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Abstract

Electromagnetic stimulation probes and modulates the neural systems that con-
trol movement. Key to understanding their effects is the muscle recruitment
curve, which maps evoked potential size against stimulation intensity. Current
methods to estimate curve parameters require large samples; however, obtain-
ing these is often impractical due to experimental constraints. Here, we present
a hierarchical Bayesian framework that accounts for small samples, handles
outliers, simulates high-fidelity data, and returns a posterior distribution over
curve parameters that quantify estimation uncertainty. It uses a rectified-logistic
function that estimates motor threshold and outperforms conventionally used
sigmoidal alternatives in predictive performance, as demonstrated through cross-
validation. In simulations, our method outperforms non-hierarchical models by
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reducing threshold estimation error on sparse data and requires fewer partici-
pants to detect shifts in threshold compared to frequentist testing. We present two
common use cases involving electrical and electromagnetic stimulation data and
provide an open-source library for Python, called hbMEP, for diverse applications.

Keywords: hierarchical Bayesian, hypothesis testing, motor threshold, transcranial
magnetic stimulation, spinal cord stimulation, mathematical modeling, evoked potential

1 Introduction

Electrical and electromagnetic stimulation techniques, such as transcranial magnetic
stimulation (TMS), spinal cord stimulation (SCS), and peripheral nerve stimulation,
have become established methods for assessing nervous system function. This includes
monitoring and planning clinical interventions or mapping muscle activation [1–6],
measuring the extent of injury and tracking recovery [7–9], and evaluating the efficacy
of therapeutic interventions, including neuromodulation [10–12]. When targeted to the
sensorimotor system, these techniques produce motor-evoked potentials (MEPs) in
multiple muscles (Fig. 1a), which can be quantified by MEP size (Fig. 1b,c), typically
measured in terms of peak-to-peak (pk-pk) voltage or area under the curve (AUC). A
key aspect of these techniques is the recruitment curve, which characterizes MEP size
growth as a non-linear, non-decreasing function of stimulation intensity.

Accurate estimation of recruitment curves is critically important to assess nervous
system state, including corticospinal excitability, and evaluate therapeutic efficacy
[13–20]. The recruitment curve exhibits a characteristic S-shape, with a steep increase
above the threshold and a plateau phase at high intensities. Its core properties (see Fig.
1b,c) include offset (background noise floor of recording), saturation (upper asymptotic
or maximal MEP size), growth rate (how MEP size increases with increasing inten-
sity), S50 (intensity to produce 50% of maximal response above offset), and threshold
(intensity to produce minimal consistent response above offset). While each of these
properties may have a specific neurophysiological interpretation, both the threshold
and S50 are crucial for inferring changes in corticospinal excitability [13, 19, 21, 22].

Current approaches [23–26] to estimate recruitment curve parameters predomi-
nantly use sigmoidal or S-shaped functions (Fig. 1b, black line) and rely on numerical
optimization methods applied to non-convex search spaces, which are susceptible to
suboptimal solutions and provide only point estimates. These techniques typically
require a large number of samples to recover meaningful parameters with high accu-
racy. However, collecting an adequate number of samples is often infeasible due to
constraints such as experimental time [6], discomfort to participants [27], and the risk
of inadvertent neuromodulation when large numbers of stimuli are delivered [28, 29].

Moreover, the conventional approach of modeling recruitment curves using sig-
moidal functions [13, 30–35] primarily aims to estimate the S50 parameter, which is
subsequently used to test hypotheses related to shifts in this parameter. By definition,
estimation of S50 is contingent upon observing adequate saturation in data, a condi-
tion rarely met due to the discomfort experienced by participants at higher stimulation
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Figure 1. Hierarchical Bayesian estimation of recruitment curves yields parameter
estimates for each participant across multiple muscles simultaneously. (a) Example motor-
evoked potentials (MEPs) recorded at different stimulation intensities from APB (left, magenta) and
ADM (middle, green) muscles. The abscissa represents stimulation intensity which may be specified
in units of current, e.g., µA or mA for spinal cord stimulation, or % maximum stimulator output
(% MSO) for transcranial magnetic stimulation. Right panel: schematic quantification of MEPs into
MEP size using either peak-to-peak (pk-pk) amplitude or area under the curve (AUC). (b) Example
recruitment curves modeled as a 4-parameter Boltzmann sigmoid using least-squares minimization
with the Nelder-Mead method. It provides only point estimates for curve parameters, lacks thresh-
old estimate, and fails to capture sharp deflection from the offset. Bottom panels: point estimate of
S50. Top right: saturation. Bottom right: maximum gradient. (c) Example recruitment curves mod-
eled as a 5-parameter rectified-logistic function within a hierarchical Bayesian framework. Shading
represents the 95% highest density interval (HDI) of the posterior predictive distribution. It accu-
rately estimates the threshold, S50, and saturation. For each parameter, estimation uncertainty can
be quantified using the width of 95% HDI. Data from multiple participants and muscles is handled
simultaneously. Bottom panels: posterior distribution of threshold and S50. Inset: zoom over poste-
rior. Top right: saturation. Bottom right: maximum gradient.

intensities [32]. Conversely, the threshold can be estimated accurately independent of
saturation, making it a more reliable parameter for testing. However, sigmoidal func-
tions cannot be used to estimate the threshold [13, 32]. Previously, thresholds were
estimated using a rectified-linear function [6, 13, 36, 37], which proved overly simplistic
as it does not capture the curvature in data.

In contrast, Bayesian methodology has shown great potential for improving the
statistical modeling process [38]. We introduce a hierarchical Bayesian framework that
accounts for small samples, handles outliers, and returns a posterior distribution (Fig.
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1c, bottom and side panels) over curve parameters that quantify estimation uncer-
tainty. Our method uses a rectified-logistic (Fig. 1c, black line) function that estimates
both the threshold and S50. Through cross-validation on empirically obtained TMS
and SCS data, we show that the rectified-logistic function outperforms traditionally
used sigmoidal alternatives in predictive performance. The generative hierarchical
Bayesian framework enables simulation of high-fidelity synthetic data for model
comparison and optimizing experimental design. In simulations, we illustrate the
robustness and efficiency of our framework, which outperforms conventionally used
non-hierarchical models by minimizing threshold estimation error on sparse data.
Additionally, we show that Bayesian estimation requires fewer participants to achieve
equivalent statistical power and produces fewer false positives compared to frequen-
tist null hypothesis testing when detecting shifts in threshold. Finally, we present two
common use cases involving TMS and SCS data and introduce a library for Python,
called hbMEP, for diverse applications.

2 Results

2.1 Accurate threshold estimation on sparse data

We integrated the rectified-logistic function into a hierarchical Bayesian framework
(Methods 4.3.1) and used the resultant model to simulate synthetic data that closely
matched real TMS data (Fig. 2a–d). The model estimated both participant- and
population-level parameters from TMS data, which consisted of 27 participants (Fig.
2a). Using the estimated participant-level parameters, the model successfully repli-
cated observations from existing TMS participants (Fig. 2b). Additionally, the model
was conditioned on the estimated population-level parameters to simulate new partici-
pants (Fig. 2c). Principal component analysis (Fig. 2d) showed a large overlap between
the parameters of new simulated participants and those estimated from existing TMS
participants, validating the quality of the synthetic data.

The generated synthetic data included ground truth values for curve parameters
(Fig. 2c, green line), enabling a comparative analysis of different estimation methods
based on their accuracy of recovering true parameters. We evaluated the hierarchical
Bayesian model (HB) for its accuracy in threshold estimation and compared it against
three non-hierarchical models: the conventionally used maximum likelihood estimation
(ML) and Nelder-Mead (NM, minimizing residual sum of squares) methods, and an
equivalent non-hierarchical Bayesian (nHB) model (see Methods 4.3.2 for detailed
implementation).

