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Highlights

e TMS-EEG-derived indices are appealing biomarkers in several neurological conditions.

e However, we argue that reliability assessment of these measures has not met standards
for clinical practice

e We describe reliability assessments needed to gauge the clinical utility of TMS-EEG-

derived indices

Abstract

Concurrent transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) and electroencephalography (EEG), i.e.,
TMS-EEG, may expand the potential clinical applications of TMS beyond the conventional
evaluation of the cortico-spinal tract and motor cortices. TMS-evoked potentials (TEPs) have
been used in clinical research to assess cortical excitability and effective connectivity between
cortical areas in several psychiatric and neurological disorders, and are evaluated as an
appealing candidate biomarker to help diagnosis and/or prognosis. However, while TMS is a
well-established diagnostic tool, TMS-EEG has not yet met standards necessary for clinical
implementation. Considering any evidence-based clinical applications of TMS-EEG, a crucial
point is that reliability assessments of TEPs are often missing. Here, we describe reliability
assessments needed to gauge the clinical utility of TEPs. Specifically, we review current
literature on reliability and describe multiple theoretical and statistical elements that are
included within this term. Then, we present current knowledge on TEP reliability and highlight
the elements of reliability that need to be implemented to enable a unified evidence-based

reliability assessment of TMS—EEG as a clinical tool.



Keywords

TMS-EEG, Reliability, TEPs, SDC, ICC

1. Introduction

Transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) can be combined with neurophysiological and
neuroimaging technigues to measure the state of the nervous system.

The most common combination is with electromyography (EMG). In this case, TMS allows
to measure motor-evoked potentials (MEPs) for indirectly mapping the motor cortex
representation of muscles and investigating the excitability, conduction, and integrity within or
between motor cortices as well as the cortico-spinal tract (Barker, Jalinous, and Freeston 1985;
Chen et al. 2008a; Kobayashi and Pascual-Leone 2003; Rossini et al. 2015). TMS-induced
MEPs are now an established measure applied in clinical practice to examine the functional
state of the corticospinal pathways in several diseases involving motor dysfunction (Groppa et
al. 2012).

More recently, TMS has been combined with neuroimaging techniques, such as
electroencephalography (EEG), with the final aim to extend TMS-derived biomarkers to a wider
range of psychiatric and neurological disorders. TMS-EEG coregistration allows for assessing
cortical excitability and function more directly from the cortex (llmoniemi and Kici¢ 2010;
Siebner et al. 2009). Specifically, the TMS-evoked cortical response measured with EEG, i.e.,
TMS-evoked potentials (TEPS), provide information on cortical excitability, i.e., the strength at
which the cortex responds to the TMS (Bonato, Miniussi, and Rossini 2006; Casula et al. 2022,
Kahkonen et al. 2004), and effective connectivity, i.e., the spread of activation through structural

and functional connections (Bortoletto et al. 2015, 2021; Momi, Ozdemir, Tadayon, Boucher,



Di Domenico, et al. 2021; Ozdemir et al. 2020; Zazio et al. 2022). Recent studies have shown
the potential application of TEPs to measure alterations in cortical activity for several psychiatric
conditions, such as major depressive disorder, bipolar disorder and schizophrenia, (Canali et
al. 2015; D’Agati et al. 2014; Kirkovski et al. 2016; Levit-Binnun et al. 2009; Naim-Feil et al.
2016; Noda, Barr, et al. 2018; Noda, Zomorrodi, et al. 2018), neurological conditions, such as
Alzheimer’s disease (Bagattini et al. 2019; Casarotto et al. 2011; Ferreri et al. 2016, 2021;
Julkunen et al. 2008; Koch et al. 2018; Kumar et al. 2017), disorders of consciousness (among
which Arai et al. 2021; Bai et al. 2016; Bodart et al. 2017; Casarotto et al. 2016; Ferrarelli et al.
2010; Formaggio et al. 2016; Gosseries et al. 2014; Massimini et al. 2012; Ragazzoni et al.
2013; Rosanova et al. 2009, 2012; Sarasso et al. 2014 for review see Ragazzoni et al. 2017)
and stroke (Bodart et al. 2017; Borich et al. 2016; Cipollari et al. 2015; Manganotti et al. 2015;
Pellicciari et al. 2018).

However, despite the perspectives of its clinical application, TMS—EEG is still far from
achieving clinical standards. The lack of systematic quantification of “accuracy and reliability”
needed for planning clinical trials is preventing TMS-EEG from being used in clinical contexts
(Julkunen et al. 2022). As detailed more deeply in the next section, reliability assesses the
ability of a measure to remain stable in unchanging individuals. This feature is key for diagnostic
and prognostic biomarkers as it allows to disentangle changes due to real physiological events
from noise. Therefore, proving that TMS-EEG-based measures possess high reliability is a
fundamental step toward clinical applications.

The reliability of the TMS—EEG signal has been investigated previously, highlighting that
some features of TEPs are stable within-subjects at various time intervals, ranging from days
to months (Table 1). However, the current reliability assessments of TMS—-EEG-based

measures are not sufficient to determine clinical utility of TMS-EEG. Specifically, reliability
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assessments of TMS—EEG has either failed to test reliability in a strict sense or has focused on
“relative” reliability - a particular kind of reliability that depends on the population studied rather
than the measure itself. Focusing on relative reliability leads to poor generalizability, as we
further elaborate below.

Relying on the current partial assessment of TMS-EEG-based measures’ reliability,
incorrect conclusions could be drawn affecting the estimates of clinical applicability of TMS-
EEG. Other TMS (Beaulieu et al. 2017; Schambra et al. 2015) and non-TMS (Weir 2005) related
measures have faced these same kinds of issues in the past, and we argue here that the same

solutions to reliability issues facing other fields will be beneficial to the TMS-EEG field.

