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ABSTRACT

This study compares baseline (J0) and 24-hour (J1) dif-
fusion magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) for predicting
three-month functional outcomes after acute ischemic stroke
(AIS). Seventy-four AIS patients with paired apparent diffu-
sion coefficient (ADC) scans and clinical data were analyzed.
Three-dimensional ResNet-50 embeddings were fused with
structured clinical variables, reduced via principal compo-
nent analysis (≤12 components), and classified using lin-
ear support vector machines with eight-fold stratified group
cross-validation. J1 multimodal models achieved the highest
predictive performance (AUC = 0.923 ± 0.085), outperform-
ing J0-based configurations (AUC ≤ 0.86). Incorporating
lesion-volume features further improved model stability and
interpretability. These findings demonstrate that early post-
treatment diffusion MRI provides superior prognostic value to
pre-treatment imaging and that combining MRI, clinical, and
lesion-volume features produces a robust and interpretable
framework for predicting three-month functional outcomes in
AIS patients.

Index Terms— acute ischemic stroke, deep learning,
diffusion-weighted MRI, functional outcome prediction,
modified Rankin Scale

1. INTRODUCTION

Acute ischemic stroke (AIS) is a leading cause of death and
long-term disability worldwide [1]. Reliable early predic-
tion of post-stroke functional outcome is critical for treat-
ment planning, rehabilitation, and patient selection in clini-
cal trials [2]. The three-month modified Rankin Scale (mRS)
remains the standard measure of disability [3], yet accurate
early prediction remains challenging due to heterogeneity in
stroke mechanisms, treatment response, and recovery. Such
a personalized prognostic model can support treatment deci-
sions, rehabilitation planning, and adaptive trial enrollment,
addressing a major unmet clinical need in stroke manage-
ment.

Diffusion-weighted MRI (DWI) and its quantitative map,
the apparent diffusion coefficient (ADC), are sensitive to early
ischemic injury [4]. Baseline (J0) ADC reflects the infarct
core, while day-1 (J1) imaging captures infarct evolution, re-
perfusion, and secondary injury processes [5, 6]. Although
both time points are acquired routinely, their relative prognos-
tic value for long-term functional outcome remains unclear.

Traditional models combining clinical scores such as age,
NIHSS (National Institutes of Health Stroke Score), and pre-
stroke mRS achieve moderate predictive accuracy (AUC ≈
0.75–0.80) [7], but underuse imaging biomarkers reflecting
dynamic tissue changes. Deep learning enables automated
extraction of high-dimensional image representations [8, 9],
and recent multimodal models integrating imaging and clin-
ical data have improved prediction [10, 11]. However, most
prior studies focus solely on baseline imaging.

To our knowledge, this is the first study to directly com-
pare baseline (J0) and early follow-up (J1) diffusion MRI
for predicting three-month functional outcome in AIS using
a unified multimodal deep-embedding framework. We hy-
pothesize that post-treatment (J1) imaging, combined with
clinical and lesion-volume features, can improve predictive
performance and interpretability. Our framework integrates
3D ResNet-derived ADC embeddings with structured clinical
variables and applies Principal Component Analysis (PCA)
for dimensionality reduction and linear SVM classification to
enable transparent, data-efficient outcome prediction.

Functional outcome prediction after AIS has relied on
clinical scoring and regression models. Baseline neurolog-
ical severity (NIHSS), age, and pre-stroke mRS remain the
strongest predictors of three-month outcomes [2]. Logistic or
Cox models using these variables achieve moderate accuracy
(AUC ≈ 0.75–0.80) [7, 12], but lack sensitivity to imaging
biomarkers reflecting infarct evolution or treatment response.

