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Key points summary 22 

● Pairs of stimuli designed to alter nervous system function typically target the motor system alone or the 23 

sensorimotor convergence in cortex. 24 

● In humans undergoing clinically indicated surgery we tested a paired brain and spinal cord stimulation paradigm 25 

that we developed in rats to target sensorimotor convergence in the cervical spinal cord. 26 

● Arm and hand muscle responses to paired sensorimotor stimulation were six times larger than brain or spinal 27 

cord stimulation alone when applied to the posterior but not anterior spinal cord. 28 

● Arm and hand muscle responses to paired stimulation were more selective for targeted muscles than the brain- 29 

or spinal-only conditions, especially at latencies that produced the strongest effects of paired stimulation. 30 

● The paired stimulation effect was independent of the degree of myelopathy, suggesting that it could be applied 31 

as therapy in people affected by disorders of the central nervous system. 32 

  33 
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Abstract 34 

Volitional movement requires descending input from motor cortex and sensory feedback through the spinal cord. We 35 

previously developed a paired brain and spinal electrical stimulation approach in rats that relies on convergence of the 36 

descending motor and spinal sensory stimuli in the cervical cord. This approach strengthened sensorimotor circuits and 37 

improved volitional movement through associative plasticity. In humans it is not known whether dorsal epidural SCS 38 

targeted at the sensorimotor interface or anterior epidural SCS targeted within the motor system is effective at facilitating 39 

brain evoked responses. In 59 individuals undergoing elective cervical spine decompression surgery, the motor cortex 40 

was stimulated with scalp electrodes and the spinal cord with epidural electrodes while muscle responses were recorded 41 

in arm and leg muscles. Spinal electrodes were placed either posteriorly or anteriorly, and the interval between cortex 42 

and spinal cord stimulation was varied. Pairing stimulation between the motor cortex and spinal sensory (posterior) but 43 

not spinal motor (anterior) stimulation produced motor evoked potentials that were over five times larger than brain 44 

stimulation alone. This strong augmentation occurred only when descending motor and spinal afferent stimuli were 45 

timed to converge in the spinal cord. Paired stimulation also increased the selectivity of muscle responses relative to 46 

unpaired brain or spinal cord stimulation. Finally, paired stimulation effects were present regardless of the severity of 47 

myelopathy as measured by clinical signs or spinal cord imaging. The large effect size of this paired stimulation makes 48 

it a promising candidate for therapeutic neuromodulation. 49 

 50 
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1 Introduction 52 

Learning and execution of skilled movements, such as reaching and grasping, require coincident activity of motor and 53 

sensory circuits. Identifying how sensory and motor connections integrate has been an important goal for understanding 54 

movement (Wolpert, Diedrichsen, and Flanagan 2011).  One tractable way to test and modify sensorimotor circuits has 55 

been to deliver pairs of exogenous stimuli (Asan, McIntosh, and Carmel 2022), one to the sensory and the other to the 56 

motor system. For example, paired associative stimulation (Stefan et al. 2000) combines motor cortex stimulation and 57 

sensory nerve stimulation at the wrist. Paired stimulation techniques provide the opportunity to probe nervous system 58 

interactions and to change connections through activity-dependent plasticity. 59 

It is not known which sites of sensorimotor integration might be best to target with paired stimulation to strengthen 60 

circuits in health or disease. Paired associative stimulation targets the brain and can modulate muscle responses from 61 

motor cortex stimulation up or down depending on timing. Similarly, we hypothesised that timing motor cortex and 62 

spinal sensory stimulation to converge in the spinal cord would target another key site of sensorimotor integration. To 63 

test this, we have used epidural electrodes to pair motor cortex stimulation with dorsal (sensory) spinal cord stimulation 64 

in rats. Epidural spinal cord stimulation recruits a large number of sensory axons as they enter the spinal cord 65 

(Capogrosso et al. 2013; Liang et al. 2023; McIntosh et al. 2023). In one preclinical study, our group showed that timing 66 

motor cortex and dorsal epidural spinal stimulation to converge in the spinal cord markedly increased the motor evoked 67 

potential (MEP) (by 155%), while convergence in motor cortex resulted in a much smaller effect (17%) (Pal et al. 2022). 68 

We have shown this method of paired stimulation targeted at sensorimotor interactions in the spinal cord to induce 69 

plasticity (Mishra et al. 2017) and improve dexterity in rats with spinal cord injury (Pal et al. 2022). 70 

Our sensorimotor approach contrasts with other successful paired stimulation approaches that target only the motor 71 

system. Foundational experiments paired stimuli within the motor cortex (Jackson, Mavoori, and Fetz 2006; Seeman et 72 

al. 2017) to induce plasticity. More analogous to our approach, paired stimulation has been used to target interactions 73 

between the corticospinal tract and motoneurons in the spinal cord. One approach used repetitive intraparenchymal 74 

motor cortex and spinal cord stimulation in non-human primates (Nishimura et al. 2013) to induce plasticity. In humans, 75 

corticospinal stimulation can be delivered non-invasively with transcranial magnetic stimulation while non-invasive 76 

peripheral nerve stimulation is used to activate motoneurons antidromically (Taylor and Martin 2009; Bunday and Perez 77 
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2012). These techniques have been demonstrated to induce plasticity in the motor system and to improve movement in 78 

people with spinal cord injury (Bunday, Urbin, and Perez 2018). 79 

Other paired stimulation approaches have shown effects of convergent stimuli, but which circuits were activated was 80 

less clear. In humans, pairing brain stimulation with non-invasive spinal cord stimulation techniques (Roy, Bosgra, and 81 

Stein 2014; Knikou 2014; Al’joboori et al. 2021) and mixed motor and sensory peripheral nerve stimulation (Cowan et 82 

al. 1986; Deuschl et al. 1991; Poon et al. 2008; Guzmán-López et al. 2012), have been investigated. The ability to use 83 

more targeted epidural anterior or posterior spinal cord stimulation (Guiho, Baker, and Jackson 2021) in humans paves 84 

the way to test whether such targeting, either motor-motor or sensorimotor respectively, effectively facilitates motor 85 

responses to brain stimulation in humans.  86 

Moreover, paired stimulation may enable greater selectivity of muscles that are commonly targeted by stimulation at 87 

either of the two sites. Electrical stimulation of the motor cortex can produce widespread activation across multiple 88 

muscles (Szelényi, Kothbauer, and Deletis 2007). Our previous work (McIntosh et al. 2023) showed that epidural spinal 89 

cord stimulation (SCS) produces the largest MEPs from muscles innervated by the stimulated spinal segment with spread 90 

to adjacent myotomes. Combined brain and spinal cord stimulation may allow an increase of selectivity for the muscles 91 

activated in common by both methods. Increased selectivity may allow equivalent strength of activation using lower 92 

stimulation intensity, thereby enhancing safety and tolerability. 93 

We hypothesised that motor cortex and epidural cervical spinal cord stimulation would create strong and selective 94 

muscle responses when descending motor and spinal sensory stimuli converge in the cervical cord. We tested this 95 

hypothesis in the operating room in people undergoing clinically indicated elective spine surgery. We took advantage of 96 

the fact that spinal decompression surgery to relieve stenosis is done either via an anterior or a posterior approach. This 97 

enabled us to pair motor cortex stimulation with either spinal motor (anterior) or sensory (posterior) stimulation. This 98 

allowed us to extend our findings in rats to test the proper site of paired stimulation and whether pairing changes the 99 

strength or selectivity of arm and hand muscle activation. 100 

  101 
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2 Material and methods 102 

