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Microstimulation of brain tissue plays a key role in a variety of sensory prosthetics, clinical
therapies and research applications, however the effects of stimulation parameters on the
responses they evoke remain widely unknown. In particular, the effects of parameters when
delivered in the form of a stimulus train as opposed to a single pulse are not well understood
despite the prevalence of stimulus train use. We aimed to investigate the contribution of
each parameter of a stimulus train to the duration of the motor responses they evoke in forelimb muscles. We used constant-current, biphasic, square wave pulse trains in acute terminal experiments under ketamine anaesthesia. Stimulation parameters were systematically
tested in a pair-wise fashion in the caudal forelimb region of the motor cortex in 7 SpragueDawley rats while motor evoked potential (MEP) recordings from the forelimb were used to
quantify the influence of each parameter in the train. Stimulus amplitude and train duration
were shown to be the dominant parameters responsible for increasing the total duration of
the MEP, while interphase interval had no effect. Increasing stimulus frequency from 100–
200 Hz or pulse duration from 0.18–0.34 ms were also effective methods of extending
response durations. Response duration was strongly correlated with peak time and amplitude. Our findings suggest that motor cortex intracortical microstimulations are often
conducted at a higher frequency rate and longer train duration than necessary to evoke
maximal response duration. We demonstrated that the temporal properties of the evoked
response can be both predicted by certain response metrics and modulated via alterations
to the stimulation signal parameters.
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Introduction
Since its advent in the early 19th century, stimulation of the brain has been used in a wide variety of clinical and therapeutic applications, many of which involve novel treatments for diseases and disorders such as visual [1–4] and somatosensory [5–7] prosthetic devices, and deep
brain stimulation therapies for Parkinson’s disease [8–11] and epilepsy [12–14]. These applications inject an electrical stimulus into neural circuitry in order to modify activity or produce
sensations or behaviors. While brain stimulation plays a crucial role in countless therapies and
research areas, little is known about how the parameters of the stimulation signal influence
neural activity or how they shape the outputs produced.
Many types of stimulation signal have been explored, but the most prevalent is the constant-current, cathode leading, biphasic square waveform [15]. The parameters of this signal
include the current amplitude, pulse frequency, pulse duration, interphase interval and pulse
train duration. Studies of the motor system have historically used single pulse or short duration
(<50 ms) stimulus trains composed of parameters proven to effectively elicit responses from
the motor cortex [16]. These high frequency short duration trains of intracortical microstimulation (HFSD-ICMS) are typically used to map motor areas of the brain by observing the brief
movements or recording the evoked muscle activity they produce in anesthetized animals [17–
22]. The study of corticomotoneuronal cell activity can be used to predict electromyographic
(EMG) activity [23]. Likewise, EMG activity recorded while stimulating the motor cortex provides insight into the relationship between the activity of cortical neurons and motor outputs
[24]. Applying electrical stimulation to the forelimb region of the rat motor cortex activates
corticospinal neurons and consequently activates the motor neurons innervating the forelimb
muscle fibers producing contractions which can be recorded through EMG.
The precise mechanism in which electrical stimulation activates neural pathways to evoke
responses is not completely known, particularly with respect to the type of cells activated and
the volume of tissue recruited. Previous modeling and electrophysiology studies have suggested
that stimulation with symmetric waveforms activates axons resulting in a greater volume of tissue activated, whereas asymmetric waveforms activate cell bodies producing more localized
activation [25–29]. Stimulation with long duration trains may also result in greater volumes of
tissue activation due to multi-synaptic projection.
Some general effects of stimulation parameters have been explored using short stimulus
trains [30–32]. Stimulus frequency and train duration exert a combined influence on threshold
levels by facilitating muscle contractions when excitation is hindered by low current intensity.
Thresholds can be lowered by extending the train duration beyond 30 ms and increasing the
pulse frequency above 300 Hz [16,33], and the lowest movement thresholds occur when stimulating with frequencies between 181–400 Hz for durations of 15–33 ms [34]. Independently,
the parameter of stimulus frequency can be used to limit the spread of the ICMS signal within
the cortex. Pulses delivered at frequencies less than 20 Hz prevent the summation of excitatory
and inhibitory postsynaptic potentials which localizes the activation [35]. Stimulus train duration is the dominant parameter influencing the accuracy of forelimb movement trajectories.
Stimuli which last for 500–1000 ms are known to generate forelimb movements to stable, predictable end points regardless of initial limb position [36].
To better understand the mechanism of microstimulation, it is essential to determine the
exact effect exerted by each stimulus parameter on the resulting cortical activation and consequently, the outputs driven by this activity. Previously, we explored the influence of stimulation
parameters on the amplitude and latency of evoked responses [37]. Other studies have examined the effects of certain parameters on threshold levels [38–43], however the duration of the
EMG signal has been widely ignored. To our knowledge, the temporal components of the
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response have not been assessed. Here we systematically explore the effect of each parameter of
a stimulation signal on the duration of the motor evoked potentials (MEP) elicited by microstimulation of the caudal forelimb area (CFA) of the rat primary motor cortex (M1). We assess
the duration of the electrographic response evoked by the stimulus train and discuss the implications of response duration as an assessment parameter.

