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A B S T R A C T

Electroencephalographic and magnetoencephalographic data have characterized two types of brain–body in-
teractions observed during various types of motor actions, “corticokinematic” and “corticomuscular” coupling. Here,
we review the literature on these interactions in healthy individuals, discuss several open debates, and outline
current limitations and directions for future research.

Corticokinematic coupling (commonly referred to as corticokinematic coherence) probes the relationship be-
tween activity of sensorimotor network nodes and various movement-related signals (e.g., speed, velocity, ac-
celeration). It is mainly driven by movement rhythmicity during active, passive, and observed dynamic motor
actions. It typically predominates at the primary sensorimotor cortex contralateral to the moving limb, occurs at
movement frequency and its harmonics, and predominantly reflects the cortical processing of proprioceptive
feedback driven by movement rhythmicity in a broad range of dynamic motor actions.

Corticomuscular coupling (commonly referred to as corticomuscular coherence) probes the interaction between
sensorimotor cortical rhythms and electromyographic (EMG) activity that mainly occurs during steady isometric
muscle contraction. We will here focus on the ~20-Hz coupling that is observed during weak isometric
contraction and is linked to the modulation of the descending motor command by the ~20-Hz sensorimotor
rhythm.

This review argues that corticokinematic and corticomuscular couplings have different neural bases. Cortico-
kinematic coupling is mainly driven by afferent signals, while corticomuscular coupling is mainly (but not solely)
driven by efferent signals. This distinction should be considered when investigating interactions between brain
and body movements.

1. Introduction

The central nervous system interacts with body parts through pe-
ripheral and autonomic nervous systems. Efferent neural pathways
originating from motor, premotor, as well as somatosensory neocortical
areas convey the motor command through the spinal cord and efferent
peripheral nerves to control voluntary limb and body movements. By
contrast, afferent spino-cortical and spino-cerebellar neural pathways

contribute to somatosensory perception and sensorimotor feedback for
motor control. How the human brain (i) generates voluntary efferent
motor actions (static or dynamic), (ii) processes afferent somatosensory
information, and (iii) integrates both efferent and afferent information to
achieve efficient sensorimotor control are major questions that have been
the topic of extensive research in animals and humans for several cen-
turies. The advent of human functional neuroimaging has paved the way
for the non-invasive investigation of human brain activity to address
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these fundamental questions. Additionally, electrophysiological tech-
niques, such as electroencephalography (EEG) and magnetoencepha-
lography (MEG), that have an exquisite millisecond temporal resolution,
have brought critical knowledge about the temporal and spectral dy-
namics of sensorimotor neural processes (Hari and Puce, 2017). In
particular, these electrophysiological techniques have allowed scientists
to closely investigate these processes during brain–body interactions
(“interaction” is here used to refer to synchronization, i.e., a term referring
to the adjustment of two ongoing oscillations). This research line has
highlighted two main types of brain–body interactions during various
types of motor actions: “cortex–kinematic” interactions that we shall refer
to as corticokinematic coupling (CKC; often called corticokinematic
coherence), and “cortex–muscle” interactions that we shall refer to as
corticomuscular coupling (CMC; classically called corticomuscular coher-
ence, cortex–muscle coherence or cerebro-muscular coherence depend-
ing on the authors). Coupling is here used to refer to statistical
dependencies between two signals. Coherence has been the most
commonly used coupling measure to study these brain-body interactions.
Coherence analysis is a direct generalization of the correlation analysis to
the frequency domain (see Fig. 1). It quantifies (from 0, no association; to
1, perfect association) the degree of linear dependence (i.e., coupling)
between two signals (here, between brain and peripheral signals) as a
function of frequency (Halliday et al., 1995).

This paper will review MEG and EEG studies that have contributed to
the characterization of CKC and CMC in healthy subjects during various
types of motor actions such as isometric contractions or active, passive,
and observed dynamic movements. In particular, for both types of
coupling, we will first describe the coupling frequency and associated
neural generators, discuss their neurophysiological basis (including the
efferent vs. afferent contributions), and lastly develop some perspectives
for their use in human neuroscience. We will finally highlight that these
couplings actually index two different brain–body interactions that may
co-occur during certain types of motor actions.

Of note, we will not review here the extensive literature on
“muscle–muscle” interactions that is thought to build on different mech-
anisms than CMC (Boonstra, 2013; Boonstra et al., 2009). Nor will we
cover the alterations of CKC and CMC described in various disorders of
the nervous system (see, e.g., Sridharan et al., 2019). Finally, we will not
cover the use of transcranial magnetic stimulation to probe cortico-spinal
interactions (for a review on the topic, see, e.g., Valero-Cabr�e et al.,
2017).

2. Corticokinematic coupling

2.1. Coupling frequency and neural generators

Human scalp EEG and MEG recordings have demonstrated a robust
relationship between time-varying brain activity and movement velocity
(O’Suilleabhain et al., 1999). Of note, “movements” here refer to dy-
namic motor actions characterised by noticeable change in muscle length
and joint angle. Using advanced source reconstruction methods and
complex visuomotor adaptation tasks, MEG studies identified significant
coupling between slow (2–5Hz) neural activity at the primary motor
(M1) cortex contralateral to hand movements and time-varying hand
movement velocity (Bradberry et al., 2009; Jerbi et al., 2007).

Subsequent studies used a MEG-compatible 3-axis accelerometer to
extend these seminal findings to movement acceleration. Indeed, sig-
nificant coupling between finger movement acceleration and MEG sig-
nals was observed at the primary sensorimotor (SM1) cortex
contralateral to movements during active (repetitive) non-goal-directed
and goal-directed finger movements (Bourguignon et al., 2012, 2011;
Marty et al., 2015a). This coupling was then coined CKC, because both
velocity and acceleration are kinematic parameters. CKC typically peaks
at finger movement frequency (F0, typically <5 Hz for active move-
ments) and its first harmonic (F1), with its main cortical source located at
the SM1 hand area contralateral to finger movements (Bourguignon

et al., 2012, 2011; Jerbi et al., 2007) (see Fig. 2, left part). It is charac-
terised by a high coupling level (typically 0.2–0.8 coherence level) and is
seen in almost all subjects. CKC was also found within an extended
sensorimotor network comprising the contralateral dorsolateral pre-
frontal cortex and the posterior parietal cortex, as well as the SM1 cortex
and the cerebellar lobule VIII ipsilateral to movements (Bourguignon
et al., 2012, 2011; Marty et al., 2018). Finally, CKC has been demon-
strated during various movement rates (from ~1Hz to 4 Hz) with no
influence of the movement rate on CKC level and main source location
(Marty et al., 2015b).

CKC can also be estimated based on force, pressure, accelerometer
and even rectified electromyographic (EMG) signals (Piitulainen et al.,
2013a). This latter finding demonstrated that CKC is actually largely
driven by movement rhythmicity/frequency. CKC can thus be properly
estimated based on any type of peripheral signal, including surface EMG
(see Fig. 2, left part), that accurately captures this movement
rhythmicity/frequency.

