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Fig. 4. Multi-pulse facilitation at subthreshold intensities

Mean group data obtained fraime first follow-up experimentr(= 11); MEP facilitation
represented as absolute difference between mean MEP amplitudes qfuiseltand single

pulse TMSianp. Error bars represent the standard deviation of the mean for each configuration.

Asterisks marlsignificant effects of IPI on MEP facilitatio83% RMT: p = 0.0243; 90% RMT:
p <0.0001; two-way ANOVA, Bonferroni corrected).

Fig 5. Effect of temporal proximity on paired-pulse MEP amplitude

Mean group data of the second follow-up experiment (n = 17) represented as absolute mean
MEP amplitudes of paired-pulse TMSuanp at TMS intensities from 70 to 140% RMT. (A) mean
MEP amplitudes at IPIs corresponding to the first SICF peak (peakl, solid line) and 30% less
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than the first peak (peak1-30%, dashed line) (B) mean MEP amplitudes at IPIs corresponding to
the trough between the first and second peak (troughl, dashed line) and the second SICF
periodicity peak (peak2, solid line). Error bars represent the standard deviation of the mean for
each configuration. Asterisks mark significant effects of IPI on MEP amplitude (peakl vs.
peak1-30%: 80% RMT: p = 0.016; 110% RMT: p = 0.0082; peak2 vs troughl: 100% RMT: p =
0.011; 110% RMT: p = 1.4e-4; 120% RMT: p < 8e-6; one-way ANOV As, Bonferroni corrected).

mean latencies + SD (range) [ms]

peak1 trough1 peak2

1% experiment (n = 19)

1.41 +0.103 (1.3 - 1.5)

2.04 +0.134 (1.7 - 2.3)

2" experiment (n = 11)

1.39+0.138 (1.3 - 1.7)

2.10+0.200 (1.9 - 2.5)

3 experiment (n = 17)

1.45+0.113 (1.3 -1.7)

2.04+0.118 (1.9 -2.3)

2.72+0.211 (2.5 -3.1)

Table 1: Obtained peak- and trough-latencies using SICF for all experimental sessions
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