young adults.23,24. In contrast, young adults who exercised 

before practicing an explicit isometric pinch force sequencing task demonstrated better learning compared 

to those in the rest group.25 Similarly, participants who exercised before practicing a pursuit-rotor task,26 

repeatedly tracing a curve by flexion/extension arm movements,27 or simple ballistic thumb acceleration 

movements28 also displayed superior learning compared to participants who rested. Collectively, exercise 

may preferentially affect explicit motor learning tasks where a cognitive rule is followed during learning. 

Future studies should directly test this hypothesis. 

Limitations 

A limitation of the current study is the type of exercise intervention. Only HIIT exercise was 

tested. It is possible that other volumes, intensities, or frequencies of exercise would have a different 

effect. Also, we did not include a battery of cognitive assessments pre- and post-intervention. It is 

unknown if our findings are specific to motor tasks that require a type of cognitive control or if cognition 
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in general was altered. Further, HIIT exercise may come with increased risks, especially for sedentary 

individuals with unknown underlying health conditions. However, all participants who were cleared for 

exercise in the current study were able to complete the HIIT exercise intervention without any adverse 

effects despite a wide range of physical fitness. With screening we found that our exercise protocol was 

feasible and can likely be generalized to other clinical populations. 

Conclusions 

Five days of HIIT exercise paired with motor practice led to improved processing speed for 

individuals with stroke. Additionally, both exercise participant groups showed improved visuospatial 

skills and inhibitory control following our intervention. Together, exercise paired with motor practice 

appears to be a safe and effective means of enhancing cognitive-motor skills after stroke and in OA. 
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Table 1. Demographics of the stroke group. BB = Beta-blocker; FM = Fugl-Meyer; HR = heart rate; TSS = time since stroke 

(months); WMFT = Wolf Motor Function Test. ¥ = participant has expressive aphasia; # = did not return; ̂  = missing.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

ID Gender TSS Endinburgh Affected Arm Pre FM 24-h FM Pre WOLF 24-h WOLF HR Max HR Max Watts Godin MOCA Beta-Blocker Use

Rest 1 M 54 50 R 64 61 73 64 71 157 120 97 27 N

2 M 84 60 L 55 61 43 50 78 104 60 60 ^ N

3 M 110 70 R 63 62 73 47 84 108 50 14 27 Y

4 M 51 0 R 57 44 30 30 58 84 35 31 22 Y

5 F 45 79 R 60 59 39 37 75 157 40 65 28 N

6 M 16 70 L 63 60 49 54 45 113 115 15 25 N

7 F 228 ^ R 28 27 15 15 65 102 25 15 ^ N

8 F 143 90 L 62 63 48 52 54 100 65 24 29 Y

9 M 57 90 L 49 52 30 36 72 143 90 15 26 N

10 M 58 100 L 64 61 55 59 63 97 95 55 25 N

11 M 159 90 L 44 46 24 26 61 84 35 0 27 N

12 M 49 100 L 36 43 11 15 67 133 50 9 24 N

13 M 36 100 R 62 63 42 75 51 112 80 21 25 Y

14 M 29 100 L 61 63 44 49 52 91 50 59 20 Y

15 M 164 50 R 61 60 42 37 53 125 95 70 ¥ N

16 M 48 -70 R 50 48 25 36 99 154 100 76 26 N

17 M 23 -50 R 44 # 19 # 78 ^ ^ 57 28 N

18 M 69 100 R 49 52 36 37 66 105 35 56 24 Y

Mean 3 F / 15 M 79.1 (58.3) 60.5 (52.5) 8 L / 10 R 54.0 (10.6) 54.4 (10.0) 38.8 (17.4) 42.2 (16.3) 66.2 (13.5) 115.8 (24.7) 67.1 (30.6) 41.1 (28.1) 25.5 (2.4) 6 Y / 12 N

Exercise 1 M 141 60 L 63 63 100 95 ^ 116 60 21 26 N

2 M 138 100 L 57 56 43 44 57 113 90 27 27 Y

3 M 83 60 R 53 61 39 55 95 134 60 21 28 N

4 M 10 50 L 63 66 96 ^ 78 145 110 47 26 N

5 M 32 70 L 62 64 47 58 53 112 80 74 26 N

6 F 99 100 L 39 43 28 22 65 131 45 16 27 N

7 F 52 100 L 63 61 64 54 87 142 40 29 25 N

8 M 143 60 R 66 ^ 54 68 66 166 115 45 24 Y

9 F 104 58 R 57 58 54 57 56 123 55 36 26 N

10 F 95 -75 R 23 19 14 21 58 134 70 63 ^ N

11 F 114 100 L 62 59 43 42 97 126 35 56 27 N

12 M 51 80 L 65 64 55 54 65 139 145 107 26 N

13 M 29 60 L 62 64 ^ 81 90 151 135 24 23 N

14 M 80 100 L 25 30 15 24 61 146 95 82 30 N

15 M 102 ^ L 23 # 26 ^ 69 205 40 40 ^ N

Mean (SD) 5 F / 10 M 84.9 (42.2) 65.9 (45.0) 11 L / 4 R 52.2 (16.2) 54.5 (14.7) 48.4 (25.9) 51.8 (22.0) 71.2 (15.3) 138.9 (23.6) 78.3 (35.5) 45.9 (26.2) 26.2 (1.7) 2 Y / 13 N
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Figure 1. Study design. On day 1, participants underwent a stress test. On day 2 and 8, all participants underwent an MRI and 

completed the Kinarm standard test battery, whereas only stroke participants also completed Fugl-Meyer and the Wolf Motor 

Function Test . On day 4-8, participants to completed 23 minutes of exercise or rest followed by 4 blocks of paretic/non-dominant 

upper-limb motor practice on the Kinarm. On day 9, 24 hours after day 8, participants completed 1 block of the serial targeting 

task (STT). On day 11, 35-days after the last practice day, participants completed 1 block of the STT.  
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Figure 2. Spatial location and order of repeated targets in the motor task. A & B) Displays the spatial location of all possible 

targets. Note, targets were not numbered during the task. C) Order of the repeated sequence. 
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Figure 3. Averaged ratio RT as a function of practice day for stroke and healthy older adults for exercise (orange) and rest 

(purple). Values are averaged ratios relative to pre-test. Higher values indicate better motor performance (practice day 1-5) or 

motor learning (24-hour and 35-day retention).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 11, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.09.23285669doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.09.23285669
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 
 

Figure 4. Mean Trails Making Test-A (TMT-A) (left) and TMT -B (right) disaggregated by exercise (solid line), rest (dashed 

lines), stroke (blue) and healthy older adults (blue) participants.  
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Figure 5. Mean number of target hits in object hit  and avoid in healthy older adults (left) and stroke (right), disaggregated by 

exercise (solid lines), rest (dashed lines), and hand (orange: affected/non-dominant; purple: less affected/dominant).  
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Figure 6. Mean number of distractor target hits in object hit  and avoid for healthy older adults (left) and stroke (right) 

participants, disaggregated by exercise (solid lines), rest (dashed lines), and hand (orange: affected/non-dominant; purple: less 

affected/dominant).  
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