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Abstract 

Intracortical microstimulation (ICMS) is a method for restoring sensation to people with paralysis 
as part of a bidirectional brain-computer interface to restore upper limb function. Evoking tactile 
sensations of the hand through ICMS requires precise targeting of implanted electrodes. Here we 
describe the presurgical imaging procedures used to generate functional maps of the hand area 
of the somatosensory cortex and subsequent planning that guided the implantation of 
intracortical microelectrode arrays. In five participants with cervical spinal cord injury, across two 
study locations, this procedure successfully enabled ICMS-evoked sensations localized to at least 
the first four digits of the hand. The imaging and planning procedures developed through this 
clinical trial provide a roadmap for other brain-computer interface studies to ensure successful 
placement of stimulation electrodes. 

Introduction 

Individuals with tetraplegia consistently report restoration of hand and arm function as a top 
rehabilitative priority1,2. To address this need, researchers are developing brain-computer 
interfaces (BCIs) that can bypass the injured spinal cord to enable control of a robotic arm3–9 or 
to restore movement via functional electrical stimulation (FES)6,10. However, motor control alone 
is not sufficient to fully restore arm and hand function or the ability to interact with the world. 
Somatosensory feedback is essential to maintained motor function11. Indeed, the loss of 
somatosensation drastically impairs hand and arm function even when motor pathways remain 
intact12. Tactile feedback enables manipulation and exploration of objects and provides affective 
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qualities that are unavailable in a purely motor BCI13. Therefore, we aim to provide intuitive tactile 
sensory feedback through intracortical microstimulation (ICMS) in somatosensory cortex with 
microelectrode arrays in the post-central gyrus. 

The intuitiveness of the sensory feedback is essential for maximizing both the embodiment of the 
BCI as well as its functionality. ICMS of somatosensory cortex has arisen as a promising approach 
to evoke intuitive sensory feedback as part of a BCI14–17, as the location and intensity of the 
sensations can be systematically controlled. Somatosensory cortex is also an ideal candidate for 
surgical targeting as it is organized somatotopically, with discrete regions receiving the sensory 
inputs from specific parts of the body18–20. In particular, the hand representation progresses from 
the thumb, laterally in somatosensory cortex, through the digits to the little finger medially21. The 
surface of the post-central gyrus, the section of somatosensory cortex accessible to planar 
microelectrode arrays, mostly consists of Brodmann’s area 122. In area 1, fingertips are 
represented at the border with area 2 – the posterior edge of area 1 – and finger bases are 
represented at the border with area 3b – the anterior edge of area 123. The latero-medial 
organization from the thumb to the little finger in somatosensory cortex was originally observed 
by Penfield using intraoperative electrical stimulation of humans24,25 and has been confirmed in 
multiple species26–30 including non-human primates18–20,31. This somatotopic finger organization 
can also be observed in humans using non-invasive imaging techniques – functional magnetic 
resonance imaging (fMRI) and magnetoencephalography (MEG)32–40. Importantly, several studies 
have demonstrated highly preserved finger representations in people who were deafferented 
through amputation41–44 or spinal-cord injury (SCI)45; the two groups of people most likely to 
benefit from BCIs to restore upper limb function. 

As part of a multisite clinical trial, we implanted ten intracortical microelectrode arrays (Blackrock 
Microsystems, Inc., Salt Lake City, UT) in the post-central gyrus of five study participants (2 arrays 
in each) with chronic SCI to provide ICMS-based tactile sensory feedback. Here we present a 
roadmap to generate and execute a successful plan for evoking sensations localized to the desired 
digits. We developed this rigorous plan after a misplaced implant that resulted in no sensations 
during stimulation46. We used fMRI and/or MEG47 to reliably identify the regions of 
somatosensory cortex that represent touch sensations for digits despite differences in the 
residual sensory function of the participants. Presurgical data analysis and planning of array 
locations were performed by a broad study team with expertise in neurosurgery, neuroscience, 
engineering, and spinal cord injury medicine. Using this plan and a structured surgical workflow 
that required input from multiple team members, we successfully identified implant locations 
such that ICMS evoked sensations in the digits in all five participants. We expect that this 
workflow can define a pathway to broader use of BCIs that provide intuitive, somatotopically-
matched sensory feedback. 
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Results 

Participants 

All five participants (C1, 
C2, P2, P3, and P4) 
presented with paralysis 
of the right hand and 
some amount of 
deafferentation due to 
cervical level SCI (and 
brachial plexopathy in 
C2). Table 2 describes the 
clinical aspects of the 
participants.  C1 retained 
deep sensation with 
diminished light touch 
across his whole right 
hand. P2 and P3 were 
insensate across the 
ulnar region (middle to 
little fingers) of the right 
hand but retained 
diminished light touch 
and deep sensation on 
the radial side. C2 and P4 
were insensate across 
the entirety of their right 
hands. 

Functional Imaging 

To localize the hand 
representation of each 
participant, we used a 
combination of fMRI and 
MEG. Four participants completed the fMRI task in which they were instructed to attempt to 
perform a sequential finger tapping task - the travelling wave paradigm36,41. Three participants 
(including 2 who completed the fMRI task as well) completed the MEG tasks in which they 
alternated attempted tapping of individual fingers and rest periods while viewing a 
representation of the desired movement. While the participants were unable to physically make 
the movement, we identified representations of at least three digits on the post-central gyrus, 
which was accessible to microelectrode arrays, in each (Figure 1). The hand representation of 
somatosensory cortex is often assumed to be adjacent to the hand knob – an identifiable 
landmark of the precentral gyrus (motor cortex) that is preferentially activated during hand 
movements and is generally anatomically distinct48. We found, however, that the position of the 

 

Figure 1. Functional activity projected on the post-central gyrus of each 

participant. Each map displays the significant activity in the somatosensory 

cortex from the mapping tasks during fMRI or MEG. For C1, P3, and P4, all 

digits were tested. For P3, no significant modulation was found for the little 

finger. For P4, no significant modulation was found for the ring or little 

fingers. For P2, only thumb, index, and pinky fingers were tested. For C2, 

only thumb, index, and ring fingers were tested. Finger visualization 

thresholding for fMRI was z-statistic > 3.1, while for MEG z-statistic > 50% 

of max was used, see online methods for details. 
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sensory representations relative to the hand knob varied by up to 25 mm along the mediolateral 
axis across participants depending on the digit (Table 1, Supplementary Figure 1). The location 
variability is more than 6x the size of the NeuroPort microelectrode arrays (2.4x4mm, Blackrock 
Neurotech, Salt Lake City, UT), thus rendering the hand knob an insufficient targeting landmark. 

Table 1. Lateral distances of digit activity from the hand knob. The distance (mm) along the 
medial-lateral axis from the hand-knob to the peak activity for each digit that had significant 
activity measured on fMRI or MEG. Notice that individual digits could be separated by many mm 
in different participants. Absent values indicate digits without a significant functional map. Note 
that D3 and D5 were not tested for participant C2 and D4 and D4 were not tested for participant 
P2.  

Participant 
Digit 

D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 

C1 19.7  10.3 5.6 4.1 1.5 

C2 16.2 3.2  6.2  

P2 22.0 11.8   6.1 

P3 15.3 12.3 10.9 6.2  

P4 19.9 28.1 15.7   

 

We found that fMRI was not feasible in some cases. P2 reported a warming sensation during a 
previous fMRI scan (unrelated to the current study) that may be related to his implanted spinal 
fixation hardware, so an fMRI study was not completed. Two other participants (C2 and P4) 
experienced claustrophobia leading to excessive head movement during the fMRI task resulting 
in noisy data. Therefore, an MEG scan was completed for P2, P4, and C2. During the MEG, the 
number of fingers tested was limited due to time constraints. Despite the fundamental 
differences between fMRI and MEG, the functional maps closely matched between the two 
imaging modalities in the two participants where both modalities were used, with the center of 
gravity for each digit varying by between 3.1 and 6.8 mm (Supplementary Figure 2). Ultimately, 
fMRI and MEG were able to map the location of finger representations across participants with 
SCI of varying levels, completeness, and time since injury. 