2.1 Experimental design 103 

We conducted a single session physiology study in people during clinically indicated surgery for cervical stenosis to 104 

address this hypothesis. Participants were identified prospectively by study personnel when they were scheduled for 105 

elective surgery with the goal of spinal cord decompression via either an anterior or posterior approach. Anterior surgery 106 

included removal of the intervertebral disc or the vertebral body, while posterior surgery included laminectomy. Both 107 

approaches provided access to the epidural space. To make stimulation as specific as possible we positioned the 108 

electrodes at the medio-lateral location where roots either enter (dorsal) or exit (anterior) the spinal cord. The primary 109 

outcome of the study was change in the MEP size recorded from arm muscles during paired stimulation compared to 110 

brain or spinal cord stimulation alone. To test the proper timing of stimulation, the inter-stimulus interval (ISI) between 111 

motor cortex and spinal stimulation was varied. To determine the differential effects of sensory versus motor spinal cord 112 

stimulation, suprathreshold motor cortex stimulation was combined with either dorsal (sensory) or anterior (motor) 113 

spinal cord stimulation performed below motor threshold (Supporting Information Table 1).  To quantify whether pairing 114 

produces synergistic effects, suprathreshold brain stimulation and suprathreshold spinal stimulation were compared to 115 

each site alone. To further examine the role of timing, we paired single-pulse and subthreshold motor cortex stimulation 116 

with suprathreshold spinal stimulation. In order to determine the selectivity of paired stimulation for the targeted muscle, 117 

optimal pairing was compared to suprathreshold brain-only and suprathreshold spinal-only stimulation. Finally, to 118 

determine whether spinal cord and nerve root compression alter the effects of paired stimulation, the MEPs of paired 119 

stimulation were compared in segments with and without compression and also analysed in relation to clinical signs of 120 

neural injury. 121 

2.2 Participants 122 

The study enrolled adult patients who required surgical treatment for cervical spondylotic myelopathy or foraminal 123 

stenosis. Patients were recruited from the clinical practices of spine surgeons at the Och Spine Hospital and Weill-124 

Cornell NewYork-Presbyterian. The study protocol was conducted in compliance with the Declaration of Helsinki after 125 

it was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Boards of Columbia University Irving Medical Center and 126 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 21, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294259doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294259
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

7 

Weill Cornell Medicine (ClinicalTrials.gov: NCT05163639). We limited the extension of surgery for the purpose of 127 

experimentation to no longer than 15 minutes to minimise the risk of increased surgical and anaesthetic complications 128 

(Brendler 1968). 129 

Enrollment criteria: Participants were recruited if their clinically indicated surgery provided access to the cervical 130 

epidural space. Participants were excluded if they had neck or chest stimulation devices (e.g., vagal nerve stimulation, 131 

cardiac pacemaker), epilepsy, a history of skull surgery with metal implants, cochlear implants, aneurysm clips or stents 132 

in neck or cerebral blood vessels, or evidence of skull shrapnel. Before surgery, written informed consent was obtained 133 

from all participants. Standard of care preoperative clinical assessments were conducted, including clinical MRI scans 134 

to assess the degree of foraminal stenosis and the extent and location of T2 signal hyperintensity within the spinal cord. 135 

Foraminal stenosis was defined as severe when no fat could be observed around the nerve root within the foramen. The 136 

severity of myelopathy in terms of motor and sensory dysfunction in the upper and lower extremities, as well as urinary 137 

dysfunction, was assessed using the Modified Japanese Orthopaedic Association (mJOA) scale (Benzel et al. 1991). 138 

Mild myelopathy is defined as mJOA scores from 15 to 17, moderate myelopathy with mJOA from 12 to 14, and severe 139 

myelopathy is mJOA scores from 0 to 11. 140 

We powered the study based on the first 5 participants taking part in the main stimulation paradigm: suprathreshold 141 

motor cortex stimulation paired with subthreshold posterior spinal cord stimulation. To achieve >80% power on the 142 

comparison of whether facilitation was greater than 0%, 12 participants would be needed. Additional participants were 143 

subsequently recruited to investigate other conditions and enable correction for multiple comparisons in the ISI range 3-144 

13 ms. 145 

2.3 Electrical stimulation and recording 146 

Following anaesthesia induction and during recording, only total intravenous anaesthesia without paralytics was used. 147 

The Cadwell IOMAX (Cadwell Inc., WA, USA) intraoperative monitoring system was used for recording and 148 

stimulation. Muscles were chosen for intramuscular electromyogram (EMG) per standard of care, with additional 149 

recordings from wrist muscles (Fig. 1A). Due to clinical monitoring and hardware constraints, not all muscles were 150 

recorded in each experiment. On average, 16.1 muscles were recorded per participant. Biceps, triceps, APB, ADM, TA 151 
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and AH were consistently recorded ipsilateral to the site of spinal cord stimulation (> 98% of participants). Wrist muscles 152 

(ECR and FCR) were recorded in 69.5% of participants. The deltoid was typically recorded (93.2%) instead of trapezius 153 

(6.8%). MEP responses were recorded with needles placed in the muscles (Rhythmlink, SC, USA or Ambu, Denmark) 154 

at a sampling rate of 8. 3 kHz and band-pass filtered between 10 Hz and 2 kHz. 155 

Motor cortex stimulation was performed with transcranial electrical stimulation (tES). A monophasic triplet pulse with 156 

a width of 75μs and an ISI of 3ms was delivered through subdermal needle electrodes (Rhythmlink, SC, USA or AMC, 157 

FL, USA) placed in a quadripolar montage at C1, C2, C3, and C4 (see Fig. 1A inset). The two subdermal electrodes in 158 

the hemisphere targeted for stimulation served as the anode, and the two electrodes on the opposite hemisphere served 159 

as the cathode. The quadripolar configuration resulted in lower thresholds than bipolar stimulation in pilot experiments 160 

(data not shown). Triple-pulse stimulation can reduce MEP threshold, which is important for experiments during ongoing 161 

surgery, but the timing of descending activation is ambiguous. Hence, we employed single-pulse tES in a subset of 162 

experiments to determine precise timing of brain-spinal cord interactions. For experiments in 11 participants we 163 

observed reliable MEPs at 50V, the lowest stimulation intensity allowed by the intraoperative hardware. In these 164 

instances, in order to measure the MEP threshold we reduced the pulse width to 50μs for the duration of the experiment. 165 

The experimental procedure began once the dura was exposed and the epidural stimulation electrode was positioned. 166 

For spinal cord stimulation (SCS), a single biphasic pulse (pulse-width = 250 μs) using a flexible catheter electrode with 167 

1.3-mm contacts and 15-mm spacing (Ad-Tech Medical Instrument Corp, WI, USA) was used. Epidural electrodes were 168 

oriented in the rostro-caudal direction (Fig. 1B-C), with the cathode caudal and straddling the dorsal root entry zone 169 