Machine learning and deep learning methods can further
improve prediction by combining imaging and clinical fea-
tures [13, 10, 8]. CNNs and 3D architectures enable auto-
mated feature extraction from ADC maps [14, 15], and mul-
timodal fusion models show superior accuracy [11]. Yet most
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Fig. 1. Thresholding of lesion-like regions in ADC maps at
different intensity levels. (Left) Raw slice, (Middle) Thresh-
old < 620, (Right) Threshold < 480.

prior work evaluates only baseline scans.
To mitigate redundancy in deep embeddings, PCA often

offers efficient dimensionality reduction and improved gener-
alization [16]. Our study builds on this by comparing J0 and
J1 imaging, integrating deep volumetric and clinical features,
and employing PCA-based fusion with linear SVM classifi-
cation for interpretable AIS outcome prediction.

2. METHODS

2.1. Study Cohort and Clinical Data

74 patients with AIS who underwent DWI MRI at J0 and
J1 were retrospectively selected from a prospective registry
under institutional approval. Inclusion required paired ADC
volumes, complete clinical records (NIHSS subscores, pre-
stroke mRS), and available three-month mRS. Demograph-
ics, vascular risk factors, pre-mRS, and NIHSS (J0, J1) were
included. Both anterior and posterior strokes were included;
outcomes were 55.4% favorable (mRS ≤ 1) and 44.6% unfa-
vorable (mRS > 1). Missing values were imputed using me-
dian substitution, and all data were anonymized. The overall
data processing and modeling workflow is illustrated in Fig-
ure 2, which summarizes each step from image preprocessing
and lesion extraction to feature fusion and classification.

2.2. MRI Processing and Lesion Features

ADC maps reconstructed from 1.5 T and 3 T DWI were re-
sampled via trilinear interpolation to a unified 3D resolution
of 24× 256× 256 voxels.

Lesion-like regions were segmented using percentile-
based intensity thresholds (480 and 620 ×10−6 mm2/s),
followed by morphological filtering and removal of small
components (<150 voxels). An example of the threshold-
ing process at different intensity levels is shown in Figure 1,
where (left) shows the raw slice, (middle) shows the result
for threshold < 620, and (right) shows the result for thresh-
old < 480. Lesion volume (Vlesion = Nvoxels × Vvoxel) was
log-transformed and concatenated with clinical data.

Fig. 2. Overview of the proposed multimodal pipeline com-
bining clinical data and ADC imaging (J0, J1). Lesion vol-
umes and deep MRI embeddings are fused, reduced via PCA,
and classified using a linear SVM.

2.3. Deep Feature Extraction and Fusion

Volume features are extracted with a pretrained 3D ResNet-
50 (MedicalNet [17]) implemented in MONAI [18] (Medical
Open Network for AI). Separate branches processed J0 and
J1 ADC input, with global average pooling producing 2048-D
embeddings projected to 32–256 units. Networks operated in
frozen mode, and embeddings were concatenated with clini-
cal and lesion-volume features. Feature importance is derived
from standard SVM coefficients and MRI saliency maps.

2.4. Dimensionality Reduction and Classification

Fused multimodal embeddings were reduced using PCA, re-
taining up to 12 components (>95% variance). PCA was
fit on training folds only. Reduced features were classified
via linear SVMs (C=0.1) with class-balanced weighting and
Platt scaling [19]. Models include (1) MRI-only, (2) clinical-
only, and (3) multimodal (with/without lesion volumes).

2.5. Evaluation and Implementation

Performance was evaluated with eight-fold StratifiedGroup-
KFold cross-validation, reporting mean ± SD (Standard
Deviation) for AUC, accuracy, and F1-score. All analy-
ses use PyTorch [20], MONAI [18], and scikit-learn [21]
(Python 3.10) on a Tesla V100 GPU. Model performance
was compared across eight stratified group cross-validation
folds. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test [22] was used to assess
paired differences in validation AUC between J0 and J1 mul-
timodal configurations. A one-sided test was applied to test
the hypothesis that J1 models outperform J0 models.



Table 1. Performance of MRI-only models for predicting
three-month mRS (≤1 vs. >1). Values are mean ± standard
deviation across folds.