Surgical planning 

Once functional imaging results were obtained, the study team (including both the University of 
Pittsburgh and University of Chicago clinical trial teams) planned the preferred array implant 
locations. The planning process was parallelized at multiple points (Figure 2) to avoid groupthink49 
and ensure confidence in final decision making. For all participants – except P2, whose implant 
preceded the addition of a second clinical trial site – both study sites initially analyzed the 
functional imaging data separately to generate functional maps. Once both sites generated 
functional maps, any differences were identified and the team members responsible for 
generating the functional maps collaborated to determine where any errors were made and 
resolve them. Once both sites agreed on the functional map it was distributed to 7 or 8 senior 
researchers, including neuroscientists, neurosurgeons, and physiatrists, to make array placement 
plans independently. When creating individual placement plans, we considered which areas most 
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strongly represented each finger, where the finger representations bordered or overlapped to 
allow one array access to both fingers, where the gyrus appeared flat enough for array placement, 
and where large blood vessels were located (based on a structural MRI with contrast, Figure 2b). 
After all independent plans were ready, these plans were compiled and only then were they 
discussed together (e.g., Supplementary Figure 3). The full group generated a consensus plan for 
array placement locations (Figure 2b, Figure 3a), including backup locations for array placement 
in case the initial site was found to be unsuitable for array placement during surgery. The planned 
locations were uploaded to a surgical navigation system (StealthStation, Medtronic, Minneapolis 
MN; Brainlab, Munich, Germany; or ROSA®, Zimmer Biomet, Warsaw, Poland) and coregistered 
with a structural T1-weighted MRI with contrast and 1 mm slice thickness, which identified large 
blood vessels (Figure 2b).  

Surgical Approach 

Using stereotactic image guidance in the operating room, the craniotomy location was planned 
based on the desired array locations within the navigation system. The neurosurgeon consulted 
with the other team members to confirm the opening would be the correct size and location to 
accommodate the planned array insertions and percutaneous pedestal locations, before 
performing the craniotomy. Once the craniotomy and dura resection were completed, a 
navigation wand or robotic arm was used to locate the implant site on the exposed cortex based 
on the neuroimaging data. Then we took photographs of the exposed cortex, and the researchers 
present in the operating room compared these photographs to the implant plan based upon the 

 

Figure 2. Preoperative and intraoperative array placement planning procedures. a) Functional imaging 

pipeline, including data collection, parallel analysis of raw data, and parallel selection of preferred implant 

locations. b) Preoperative preparations, including a structural MRI with contrast, a meeting of team 

members to develop a consensus implant plan, and the translation of that plan to surgical navigation 

software. c) Intraoperative procedures, using the plan to expose the correct brain area, visually confirming 

the anatomical location, and determining the final implant locations after accounting for any new 

information. Post insertion confirmation of location is done using photographs taken during surgery. 
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structural MRI (via digital overlay). The researchers visually aligned the photographs with the pre-
surgical plan based on large landmarks, such as the central sulcus, major vessels, and gyrification 
patterns. This process was completed in parallel to create redundancy and ensure confidence 
when transferring the digital plan to the exposed cortex. A formal time-out was performed after 
the parallel reviews, during which all researchers came to a consensus regarding the mapping of 
exposed cortex onto the planned locations (Figure 2c). Despite planning based on structural and 
functional imaging, there are factors that influence array placement and are only evident during 
surgery. These factors include small blood vessels that are not visible in the structural MRI, 
excessive curvature of the cortex not appreciated in the structural MRI, and viable paths for wire-
bundle placement. The team then reconsidered the original array placement plan based on the 
information available at the time of implant to determine the final location for array placement. 
Formal consensus regarding the planned array location was obtained prior to insertion. After 
array insertion, we again took photographs (Figure 2c, Figure 3b) to allow for post-surgical 
coregistration with planned implantation locations (Figure 3c). Final array locations were 
consistent from the consensus plan to the implanted result (Figure 3a and Figure 3c, respectively). 
The one exception was the medial array in C2, due to extensive vasculature on the posterior half 
of the post-central gyrus. Array orientations, however, frequently changed from the plan during 
surgery, due to vasculature or array wire pathway requirements. 

Projected Fields 

After the participants recovered from the surgery and began attending testing sessions in the lab, 
we delivered ICMS to each electrode and surveyed the participants to determine the location of 
any evoked sensations – the “projected fields”. Projected fields were located on the hand for all 
electrodes (for which there was a percept) in all participants, spanning from the thumb to the 
little finger and from the metacarpophalangeal joint (MCP) to the fingertip on both the palmar 
and dorsal sides of the hand. ICMS only ever produced sensations on the hand. The details of 
projected field sizes and distributions in participants C1, P2, and P3 were reported in Greenspon 
et al. 202316. Here, we compare the correspondence between the expected digit representation 
obtained with functional imaging and the location of sensation evoked from stimulation of those 
arrays (Figure 3). In all cases except for P4's medial motor array we had 100% correspondence—
meaning that when the functional map predicted a particular digit’s representation on an array, 
ICMS of at least 1 electrode on that array evoked a sensation on that digit. The medial array in P4 
overlaid the functional maps for D2 and D3 but resulted in sensations on D4 and D5, which did 
not have significant fMRI activity anywhere on the gyrus. Some electrodes evoked sensations on 
digits other than those predicted by functional imaging, but this was less common than evoked 
sensations on the predicted digit (Supplementary Table 1).  
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Figure 3. Locations of the planned and inserted electrode arrays with the functional maps and their 

corresponding projected fields. a) Consensus presurgical plan for array locations. b) Post-implant 

intraoperative photo of electrode array locations. c) Shaded boxes indicate the final array locations on 

the pre-surgical functional maps described in Figure 1. d) The expanded views of the sensory arrays are 

colored based on the location of the projected fields for each electrode, as illustrated on the hand, which 

is where the participant experienced a sensation upon ICMS of that electrode. 
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Though the imaging protocol was not designed to separate representations of individual finger 
segments (i.e., the MCP, proximal phalanx, middle phalanx or distal phalanx), we observed that 
most projected fields on single electrodes were confined to a single segment or two adjacent 
segments, even when felt on multiple digits. The location of electrodes' projected fields on the 
proximal-distal axis tended to cluster, e.g. most electrodes in C1 had distal projected fields, and 
the lateral array in P2 had one edge with distal projected fields while the rest of the electrodes 
had proximal projected fields (Figure 4). However, despite this clustering the was no clear 
relationship between an electrode’s anterior-posterior location and the location of its projected 
field on the proximal-distal axis of the hand across participants.  
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Figure 4. Comparison of electrode location and the central location of the projected field along the proximal-

distal axis of the hand. Darker shades indicate more distal projected fields. No consistent pattern emerges to 

correlate electrode location with the proximal-distal location of the projected fields. 
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Discussion  

We developed a framework for reliably targeting the hand representation in somatosensory 

cortex such that ICMS can be used to deliver tactile feedback for BCIs. The precise targeting in 

somatosensory cortex is of particular importance as the somatotopy is more rigid than in motor 

cortex50 and the lack of sensory input makes functional mapping more difficult in the target 

population. Non-invasive neuroimaging (fMRI and MEG) was used to create individualized 

functional maps of somatosensation during attempted finger movements. Then, we used a clear 

strategy based on maximizing communication and preparation, while minimizing individual 

biases, to create a strong pre-operative plan that could be applied in the operating room. We 

demonstrated that this approach consistently resulted in evoked sensations that map to the 

desired digits. This level of successful targeting and planning enabled closed-loop BCI systems 

that provided tactile feedback during grasping15,17. 

Generating Functional Maps 

We generated functional maps of at least three digits with either fMRI or MEG for each of the five 

participants. The imaging data were collected while the subjects attempted to move individual 

fingers, even though their ability to generate those movements was limited and therefore they 

did not feel appropriate sensory feedback. Our results show substantial variability in the 

mediolateral location of the finger representation relative to the anatomical hand knob in motor 

cortex between participants, consistent with prior intraoperative mapping work that showed a 

standard deviation exceeding 5 mm for some digits32. A longitudinal fMRI study similarly showed 

consistent digit localization across time within subjects but variable localization across subjects37. 

Variability in the location of the sensory digit maps relative to the anatomical hand knob, 

highlights the importance of functional mapping in determining electrode placement. Further, 

anatomical variability51 can lead to challenges in consistently identifying the hand knob of motor 

cortex. Of note, while we did not have imaging data prior to their injuries, we saw that the 

expected somatotopic organization is well preserved up to 35 years post-injury, joining growing 

evidence that substantial reorganization of the somatosensory cortex does not occur after injury 

in adults43,52–54. 

All participants tolerated an MRI with contrast for structural imaging; however, it was more 

challenging to obtain quality fMRI data due to claustrophobia, movement, or the potential risk of 

hardware heating when using 3T fMRI scan parameters.  Digit mapping with fMRI requires a 

significant amount of time in the scanner (30-45 minutes) and requires active task participation. 

While fMRI is more widely available, MEG provided a viable alternative functional imaging 

method. The fact that both our fMRI and MEG functional maps aligned in two participants and 

that the MEG-only implant (P2) had well predicted projected fields demonstrated that both 

approaches are suitable for generating functional maps. While 90% of arrays evoked sensations 

on the expected digits, most arrays also evoked sensations on digits that were not mapped under 
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them (Supplementary Table 1). This may be due to overly conservative thresholding of the 

functional maps, difficulty in evoking activity for certain digits during imaging, or stimulation of 

transiting axons versus local cell bodies. We recognize that functional neuroimaging may not be 

broadly available at medical centers, which could create challenges for translation of bidirectional 

BCI technology. However, as more data are collected we will gain knowledge of the typical location 

and size of sensory digit representations in people with tetraplegia. This could also inform the 

development of electrode technology that can broadly cover the entire hand representation and 

reduce the need for such precise electrode placement. 