(DREZ) or ventral root exit. The electrodes were positioned on the less affected side as determined by the muscle strength 170 

grading. If the strength grading was the same on both sides, the side with a lower threshold cortical-evoked MEPs was 171 

targeted. If the selected side was surgically inaccessible, the experiment was carried out on the accessible side. The 172 

location of the exiting or entering cervical nerve was estimated based on bony and neural anatomical landmarks. This 173 

method of hand placement of the electrode was previously validated by co-registering intraoperative computer 174 

tomography with pre-operative MRI and verifying the electrode placement relative to the DREZ (McIntosh et al. 2023). 175 

In a subset of cases (n = 23), intraoperative imaging was required as part of the surgical procedure and this was 176 

subsequently utilised to confirm the location of the electrode contacts (e.g., Fig. 1C). 177 
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2.3.1 Determination of MEP Threshold and Choice of Target Muscle 178 

Upon insertion of the cervical epidural spinal cord electrode, we determined the threshold for spinal-evoked MEPs by 179 

increasing the stimulation intensity in 0.5 mA steps. Next, we conducted an equivalent procedure for tES by 180 

incrementing the voltage in steps of 5 V and observing the threshold for cortical MEPs in multiple ipsilateral muscles. 181 

All trains of brain and spinal stimulation stimuli were delivered at a rate of 0.5 Hz. For both spinal- and brain-evoked 182 

MEPs, we defined threshold as the lowest intensity at which a response was present in at least 50% of trials. Spinal 183 

stimulation was confirmed to be subthreshold by recording five MEPs. 184 

Candidate target muscles were those where both brain- and spinal-evoked MEPs could be observed at stimulation 185 

intensities that did not interfere with ongoing surgery, irrespective of which cervical segment was stimulated. We 186 

prioritised hand muscles, starting with the abductor pollicis brevis (APB), followed by the wrist, upper arm, and 187 

shoulder. Ultimately, we selected a single muscle as the target and re-determined thresholds to a resolution of 0.1 mA 188 

for spinal stimulation intensity and 1 V for tES intensity. 189 

2.3.2 Comparison of Facilitation of Cortical MEPs by Posterior vs Anterior Spinal Stimulation 190 

To determine whether posterior or anterior spinal stimulation augments cortical MEPs, equivalent experiments were 191 

performed with epidural electrodes placed either in the posterior or anterior epidural space. Posterior spinal stimulation 192 

was targeted to the DREZ, and the ventral stimulation was targeted to the root exit zone of the segment exposed during 193 

the surgery. In a single participant, both anterior and posterior positioning was performed within the same surgery. Paired 194 

stimulation performed with triple-pulse tES was delivered at 110% of the MEP threshold, and subthreshold spinal 195 

stimulation at 90% of the MEP threshold. The ISI between the initiation of tES and subsequent SCS was varied between 196 

3 and 13 ms. Each pairing event was repeated five times, with the MEPs sequentially averaged and saved for subsequent 197 

analysis. In a subset of experiments, pairing events were repeated ten times. 198 

To quantify the size of the paired brain and spinal stimulation effect, the MEP size at each ISI was divided by the brain-199 

only stimulation MEP. We defined the optimal ISI as the ISI at which the largest MEP was generated. 200 

  201 
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2.3.3 Estimation of Synergy in Corticospinal Convergence 202 

When applying tES and SCS each at 110% of MEP threshold, a simple additive model would predict that the resultant 203 

MEP is the sum of the brain-only and spinal-only MEPs. On the other hand, a synergistic model of the interaction of 204 

brain and spine stimulation would predict a resultant MEP that is greater than the sum of its parts. In order to determine 205 

whether the convergence of brain and spinal stimulation was additive or synergistic, we performed triple-pulse 206 

suprathreshold tES (110%) combined with suprathreshold SCS (110%), targeting either the DREZ or the ventral root 207 

exit zone. 208 

Lastly, to investigate the effect of tES intensity on facilitation, we applied suprathreshold SCS in conjunction with 209 

subthreshold tES, where the intensity of tES was varied between 50V and its previously determined maximum. 210 

2.3.4 Estimation of the Precise Inter-stimulus Interval 211 

To accurately determine the ISI required for SCS to produce convergence relative to tES, we employed single-pulse tES. 212 

In most cases, the cortical MEP threshold was above the maximum tested voltage (typically 300 V) or at intensities that 213 

would disrupt the ongoing surgical procedure. As a result, we used the maximum possible voltage that would neither 214 

interfere with surgery nor exceed 300 V. In cases where the threshold was observable, we maintained consistency with 215 

the subthreshold tES approach by setting the stimulation intensity to 90% of threshold. For the pairing condition, we 216 

combined subthreshold tES with suprathreshold SCS set at 110% to establish a baseline. Pairing was conducted with 217 

ISIs ranging from 0 ms to 5 ms. 218 

2.3.5 Epidural spinal cord recording 219 

In order to directly determine the timing of corticospinal transmission in a single participant, tES was ramped from 50V 220 

to 300V while the catheter electrode was switched to ports for recording of electrophysiological potentials. The recorded 221 

potentials were bandpass filtered between 0.3 kHz and 10 kHz. 222 

2.4 Data analysis 223 

The intraoperative monitoring software's data was exported to MATLAB (R2022a, MathWorks, Inc., MA, USA). MEPs 224 

were zero-phase filtered using a Butterworth design, with a fifth-order lowpass filter at a 500 Hz passband and a sixth-225 
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order bandstop filter with a 59–61 Hz stopband. The AUC was calculated over a window from 8.5 ms to 75 ms after the 226 

first stimulation pulse began in order to capture the range of brain and spinal MEP across multiple muscles. Study data 227 

were collected and managed using REDCap (Research Electronic Data Capture) electronic data capture tools hosted at 228 

Weill Cornell Medical Center and Columbia University Irving Medical Center (Harris et al. 2009; 2019). 229 

2.4.1 Statistical analysis 230 

Values are reported as mean ± standard error of the mean (SE) except when the median is employed. Nonparametric 231 

statistical tests are used throughout (Wilcoxon rank-sum, signed-rank tests and Kruskal–Wallis tests, α = .05), and 232 

Bonferroni correction was applied unless otherwise noted. 233 

2.4.2 Artefact rejection 234 

We employed the same method for rejecting MEPs as previously described (McIntosh et al. 2023). Briefly, rejection 235 

was based on principal component analysis and human observer confirmation. The process involved computing principal 236 

components for a specific muscle across multiple stimulation intensities, regressing them with each MEP, and ranking 237 

the responses based on the root mean square of the regression error. While blinded to the stimulation condition, a 238 

manually adjusted sliding scale was then applied to reject traces that did not appear physiological under visual inspection: 239 

deflections in baseline, spread of stimulation artefact into the evoked response, excessive line noise, and fluctuations 240 

that were not time-locked to other responses. These were typically related to electrocautery or drilling and appeared 241 

stereotypical; they were randomly distributed across different phases of the experiment. This led to 52,048 analysed 242 

MEPs of which 11,337 (21.8%) were rejected. When considering the targeted muscles of the arm and hand, 30,188 243 

MEPs were analysed of which 2,949 (9.8%) were rejected. Note that this is higher than in our previous work with SCS 244 

(McIntosh et al. 2023) due to the tES induced artefact being more extensive and the presence of additional sources of 245 

artefact induced by the ongoing surgery. Rejection was performed blinded to the ISI. 246 

  247 
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2.4.3 Calculation of pairing effect 248 

To assess facilitation, we normalised the AUC at each tested pairing ISI using the following approach: 249 