Methods
Surgical Procedures and Data Collection
Seven female Sprague-Dawley rats (Charles River, QC, CA) weighing 273–450 g were used in
terminal acute experiments. All procedures followed the guidelines of the Canadian Council on
Animal Care and were approved by the Comité de Déontologie de l'Expérimentation sur les
Animaux of the Université de Montréal.
Anaesthesia was induced with intraperitoneal injection of ketamine (80 mg/kg) and xylazine
(10 mg/kg) and maintained with isofluorane (~2% in 100% oxygen). Subcutaneous injection of
mannitol (4 g/kg) and intramuscular injection of dexamethasone (1 mg/kg) were given prior to
the craniotomy to prevent swelling and oedema. A self-regulating heating pad maintained
body temperature which, along with pulse rate and oxygen saturation, was monitored continuously throughout the surgery. Insulated, multi-stranded wires (Cooner Wire, Chatsworth
CA, USA) were implanted in the extensor digitorum communis (EDC) muscle of the forelimb
contralateral to the stimulating electrode to detect MEP signals which were monitored and
recorded at 5 kHz (RZ5 BioAmp Processor) and analyzed offline.
The animal was placed in a stereotaxic frame for both the surgical and stimulation procedures; positioned to allow free movement of the forelimb. A small craniotomy (8 mm x 5 mm)
exposed the motor cortex (left hemisphere), the dura was removed and mineral oil applied to
protect the cortex. After the surgery, gas anaesthesia was stopped and the animal was sedated
with ketamine administered through intraperitoneal injections as needed (~10 mg/kg/10 minutes) in response to the state of the animal, which was closely monitored for the duration of the
data collection procedure.
In order to control for the effects of stimulus current amplitude and ensure a consistent
level of excitability across all test sites, we set site selection criteria. Sites were chosen within the
caudal forelimb region of the motor cortex that produced MEP responses in the EDC. According to our previous cortical mapping experiments in Sprague-Dawley rats of comparable age
and size [44–46], all sites were located at stereotaxic location approximately corresponding to
the middle of the CFA. Exploratory mapping was used to determine MEP threshold levels
at these sites by increasing the stimulus amplitude up to 50 μA until a MEP response was
observed. We then lowered the stimulus amplitude until the response disappeared. The lowest
stimulus amplitude at which the MEP response could be evoked was defined as the threshold
amplitude.
Sites within the CFA were tested for the selection criteria using a standard ICMS train: 13
monophasic square pulses of 0.2 ms duration with 3.3 ms between the pulses delivered at 1 Hz
[18,21,44,47]. The response was first tested at 1500 μm targeting output layer V, which is
known to contain pyramidal neurons which project to lower motor neurons to produce movements [48]. If a threshold MEP response was produced in the EDC this depth was selected, if
not, the electrode was advanced to find a suitably responsive site. Electrode depth varied from
1534–2104 μm (mean 1792 μm) between sites and only one depth was used within an electrode
tract. All experimental blocks were tested at 2 sites per rat.
In order to provide a reference for each parameter used in the study we set ‘control’ levels
within each parameter range based on the standard ICMS train [18,21,44,47]. As such, the
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control value for stimulus pulse duration was set to 0.2 ms, the control value for frequency was
set to 303 Hz (corresponding to 3.3 ms between pulses), and the control value for train duration was set to 43 ms (corresponding to 13 pulses of 0.2 ms duration delivered with 3.3 ms
between pulses). In order to set a control value for amplitude, we chose a value twice as large as
the site’s threshold amplitude. We sought stimulation sites which had MEP threshold amplitudes of 25–35 μA to ensure that all test sites had similar levels of excitability and thus set the
control value for amplitude to 50 μA in order to be twice as strong as the site’s threshold level.
The control values and parameter ranges are detailed in Table 1.
Stimulation was delivered with a digital stimulator (TDT IZ2 Stimulator and RZ5 BioAmp
processor), through a glass insulated tungsten microelectrode (FHC Bowdoin, ME USA,
UEWSDESGBN4G, 110–175 kO) manipulated by a microdrive (David Kopf Instruments
Model 2662, Tujunga, CA). At the end of the data collection, the animal was euthanized with a
lethal dose of sodium pentobarbital.

Stimulation Protocol
We designed a stimulation protocol to systematically test the influence that each parameter of
an ICMS signal exerted on the MEP it produced when delivered to the CFA of the rat motor
cortex. The constant-current, cathode leading, biphasic square waveform was chosen since it is
the most prevalent in both research and therapeutic applications of ICMS. The parameters of
this signal include the current amplitude, pulse frequency, pulse duration, interphase interval
and pulse train duration (Fig 1a). We selected the test ranges of each stimulation parameter so
that they included the typical values used in common prosthetic devices and therapeutic applications of brain stimulation. In particular, the ranges reflect the most restrictive stimulation
paradigm among the applications: visual prosthetic devices [2].
The test range of each parameter was divided evenly into five levels (low, low-mid, mid,
mid-high, and high) and a control value was set which was derived from the standard stimulation signal proven to be effective in the rat motor cortex as described above [18,21,44,47]. The
control value for amplitude was set to 50 μA, which was twice the threshold level since all stimulation sites were deliberately chosen to have thresholds of approximately 25 μA. The ranges,
levels and control values selected for each parameter can be found in Table 1.
The stimulation protocol was composed of five experimental blocks designed to test the specific influence that each of the five parameters of the stimulation signal exerted on the MEP
signal. Each block focused on one parameter, systematically testing it against the other four
parameters in a pair-wise fashion. The parameter of focus was called the primary parameter
and each parameter tested against it was referred to as the paired parameter. The primary
parameter was tested at all five levels in the range (low, low-mid, mid, mid-high, and high)
against three levels of a paired parameter (low, mid, high) while all other parameters were held
at their control values (see Table 1). This allowed us to observe how the MEP signal changed in
response to changes in the primary parameter and identified interactions occurring between
the primary and paired parameters.
To test the effects of current amplitude for example, all five values in the amplitude range
(30, 39, 48, 56, 65 μA) were tested at 3 frequency levels (low-100 Hz, mid-300 Hz, and high500 Hz) with pulse duration, interphase interval and train duration held at the control values
(0.2 ms, 0 ms and 43 ms respectively). Similarly, all five values in the amplitude range (30, 39,
48, 56, 65 μA) were tested at 3 pulse duration levels (low-0.18 ms, mid-0.34 ms, and high-0.5
ms) with frequency, interphase interval and train duration held at the control values (303 ms, 0
ms and 43 ms respectively). This procedure was then repeated until each parameter had been
tested against amplitude in this “pair-wise” arrangement representing all the conditions
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Table 1. Parameter Test Values.
Parameter

Unit

Range

Test Levels

Control

Amplitude (A)

μA

30–65

30, 39, 48, 56, 65

50

Parameter Pairs
AF, AP, AI, AT

Frequency (F)