Surgical Considerations 

Other studies of ICMS in the somatosensory cortex have placed electrodes using intraoperative 

mapping55,56. We chose to use pre-operative functional mapping because the heterogeneity of 

deafferentation can make it difficult to interpret recorded cortical responses to peripheral 

stimulation; the main method of intraoperative mapping55. There is also an increased risk of 

autonomic dysreflexia among this patient population if they are awakened during the surgery57,58, 

preventing participants from verbally reporting the location of sensations during intraoperative 

stimulation of cortex32,56. Given these concerns, and risks associated with further prolonging the 

surgery, we believe functional imaging was a more versatile and safe way to determine where to 

place electrodes.  

Successful targeting of the arrays is of particular importance due to the costs and risks involved 

with implantation. Indeed, our group’s first experience attempting to place stimulating arrays in 

somatosensory cortex was unsuccessful46, leading us to create this thorough and robust plan 

(Figure 2) to ensure accurate placement in the future. In that original implant, we did not have 

the ability to import functional neuroimaging maps into a surgical navigation system and instead 

relied on introperative anatomical navigation only. Given the variety of priorities during an 

implant, we had multiple team members with diverse backgrounds (neuroscientists, engineers, 

rehabilitative medicine clinicians and neurosurgeons) generate parallel plans. Each team member 

brings unique insights and priorities, resulting in different opinions on the precise placement and 

orientation before these parallel plans were consolidated (Supplementary Figure 3). In our 

experience, a unanimous consensus was always reached. However, it is important that there be 

a final decision maker, in our case that was the physician sponsor of the investigational device 

exemption. Similarly, during surgery, multiple team members independently validated the 

execution of the plan, but the study neurosurgeon was responsible for all final decision making. 

Given the critical nature of array placement in generating the expected sensation and the 

difficulty of a revision surgery, multiple redundant confirmations that the plan was being followed 

were critical to successful targeting of ICMS, particularly at this early stage of BCI development. 

Clinical translation will ultimately require a streamlined process, likely facilitated by 

improvements in imaging techniques and surgical approaches that improve surgical planning, for 

instance through limiting brain shift 59.   

Limitations 
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While the mediolateral somatotopy was identifiable through imaging, we were unable to identify 

the anteroposterior somatotopy, which dictates the distal aspect of the finger sensation. Prior 

intraoperative mapping studies indicated that proximal sensations occur during stimulation on 

the anterior bank of the post-central gyrus, while distal sensations occur during stimulation 

somewhere between the middle and posterior bank of the gyrus with substantial participant-to-

participant variability32. Functional imaging with a 7T magnet revealed a similar pattern, but only 

in a subset of participants60. Distal sensations should presumably occur at the border between 

Brodmann’s areas 1 and 2 based on non-human primate work20,23, but the location of that border 

in the human brain is difficult to assess in vivo and appears to be highly variable from person to 

person22,61. In our five participants no clear relationship between the electrode location and how 

distal the evoked sensation was appeared. In other reports Herring et al. reported proximal 

sensations with anterior arrays56, while Fifer et al. report one array on the anterior bank of the 

post-central gyrus that evoked proximal sensations on its most anterior electrodes and more 

distal sensations on its posterior electrodes; however, another array positioned similarly evoked 

exclusively distal sensations55. Given this variability and the current difficulty with imaging 

proximal-distal within-digit somatotopy, the development of a reliable method for identifying the 

location of fingertip representation on the post-central gyrus would be beneficial to BCI-related 

surgical planning. 

Another avenue for future work is to distribute the electrodes more broadly across 

somatosensory cortex to ensure more even coverage of sensations. Our implants consisted of 

two 2.4x4mm arrays of electrodes wired in a checkerboard pattern (Figure 3). Implanting 

additional, smaller arrays or otherwise distributing stimulation sites more uniformly through the 

finger representation in somatosensory cortex should improve the chances that all digits are 

represented evenly. The density of this distribution could scale up as the robotics, sensorization, 

and stimulation algorithms improve. 

Conclusion 

We have developed and validated an array placement methodology that reliably led to usable 

evoked sensations of the fingers. While we implanted NeuroPort Microelectrode Arrays 

(Blackrock Neurotech, Salt Lake City, Utah), the imaging and planning methods are generalizable 

to new devices being developed for future clinical trials62–65. Across 5 participants, the expected  

somatotopic organization of little finger to thumb sensations progressing along the mediolateral 

axis was observed, though there is sufficient variability between participants to necessitate 

generating personalized functional maps. Variability is even more significant in the 

anteroposterior organization of the proximal and distal finger segments. At the current, early 

stages of BCI development, functional neuroimaging maps should be independently and carefully 

reviewed by multiple researchers and clinicians to ensure consensus prior to array implantation. 

With sophisticated functional maps and careful planning, researchers can be confident in their 

planned experiments and, eventually, clinicians will be able to reliably place clinical devices for 

BCI users. 
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Online Methods 

Participants 

Five participants enrolled in a multi-site clinical trial (registered on clinicaltrials.gov, 
NCT01894802 between 2014 and 2022 and provided informed consent prior to any experimental 
procedures. All procedures were approved by the Institutional Review Boards at the University 
of Pittsburgh or the University of Chicago. Table 2 shows the participant demographics. 
Participant C1 (male), in his 50s at the time of implant, presented with a C4-level ASIA D spinal 
cord injury (SCI) that occurred 35 years prior. Filament tests revealed spared deep sensation but 
diminished light touch in the right hand (detection thresholds ranged from 0.6 to 2.0 g across 
digit tips). Participant C2 (male), in his 60s at time of implant, presented with a C4-level ASIA D 
spinal cord injury (SCI), along with a right brachial plexopathy, that occurred 4 years prior. He was 
nearly insensate across the whole right hand (thresholds were 15-60g across digits 2-5 and >300g 
on D1). Participant P2 (male), in his 20s at the time of implant, presented with a C5 motor/C6 
sensory ASIA B SCI that occurred 10 years prior to implant. He was insensate in the ulnar region 
of the hand (digits 3-5) on both the palmar and volar surfaces but retained both diminished light 
touch and deep sensation on the radial side (digits 1-2) (thresholds were 1.4 g to 8 g on the thumb 
and index, respectively, and 180 g on the middle digit). Participant P3 (male), in his 20s at the 
time of implant, presented with a C6 ASIA B SCI that occurred 12 years prior. He was insensate in 
the ulnar region of the hand on both the palmar and volar surfaces but retained diminished light 
touch and deep sensation on the radial side (thresholds were 0.07 g and 1.6 g on the thumb and 
index and 8 g on the middle digit). Participant P4 (male), in his 30s at the time of implant, 
presented with a C4-5 ASIA A SCI that occurred 11 years prior. He was insensate across his entire 
right hand (760 grams in all zones). As an inclusion criterion for the study, none of the participants 
retained functional motor control of the targeted hand.  
 
Table 2. Participant demographics. SCI = spinal cord injury; ASIA=American Spinal Injury 
Association; fMRI=functional magnetic resonance imaging; MEG=magnetoencephalography 

 C1 C2 P2 P3 P4 

Age 50s 60s 20s 20s 30s 

Gender Male Male Male Male Male 

Injury 

SCI (C4 ASIA D) 

SCI (C4 
ASIA D) 
and right 
brachial 
plexopathy 

SCI (C5 ASIA B) SCI (C6 ASIA B) 
SCI (C4 
ASIA A) 

Years since 
injury 

35 4 10 12 11 

Filament 
testing 

Deep sensation, 
but diminished 
light touch in 
the right hand 

Insensate 
across 
whole 
right hand 

Insensate in the 
ulnar hand 
region, retained 
diminished light 

Insensate in the 
ulnar hand 
region, retained 
diminished light 

Insensate 
across 
whole 
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touch and deep 
sensation on 
the radial side 

touch and deep 
sensation on 
the radial side 

right 
hand 

Scans 
Performed 

fMRI 
fMRI and 
MEG 

MEG fMRI 
fMRI and 
MEG 

Scanning Procedures  
Each participant underwent functional MRI (fMRI) and/or magnetoencephalography (MEG) 
scanning sessions. During scans, participants were asked to attempt to move individual fingers 
through flexion and extension on the right hand. Attempted movements (vs. motor imagery) 
were explicitly instructed to amplify activation66. Below, we will describe the task and analysis 
pipeline first for the fMRI scans and then MEG.  
 
fMRI Task Design  
Participants were visually cued using E-Prime (v. 2.0 Psychology Software Tools, Pittsburgh, PA, 
USA) to attempt the movement of individual digits with their palm facing down towards the MRI 
table. Instructions were projected into the scanner bore. The movement cues were first-person 
perspective videos of an actor repeatedly performing flexion and extension movements of an 
individual digit at ~0.5 Hz. Participants were instructed to attempt to follow along with the videos 
to the best of their ability. Only right-hand tasks were performed. All participants were right-
handed prior to injury, and unable to physically execute the task post-injury.  
 