2. Consensus terminology and definition of reliability

When discussing the reliability of a biomarker, or of biological measures more generally,
there is often inconsistency about what reliability really is due to the use of different terminology
to convey overlapping meaning, for example, reproducibility, validity, stability, and consistency.
Moreover, some of these terms relate to different statistical concepts, leading to further
misinterpretations (Mokkink et al. 2010; de Vet et al. 2006).

Adopting consensus terminology from Mokkink et al., (2010), the usefulness of a
neurophysiological measure as a clinical or diagnostic tool depends on its validity,
responsiveness, and reliability. These domains, in the context of neurophysiology, cover the
ability of a measure to assess a target neurophysiological process (validity), detect
neurophysiological changes when they occur (responsiveness), and remain stable in
unchanging conditions (reliability) (see Table 2 in Mokkink et al. 2010).

This conception of reliability is operationalized by breaking it down into two equally

important kinds of reliability, relative and absolute, which refer to strictly different concepts and



operationalizations (Atkinson and Nevill 1998; Beaulieu, Massé-Alarie, et al. 2017; McManus
2012; Schambra et al. 2015; Weir 2005).

Relative reliability refers to the degree to which unchanging individuals maintain their
position relative to each other across repeated measures (Streiner and Norman 2016; Terwee
et al. 2007; de Vet et al. 2006; Weir 2005). In other words, if we take the same measure at two
time points (e.g., TO and T1) in the same cohort of individuals, relative reliability refers to the
degree to which the ranking of individuals based on the measure is the same or similar between
the two time points. Therefore, assessing relative reliability allows us to test whether a measure
has enough between-subject variance, in other words that the measure is “heterogenous
enough” between subjects, to tell individuals apart stably over time. This kind of reliability can

be assessed with, for example, the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC)

between—subject variance a?

Relative Reliability = ICC =

1)

between—subject variance + residual error 2+ a?’

where the between-subject variance and the residual error are estimated using mean square
values from an analysis of the variance (ANOVA). Based on the design of the experiment and
the desired reliability outcome, the terms of the above equation can be estimated in different
ways, which is beyond the scope of this review (see Shrout and Fleiss 1979; Weir 2005). The
closer the ICC value is to 1, the higher the relative reliability. Values near 0O indicate poor to null
relative reliability, and negative values are not theoretically meaningful, but possible in some
cases (Giraudeau 1996). When interpretating ICC values, many studies refer to Shrout (1998),
who defined ranges of relative reliability with 0.00 — 0.10 as “virtually none”, 0.11 — 0.40 as

“slight”, 0.41 — 0.60 as “fair”, 0.61 — 0.80 as “moderate” and 0.81 — 1.00 as “substantial”.



Absolute reliability, on the other hand, captures the degree to which repeated measures,
taken for the same unchanged individual at different time points (e.g., TO and T1) remain the
same. Absolute reliability can thus be considered the absolute difference between a measure
taken at two different time points. If the absolute difference is small, the absolute reliability is
high, while if the difference is high, then absolute reliability is low. Absolute reliability is often
operationalized with the standard error of a measurement, which is abbreviated SEM, but to
avoid confusion with the standard error of the mean, the abbreviation SEMeas was adopted
here as in Schambra et al., 2015 (Beaulieu et al. 2017; Mokkink et al. 2010; Terwee et al. 2007;
de Vet et al. 2006). The SEMeas typically captures the residual error (but in one of its variants,
it can capture both residual and systematic errors) of a repeated measure (Hopkins 2000). The
smaller the SEMeas, the lower the measurement error across sessions and the more consistent

the measure is:

Absolute reliability = SEMeas = Vresidual error = /g2 (2)

An important feature that differentiates the SEMeas from the ICC is that the SEMeas does
not depend on the variability of the population in exam, it is not influenced by between-subject
variability. Rather, it captures the “typical error” of a measure, which mostly depends on the
technique and is independent from the population (Hopkins 2000). SEMeas is often used to
derive a more immediate index, the smallest detectable change (SDC, also called minimal
difference) (Beaulieu et al. 2017; Schambra et al. 2015; Terwee et al. 2007; Weir 2005), which
indicates the smallest change needed in a measure that can be considered a “true” change, for
example, the smallest change in pV of a TEP component in a test-retest paradigm to consider

it a real effect of the manipulation rather than random fluctuation.



Beside the ICC and SEMeas/SDC, other indices can be computed to assess relative and
absolute reliability. Worth mentioning here is the concordance correlation coefficient (CCC),
which has often been used in TMS-EEG literature. The CCC was created by Lin (1989) to
assess absolute reliability, but subsequent studies have demonstrated that the CCC still
depends on sample variability (Barnhart et al. 2007) and, in some cases, is equivalent to ICC

(Carrasco and Jover 2003).



2.1 Assessing relative or absolute reliability: an example of the relation between the

ICC and SEMeas/SDC

Suppose we want to assess the reliability of one TEP component’s latency in the same
individuals across multiple time points, we would collect TEPs at two time points (TO and T1),
e.g., one month apart, and calculate the latency of the component. Four sets of fictional data
are provided in Table 2, in which, per each set, we depict the latency of a TEP component in
eight subjects and their analysis of the variance (used to compute the ICC and the
SEMeas/SDC; example inspired by Weir, 2005).

In panel A, the ICC between the two session is ‘substantial’ (0.85) according to Shrout
(1998), which suggests that the latency this component has high relative reliability. However,
the SEMeas and SDC are also high and thus suboptimal (4.42 ms and 12.25 ms, respectively),
which means that the change in the latency of the component after an intervention could be
considered a “true” change only if it exceeds 12.25 ms because the TMS-EEG signal is noisy.
Absolute reliability is thus low.