1. Suprathreshold tES paired with subthreshold SCS was divided by the suprathreshold brain-only stimulation after 250 

confirming the absence of spinal MEPs. 251 

2. Subthreshold tES paired with suprathreshold SCS was divided by suprathreshold spinal-only stimulation after 252 

confirming the absence of tES MEPs. 253 

3. Suprathreshold tES paired with suprathreshold SCS was divided by the sum of the suprathreshold spinal-only 254 

and suprathreshold brain-only stimulation (minus background activity (Guiho et al., 2021)). 255 

2.4.4 Across participant averaging 256 

Normalised AUCs were converted to percentage facilitation and illustrated as bar charts. A facilitation of 0% indicates 257 

that pairing produces no change relative to baseline, and 100% indicates a doubling of the MEP size. To generate the 258 

across-participant average, AUCs were averaged among all participants that had experiments with a given condition. In 259 

cases where ISIs within our test range (3-13 ms) were missing due to experimental error, surgical procedure constraints, 260 

or presence of artefact, we applied linear interpolation (14% of data) at the individual participant level before calculating 261 

the average. Analyses without interpolating data did not change the major findings. 262 

2.4.5 Calculation of selectivity 263 

To examine whether the combination of brain and spinal cord stimulation can isolate individual muscles more effectively 264 

than either brain-only or spinal-only stimulation, we conducted a comparison of selectivity across these conditions. The 265 

pairing MEPs used for this analysis were extracted from suprathreshold tES (110%) and subthreshold SCS (90%) 266 

conditions at the optimal ISI. For the brain-only condition, suprathreshold stimulation (110%) was used. We included 267 

only those cases in which suprathreshold (110%) spinal-only stimulation intensity was also tested, as this was used to 268 

estimate spinal-only selectivity values. This analysis uses all muscles recorded ipsilateral to spinal cord stimulation; 269 

however, because the intensity can only be set for a single targeted muscle, non-targeted muscles may be above or below 270 

threshold. 271 
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The selectivity for a particular muscle was calculated as its AUC divided by the sum of the AUCs of all other muscles 272 

recorded on the same side of the body (McIntosh et al. 2023). This calculation ensures that the sum of selectivities across 273 

all muscles equals one. The AUC of the target muscle was selected to compare the levels of selectivity in a given 274 

experiment. However, we also established a measure of selectivity that could be evaluated across muscles regardless of 275 

the target. For this across-muscle measure, we utilised the equation , where is the individual 276 

muscle selectivity for muscle , and is the number of muscles. This equation incorporates the same structure as the 277 

entropy equation which has been previously used as a measure of selectivity (Lehky, Sejnowski, and Desimone 2005) 278 

but is normalised so that it takes a value of 0 when individual muscle selectivities are equal in all muscles and a value 279 

of 1 when only one muscle is activated. 280 

There is likely to be an interaction between the size of the pairing effect and the selectivity of muscle recruitment. To 281 

determine this interaction, selectivity for all muscles was computed for each ISI. To determine the effect of pairing, the 282 

selectivity during brain and spinal cord pairing was divided by the selectivity of the summed suprathreshold tES (110%) 283 

and subthreshold SCS (90%) conditions. 284 

2.4.6 The impact of impairment on synergistic effects 285 

To determine if paired stimulation was affected by nervous system injury, the degree of facilitation was analysed in 286 

relation to clinical and radiographic evidence of compression. In this analysis, the maximum pairing effect was compared 287 

with 3 pre-operative clinical scores related to myelopathy (strength, reflex, and mJOA) and radiographic evidence of 288 

neural injury (T2 signal hyperintensity and foraminal stenosis). Medical Research Council strength scores (Compston 289 

2010) were averaged over the muscles of the forearm and hand on the stimulated side as these were the primarily targeted 290 

muscles. Reflex scores were derived from biceps and triceps on the targeted side as muscles of the forearm and hand 291 

were not typically tested. The maximum facilitation of suprathreshold brain and subthreshold spinal stimulation was 292 

used to summarise the strength of facilitation. Because of the strongly non-gaussian distribution of facilitation across 293 

participants, values were log transformed. Non-parametric Kruskal–Wallis one-way analysis of variance was used to 294 

assess the presence of a relationship between each of the dependent variables and the pairing facilitation strength. No 295 

correction for multiple comparisons was applied. 296 
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3 Results 297 

3.1 Participant recruitment and characteristics 298 

The study enrolled adult patients who required surgical treatment for cervical spondylotic myelopathy or multilevel 299 

foraminal stenosis (n = 63, 34M/29F, mean age 66 years, standard deviation = 11). In a subset of participants (n = 4), 300 

experimental procedures could not be attempted due to surgical constraints, and these participants have been excluded 301 

from further analysis. tES and SCS, at either the posterior (n = 46, 27M/19F), anterior (n = 12, 5M/7F) or both (n = 1, 302 

1F) aspects of the cervical enlargement were performed. We determined that participants undergoing stimulation of the 303 

posterior aspect of the spinal cord were not detectably different from those undergoing stimulation of the anterior aspect 304 

in their demographics or degree of impairment (Table 1 and Supporting Information Table 2). 305 

3.2 Posterior SCS augments motor cortex MEPs at the predicted convergence time, while anterior SCS does not 306 

We observed strong facilitation between appropriately timed transcranial electrical stimulation (tES) and posterior SCS 307 

targeting the dorsal root entry zones (DREZ). By calculating the difference between brain-only and spinal-only MEP 308 

onset times, we predicted that convergence would occur at 9.8±0.6ms (Fig. 4). When suprathreshold tES was paired 309 

with subthreshold SCS (Fig. 1A-B), appropriate ISI for convergence in the spinal cord resulted in a significant 310 

facilitation of cortical MEPs in individual participants (Fig. 2). The degree of facilitation, when averaged across 311 

participants, was substantial, with an optimum ISI of 9 ms yielding an average increase of 577 ± 173% (p = 3.2×10-5, n 312 

= 38, signed-rank test; Fig. 3A). Facilitation was strongly time-dependent (p = 0.001, H(10) = 28.7, Kruskal–Wallis 313 

test), with the optimal ISI not different from the predicted convergence time (Fig. 4). 314 

In contrast, when anterior spinal cord stimulation was paired with tES, there was no facilitation (23 ± 21% at an optimum 315 

ISI of 7 ms, p = 1.0, n = 12, signed-rank test; Fig. 3B). A direct comparison of the maximum facilitation of each 316 

participant between posterior (Supporting Information Fig. 1) and anterior (Supporting Information Fig. 2) stimulation 317 

demonstrated that posterior stimulation was more effective than anterior stimulation (p = 0.006, nposterior = 38, nanterior = 318 

12, Wilcoxon Rank Sum test). 319 

3.3 Synergistic effects of brain and spinal stimulation 320 
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To better understand the interactions of brain and spinal stimulation, we stimulated each site above motor threshold. We 321 

hypothesised there would be synergistic effects (i.e. the combined effects would be much larger than the MEPs of brain- 322 

or spinal-only stimulation). Using suprathreshold (110%) tES and posterior SCS, we altered the relative timing of 323 

stimulation.  324 

A direct comparison of posterior and anterior stimulation demonstrated that suprathreshold posterior SCS was more 325 

effective than suprathreshold anterior SCS (p = 0.034, nposterior = 10, nanterior = 8, Wilcoxon Rank Sum test). The optimal 326 