Hz

100–500

100, 200, 300, 400, 500

303

FA, FP, FI, FT
PA, PF, PI, PT

Pulse Duration (P)

ms

0.18–0.5

0.18, 0.26, 0.34, 0.42, 0.5

0.2

Interphase Interval (I)

ms

0.08–0.5

0.08, 0.19, 0.29, 0.40, 0.5

0

IA, IF, IP, IT

Train Duration (T)

ms

43–300

43, 107, 172, 236, 300

43

TA, TF, TI, TP

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441.t001

contained in the amplitude test block. All “parameter pairs” are listed in the far right column of
Table 1.
Each pair-wise condition within a block was tested with ten trials, and all trials within a
block were pseudo-randomized with 1 second between trials. The trial order within a block
was preserved, and to ensure that there were no adverse effects of conducting the trials of a
block in a fixed order we compared results from overlapping conditions between blocks. These
comparisons were also used to determine if the primary parameter of the block had an overall
effect on the MEP signals produced within it. The five experimental blocks resulted in a total of
300 independent test conditions (5 parameters x 5 test levels x 4 paired parameters x 3 test

Fig 1. Stimulation signal and motor evoked potential responses. Part (a) depicts the parameters of the
constant-current, biphasic square waveform stimulus. Part (b) depicts the MEP onset and offset definition
and the scale in part b applies to parts b-i. Parts b-i demonstrate that a variety of signal envelopes were
evoked by the stimulus parameter ranges tested. The duration of the response was determined by
subtracting the signal onset time from the offset time. The response onset was defined as the first instance
where ten sequential sample points of the MEP signal remained above the trial’s baseline level. Similarly, the
response offset was the last instance in which the MEP signal returned to the baseline level and remained
there until the end of the trial.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441.g001
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levels). To control for fatigue of the preparation, all five blocks were tested in a randomized
order at two different sites within the CFA of each rat for a total of 14 sites.

Classification of MEP Response Duration
The application of a biphasic square wave stimulus (Fig 1a) evoked a wide variety of MEP signal envelopes in response to the different parameter combinations (Fig 1b–1i). The responses
could resemble a single Gaussian shaped curve (Fig 1d), or an initial Gaussian shaped curve followed by a secondary component of lower amplitude which can take the shape of a Gaussian
curve (Fig 1e, 1h and 1i), exponential decay (Fig 1f), or inverse exponential decay (Fig 1g). This
secondary component can be entirely absent (Fig 1d) or endure for hundreds of milliseconds.
The duration of the response was determined by subtracting the signal onset time from the
offset time. From a computational standpoint, a number of criteria were developed to automate
the designation of the response onset and offset. The MEP response’s baseline was defined as
the average of the recorded signal taken 10 ms prior to stimulation. Averaging the first 50 sample points of the recording provided the baseline for each individual trial. The response began
shortly after the onset of stimulation, and was detected as the first instance where ten sequential
sample points of the MEP signal remained above the trial’s baseline level. Similarly, the
response offset was the last instance in which the MEP signal returned to the baseline level and
remained there until the end of the trial. The response onset and offset times were determined
computationally and their accuracy was confirmed with visual inspection.

Statistical Analyses
A maximum of two trials per condition were excluded if they were contaminated by noise. The
stimulus artifact was relatively small due to the low amplitudes of stimulation and was removed
with a 5-point moving average filter. For each of the 14 stimulation sites, trials were averaged
to produce a mean response for each condition. The mean of the response duration was derived
from these averages (Fig 1) and values are reported as mean ± standard deviation.
Certain combinations of parameter pairs using current amplitudes near threshold levels did
not cause sufficient excitation to evoke any MEP responses. Specifically, 30–39 μA stimuli
delivered at 100 Hz, or 30 μA stimuli delivered by 43 ms duration trains were ineffective. A
condition was included in the statistical analyses if responses were obtained from a minimum
of 5 stimulation sites. Conditions evoking a response from less than 5 sites will be referred to as
infrequent responses and typically occurred for stimuli composed of low amplitude short
pulses delivered at low frequencies. To differentiate between absent and infrequent responses,
data obtained from infrequent responding conditions (<5 sites) are included in graphical representations differentiated by marker type.
To evaluate the effects of each parameter on the response metrics we used a repeated measures linear mixed model, with random slope and intercept, followed by Bonferroni posthoc
analyses to test the effects of main and paired parameters on outcomes. Main and paired
parameters were entered as fixed factors, followed by the interaction between the two. The
interaction term was not significant and was trimmed from the model. This model compared
the trends of each factor to quantify differences in response duration evoked by the tested
parameter levels (low, mid, high). Analyses were conducted with SPSS 22.0 (SPSS, Inc.) software using the mixed procedure with a factorial design and a significance level of α<0.05. We
report only statistically significant findings. If a value is absent it indicates that the particular
condition either did not produce significant trends or was excluded from the analyses due to
infrequent responses (<5 sites). In the text we indicate which results are excluded due to infrequent responses. Measures of percent increase in response duration between stimulus levels
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were computed from estimated marginal means generated in the linear mixed model analysis.
Correlation analyses between the duration of the MEP and other characteristics of the response
were conducted with Pearson’s correlations. A t statistic was used to establish if the correlation
was statistically significant.

Results
Four of the five experimental blocks showed significant trends demonstrating the effects that
each parameter exerted on the MEP response duration. The interphase interval parameter did
not exert an influence on the MEP response duration within the range tested (0.08–0.5 ms) and
therefore will not be described beyond graphical depiction as a paired parameter in Figs 2c, 3c,
4c, 5d and 5a main parameter in Fig 6a–6d. These findings are included to present a complete
picture of the parameter interactions and negative results can often be informative. When
describing the results, all parameter pairs are denoted by abbreviations of Table 1 in which the
primary parameter appears first and paired parameter second (ex. AF represents amplitude
paired with frequency).