Fig. 1. Summary of the coherence method used to study brain-body interactions
during movements. Top. Kinematic (e.g., here acceleration) or electromyo-
graphic (EMG) signals are recorded simultaneously to electromagnetic brain
signals (magnetoencephalography (MEG) as here, or electroencephalography) to
estimate corticokinematic coupling or corticomuscular coupling (respectively).
In the case of corticokinematic coupling here recorded using a three-axis
accelerometer (Acc), the three orthogonal Acc signals are band-pass filtered
and then combined into a single Acc signal using the Euclidean norm. For
corticomuscular coupling, EMG rectification is optional and controversial. MEG
signals are filtered using signal space separation (SSS) method to correct for
head movements and subtract external interferences. Bottom. Both signals are
epoched to compute coherence, which is a frequency-dependent measure of
phase-coupling. Inverse modeling is then used to identify the brain areas of peak
coherence level. This figure has been adapted from (Bourguignon et al., 2012).
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2.2. Neural basis of CKC

CKC has also been observed during passive movements of the fingers
and toes either produced by an investigator or anMEG-compatible device
based on elastic “pneumatic artificial muscles” (PAM) (Bourguignon
et al., 2015; Piitulainen et al., 2013b). For more details about the PAM
stimulator that predominantly elicits proprioceptive pathways stimula-
tion, see Lolli et al. (2019) and Piitulainen et al. (2015b). The main
findings of these studies were that repetitive passive movements led to
strong CKC (coherence levels up to 0.8) with underlying sources located
in a somatotopic manner at the contralateral SM1 hand or foot areas. The
location of these sources was not affected by movement frequency. More
importantly, CKC levels were similar or higher during passive move-
ments compared with active movements with similar CKC brain sources
(Bourguignon et al., 2015; Piitulainen et al., 2013b). This latter finding is
of critical importance as it demonstrates that the absence of efferent
signals in the passive condition does not affect CKC level, which highly
suggests a negligible contribution of efferent motor processes in CKC.
Also, CKC brain sources were significantly different in terms of location
from those of evoked magnetic fields elicited by pneumatic tactile

stimulation at the tip of the right index finger (Bourguignon et al., 2015;
Piitulainen et al., 2013b). This finding provides support for the limited
involvement of movement-related tactile information processing in CKC.

CKC was initially thought to be an efferent phenomenon presumably
reflecting the encoding of kinematic plans at the level of SM1 cortex used
to generate appropriate muscle forces via kinematics-dynamics trans-
formation (Bourguignon et al., 2012, 2011; Jerbi et al., 2007). This hy-
pothesis naturally followed from the knowledge that in non-human
primates, some M1 cortex neurons encode numerous movement kine-
matic parameters (Ashe and Georgopoulos, 1994; Caminiti et al., 1990;
Carmena et al., 2003; Kettner et al., 1988; Mehring et al., 2003; Moran
and Schwartz, 1999; Reina et al., 2001). However, results obtained in the
context of passive movements suggested that CKC is predominantly
driven by proprioceptive inputs to contralateral SM1 cortex (Bourgui-
gnon et al., 2015; Piitulainen et al., 2013b). This hypothesis was subse-
quently supported by directionality analyses, which showed that the
coupling was dominated by an afferent contribution (Bourguignon et al.,
2015; Piitulainen et al., 2013b). As a final support to the dominant
proprioceptive contribution to CKC, the level of CKC elicited by active
and passive finger movements was reduced by 60–70% at contralateral
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Fig. 2. Corticokinematic coupling (CKC, Left) and corticomuscular coupling (CMC, Right) based on surface electromyographic (EMG) recordings. CKC data are from a
subject included in Piitulainen et al. (2013a) who performed ~3-Hz repetitive right hand movements. CMC data are from a subject included in Bourguignon et al.
(2017) who performed an isometric pinch contraction of 2–4 N with the right hand. A& B— Typical experimental tasks to uncover CKC (A) and CMC (B). Through the
figure, gray traces indicate full-band signals and black traces signals filtered through 1–10 Hz (CKC) or 15–30 Hz (CMC). C & D — Task monitoring with non-EMG
recordings: acceleration (CKC; C) and force (CMC; D). E–H — Unrectified (E & F) and rectified (G & H) EMG signals from a muscle involved in the task. It is evident
that unrectified and rectified EMG signals are phase-locked in both tasks, and also phase-locked with acceleration in the CKC task. For this reason, both CKC and CMC
can be derived with rectified and unrectified EMG. Note, however, that in the case of CKC, rectification is highly recommended since slow EMG fluctuations are
nothing more than movement-related artifacts. I & J — Coherence spectra with EMG and location of the dominant underlying cortical source at the primary
sensorimotor cortex contralateral to hand action.

M. Bourguignon et al. NeuroImage 203 (2019) 116177

3



SM1 cortex in patients with Friedreich ataxia, which is a
genetically-determined ataxic disorder mainly characterized by
spino-cortical proprioceptive afferent and cerebellar pathways degener-
ation (Marty et al., 2019). These findings are in agreement with the fact
that both the primary somatosensory (S1; Brodmann areas 3a and 2) and
M1 cortices (Brodmann area 4) receive proprioceptive feedback during
both active and passive hand movements (Goldring and Ratcheson,
1972).

CKC is therefore likely driven by somatosensory proprioceptive sig-
nals generated by muscle spindles, Golgi tendon organs, and possibly
some mechanoreceptors of the skin activated by skin motion (e.g., Paci-
nian corpuscles). These receptors indeed play a crucial role in monitoring
movements of even a few millimeters in amplitude (Bourguignon et al.,
2015; Marty et al., 2019; Piitulainen et al., 2013b). Movement rhyth-
micity activates extremely sensitive proprioceptors sensing the internal
state of the moving musculoskeletal system, which in turn send syn-
chronous afferent volleys up to SM1 neocortical areas contralateral to
movements via spinocortical proprioceptive pathways (Piitulainen et al.,
2013b).

The neural basis of CKC at F0 vs. F1 is still debated (Bourguignon
et al., 2012; Marty et al., 2019). The fact that CKC peaks at both F0 and F1
may non-exclusively reflect cortical processing of different
movement-related proprioceptive features, or follow from the
non-sinusoidality of the brain and kinematic signals underpinning CKC
(Bourguignon et al., 2012; Marty et al., 2019). In repetitive movements
such as those used in previous studies, F0 likely reflects cycles of
movements and corresponding afferent proprioceptive signals, while F1
might reflect the afferent proprioceptive signals (e.g., from muscle
spindles) associated with contraction/relaxation of agonist and antago-
nist muscles during both flexions and extensions associated with one
movement cycle of various body parts (e.g., fingers, toes) (Marty et al.,
2019).

Of note, similar dominant proprioceptive contribution to CKC has
been demonstrated between movement kinematics and activity of cere-
bellar lobule VIII during repetitive finger movements (Marty et al.,
2018). Furthermore, CKC was also found during non-goal-directed
(Bourguignon et al., 2013a) and goal-directed (Marty et al., 2015a)
observed movements. These findings suggested that observing others’
motor actions actually engages some of the viewer’s brain areas, and
particularly the SM1 cortex, in a similar kinematics-related manner as
during own action execution. Such mirroring driven by action kinematics
and—presumably—proprioceptive information might represent a pre-
requisite for human brain exploitation of visual kinematics of others’
motor actions to understand how observed actions are actually performed
(Marty et al., 2015a).

2.3. Perspectives

CKC might be useful to probe the integrity of spinocortical—and
possibly spinocerebellar—proprioceptive pathways in humans and to
gain novel information about brain disorders affecting those pathways
(see, e.g., Marty et al., 2019). CKC is also an interesting and robust
method for non-invasive functional sensorimotor mapping in neurosur-
gical patients (Bourguignon et al., 2013b, 2011). Of note, the ability to
probe CKC with surface EMG (Piitulainen et al., 2013a) is of particular
interest in the clinical context as EMG electrodes are widely available and
at reduced cost, which should ease the dissemination of the method in
clinical centres.

3. Corticomuscular coupling

3.1. Coupling frequency and cortical generators

CMC was first reported in 1995 (Conway et al., 1995). Studies
investigating CMC have been reviewed previously (Mima and Hallett,
1999; Salenius and Hari, 2003). CMC is the coupling occurring between

sensorimotor cortical rhythms and muscular activity as measured with
surface EMGmainly during steady isometric muscle contraction (Conway
et al., 1995; Kilner et al., 2000). Here “isometric contraction” refers to
muscle contraction with stable muscle length and no change in joint
angle.

CMC can be estimated with both unrectified and rectified EMG since
both pick up the rhythmicity of muscle action potentials (see Fig. 2, right
part). Whether it is preferable to rectify EMG signals to uncover CMC is
still a matter of debate (Boonstra and Breakspear, 2012; Farina et al.,
2013; Halliday and Farmer, 2010; McClelland et al., 2014, 2012; Myers
et al., 2003; Negro et al., 2015; Neto and Christou, 2010; Ward et al.,
2013; Yao et al., 2007).