We might then ask, why do the relative and absolute reliability estimation conflict? One
explanation for the discrepancy between relative and absolute reliability is visualized in Figure
1A. ICC is high is because the relative position or ranking of the subjects between TO and T1
remained the same, at least for most subjects. Since ICC gauges the ability of an index to rank
individuals in the same way across repeated measures, the ICC remains high despite the
change in the absolute value of the measure between TO and T1 is high. Note also that the ICC
is the proportion of the between-subject variance to the total variance, which, as reported in the
ANOVA (panel A in Table 2), favors the between-subject variance. Such a high between-

subject variance could be caused by the technique capturing a phenomenon that varies
9



drastically between subjects or because the specific population examined has high variance.
For example, patients in different stages/states of a disease could vary greatly in their
neurophysiology. Conversely, the SEMeas and the SDC are sensitive only to the change in
absolute value within subjects and between time points rather than the relative ranking of
individuals between the two time points. Consequently, despite the TEP component latency
showing a high ICC, the high SEMeas/SDC indicate that this measure is not stable within
subjects across time, and is thus suboptimal if we want to detect small, but meaningful changes
within subjects when they occur.

Table 2 (panel C) and Figure 1C describes an example similar to the one described
above. The only difference is represented by the between-subject variance that, in this case, is
reduced. Note that the differences in scores within-subjects are identical to those in panel A
(Table 2). However, the shrinking of the between-subject variance caused the ICC to decrease
to 0.35, which would be described as ‘virtually none’ by Shrout (1998), while the SEMeas and
SDC remain the same. This highlights the population-dependence of the ICC: when using the
same measure i.e., the TEP component latency, just in another population with its own
between-subject variance, the ICC varies. Instead, the SEMeas/SDC remain the same because
of their dependency on the variability of the technique instead of the population. This
discrepancy in ICC is meaningful when, for example, inferring reliability of measure in a patient
population from estimations made in healthy volunteers or young individuals.

As another example, panel B of Table 2 depicts a scenario in which the between-subject
variability is similar to that found in panel A, but the difference in measure scores between the
two sessions is reduced. In this case, the high between-subject variance yields a high ICC of
0.98, and the low residual error yields a low (optimal) SEMeas/SDC of 1.30 ms and 3.60 ms,

respectively. This is visualized in Figure 1B, showing how the relative ranking of the subjects
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does not change (high ICC) while the change between time points within-subjects remains low
(low SEMeas/SDC).

Finally, we could face a scenario like what is depicted in panel D of Table 2, which is
similar to panel B, but with reduced between-subject variance. In this case, the lower between-
subject variance prevents the relative ranking of the subjects from remaining stable across
repeated measures, yielding a low ICC of 0.49. However, the low residual error between
measures within-subjects keeps a low (optimal) SEMeas/SDC of 1.41 ms and 3.92 ms,
respectively (Figure 1D).

To conclude, the ICC can only be interpreted as a reflection of the examined population,
as there are cases in which the ICC is low (suboptimal) even when the absolute differences
between repeated measures are low (Table 2 panel D) or cases in which the ICC is high even
when the differences between repeated measures are high (Table 2 panel A). On the other
hand, the SEMeas/SDC indexes how reliable a measure remains across populations as long
as the same technique is employed (Beaulieu et al. 2017; Schambra et al. 2015; Weir 2005).
Therefore, complementing the ICC with the SEMeas/SDC i.e., complementing relative reliability
with absolute reliability estimates, provides a more complete picture of a measure’s reliability.
This is useful not only for determining clinical potential of measure, in this case TMS-EEG, but
also for avoiding erroneous conclusions made based on only one of the two reliability estimates.

A feature that distinguishes measures of relative reliability, such as the ICC, with
measures of absolute reliability, here the SEMeas/SDC, it is also their interpretation ease. A
high or low ICC is fairly easy to define, with 1 reflecting perfect relative reliability and 0 reflecting
no relative reliability. In addition, pre-defined interpretations and scales, like from Shrout (1998),
can be used to standardize ICC interpretations and interpret intermediate values. On the

contrary, the interpretation of absolute reliability indices like the SEMeas/SDC is less
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straightforward. For instance, whether an SEMeas/SDC value should be considered high
(suboptimal) or low (optimal) depends entirely on the technique employed and the phenomenon
studied. So, while interpretations of SEMeas/SDC are possible to standardize for each
technique, comparing the absolute reliability assessed by SEMeas/SDC between techniques,

for example when deciding which technique to use in a clinical context, remains a challenge.

2.2. Relative and absolute reliability in clinical applications: diagnostic and prognostic

biomarkers

As discussed by Schambra et al. (2015) and Beaulieu et al., (2017) for MEPs, the impact
of between-subject variance on the ICC, described as a feature above, could be interpreted as
a limitation of ICC. However, the ICC, when properly interpreted as an assessment of relative
reliability, constitutes a fundamental step in establishing of novel diagnostic biomarker for a
population, which are used to assess the presence of a pathology. As a diagnostic biomarker,
we refer to a measure that can accurately discriminate between the presence or absence of a
pathology. Assuming that the validity (ability of a measure to assess neurophysiological
processes) and responsiveness (ability of a measure to detect neurophysiological changes
when they occur) of a measure are established, the measure would still need to distinguish
individuals in a stable fashion over time, which is relative reliability. In other words, the relative
ranking of unchanging individuals should be the same across time. If a measure does not have
high relative reliability, diagnoses would be unstable. Without adequate relative reliability, the
relative ranking of patients might change at every measurement, making it difficult to determine
whether an individual qualifies as having the pathology or not, even if absolute reliability is high
(for example, in Figure 1D). Therefore, high between-subject variance might be necessary to

establish a diagnostic biomarker with high relative reliability. Even if the error between

12



measurement of the same subject is high (low absolute reliability), if each individual preserves
their position relative to the others, the measure can be considered a reliable diagnostic
biomarker in a relative sense (Figure 1A).