Participants completed a travelling wave paradigm to map digit selectivity in S1, which has been 
shown to be effective for individuals with spinal cord injuries45. The paradigm involves moving 
digits in sequence. Each 9 second digit movement block was immediately followed by a 
movement block of a neighboring digit. We used two different sequence cycles: forward and 
backward. The forward sequence cycled through the digits from thumb to pinky. The backward 
sequence cycled from pinky to thumb. Prior to starting a block, participants were shown text 
instruction detailing whether the block would be a forward sequence block or a backward 
sequence block. Each run consisted of 8 repetitions of each sequence. In addition, there were 9 
seconds of fixation (no movement) placed at the beginning and end of each run. A run lasted 6 
minutes and 20 seconds. The total number of runs varies for each participant (5-8), with an equal 
number of forward and backward runs (besides P4 with 2 backward runs and 3 forward runs).  
 
fMRI Data Acquisition 
The MRI scanner and sequence parameters varied across participants and are shown in Table 3. 
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Table 3. MRI scanner information across participants. FOV=field of view; TR=repetition time; 
TE= echo time. D1-D5 reflects digits 1 through 5: D1=thumb, D2=index, D3=middle, D4=ring, and 
D5=little.  

 C1 C2 P2 P3 P4 

Scanner 
Location 

Chicago Chicago Pittsburgh Pittsburgh Pittsburgh 

Scanner 3T Philips 
Achieva 

3T Philips 
Achieva 

3T Siemens 
TrioTim 

3T Siemens 
Prisma 

3T Siemens 
Prisma 

Head Coil 32-channel 32-channel 32-channel 64-channel 64-channel 

T1 
sequence 
parameters 

Voxel Size: 
1mm 
isotropic 
TR: 7.4s; TE: 
3ms; TI: 1s 

Voxel Size: 
1mm isotropic 
TR: 7.4s; TE: 
3ms; TI: 1s 

Voxel Size: 
1mm 
isotopic; 
TR: 2.3s; TE: 
3ms; TI: 1s 

Voxel Size: 
1mm 
isotropic; 
TR: 2.4s; TE: 
3ms; TI: 1s 

Voxel Size: 
1mm 
isotropic;  
TR: 2.4s; TE: 
3ms; TI: 1s 

Functional 
sequence 
parameters 

Voxel Size: 
2mm 
isotropic; 
TR: 1.5s; TE: 
30ms 

252 volumes 

Voxel Size: 
2mm 
isotropic; 
TR: 1.5s; TE: 
30ms 

252 volumes 

N/A 

Voxel Size: 
2mm 
isotropic; 
TR: 1.5s; TE: 
30ms 

252 volumes 

Voxel Size: 
2mm 
isotropic; 
TR: 1.5s; TE: 
30ms 

252 volumes 

Number of 
functional 
runs 

8 6 N/A 6 5 

Digits with 
activity 
above z-
threshold 
(Z > 3.1) 

D1-D5 D1-D3 N/A D1-D4 D1-D4 

 
C1 & C2 
MRI data were obtained using a 3T Philips Achieve dStream MRI scanner (Philips Medical Systems, 
Netherlands) and a 32-channel head coil at the University of Chicago MRI Research Center. A high-
resolution T1-weighted structural MRI scan (3D-MPRAGE sequence: 1x1x1 mm voxel size, in-
plane matrix size: 256 x 256 mm, 192 slices, TR = 7.4 s, TE = 3.1 ms, TI = 1 s, FA = 8 ̊) was collected 
at the start of the session. Functional scans were acquired using a T2*-weighted EPI acquisition 
sequence (2 x 2 x 2 mm voxel size, in-plane matrix size: 96 x 96 mm, TR = 1.5 s, TE = 30 ms, FA = 
74 ̊ ). Sixteen slices with a slice thickness of 2 mm and no slice gap were oriented, using the 
participant’s 3D T1-view, such that it would be centered on the anatomical hand knob, prioritizing 
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the dorsal portion of the brain. After the structural scan, 252 volumes were collected for each of 
the experiment runs (each lasting 6 min and 20 sec). In total the scanning session took 
approximately 60 min. 
 
P2 
MRI data were obtained using a 3T Siemens TrioTim MRI scanner (Siemens, Erlangen, Germany) 
and a 64-channel head coil at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center. A high-resolution T1-
weighted structural MRI scan (3D-MPRAGE sequence: 1x1x1 mm voxel size, in-plane matrix size: 
256 x 240 mm, 160 slices, TR = 2.3 s, TE = 2.98 ms, TI = 1 s,  FA = 90 ̊) was collected. fMRI sequences 
were not collected for P2 due to incompatibility with implanted hardware and participant 
discomfort with the scanner environment.  
 
P3 and P4 
MRI data were obtained using a 3T Siemens Prisma MRI scanner (Siemens, Erlangen, Germany) 
and a 64-channel head coil at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center. A high-resolution T1-
weighted structural MRI scan (3D-MPRAGE sequence: 1x1x1 mm voxel size, in-plane matrix size: 
256 x 256 mm, 192 slices, TR = 2.4 s, TE = 3.1 ms, FA = 8 ̊) was collected at the start of the session. 
Functional scans were acquired using a T2*-weighted EPI acquisition sequence (2 x 2 x 2 mm voxel 
size, in-plane matrix size: 94 x 110 mm, TR = 1.5 s, TE = 30 ms, TI = 1 s,  FA = 90 ̊). Twenty-four 
slices with a slice thickness of 2 mm and no slice gap were oriented, using the participant’s 3D T1-
view, such that it would be centered on the anatomical hand knob and prioritizing the dorsal 
portion of the brain. After the structural scan, 252 volumes were collected for each of the 
experimental runs (each 6 min 20 sec). In total the scanning session took approximately 60 min. 
 
fMRI Analysis 
Functional MRI data processing was carried out using FMRIB’s Expert Analysis Tool (FEAT; Version 

6.0), part of FSL (FMRIB’s Software Library, Oxford, UK), in combination with custom bash, Python 

(version 3) and Matlab scripts (R2019b, v9.7, The Mathworks Inc, Natick, MA, USA). Cortical 

surface reconstructions were produced using FreeSurfer (v. 7.1.1; and Connectome Workbench 

(humanconnectome.org) software.  

fMRI Preprocessing 
The following pre-statistical processing was applied: motion correction using MCFLIRT67, non-
brain removal using BET68, spatial smoothing using a Gaussian kernel of FWHM 3mm for the 
functional task data, grand-mean intensity normalization of the entire 4D dataset by a single 
multiplicative factor, and high-pass temporal filtering (Gaussian-weighted least-squares straight 
line fitting, with σ = 90 s). Time-series statistical analysis was carried out using FILM with local 
autocorrelation correction69. The time series model included trial onsets convolved with a double 
γ HRF function; six motion parameters were added as confound regressors. Indicator functions 
were added to model out single volumes identified to have excessive motion (>.9 mm). A separate 
regressor was used for each high motion volume (deviating more than .9mm from the mean 
position). The average number of outlier volumes for an individual scan varied across participants: 
(C1: 0; C2: 151; P3: 0.6; P4: 10). Finally, the functional data for each individual scan run within a 
session were then registered to the participant’s structural T1 using FLIRT67,70.  
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C2 experienced claustrophobia during the fMRI scan that led to substantial head motion (motion 
outlier volumes reflect over 50% of scan volumes). For C2 alone, we opted to analyze the 
functional data without motion scrubbing, due to the majority of the motion outliers occurring 
during any movement attempt. While we opted to include the visualization of this data in the 
supplementary materials, we primarily focused on their MEG data to guide array implantation.  
 
fMRI Analysis 
We applied a general linear model (GLM) using FMRI Expert Analysis Tool (FEAT) to each 
functional run. To capture digit selectivity, the activity for each digit, in each functional run, was 
modelled as a contrast against the sum of the activity of all other digits of the same hand. Then, 
data for each digit, across the travelling wave runs, were averaged in a voxel-wise manner. A fixed 
effects model with a cluster-forming z-threshold of 3.1 and family-wise error corrected cluster 
significance threshold of p < 0.05 was used to differentiate between digits. Since the goal was to 
implant electrodes in the cortical surface, fMRI maps were projected to the surface using 
workbench command's volume-to-surface-mapping function which included a ribbon 
constrained mapping method. 
 