CMC occurs mainly at ~20Hz (range: 15–35Hz) during weak
contraction (see Fig. 2, right part) in about 60–80% of the individuals
based on ~5-min long recordings (Conway et al., 1995; Mendez-Bal-
buena et al., 2012; Pohja et al., 2005; Salenius et al., 1997; van de Steeg
et al., 2014), with a jump to ~40Hz (range: 30–60Hz) at maximum force
(Brown et al., 1998; Mima et al., 1999; Salenius et al., 1996). It is
characterized by rather weaker coupling (typically about 0.05–0.3
coherence level) compared with CKC (coherence level up to 0.8), and
coupling level in a given individual may be influenced by motor learning
(Mendez-Balbuena et al., 2012). Still, several studies have reported CMC
at lower frequencies <15Hz (Bourguignon et al., 2017; Marsden et al.,
2001; Ohara et al., 2000; Raethjen et al., 2002; Salenius et al., 1997) (see
Section 4.2. for further discussion) or in the low gamma-range
(30–45Hz) during selective movement preparation (see, e.g., Schoffe-
len et al., 2011) or isotonic (i.e., constant muscle tension but with muscle
length changes) contractions (see, e.g., Gwin and Ferris, 2012). For the
purpose of conciseness, we will henceforth focus on the ~20Hz CMC,
and in the following, the term CMC implicitly refers to this specific
coupling phenomenon (except if explicitly stated), without claims of
generalization to CMC measured at other frequencies.

CMC originates mainly fromM1 cortex contralateral to the contracted
muscle and is somatotopically organized (Brown et al., 1998; Maezawa
et al., 2014; Murayama et al., 2001; Salenius et al., 1997). Indeed, source
reconstruction localizes CMC (i) with upper limb muscles to the hand
area (Brown et al., 1998; Salenius et al., 1997), i.e., at the hand knob
(Yousry et al., 1997), (ii) with lower limb muscles to the paracentral
lobule at the foot area (Brown et al., 1998; Hari and Salenius, 1999;
Salenius et al., 1997), and (iii) with tongue muscles (during tongue
protrusion) more laterally on the convexity (Maezawa et al., 2014). CMC
magnitude also appears to scale with the size of the cortical representa-
tion of the muscles, as CMC to trunk muscles (paraspinal and abdominal)
is weaker than CMC to hand (first dorsal interosseous) and foot muscles
(tibialis anterior) (Murayama et al., 2001). Also, CMC is weaker for
proximal than distal lower limb muscles (Ushiyama et al., 2010). This is
in line with results that show monosynaptic cortico-motoneuronal inputs
form weaker connections with proximal than distal muscle motoneurons
(Farmer et al., 1993a, 1993b; Murayama et al., 2001).

Electrocorticographic recordings have confirmed that CMC is stron-
gest at M1 cortex, although it is also present in other neocortical areas
contralateral to the contracted muscles such as S1 cortex, the supple-
mentary motor area, the cingulate gyrus, and the lateral premotor cortex
(Ohara et al., 2000). According to non-human primate data, all these
brain areas share the commonality of sending efferent axons to the spinal
cord (Galea and Darian-Smith, 1994; Rizzolatti et al., 1998). Similar
findings were obtained from cortical field potential recordings in mon-
keys, i.e., CMCwas dominant in the anterior bank of the precentral sulcus
(Oya et al., 2019; Tsujimoto et al., 2009).

3.2. Neural basis of CMC

Initial reports concurred on the view that CMC is in essence driven by
cortico-spinal efference, i.e., that motor cortical oscillatory activity drives
spinal motoneuronal pool (Brown et al., 1998; Gross et al., 2000; Mur-
ayama et al., 2001; Salenius et al., 1997). The efferent origin of CMC is
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supported by several findings. For example, ischemia-induced deaf-
ferentation dampens CMC but does not shift its peak frequency, which
would be expected in case of strong contribution of afferent signals to
CMC as a result of the decrease in sensory feedback and of the
ischemia-induced prolongation of neural conduction times (Pohja and
Salenius, 2003). Also, individuals in whom motor but not somatosensory
functions have been relocated to the ipsilateral hemisphere due to pre- or
perinatal damage to the pyramidal tract do show CMC in M1 but not S1
cortex (Gerloff et al., 2006; Marsden et al., 2001). Finally, in the
framework of coherence analysis, it is possible to estimate the time delay
between brain and muscle signals since it is proportional to the slope in
the frequency-phase plots of the cross-spectrum (Halliday et al., 1995),
the sign of the delay indicates which signal drives the other. Delays
estimated that way implied that M1 cortex drives muscles and, according
to some reports, were remarkably faithful to the conduction time from
M1 cortex to EMG signals reported in transcranial magnetic stimulation
studies, i.e., from ~15ms for the muscle extensor indicis to ~40ms for
muscle flexor hallucis brevis (Gross et al., 2000; Salenius et al., 1997).

Some authors have, however, objected to the view that CMC solely
involves a cortical drive of the spinal motoneuron pools. Central to their
claim was the observation that some individuals do not display the ca-
nonical phase–frequency relationship described above (Baker, 2007).
Instead the phase remained essentially constant over the ~20-Hz fre-
quencies, or implied delays shorter than known conduction delays
(Riddle and Baker, 2005). It was argued that such phase–frequency
behavior is easily explained if somatosensory afference plays a role in
maintaining CMC (Baker, 2007). This was supported by computational
modeling showing that two reciprocally coupled oscillators can
phase-lock with zero phase-lag (Baker, 2007; Gerstner et al., 1996).
Accordingly, methods based on the concept of Granger causality were
used to disentangle the efferent and afferent contribution to CMC (Lim
et al., 2014; Tsujimoto et al., 2009; Witham et al., 2011, 2010). Such
directionality analyses demonstrated that both efferent and afferent
signals contribute to CMC—although the efferent contribution was
clearly dominant—with a similar delay of 25–30ms in both directions for
hand muscles (Witham et al., 2011). This finding suggested the impor-
tance of the closed sensorimotor loop in generating CMC—in line with a
report of almost absent CMC in a deafferented subject (Kilner et al.,
2004)—and provided an explanation for the previous inconsistencies in
time-delays estimated from the phase of the cross-spectrum: there is
inter-individual variability in the relative level of afferent and efferent
contributions to the coupling (Riddle and Baker, 2005; Witham et al.,
2011).

The finding that CMC receives a contribution from both efferent and
afferent signaling has led to speculation on the functional role of CMC
(Baker, 2007). Briefly, CMC was suggested to reflect the integration of
afferent signaling into motor commands to promote a stable motor state
(Androulidakis et al., 2007, 2006; Baker, 2007; Gilbertson et al., 2005),
or the mechanism by which the sensorimotor system sends pulses at
~20Hz and monitors the resulting afferent signal to probe the state of
the periphery for continuous sensorimotor recalibration (Baker, 2007;
Mackay, 1997; Witham et al., 2011).

Other findings however suggest that, although the cortex and pe-
riphery are coupled at ~20-Hz, such coupling might not be engaged in
motor control per se. This alternative hypothesis comes from the fact that
the main frequency of appearance of CMC (i.e., ~20 Hz) during isometric
contraction is closely linked to the ~20-Hz component of the sensori-
motor mu rhythm that mainly reflects motor processes (for more details
about the mu rhythm, see Fig. 3, D�emas et al., 2019, and Hari and Puce,
2017). Specifically, the ~20-Hz mu rhythm would be involved in
maintaining the current motor state (Engel and Fries, 2010) or in pre-
dictive coding (Tan et al., 2016). As for the ~20-Hz mu rhythm (Gastaut,
1952; Jasper and Penfield, 1949; Pfurtscheller and Neuper, 1997;
Schnitzler et al., 1997), CMC is abolished during movements, and at its
maximum right after movement stabilisation (Kilner et al., 2003, 2000).
The modulation of ~20-Hz mu power and CMC also follow a similar

trajectory in response to distracting auditory and visual stimulations
(Hari et al., 2014; Piitulainen et al., 2015c).