MEP Response Duration
The MEP response duration increased with stimulus amplitude for all parameter pairings (AF:
p<0.001; AP: p<0.001; AT: p<0.001) as shown in Fig 2. As a paired parameter (Figs 3a, 4a and
5a), increases in stimulus amplitude could extend the response duration up to 48% when its
value was raised from its mid (48 μA) to high (65 μA) levels (FA: 48% increase, p = 0.037; PA:
30% increase, p = 0.009; TA: 30% increase, p = 0.001) and 68% when raised from low (30 μA)
to mid (48 μA) levels (PA: 68% increase, p = 0.003). When high amplitude (48–65 μA) stimuli

Fig 2. MEP main response duration (mean ± SE) as a function of stimulus amplitude. The effects of
amplitude paired with three frequency levels (a), pulse durations (b), interphase intervals (c) and train
durations (d) are depicted. Note the difference in scale for trials involving train duration (part d). Square
symbols represent conditions with an insufficient number of responding sites (n<5) and were not included in
statistical analyses. Circular symbols represent conditions with reliable responses (n = 5–14). Control values
for each parameter were: A = 50 μA, F = 303 Hz, P = 0.2 ms, I = 0 ms, T = 43 ms. A = amplitude,
F = frequency, P = pulse duration, I = interphase interval, T = train duration, SE = standard error.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441.g002
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Fig 3. MEP main response duration (mean ± SE) as a function of stimulus frequency. The effects of
frequency paired with three amplitude levels (a), pulse durations (b), interphase intervals (c) and train
durations (d) are depicted. Note the difference in scale for trials involving train duration (part d). Square
symbols represent conditions with an insufficient number of responding sites (n<5) and were not included in
statistical analyses. Circular symbols represent conditions with reliable responses (n = 5–14). Control values
for each parameter were: A = 50 μA, F = 303 Hz, P = 0.2 ms, I = 0 ms, T = 43 ms. A = amplitude,
F = frequency, P = pulse duration, I = interphase interval, T = train duration, SE = standard error.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441.g003

Fig 4. MEP main response duration (mean ± SE) as a function of stimulus pulse duration. The effects of
pulse duration paired with three amplitude levels (a), frequencies (b), interphase intervals (c) and train
durations (d) are depicted. Note the difference in scale for trials involving train duration (part d). Square
symbols represent conditions with an insufficient number of responding sites (n<5) and were not included in
statistical analyses. Circular symbols represent conditions with reliable responses (n = 5–14). Control values
for each parameter were: A = 50 μA, F = 303 Hz, P = 0.2 ms, I = 0 ms, T = 43 ms. A = amplitude,
F = frequency, P = pulse duration, I = interphase interval, T = train duration, SE = standard error.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441.g004
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Fig 5. MEP main response duration (mean ± SE) as a function of stimulus train duration. The effects of
train duration paired with three current amplitudes (a), frequencies (b), pulse durations (c) and interphase
intervals (d) are depicted. Square symbols represent conditions with an insufficient number of responding
sites (n<5) and were not included in statistical analyses. Circular symbols represent conditions with reliable
responses (n = 5–14). Control values for each parameter were: A = 50 μA, F = 303 Hz, P = 0.2 ms, I = 0 ms,
T = 43 ms. A = amplitude, F = frequency, P = pulse duration, I = interphase interval, T = train duration,
SE = standard error.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441.g005

were delivered by long duration trains the response duration plateaued (Fig 2d) suggesting an
upper limit for this parameter pairing after which the duration of the response cannot be
extended. Conversely, when low amplitude stimuli are used, the duration of the response is
most effectively extended by increasing the stimulus pulse duration or train duration (Fig 2b
and 2d).
The MEP’s response duration increased with stimulus frequency for all parameter pairings
(FP: p<0.001; FT: p = 0.005), except amplitude (FA: p = 0.140), as shown in Fig 3. When stimulating with frequencies above 200 Hz, the response plateaued at a maximum whose magnitude
was dictated by the paired parameter. Increasing the frequency from low (100 Hz) to mid (300
Hz) levels could extend the response duration (PF: 79%, p = 0.006), however mid (300 Hz)
and high (500 Hz) frequency stimuli evoked similar durations (AF: p = 0.39; PF: p = 0.68; TF:
p = 1.0). When stimulation frequency was low, extending the duration of the stimulus train
was the most effective method of increasing the response duration (Fig 3d).
The MEP response duration increased with stimulus pulse duration except when paired
with train duration (PA: p = 0.007; PF: p = 0.002; PT: p = 0.06), as shown in Fig 4. Increasing
stimulus pulse duration from short (0.18 ms) to mid (0.34 ms) levels extended the duration
between 39–82% (AP: 82%, p<0.001; FP: 43%, p = 0.025; TP: 39%, p = 0.002), however no significant differences were noticed between mid (0.34 ms) and long (0.5 ms) duration pulses
(AP: p = 0.626; FP: p = 1.0; TP: p = 0.965). When short pulse durations were used, the response
duration was most effectively extended by increasing the train duration.
The MEP response duration increased with stimulus train duration for all parameter pairings (TA: p<0.001; TF: p<0.001; TP: p<0.001), as shown in Fig 5. These effects proved to be
less pronounced statistically once the train duration reached 172 ms and visually this change
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Fig 6. MEP main response duration (mean ± SE) as a function of stimulus interphase interval. The
effects of interphase interval paired with three amplitude levels (a), frequencies (b), pulse durations (c) and
train durations (d) are depicted. Note the difference in scale for trials involving train duration (part d). Square
symbols represent conditions with an insufficient number of responding sites (n<5) and were not included in
statistical analyses. Circular symbols represent conditions with reliable responses (n = 5–14). Control values
for each parameter were: A = 50 μA, F = 303 Hz, P = 0.2 ms, I = 0 ms, T = 43 ms. A = amplitude,
F = frequency, P = pulse duration, I = interphase interval, T = train duration, SE = standard error.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441.g006

could possibly occur even earlier at 107 ms (Fig 5). As a paired parameter, increasing stimulus
train length from short (43 ms) to mid (172 ms) durations could extend the response duration
up to 3.5 times (AT: increase 3.50x, p<0.001; FT: increase 3.50x, p<0.001; PT: increase 3.06x,
p<0.001).
Similarly, increasing the train length from mid (172 ms) to long (300 ms) durations
increased the response duration yet again (AT: increase 1.32x, p<0.001; FT: increase 1.28x,
p<0.001; PT: increase 1.31x, p<0.001). For all durations of the stimulus train, increasing the
amplitude or pulse duration served to further extend the duration of the MEP’s response; however pulse duration had less effect on short duration trains (43 ms). A summary of these findings is presented in Table 2.