The hierarchical Bayesian model demonstrated improved accuracy in threshold
estimation over non-Bayesian and non-hierarchical models (Fig. 2e,f). For a single
participant, the mean absolute error (e) of the HB model is similar to nHB (Fig. 2a,
enHB−eHB mean ± sem: 0.01±0.02), which is lower than non-Bayesian models (eML−
eHB 1.26± 0.09, eNM − eHB 4.39± 0.22). As the number of participants increase, the
HB model further reduces error over non-hierarchical models (for N = 16 participants,
enHB − eHB 3.19 ± 0.05, eML − eHB 4.29 ± 0.06, eNM − eHB 7.27 ± 0.05). In contrast,
the errors for non-hierarchical models remain constant irrespective of the number of
participants (N) used for analysis (eN=1 − eN=16 for nHB 0.08 ± 0.23, ML 0.24 ±
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Figure 2. (a–d) Generative hierarchical Bayesian model simulates high-fidelity syn-
thetic data. (a) Example participant from human TMS data that is used by hierarchical Bayesian
model to estimate the participant- and population-level parameters. (b) Data simulated from the
model conditioned on estimated participant-level parameters. The model can replicate observed par-
ticipants. (c) Data simulated from the model conditioned on estimated population-level parameters
for subsequent model comparison. (d) Principal component analysis shows a large overlap between
the new simulated parameters (green dots) and those estimated from observed TMS data (pink dots).
Blue dots represent parameters simulated from the weakly informative prior predictive distribution.
(e–f) Hierarchical Bayesian structure improves threshold estimation accuracy over non-
Bayesian and non-hierarchical models on simulated data. (e) Hierarchical Bayesian model
(HB) benefits from partial pooling across participants and uniquely reduces mean absolute error of
threshold estimation as the number of participants increase. Error bars represent standard error of
the mean. (f) For eight simulated participants, the HB model outperforms other non-hierarchical
methods at all tested number of stimulation intensities and its advantage is most pronounced for low
number of intensities, i.e., on sparse data. (g–h) Bayesian estimation is more powerful and
produces fewer false positives when detecting shifts in threshold compared to frequentist
testing. (g) Bayesian estimation requires fewer participants to achieve 80% power when detecting
a negative shift in threshold from pre- to post-intervention phase. Threshold differences were simu-
lated from Normal (µ = −5, σ = 2.5), where the null hypothesis (no shift) is false. (h) Comparison of
false positive rate of Bayesian estimation against the set significance level of 5% of signed-rank test.
Bayesian estimation is more conservative in falsely rejecting the null hypothesis and maintains a false
positive rate between 0 and 2.5% (at N = 16 mean ± sem: 2.45 ± 0.35%, at N = 20: 2.2 ± 0.33%).
The differences were simulated from Normal (0, 2.5), where the null hypothesis is true. Except for (f),
all simulations consisted of 48 equispaced intensities between 0–100% maximum stimulator output
(% MSO).

0.25, NM 0.37± 0.19). The HB model also accounts for small sample sizes, where its
advantage is most apparent with low number of intensities (Fig. 2f). For instance, with
only 16 samples, the error difference between the nHB and HB models (enHB − eHB)
is 5.98 ± 0.08, with a 59% reduction in error over the nHB model. In contrast, for a
relatively large number of 64 samples, the difference is less pronounced at 2.38± 0.06,
with a reduction of 54%.
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2.2 Bayesian estimation for detecting shift in threshold

The flexibility of a hierarchical Bayesian model allows for modeling differences in
participant-level thresholds, for example, between pre- and post-intervention phases
(Methods 4.3.3). These differences can be summarized across multiple participants
using a population-level parameter, with its 95% highest density interval (HDI) used
for hypothesis testing [39–43]. To evaluate statistical power in the context of assessing
effectiveness of an intervention, we simulated two hypothetical scenarios: one with a
negative shift in the threshold from pre- to post-intervention, and another with no
shift. A negative shift indicates that the intervention results in a lower threshold,
thereby facilitating easier muscle activation. For Bayesian estimation, the decision
rule rejects the null hypothesis (no shift) if the 95% HDI is entirely left of zero.
This was compared with a one-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test on point estimates of
pairwise threshold differences estimated using non-hierarchical models (see Methods
4.3.3 for detailed implementation of each model; a t-test was not applicable due to non-
normality of estimated differences indicated by Shapiro-Wilk test). The significance
level was set at 5%, with the alternative hypothesis (negative shift) accepted if the
p-value was less than 0.05.

Bayesian estimation required fewer participants to achieve 80% power (same as true
positive rate or TPR, given null hypothesis is false) compared to the non-hierarchical
models (Fig. 2g). The nHB model required 17 participants to achieve 80% power
(at N = 17 participants, TPR mean ± sem: 80.65 ± 0.88%), while the HB model
required only 10 participants (at N = 10, TPR 85.15 ± 0.79%), which is a reduction
of 41% in the number of participants. Additionally, the false positive rate (FPR) of
Bayesian estimation remained well below the significance level of 5% (Fig. 2h). It is
more conservative in falsely rejecting the null hypothesis, in the sense that the FPR
based on its 95% HDI stays between 0 and 2.5% (at N = 16 FPR 2.45± 0.35%, and
at N = 20 FPR 2.2± 0.33% when TPR 99.35± 0.18% is close to one), a known effect
in hierarchical Bayesian models [39].

2.3 Choice of recruitment curve function

The various choices for modeling recruitment curves include a 3-parameter rectified-
linear function [6, 13, 36, 37] (Fig. 3a) and the most commonly used 4-parameter
logistic-4 (also, Boltzmann sigmoid) function [13, 31–35] (Fig. 1b, 3b). Additionally, a
5-parameter logistic-5 function [30] (Fig. 3c) is a more generalized version of logistic-4
that is not necessarily symmetrical about its inflection point.

We evaluated these recruitment curve functions and the rectified-logistic function
for their out-of-sample predictive performance using approximate leave-one-out cross-
validation (PSIS-LOO-CV) [44] (Methods 4.4) on empirically obtained human and rat
datasets for spinal cord and transcranial magnetic stimulation. The rectified-logistic
function demonstrated superior predictive accuracy over the logistic-4 function on all
datasets (Fig. 3e–g, rat SCS ∆µ ± ∆sem : 3569.2 ± 117.4, human TMS 162 ± 34.5,
human SCS 57.6± 18.7, ∆µ ≥ 3∆sem on all datasets). It also outperformed logistic-5
on the largest tested rat SCS dataset (Fig. 3e, 1866.2±93.6, ∆µ ≥ 3∆sem). For human
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Figure 3. Rectified-logistic function has at par or superior predictive performance
compared to traditional alternatives while having the unique advantage of estimating
threshold along with curvature and saturation. (a) Example recruitment curve fitted to rat
epidural SCS data using 3-parameter rectified-linear function. It underestimates the threshold at low
intensities due to curvature in data, and subsequently overshoots at higher intensities while failing to
capture saturation. Gray dots represent MEP size data, black line shows the curve, and gray shading
represents the 95% HDI of the posterior predictive distribution. (b) 4-parameter logistic-4 (Boltz-
mann sigmoid) is symmetric about its inflection point and saturates early while underestimating the
sharp deflection from offset. (c) 5-parameter logistic-5 has improved deflection and saturation. (d)
5-parameter rectified-logistic function is flexible enough to accurately capture the deflection, cur-
vature, and saturation, resulting in narrower 95% HDI. (e) Predictive performance measured with
expected log-pointwise predictive density (ELPD) leave-one-out cross-validation on rat SCS dataset.
Black circles represent mean ELPD score, black bars are standard error of mean ELPD, gray trian-
gles are mean pairwise ELPD difference from the best-ranked rectified-logistic model (∆µ), and gray
bars are standard error of the mean ELPD difference (∆sem). (f) As for (e), but on human TMS
dataset. (g) As for (e), but on human epidural SCS dataset. Rectified-logistic function outperforms
the rectified-linear function and the most commonly used logistic-4 function (rat SCS ∆µ ± ∆sem:
3569.2 ± 117.4, human TMS 162 ± 34.5, human SCS 57.6 ± 18.7, ∆µ ≥ 3∆sem) on all datasets. It
outperforms logistic-5 on the largest tested rat SCS dataset (1866.2 ± 93.6, ∆µ ≥ 3∆sem), and has
comparable performance on human TMS (49.6± 22.9) and SCS (−11.8± 15.8) datasets.

TMS (Fig. 3f, 49.6 ± 22.9) and SCS (Fig. 3g, −11.8 ± 15.8) datasets, it maintained
comparable performance to logistic-5.

While the logistic functions are standard for estimating S50, they lack an explicit
parameter for the threshold, which can neither be derived from their equations since
they are smooth functions. Conversely, the rectified-linear function includes a thresh-
old parameter but exhibits suboptimal predictive performance (Fig. 3e–g). Estimation
of S50 requires observing adequate amount of saturation in data, whereas the threshold
can be estimated accurately independent of that (Supplementary Fig. S1). Given that
observing saturation is rare due to discomfort at higher stimulation intensities, this
makes the threshold a more reliable parameter for inferring changes in corticospinal
excitability. Therefore, the rectified-logistic function addresses the limitations of tra-
ditional logistic functions by enabling estimation of threshold while either surpassing
or matching their predictive performance on all datasets.
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Figure 4. Mixture model accounts for outliers and further improves predictive perfor-
mance. (a) Example recruitment curve fitted to human TMS data using rectified-logistic function
within Gamma observation model. It overestimates the growth rate and saturates early due to pres-
ence of outliers. (b) Mixture extension of Gamma observation model is robust to outliers, resulting
in narrower 95% HDI of the posterior predictive distribution. Additionally, it returns an outlier prob-
ability for each observed sample which enables automatic outlier classification. Dots are colored by
outlier probabilities. (c) Predictive performance measured with expected log-pointwise predictive
density (ELPD) leave-one-out cross-validation. Gray triangles represent the mean pairwise ELPD dif-
ference from the best-ranked mixture model (∆µ), and gray bars are standard error of mean ELPD
difference (∆sem). The predictive performance of mixture model is significantly better (∆µ ≥ 3∆sem)
on rat SCS (∆µ±∆sem : 2061±150.5), human TMS (1214.5±103.7), and human SCS (754.1±88.8)
datasets.