Still, under some experimental conditions, CMC and mu rhythm
follow different trajectories (see, e.g., Hari et al., 2014; Stancak et al.,
2005; Vigneswaran et al., 2013), which suggests that only a subset of the
mu rhythm components underpin CMC (for a review, see, e.g., Kilavik
et al., 2013). Furthermore, the mu rhythm typically appears in bursts
separated by silent periods of ~1 s (Baker et al., 1997; Feingold et al.,
2015; Gilbertson et al., 2005; Jasper and Penfield, 1949; Murthy and
Fetz, 1996, 1992), and detailed analyses demonstrated that these bursts
at ~20Hz reach the periphery with a subject-dependent efficiency, giv-
ing rise to CMC (Bourguignon et al., 2017). Of note, high-density EMG
only mildly increases CMC levels relative to standard EMG (Piitulainen
et al., 2015a; van de Steeg et al., 2014), suggesting that inter-individual
variability in CMC indeed relates to differences in a transmission
mechanism.

But do individuals with nearly absent CMC (and ~20-Hz bursts in
EMG) perform any poorer than their peers? Although within subjects, the
magnitude of the CMC is higher for stable than unstable contractions
(Kristeva-Feige et al., 2002; Kristeva et al., 2007; Witte et al., 2007), such
a relation is not seen between subjects (Bourguignon et al., 2017).
Moreover, the absence of CMC can be ascribed to the absence of ~20-Hz
bursts in EMG or contraction force (i.e., the trace of CMC) (Bourguignon
et al., 2017), rather than to an inability of MEG or EEG to record related
brain signals due to technical or anatomical reasons. All this tends to

Fig. 3. Sensorimotor rhythm during isometric muscle contraction in a subject in
whom it is prominent. Data are from a subject included in Bourguignon et al.
(2017) who performed an isometric pinch contraction of 2–4 N with the right
hand. A — Time course in the 5–45-Hz band of MEG signals above the left
primary sensorimotor (SM1) cortex. Bursts of mu rhythm are evident, especially
at 1–1.5 s. B–C — Amplitude spectrum of MEG signals measured above the left
SM1 cortex (B; black trace), the right SM1 cortex (B; gray trace), and the oc-
cipital cortex (C). D–E— Spatial distribution of MEG amplitude at 20 Hz (D) and
10 Hz (E). Peaks of sensorimotor rhythm are clearly visible at 10 and 20 Hz,
although 10-Hz amplitude is dominated by the occipital alpha rhythm. Also note
that ~20 Hz power peaks at slightly more anterior sensors than ~10 Hz power.
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favor the view that CMC might not be directly involved in motor control
per se. CMC would rather reflect modulation of the motor command by
the ~20-Hz mu rhythm. That is, the ~20-Hz mu rhythm causes rhythmic
changes in M1 neuron excitability, leading these neurons to discharge in
synchrony. Therefore, at the population level, the motor command tends
to structure according to the mu rhythm, inducing similar oscillations in
EMG or contraction force.

As far as we know, the view that CMC is not directly involved in motor
control is compatible with the fact that its disruption or enhancement has
little to no impact on contraction force (Hari et al., 2014; Piitulainen
et al., 2015c; Tecchio et al., 2006).

3.3. Perspectives

CMC might not be directly involved in motor control per se. Still, in
individuals in whom ~it is not too low, studying this coupling (i.e., level
and modulation by experimental conditions) might provide precious
information on motor cortical dynamics. Indeed, a disruption of CMC
with a givenmuscle implies the absence of rhythmic bursts of ~20-Hzmu
rhythm within the ensemble of cortical motor neurons connected to this
muscle, or in other words, that such ~20-Hz activity remains
desynchronized. Accordingly, CMCwith a givenmuscle should inform on
the state of the ensemble of cortical motor neurons that project to the
motor pool of this muscle, rather than on corticospinal interaction. By
“state”, we here mean whether or not (or to which extent) the local ~20-
Hz mu rhythm undergoes rhythmic fluctuations in amplitude. Such in-
formation can hardly be obtained directly from power spectra, simply
because—due to field spread—mu rhythms and activity from distinct but
nearby neuronal populations cannot be separated based on their sensor
topography. Considering this should help make sense of past and future
research in which, e.g., CMC is measured with several agonist and
antagonist muscles with the endeavour to unravel cortical motor control
of skilled motor actions in health and impairment (Cremoux et al., 2017;
Dal Maso et al., 2017; Desmyttere et al., 2018). Note also that based on
MEG or EEG recordings, CMC estimated with a given muscle is affected
by the ~20-Hz mu activity in surrounding regions, and that a measure
free from such contamination is the burstiness of ~20-Hz EMG/force
fluctuations (Bourguignon et al., 2017).

4. Corticokinematic and corticomuscular couplings index two
different neural processes

CMC and CKC have different neural bases. CKC is predominantly
driven by the processing of proprioceptive feedback occurring during
movements. CMC occuring at ~20Hz is a form of coupling with muscular
activity that implicates the ~20-Hz mu rhythm. It is maximal during
weak isometric contraction and vanishes during movements. In some
instances, however, the distinction between CMC and CKC may not be
that clear. This is because (i) CKC and CMC can both be uncovered with
EMG measures, (ii) CKC can occur during isometric muscle contraction,
and (iii) CMC can occur during brief periods of isometric contractions
within movements.

4.1. Corticokinematic coupling uncovered with EMG measures

As described in Section 2.1., CKC can be properly estimated using
rectified electromyographic (EMG) signals (Piitulainen et al., 2013a).
Based on this finding, previous studies (Pollok et al., 2005, 2004a,
2004b) that identified coupling at movement frequency (typically below
<10Hz) between brain activity and surface EMG signals during various
upper limb movement tasks and that used the CMC terminology to refer
to the coupling, actually identified CKC rather than CMC per se. Similar
conclusions can be drawn for the coupling reported between ventral SM1
cortex (i.e., mouth area) and orbicularis oris muscle activities during si-
lent mouthing of a syllable (/pa/) periodically repeated at different fre-
quencies (i.e., 0.8–5 Hz) (Ruspantini et al., 2012). A more detailed

discussion on these latter aspects is provided in Bourguignon et al.
(2019).

Accordingly, the terminology used to refer to such “cortex–kinematic”
interaction observed during movements should emphasize the nature of
the coupling (i.e., a coupling driven by movement rhythmicity) rather
than the method (e.g., coherence with finger acceleration or surface
EMG) used to investigate it.

4.2. Corticokinematic coupling during isometric muscle contractions

CKC is not only seen during large-amplitude movements. Slow
movements are typically accompanied by weak fluctuations inmovement
kinematics at 1–9 Hz (Gilbertson et al., 2005; Kakuda et al., 1999;
Marshall and Walsh, 1956; McAuley et al., 1999, 1997; Vallbo et al.,
1993). SM1 oscillations were found to be coherent with these kinematic
fluctuations (Dipietro et al., 2011; Gross et al., 2002; Hall et al., 2014).
Moreover, during isometric muscle contraction, SM1 oscillations are also
coupled with the unavoidable fluctuations in the contraction force
occuring at frequencies <3 Hz (see Fig. 4 A–C) that translate into
tiny—sub-millimeter—movements (Bourguignon et al., 2017). The
dominant afferent contribution to this coupling corroborates the idea
that it should be seen as a form of CKC (Bourguignon et al., 2017). This
finding suggested a simple mechanism to explain motor control of iso-
metric muscle contractions, i.e., the cortex sends a population-level
motor command that is modulated by the ~20-Hz sensorimotor
rhythm, and it dynamically adapts these commands based on the <3-Hz
fluctuations of proprioceptive feedback.