Cortical Surface Reconstruction 
Structural T1 images were used to reconstruct the pial and white-grey matter surfaces using 
Freesurfer71. Surface co-registration across hemispheres and participants was done using 
spherical alignment. Individual surfaces were nonlinearly fitted to a template cortical surface, first 
in terms of the sulcal depth map, and then in terms of the local curvature, resulting in an overlap 
of the fundus of the central sulcus across participants.  
 
MEG Task Design 
For the MEG scans, participant P2 viewed videos of a finger being touched with a q-tip and 
imagined feeling the touch. P4 and C2 attempted to move individual fingers to match the 
movements seen on a first-person video (P4), or as demonstrated in real-time by a researcher 
(C2). The pace of movement was 0.5 Hz for Pittsburgh and 0.33 Hz for Chicago. Between 60 and 
150 trials were collected for individual fingers. Due to comfort and time constraints, not all fingers 
were evaluated. Table 4 shows the trials used for each participant’s analysis. 
 
Table 4. Details about MEG tasks and analysis. Blank entries represent tasks not performed. 

  

Rate 
(Hz) 

# of 
trials/ 
digit 

# of Trials Used for Analysis  Time of Peak Activation (ms) 

D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 
 

D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 

C2 
0.33 
Hz 

150 91 117  121  
 

555 493  585  

P2 
0.5 
Hz 

60 55 54   51 
 

660 545   408 

P4 
0.5 
Hz 

100  74    
 

 391    
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MEG Data Acquisition  
MEG data was collected on a 306-channel system at the Center for Advanced Brain Magnetic 
Source Imaging (CABMSI) at UPMC Presbyterian Hospital (Elekta for P2, MEGIN Triux for P4) or 
at the Medical College of Wisconsin (Elekta Neuromag for C2). Participants were transferred from 
their wheelchairs to the MEG compatible chair and wheeled into the system. Special attention 
was given to physically supporting the patient, including placing their hand on a tray in their line 
of sight. Data were collected at 1000 Hz using standard MEG recording procedures. Head position 
was tracked during the study and linked to digitized points on the head. MEG data were 
preprocessed by manually removing bad channels prior to performing temporal signal-space 
separation (tSSS) with a 4 second buffer72. 
 
MEG Analysis 
MEG analysis was performed with Brainstorm software 
(http://neuroimage.usc.edu/brainstorm/)73 following published procedures47. Trials were 
manually inspected and removed for abnormal amplitude due to artifacts or excessive head 
movement. The data were further filtered 1 – 25 Hz and averaged by finger for each participant. 
The head position data were used to locate the MEG sensor positions on participants’ T1 MRIs. 
Anatomical models were created using FreeSurfer. Subsequent forward models were created 
using the overlapping spheres analytical model with 15,002 dipole locations. Current density 
reconstruction was used to provide a distributed map of activity on the cortical surface. 
Specifically, a weighted minimum norm estimate with unconstrained dipole orientations was 
used to allow for gyral activity. The one second of data before the observed movement onset 
was used to estimate baseline noise covariance.  
 
A time point approximately 500 ms after cue onset (i.e., the start of the video) was chosen to 
create current density maps. Specifically, the time of the peak of the average current density 
power in the post-central gyrus region of interest (ROI) was chosen between 350-700 ms. This 
created cortical maps that represent the peak somatosensory activity during the beginning of the 
movement. 
 
Region of Interest  
An anatomical sensorimotor (M1-S1) ROI was defined in the FreeSurfer average template space 
based on probabilistic cytoarchitectural maps61. This ROI was then projected onto the individual 
brains via the reconstructed individual anatomical surfaces. We focused the anatomical ROI on 
just M1 and S1 by selecting all surface nodes with the highest probability for Brodmann areas 1, 
2, 3, and 474. Further, we restricted the ROI to just the area roughly representing the hand, by 
excluding all surface nodes that had a distance greater than 2.5 cm from the anatomical hand 
knob75. We’ve provided a visualization of the digit selectivity maps masked with and without the 
ROI. 
 
Finally, we used additional ROIs for visualization purposes in the “Anatomical Hand Knob 
Proximity Analysis”. For these ROIs, we loaded the FreeSurfer average cortical surface with the 
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boundaries of either the BA1 or BA4 ROI, as defined by the Glasser atlas76. These ROIs were 
mapped onto individual anatomical surfaces. 
 
Activity Visualization 
The fMRI and MEG activity were z-scored and masked with the M1-S1 ROI. Due to differences in 
modelling finger activity for each imaging paradigm (i.e., fMRI: digit selectivity; MEG: digit 
activity), different activity thresholds were applied. For the fMRI visualizations, we applied a 
minimum z-threshold of 3.1. Any digits that did not meet this statistical criterion were not 
included in the visualization. For the MEG visualizations, we applied a minimum z-threshold of 
50% the maximum z-score across the cortex. The cortex over which the z-score was calculated 
did not include inferior and mesial areas since these areas do not contain sensorimotor activity. 
While activity below these thresholds may still be informative, thresholds were picked for 
standardization in the publication. The masked digit clusters were then mapped onto the 
participant’s cortical surfaces for visualization. To intuitively visualize all digits, we stacked the 
digit clusters such that the smallest cluster was the foreground overlay and the largest cluster was 
the underlay. The absence of digits in the MEG visualizations reflects the digit not being assessed 
(Table 4), while absence in an fMRI visualization reflects no supra-threshold activity for that digit 
(Table 3).   
 
Anatomical Hand Knob Proximity Analysis 
A key question was whether implanting electrodes using the anatomical hand knob in the 
precentral gyrus as a guide would have been sufficient for identifying the location of digit-
selective areas in S1. If true, an anatomically guided implantation would be much simpler. To 
calculate the distance along the post-central gyrus between digit activity and the anatomical hand 
knob, we implemented the following pipeline: 1) a neurosurgeon identified the precentral gyrus 
hand knob location on a T1w MRI scan; 2) we created a flattened version of the cortical surface 
for each participant; 3) the S1 homologue coordinate in the post-central gyrus was identified on 
the flat map; and finally 4) the distance from the S1 hand knob homologue coordinate to the peak 
functional activity for each digit was calculated (Supplementary Figure 1). 
 
Flattening the cortical surface 
We generated flattened cortical surfaces using FreeSurfer commands. Our cutting strategy 
involved performing five cuts: one cut placed along the calcarine sulcus, three cuts equally spaced 
on the medial surface and one sagittal cut through the temporal pole (as described in 
https://freesurfer.net/fswiki/FreeSurferOccipitalFlattenedPatch). The flat maps were then 
created by using the mris_flatten function61. We then rotated the flat cortical surface of each 
participant, such that BA4 (defined using the Glasser atlas) was perpendicular to the x-axis. We 
then drew a horizontal line starting at the hand knob coordinate to the mid-point of BA1. This 
coordinate was used as the participant’s post-central gyrus hand knob homologue. This pipeline 
is visualized in Supplementary Figure 1.  
 
Computing distances to S1 hand knob homologue 
To compute the distances between peak digit activity and the S1 hand knob homologue, we 
projected each participant’s thresholded digit activity onto the flat cortical surface. For fMRI, we 
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only included digits with functional activity greater than a z-threshold of 3.1. With these 
thresholded digit maps, we then masked the activity to BA1. For each digit, we identified its peak 
activation coordinate (visualized in Supplementary Figure 1). Finally, we computed the distance 
along the mediolateral axis between each digit’s peak coordinate and the S1 hand knob 
homologue. In the results section, we report the minimum and maximum distance values across 
participants and digits.  
 
Implant Plan Generation 

Functional sensory maps and motor maps (not discussed in this paper) were compiled into slides 

with both standard and flattened views of the left hemisphere, with a final slide showing only the 

standard view of the anatomical scan and two rectangles scaled to match the size of the arrays as 

inserted in the brain. These slides were distributed to seven or eight members of the research 

team, including neuroscientists, engineers, rehabilitative medicine clinicians, and neurosurgeons. 

Each person oriented and positioned the rectangles on the anatomical scan as they would like to 

see them placed in the surgery. All of the individual plans were compiled into a single set of slides 

and distributed back to the team members prior to a consensus meeting at which each person 

explained their reasoning. After full discussion of the individual plans, the team came to a final 

unanimous decision on a placement plan for the two arrays (Supplementary Figure 3), sometimes 

with an alternative location included in case one of the primary sites was discovered to be 

unusable during surgery. 