2.4 Robustness to outliers

Inaccuracies in model fitting often arise from sources of variability that occur inde-
pendently of stimulation intensity, such as fasciculations, movement, or technical
anomalies. To account for these rare occurrences, we introduced a mixture extension
of our Gamma observation model (Methods 4.1.1, 4.2.4). This extension assigns a
small, learnable probability that an observed sample comes from a broad distribution
independent of stimulation intensity.

This adjustment yields robust estimates that are otherwise biased by outliers (Fig.
4a, overestimated growth rate) and enables automatic outlier classification by return-
ing an outlier probability for each observed sample (Fig. 4b, red dots). It further
improved the predictive accuracy on all datasets (Fig. 4c, rat SCS 2061±150.5, human
TMS 1214.5± 103.7, human SCS 754.1± 88.8, ∆µ ≥ 3∆sem on all datasets).

2.5 Within-participant comparison

To validate our method’s applicability to real data, we conducted a secondary analysis
of epidural SCS data collected from 13 participants who underwent clinically indicated
cervical spine surgery, which resulted in lower thresholds when stimulating laterally as
compared to midline [6]. Utilizing our hierarchical Bayesian approach (Methods 4.5.1),
we compared the midline and lateral stimulation thresholds (Fig. 5) for arm and hand
muscles. Note that in analyses such as these, we would like to know for each individual
muscle whether or not a statistically significant effect is present. The 95% HDI of
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Figure 5. Comparison of midline versus lateral stimulation thresholds on human epidu-
ral SCS data. (a) Example participant showing lateral (light color) and midline (dark color)
stimulation. Inset: zoom to show presence of threshold, despite small MEP size. Bottom panels:
posterior distribution of threshold. (b) Posterior distribution of shift between midline and lateral
thresholds summarized across 13 participants who underwent intraoperative surgery. A priori, the
model assumes no shift, indicated by a flat prior (gray distribution) centered at zero. The 95% HDI
for biceps (1.38, 3.52), triceps (1.66, 3.74), APB (1.44, 3.64), and ADM (1.15, 3.30) are all right of
zero, which indicates strong evidence that lateral stimulation resulted in significantly lower thresh-
olds for arm and hand muscles.

threshold differences summarized across all participants lies entirely right of zero for
all muscles (Fig 5b), suggesting strong evidence that lateral stimulation resulted in
significantly lower thresholds, facilitating easier activation of arm and hand muscles.

2.6 Between-groups comparison

We also used a hierarchical Bayesian model (Methods 4.5.2) to compare thresholds
between 14 uninjured participants and 13 participants with spinal cord injury (SCI).
SCI participants spanned American Spinal Injury Association Impairment Scale (AIS)
classifications A–D, with motor levels ranging from C2 to T1. Figure 6 shows the result
for hand and wrist muscles. The 95% HDI interval that summarizes the differences in
thresholds between the SCI and uninjured group of participants is entirely right of zero
for the target APB muscle, and ECR, indicating that spinal cord injury is associated
with significantly higher thresholds for these muscles. Although not significant, the
Bayesian estimation method indicates with high probability (ADM: 97%, FCR: 95%)
that a similar effect is present for the other muscles. This is a more satisfactory and
informative conclusion than a frequentist test, which would only provide a dichotomous
outcome of significant or not significant based on a p-value.
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Figure 6. Comparison of TMS thresholds in uninjured participants and participants
with SCI. (a) Example uninjured participant. Inset: zoom to show presence of threshold, despite
small MEP size. Bottom panels: posterior distribution of threshold. (b) Example participant with
spinal cord injury (SCI). (c) Posterior distribution of threshold difference summarized between 14
uninjured and 13 SCI participants. A priori, the model assumes no difference, indicated by a flat
prior (gray distribution) centered at zero. The 95% HDI for the target APB muscle (1.35, 14.42), and
ECR (0.35, 12.43) are entirely right of zero. This, together with the Bayesian probabilities, indicates
that spinal cord injury is associated with higher thresholds in hand and wrist muscles.

2.7 Optimizing experimental design

Researchers often need to determine the optimal number of repetitions for each stim-
ulation intensity during experiments to accurately estimate thresholds. For instance,
when administering 64 pulses in a session, a researcher might choose to test 64 equi-
spaced intensities with a single repetition each, 16 equispaced intensities with four
repetitions each, or 8 equispaced intensities with eight repetitions each, and so on.

Our generative framework enables the examination of such experimental strategies.
For 8 participants of synthetic TMS data (Results 2.1, Methods 4.5.3), we generated
up to 8 observations per stimulation intensity, for a total of 64 intensities equispaced
between 0 to 100% MSO. We used our model to estimate thresholds using one, four
and eight observations per intensity. The results indicate that performing experiments
without repetition, i.e., testing each intensity only once, provides the most efficient
threshold estimation (Supplementary Fig. S2). Notably, the largest improvement in
accuracy is observed when the number of pulses are low. For instance, distributing
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32 pulses evenly across the full intensity range reduced the mean absolute error from
6.18 ± 0.04% (mean ± sem) with 8 repetition per 4 equispaced intensities to 3.02 ±
0.04% with single repetition per 32 equispaced intensities.

3 Discussion

Our method integrates a rectified-logistic function within a hierarchical Bayesian
framework to estimate MEP size recruitment curves. We validated the applicabil-
ity of our model on TMS and SCS data, and demonstrated its utility in analyzing
the threshold parameter in two common scenarios–assessing shifts within participants
undergoing repeat experiments and comparing thresholds between different partici-
pant groups. Its generative capability was verified through simulation of synthetic data
that closely matched real observations. In simulations, our approach improved thresh-
old estimation accuracy on sparse data and increased statistical power for detecting
shifts in threshold. To streamline the estimation process, we developed an open-source
Python library, called hbMEP, which enables users to model recruitment curves and
test hypotheses using the advantages of hierarchical Bayesian estimation.

Using a recruitment curve function that does not appropriately represent the
data can produce systematic errors in parameter estimates, thereby compromising
subsequent analysis. We demonstrated how MEP size recruitment curves, whether
derived from TMS or epidural SCS, can be modeled using the same 5-parameter
rectified-logistic function. Through Bayesian cross-validation on TMS and SCS data,
we determined that 3-parameter rectified-linear and 4-parameter logistic-4 functions
are suboptimal for estimating recruitment curves. This is due to the strict assump-
tions these functions make–rectified-linear assumes linear growth post-threshold and
logistic-4 assumes symmetry about its inflection point. We found that a more flexible
5-parameter logistic-5 performs significantly better, but it is limited to estimating the
S50 and not the threshold. However, we illustrated how the estimation of S50 depends
on the amount of saturation observed in data, whereas the threshold can be accurately
estimated independent of that. To shift focus on analyzing a more reliable thresh-
old parameter, we developed a 5-parameter rectified-logistic function that matches
or exceeds the predictive performance of logistic-5 and has a direct representation of
threshold as a parameter.

Our generative framework enables simulation of synthetic data that closely matches
real data, providing a robust testbed for benchmarking estimation methods and opti-
mizing experimental design. Electrophysiology experiments are often conducted under
constraints involving time and participant burden, resulting in undersampled data. On
simulated data, we demonstrated how hierarchical Bayesian estimation accounts for
small samples and improves threshold estimation accuracy. This is enabled through
partial pooling [38, 45] which allows it to leverage data across participants. The para-
metric estimation for each individual is informed and strengthened by the data from
other individuals who share similar characteristics. In contrast, this sharing of infor-
mation is absent in non-hierarchical models. We presented a model for detecting shifts
in threshold and demonstrated how Bayesian estimation requires fewer participants
to achieve equivalent statistical power while producing fewer false positives compared
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to frequentist testing. Additionally, this model can also be used to optimize stimula-
tion parameters such as electrode orientation, size, and pulse shape, where multiple
comparisons are needed. Hierarchical Bayesian models typically address issues with
multiple comparisons by making comparisons appropriately more conservative through
partial pooling [38–40].