During isometric muscle contraction, the ~20-Hz component of the
mu rhythm is not only phase-coupled with EMG, but also with finger
tremor at ~20Hz recorded with an accelerometer (Airaksinen et al.,
2015) or with a force transducer (Bourguignon et al., 2017). This is likely
because ~20-Hz CMC entails rhythmic fluctuations in muscle activity,
which in turn induce subtle force fluctuations or tremor at ~20-Hz (see
Fig. 4 D & E). Although the amplitude of this tremor is extremely low in
healthy individuals, it is still high enough to activate proprioceptors such
as muscle spindles or Golgi tendon organs (Bourguignon et al., 2017). We
suggest that this ~20-Hz tremor might be at the origin of the afferent
contribution to CMC, and propose that such contribution should be
linked to CKC rather than to CMC per se.

CMC is occasionally seen at ~10Hz with weaker coupling levels than
at ~20Hz (Bourguignon et al., 2017; Marsden et al., 2001; Piitulainen
et al., 2015a; Salenius et al., 1997), supposedly corresponding to the
coupling with the ~10-Hz component of the mu rhythm (for details
about this mu rhythm component, see D�emas et al., 2019, and Hari and
Puce, 2017). The fact that this ~10-Hz coupling has a small amplitude
was also attributed to a possible specific blocking mechanism that would
prevent the motor pool from synchronizing with descending inputs at
~10Hz (Baker et al., 2003). Such a blocking mechanism could be in
place to prevent excess physiological tremor at ~10Hz (Baker et al.,
2003; Raethjen et al., 2000), a type of non-clinical tremor present in all
individuals (Gilbertson et al., 2005; Marshall and Walsh, 1956; McAuley
et al., 1997). But whether such tremor has a cortical origin remains
debated (see, e.g., Raethjen et al., 2002 for positive evidence in epilepsy
patients). Other more probable generators are spinal interneuronal sys-
tems (Allum et al., 1978; Elble and Koller, 1990) and subcortical oscil-
lating structures (Elble, 1996). Regardless of its origin, such tremor
should generate repetitive proprioceptive feedback that would result in
CKC-like coupling with EMG. In line with that, ~10-Hz movement dis-
continuities occurring during slow finger tracking movements produce
strong sensory feedback that lead to an afferent-driven coupling with M1
activity (Williams et al., 2009). In sum, it is unclear to what extent the
~10-Hz mu rhythm contributes to motor processes, and the origin of the
~10-Hz physiological tremor is likely multifactorial (McAuley and
Marsden, 2000). Accordingly, ~10-Hz CMC could reflect efferent-driven
coupling with the ~10-Hz component of the mu rhythm (i.e., a form of
CMC), afferent-driven coupling with ~10-Hz physiological tremor (i.e., a
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form of CKC), or a combination of both. Further empirical studies are
needed to clarify the involved mechanisms.

Finally, a form of CKC can be seen during isometric muscle contrac-
tions at the transition between two different force levels. In this situation,
significant ~9-Hz and 33–39-Hz coupling has been reported, but only
when there was an overshoot in contraction force (Mehrkanoon et al.,
2014). Accordingly, the ~9-Hz coupling is most likely an evoked
response or what we describe as CKC. Indeed, phase–frequency plots
suggested it entailed an afferent-driven coupling with a scalp distribution
more widespread than that at ~20Hz during isometric muscle contrac-
tion, in line with reports of multiple cortical generators of CKC (Bour-
guignon et al., 2012).

4.3. Corticomuscular coupling during movements

Past research has clearly demonstrated that CMC is abolished during
movements andmaximal right after movement stabilisation (Kilner et al.,
2003, 2000). This opened the possibility of measuring CMC during
phasic contraction.

The recent development of ambulatory EEG has made it possible to
investigate CMC and cortical oscillatory dynamics during walking
(Artoni et al., 2017; Boonstra et al., 2009; Bradford et al., 2016; Gwin
et al., 2011; Petersen et al., 2012; Roeder et al., 2018; Severens et al.,
2012; Sipp et al., 2013) and bicycling (Storzer et al., 2017, 2016), leading
to improved knowledge about cortical processes involved in walking or
cycling locomotion. Overall, these studies have demonstrated that
cortical power and CMC with low limb muscles increase during the
double stance period of the gait cycle in a wide frequency range
(4–45Hz) (Artoni et al., 2017; Bradford et al., 2016; Gwin et al., 2011;
Petersen et al., 2012; Roeder et al., 2018; Severens et al., 2012; Sipp
et al., 2013). Again, delay estimation implied that the SM1 cortex drives
the periphery at frequencies >8Hz (Artoni et al., 2017; Roeder et al.,
2018). Also, left and right mu power increases were shown to alternate
along the gait cycle (Bradford et al., 2016; Gwin et al., 2011; Severens
et al., 2012; Sipp et al., 2013). These results were taken as evidence that
the cortex is involved in gait control in humans.

In the walking studies, heel strike is expected to generate significant
tactile and proprioceptive responses phase locked with EMG activity.
Accordingly, the strong coherent responses at frequencies <8 Hz should
probably be considered to actually arise from CKC.

5. Limitations and perspectives

Most studies reviewed here rely on non-invasive human brain re-
cordings such as MEG or scalp EEG that are characterized by a low spatial
resolution that induces some confounding effects such as, e.g., linear
mixing of closely located neural sources. This is especially a problem for
studies focusing on the sensorimotor system, given the proximity of M1
and S1 cortices. This issue indeed complicates the proper assessment of
the respective sensory andmotor contributions to CMC and CKC. It is also
a specific problem for directionality analyses. Further studies relying on
intracranial recordings should therefore be performed to bring more
definite data supporting the respective functional roles of CMC and CKC
emerging from this review, and to confirm some of the hypotheses
developed in Section 4.

Pioneering works have started looking at the interplay between
multiple muscle activity for postural control (Kerkman et al., 2018).
Building on this, future research should strive to extent such work to
integrate brain, muscle and kinematic signals recorded from multiple
muscles/effectors in ecological motor actions such as locomotion or
skilled hand (e.g., writing, drawing, knitting) actions.

Finally, more studies bridging theoretical, modeling and empirical
research are needed in order to achieve a holistic view of the underlying
principles that govern brain-muscle and brain-movement interactions
(see, e.g., Todorov, 2000).

6. Conclusions

This review has highlighted that CKC and CMC are two clearly
distinct forms of brain–body interactions. CKC is the coupling between
activity of sensorimotor network nodes and various movement-related
signals driven by movement rhythmicity. It predominantly reflects the
cortical processing of proprioceptive feedback. It is especially salient
during dynamic motor actions, but also detectable during subtle and
unavoidable movements/tremors present during slow movements or
steady isometric contractions. Empirical findings suggest that ~20Hz
CMC occuring during isometric contraction is linked to the modulation of
the descending motor command by the ~20-Hz sensorimotor rhythm.
Finally, this review emphasizes that the study of brain-body interactions

Fig. 4. Corticokinematic coupling (CKC) during isometric contraction. Data are
from a subject included in Bourguignon et al. (2017), who performed an iso-
metric pinch contraction of 2–4 N with the right hand. A — Isometric muscle
contraction typically used to uncover cortex–muscle coupling (CMC). Through
the figure, black traces show the force signal and gray frames indicate the area
illustrated in the subsequent plot. B — Force signal low-pass filtered at 30 Hz in
a 4-s time window indicating that the contraction force is relatively stable. C —

Zoom on the force signal showing typical fluctuations dominant by frequencies
<3 Hz. These fluctuations generate sensory feedback at the origin of a CKC-type
of coupling. D — Zoom on force fluctuations at a shorter time-scale. E — Force
signal and corresponding EMG signal (gray trace) filtered through 15–30 Hz.
Fluctuations in EMG activity at ~20-Hz—which are mainly driven by the
sensorimotor rhythm at ~20Hz—induce subtle force fluctuations which could
be a source of CKC.
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during various motor actions should attempt to be more explicit about
the nature of the underlying central–peripheral coupling they capture
(e.g., coupling driven by movement rhythmicity or by the mu rhythm)
rather than focus on the method used to investigate these brain-body
interactions.
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The MEG project at the CUB Hôpital Erasme is financially supported
by the Fonds Erasme (Research convention “Les Voies du Savoir”, Fonds
Erasme, Brussels, Belgium).