ISI was 9 ms (n = 10; Fig. 5A), similar to Fig. 3. The facilitation at this ISI was strongly synergistic (average = 1166 ± 327 

537% relative to the sum of brain-only and spinal-only MEPs) but did not reach statistical significance (p  = 0.16, n = 328 

10, signed-rank test, lowest p = 0.02 at 8ms not significant after correction for multiple comparisons). In contrast, with 329 

anterior SCS there was no facilitation, and the MEPs were simply additive (average = 31 ± 29% at peak ISI of 11 ms, p 330 

= 1.0, n = 8, signed-rank test; Fig. 5B).  331 

3.4 The timing of brain and spinal stimulation convergence 332 

To better understand the timed interactions between brain and spinal stimulation, we varied the time between a single 333 

pulse of tES and SCS (Fig. 6A). In the previous experiments, the interpretation of the timing of facilitation, as displayed 334 

in Fig. 3 and Fig. 5, was complicated by the application of three consecutive tES pulses over a span of 6ms, which was 335 

needed to reliably evoke a cortical MEP. Single pulse tES, as depicted in Fig. 6, does not typically generate an MEP at 336 

the voltages we employed (less than 300 V). However, given our previous observations of pronounced amplification in 337 

spinal circuits, we hypothesised that facilitation would still occur if suprathreshold SCS were introduced with an 338 

appropriate ISI relative to the subthreshold single pulse tES. 339 

In an individual participant we evaluated ISIs at sub-millisecond precision to determine the onset and optimal ISI of 340 

facilitation (Fig. 6C-E). We also measured the recruitment curve of tES intensity at the optimal ISI to determine the 341 

dynamics of facilitation (Fig. 7). Additionally, epidural spinal cord recordings in response to tES were made to assess 342 

the transmission time from the brain to the spinal cord (Fig. 6E). 343 

Facilitation began to be observed with spinal stimulation initiated between 1.0 ms and 1.3 ms after brain stimulation 344 

(Fig. 6A-C) and reached its maximum at an ISI of 2.5 ms (899%, p = 0.018, n = 10 repetitions, signed-rank test). Notably, 345 
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even without a detectable cortical MEP in the target muscle at voltages up to 300 V for this participant, facilitation 346 

initiated within the 50-75 V range (Fig. 7B, P56) and appeared to saturate at roughly 100 V when an ISI of 2ms was 347 

used. 348 

Epidural spinal cord recordings of tES also referred to as D-waves (Vedran Deletis, Sala, and Ulkatan 2012) were made 349 

in the same participant as an indication of the corticospinal transmission time. The initial deflection is visible starting at 350 

2.8 ms after the initiation of stimulation at the intensity used for pairing brain and spine. 351 

We confirmed that the facilitation was present in the 2-3 ms range by pairing single pulse tES and SCS in a further 10 352 

participants (Fig. 6E). Maximum facilitation was found to be 690.5 ± 338% at 3.0 ms (p = 0.041, n = 11, signed-rank 353 

test; Bonferroni corrected in the tested interval 0-5 ms). This optimal interstimulus interval is consistent with paired 354 

triple-pulse tES stimulation generating the largest MEP 3 ms after the last tES pulse (Fig. 3, Fig. 5). Further, this 355 

demonstrates that subthreshold brain stimulation can augment suprathreshold spinal stimulation. 356 

3.5 Synergy with tES far below motor threshold 357 

Facilitation of spinal MEPs was present even when combined with tES far below motor threshold. In five experiments 358 

we investigated the dependence of the paired facilitation to the stimulation intensity (Fig. 7A). At the optimal ISI using 359 

high intensity single-pulse tES (Fig. 7B), we stimulated the spinal cord at 110% of the MEP threshold while ramping up 360 

the single pulse tES intensity from 50V. Facilitation was initiated between 50 V and 100 V in all cases, which was 361 

considerably lower than the threshold for brain-only single-pulse stimulation in the majority of experiments (>250 V). 362 

3.6 Paired stimulation activated muscles more selectively 363 

Synergistic effects of stimulation were greatest in muscles targeted by brain and spinal stimulation in two representative 364 

cases (Fig. 8). In each, the tES was performed at 110% of threshold and SCS at 90% of threshold. In Fig. 8B, the spinal 365 

cord electrode was placed at C6, and tES intensities were optimised for the biceps muscle. While the strongest facilitation 366 

is presented in the biceps (1850%), it is also apparent in triceps (190%). In Fig. 8C, the spinal electrode was positioned 367 

at C8, and tES was optimised for the APB muscle. The strongest facilitation is present in the APB (138% increase). 368 
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We quantified this selectivity, first for individuals and then across participants (Fig. 9). Fig. 9A shows the muscle 369 

selectivity for a single participant. The measure of selectivity was calculated as the relative activation of a muscle under 370 

each of the conditions. For example a selectivity of 0.75 in the target flexor carpi radialis (FCR) indicates that the FCR 371 

contributes 75% of the total MEP AUC across muscles. This measure was repeated with brain only (110% of threshold), 372 

spinal only (110% of threshold), and paired stimulation at the optimal latency. In this participant, FCR was the most 373 

activated muscle in all conditions, but the selectivity measure of this muscle was larger for the paired condition than for 374 

the brain-only and spinal-only conditions. 375 

The selectivity of muscle activation was compared across all participants. Selectivity in the targeted muscle was larger 376 

for paired than for brain-only stimulation (37.5%, p = 0.002, n = 38, signed-rank test) but not for spinal-only stimulation 377 

(43.5%, p = 0.094, n = 30, signed-rank test, Fig. 9B). To ensure that these effects were not due to the choice of muscles, 378 

the selectivity of activation was compared across muscles. In order to condense multiple muscle selectivities into a single 379 

value, we used the normalised metric of entropy that is small when MEP sizes are similar across muscles and large when 380 

a single muscle MEP dominates. Fig. 9C shows that when considering all muscles jointly, paired stimulation produces 381 

more selective muscle responses than either brain-only (22.6%, p = 0.014, n = 38, signed-rank test) or spinal-only 382 

stimulation (31.0%, p = 0.003, n = 30, signed-rank test). 383 

We also determined whether selectivity has a dependence on ISI. A change in selectivity over the brain-only and spinal-384 

only conditions in an individual participant is strongest at 7-8 ms in their targeted muscle (Fig. 10A). A maximum 385 

average across participant selectivity change in the target muscle of 109.2 ± 49.0% (p = 0.013, n = 38, signed-rank test; 386 

Fig. 10) is consistent with the optimal ISI of 9 ms. Similarly, the maximum across muscle measure of selectivity is 33.9 387 

± 15.0% at 9 ms (p = 0.022, n = 38, signed-rank test; Fig. 10). The increase in selectivity change towards the optimal 388 

ISI is strongly related to a corresponding increase in facilitation (slope = 4.74 ± 0.81, p = 2.4×10-4, n = 11, Fig. 10). 389 

Thus, there is a strong correlation (R2 = 0.79) between how much a muscle is facilitated by pairing and how selective is 390 

the activation of the target muscle. 391 

3.7 Degree of impairment does not influence strength of facilitation 392 
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In previous work we found that the facilitatory effects of combined brain and spinal stimulation were strong in both 393 

uninjured (Mishra et al. 2017) and spinal cord injured (Pal et al. 2022) rats. Consistent with this, there was no relationship 394 

between MEP augmentation and radiographic (T2 signal) or clinical evidence of  myelopathy (mJOA, reflexes). 395 