For the establishment of a novel prognostic biomarker, which is used to assess or make
inferences about the progression of a pathology, high absolute reliability becomes the priority.
As a prognostic biomarker, we refer to a measure/index that can accurately track certain
biological phenomena within individuals. Again, if the measure in the exam has already proven
valid and responsive, such a measure would then need to be able to capture meaningful, but
sometimes subtle, changes in the examined phenomenon to track of its evolution over time.
The minimum amount of change that a prognostic biomarker should detect depends on the
measured phenomenon itself, but, in general, the smaller this minimum change, the more
sensitive the biomarker. Therefore, if a measure has high ICC (relative reliability) and high
(suboptimal) SEMeas/SDC, it would be difficult to track small changes that could be meaningful,
since the intrinsic error of the technique is high (see Figure 1A). In an opposite scenario, low
ICC, but low (optimal) SEMeas/SDC could justify the use of the measure as a prognostic
biomarker of the studied phenomenon (see, for example, Figure 1D).

In combination, a measure that possesses both high absolute reliability and high relative
reliability could be used as both a prognostic and diagnostic biomarker (see Figure 1B). One
such measure would be sensitive enough to detect small, meaningful changes (high absolute
reliability and prognostic utility), while also discriminating between the presence or absence of
a pathology through stable relative rankings (high relative reliability and diagnostic utility).

In the next sections, we describe the current state of reliability assessments for TMS-

EEG-based measures. We describe both studies that assess reliability in a strict sense, relative
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or absolute reliability, and studies that assessed reliability through other means (e.g., t tests,

correlations, etc.)

3. Previous assessments on the reliability of TMS-EEG-based measures

The reliability of TMS—EEG-based measures has been explored previously by examining
the TEP wave directly, but also by examining TEP-derived indices, such as long-interval cortical
inhibition, interhemispheric signal propagation, and interhemispheric signal balance (see Table
1). In the first case, two main approaches have been taken: extracting TEP peak amplitude and
latency or testing the continuous wave point-by-point.

Repeated measures similarities and differences in TEP peaks were first assessed by
Lioumis et al. (2009), who stimulated the primary motor cortex (M1) and DLPFC at various
intensities in two separate sessions one week apart. Pearson’s R showed high linear correlation
between amplitudes and latencies of peaks across time points, and t-tests showed no
significant differences between most of the peaks across time points.

Similarly, Kerwin et al. (2018) tested the relative and absolute reliability of DLPFC TEP
peaks between different time intervals and trial combinations with the concordance correlation
coefficient (CCC) (Carrasco and Jover 2003; King et al. 2007; Lin 1989) and SDC, respectively.
They reported high relative and absolute reliability of late peaks N100 and P200, while mixed
results were found for early peaks. Recently, de Goede et al (2020) explored the relative
reliability of M1 TEPs by means of ICC, finding poor (0.37 — 0.49) to moderate (0.60 — 0.75)
relative reliability for components N100 and P180, depending on the stimulation protocol

(single-pulse vs paired-pulse TMS).
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Finally, Bertazzoli et al. (2021) tested the relative reliability of DLPFC and inferior parietal
lobe (IPL) TEP peak amplitudes and latencies with the CCC. The results were in line with
previous work, with increasing relative reliability from early to late peaks for both areas.

Assessing point-by-point reliability of whole-epoch TEP responses has been problematic,
given that established indices of reliability would need to be calculated on big data matrices.
Therefore, other strategies have been employed. Some studies investigated the differences in
the whole TEP response between repeated sessions using cluster-based permutation t-tests,
reporting no consistent significant differences in TEPs across time points (Bertazzoli et al. 2021,
ter Braack et al. 2019; de Goede et al. 2020; Mancuso et al. 2021). Other studies investigated
the similarity of the TMS—EEG response across time points by testing the correlation of the
response in time and/or space dimensions. In other words, running correlations tests at each
point in time across electrodes between sessions (spatial correlation) or testing correlation at
each electrode in time between sessions using the whole signal or dividing the signal into time
chunks (temporal correlation) (Bertazzoli et al. 2021; Conde et al. 2019; Ozdemir et al. 2020).
These studies report stronger correlations from early to late latencies, highlighting the stability
of late components compared to early components (Bertazzoli et al. 2021; Kerwin et al. 2018;
Momi et al. 2021; Ozdemir et al. 2020).

Another strategy employed to test the reliability of the TEP response has been to
synthetize the full waveform into a single index and then test the reliability of this index across
multiple time points. For example, Casarotto et al. (2010) developed a nonparametric-
permutation-based index to synthetize the degree of diversity between two TEPs at different
time points in a single value, which they called the divergence index (DI), and used the receiver
operating characteristics (ROC) of this value to capture the overall percentage of sensitivity

(true positive rate, most similar to responsiveness in the Mokkink et al. 2010 framework, that a
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value changes when it should) and specificity (true negative rate, most similar to reliability in
the Mokkink et al. 2010 framework, that a value remains the same when it should) of TEPs.
They report a 96.7% sensitivity and 100% specificity, leading to two conclusions: first, that TEPs
are not stereotypical and thus sensitive to stimulation parameter changes, including site, angle,
or stimulation intensity; second, that TEPs are non-random, stable over time when parameters
are held constant.

Another example is Ozdemir et al. (2020), who investigated the similarity of TEP
responses at parietal, motor, and frontal sites, by computing the cosine similarity index between
TEP matrices in different populations and at different time intervals. The similarity matrix
containing the similarity index of all subjects two visits on separate days was then used to
compute several similarity metrics used to capture reliability. They concluded that TEPs are
highly reliable within individuals over time, but that they are highly heterogenous between
individuals.