We would like to warmly thank Professor Riitta Hari for her helpful
comments on the manuscript.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2019.116177.

References

Airaksinen, K., Lehti, T., Nurminen, J., Luoma, J., Helle, L., Taulu, S., Pekkonen, E.,
M€akel€a, J.P., 2015. Cortico-muscular coherence parallels coherence of postural
tremor and MEG during static muscle contraction. Neurosci. Lett. 602, 22–26.

Allum, J.H., Dietz, V., Freund, H.J., 1978. Neuronal mechanisms underlying physiological
tremor. J. Neurophysiol. 41, 557–571.

Androulidakis, A.G., Doyle, L.M.F., Gilbertson, T.P., Brown, P., 2006. Corrective
movements in response to displacements in visual feedback are more effective during
periods of 13-35 Hz oscillatory synchrony in the human corticospinal system. Eur. J.
Neurosci. 24, 3299–3304.

Androulidakis, A.G., Doyle, L.M.F., Yarrow, K., Litvak, V., Gilbertson, T.P., Brown, P.,
2007. Anticipatory changes in beta synchrony in the human corticospinal system and
associated improvements in task performance. Eur. J. Neurosci. 25, 3758–3765.

Artoni, F., Fanciullacci, C., Bertolucci, F., Panarese, A., Makeig, S., Micera, S., Chisari, C.,
2017. Unidirectional brain to muscle connectivity reveals motor cortex control of leg
muscles during stereotyped walking. Neuroimage 159, 403–416.

Ashe, J., Georgopoulos, A.P., 1994. Movement parameters and neural activity in motor
cortex and area 5. Cerebr. Cortex 4, 590–600.

Baker, S.N., 2007. Oscillatory interactions between sensorimotor cortex and the
periphery. Curr. Opin. Neurobiol. 17, 649–655.

Baker, S.N., Olivier, E., Lemon, R.N., 1997. Coherent oscillations in monkey motor cortex
and hand muscle EMG show task-dependent modulation. J. Physiol. 501, 225–241.

Baker, S.N., Pinches, E.M., Lemon, R.N., 2003. Synchronization in monkey motor cortex
during a precision grip task. II. effect of oscillatory activity on corticospinal output.
J. Neurophysiol. 89, 1941–1953.

Boonstra, T.W., 2013. The potential of corticomuscular and intermuscular coherence for
research on human motor control. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7, 855.

Boonstra, T.W., Breakspear, M., 2012. Neural mechanisms of intermuscular coherence:
implications for the rectification of surface electromyography. J. Neurophysiol. 107,
796–807.

Boonstra, T.W., van Wijk, B.C.M., Praamstra, P., Daffertshofer, A., 2009. Corticomuscular
and bilateral EMG coherence reflect distinct aspects of neural synchronization.
Neurosci. Lett. 463, 17–21.

Bourguignon, M., De Ti�ege, X., Op de Beeck, M., Van Bogaert, P., Goldman, S.,
Jousm€aki, V., Hari, R., 2013a. Primary motor cortex and cerebellum are coupled with
the kinematics of observed hand movements. Neuroimage 66, 500–507.

Bourguignon, M., De Ti�ege, X., Op de Beeck, M., Pirotte, B., Van Bogaert, P., Goldman, S.,
Hari, R., Jousm€aki, V., 2011. Functional motor-cortex mapping using
corticokinematic coherence. Neuroimage 55, 1475–1479.

Bourguignon, M., Jousm€aki, V., Marty, B., Wens, V., Op de Beeck, M., Van Bogaert, P.,
Nouali, M., Metens, T., Lubicz, B., Lefranc, F., Bruneau, M., De Witte, O., Goldman, S.,
De Ti�ege, X., 2013b. Comprehensive functional mapping scheme for non-invasive
primary sensorimotor cortex mapping. Brain Topogr. 26, 511–523.

Bourguignon, M., Jousm€aki, V., Op de Beeck, M., Van Bogaert, P., Goldman, S., De
Ti�ege, X., 2012. Neuronal network coherent with hand kinematics during fast
repetitive hand movements. Neuroimage 59, 1684–1691.

Bourguignon, M., Molinaro, N., Lizarazu, M., Taulu, S., Jousm€aki, V., Lallier, M.,
Carreiras, M., De Ti�ege, X., 2019. Neocortical activity tracks syllable and phrasal
structure of self-produced speech during reading aloud. BioRxiv 744151.

Bourguignon, M., Piitulainen, H., De Ti�ege, X., Jousm€aki, V., Hari, R., 2015.
Corticokinematic coherence mainly reflects movement-induced proprioceptive
feedback. Neuroimage 106, 382–390.

Bourguignon, M., Piitulainen, H., Smeds, E., Zhou, G., Jousm€aki, V., Hari, R., 2017. MEG
insight into the spectral dynamics underlying steady isometric muscle contraction.
J. Neurosci. 37, 10421–10437.

Bradberry, T.J., Rong, F., Contreras-Vidal, J.L., 2009. Decoding center-out hand velocity
from MEG signals during visuomotor adaptation. Neuroimage 47, 1691–1700.

Bradford, J.C., Lukos, J.R., Ferris, D.P., 2016. Electrocortical activity distinguishes
between uphill and level walking in humans. J. Neurophysiol. 115, 958–966.

Brown, P., Salenius, S., Rothwell, J.C., Hari, R., 1998. Cortical correlate of the piper
rhythm in humans. J. Neurophysiol. 80, 2911–2917.

Caminiti, R., Johnson, P.B., Urbano, A., 1990. Making arm movements within different
parts of space: dynamic aspects in the primate motor cortex. J. Neurosci. 10,
2039–2058.

Carmena, J.M., Lebedev, M.A., Crist, R.E., O’Doherty, J.E., Santucci, D.M., Dimitrov, D.F.,
Patil, P.G., Henriquez, C.S., Nicolelis, M.A.L., 2003. Learning to control a brain-
machine interface for reaching and grasping by primates. PLoS Biol. 1, E42.

Conway, B.A., Halliday, D.M., Farmer, S.F., Shahani, U., Maas, P., Weir, A.I.,
Rosenberg, J.R., 1995. Synchronization between motor cortex and spinal
motoneuronal pool during the performance of a maintained motor task in man.
J. Physiol. 489, 917–924.

Cremoux, S., Tallet, J., Dal Maso, F., Berton, E., Amarantini, D., 2017. Impaired
corticomuscular coherence during isometric elbow flexion contractions in humans
with cervical spinal cord injury. Eur. J. Neurosci. 46, 1991–2000.

Dal Maso, F., Longcamp, M., Cremoux, S., Amarantini, D., 2017. Effect of training status
on beta-range corticomuscular coherence in agonist vs. antagonist muscles during
isometric knee contractions. Exp. Brain Res. 235, 3023–3031.

D�emas, J., Bourguignon, M., P�erivier, M., De Ti�ege, X., Dinomais, M., Van Bogaert, P.,
2019. Mu rhythm: state of the art with special focus on cerebral palsy. Ann. Phys.
Rehabil. 30094–30096.

Desmyttere, G., Mathieu, E., Begon, M., Simoneau-Buessinger, E., Cremoux, S., 2018.
Effect of the phase of force production on corticomuscular coherence with agonist
and antagonist muscles. Eur. J. Neurosci. 48, 3288–3298.

Dipietro, L., Poizner, H., Krebs, H.I., 2011. EEG correlates of submovements. Conf. Proc.
IEEE Eng. Med. Biol. Soc. 2011 7429–7432.