Specifically, clinical measures of hand use (mJOA; p = 0.696; n = 38, Kruskal–Wallis test, Fig. 11A), average strength 396 

of the forearm and hand (MRC scale; p = 0.375; n = 35, Kruskal–Wallis test, Fig. 11B), a reflex score measured in the 397 

biceps muscle (p = 0.324; n = 28, Kruskal–Wallis test, Fig. 11C), and a reflex score measured in the triceps muscle (p = 398 

0.410, n = 27, Kruskal–Wallis test, Fig. 11D). 399 

Additionally, no relationship was detectable between immediate effect size and the presence of T2-weighted signal 400 

change at the segment (p = 0.726, n = 37, Wilcoxon rank-sum test; Fig. 11E) or above the segment (p = 0.742, n = 37, 401 

Wilcoxon rank-sum test; Fig. 11F). However, the presence of severe foraminal stenosis at the stimulated segment was 402 

associated with weaker facilitation (p = 0.042, n = 22, Wilcoxon rank-sum test; Fig. 11G). 403 

4 Discussion 404 

Our understanding of the interactions between descending motor systems and segmental afferents was advanced in four 405 

important ways. First, posterior but not anterior spinal cord stimulation augmented cortical MEPs, suggesting that 406 

synergistic effects of pairing involve descending motor and spinal sensory interactions. Second, the facilitation induced 407 

by spinal stimulation was maximal at the time that motor cortex stimuli arrived in the spinal cord, suggesting this location 408 

as the site of interaction. Third, pairing at the optimal inter-stimulus interval made muscle responses more selective, in 409 

addition to making them stronger. Fourth, the degree of facilitation was not detectably influenced by radiographic (T2 410 

signal) or clinical evidence of  myelopathy (mJOA, reflexes). 411 

We found a synergistic facilitation of MEPs when brain stimulation was combined with stimulation over the posterior–412 

but not anterior–cervical spinal cord. This finding suggests that the interaction critical for the convergence mechanism 413 

that we observed takes place at the sensory-motor interface rather than solely within the motor system. This aligns with 414 

the understanding that anterior stimulation directly engages the motor unit (Guiho, Baker, and Jackson 2021). In contrast, 415 

the observed synergistic facilitation (greater than 5 fold) observed while pairing posterior spinal cord stimulation is 416 

consistent with facilitation in rats and monkeys (2-3 fold) that has been demonstrated to be mediated by afferents (Guiho, 417 
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Baker, and Jackson 2021; Pal et al. 2022), the primary neural target of SCS (Capogrosso et al. 2013; Greiner et al. 2021; 418 

Minassian et al. 2004). Prior research in rats has shown that repeated pairing of the posterior cervical spinal cord and 419 

motor cortex at the ISI that produces the largest facilitation (optimal ISI) also leads to lasting plasticity effects (Pal et al. 420 

2022). Nonetheless, the lack of facilitatory effects we observed from combined brain and anterior spinal cord stimulation 421 

does not necessarily preclude the induction of plasticity with repeated stimulation that directly engages the motor unit 422 

(Bunday and Perez 2012). 423 

The timing of spinal stimulation relative to brain stimulation emerges as a critical factor in realising these synergistic 424 

effects. In all tested conditions, the latency of strongest facilitation was observed at 3 ms after the last stimulation pulse; 425 

when taken together with the estimate of corticospinal conduction time, this time interval suggests that the synergistic 426 

interaction is occurring in the cervical spinal cord. In a single participant, a central conduction time of 2.8 ms was 427 

estimated with an epidural spinal cord recording  in response to brain stimulation (Di Lazzaro and Rothwell 2014). In 428 

this participant, the onset of facilitation was observed to be 1 - 1.3 ms. If this facilitation onset and the central conduction 429 

time were equal, it would imply that the spinal stimulation produced instant convergence, however the difference 430 

between these two values of 1.5 ms (Mills and Murray 1986; Taylor and Martin 2009) suggests the presence of a single 431 

synaptic delay. 432 

The paired conditions are more selective than the brain- or spinal-only conditions. This increase in selectivity appears 433 

to be directly coupled to the inter-stimulus interval dependent increase in facilitation. It is currently unclear whether 434 

neuromodulation strategies are more effective when they are highly targeted to individual muscles (high selectivity) or 435 

when they are weakly targeted (low selectivity) producing broad activation of multiple muscles. Selective activation 436 

might benefit patient recovery without causing excessive muscle activation or off-target effects. When optimised, pairing 437 

brain and spinal stimulation may allow for more targeted plasticity in muscles that are clinically important to strengthen. 438 

Synergistic effects of pairing brain and spinal stimulation were present regardless of the severity of myelopathy as 439 

measured by clinical signs or spinal cord imaging. This finding is consistent with our previous observation that pairing 440 

effects that were equally strong in uninjured rats and rats with spinal cord injury (Mishra et al. 2017; Pal et al. 2022), 441 

which spares <1% of the corticospinal tract (Yang et al. 2019). The presence of severe foraminal stenosis was associated 442 

with weaker pairing effects. Since the facilitation is mediated by the presence of afferent fibres, this observation is 443 
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consistent with H-reflex suppression observed in radiculopathy (Mazzocchio et al. 2001), potentially caused by axonal 444 

loss of afferents. We demonstrated that spinal stimulation can be a potent modulator of weak corticospinal activation, 445 

resonating with human studies where volitional control was regained despite severe damage to the neural pathway 446 

(Angeli et al. 2018; Carhart et al. 2004; Gill et al. 2018; Inanici et al. 2018; 2021; Powell et al. 2023; Rowald et al. 2022; 447 

Wagner et al. 2018). With regards to delivering paired brain and spinal stimulation as therapy, as has been applied in 448 

rats (Pal et al. 2022), it is also noteworthy that synergistic effects can be accessed at low intensities that may be tolerated 449 

by patients. In short, the independence of the synergistic effect from the degree of myelopathy suggests that repeated 450 

pairing could be viable as therapy for spinal cord injury. 451 

Despite the large effect size on average, some participants did not display any synergistic effect. While  the presence of 452 

severe foraminal stenosis at the stimulated segment may be associated with weaker facilitation, there may be other 453 

factors that contribute to this variability. As we have shown by comparing anterior and posterior stimulation, the position 454 

of the electrode is critical. For example, while large diameter afferents are the lowest threshold fibres in response to 455 

posterior cord stimulation (Greiner et al. 2021), it has been demonstrated that the corticospinal tract can be activated 456 

when it is specifically targeted (Vedran Deletis et al. 2018; V. Deletis and Bueno De Camargo 2001). Thus, deviations 457 

in the location of the electrodes may contribute to the activation of alternative tracts or fibres. Despite confirmation of 458 

electrode position via clinically indicated imaging in a subset of cases, the precise location of the electrode could not be 459 

directly visually inspected because it was placed under the lamina. Further study with intraoperative imaging and more 460 

targeted electrode configurations will be needed to understand the relationship between position and efficacy of 461 

stimulation. 462 

The limitations of this study are largely related to the physiology being performed during a clinically indicated surgery. 463 