Other studies have tested the reliability of TEP-derived measures such as TMS-EEG
long-interval cortical inhibition (Farzan et al. 2010), the symbolic transfer of entropy and vector
autoregression (Ye et al. 2019), and interhemispheric signal propagation and balance (Casula
et al. 2021). Except for vector autoregression, all the other indices appear reliable across

repeated measures.

4. Criticisms of TMS-EEG-based measure reliability assessments to date
The literature on TMS—EEG-based measure reliability has consistently found an absence

of significant differences between measures at different time points, as well as high correlation

and high relative reliability of later TEP responses (>80 ms). However, only a minority of studies

report relative or absolute reliability in a strict sense. Moreover, an accumulating amount of
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evidence indicates how those late TEP components that appear stable are, at least partially,
contaminated with auditory and/or other sensory evoked potentials (ter Braack, de Vos, and
van Putten 2015; Conde et al. 2019; Gordon et al. 2018; Nikouline, Ruohonen, and lImoniemi
1999; Rocchi et al. 2021; Tiitinen et al. 1999). These peripherally evoked responses are time-
locked to the TMS pulse and are often highly consistent within-subjects, confounding reliability
estimates. Therefore, caution should be taken when attempting to use those late latency
responses as genuine, cortical-tissue-based, TEPs.

Overall, high relative reliability (ICC or CCC) is reported for TEPs. However, as
discussed in section 2, this kind of reliability is relative to the population examined more than
the technique used. Since the current literature on the relative reliability of TEPs has been built
on studies involving young healthy adults, the generalizability of these findings is likely
restricted to this population, with poor generalizability to other populations of interest, such as

children, healthy older adults, or patient populations.

4.1. Methodological issues for TMS—-EEG that impact reliability

Early components of TEPs are by far the most variable, partly due to their high frequency
and focality, but also because they are the most affected by recoding conditions and TMS-
induced artifacts such as TMS-muscular and decay artifacts (Farzan and Bortoletto 2022;
Hernandez-Pavon et al. 2022; Mutanen et al. 2016; Rogasch et al. 2017; Salo et al. 2020). The
variability of these artifacts, as well as preprocessing strategies used among researchers to
remove them, contribute to the difficulty in achieving high reliability.

In the raw signal, these artifacts can be an order of magnitude higher than the neuronal

signal and require the use of sophisticated offline mathematical techniques to remove or
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attenuate them. Most of the available methodologies employ independent component analysis
(ICA) to remove these artifacts (Atluri et al. 2016; Rogasch et al. 2017; Wu et al. 2018).
However, ICA needs a subjective choice requiring expertise to determine what the signal is to
spare and what the artifact is to remove, which is often not straightforward, introducing
experimenter variability (Hernandez-Pavon et al. 2022). In addition, many TMS-related artifacts
are time-locked to the TMS pulse, like the genuine cortical response. This may break the
assumption of independency between the signal of interest and artifacts when using ICA to
clean the EEG signal (Metsomaa, Sarvas, and limoniemi 2014). Other algorithms that require
fewer subjective choices have been recently published to remove those artifacts and are a
promising alternative to the ICA approach (Mutanen et al. 2018).

Given the highly problematic nature of artefacts in TMS-EEG signal and the outlined
limitations of preprocessing procedures, one strategy to reduce the impact of artefacts on TEP
reliability may be to increase SNR in the recording phase. With this aim, Casarotto et al. (2022)
suggested that visually checking the signal online and moving the coil based on a graphic-user
interface allow to find stimulation parameters (e.g., site, coil orientation, intensity) that minimize
artifacts and maximize signal. This approach may reduce the impact of preprocessing on the
final signal (Casarotto et al. 2022), but it has not been tested yet if it may introduce additional

variability when measuring TEP components.

4.2 Using t-tests and correlations to assess reliability

Using ANOVAs and t-tests to test for differences between measures taken from the same
subjects in different sessions can be employed as the first step of reliability assessment

(Bertazzoli et al. 2021; ter Braack et al. 2019; Corneal, Butler, and Wolf 2005; de Goede et al.
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2020; Lioumis et al. 2009; Mancuso et al. 2021; Wolf et al. 2004). However, it needs to be
considered that non-significant results imply neither good relative nor absolute reliability
because the underlying hypothesis of these analyses refers to the mean of a distribution and
does not refer to subject variance or residual error of a measure. As defined above, reliability
(both absolute and relative) concerns the ability of a measure to remain stable in unchanging
individuals. Instead, testing for differences using a t-test or an ANOVA is blind to the proportion
in which a subject’s measure changed with respect to the other subjects after repeated
measures, if the group means of the repeated measures are not significantly different.

A demonstration of this case is provided in Table 2 (panel B) and visualized in Figure 1
(bottom right panel). In this situation, the responses change quite drastically within-subjects
between time points, TO and T1. In fact, both the ICC and SEMeas/SDC suggest low reliability.
However, if we would just look at the result of the ANOVA, we will notice a p value of 0.08, and
assuming a p threshold of 0.05 for statistical significance, we might conclude that data are not
significantly different and might thus assume that the measurement is reliable. But this
conclusion would be misguided.

Another common strategy used to assess reliability of TMS-EEG measures is through the
calculation of Pearson’s or Spearman’s correlation coefficients (Balslev et al. 2007) after
repeated measurements of the same index (Bertazzoli et al. 2021; Lioumis et al. 2009; Momi
et al. 2021; Ozdemir et al. 2020; Ye et al. 2019). A common example could be the correlation
of peaks’ latency taken in two equal sessions to establish the reliability of that index. In contrast
to the ICC, Pearson’s and Spearman’s correlations test whether a linear (or monotonic in the
case of Spearman’s) relationship exists between two variables, and are thus supposed to
capture whether scores from test and retest sessions change in the same direction. In other

words, whether all scores decrease or increase together. While Pearson’s or Spearman’s
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correlation coefficients can sometimes mimic the behavior of the ICC in some cases, they can
lead to radically different results in other scenarios. For example, when most of the individual
scores change consistently in one direction, Pearson’s and Spearman’s statistics can in high

correlation when the reliability is actually be low (see Figure 2 and Table 3 for a demonstration).