Our parametric representation of the threshold differs in approach from the rest-
ing motor threshold traditionally used in TMS studies. The predominant definition of
resting motor threshold is the minimum stimulation intensity that produces a prede-
fined MEP size in at least 50% of repetitions [46]. The standard definition uses 50 µV
peak-to-peak amplitude as the predefined size for resting motor threshold and 200 µV
peak-to-peak for active motor threshold [46]. The adoption of these criteria was par-
tially influenced by the technological limitations of amplifiers and electromyography
equipment available at the time, and its relevance stems more from widespread adop-
tion than any inherent biological construct. Furthermore, while a 50 µV predefined
MEP size may be suitable for human resting TMS experimental conditions, it is not
clear how this definition generalizes across different species, stimulation modalities, or
MEP size metrics such as AUC. In contrast, the rectified-logistic function provides a
consistent parametric representation of the threshold as a deflection of MEP size from
the estimated offset. Additionally, the resting motor threshold conflates a change in
parametric threshold with the initial rate of increase of that activation. For example,
a participant’s muscle may begin to show clear and consistent MEPs at a given stimu-
lus intensity, but if those MEPs are below the customary 50 µV cutoff, that intensity
would still be defined as subthreshold, necessitating a higher stimulus intensity to
reach the cutoff. This leads to situations in which subthreshold stimulation does not
mean there is no evoked potential. This discrepancy can introduce undesirable com-
plexity to certain experimental paradigms. Nevertheless, given the extensive use of the
resting motor threshold in previous studies, we deemed it important to maintain back-
ward compatibility. Our library for Python enables recovering the traditional motor
threshold as a post-processing step by intersecting the estimated recruitment curves
with a predefined MEP size, provided that this predefined size is between the esti-
mated offset and saturation. For the same reason of compatibility, our library also
enables estimating recruitment curves using logistic-5, logistic-4, and rectified-linear
functions while maintaining advantages of hierarchical Bayesian estimation.

Multiple sources of variability impact the size of the MEP as measured by peak-
to-peak or AUC, and these sources were not exhaustively modeled in our approach.
For instance, when applying epidural [47] or transcutaneous [48] SCS, posterior roots
are thought to be preferentially activated. However, if sufficient stimulation intensity
is applied, efferent fibers may also be activated such that this activation is represented
in the first stretch of the MEP. Without a careful choice of the time window for
calculating the MEP size, the measured recruitment curve may actually represent a
mixture of efferent and afferent recruitment curves, which would not be accounted for
by any S-shaped curve. Other sources of variability may exist that cannot be addressed
through preprocessing alone and may require extensions of the proposed models.

In conclusion, our approach accounts for small samples, improves parametric esti-
mation accuracy over non-hierarchical models, and achieves greater statistical power
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compared to frequentist testing. By enhancing accuracy on sparse experimental data,
this approach reduces participant burden by decreasing the necessary duration and
the number of stimuli required to probe each individual’s neuromuscular parameters,
reducing the risk of inadvertent neuromodulation, while simultaneously increasing the
number of muscles across which these insights are obtained.

4 Methods

In sections 4.1 and 4.2, we describe the theory of hierarchical Bayesian modeling in the
context of MEP size recruitment curves. Section 4.1 begins by discussing the various
functions that are currently used for estimating recruitment curves, including the 3-
parameter rectified-linear, 4-parameter logistic-4, and 5-parameter logistic-5 functions.
We then introduce a 5-parameter rectified-logistic function that combines aspects
of these functions while allowing for more accurate threshold estimation. We detail
the gamma observation model and, in section 4.2, its integration into a hierarchical
Bayesian framework.

In sections 4.3–4.5, we detail how the methods were used to arrive at the results
presented in the manuscript. Section 4.3 discusses the robustness and efficiency of the
proposed methods. We describe the use of synthetic data to validate the performance
of the hierarchical Bayesian model. This section also covers the accuracy of threshold
estimation on sparse data and Bayesian estimation for detecting shifts in threshold.
In section 4.4, we compare different recruitment curve functions using cross-validation
and validate the choice of the rectified-logistic function. We then discuss an extension
of the model to handle outliers using a mixture model. In section 4.5, we describe
common use cases for hierarchical Bayesian models, including within-participant and
between-groups comparisons, and optimizing experimental design.

Section 4.6 mentions about the statistical methods used and the reproducibility of
presented analyses. Sections 4.7 and 4.8 describe the human TMS and SCS, and the
rat SCS datasets, respectively.

4.1 Modeling MEP size

The various choices for modeling recruitment curves include a 3-parameter rectified-
linear function [6, 13, 36, 37] (Eq. 4.1.1, Fig. 3a) and a 4-parameter logistic-4 function
[13, 31–35] (Eq. 4.1.2, Fig. 1b, 3b). Additionally, a 5-parameter logistic-5 [30] (Eq.
4.1.3, Fig. 3c) is a more generalized version of logistic-4 and contains an extra parame-
ter v to control near which asymptote (lower L, or upper L+H) the maximum growth
or inflection point occurs. In contrast to logistic-4, the logistic-5 is not necessarily
symmetrical about its inflection point.

Rectified-linear ∀a, b, L > 0 x 7→ L+max {0, b (x− a)} (4.1.1)

Logistic-4 ∀a, b, L,H > 0 x 7→ L+
H

1 + e−b(x−a)
(4.1.2)

Logistic-5 ∀a, b, v, L,H > 0 x 7→ L+
H{

1 + (2v − 1) e−b(x−a)
}1/v

(4.1.3)
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Note that in the rectified-linear function (Eq. 4.1.1), parameter a models the
threshold, and in logistic functions (Eq. 4.1.2, 4.1.3) it models the S50. L represents
the offset MEP size, (L+H) defines the saturation, and b is the growth rate. The
logistic functions do not have a parameter for threshold, which can neither be derived
from their equations since they are smooth functions; and the rectified-linear function
does not have a parameter for S50 since it does not saturate.

4.1.1 Observation model

We introduce a 5-parameter rectified-logistic function (Eq. 4.1.4, Fig. 1c, 3d) that
can estimate both the threshold and S50. Supplementary Fig. S3a-f shows the effect
of varying its parameters. Parameters L,H, b have similar interpretation as in the
logistic-4 function, and a models the threshold. Equation 4.1.5 gives the S50 of the
rectified-logistic function. Similar to logistic-5, there is an additional parameter ℓ (Sup-
plementary Fig. S3e) that controls the location of inflection point, whether near the
offset L or saturation (L+H).

For a, b, L, ℓ,H > 0, define F : R → R+ as

F (x) = L+max

{
0,−ℓ+

H + ℓ

1 +
(
H
ℓ

)
e−b(x−a)

}
(4.1.4)

S50 (F) = a− 1

b
ln

(
ℓ

H + 2ℓ

)
(4.1.5)

We use a gamma observation model in shape-rate parametrization (Eq. 4.1.6–4.1.8)
to model the relationship between MEP size (y) and stimulation intensity (x). Note
that we model the expected MEP size (Eq. 4.1.7) as a rectified-logistic function of
intensity, since E (y | x,Ω, c1, c2) = µ = F (x | Ω).

For c1, c2 > 0

y | x,Ω, c1, c2 ∼ Gamma (µ · β, β) (4.1.6)

µ = F (x | Ω) Ω = {a, b, L, ℓ,H} (4.1.7)

β =
1

c1
+

1

c2 · µ
(4.1.8)

We chose a gamma distribution to capture the long-tailed distribution of MEP size
around the recruitment curve. In Eq. 4.1.8 we specify the rate parameter (β) as a linear

function of the reciprocal of expected MEP size
(

1
µ

)
with positive weights

(
1
c1
, 1
c2

)
to capture the heteroskedastic spread that increases with increasing MEP size.

4.1.2 Recruitment curves

More generally, F (Eq. 4.1.7) is called the activation function or the recruitment
curve in the context of modeling MEP size, which transforms the input stimulation
intensity (x), and links it to the expected MEP size E (y | x). F can be replaced by
other available choices, including rectified-linear, logistic-4, or logistic-5.
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4.2 Hierarchical Bayesian Model

4.2.1 Default model

The simplest form of a standard 3-stage hierarchical Bayesian model (Eq. 4.2.1–4.2.3)
in the context of modeling MEP size can be described as follows. Let there be NP×NM

exchangeable sequences
{
(xi

p, yi
p,m)

n(p)
i=1 | p = 1 . . . NP ,m = 1 . . . NM

}
of MEP size

yi
p,m ∈ R+ recorded at stimulation intensity xi

p ∈ R+ ∪ {0} from muscle m of
participant p, for a total of NM muscles of NP participants. Here n(p) denotes the
number of intensities tested for participant p, which is independent of muscle m since
MEP size yi

p,m is recorded simultaneously from all muscles m = 1, . . . NM at a given
intensity xi

p.
The first stage of hierarchy is the participant-level (Eq. 4.2.1). It specifies the

parametric model P (yi
p,m | xi

p, θp,m) for each of the NM muscles of NP participants,
and models the MEP size yi

p,m as a function of intensity xi
p and participant-level

parameters θp,m. In the second stage (Eq. 4.2.2), the participant-level parameters θp,m

are assumed to be generated from a common distribution P (θp,m | γ) with population-
level hyper-parameters γ. In the third stage (Eq. 4.2.3), the population-level hyper-
parameters γ are assumed to be unknown and assigned a weakly informative prior
P (γ), also called the hyperprior.

Stage I yi
p,m ∼ P (yi

p,m | xi
p, θp,m) (4.2.1)

Stage II θp,m ∼ P (θp,m | γ) (4.2.2)

Stage III γ ∼ P (γ) (4.2.3)

Supplementary Fig. S3g,h specifies the default rectified-logistic model for human TMS
data that was compared with other available recruitment curve functions in Results
2.3.