Experiments were performed under general anaesthesia, which can alter responses. However, while it is conceivable 464 

that general anaesthesia specifically affects the synergistic effect of paired stimulation, in rat studies synergistic effects 465 

were observed both in anaesthetised (Mishra et al. 2017) and awake animals (Pal et al. 2022). The surgery also limited 466 

the segments of the spinal cord that could be stimulated. The catheter electrode was placed at one segment below the 467 

most caudal laminectomy, and only one segment was tested in each surgery. Because of this, the most common segments 468 

tested were C7-T1, and the upper arm was targeted for pairing in less than 15% of experiments. Despite increased 469 
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selectivity with pairing, we observed some synergistic effects at muscles innervated at distant segments. Due to 470 

intraoperative constraints, we were unable to record full recruitment curves of the synergistic, brain-only and spinal-471 

only conditions, or determine their saturation points. 472 

This study paves the way to test the repeated application of combining brain and spinal stimulation in humans with the 473 

aim to invoke spinal cord associative plasticity mechanisms that have been previously observed in rats (Pal et al. 2022). 474 

The goal will be to convert the immediate changes in MEP size observed in this study into adaptive changes in the 475 

sensorimotor system that persist, taking advantage of the spinal cord’s capacity for plasticity (Wolpaw 2010). We will 476 

also explore whether paired stimulation requires epidural electrodes or whether non-invasive methods could be used 477 

(Gad et al. 2018; Hofstoetter and Minassian 2022). This research deepens our understanding of spinal cord stimulation 478 

and may inform neurorehabilitation intervention based on associative stimulation of brain and spinal cord in humans.  479 
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Supporting Figure 2 - Convergence of anterior subthreshold spinal stimulation and suprathreshold brain stimulation in 517 

individual participants.  518 
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8 Figures 673 

 674 

 

Figure 1. Epidural spinal cord and brain stimulation experiment during posterior and anterior cervical spine surgery. A, 
Colors correspond to different recorded muscles (see legend). Subdermal needles were placed for brain stimulation. Catheter electrode 
shown placed below the lamina on the posterior aspect of the spinal cord. B, Example of catheter placement targeting dorsal root 
fibres, relative to bony anatomy when the posterior aspect of the spinal cord is being stimulated.  X-ray was acquired after surgical 
instrumentation but prior to removal of the catheter. Red arrows indicate the contacts of the catheter electrode. C, The catheter 
electrode was used to stimulate the posterior (top) or anterior (bottom) aspect of the spinal cord in different participants. The 
posterior location targets the dorsal root entry zone, while the anterior location targets the ventral root exit. 

 675 

 676 

 

Figure 2. Experimental paradigm and results of varying the timing of spinal stimulation relative to transcranial electrical 
stimulation (tES) in a single participant. A, Schematic: three pulses are delivered over the motor cortex followed by a variable period 
of time (inter-stimulus interval; ISI) before a single pulse is delivered to the spinal cord. The catheter electrode was positioned over 
the C8 dorsal spinal cord, and the abductor pollicis brevis (APB) was the target muscle. B1, Brain-only baseline condition. The intensity 
of cortical stimulation was set to 110% of the APB threshold, ensuring a small MEP in the brain-only condition. B2, Spinal baseline 
condition. The intensity of spinal stimulation was set to 90% of the APB threshold, so no MEP was observed with spinal-only 
stimulation. B3, Paired stimulation. Averaged responses over 5 trials with variable ISI. C, Quantification of pairing facilitation. The 
facilitation is calculated relative to the brain-only MEP size. Facilitation of 324% was observed when the inter-stimulus interval was 
set to 8 milliseconds.  
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Figure 3. Augmentation of motor cortex MEPs with posterior, but not anterior, spinal stimulation. A, Schematic: 110% threshold 
transcortical electrical stimulation is combined with 90% threshold posterior cervical spinal stimulation. A strong facilitation is 
present when averaging across participants (n = 38, 23M/15F). B, Schematic: as in A but cervical stimulation applied to the anterior 
aspect of the spinal cord. Anterior stimulation results in no observable facilitation (n = 12, 4M/8F). Across-participant signed-rank 
test, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001, Bonferroni corrected for multiple comparisons. 
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Figure 4. Estimate of optimal pairing ISI from brain and spinal MEP onset times. Subtracting the brain-only MEP onset time from 
the spinal-only MEP onset time produces a difference in the onset times (9.8±0.6ms) which acts as an estimate of the spinal cord 
convergence time. This estimate is not significantly different from the estimate of the optimal pairing ISI (8.8±0.3ms; p = 0.15,  signed-
rank test). Onset times for brain-only and spinal-only MEPs were estimated programmatically and refined manually. The 
programmatic detection extracted the first time point where the MEP magnitude was nine times its pre-stimulation standard deviation. 
This time point was then further refined by tracing the MEP back to its x-axis crossing. The optimal pairing ISI was estimated by taking 
the time of maximum facilitation for all cases where facilitation was greater than 50%. Connecting lines represent the same participant. 
Marker colours correspond to targeted muscles. Data shown only for participants (n = 15, 9M/6F) where an estimate of the brain-only, 
spinal-only and optimal pairing ISI could be made. 
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Figure 5. Suprathreshold posterior but not anterior spinal cord stimulation produces synergistic effects when paired with 
suprathreshold tES. A, Schematic: 110% threshold transcortical electrical stimulation is combined with 110% threshold posterior 
cervical spinal stimulation. A strong facilitation is present when averaging across participants (n = 10, 6M/4F). The peak facilitation 
is 1174% at 9ms relative to the sum of brain-only and spinal-only stimulation. B, Schematic: as in A but cervical stimulation applied 
to the anterior aspect of the spinal cord. In contrast, posterior aspect stimulation anterior stimulation results in no observable 
facilitation (n = 8, 3M/5F; peak facilitation = 38% at 11 ms). 
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Figure 6. Facilitation occurs 2-3ms after cortical stimulation. A, Schematic: Subthreshold (150V) single pulse transcortical 
electrical stimulation is combined with 110% threshold posterior cervical spinal stimulation. Example for an individual participant 
(P56). The catheter electrode was positioned over the C7 dorsal root entry zone (DREZ) of the spinal cord and the FCR was the target 
muscle. B1, Brain-only baseline condition. The intensity of transcranial stimulation was set to 150 V and no MEP was present below 
the maximum tested 300 V. B2, Spinal-only baseline condition. The intensity of spinal stimulation was set to 110% of the target  
threshold needed to induce a motor evoked potential (MEP). B3, Paired stimulation. Averaged responses over 10 trials with variable 
ISI. C, Quantification of pairing facilitation. The facilitation is calculated relative to the spinal-only MEP size. While the peak facilitation 
appears to be at 2.5 ms, the earliest facilitation appears to be in the range 1-1.5 ms. D, Epidural spinal recordings. Brain-only 
stimulation was applied while a recording was made from the spinal electrode. A deflection is visible starting at 2.8 ms with the 
maximal deflection occurring at 4 ms. The stimulation artefact prior to 2.5 ms has been clipped for visualisation purposes. E, Average 
over participants (n = 11, 4M/7F) receiving subthreshold (77-288 V) single pulse transcortical electrical stimulation combined with 
110% threshold posterior cervical spinal stimulation. The optimal ISI when single pulse cortical stimulation is used is 3ms. 
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Figure 7. Suprathreshold spinal MEPs are strongly facilitated by extremely subthreshold single pulse transcranial electrical 
stimulation. A, Schematic: a single pulse delivered to the brain and spinal cord and choice of stimulation intensities. B, Cortical 
stimulation intensity was adjusted upwards from 50V while spinal stimulation intensity was maintained at 110% of threshold (n = 5, 
1M/4F). Pairing was applied at the optimal inter-stimulus interval as determined in a previous experiment. Facilitation is initiated 
between 50V and 100 V in all cases, which is considerably lower than the threshold for brain-only stimulation in the majority of 
experiments (see text in figures). Bar colours correspond to the targeted muscle as shown in A. 
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Figure 8. Facilitation is greatest in targeted muscles. A, Schematic: a triple pulse stimulation delivered to the brain and single pulse 
stimulation delivered to the spinal cord. For the muscle that was optimised for, intensity of brain stimulation was set to be 110% of 
threshold, and the intensity of spine stimulation was set to be 90% of threshold. The baseline condition used for normalisation is the 
sum of brain-only and spinal-only MEPs. B, In one example participant, the catheter electrode was positioned over the C6 dorsal root 
entry zone (DREZ) of the spinal cord and the Biceps muscle was targeted. Facilitation was strong in the targeted muscle and present 
in muscles innervated at nearby segments. Shoulder and leg muscles omitted for visualisation purposes. C, In a different participant, 
the catheter electrode was placed over the C8 DREZ and the APB was targeted. Strong facilitation was present in the target muscle but 
was also present in ECR and FCR. 
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Figure 9. Paired brain and spine stimulation yields more selective activation of individual muscles. A, Example of individual 
muscle selectivity from a single participant showing that for the FCR and APB the selectivity of pairing is larger than for either brain-
only or spinal-only stimulation alone. B, Selectivity as in A can be pooled across participants (n = 38, 23M/15F) by selecting the 
selectivity corresponding to the target muscle from each participant. Median target muscle selectivity is higher for pairing stimulation 
than for brain-only stimulation. While it is also higher for pairing stimulation than spinal-only stimulation this difference is not 
statistically significant. C, Across muscle selectivity measures the selectivity of muscle activation irrespective of the target muscle and 
is higher for pairing stimulation than for both brain-only stimulation and spinal-only stimulation (n = 38, 23M/15F). For B and C: 
Individual lines correspond to individual participants. Dark line corresponds to the participant shown in A. Hinges represent 1st and 
3rd quartile, and whiskers span the range of the data not considered outliers (defined as q3 + 1.5 × (q3 − q1) or less than q1 − 1.5 × 
(q3 − q1)). 
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Figure 10. Activation of muscles is most selective near optimum inter-stimulus intervals. A, Example of target muscle selectivity 
(APB) from a single participant. Change in selectivity of pairing from brain- and spinal-only is strongest at an inter-stimulus interval 
of 7-8 ms. 0% change in selectivity indicates that pairing selectivity is the same as the selectivity computed on the sum of the brain-
only (110%) and spinal-only (90%) MEP-size. B, Selectivity change as in A can be pooled across participants (n = 38, 23M/15F) by 
choosing the selectivity corresponding to the target muscle from each participant. Average target selectivity is highest at an ISI of 9 
ms, corresponding to the timing of optimal pairing. C, Change in the across muscle selectivity measure also shows the highest selectivity 
to be at an ISI of 9 ms, albeit at lower magnitude. Across-participant signed-rank test, *p < .05, not corrected for multiple comparisons 
(n = 38, 23M/15F). D, The selectivity change (as in B) increases (t-test, n = 38, 23M/15F) as the facilitation increases with varying ISI 
(Fig. 3A). 
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Figure 11. No relation between immediate effect size and degree of impairment. A1, mJOA. A2, Average strength in the forearm 
and hand (MRC scale). A3, Biceps reflex score. A4, Triceps reflex score. B1, Hyperintensity on T2-weighted MRI signal at the stimulated 
segment. B2, T2 hyperintensity bove the stimulated segment. B3, Severe foraminal stenosis at the stimulated segment. Text represents 
median % facilitation. Across-participant signed-rank test, *p < .05, no correction for multiple comparisons was applied. 
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9 Tables 692 