Model AUC Accuracy F1-score
J0 ADC (MRI-only) 0.540 ± 0.263 0.433 ± 0.147 0.396 ± 0.110
J1 ADC (MRI-only) 0.714 ± 0.105 0.633 ± 0.066 0.560 ± 0.128

3. RESULTS

3.1. Comparison of J0 and J1 MRI Models

MRI-only models use 3D ResNet-50 embeddings from
J0/J1 ADC, with 12 PCA components, classified with class-
balanced linear SVMs. In Table 1, J1 outperformed J0 across
metrics (AUC 0.714 ± 0.105 vs. 0.540 ± 0.263; accuracy
0.633 vs. 0.433; F1 0.560 vs. 0.396), indicating 24 h diffu-
sion changes provide stronger prognostic signal than baseline.

3.2. Clinical and Multimodal Model Performance

Models trained only on clinical features achieved moderate
performance (AUC = 0.882 ± 0.105, accuracy = 0.808 ±
0.101, F1-score = 0.780 ± 0.111), confirming the predictive
value of age, pre-stroke mRS, and NIHSS scores. Integrating
imaging features further improves results in terms of AUC.
When combining J1 MRI embeddings with full clinical vec-
tors, the multimodal model reached AUC = 0.894 ± 0.106,
accuracy = 0.794 ± 0.096, and F1-score = 0.731 ± 0.163.
Adding lesion-volume metrics derived from ADC threshold-
ing provided additional gains, achieving AUC = 0.923 ±
0.085, accuracy = 0.824 ± 0.083, and F1-score = 0.786 ±
0.104—the highest overall performance among all configura-
tions (Table 2). The final J1 multimodal configuration (J1 +
clinical + J1 lesion volume) achieved higher validation AUCs
compared to the corresponding J0 configuration (J0 + clin-
ical + J0 lesion volume; 0.923 ± 0.079 vs. 0.811 ± 0.115;
Wilcoxon signed-rank test, p = 0.0078), confirming the supe-
rior prognostic value of early post-treatment diffusion MRI.
Figure 3 shows validation performance across models. J1
multimodal configurations outperformed J0 and clinical-only
baselines, with lesion-volume features providing the highest
AUC and F1-scores alone.

PCA is critical for stable training with our small dataset.
Without PCA, SVMs show unstable convergence and large
variance. A 12-component configuration produced the most
consistent validation AUCs while preserving interpretability.

3.3. Feature Importance and Explainability

Feature importance derived from linear SVM coefficients,
shown in Figure 4, revealed that both clinical and MRI-
derived aspects contribute to outcome prediction. The high-
est positive weights corresponded to motor NIHSS sub-
scores (Day 0 Right arm motor drift, Day 0 Left arm motor

Fig. 3. Validation AUC and F1 across tested models. J1 multi-
modal configurations outperformed J0 and clinical baselines.

Fig. 4. Feature importance derived from linear SVM coeffi-
cients

drift) and age, while several MRI-derived embeddings (e.g.,
MRI feat 18, 30, 37) also rank among the best predictors.
Negative weights were dominated by MRI features (e.g.,
MRI feat 62, 7, 77) and the NIHSS9 (Language/aphasia)
subscore. These results indicate that clinical measures of mo-
tor impairment and selected diffusion-based latent features
jointly drive discrimination between favorable and unfavor-
able outcomes.

4. DISCUSSION

This study shows that integrating quantitative diffusion MRI
with structured clinical data enables accurate prediction of
three-month outcomes after AIS. Comparison of J0 and J1
ADC imaging demonstrates that J1 models outperform base-
line models, confirming that early post-treatment diffusion
changes provide key prognostic information. Multimodal fu-
sion with PCA improve model stability. The better J1 perfor-
mance reflects the prognostic value of early tissue dynamics
related to reperfusion, collateral flow, and secondary injury.
The J1 MRI-only model achieves AUC = 0.714 ± 0.105
versus 0.540 ± 0.263 for J0, while the multimodal J1 +
clinical + lesion-volume model reaches 0.923 ± 0.085, the
highest accuracy consistent with previous findings on 24-
h DWI/ADC imaging [5, 10]. Clinical variables such as
age, pre-stroke mRS, and NIHSS contribute strongly (AUC
= 0.882 ± 0.105), confirming their complementary role.