4.2.2 Within-participant comparison

This section presents a hierarchical model that is useful for modeling shifts in curve
parameters. This is applicable in settings where the same set of participants are tested
for multiple experimental conditions (repeat measurements), such as pre- and post-
intervention phases, stimulation locations (e.g., midline or lateral), or stimulation
parameters (e.g., electrode size, stimulation frequency).

Supplementary Fig. S4 gives the graphical representation of such a model used to
summarize differences in the threshold parameter. Here, we have the threshold ap,c,m

of participant p, at tested condition c and muscle m given by,

ap,c,m =

{
afixed

p,m c = 1

afixed
p,m + a∆

p,c,m c > 1
(4.2.4)

The threshold is broken (Eq. 4.2.4) into a fixed component (c = 1) and a shift
component (∀c > 1) that measures the difference from the fixed component. This shift
component is parametrized by condition-level location (µa∆

c,m) and population-level
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scale (σa∆) hyperparameters. The location hyperparameter summarizes the shift of
each tested condition (∀c > 1) from the fixed component (c = 1) for each muscle. The
scale parameter measures the overall variability in the estimated shifts.

Additionally, the location hyperparameter (µa∆
c,m) is partially pooled across con-

ditions and muscles and it is given location
(
µµa∆

)
and scale

(
σµa∆

)
hyperparameters.

This partial pooling is done to account for multiple comparisons [39, 40]. A priori we
assume there is no shift from the fixed component and µµa∆

is given a flat prior sym-
metric about zero. Once the model is fit, the 95% HDI of µa∆

c,m posterior is used to
assess the strength of the shift for condition c and muscle m.

4.2.3 Between-groups comparison

Supplementary Fig. S5 gives a hierarchical model used to compare threshold between
different groups of participants. The parameter of interest, threshold in this case, is
parameterized by group-level location (µa

g,m) and population-level scale (σa) hyper-
parameters. The location parameter summarizes the thresholds of all participants
belonging to a group. The scale parameter summarizes the overall variability in the
estimated thresholds.

Additionally, this location hyperparameter (µa
g,m) is partially pooled across

groups and muscles and given location (µµa) and scale (σµa) hyperparameters. Once
the model is fit, the 95% HDI of posterior difference µa

gg1 ,m − µa
gg2 ,m is used to

compare the parameter between groups g1 and g2 at muscle m.

4.2.4 Extension to mixture model

The models discussed so far can be extended to handle outliers by replacing the gamma
distribution (Eq. 4.1.6) with a 2-component mixture of the gamma and a half-normal
distribution. The resultant observation model is given as,

y | x ∼ (1− qy) ·Gamma (µ · β, β) + qy ·HalfNormal (σoutlier) (4.2.5)

qy ∼ Bernoulli (poutlier) (4.2.6)

poutlier ∼ Uniform (0, Cpoutlier
) (4.2.7)

σoutlier ∼ HalfNormal (Cσoutlier
) (4.2.8)

where Cpoutlier
, Cσoutlier

> 0 are constants and Cpoutlier
< 1 is chosen to be small,

usually in the range 0.01−0.05. Intuitively, this means that we expect roughly 1%−5%
of outliers to be captured by the half-normal distribution. The choice of Cσoutlier

is
based on the expected range of outliers. Supplementary Fig. S6 shows the mixture
extension of the default model (Methods 4.2.1).

4.3 Robustness & efficiency

4.3.1 Synthetic data and posterior predictive checks

In Results 2.1 (Fig. 2a–d), we used the default model (Methods 4.2.1, Supplementary
Fig. S3g,h) to estimate participant-level and population-level parameters from TMS
data. We used data from the APB muscle (NM = 1), which was the target muscle for
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21 of the total 27 participants (NP = 27). The model was conditioned on estimated
participant-level parameters (c1, c2, a . . .H) to replicate the observed participants (Fig.
2b). It was conditioned on estimated population-level parameters (σc1 , σc2 , µa . . . σH)
to simulate new participants (Fig. 2c).

Principal component analysis (PCA) was used to visualize the participant-level
parameters on the cartesian plane (Fig. 2d). The PCA map was fit on parameters
estimated from existing TMS participants (Fig. 2d, pink dots). The map was used to
project parameters simulated from the prior predictive distribution (blue dots) and
parameters of the new simulated participants (green dots) on the cartesian plane.

4.3.2 Accurate threshold estimation on sparse data

The estimated population-level parameters consisted of 4000 posterior samples (4
chains, 1000 samples each), returned by the No-U-Turn sampler (NUTS) [49]. A
total of 16 participants were simulated conditioned on estimated population-level
parameters–resulting in 4000 distinct draws, each consisting of 16 participants. The
threshold values for these draws were used as ground truth for a comparative analysis
in Results 2.1 (Fig. 2e,f).

The default hierarchical Bayesian model (HB, Supplementary Fig. S3g,h) was
benchmarked against three non-hierarchical models to assess the effect of partial pool-
ing across participants. These models included a non-hierarchical Bayesian (nHB)
model, implemented equivalently to the HB model using the same priors, except with-
out pooling; maximum likelihood (ML) model implemented with uniform priors for
the participant-level parameters; and the Nelder-Mead (NM) method, which utilized
the SciPy [50] library to minimize the residual sum of squares between the data points
and the recruitment curve fit (cost function). The NM method was re-initialized 100
times with different starting points to avoid local minima and the threshold point
estimate was chosen based on the minimum cost function. For the HB, nHB, and ML
models, point threshold estimates were calculated using the mean of threshold poste-
rior. These point estimates were used to compute mean absolute error from ground
truth thresholds. Figure 2e consisted of 48 equispaced stimulation intensities between
0–100% MSO (in Supplementary Fig. S3g,h n(p) = 48 ∀p). Figure 2f consisted of
exactly the first 8 participants of each draw (NP = 8). Both analyses involved single
repetition per intensity and were repeated for 4000 draws.

The mean absolute error was calculated as follows: let {ad1, ad2, . . . , ad16} be the true
thresholds for the sixteen participants of the d-th draw, and {âd1, âd2, . . . , âdn} be the
corresponding point estimates of a model for the first n ∈ {1, 2, . . . 16} participants.
Then, the error for n participants of the d-th draw is given by en,d = 1

n

∑n
p=1|adp− âdp|.

Finally, the error for n participants (Fig. 2e,f) across all draws is given by en =
1

4000

∑4000
d=1 en,d, which is the sample mean of {en,1, en,2 . . . en,4000}. The error bars

(Fig. 2e,f) represent the standard error of en given by SEen =
σen√
4000

, where σen =√∑4000
d=1 (en,d − en)

2
/ (4000− 1) is the sample standard deviation.
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4.3.3 Bayesian estimation for detecting shift in threshold

In Results 2.2 (Fig. 2g,h), we simulated 4000 draws of 20 participants. The param-
eters of both pre- and post-intervention phases, except for the post-intervention
thresholds, were simulated by conditioning the model (Supplementary Fig. S3g,h)
on the estimated population-level parameters. The post-intervention thresholds were
obtained by subtracting values from the pre-intervention thresholds, where the differ-
ences were simulated from a normal distribution N (µ = −5, σ = 2.5) for a negative
shift, and N (0, 2.5) for no shift. This assumed that the intervention did not alter the
population-level distribution of any parameter other than the threshold.

The null hypothesis assumed no shift from pre- to post-intervention, whereas the
alternative hypothesis posited a negative shift. Supplementary Fig. S7 specifies the
within-participant comparison model (HB, Methods 4.2.2) that was benchmarked
against non-hierarchical models: non-hierarchical Bayesian (nHB), maximum likeli-
hood (ML), and Nelder-Mead (NM). For the HB model, the null hypothesis was
rejected if the 95% HDI of the population-level location hyperparameter (µa∆

) was
entirely left of zero; otherwise, the null hypothesis was not rejected. For the nHB, ML,
and NM models, a one-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test on the point estimates of pair-
wise threshold differences was applied. The significance level was set at 5% and the
null hypothesis was rejected if the p-value was below 0.05. A t-test wasn’t applicable
due the non-normality of estimated differences indicated by Shapiro-Wilk test.

The 4000 draws were shuffled and both analyses (Fig. 2g,h) were repeated for the
first 2000 draws. Note that these couldn’t be repeated for all draws since subtracting
values from the pre-intervention thresholds would sometimes result in negative post-
intervention thresholds for some participants. A draw was discarded if any participant
had a negative post-intervention threshold, resulting in 96.88% and 99.72% valid draws
when differences were simulated from N (−5, 2.5) and N (0, 2.5) respectively. The
decision to repeat for the first 2000 shuffled draws was made without peeking at the
results.

The true and false positive rates were calculated as follows: let H0 be the null
hypothesis (no shift), H1 be the alternative hypothesis (negative shift). We define
the indicator variable 1n,d which evaluates to 1 if the statistical test (95% HDI
testing for the HB model, and one-sided signed-rank test for the non-hierarchical mod-
els) rejects H0 based on the first n participants of the d-th draw, and 0 otherwise.