Table 1. Summary clinical characteristics of all participants separated by posterior vs anterior spinal cord stimulation. 

 

*A single participant took part in both anterior and posterior portions of the experiment. **Wilcoxon Rank Sum test. No correction for 
multiple comparisons was applied. ***At the time of surgery. mJOA, modified Japanese Orthopaedic Association (mJOA) score. No - N, 
Yes - Y, Unknown/Unspecified - U. Severe foraminal stenosis is defined as no visible fat around the nerve root within the foramen. 
Severe foraminal stenosis and T2 signal change were assessed between C4 and T1 segments.  
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10 Supporting information  694 
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10.1 Tested experimental conditions. 695 

Supporting Information Table 1. Tested experimental conditions. 
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10.2 Detailed clinical characteristics of participants. 697 
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Supporting Information Table 2. Detailed clinical characteristics of participants. 

 

10.3 Convergence of posterior subthreshold spinal stimulation and suprathreshold brain stimulation in individual 698 

participants 699 
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Supporting Information Figure 1. Posterior subthreshold spinal stimulation converges with suprathreshold brain 
stimulation in individual participants. A, Schematic diagram representing the triple-pulse sequence delivered to the brain and the 
single pulse delivered to the spinal cord. The catheter electrode was positioned at different segments in different participants targeting 
the  dorsal root entry zone (DREZ) of the spinal cord. B, When the catheter is placed on the dorsal aspect of the dura targeting the 
DREZ (n = 38, 23M/15F), a strong facilitation is visible in the majority of participants in the range 8-10ms. In a subset of participants, 
facilitation appears absent. The facilitation is calculated relative to the brain-only motor evoked potential (MEP) size, with a 0% 
facilitation indicating that the MEP observed in the paired condition is the same size as the MEP in the brain-only condition. Bar chart 
ordering is sorted by maximum facilitation and color indicates the plotted targeted muscle (legend shown in A). P36 is duplicated from 
Fig. 2. ADM, abductor digiti minimi; APB, abductor pollicis brevis; ECR, extensor carpi radialis; FCR, flexor carpi radialis. 
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10.4 Convergence of anterior subthreshold spinal stimulation and suprathreshold brain stimulation in individual 701 

participants 702 

 

Supporting Information Figure 2. Anterior subthreshold spinal stimulation converges with suprathreshold brain stimulation 
in individual participants. A, Schematic diagram representing the triple-pulse sequence delivered to the brain and the single pulse 
delivered to the spinal cord. The catheter electrode was positioned at different segments in different participants targeting the ventral 
root exit zone of the spinal cord. B, When the catheter is placed on the anterior aspect of the dura (n = 12, 4M/8F), facilitation is not 
present in the majority of participants. The facilitation is calculated relative to the brain-only motor evoked potential (MEP) size, with 
a 0% facilitation indicating that the MEP observed in the paired condition is the same size as the MEP in the brain-only condition. Bar 
chart ordering is sorted by maximum facilitation and color indicates the plotted targeted muscle (legend shown in A). ADM, abductor 
digiti minimi; APB, abductor pollicis brevis; ECR, extensor carpi radialis; FCR, flexor carpi radialis. 
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