Correlation between Duration and Other MEP Parameters
Certain metrics of the MEP response were valid predictors of the response duration. A total of
four metrics in addition to the duration served to quantify the MEP response. Onset latency
was defined as the delay between the onset of stimulation and the initiation of the MEP. The
mean was computed as the average of the response, whereas peak amplitude was the signal’s
maximum during the response. Peak time specifies the time instance of the peak amplitude
occurrence. Pearson’s correlation coefficient was computed for each block of trials to provide a
quantitative measure of the strength and direction of the relationships between the response
metrics [49]. The response duration was not correlated with onset latency (r = 0.05, p>0.05)
but was strongly correlated with peak amplitude (r = 0.49, p<0.001), mean amplitude (r = 0.56,
p<0.001) and peak time (r = 0.63, p<0.001).
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Table 2. Summary of Parameter Influence on Response Duration.
Parameter

Effect on Response Duration (RD)

Amplitude

• RD increased with stimulus amplitude for all parameter pairings except interphase
interval
• 68% increase in RD between low and mid amplitude stimuli
• 48% increase in RD between mid and high amplitude stimuli
• RD reached a plateau when high amplitude stimuli delivered by long trains
• RD for low amplitude stimuli most effectively increased by extending stimulus pulse or
train duration

Frequency

• RD increased with stimulus frequency for all parameter pairings except stimulus
amplitude and interphase interval
• 79% increase in RD between low and mid frequency stimuli
• No signiﬁcant difference in RD between mid and high frequency stimuli
• Stimulating at frequencies higher than 200 Hz caused the RD to plateau
• RD for low frequency stimuli most effectively increased by extending the duration of
the stimulus train

Interphase
Interval

No effect

Pulse Duration

• RD increased with stimulus pulse duration for all parameter pairings except stimulus
train duration and interphase interval
• Up to 82% increase in RD between short and mid duration pulses
• No signiﬁcant difference in RD between mid and long pulse duration stimuli
• RD for short pulse stimuli most effectively increased by extending the train duration

Train Duration

• RD increased with stimulus train duration for all parameter pairings except interphase
interval
• 3.5x increase in RD between short to mid duration trains
• 1.3x increase in RD between mid and long duration trains
• Effects of train duration on RD were less pronounced for trains >172 ms
• Increasing amplitude or pulse duration could extend RD for all train lengths

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441.t002

Discussion
In our previous study, we examined the factors influencing the amplitude and latency of the
MEP response and defined methods for modulating these parameters [37]. We found that
MEP amplitude increased continually with stimulus amplitude and train duration; however
both frequency and train duration exhibited upper limits after which no further effects on
the response were observed. The MEP onset latency was found to decrease continually with
increases in pulse duration; however both amplitude and frequency observed upper limits after
which they became ineffective and train duration demonstrated no influence on the response
latency. The present study examined the factors influencing the duration of the MEP response
in the intact CNS, defined methods for modulating the response duration, and identified correlations between the spatial and temporal metrics of the MEP. We observed that responses
evoked by low amplitude stimuli are best extended by increasing the stimulus pulse duration or
train duration. Similarly, responses to low frequency or short pulse duration stimuli can be
prolonged by extending the duration of the stimulus train. However, increases in amplitude or
pulse duration serve to extend the response duration for all lengths of stimulus train. These
findings may be used as modulation techniques when designing stimulation signals within
restrictive paradigms. Together with our previous results [37,50,51], we demonstrate that all
stimulus parameters, with the exception of interphase interval, exert a significant influence on
the motor responses they evoke.
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We observed a lack of influence of the interphase interval parameter on the duration of
MEP responses suggesting that the delay between pulses of alternate polarity does not significantly influence the evoked responses. Alternating the polarity of the phases in the constantcurrent, biphasic square waveform is a method used to balance the charge injected into the tissue [52]. The effects of the charge exerted in the initial phase are mitigated by stimulating with
the opposite polarity in the second phase, and the charge is said to be “recovered” through this
alternation of polarity. Extending the interval between the two phases is thought to delay the
charge recovery and makes the biphasic stimulus behave more like its monophasic counterpart,
which can evoke responses at lower thresholds by allowing charge to accumulate in the tissue.
Extending the interphase interval of a biphasic stimulus has been shown to lower thresholds
for phosphene induction in the visual cortex of human subjects [2], as well as for excitation of
the auditory nerve in cochlear implants [53]. However, studies that manipulated pulse phase
symmetry, which is an alternate method of delaying charge recovery, were unable to alter
threshold levels for ICMS in rodents [38].
Our findings demonstrated that the shape of the MEP response signal envelope varies
greatly and is heavily dependent on the stimulation parameters; however certain temporal and
spatial metrics of the MEP response could be used to predict the duration of the response. Of
the temporal metrics, only peak time was a strong predictor of the response duration; the later
the peak time, the longer the overall duration of the MEP. Of the spatial metrics, both the peak
and mean amplitudes were strongly correlated with the response duration. These findings suggest that the spatial and temporal metrics of the MEP response are directly linked and their
interactions must be considered when designing a stimulus signal.
We demonstrated that the duration of the MEP response can be modulated by altering
parameters of the stimulation train. The MEP response duration increased with all stimulus
parameters (except interphase interval) and this increase was continual for the parameters of
stimulus amplitude and train duration although the effects were less pronounced for trains longer
than 172 ms. Our experimental design involved the comparison of low, mid and high levels of
each parameter, in the case of train duration these values are 43, 172 and 300 ms respectively. As
such, it is possible (and suggested from Fig 5) that the reduction in influence occurs earlier than
172 ms, possibly occurring at 107 ms. Notably, the MEP durations did not scale directly with the
duration of the stimulus train and responses as short as 25 ms could be evoked with a 43 ms stimulus. For the parameters of frequency and pulse duration, no further increases in response duration were observed beyond the range of 100–200 Hz and 0.18–0.34 ms respectively.
Previous studies reported the lowest movement thresholds to occur when stimulating with
frequencies between 181–400 Hz, with no significant difference in thresholds for frequencies
between 142–400 Hz [34]. Our previous work demonstrated that increasing the stimulus frequency higher than 100–200 Hz did not exert further influence on MEP reliability [37,50].
Combined with our present results we suggest that the rat forelimb motor cortex is sensitive to
frequencies below 142 Hz and no further excitation is produced by the higher frequency stimulation commonly used in this system. If generalized, this finding could serve to further optimize
the standard ICMS signal used in the study of the motor cortex. This signal has historically
involved stimulation frequencies of 303 or 333 Hz [18,21,44,47], which our data suggest is
above the range for which frequency exerts an influence on the production of MEPs. Reducing
the frequency of stimulation to 142 Hz could potentially allow for more precise definition of
the somatotopic boundaries between cortical representations of different movements identified
by motor mapping techniques. For example, the use of lower frequency stimulation could perhaps reduce the occurrence of dual responses (i.e. two simultaneously evoked movements at
threshold stimulation intensity), such as those occurring near the boundary of the forelimb
and whisker representations of the rat motor cortex.
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Similarly, studies exploring the cortex with long duration stimulation (HFLD-ICMS) typically use 500 ms trains [36,43,54,55], which are nearly 3 times the maximum level we observed
to exert an influence on response duration and nearly 5 times the level we observed to influence
MEP reliability, amplitude and onset latency [37,50]. The plateaus observed in our results suggest that the influence of the stimulus saturates before the offset of long duration trains. In light
of these results it would be interesting to test whether or not shorter trains of durations intermediate to HFSD and HFLD could be capable of producing the same movement repertoires
obtained through HFLD-ICMS stimulation.
These findings should be explored in other species and target locations (visual cortex/auditory nerve versus motor cortex) to confirm whether or not these relationships are preserved.
For instance, it would be interesting to verify if they are similar in species with direct corticomotoneuronal connections such as macaques [56]. In addition, the present data was exclusively
recorded in EDC. It is possible that other muscles, such as intrinsic hand or more proximal
muscles could show different profiles of modulation. As such, the relationships demonstrated
here should be confirmed in other muscles and species before generalization.
To our knowledge, the duration of the MEP response is not generally considered in the
design of stimulation signals; however it may have significant implications. In applications
where a brief, localized stimulus is desired, a prolonged duration of activation may not be desirable. An example application could be the generation of a punctate visual percept through
application of electrical stimuli to the visual cortex [2]. In these instances, stimuli involving
combinations of low amplitude, low frequency, short pulse durations and short train durations
might be used to limit response durations. Conversely, when restrictions are placed on certain
stimulus parameters and longer response durations are desired, the response duration can be
increased most effectively by extending the stimulus train duration and to a lesser extent by
increasing the pulse duration and amplitude. An example application might be reducing the
required frequency of stimulation provided during deep brain stimulation for the treatment of
Parkinson’s disease [11] or the prevention of epileptic seizures [12]. It is possible that our
response modulation techniques may have an important impact on the efficacy of the stimulation for various applications. The extension of these trends to other application will require further study to verify that the influence of stimulus parameters is preserved between systems.