Surgical Navigation  

Structural imaging and preoperative array locations were uploaded into StealthStation S8 

(Medtronic, Minneapolis, MN), BrainLab (Curve, Munich, Germany), or ROSA (Zimmer Biomet, 

Warsaw, Poland) software. After induction of general anesthesia, the patient’s head was fixated 

with a Mayfield head clamp (Integra, Princeton, NJ) with an appropriate attachment for the given 

navigation system. Participant anatomy was registered to the presurgical imaging using face 

tracing, and registration accuracy was verified at multiple cranial landmarks. A surgical incision 

site was then planned using the neuronavigation software to ensure a craniotomy of sufficient 

size for the implantation of the array while also leaving space for the percutaneous pedestal 

connectors that were attached near the midline of the skull. Anatomic localization was again 

confirmed intraoperatively after the opening of the dura using the navigation system. 

ICMS 

Stimulation surveys were used to determine where on the hand sensations were felt when each 

electrode was stimulated. Stimulation pulses consisted of a 200 µs cathodic phase followed by a 

100 µs interphase and finally a half-amplitude 400 µs anodic phase. Pulses were delivered at 100 

Hz for 1 second and varied in amplitude such that the percepts were reliable (usually at or above 

60 µA). Electrodes were stimulated in a random order. The participants reported the location of 

the experienced sensation either verbally using a labeled hand map (Figure 5a) or by drawing the 

location on the map themselves using a touch screen interface. In addition to the sensation 
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location, participants also reported what the sensation felt like. Participants could request 

repeated stimulation to help them discern the precise sensation. Surveys were repeated in each 

participant at least quarterly, but most electrodes showed little change over time16. On average, 

each electrode was tested 10, 4, 54, 16 and 3 times in C1, C2, P2, P3 and P4 respectively. 

To assess where each stimulation channel evoked a sensation, we first determined all pixels on 

the hand map that were enclosed by a drawn or verbally indicated hand area for each repetition 

of that channel. Each of these pixel groups was then assigned the label(s) of the hand map area(s) 

with which it overlapped (Figure 5b). Single electrodes often evoked sensations across multiple 

segments and digits. Hand segments that were reported in less than 30% of all times that a 

sensation was reported on that channel were deemed unreliable and excluded from further 

analysis. Furthermore, sensations reported on the lower side of the palm or wrist (P9-10 in Figure 

5b) were excluded from further analysis. 

 

Comparing array-level sensations and neuroimaging functional maps 

As a final analysis, we tested whether the neuroimaging digit activity under the implanted arrays 

accurately predicted the digit sensations reported when stimulating within the array. A crucial 

consideration for this analysis is the clear spatial differences in these estimates, namely the fMRI 

sequences had a voxel size of 2 mm3 and the arrays were 2.4 x 4 mm. For this reason, we opted 

to compare functional neuroimaging activity within any portion of the array boundaries to all 

 

Figure 5. A hand map. a. Hand map that was used by the participants to report the experienced location of 
sensation in response to stimulation. b. The areas that were considered to correspond to each finger are 
indicated by individual colors.    
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evoked sensations from that array, as opposed to making comparisons on a channel-by-channel 

basis. 

The positions of the stimulating arrays were determined using the surgical implant photos as a 

guide and 2.4x4 mm rectangles were visually registered on each participant’s cortical surface by 

a study team member. Using these rectangular areas as ROIs, we identified the digits with activity 

greater than the z-thresholds mentioned above. We considered these digits to be the predicted 

digits from the neuroimaging (see Figure 6 below).  

To calculate prediction accuracy, we compared the neuroimaging predictions to the digits where 

participants experienced a sensation evoked by stimulation of any electrode within an array. For 

each digit that was mapped under an array, we determined whether that array had at least one 

electrode that evoked a sensation in the mapped digit.  

 

 

Figure 6. An example of functional neuroimaging activity within array locations for C1. The thresholded fMRI 
activity was projected on a flattened cortical map as shown. The estimated boundaries of Brodmann’s areas 
4 and 1 are shown in white on the flattened map. The fMRI activity is colored based on the corresponding 
digit shown in the hand schematic. The locations of the stimulating arrays area outlined as black rectangles. 

 

 . CC-BY-NC 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 April 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


   

 

   

 

 

 

Supplementary Figure 1. The locations of the peak functional activity on the post-central gyrus relative to 

anatomical hand knob. For each subject, a neurosurgeon selected the most likely hand knob (Ω) on the 

T1w scan. That location was transformed to the cortical surface model. Flattening the cortical model 

allowed for measurement of the lateral distance from the hand knob to the location of peak activity for 

each digit. In the right column, the estimated boundaries of Brodmann’s areas 4 and 1 are highlighted in 

white. Colored dots represent the location of the peak response for each digit. 
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Supplementary Figure 2. Comparison of fMRI and MEG results for two participants. Because of 

the low signal quality, C2’s fMRI data are thresholded at a lower z-score ( 2.3). Only index finger 

tasks were performed during the MEG for participant P4. All other annotations are the same as 

described in Figure 1.  
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Supplementary Figure 3. Development of consensus electrode array location for C1. The functional map 

shows activation for digits 1-5. Seven researchers generated independent plans for array placements 

based on function and structural imaging. The final placement plan was developed during a consensus 

meeting with the seven researchers plus the IDE sponsor-investigator present.  
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Supplementary Table 1. Representation of each digit by array. Every array is shown and 

whether it overlaid a functional map of a given digit and what percentage of electrodes evoked 

a projected field on that digit. Percentages do not sum to 100, as projected fields for a single 

electrode could include multiple digits. 

Participant Array Digit Map 
Electrodes 

(%) Participant Array Digit Map 
Electrodes 

(%) 

C1 

Medial 

D1 No 0.0 

P3 

Medial 

D1 Yes 22.6 

D2 No 50.0 D2 Yes 71.0 

D3 Yes 100.0 D3 Yes 100.0 

D4 Yes 50.0 D4 No 74.2 

D5 Yes 3.3 D5 No 35.5 

Lateral 

D1 Yes 28.6 

Lateral 

D1 Yes 45.2 

D2 Yes 92.9 D2 Yes 96.8 

D3 No 17.9 D3 No 67.7 

D4 No 14.3 D4 No 41.9 

D5 No 0.0 D5 No 22.6 

C2 

Medial 

D1 Yes 10.0 

P4 

Medial 

D1 No 4.5 

D2 Yes 86.7 D2 Yes 0.0 

D3 -- 93.3 D3 Yes 0.0 

D4 Yes 86.7 D4 No 13.6 

D5 -- 36.7 D5 No 100.0 

Lateral 

D1 Yes 15.4 

Lateral 

D1 Yes 46.7 

D2 Yes 84.6 D2 Yes 86.7 

D3 -- 96.2 D3 No 100.0 

D4 Yes 92.3 D4 No 73.3 

D5 -- 53.8 D5 No 26.7 

P2 

Medial 

D1 No 0.0      

D2 Yes 16.1      

D3 -- 61.3      

D4 -- 100.0      

D5 Yes 100.0      

Lateral 

D1 Yes 70.0      

D2 Yes 93.3      

D3 -- 93.3      

D4 -- 86.7      

D5 No 43.3      

 

  

 . CC-BY-NC 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 April 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


   

 

   

 

References 

1. Collinger JL, Boninger ML, Bruns TM, Curley K, Wang W, Weber DJ. Functional priorities, assistive 
technology, and brain-computer interfaces after spinal cord injury. J Rehabil Res Dev. 
2013;50(2):145-160. doi:10.1016/j.biotechadv.2011.08.021.Secreted 

2. Blabe CH, Gilja V, Chestek CA, Shenoy KV, Anderson KD, Henderson JM. Assessment of brain-
machine interfaces from the perspective of people with paralysis. J Neural Eng. 2015;12(4). 
doi:10.1088/1741-2560/12/4/043002 

3. Collinger JL, Wodlinger B, Downey JE, et al. High-performance neuroprosthetic control by an 
individual with tetraplegia. The Lancet. 2013;381(9866):557-564. doi:10.1016/S0140-
6736(12)61816-9 

4. Wodlinger B, Downey JE, Tyler-Kabara EC, Schwartz AB, Boninger ML, Collinger JL. Ten-dimensional 
anthropomorphic arm control in a human brain-machine interface: difficulties, solutions, and 
limitations. J Neural Eng. 2015;12(1):016011-016011. doi:10.1088/1741-2560/12/1/016011 

5. Hochberg LR, Bacher D, Jarosiewicz B, et al. Reach and grasp by people with tetraplegia using a 
neurally controlled robotic arm. Nature. 2012;485(7398):372-375. doi:10.1038/nature11076 

6. Ajiboye AB, Willett FR, Young DR, et al. Restoration of reaching and grasping movements through 
brain-controlled muscle stimulation in a person with tetraplegia: A proof-of-concept demonstration. 
The Lancet. 2017;389(10081):1821-1830. doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(17)30601-3 

7. Bockbrader M, Annetta N, Friedenberg D, et al. Clinically Significant Gains in Skillful Grasp 
Coordination by an Individual With Tetraplegia Using an Implanted Brain-Computer Interface With 
Forearm Transcutaneous Muscle Stimulation. Arch Phys Med Rehabil. 2019;100(7):1201-1217. 
doi:10.1016/j.apmr.2018.07.445 

8. Thomas TM, Nickl RW, Thompson MC, et al. Simultaneous classification of bilateral hand gestures 
using bilateral microelectrode recordings in a tetraplegic patient. Published online 2020. 