Define πn = 1
2000

∑2000
d=1 1n,d, which is the sample mean of the set of binary values

{1n,1,1n,2 . . .1n,2000}. When the differences come from N (−5, 2.5), the null hypoth-
esis is false and the true positive rate (Fig. 2g) is given by πn. When the differences
come from N (0, 2.5), the null hypothesis holds and the false positive rate (Fig. 2h) is
given by this same quantity. The error bars represent the standard error of πn.

4.4 Choice of recruitment curve function

In Results 2.3 (Fig. 3e–g), we used the default model structure (Methods 4.2.1)
for cross-validation [44]. Supplementary Fig. S8 specifies the default rectified-logistic
model for rat epidural SCS, human TMS and human epidural SCS datasets. The
rectified-logistic participant-level parameters were replaced with those of logistic-5,
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logistic-4 and rectified-linear. Supplementary Fig. S9–S11 specify the models for each
function on all datasets. For the rat epidural SCS data, 150 recruitment curves were fit
simultaneously on six muscles: abductor digiti minimi (ADM), biceps, deltoid, exten-
sor carpi radialis longus (ECR), flexor carpi radialis (FCR), and triceps–for a total
of 900 curves. For the human TMS data, 27 curves were fit simultaneously on six
muscles: ADM, abductor pollicis brevis (APB), biceps, ECR, FCR, and triceps–for a
total of 162 curves. For the human SCS data, 26 curves were fit simultaneously on
four muscles: ADM, APB, biceps, and triceps–for a total of 104 curves. An arviz [51]
implementation of cross-validation [44] was used to compute expected log-pointwise
predictive density (ELPD) scores and pairwise differences from the best-ranked model.

In Results 2.4 (Fig. 4c), the default rectified-logistic function with Gamma observation
model (Methods 4.2.1, Supplementary Fig. S8, Eq. 4.1.6–4.1.8) was compared to its
mixture extension (Methods 4.2.4, Eq. 4.2.5–4.2.8). Supplementary Fig. S12 specifies
the mixture model on all datasets.

4.5 Common use cases

4.5.1 Within-participant comparison

In Results 2.5 (Fig. 5), we used the mixture extension (Methods 4.2.4) of the
within-participant comparison model (Methods 4.2.2) to estimate threshold differences
between midline and lateral stimulation. Supplementary Fig. S13 specifies the model
used for this analysis. Here, c = 1 and c = 2 represent lateral and midline stimulation
respectively. Figure 5b displays the 95% HDI of the location hyperparameter (µa∆

)
for each muscle. All muscles of the arm and hand (biceps, triceps, APB, and ADM)
that were consistently recorded from 13 participants were analyzed.

4.5.2 Between-groups comparison

In Results 2.6 (Fig. 6), we used the mixture extension (Methods 4.2.4) of the between-
groups comparison model (Methods 4.2.3) to estimate threshold differences between
groups of uninjured participants and participants living with spinal cord injury. Sup-
plementary Fig. S14 specifies the model used for this analysis. Figure 6c displays the
95% HDI of posterior difference (µa

g1,m − µa
g2,m) for each muscle, where g1 and g2

represent groups of SCI and uninjured participants respectively. We analyzed data
from 13 SCI and 14 uninjured participants for all muscles of the hand and wrist (APB,
ADM, ECR, and FCR).

4.5.3 Optimizing experimental design

Additionally, in Results 2.7 (Supplementary Fig. S2) the effect of single versus mul-
tiple repetitions per pulse on threshold estimation accuracy was assessed. For the
first 8 participants of the 4000 draws (Methods 4.3.2), 8 observations per stimula-
tion intensity were simulated, at a total of 64 equispaced intensities between 0–100%
MSO. With repetition counts r ∈ {1, 4, 8} and total intensities (including repetitions)
T ∈ {32, 40, 48, 56, 64} (n(p) = T ∀p), the number of unique intensities tested was
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given by T/r, which were subsampled from the initial 64 equispaced intensities. Sup-
plementary Fig. S3g,h specifies the model that was used to estimate the thresholds.
This result was repeated for 4000 draws. The errors were calculated similar to Methods
4.3.2.

4.6 Statistics & reproducibility

All models were fit with NumPyro’s [52, 53] implementation of No-U-Turn (NUTS)
[49] sampler. The code to reproduce the presented analyses is available on GitHub
(see Code availability 5.6).

4.7 Human TMS and SCS data

All procedures were reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB)
of James J. Peters Veterans Affairs Medical Center (JJP VAMC); Weill Cornell
Medicine (WCM-IRB, 1806019336); and Columbia University Irving Medical Cen-
tre (IRB 2, protocol AAAT6563). The study was pre-registered at clinicaltrials.gov
(NCT05163639). Written informed consent was obtained prior to study enrollment,
and all experimental procedures were conducted in compliance with institutional and
governmental regulations guiding ethical principles for participation of human volun-
teers. The goal of the study consisted of assessing the synergistic [54] and plasticity
inducing effects of combining brain (TMS or transcranial electrical stimulation) and
spinal cord (transcutaneous or epidural) stimulation in uninjured and SCI partici-
pants. TMS and epidural SCS recruitment curve data was extracted from one session
per participant in the presented analysis.

4.7.1 Human TMS data

Individuals between the ages of 18 and 80 without neurological injury (uninjured
volunteers) and individuals with chronic (> 1 year) cervical SCI, were eligible for
recruitment. SCI participants required partially retained motor hand function, scoring
1-4 (out of 5) on manual muscle testing, with detectable TMS-evoked MEPs (greater
than 50 µV) of the left or right target muscle. Recruitment curve data from 13 indi-
viduals living with SCI and 14 individuals with no neurological deficits available at
the time of this study were used for analysis. SCI motor level and impairment severity
were determined by clinical examination according to the International Standards for
the Neurological Classification of SCI (ISNCSCI). Surface electromyography (EMG)
preamplifiers were placed bilaterally over the APB, FDI, ADM, FCR, ECR, biceps
brachii short head (which we refer to as biceps), triceps brachii long head (which we
refer to as triceps), and tibialis anterior (TA) muscle in a belly-tendon montage, as
described previously [48]. EMG signals were bandpass filtered between 15 and 2000
Hz, and sampled at 5000 Hz via an MA400 EMG system (Motion Lab Systems Inc.,
Louisiana, USA).

TMS was delivered with a MagPro X100 system (MagVenture Inc., Georgia, USA)
with 80mm winged coil (D-B80; MagVenture Inc.) placed over the hand motor cortex
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(M1) hotspot for optimal response in the target muscle. Electromagnetic stimula-
tion was delivered as a single biphasic sinusoidal (anodic-first; 0.5 ms/phase) pulse,
triggered by an analog-to-digital acquisition system (NI USB-6363).

Recruitment curves were assembled via delivery of TMS pulses of varying intensi-
ties in pseudorandom order ranging from subthreshold to 200% or more of threshold
using customized LabVIEW algorithms. In each participant, a total of 61.4 ± 14.0
stimulation pulses between 26.0 ± 13.3% to 81.1 ± 16.1% MSO. In 16 participants
(SCI n = 7) the total number of pulses were divided into 7-8 repetitions per stimula-
tion intensity. In the remaining 11 participants (SCI n = 6), the stimulation protocol
was changed so that each stimulation trial had a unique intensity based on the pre-
liminary development of our hbMEP approach (see Supplementary Fig. S2). MEPs
in triceps, biceps, ECR, FCR, APB and ADM contralateral to the site of stimulation
were quantified as peak-to-peak in an 83.5 ms window starting at 6.5 ms after the
start of the first stimulation pulse. Due to temporal jitter in the recording system for
the triceps muscle, the starting point of the window was increased to 10.6 ± 2.1 ms
in order to avoid stimulation artifacts.

4.7.2 Human epidural SCS data

Detailed protocols can be found in McIntosh et al., 2023 [6], relevant sections are
reproduced here. Participants were adult patients with cervical spondylotic myelopa-
thy and/or multilevel foraminal stenosis requiring surgical intervention. Patients were
enrolled from the clinical practices of the spine surgeons participating in the study.

Epidural electrodes were used for stimulation during clinically indicated surgeries,
with EMG recordings taken from muscles selected as per standard of care. Recordings
were made at a sampling rate between 6 kHz and 10.4 kHz, band-pass filtered between
10 Hz and 2,000 Hz. A three-pulse train was used for epidural spinal cord stimulation
to reduce the necessary intensity to evoke an MEP.

In 13 participants, stimulation was applied at the most caudal exposed segment
at midline and lateral locations to compare recruitment curves. A handheld double-
ball tip epidural electrode was positioned at midline, in line with the dorsal root
entry zone. Stimulation intensity was incremented from 0 up to 8 mA to assess the
activation threshold and estimate the subsequent recruitment curve (minimum 5MEPs
per stimulation intensity). The experiments proceeded by repeating the stimulation
intensity ramp and fixed-intensity stimulation at the equivalent lateral site. MEPs
were quantified in biceps, triceps, APB and ADM ipsilateral to the side of stimulation
with the rectified AUC calculated in a window between 6.5 ms and 75 ms after the
start of the first stimulation pulse.