Conclusion
Our findings demonstrate that the temporal properties of the evoked response in the intact
CNS can be both predicted by certain response metrics and modulated via alterations to the
stimulation signal parameters. Frequencies above 200 Hz do not improve the reliability or
extend the duration of MEPs and stimulating with trains longer than 172 ms does not substantially extend the response duration. Short duration responses may suggest more localized
stimulation and can be achieved by limiting the parameters of a stimulus, and long duration
responses could suggest greater synaptic spread. As such, it is essential to consider the desired
physiological response and appropriate parameter combinations necessary to achieve it when
designing a stimulus, and both the properties and underlying cause of the variability in signal
envelopes generated by stimulus trains deserve further study.

Acknowledgments
The authors thank Boris Touvykine and Ian Moreau Debord for their contribution to data collection, Guillaume Elgbeili and Kelsey Dancause for consulting on statistical analysis procedures, Stephan Quessy for comments on experimental design and data processing, and Philippe
Drapeau for assistance with programming the stimulation equipment.

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441 July 21, 2016

13 / 16

Stimulation Parameters Affecting the Duration of Motor Outputs

This work was supported by the Canada Research Chair in Smart Medical Devices to MS
and a Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada (NSERC) to MS
(RGPIN121928-12) and to ND (RGPIN/402663-2011), and an NSERC Strategic grant to MS
(STPGP 381290–2009).
The methods of this research study were presented at the 37th Annual International Conference of the IEEE Engineering in Medicine and Biology Society in Milan, Italy (25–29 August
2015).

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: MW MS ND. Performed the experiments: MW.
Analyzed the data: MW ND. Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: ND. Wrote the
paper: MW MS ND.

References
1.

Dobelle WH, Mladejovsky MG, Girvin JP. Artifical vision for the blind: electrical stimulation of visual cortex offers hope for a functional prosthesis. Science. 1974; 183: 440–444. PMID: 4808973

2.

Schmidt EM, Bak MJ, Hambrecht FT, Kufta CV, O’Rourke DK, Vallabhanath P. Feasibility of a visual
prosthesis for the blind based on intracortical microstimulation of the visual cortex. Brain J Neurol.
1996; 119 (Pt 2): 507–522.

3.

Tehovnik EJ, Slocum WM, Smirnakis SM, Tolias AS. Microstimulation of visual cortex to restore vision.
Prog Brain Res. 2009; 175: 347–375. doi: 10.1016/S0079-6123(09)17524-6 PMID: 19660667

4.

Torab K, Davis TS, Warren DJ, House PA, Normann RA, Greger B. Multiple factors may influence the
performance of a visual prosthesis based on intracortical microstimulation: nonhuman primate behavioural experimentation. J Neural Eng. 2011; 8: 035001. doi: 10.1088/1741-2560/8/3/035001 PMID:
21593550

5.

Berg JA, Dammann JF, Tenore FV, Tabot GA, Boback JL, Manfredi LR, et al. Behavioral Demonstration of a Somatosensory Neuroprosthesis. IEEE Trans Neural Syst Rehabil Eng. 2013; 21: 500–507.
doi: 10.1109/TNSRE.2013.2244616 PMID: 23475375

6.

Tabot GA, Dammann JF, Berg JA, Tenore FV, Boback JL, Vogelstein RJ, et al. Restoring the sense of
touch with a prosthetic hand through a brain interface. Proc Natl Acad Sci. 2013; 110: 18279–18284.
doi: 10.1073/pnas.1221113110 PMID: 24127595

7.