9. Aflalo T, Kellis S, Klaes C, et al. Decoding motor imagery from the posterior parietal cortex of a 
tetraplegic human. Science. 2015;348(6237):906-910. doi:10.7910/DVN/GJDUTV 

10. Bouton CE, Shaikhouni A, Annetta NV, et al. Restoring cortical control of functional movement in a 
human with quadriplegia. Nature. 2016;533(7602):247-250. doi:10.1038/nature17435 

11. Bensmaia SJ, Miller LE. Restoring sensorimotor function through intracortical interfaces: progress 
and looming challenges. Nat Rev Neurosci. 2014;15(5):313-325. doi:10.1038/nrn3724 

12. Johansson RS, Flanagan JRR. Coding and use of tactile signals from the fingertips in object 
manipulation tasks. Nat Rev Neurosci. 2009;10(5):345-359. doi:10.1038/nrn2621 

13. Lundborg G, Rosen B. SENSORY SUBSTITUTION IN PROSTHETICS. Hand Clin. 2001;17(3):481-488. 
doi:10.1016/S0749-0712(21)00526-6 

 . CC-BY-NC 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 April 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


   

 

   

 

14. Flesher SN, Collinger JL, Foldes ST, et al. Intracortical microstimulation of human somatosensory 
cortex. Sci Transl Med. 2016;8:1-11. doi:10.1126/scitranslmed.aaf8083 

15. Flesher SN, Downey JE, Weiss JM, et al. A brain-computer interface that evokes tactile sensations 
improves robotic arm control. Science. 2021;372(6544):831-836. doi:10.1126/science.abd0380 

16. Greenspon CM, Shelchkova ND, Valle G, et al. Tessellation of Artificial Touch via Microstimulation of 
Human Somatosensory Cortex. Neuroscience; 2023. doi:10.1101/2023.06.23.545425 

17. Greenspon CM, Valle G, Hobbs TG, et al. Biomimetic Multi-Channel Microstimulation of 
Somatosensory Cortex Conveys High Resolution Force Feedback for Bionic Hands. Neuroscience; 
2023. doi:10.1101/2023.02.18.528972 

18. Kaas JH. The functional organization of somatosensory cortex in primates. Ann Anat - Anat Anz. 
1993;175(6):509-518. doi:10.1016/S0940-9602(11)80212-8 

19. Kaas JH. What, if anything, is SI? Organization of first somatosensory area of cortex. Physiol Rev. 
1983;63(1):206-231. doi:10.1152/physrev.1983.63.1.206 

20. Kaas JH, Nelson RJ, Sur M, Lin CS, Merzenich MM. Multiple representations of the body within the 
primary somatosensory cortex of primates. Science. 1979;204(4392):521-523. 
doi:10.1126/SCIENCE.107591 

21. Sobinov AR, Bensmaia SJ. The neural mechanisms of manual dexterity. Nat Rev Neurosci. 
2021;22(12):741-757. doi:10.1038/s41583-021-00528-7 

22. Geyer S, Schleicher A, Zilles K. Areas 3a, 3b, and 1 of Human Primary Somatosensory Cortex: 1. 
Microstructural Organization and Interindividual Variability. NeuroImage. 1999;10(1):63-83. 
doi:10.1006/nimg.1999.0440 

23. Pons TP, Garraghty PE, Cusick CG, Kaas JH. The somatotopic organization of area 2 in macaque 
monkeys. J Comp Neurol. 1985;241(4):445-466. doi:10.1002/cne.902410405 

24. Penfield W, Boldrey E. SOMATIC MOTOR AND SENSORY REPRESENTATION IN THE CEREBRAL CORTEX 
OF MAN AS STUDIED BY ELECTRICAL STIMULATION. Brain. 1937;60(4):389-443. 
doi:10.1093/brain/60.4.389 

25. Penfield W, Rasmussen T. The Cerebral Cortex of Man; a Clinical Study of Localization of Function. 
Macmillan; 1950. 

26. Krubitzer L, Huffman KJ, Disbrow E, Recanzone G. Organization of area 3a in macaque monkeys: 
Contributions to the cortical phenotype. J Comp Neurol. 2004;471(1):97-111. doi:10.1002/cne.20025 

27. Huffman KJ, Krubitzer L. Area 3a: topographic organization and cortical connections in marmoset 
monkeys. Cereb Cortex N Y N 1991. 2001;11(9):849-867. doi:10.1093/cercor/11.9.849 

28. O’Connor DH, Krubitzer L, Bensmaia S. Of mice and monkeys: Somatosensory processing in two 
prominent animal models. Prog Neurobiol. 2021;201:102008. doi:10.1016/j.pneurobio.2021.102008 

 . CC-BY-NC 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 April 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


   

 

   

 

29. Seelke AMH, Padberg JJ, Disbrow E, Purnell SM, Recanzone G, Krubitzer L. Topographic Maps within 
Brodmann’s Area 5 of Macaque Monkeys. Cereb Cortex. 2012;22(8):1834-1850. 
doi:10.1093/cercor/bhr257 

30. Mountcastle V. Modality and topographic properties of single neurons of cat’s somatic sensory 
cortex. J Neurophysiol. 1957;20(4). Accessed July 12, 2021. 
http://journals.physiology.org/doi/abs/10.1152/jn.1957.20.4.408 

31. Merzenich MM, Kaas JH, Sur M, Lin CS. Double representation of the body surface within 
cytoarchitectonic area 3b and 1 in “SI” in the owl monkey (aotus trivirgatus). J Comp Neurol. 
1978;181(1):41-73. doi:10.1002/cne.901810104 

32. Roux FE, Djidjeli I, Durand JB. Functional architecture of the somatosensory homunculus detected by 
electrostimulation. J Physiol. 2018;596(5):941-956. doi:10.1113/JP275243 

33. Mastria G, Scaliti E, Mehring C, et al. Morphology, Connectivity, and Encoding Features of Tactile and 
Motor Representations of the Fingers in the Human Precentral and Postcentral Gyrus. J Neurosci. 
2023;43(9):1572-1589. doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1976-21.2022 

34. Sanders Z, Dempsey-Jones H, Wesselink DB, et al. Similar somatotopy for active and passive digit 
representation in primary somatosensory cortex. Hum Brain Mapp. 2023;44(9):3568-3585. 
doi:10.1002/hbm.26298 

35. Martuzzi R, Van Der Zwaag W, Farthouat J, Gruetter R, Blanke O. Human finger somatotopy in areas 
3b, 1, and 2: A 7T fMRI study using a natural stimulus: Human Finger Somatotopy in Areas 3b, 1, and 
2. Hum Brain Mapp. 2014;35(1):213-226. doi:10.1002/hbm.22172 

36. Sanchez-Panchuelo RM, Francis S, Bowtell R, Schluppeck D. Mapping Human Somatosensory Cortex 
in Individual Subjects With 7T Functional MRI. J Neurophysiol. 2010;103(5):2544-2556. 
doi:10.1152/jn.01017.2009 

37. Kolasinski J, Makin TR, Jbabdi S, Clare S, Stagg CJ, Johansen-Berg H. Investigating the Stability of Fine-
Grain Digit Somatotopy in Individual Human Participants. J Neurosci. 2016;36(4):1113-1127. 
doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1742-15.2016 

38. Baumgartner C, Barth D, Levesque M, Sutherling W. Functional anatomy of human hand 
sensorimotor cortex from spatiotemporal analysis of electrocroticography. EEG and clinical 
Neurophys. 1991;78:56-65. 

39. Gelnar PA, Krauss BR, Szeverenyi NM, Apkarian AV. Fingertip Representation in the Human 
Somatosensory Cortex: An fMRI Study. NeuroImage. 1998;7(4):261-283. 
doi:10.1006/nimg.1998.0341 

40. Kurth R, Villringer K, Mackert BM, et al. fMRI assessment of somatotopy in human Brodmann area 
3b by electrical finger stimulation. NeuroReport. 1998;9(2):207. 