Elble, R.J., 1996. Central mechanisms of tremor. J. Clin. Neurophysiol. 13, 133–144.
Elble, R.J., Koller, W.C., 1990. Tremor.
Engel, A.K., Fries, P., 2010. Beta-band oscillations–signalling the status quo? Curr. Opin.

Neurobiol. 20, 156–165.
Farina, D., Negro, F., Jiang, N., 2013. Identification of common synaptic inputs to motor

neurons from the rectified electromyogram. J. Physiol. 591, 2403–2418.
Farmer, S.F., Bremner, F.D., Halliday, D.M., Rosenberg, J.R., Stephens, J.A., 1993a. The

frequency content of common synaptic inputs to motoneurones studied during
voluntary isometric contraction in man. J. Physiol. 470, 127–155.

Farmer, S.F., Swash, M., Ingram, D.A., Stephens, J.A., 1993b. Changes in motor unit
synchronization following central nervous lesions in man. J. Physiol. 463, 83–105.

Feingold, J., Gibson, D.J., DePasquale, B., Graybiel, A.M., 2015. Bursts of beta oscillation
differentiate postperformance activity in the striatum and motor cortex of monkeys
performing movement tasks. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 112, 13687–13692.

Galea, M.P., Darian-Smith, I., 1994. Multiple corticospinal neuron populations in the
macaque monkey are specified by their unique cortical origins, spinal terminations,
and connections. Cerebr. Cortex 4, 166–194.

Gastaut, H., 1952. [Electrocorticographic study of the reactivity of rolandic rhythm]. Rev.
Neurol. 87, 176–182.

Gerloff, C., Braun, C., Staudt, M., Hegner, Y.L., Dichgans, J., Kr€ageloh-Mann, I., 2006.
Coherent corticomuscular oscillations originate from primary motor cortex: evidence
from patients with early brain lesions. Hum. Brain Mapp. 27, 789–798.

Gerstner, W., van Hemmen, J.L., Cowan, J.D., 1996. What matters in neuronal locking?
Neural Comput. 8, 1653–1676.

Gilbertson, T., Lalo, E., Doyle, L., Di Lazzaro, V., Cioni, B., Brown, P., 2005. Existing motor
state is favored at the expense of new movement during 13-35 Hz oscillatory
synchrony in the human corticospinal system. J. Neurosci. 25, 7771–7779.

Goldring, S., Ratcheson, R., 1972. Human motor cortex: sensory input data from single
neuron recordings. Science 175, 1493–1495.

Gross, J., Tass, P.A., Salenius, S., Hari, R., Freund, H.J., Schnitzler, A., 2000. Cortico-
muscular synchronization during isometric muscle contraction in humans as revealed
by magnetoencephalography. J. Physiol. 527, 623–631.

Gross, J., Timmermann, L., Kujala, J., Dirks, M., Schmitz, F., Salmelin, R., Schnitzler, A.,
2002. The neural basis of intermittent motor control in humans. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
U.S.A. 99, 2299–2302.

Gwin, J.T., Ferris, D.P., 2012. Beta- and gamma-range human lower limb corticomuscular
coherence. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 6, 258.

Gwin, J.T., Gramann, K., Makeig, S., Ferris, D.P., 2011. Electrocortical activity is coupled
to gait cycle phase during treadmill walking. Neuroimage 54, 1289–1296.

Halliday, D.M., Farmer, S.F., 2010. On the need for rectification of surface EMG.
J. Neurophysiol. 103, 3547.

Halliday, D.M., Rosenberg, J.R., Amjad, A.M., Breeze, P., Conway, B.A., Farmer, S.F.,
1995. A framework for the analysis of mixed time series/point process data–theory

M. Bourguignon et al. NeuroImage 203 (2019) 116177

8

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2019.116177
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2019.116177
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref49


and application to the study of physiological tremor, single motor unit discharges and
electromyograms. Prog. Biophys. Mol. Biol. 64, 237–278.

Hall, T.M., de Carvalho, F., Jackson, A., 2014. A common structure underlies low-
frequency cortical dynamics in movement, sleep, and sedation. Neuron 83,
1185–1199.

Hari, R., Bourguignon, M., Piitulainen, H., Smeds, E., De Tiege, X., Jousmaki, V., 2014.
Human primary motor cortex is both activated and stabilized during observation of
other person’s phasic motor actions. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 369.

Hari, R., Puce, A., 2017. MEG-EEG Primer. Oxford University Press.
Hari, R., Salenius, S., 1999. Rhythmical corticomotor communication. Neuroreport 10,

R1–R10.
Jasper, H., Penfield, W., 1949. Electrocorticograms in man: effect of voluntary movement

upon the electrical activity of the precentral gyrus. Archiv für Psychiatrie und
Nervenkrankheiten 183, 163–174.

Jerbi, K.,-P., Lachaux, J., N’Diaye, K., Pantazis, D., Leahy, R.M., Garnero, L., Baillet, S.,
2007. Coherent neural representation of hand speed in humans revealed by MEG
imaging. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 104, 7676–7681.

Kakuda, N., Nagaoka, M., Wessberg, J., 1999. Common modulation of motor unit pairs
during slow wrist movement in man. J. Physiol. 520, 929–940.

Kerkman, J.N., Daffertshofer, A., Gollo, L.L., Breakspear, M., Boonstra, T.W., 2018.
Network structure of the human musculoskeletal system shapes neural interactions
on multiple time scales. Sci Adv 4 eaat0497.

Kettner, R.E., Schwartz, A.B., Georgopoulos, A.P., 1988. Primate motor cortex and free
arm movements to visual targets in three-dimensional space. III. Positional gradients
and population coding of movement direction from various movement origins.
J. Neurosci. 8, 2938–2947.

Kilavik, B.E., Zaepffel, M., Brovelli, A., MacKay, W.A., Riehle, A., 2013. The ups and
downs of beta oscillations in sensorimotor cortex. Exp. Neurol. 245, 15–26.

Kilner, J.M., Baker, S.N., Salenius, S., Hari, R., Lemon, R.N., 2000. Human cortical muscle
coherence is directly related to specific motor parameters. J. Neurosci. 20,
8838–8845.

Kilner, J.M., Fisher, R.J., Lemon, R.N., 2004. Coupling of oscillatory activity between
muscles is strikingly reduced in a deafferented subject compared with normal
controls. J. Neurophysiol. 92, 790–796.

Kilner, J.M., Salenius, S., Baker, S.N., Jackson, A., Hari, R., Lemon, R.N., 2003. Task-
dependent modulations of cortical oscillatory activity in human subjects during a
bimanual precision grip task. Neuroimage 18, 67–73.

Kristeva-Feige, R., Fritsch, C., Timmer, J., Lücking, C.-H., 2002. Effects of attention and
precision of exerted force on beta range EEG-EMG synchronization during a
maintained motor contraction task. Clin. Neurophysiol. 113, 124–131.

Kristeva, R., Patino, L., Omlor, W., 2007. Beta-range cortical motor spectral power and
corticomuscular coherence as a mechanism for effective corticospinal interaction
during steady-state motor output. Neuroimage 36, 785–792.

Lim, M., Kim, J.S., Kim, M., Chung, C.K., 2014. Ascending beta oscillation from finger
muscle to sensorimotor cortex contributes to enhanced steady-state isometric
contraction in humans. Clin. Neurophysiol. 125, 2036–2045.

Lolli, V., Rovai, A., Trotta, N., Bourguignon, M., Goldman, S., Sadeghi, N., Jousm€aki, V.,
De Ti�ege, X., 2019. MRI-compatible pneumatic stimulator for sensorimotor mapping.
J. Neurosci. Methods 313, 29–36.

Mackay, W.A., 1997. Synchronized neuronal oscillations and their role in motor
processes. Trends Cogn. Sci. 1, 176–183.

Maezawa, H., Mima, T., Yazawa, S., Matsuhashi, M., Shiraishi, H., Hirai, Y.,
Funahashi, M., 2014. Contralateral dominance of corticomuscular coherence for both
sides of the tongue during human tongue protrusion: an MEG study. Neuroimage 101,
245–255.