Table 2. Summary of multimodal configurations (mean ± Standar across 8 folds). PCA dimension fixed at 12 components.
Configuration Val AUC Val Acc Val F1 Train AUC Train Acc Train F1
J1 + Full Clinical + J1 Lesion Volume 0.923 ± 0.085 0.824 ± 0.083 0.786 ± 0.104 0.941 ± 0.011 0.898 ± 0.018 0.884 ± 0.021
J1 + Full Clinical 0.894 ± 0.106 0.794 ± 0.096 0.731 ± 0.163 0.918 ± 0.015 0.888 ± 0.025 0.876 ± 0.031
Clinical (Day 1 only) 0.882 ± 0.105 0.808 ± 0.101 0.780 ± 0.111 0.912 ± 0.010 0.853 ± 0.023 0.832 ± 0.024
Full Clinical + J0 Lesion Volume 0.864 ± 0.136 0.740 ± 0.106 0.683 ± 0.117 0.884 ± 0.012 0.824 ± 0.039 0.793 ± 0.050
J0 + Full Clinical + J0 Lesion Volume 0.863 ± 0.111 0.768 ± 0.113 0.682 ± 0.185 0.887 ± 0.015 0.840 ± 0.021 0.811 ± 0.028

Fig. 5. MRI feature maps and histograms for two patients
with different three-month mRS scores

Adding lesion-volume improves interpretability and raises
AUC by 0.03, highlighting infarct size as an independent
predictor. PCA stabilizes multimodal fusion by reducing 3D
ResNet embeddings to 8–12 orthogonal components (>95%
variance), ensuring consistent SVM convergence and offering
a reproducible alternative to nonlinear embeddings [20, 21].

Among clinical predictors, admission NIHSS motor sub-
scores (Day 0 left arm motor drift and right arm motor drift)
and age had the highest positive weights, aligning with es-
tablished prognostic factors. MRI-derived embeddings also
contribute but do not yield stable anatomical activation pat-
terns, likely due to the small dataset. Nevertheless, Figure 5
demonstrates MRI feature maps for two patients (Patient
171 with mRS = 3.0 and Patient 179 with mRS = 1.0). The
gradient-based heat maps show coherent activation within the
infarcted hemisphere in severe strokes, suggesting that larger
or more homogeneous lesions are better captured. This high-
lights the complementary roles of structured clinical variables
and learned MRI representations in interpretable multimodal
prediction.

Unlike end-to-end networks, our PCA–SVM pipeline of-
fers more transparency. Each principal component and SVM
coefficient can be inspected, enabling clinicians to trace pre-
dictions to specific clinical or image contributors. This makes
the framework easier to audit, calibrate and integrate into clin-
ical decision support [23]. Early post-treatment MRI enables
personalized prognosis by capturing reperfusion success and
early tissue evolution, identifying patients at risk of poor
recovery despite recanalization. The PCA–SVM pipeline,
combining lesion metrics with structured clinical/imaging
features, supports transparent translation. Study limitations
include the small sample, automated lesion segmentation
and scanner variability. We plan to test the framework in

larger cohorts and explore better segmentation, radiomics and
multimodality (e.g., perfusion MRI, CT angiography).

5. CONCLUSION

J1 diffusion MRI provides better prognostic value compared
with baseline imaging. Integrating deep MRI embeddings
with clinical and lesion-volume features (AUC > 0.92) yields
a robust, interpretable, and data-efficient model. PCA sta-
bilization enhances reliability and transparency, enabling
reproducible outcome prediction. Overall, the proposed
PCA–SVM framework offers a clinically translatable foun-
dation for personalized stroke prognosis and will be validated
on multicenter longitudinal data.
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