41. Kikkert S, Kolasinski J, Jbabdi S, et al. Revealing the neural fingerprints of a missing hand. eLife. 
2016;5:e15292. doi:10.7554/eLife.15292 

 . CC-BY-NC 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 April 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


   

 

   

 

42. Wesselink DB, van den Heiligenberg FM, Ejaz N, et al. Obtaining and maintaining cortical hand 
representation as evidenced from acquired and congenital handlessness. eLife. 2019;8:1-19. 
doi:10.7554/eLife.37227 

43. Schone HR, Maimon Mor RO, Kollamkulam M, et al. Stable Cortical Body Maps Before and After Arm 
Amputation. Neuroscience; 2023. doi:10.1101/2023.12.13.571314 

44. Makin TR, Scholz J, Filippini N, Henderson Slater D, Tracey I, Johansen-Berg H. Phantom pain is 
associated with preserved structure and function in the former hand area. Nat Commun. 
2013;4(1):1570. doi:10.1038/ncomms2571 

45. Kikkert S, Pfyffer D, Verling M, Freund P, Wenderoth N. Finger somatotopy is preserved after 
tetraplegia but deteriorates over time. eLife. 2021;10:e67713. doi:10.7554/eLife.67713 

46. Downey JE, Weiss JM, Muelling K, et al. Blending of brain-machine interface and vision-guided 
autonomous robotics improves neuroprosthetic arm performance during grasping. J 
NeuroEngineering Rehabil. 2016;13(1):28-28. doi:10.1186/s12984-016-0134-9 

47. Foldes ST, Chandrasekaran S, Camerone J, et al. Case Study: Mapping Evoked Fields in Primary Motor 
and Sensory Areas via Magnetoencephalography in Tetraplegia. Front Neurol. 2021;12:739693. 
doi:10.3389/fneur.2021.739693 

48. Yousry TA, Schmid UD, Alkadhi H, et al. Localization of the motor hand area to a knob on the 
precentral gyrus. A new landmark. Brain. 1997;120(1):141-157. doi:10.1093/brain/120.1.141 

49. DiPierro K, Lee H, Pain KJ, Durning SJ, Choi JJ. Groupthink among health professional teams in 
patient care: a scoping review. Med Teach. 2022;44(3):309-318. 
doi:10.1080/0142159X.2021.1987404 

50. Willett FR, Deo DR, Avansino DT, et al. Hand Knob Area of Premotor Cortex Represents the Whole 
Body in a Compositional Way. Cell. 2020;181(2):396-409.e26. doi:10.1016/j.cell.2020.02.043 

51. Caulo M, Briganti C, Mattei PA, et al. New Morphologic Variants of the Hand Motor Cortex as Seen 
with MR Imaging in a Large Study Population. Am J Neuroradiol. 2007;28(8):1480-1485. 
doi:10.3174/ajnr.A0597 

52. Makin TR, Bensmaia SJ. Stability of Sensory Topographies in Adult Cortex. Trends Cogn Sci. 
2017;21(3):195-204. doi:10.1016/j.tics.2017.01.002 

53. Makin TR, Krakauer JW. Against cortical reorganisation. Pruszynski JA, de Lange FP, eds. eLife. 
2023;12:e84716. doi:10.7554/eLife.84716 

54. Ortiz-Catalan M, Mastinu E, Greenspon CM, Bensmaia SJ. Chronic Use of a Sensitized Bionic Hand 
Does Not Remap the Sense of Touch. Cell Rep. 2020;33(12):108539. 
doi:10.1016/j.celrep.2020.108539 

55. Fifer MS, McMullen DP, Osborn LE, et al. Intracortical Somatosensory Stimulation to Elicit Fingertip 
Sensations in an Individual With Spinal Cord Injury. Neurology. 2022;98(7):e679-e687. 
doi:10.1212/WNL.0000000000013173 

 . CC-BY-NC 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 April 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


   

 

   

 

56. Herring EZ, Graczyk EL, Memberg WD, et al. Reconnecting the Hand and Arm to the Brain: Efficacy of 
Neural Interfaces for Sensorimotor Restoration after Tetraplegia. Rehabilitation Medicine and 
Physical Therapy; 2023. doi:10.1101/2023.04.24.23288977 

57. Hambly PR, Martin B. Anaesthesia for chronic spinal cord lesions. Anaesthesia. 1998;53(3):273-289. 
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2044.1998.00337.x 

58. Krassioukov A, Warburton DE, Teasell R, Eng JJ. A Systematic Review of the Management of 
Autonomic Dysreflexia Following Spinal Cord Injury. Arch Phys Med Rehabil. 2009;90(4):682-695. 
doi:10.1016/j.apmr.2008.10.017 

59. Foldes ST, Munter BT, Appavu BL, Kerrigan JF, Adelson PD. Shift in electrocorticography electrode 
locations after surgical implantation in children. Epilepsy Res. 2020;167:106410. 
doi:10.1016/j.eplepsyres.2020.106410 

60. Sanchez-Panchuelo RM, Besle J, Beckett A, Bowtell R, Schluppeck D, Francis S. Within-digit functional 
parcellation of brodmann areas of the human primary somatosensory cortex using functional 
magnetic resonance imaging at 7 tesla. J Neurosci. 2012;32(45):15815-15822. 
doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2501-12.2012 

61. Fischl B, Rajendran N, Busa E, et al. Cortical Folding Patterns and Predicting Cytoarchitecture. Cereb 
Cortex. 2008;18(8):1973-1980. doi:10.1093/cercor/bhm225 

62. Musk E, Neuralink. An Integrated Brain-Machine Interface Platform With Thousands of Channels. J 
Med Internet Res. 2019;21(10):e16194. doi:10.2196/16194 

63. Mitchell P, Lee SCM, Yoo PE, et al. Assessment of Safety of a Fully Implanted Endovascular Brain-
Computer Interface for Severe Paralysis in 4 Patients: The Stentrode With Thought-Controlled Digital 
Switch (SWITCH) Study. JAMA Neurol. 2023;80(3):270. doi:10.1001/jamaneurol.2022.4847 

64. Sahasrabuddhe K, Khan AA, Singh AP, et al. The Argo: a high channel count recording system for 
neural recording in vivo. J Neural Eng. 2021;18(1):015002. doi:10.1088/1741-2552/abd0ce 

65. Rapoport BI, Papageorgiou D. Conformal electrode arrays for electrophysiologic recording and neural 
stimulation within the cerebral ventricles and cerebral vasculature. 

66. Foldes ST, Weber DJ, Collinger JL. Altered modulation of sensorimotor rhythms with chronic 
paralysis. J Neurophysiol. 2017;15206:jn.00878.2016-jn.00878.2016. doi:10.1152/jn.00878.2016 

67. Jenkinson M, Bannister P, Brady M, Smith S. Improved Optimization for the Robust and Accurate 
Linear Registration and Motion Correction of Brain Images. NeuroImage. 2002;17(2):825-841. 
doi:10.1006/nimg.2002.1132 

68. Smith SM. Fast robust automated brain extraction. Hum Brain Mapp. 2002;17(3):143-155. 
doi:10.1002/hbm.10062 

69. Woolrich MW, Ripley BD, Brady M, Smith SM. Temporal Autocorrelation in Univariate Linear 
Modeling of FMRI Data. NeuroImage. 2001;14(6):1370-1386. doi:10.1006/nimg.2001.0931 

 . CC-BY-NC 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 April 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


   

 

   

 

70. Jenkinson M, Smith S. A global optimisation method for robust affine registration of brain images. 
Med Image Anal. 2001;5(2):143-156. doi:10.1016/S1361-8415(01)00036-6 

71. Fischl B. FreeSurfer. NeuroImage. 2012;62(2):774-781. doi:10.1016/j.neuroimage.2012.01.021 

72. Taulu S, Hari R. Removal of magnetoencephalographic artifacts with temporal signal-space 
separation: demonstration with single-trial auditory-evoked responses. Hum Brain Mapp. 
2009;30(5):1524-1534. doi:10.1002/hbm.20627 

73. Tadel F, Baillet S, Mosher JC, Pantazis D, Leahy RM. Brainstorm: A User-Friendly Application for 
MEG/EEG Analysis. Comput Intell Neurosci. 2011;2011:1-13. doi:10.1155/2011/879716 

74. Diedrichsen J, Wiestler T, Krakauer JW. Two Distinct Ipsilateral Cortical Representations for 
Individuated Finger Movements. Cereb Cortex. 2013;23(6):1362-1377. doi:10.1093/cercor/bhs120 

75. Yousry TA, Schmid UD, Alkadhi H, et al. Localization of the motor hand area to a knob on the 
precentral gyrus. A new landmark. Brain J Neurol. 1997;120 ( Pt 1):141-157. 
doi:10.1093/brain/120.1.141 

76. Glasser MF, Coalson TS, Robinson EC, et al. A multi-modal parcellation of human cerebral cortex. 
Nature. 2016;536(7615):171-178. doi:10.1038/nature18933 

 

 . CC-BY-NC 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 April 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306239
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