5. Improving TMS-EEG-based measure reliability assessments

To fully appreciate the potential of TMS—EEG-based measures for clinical implementation,
an extensive assessment of relative and absolute reliability of these measures is still needed.
For this, more studies should collect repeated measurements of TMS—EEG data in different
target populations to test relative (ICC) and absolute (SEMeas/SDC) reliability of the signal.
Expanding our knowledge on TMS—EEG relative reliability in different populations, in which the
variability of the tested population has the most effect, is fundamental for the diagnostic utility
of TMS-EEG. At the same time, more data on absolute reliability in different TMS—-EEG
experimental setups need to be collected to establish the potential of TMS-EEG measures as
prognostic biomarkers. More data on TMS-EEG absolute reliability would also allow to assess
which TMS-EEG setup, recording procedure or apparatus and preprocessing method, is able
to yield the highest absolute reliability, helping the field in moving toward the best practices.

Appropriate reliability tests like ICC and SEMeas or SDC should be implemented in future
studies. Many studies used tests like Person’s/Spearman’s or cluster-based permutation t-tests
to account for the complexity of the TMS-EEG signal as they allow for an unbiased test of the
whole TEP response without losing signal dimensions. Indeed, ICC and SEMeas or SDC have
been usually calculated when a single numeric value is extracted in each individual, e.g., peak
amplitude, possibly due to high computational demands. However, reducing the TEPs to their
peak amplitude and latency may add a further layer of variability since the process of peak

extraction itself is not straightforward and the methodologies are not standardized (Luck 2014).
20



To tackle this issue, future studies should report the ICC and SEMeas/SDC computed at each
time point and electrode. This strategy would allow to follow the changes in reliability across
time and electrodes, allowing a continuous evaluation of the most reliable intervals of the TMS—
EEG response in both time and space.

Here we support the feasibility of this approach using a dataset with stimulation on left IPL
in young healthy subjects (for details on the data please refer to the original paper Esposito et

al. (2022). The dataset is publicly available at https://gin.g-node.org/CiIMeC/TMS-

EEG_brain_connectivity BIDS/src/master in BIDS standard) (Gorgolewski et al. 2016; Pernet

et al. 2019). Figure 3 and Figure 4 show the ICC and the SDC, respectively, over several
channels. It is possible to notice that the ICC remains ‘moderate’ to ‘substantial’ based on the
Shrout 1998 standard at >0.8 in most of the electrodes after 150 ms from the TMS pulse, except
for electrode F3, in favor of the previous finding of high reliability of late TEP latencies.
Accordingly, early latencies show instead mixed results in terms of ICC, with contralateral
electrodes (P4, C4, F4), vertex (Cz) and electrode nearest to the stimulation (P3) stabilizing
earlier than the others (Figure 3). The continuous SDC, instead, shows a general high absolute
reliability at approximately 50 ms and 200 ms (SDC ~3 uV), except for electrode Cz for the late
latency (Figure 4). Therefore, without an a priori hypothesis for peak extraction, we would
already know that latencies of approximately 50 ms and 200 ms would represent windows of

high relative and absolute reliability at specific electrodes.
5.1 From bench to bedside: conventional evoked potentials in clinical diagnostics

Evoked potentials (EPs) and event-related potentials (ERPS) are often used in clinical
neurophysiology and neurology diagnostics and prognostics (Duncan et al. 2009; Kappenman

and Luck 2011). They also have clear relevance in intraoperative monitoring (MacDonald et al.
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2013; McKhann et al. 2011; Nuwer et al. 2012; Oh et al. 2012; Wong et al. 2022). The pathways
of the EPs and ERPs from bench to bedside and standard clinical practice have undergone a
rigorous validation with animal, stimulation, pilot, clinical, and meta-analysis, studies. With
these EPs, their clinical application has advanced due to gained experience, interest, and
innovation.

In clinical practice, the common EPs that are used in diagnostics are, for example, MEPSs,
somatosensory evoked potentials (SEPSs), auditory evoked potentials (AEPs) and visual evoked
potentials (VEPS) (Celesia et al. 1993; Chen et al. 2008b; Cruccu et al. 2008; Holder et al. 2010;
Karl E. Misulis 2001; Odom et al. 2016). These diagnostics are clinically useful because they
have been well mapped out in different populations. They thus are known to remain stable in
unchanging conditions (reliability) and allow for reliable detection of neurophysiological
changes (responsiveness). We have clear specifications about normal or healthy ranges for EP
latencies and amplitudes, as well as well-established ranges for normal and intraindividual and
interhemispheric differences in latencies and amplitudes (Husain 2021; Nuwer et al. 1994;
Sonoo et al. 1996). Through normative data and the associated statistics, we can thus identify
the abnormal, motivating their clinical application.

In parallel with the definition of normative data, which is usually done with large-sample
cross-sectional studies separately for each target population, reliability assessment of EPs
played a crucial role in determining their clinical utility (see recent examples Clayson et al. 2021;
Cunningham et al. 2023; Giuffre et al. 2021; Jetha, Segalowitz, and Gatzke-Kopp 2021;
Nazarova et al. 2021; Therrien-Blanchet et al. 2022; Vernillo et al. 2022; for review see
Beaulieu et al. 2017; Schambra et al. 2015).