4.8 Rat epidural SCS data

Eight Sprague Dawley rats were used in this study for a terminal physiology exper-
iment. All procedures were conducted in compliance with the guidelines of the
Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee at Columbia University in New York,
NY, and followed aseptic techniques. Detailed methodology of the protocol used can
be found in Mishra et al., 2017 [55] and Pal et al., 2022 [12].
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EMG activity was recorded from 8 different muscles: left ECR, FCR, biceps, tri-
ceps, ADM, deltoid, biceps femoris, and right biceps. Flexible, braided stainless steel
wires were employed for EMG recording. A hole was drilled into the skull between
the eyes, and the ground screw electrode was inserted into the hole. EMG and ground
electrodes were soldered to the connector and covered with epoxy to ensure insulation.
Subsequently, the connector was attached to the recording system.

After placing the EMG electrodes, the animal’s head was fixed and the T1 spinous
process was clamped to stabilize the spine. The C4 spinal cord was exposed by laminec-
tomy. Custom designed electrode arrays [56] were placed in the dorsal epidural space
in the midline of the spinal cord over the cervical enlargement (C5-C8). The arrays
consisted of 12 electrodes arranged in a 4 by 3 configuration, with the outer columns
aligned to each of the C5-C8 dorsal root entry zones and the central columns aligned to
the spinal cord midline. The muscles over the spinal cord were brought back together to
prevent temperature loss and reduce dryness around the spinal cord opening. Omnet-
ics connectors (Omnetics Connector Corp.; Minneapolis, USA) for the spinal array
and EMG wires were mounted on the skull for stimulation and recording.

Connectors for the spinal cord array and EMG wires were attached to a headstage
ZIF-clip (Tucker-Davis Technologies; Florida, USA) via omnetics connectors. Raw
signals were sampled at 10 kHz. ZIF-connectors were used to interface the implanted
electrodes with a PZ5 amplifier (Tucker-Davis Technologies) in turn connected to a
real-time RZ2 signal processing system (Tucker-Davis Technologies).

A 16-channel IZ2H constant current stimulator (Tucker-Davis Technologies), con-
trolled via custom Matlab (R2022a) scripts, delivered biphasic single-pulse stimulation
of 200 µs every 2 seconds, with intensities linearly increased from 0 to an average of
325 ± 88.6 µA across 51 steps. Stimulation patterns were randomly applied across
21 spatial combinations on the left side and midline of the array, excluding high
impedance electrodes from testing, resulting in an average of 18.8 ± 3.2 combinations
tested per rat. EMG signals were high-pass filtered using a 20 Hz cutoff 10th order
IIR filter. MEPs were quantified in biceps, triceps, ECR, FCR, APB and ADM ipsi-
lateral to the side of stimulation by calculating the AUC within a 1.5 to 10 ms window
post-stimulation onset.
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[19] Nardone, R., Höller, Y., Thomschewski, A., Bathke, A.C., Ellis, A.R.,
Golaszewski, S.M., Brigo, F., Trinka, E.: Assessment of corticospinal excitability
after traumatic spinal cord injury using MEP recruitment curves: a preliminary
TMS study. Spinal Cord 53(7), 534–538 (2015) https://doi.org/10.1038/sc.2015.
12

[20] Koponen, L.M., Martinez, M., Wood, E., Murphy, D.L.K., Goetz, S.M., Appel-
baum, L.G., Peterchev, A.V.: Transcranial magnetic stimulation input–output
curve slope differences suggest variation in recruitment across muscle represen-
tations in primary motor cortex. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience 18 (2024)
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2024.1310320

[21] Feil, J., Zangen, A.: Brain stimulation in the study and treatment of addiction.
Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews 34(4), 559–574 (2010) https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.neubiorev.2009.11.006

[22] Farzan, F.: Single-Pulse Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation (TMS) Protocols and
Outcome Measures. In: Rotenberg, A., Horvath, J.C., Pascual-Leone, A. (eds.)
Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation, pp. 69–115. Springer, New York, NY (2014).
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0879-0 5

[23] Ruit, M., Pearson, T., Grey, M.J.: Novel tools for rapid online data acquisition
of the TMS stimulus-response curve. Brain Stimulation 12(1), 192–194 (2019)
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2018.09.015

[24] Ratnadurai Giridharan, S., Gupta, D., Pal, A., Mishra, A.M., Hill, N.J., Carmel,
J.B.: Motometrics: A Toolbox for Annotation and Efficient Analysis of Motor
Evoked Potentials. Frontiers in Neuroinformatics 13 (2019) https://doi.org/10.
3389/fninf.2019.00008

[25] Skelly, M., Salameh, A., McCabe, J., Pundik, S.: MEP-ART: A system for real-
time feedback and analysis of transcranial magnetic stimulation motor evoked
potentials. Brain Stimulation: Basic, Translational, and Clinical Research in
Neuromodulation 13(6), 1614–1616 (2020) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2020.09.
012

[26] Hassan, U., Pillen, S., Zrenner, C., Bergmann, T.O.: The Brain Electrophysiolog-
ical recording & STimulation (BEST) toolbox. Brain Stimulation 15(1), 109–115
(2022) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2021.11.017

[27] Manson, G.A., Calvert, J.S., Ling, J., Tychhon, B., Ali, A., Sayenko, D.G.: The
relationship between maximum tolerance and motor activation during transcu-
taneous spinal stimulation is unaffected by the carrier frequency or vibration.
Physiological Reports 8(5), 14397 (2020) https://doi.org/10.14814/phy2.14397

[28] Antal, A., Nitsche, M.A., Kincses, T.Z., Lampe, C., Paulus, W.: No correla-
tion between oving phosphene and motor thresholds: a transcranial magnetic

26

https://doi.org/10.1038/sc.2015.12
https://doi.org/10.1038/sc.2015.12
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2024.1310320
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0879-0_5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2018.09.015
https://doi.org/10.3389/fninf.2019.00008
https://doi.org/10.3389/fninf.2019.00008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2020.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2020.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2021.11.017
https://doi.org/10.14814/phy2.14397


stimulation study. NeuroReport 15(2), 297 (2004) https://doi.org/10.1097/
00001756-200402090-00017

[29] Hassanzahraee, M., Zoghi, M., Jaberzadeh, S.: Longer Transcranial Magnetic
Stimulation Intertrial Interval Increases Size, Reduces Variability, and Improves
the Reliability of Motor Evoked Potentials. Brain Connectivity 9(10), 770–776
(2019) https://doi.org/10.1089/brain.2019.0714

[30] Pitcher, J.B., Ogston, K.M., Miles, T.S.: Age and sex differences in human motor
cortex input–output characteristics. The Journal of Physiology 546(2), 605–613
(2003) https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.2002.029454

[31] Klimstra, M., Zehr, E.P.: A sigmoid function is the best fit for the ascending limb
of the Hoffmann reflex recruitment curve. Experimental Brain Research 186(1),
93–105 (2008) https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-007-1207-6

[32] Kukke, S.N., Paine, R.W., Chao, C., Campos, A.C., Hallett, M.: Efficient and
reliable characterization of the corticospinal system using transcranial magnetic
stimulation. Journal of Clinical Neurophysiology 31(3), 246–252 (2014) https:
//doi.org/10.1097/WNP.0000000000000057

[33] Smith, A.C., Rymer, W.Z., Knikou, M.: Locomotor training modifies soleus
monosynaptic motoneuron responses in human spinal cord injury. Exper-
imental Brain Research 233(1), 89–103 (2015) https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00221-014-4094-7

[34] Murray, L.M., Knikou, M.: Transspinal stimulation increases motoneuron output
of multiple segments in human spinal cord injury. PLOS ONE 14(3), 0213696
(2019) https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0213696

[35] Freitas, R.M., Sasaki, A., Sayenko, D.G., Masugi, Y., Nomura, T., Nakazawa, K.,
Milosevic, M.: Selectivity and excitability of upper-limb muscle activation during
cervical transcutaneous spinal cord stimulation in humans. Journal of Applied
Physiology 131(2), 746–759 (2021) https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.00132.
2021

[36] Willer, J.C., Miserocchi, G., Gautier, H.: Hypoxia and monosynaptic reflexes in
humans. Journal of Applied Physiology 63(2), 639–645 (1987) https://doi.org/
10.1152/jappl.1987.63.2.639

[37] Malone, I.G., Kelly, M.N., Nosacka, R.L., Nash, M.A., Yue, S., Xue, W., Otto,
K.J., Dale, E.A.: Closed-Loop, Cervical, Epidural Stimulation Elicits Respiratory
Neuroplasticity after Spinal Cord Injury in Freely Behaving Rats. eNeuro 9(1),
0426–212021 (2022) https://doi.org/10.1523/ENEURO.0426-21.2021