Thomson EE, Carra R, Nicolelis MAL. Perceiving invisible light through a somatosensory cortical prosthesis. Nat Commun. 2013; 4: 1482. doi: 10.1038/ncomms2497 PMID: 23403583

8.

Anderson VC, Burchiel KJ, Hogarth P, Favre J, Hammerstad JP. Pallidal vs subthalamic nucleus deep
brain stimulation in Parkinson disease. Arch Neurol. 2005; 62: 554–560. doi: 10.1001/archneur.62.4.
554 PMID: 15824252

9.

Deuschl G, Schade-Brittinger C, Krack P, Volkmann J, Schäfer H, Bötzel K, et al. A Randomized Trial
of Deep-Brain Stimulation for Parkinson’s Disease. N Engl J Med. 2006; 355: 896–908. doi: 10.1056/
NEJMoa060281 PMID: 16943402

10.

Little S, Pogosyan A, Neal S, Zavala B, Zrinzo L, Hariz M, et al. Adaptive deep brain stimulation in
advanced Parkinson disease: Adaptive DBS in PD. Ann Neurol. 2013; n/a–n/a. doi: 10.1002/ana.
23951

11.

Weaver FM, Follett KA, Stern M, Luo P, Harris CL, Hur K, et al. Randomized trial of deep brain stimulation for Parkinson disease: thirty-six-month outcomes. Neurology. 2012; 79. doi: 10.1212/WNL.
0b013e31825dcdc1

12.

Fisher RS, Salanova V, Witt T, Worth R, Henry T, Gross R, et al. Electrical stimulation of the anterior
nucleus of thalamus for treatment of refractory epilepsy. Epilepsia. 2010; 51: 899–908. doi: 10.1111/j.
1528-1167.2010.02536.x PMID: 20331461

13.

Lee KJ, Jang KS, Shon YM. Chronic deep brain stimulation of subthalamic and anterior thalamic nuclei
for controlling refractory partial epilepsy. Acta Neurochir Suppl. 2006; 99.

14.

Morrell MJ. Responsive cortical stimulation for the treatment of medically intractable partial epilepsy.
Neurology. 2011; 77: 1295–1304. doi: 10.1212/WNL.0b013e3182302056 PMID: 21917777

15.

Lilly JC, Hughes JR, Alvord ECJ, Galkin TW. Brief, noninjurious electric waveform for stimulation of the
brain. Science. 1955; 121: 468–469. PMID: 14358670

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441 July 21, 2016

14 / 16

Stimulation Parameters Affecting the Duration of Motor Outputs

16.

Asanuma H, Arnold A, Zarzecki P. Further study on the excitation of pyramidal tract cells by intracortical
microstimulation. Exp Brain Res. 1976; 26: 443–461. PMID: 1010001

17.

Asanuma H, Rosen I. Topographical organization of cortical efferent zones projecting to distal forelimb
muscles in the monkey. Exp Brain Res. 1972; 14: 243–256. PMID: 4626360

18.

Donoghue JP, Wise S. The motor cortex of the rat: Cytoarchitecture and microstimulation mapping. J
Comp Neurol. 1982; 212: 76–88. doi: 10.1002/cne.902120106 PMID: 6294151

19.

Gioanni Y, Lamarche M. A reappraisal of rat motor cortex organization by intracortical microstimulation.
Brain Res. 1985; 344.

20.

Neafsey EJ, Bold EL, Haas G, Hurley-Gius KM, Quirk G, Sievert CF, et al. The organization of the rat
motor cortex: a microstimulation mapping study. Brain Res. 1986; 396.

21.

Nudo RJ, Jenkins WM, Merzenich MM. Repetitive microstimulation alters the cortical representation of
movements in adult rats. Somatosens Mot Res. 1990; 7: 463–483. PMID: 2291378

22.

Sanderson KJ, Welker W, Shambes GM. Reevaluation of motor cortex and of sensorimotor overlap in
cerebral cortex of albino rats. Brain Res. 1984; 292: 251–260. PMID: 6692158

23.

Griffin DM, Hudson HM, Belhaj-Saïf A, McKiernan BJ, Cheney PD. Do corticomotoneuronal cells predict target muscle EMG activity? J Neurophysiol. 2008; 99: 1169–1986. doi: 10.1152/jn.00906.2007
PMID: 18160426

24.

Hyland B. Neural activity related to reaching and grasping in rostral and caudal regions of rat motor cortex. Behav Brain Res. 1998; 94: 255–269. PMID: 9722277

25.

Bari BA, Ollerenshaw DR, Millard DC, Wang Q, Stanley GB. Behavioral and Electrophysiological
Effects of Cortical Microstimulation Parameters. Arabzadeh E, editor. PLoS ONE. 2013; 8: e82170. doi:
10.1371/journal.pone.0082170 PMID: 24340002

26.

Butovas S. Spatiotemporal Effects of Microstimulation in Rat Neocortex: A Parametric Study Using Multielectrode Recordings. J Neurophysiol. 2003; 90: 3024–3039. doi: 10.1152/jn.00245.2003 PMID:
12878710

27.

Histed MH, Bonin V, Reid RC. Direct activation of sparse, distributed populations of cortical neurons by
electrical microstimulation. Neuron. 2009; 63: 508–522. doi: 10.1016/j.neuron.2009.07.016 PMID:
19709632

28.

McIntyre CC, Grill WM. Selective microstimulation of central nervous system neurons. Ann Biomed
Eng. 2000; 28: 219–233. PMID: 10784087

29.

Wang Q, Millard DC, Zheng HJV, Stanley GB. Voltage-sensitive dye imaging reveals improved topographic activation of cortex in response to manipulation of thalamic microstimulation parameters. J
Neural Eng. 2012; 9: 026008. doi: 10.1088/1741-2560/9/2/026008 PMID: 22327024

30.

Yeomans JS. Principles of brain stimulation. New York: Oxford University Press; 1990.

31.

Ranck JB Jr. Which elements are excited in electrical stimulation of mammalian central nervous system: a review. Brain Res. 1975; 98: 417–440. PMID: 1102064

32.

Stoney SD Jr, Thompson WD, Asanuma H. Excitation of pyramidal tract cells by intracortical microstimulation: effective extent of stimulating current. J Neurophysiol. 1968; 31: 659–669. PMID: 5711137

33.