While establishing normative ranges of between-subject variability might help a clinician

draw lines between physiology and pathology, reliability assessments are what determines
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whether a measure is fit for clinical use as a diagnostic or prognostic tool or not. Without well-
documented and standardized measures of reliability in studies using these measures from
basic scientific studies, basic scientific research cannot inform or benefit clinicians. This is the
core motivation of standardizing reliability estimates more generally, and here, with TMS-EEG.
TMS-EEG-based measures like TEPs have potential to be diagnostic and prognostic clinical
tools. However, just has been done before with EPs and ERPs, extensive reliability evidence
is needed first. An agreement on the analyzed and quantified responses should be reached,
and establishing a reliability assessment or set of reliability assessments that enables the

establishment of normative values are the next steps.

5.2 Contributions of multicentric experiments and data sharing to reliability

assessments

TMS—EEG experiments are long and expensive, especially when an MRI is collected to
ensure precise and accurate stimulation with neuronavigational systems (Julkunen et al. 2009).
Moreover, testing fragile populations such as older adults or patient populations, can be difficult
and sometimes infeasible, considering that each subject might need to be tested multiple times.
These issues often hinder the collection of sufficiently large datasets that are needed for a
thorough assessment of reliability. One solution that was successfully applied in other
neuroimaging fields to improve replicability more broadly is the contemporaneous collection of
the same data across many labs or institutions (Pavlov et al. 2021; Weiner et al. 2017). This
approach increases the generalizability of the findings and allows the collection of large
datasets that can be made available for the field at large. Big data collection not only helps in

assessing reliability of TMS-EEG-based measures, but also allows establishing normative
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values for physiological and pathological TMS-EEG-based measures needed for translation
into clinical practice. An initiative with this aim has recently been launched for TMS-EEG (
“Team for TMS-EEG” T4TE, Bortoletto et al. 2022).

TMS—-EEG signals are affected by preprocessing choices (Bertazzoli et al. 2021), which
is one potential source of variability between labs and poses a challenge for reliability. Testing
the reliability of the same TMS—EEG signal after different preprocessing (intrarater reliability
(Beaulieu et al. 2017; Mokkink et al. 2010)) will also be fundamental for assessing the potential
of the technique for diagnostic and prognostic uses. Here, the most efficient way to evaluate
reliability is by allowing open access to the raw data to assess the impact of the preprocessing
choices on several conditions of data acquisition. To be effective, data sharing shall follow the

F.A.lLR. principles (www.go-fair.org), as it was successfully implemented in the brain-imaging

data structure (BIDS) initiative (Gorgolewski et al. 2016; Pernet et al. 2019) for other
neuroimaging modalities. Moreover, the BIDS initiative is only just beginning to provide a clear
specification on how to describe concurrent TMS and EEG, among other non-invasive
stimulation techniques (see BIDS-extension proposal for non-invasive brain stimulation

experiments bids.neuroimaging.io/get_involved.html).

6. Conclusions

This review focuses on the assessment of relative and absolute reliability for TMS-EEG-
based measures, relevant for the clinical field as diagnostic and prognostic biomarkers. The
current literature highlights the absence of significant differences between TEPs in a test-retest
fashion. Additionally, test-retest TEPs show an increasing trend of correlation from early to late
latency. Some studies have found high relative reliability and low absolute reliability for late

latency TEPs. In general, the reliability assessment of TMS-EEG measures is mainly restricted
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to the young, healthy population. Importantly, the assessment of absolute reliability has been
often neglected, despite being an important property for establishing the potential of a TMS-
EEG related measure as a prognostic biomarker. Therefore, for TMS-EEG to enter clinical
practice, an extensive assessment of relative and absolute reliability of TMS-EEG related
measures in different populations and experimental settings, is heeded. Ongoing multicentric
studies and standardized data sharing will be key to establish and improving reliability of TMS-

EEG signal.
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Tables

Table 1: Literature review on TMS—-EEG measures' reliability.

Publication N

Target

Interval between tests

TMS-EEG measure Reliability test

Lioumis etal. 2009 7

Casarotto et al. 2010 10

Farzan et al. 2010 36

Kerwin et al. 2018 16

ter Braack et al. 2019 18

Ye et al. 2019 12
Casula et al. 2021 50
Ozdemir et al. 2020 21

de Goede et al. 2020 25

Momi et al. 2021 21

Mancuso et al. 2021 8

Ozdemir et al 2021 24

Ozdemir et al. 2021 10

Bertazzoli et al. 2021 16

M1 (APB) - DLPFC

Left occipital, parietal and
frontal lobes

M1 (APB) - DLPFG

DLPFC

r-I M1

0Oz
r-1 M1 (FDI)
DMN (r-AG) and DAN (r-SP)

r-1 M1 (ADM)

DMN (r-AG) and DAN (r-SP)

I-M1 - -mPFC

1 week

same day or 1 week

1 week

2 recordings 5 minutes
apart in the first session.

Repeated 1 week after

5 recordings in a day to
assess effect of daytime
on TEP. Same protocol
repeated 1 week later for

3 subjs

3 weeks

4 weeks

1 week

4 weeks

1 week

HPL, M1 (FDI) and I-DLPFC) 1 month

HPL and M1 (FDI) (I-DLPFC) 2 months (2.5 weeks)

I-DLFPC - HPL

72.3 =358 days

TEPs peaks T tests and

amplitude and latency Pearson's R

TEPs Dl and ROC
LICI Cronbach's alpha
TEPs peaks

CCC-SDC
amplitude and latency

Continuous TEPs and

T tests (cluster-
TEPs

based)
amplitude/latency

VAR and STE Spearman’s R
IHP and ISP ICC
TEPs Pearson's R

Continuous TEPs and
TEPs T tests/ICC (3,1)

amplitude/latency

TEPs Pearson's R
TEPs T tests — CCC
TEPs Sl
TEPs Sl

CCC - ANOVA -
TEPs

Spearman's R

r = right; | = left; M1 = primary motor cortex; APB = abductor pollicis brevis; DLPFC =
dorsolateral prefrontal cortex; FDI = first dorsal interosseus; DMN = default-mode network; DAN

= dorsal attention network; mPFC = medial prefrontal cortex; IPL = inferior parietal lobule; LICI

= long-interval cortical inhibition; VAR = vector autoregression; STE = symbolic transfer of
entropy; IHP = inter-hemispheric balance; ISP = inter-hemispheric propagation; DI = divergence
index; ROC = receiver operator characteristic; CCC = concordance correlation coefficient; Sl =

similarity index.
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Table 2: Fictional data for demonstrating the relation between ICC and SEMeas/SDC.