[38] Gelman, A., Carlin, J.B., Stern, H.S., Rubin, D.B.: Bayesian Data Analysis. Chap-
man and Hall/CRC, New York (1995). https://doi.org/10.1201/9780429258411

27

https://doi.org/10.1097/00001756-200402090-00017
https://doi.org/10.1097/00001756-200402090-00017
https://doi.org/10.1089/brain.2019.0714
https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.2002.029454
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-007-1207-6
https://doi.org/10.1097/WNP.0000000000000057
https://doi.org/10.1097/WNP.0000000000000057
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-014-4094-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-014-4094-7
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0213696
https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.00132.2021
https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.00132.2021
https://doi.org/10.1152/jappl.1987.63.2.639
https://doi.org/10.1152/jappl.1987.63.2.639
https://doi.org/10.1523/ENEURO.0426-21.2021
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780429258411


[39] Gelman, A., Tuerlinckx, F.: Type S error rates for classical and Bayesian single
and multiple comparison procedures. Computational Statistics 15(3), 373–390
(2000) https://doi.org/10.1007/s001800000040

[40] Gelman, A., Hill, J., Yajima, M.: Why we (usually) don’t have to worry about
multiple comparisons. arXiv (2009). http://arxiv.org/abs/0907.2478

[41] Kruschke, J.K.: Bayesian estimation supersedes the t test. Journal of Exper-
imental Psychology: General 142(2), 573–603 (2013) https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0029146

[42] Kruschke, J.: Doing Bayesian Data Analysis: A Tutorial with R, JAGS, and
Stan, 2nd edition edn. Academic Press, Boston (2014). https://doi.org/10.1016/
B978-0-12-405888-0.00001-5

[43] Vincent, B.T.: Hierarchical Bayesian estimation and hypothesis testing for delay
discounting tasks. Behavior Research Methods 48(4), 1608–1620 (2016) https:
//doi.org/10.3758/s13428-015-0672-2

[44] Vehtari, A., Gelman, A., Gabry, J.: Practical Bayesian model evaluation using
leave-one-out cross-validation and WAIC. Statistics and Computing 27(5), 1413–
1432 (2017) https://doi.org/10.1007/s11222-016-9696-4

[45] Gelman, A., Pardoe, I.: Bayesian Measures of Explained Variance and Pooling
in Multilevel (Hierarchical) Models. Technometrics 48(2), 241–251 (2006) https:
//doi.org/10.1198/004017005000000517

[46] Rossini, P.M., Burke, D., Chen, R., Cohen, L.G., Daskalakis, Z., Di Iorio,
R., Di Lazzaro, V., Ferreri, F., Fitzgerald, P.B., George, M.S., Hallett, M.,
Lefaucheur, J.P., Langguth, B., Matsumoto, H., Miniussi, C., Nitsche, M.A.,
Pascual-Leone, A., Paulus, W., Rossi, S., Rothwell, J.C., Siebner, H.R., Ugawa,
Y., Walsh, V., Ziemann, U.: Non-invasive electrical and magnetic stimulation of
the brain, spinal cord, roots and peripheral nerves: Basic principles and proce-
dures for routine clinical and research application. An updated report from an
I.F.C.N. Committee. Clinical Neurophysiology: Official Journal of the Interna-
tional Federation of Clinical Neurophysiology 126(6), 1071–1107 (2015) https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2015.02.001

[47] Sharma, P., Shah, P.K.: In vivo electrophysiological mechanisms underlying cer-
vical epidural stimulation in adult rats. The Journal of Physiology 599(12),
3121–3150 (2021) https://doi.org/10.1113/JP281146

[48] Wu, Y.K., Levine, J.M., Wecht, J.R., Maher, M.T., LiMonta, J.M., Saeed, S.,
Santiago, T.M., Bailey, E., Kastuar, S., Guber, K.S., Yung, L., Weir, J.P., Carmel,
J.B., Harel, N.Y.: Posteroanterior cervical transcutaneous spinal stimulation tar-
gets ventral and dorsal nerve roots. Clinical Neurophysiology 131(2), 451–460
(2020) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2019.11.056

28

https://doi.org/10.1007/s001800000040
http://arxiv.org/abs/0907.2478
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029146
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029146
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-405888-0.00001-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-405888-0.00001-5
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-015-0672-2
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-015-0672-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11222-016-9696-4
https://doi.org/10.1198/004017005000000517
https://doi.org/10.1198/004017005000000517
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1113/JP281146
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2019.11.056


[49] Hoffman, M.D., Gelman, A.: The No-U-Turn Sampler: Adaptively Setting Path
Lengths in Hamiltonian Monte Carlo. arXiv (2011). https://doi.org/10.48550/
arXiv.1111.4246

[50] Virtanen, P., Gommers, R., Oliphant, T.E., Haberland, M., Reddy, T., Courna-
peau, D., Burovski, E., Peterson, P., Weckesser, W., Bright, J., van der Walt,
S.J., Brett, M., Wilson, J., Millman, K.J., Mayorov, N., Nelson, A.R.J., Jones,
E., Kern, R., Larson, E., Carey, C.J., Polat, İ., Feng, Y., Moore, E.W., Vander-
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Supplementary information

Supplementary Fig. S1. Accurate threshold estimation is independent of saturation
observed and requires less experimental burden on participants, as opposed to S50

estimation. Abscissa bin (a, b] represents percentage of saturation observed that is > a and ≤ b.
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Supplementary Fig. S2. Efficient threshold estimation is performed by sampling data
evenly without repetition. Example fits on a simulated participant with total of 64 equispaced
intensities and (a) 8 repetitions, (b) 4 repetitions, (c) 1 repetition per intensity. (d) Single repetition
sampling produces the lowest error regardless of the number of intensities.
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Supplementary Fig. S3. (a–f) Effect of varying parameters of the rectified-logistic func-
tion. (a) a shifts the threshold. (b) b changes the growth rate. (c) L changes the offset MEP size.
(d) H controls the distance between offset L and saturation (L+H). (e) ℓ affects the location of
inflection point or point of maximum gradient, whether near offset L or saturation (L+H). (f) Vary-
ing b, ℓ simultaneously. (g–h) Hierarchical Bayesian model structure. (g) Graphical model.
The model yields parameter estimates for each participant across multiple muscles simultaneously.
Circular nodes represent random variables. Filled circular nodes represent observed data. Diamonds
represent deterministic variables. Arrows represent that the child node is informed by the distribu-
tion of its parent node. Plates denote re-instantiation of nodes. (h) Bayesian model specification with
participant- and population-level parameters and weakly informative hyperpriors for TMS data. F is
the rectified-logistic function. Gamma is the gamma distribution in shape-rate parametrization. T N
is the truncated normal distribution in location-scale parametrization with left truncation at zero.
HN is the half-normal distribution in scale parametrization.
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Supplementary Fig. S4. Within-participant comparison model. This models the within-
participant differences in the threshold (a) parameter, and µa∆ summarizes these differences across
all participants.

Supplementary Fig. S5. Between-groups comparison model. This models the distribution of
threshold (a) parameter for each group of participants, and the posterior difference µa

gg1 ,m−µa
gg2 ,m

compares the parameter between groups g1 and g2 at muscle m. The number of intensities i is
independent of group g because any given participant p belongs to exactly one group.
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Supplementary Fig. S6. Mixture extension of the default hierarchical Bayesian model.

Supplementary Fig. S7. Within-participant comparison model for detecting shift in
threshold between pre- and post-intervention. Here, c = 1 and c = 2 represent pre- and post-
intervention conditions, respectively. A priori the model assumes no shift, as indicated by a flat prior
on µa∆ that is symmetric about zero.
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Supplementary Fig. S8. Default rectified-logistic model for cross-validation on TMS
and SCS data.

Supplementary Fig. S9. Default logistic-5 model for cross-validation on TMS and SCS
data. G is the logistic-5 function.
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Supplementary Fig. S10. Default logistic-4 model for cross-validation on TMS and SCS
data. T is the logistic-4 function.

Supplementary Fig. S11. Default rectified-linear model for cross-validation on TMS
and SCS data. X is the rectified-linear function.
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Supplementary Fig. S12. Mixture extension of the default rectified-logistic model for
cross-validation on TMS and SCS data. B is the Bernoulli distribution in probability of success
(success is 1, fail is 0) parametrization. U is the continuous uniform distribution in minimum-
maximum parametrization.

Supplementary Fig. S13. Within-participant comparison model for comparing midline
and lateral stimulation threshold. Here, c = 1 and c = 2 represent lateral and midline stimula-
tion, respectively. A priori the model assumes no shift, as indicated by a flat prior on µµa∆

that is
symmetric about zero.

Supplementary Fig. S14. Between-groups comparison model for comparing TMS
thresholds between groups of SCI and uninjured participants. Here, g = 1 and g = 2 rep-
resent SCI and uninjured groups, respectively.
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