Asanuma H, Arnold AP. Noxious effects of excessive currents used for intracortical microstimulation.
Brain Res. 1975; 96: 103–107. PMID: 1174991

34.

Young NA, Vuong J, Flynn C, Teskey GC. Optimal parameters for microstimulation derived forelimb
movement thresholds and motor maps in rats and mice. J Neurosci Methods. 2011; 196: 60–69. doi:
10.1016/j.jneumeth.2010.12.028 PMID: 21219927

35.

Cheney PD, Griffin DM, Van Acker GM. Neural Hijacking: Action of High-Frequency Electrical Stimulation on Cortical Circuits. The Neuroscientist. 2013; 19: 434–441. doi: 10.1177/1073858412458368
PMID: 22968640

36.

Graziano MSA, Taylor CSR, Moore T. Complex movements evoked by microstimulation of precentral
cortex. Neuron. 2002; 34: 841–851. PMID: 12062029

37.

Watson MC, Dancause N, Sawan M. Intracortical microstimulation parameters dictate the amplitude
and latency of evoked responses. Brain Stimulat. 2015;

38.

Koivuniemi AS, Otto KJ. Asymmetric Versus Symmetric Pulses for Cortical Microstimulation. IEEE
Trans Neural Syst Rehabil Eng. 2011; 19: 468–476. doi: 10.1109/TNSRE.2011.2166563 PMID:
21968793

39.

Koivuniemi AS, Otto KJ. The depth, waveform and pulse rate for electrical microstimulation of the auditory cortex. Conf Proc Annu Int Conf IEEE Eng Med Biol Soc IEEE Eng Med Biol Soc Conf. 2012; 2012:
2489–2492. doi: 10.1109/EMBC.2012.6346469

40.

Murasugi CM, Salzman CD, Newsome WT. Microstimulation in visual area MT: effects of varying pulse
amplitude and frequency. J Neurosci Off J Soc Neurosci. 1993; 13: 1719–1729.

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441 July 21, 2016

15 / 16

Stimulation Parameters Affecting the Duration of Motor Outputs

41.

Schiller PH, Slocum WM, Kwak MC, Kendall GL, Tehovnik EJ. New methods devised specify the size
and color of the spots monkeys see when striate cortex (area V1) is electrically stimulated. Proc Natl
Acad Sci. 2011; 108: 17809–17814. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1108337108 PMID: 21987821

42.

Tehovnik EJ, Slocum WM. Phosphene induction by microstimulation of macaque V1. Brain Res Rev.
2007; 53: 337–343. doi: 10.1016/j.brainresrev.2006.11.001 PMID: 17173976

43.

Van Acker GM, Amundsen SL, Messamore WG, Zhang HY, Luchies CW, Kovac A, et al. Effective intracortical microstimulation parameters applied to primary motor cortex for evoking forelimb movements to
stable spatial end points. J Neurophysiol. 2013; 110: 1180–1189. doi: 10.1152/jn.00172.2012 PMID:
23741044

44.

Touvykine B, Mansoori BK, Jean-Charles L, Deffeyes J, Quessy S, Dancause N. The Effect of Lesion
Size on the Organization of the Ipsilesional and Contralesional Motor Cortex. Neurorehabil Neural
Repair. 2015; doi: 10.1177/1545968315585356

45.

Deffeyes JE, Touvykine B, Quessy S, Dancause N. Interactions between rostral and caudal cortical
motor areas in the rat. J Neurophysiol. 2015; doi: 10.1152/jn.00760.2014

46.

Mansoori BK, Jean-Charles L, Touvykine B, Liu A, Quessy S, Dancause N. Acute inactivation of the
contralesional hemisphere for longer durations improves recovery after cortical injury. Exp Neurol.
2014; 254: 18–28. doi: 10.1016/j.expneurol.2014.01.010 PMID: 24447424

47.

Stowe AM, Plautz EJ, Eisner-Janowicz I, Frost SB, Barbay S, Zoubina EV, et al. VEGF protein associates to neurons in remote regions following cortical infarct. J Cereb Blood Flow Metab Off J Int Soc
Cereb Blood Flow Metab. 2007; 27: 76–85. doi: 10.1038/sj.jcbfm.9600320

48.

Wang Y, Kurata K. Quantitative analyses of thalamic and cortical origins of neurons projecting to the
rostral and caudal forelimb motor areas in the cerebral cortex of rats. Brain Res. 1998; 781: 137–147.
PMID: 9507093

49.

Evans JD. Straightforward Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences. Pacific Grove California: Brooks/
Cole Publishing; 1996.

50.

Watson MC, Dancause N, Sawan, M. Efficient microstimulation of the brain: A parametric approach.
Engineering in Medicine and Biology Society (EMBC), 2015 37th Annual International Conference of
the IEEE. Milan, Italy; 2015.

51.

Watson M. The effects of intracortical microstimulation parameters on neural responses [Internet]. PhD
Thesis, Ecole Polytechnique de Montreal. 2015. Available: https://publications.polymtl.ca/1878/

52.

Hill AV. Excitation and Accommodation in Nerve. Proc R Soc Lond B Biol Sci. 1936; 119: 305–355. doi:
10.1098/rspb.1936.0012

53.

van Wieringen A, Macherey O, Carlyon RP, Deeks JM, Wouters J. Alternative pulse shapes in electrical
hearing. Hear Res. 2008; 242: 154–163. doi: 10.1016/j.heares.2008.03.005 PMID: 18468821

54.

Brown AR, Teskey GC. Motor cortex is functionally organized as a set of spatially distinct representations for complex movements. J Neurosci Off J Soc Neurosci. 2014; 34: 13574–13585. doi: 10.1523/
JNEUROSCI.2500-14.2014

55.

Griffin DM, Hudson HM, Belhaj-Saïf A, Cheney PD. EMG activation patterns associated with high frequency, long-duration intracortical microstimulation of primary motor cortex. J Neurosci Off J Soc Neurosci. 2014; 34: 1647–1656. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3643-13.2014

56.

Rathelot J-A, Strick PL. Subdivisions of primary motor cortex based on cortico-motoneuronal cells.
Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2009; 106: 918–923. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0808362106 PMID: 19139417

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0159441 July 21, 2016

16 / 16