Example Data

A O T1  diff
sl 25 27 2
s2 20 30 10
s3 7 10 3
s4 40 35 5
s5 45 40 -5
s6 30 35 5
s7 15 25 10
s8 20 15 5
Mean 2525 27.12
Stnd. Dev 11.85 9.63
Example Data
B TO T1 diff
s1 25 26 1
s2 20 22 2
s3 7 10 3
s4 40 38 2
S5 a5 43 -2
S6 30 30 0
s7 15 16 1
s8 20 22 2
Mean 25.25 25.87
Stnd. Dev 11.85 10.22
—Example Data
C TO T diff
s1 25 27 2
s2 23 33 10
s3 19 22 3
s4 33 28 -5
s5 35 30 -5
s6 20 25 5
s7 17 27 10
s8 24 19 -5
Mean 245 2637
Stnd. Dev 6.04 412
Example Data
D To__ 11 diff
sl 25 26 1
s2 24 27 3
s3 23 26 3
s 26 24 -2
s5 25 23 -2
s6 23 23 0
s7 22 23 1
s8 27 29 2
Mean 2437 25.12
Stnd. Dev 157 2.08

ANOVA
Source of variance 55 df M5 F sign.  Fcrit
Between subjects 1723.93 7 246.27 12.10 0.00196 3.78
Within subjects  156.5 8 19.56
Time 14.06 1 14.06 0.69 0433 559
Error 142.43 7 20.34
Total 1880.43 15
Icc 0.85
SEMeas 4.42 sDC 12.258
ANOVA
Source of variance 55 df M5 F sign.  Fcrit
Between subjects 1948.43 7 278.34 163.21 3.24E-07 3.78
Within subjects 13.5 3 1.68
Time 1.56 1 1.56 0.91 0.37 5.59
Error 11.95 7 1.70
Total 196193 15
IcC 0.98
SEMeas 1.2990 SDC 3.60
ANOVA
Source of variance 55 df MS F sign.  Fcrit
Between subjects 285.43 7 40.77 2.003 0.1896 3.78
Within subjects  156.5 8 19.56
Time 14.06 1 14.06 0.69 0433 559
Error 142.43 7 20.34
Total 44193 15
Icc 0.35
SEMeas 4.42 sDC 12.259
ANOVA
Source of variance 55 df M5 F sign.  Fcrit
Between subjects 41 7 5.85 2.98 0.086 3.78
Within subjects 16 ] 2
Time 2.25 1 225 114 032 559
Error 13.75 7 1.96
Total 57 15
IcC 0.49
SEMeas 1.41 SDC 3.92
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Table 3: Fictional data showing the relation between ICC, SEMeas/SDC and Pearson’s

HIGH Pearson’s R - LOW ICC

TO T1 Diff
sl 25 29 4
S2 24 25 1
s3 27 31 4
s4 25 27 2
S5 28 33 5
S6 30 37 7
s7 28 33 5
s8 27 30 3
Mean 26.75 30.62
Stnd. Dev  1.85 3.53
ANOVA
Source of variance 55 df MS sign. F crit

Between subjects 114.93 7 16.41 9.24 0.00445 3.78

Within subjects 725 8 9.06

Time 60.06 1 60.06 33.80 0.00065 5.591
Error 12.43 7 177

Total 187.43 15

ICC 0.28

SEMeas 3.01 sSDC 8.34
Pearson's R 0.97

HIGH Pearson’s R - LOW ICC

TO T1 diff
s1 25 15 -10
S2 30 19 -11
S3 11 28 -13
s4 23 15 -8
s5 28 16 -12
s6 30 24 -6
s7 28 11 -17
s8 20 10 -10
Mean 28.12 17.25
Stnd.Dev  5.86 5.78
ANOVA
Source of variance 55  df MS sign.  Fcrit
Between subjects 503.93 7 71.99 13.11 0.001532 3.78
Within subjects 511.5 & 63.93
Time 473.06 1 473.06 86.15 3.49E-05 5.59
Error 3843 7 549
Total 1015.43 15
IcC 0.05
SEMeas 7.99 sDC 22.16
Pearson's R 0.85
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Figure 1: Graphical representation of the test-retest fictional data presented in Table 2.

The Y-axis represents the latency (ms) of a TEP component. The X-axis represents the test

(TO) and retest (T1) sessions.
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Figure 2: Graphical representation of the test-retest fictional data presented in Table 3.

The Y-axis represents the latency (ms) of a TEP component. The X-axis represents the test

(TO) and retest (T1) sessions. From Table 3, the left panel corresponds to the left graph, and

the right panel corresponds to the right graph
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Figure 3: ICC over time in 9 selected electrodes. The black line depicts the average
across subjects TEP for that electrode in session one, while the black dotted line depicts the
same electrode in session 2. The red solid line pictures the ICC calculated at each time point
between the two sessions. The red dotted line represents the 0.6 limit for moderate to high

reliability (Shrout et al. 1998). TMS was delivered to the left IPL.
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Figure 4: SDC over time in 9 selected electrodes. The black line depicts the average
across subjects TEP for that electrode in session one, while the black dotted line depicts the
same electrode in session 2. The blue solid line pictures the SDC calculated at each time point

between the two sessions. TMS was delivered to the left IPL.
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