Marsden, J.F., Brown, P., Salenius, S., 2001. Involvement of the sensorimotor cortex in
physiological force and action tremor. Neuroreport 12, 1937–1941.

Marshall, J., Walsh, E.G., 1956. Physiological tremor. J. Neurol. Neurosurg. Psychiatry
19, 260–267.

Marty, B., Bourguignon, M., Jousm€aki, V., Wens, V., Op de Beeck, M., Van Bogaert, P.,
Goldman, S., Hari, R., De Ti�ege, X., 2015a. Cortical kinematic processing of executed
and observed goal-directed hand actions. Neuroimage 119, 221–228.

Marty, B., Bourguignon, M., Op de Beeck, M., Wens, V., Goldman, S., Van Bogaert, P.,
Jousm€aki, V., De Ti�ege, X., 2015b. Effect of movement rate on corticokinematic
coherence. Neurophysiol. Clin. 45, 469–474.

Marty, B., Naeije, G., Bourguignon, M., Wens, V., Jousm€aki, V., Lynch, D.R., Gaetz, W.,
Goldman, S., Hari, R., Pandolfo, M., De Ti�ege, X., 2019. Evidence for genetically
determined degeneration of proprioceptive tracts in Friedreich ataxia. Neurology 92,
e116–e124.

Marty, B., Wens, V., Bourguignon, M., Naeije, G., Goldman, S., Jousm€aki, V., De Ti�ege, X.,
2018. Neuromagnetic cerebellar activity entrains to the kinematics of executed finger
movements. Cerebellum 17, 531–539.

McAuley, J.H., Farmer, S.F., Rothwell, J.C., Marsden, C.D., 1999. Common 3 and 10 Hz
oscillations modulate human eye and finger movements while they simultaneously
track a visual target. J. Physiol. 515, 905–917.

McAuley, J.H., Marsden, C.D., 2000. Physiological and pathological tremors and rhythmic
central motor control. Brain 123, 1545–1567.

McAuley, J.H., Rothwell, J.C., Marsden, C.D., 1997. Frequency peaks of tremor, muscle
vibration and electromyographic activity at 10 Hz, 20 Hz and 40 Hz during human
finger muscle contraction may reflect rhythmicities of central neural firing. Exp.
Brain Res. 114, 525–541.

McClelland, V.M., Cvetkovic, Z., Mills, K.R., 2014. Inconsistent effects of EMG
rectification on coherence analysis. J. Physiol. 592, 249–250.

McClelland, V.M., Cvetkovic, Z., Mills, K.R., 2012. Rectification of the EMG is an
unnecessary and inappropriate step in the calculation of Corticomuscular coherence.
J. Neurosci. Methods 205, 190–201.

Mehring, C., Rickert, J., Vaadia, E., Cardosa de Oliveira, S., Aertsen, A., Rotter, S., 2003.
Inference of hand movements from local field potentials in monkey motor cortex.
Nat. Neurosci. 6, 1253–1254.

Mehrkanoon, S., Breakspear, M., Boonstra, T.W., 2014. The reorganization of
corticomuscular coherence during a transition between sensorimotor states.
Neuroimage 100, 692–702.

Mendez-Balbuena, I., Huethe, F., Schulte-M€onting, J., Leonhart, R., Manjarrez, E.,
Kristeva, R., 2012. Corticomuscular coherence reflects interindividual differences in
the state of the corticomuscular network during low-level static and dynamic forces.
Cerebr. Cortex 22, 628–638.

Mima, T., Hallett, M., 1999. Corticomuscular coherence: a review. J. Clin. Neurophysiol.
16, 501–511.

Mima, T., Simpkins, N., Oluwatimilehin, T., Hallett, M., 1999. Force level modulates
human cortical oscillatory activities. Neurosci. Lett. 275, 77–80.

Moran, D.W., Schwartz, A.B., 1999. Motor cortical representation of speed and direction
during reaching. J. Neurophysiol. 82, 2676–2692.

Murayama, N., Lin, Y.Y., Salenius, S., Hari, R., 2001. Oscillatory interaction between
human motor cortex and trunk muscles during isometric contraction. Neuroimage 14,
1206–1213.

Murthy, V.N., Fetz, E.E., 1996. Synchronization of neurons during local field potential
oscillations in sensorimotor cortex of awake monkeys. J. Neurophysiol. 76,
3968–3982.

Murthy, V.N., Fetz, E.E., 1992. Coherent 25- to 35-Hz oscillations in the sensorimotor
cortex of awake behaving monkeys. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 89, 5670–5674.

Myers, L.J., Lowery, M., O’Malley, M., Vaughan, C.L., Heneghan, C., St Clair Gibson, A.,
Harley, Y.X.R., Sreenivasan, R., 2003. Rectification and non-linear pre-processing of
EMG signals for cortico-muscular analysis. J. Neurosci. Methods 124, 157–165.

Negro, F., Keenan, K., Farina, D., 2015. Power spectrum of the rectified EMG: when and
why is rectification beneficial for identifying neural connectivity? J. Neural Eng. 12,
036008.

Neto, O.P., Christou, E.A., 2010. Rectification of the EMG signal impairs the identification
of oscillatory input to the muscle. J. Neurophysiol. 103, 1093–1103.

Ohara, S., Nagamine, T., Ikeda, A., Kunieda, T., Matsumoto, R., Taki, W., Hashimoto, N.,
Baba, K., Mihara, T., Salenius, S., Shibasaki, H., 2000.
Electrocorticogram–electromyogram coherence during isometric contraction of hand
muscle in human. Clin. Neurophysiol. 111, 2014–2024.

O’Suilleabhain, P.E., Lagerlund, T.D., Matsumoto, J.Y., 1999. Cortical potentials at the
frequency of absolute wrist velocity become phase-locked during slow sinusoidal
tracking movements. Exp. Brain Res. 126, 529–535.

Oya, T., Takei, T., Seki, K., 2019. Distinct sensorimotor feedback loops for dynamic and
static control of primate precision grip. BioRxiv 640201.

Petersen, T.H., Willerslev-Olsen, M., Conway, B.A., Nielsen, J.B., 2012. The motor cortex
drives the muscles during walking in human subjects. J. Physiol. 590, 2443–2452.

Pfurtscheller, G., Neuper, C., 1997. Motor imagery activates primary sensorimotor area in
humans. Neurosci. Lett. 239, 65–68.

Piitulainen, H., Botter, A., Bourguignon, M., Jousm€aki, V., Hari, R., 2015a. Spatial
variability in cortex-muscle coherence investigated with magnetoencephalography
and high-density surface electromyography. J. Neurophysiol. 114, 2843–2853.

Piitulainen, H., Bourguignon, M., De Ti�ege, X., Hari, R., Jousm€aki, V., 2013a. Coherence
between magnetoencephalography and hand-action-related acceleration, force,
pressure, and electromyogram. Neuroimage 72, 83–90.

Piitulainen, H., Bourguignon, M., De Ti�ege, X., Hari, R., Jousm€aki, V., 2013b.
Corticokinematic coherence during active and passive finger movements.
Neuroscience 238, 361–370.

Piitulainen, H., Bourguignon, M., Hari, R., Jousm€aki, V., 2015b. MEG-compatible
pneumatic stimulator to elicit passive finger and toe movements. Neuroimage 112,
310–317.

Piitulainen, H., Bourguignon, M., Smeds, E., De Ti�ege, X., Jousm€aki, V., Hari, R., 2015c.
Phasic stabilization of motor output after auditory and visual distractors. Hum. Brain
Mapp. 36, 5168–5182.

Pohja, M., Salenius, S., 2003. Modulation of cortex-muscle oscillatory interaction by
ischaemia-induced deafferentation. Neuroreport 14, 321–324.

Pohja, M., Salenius, S., Hari, R., 2005. Reproducibility of cortex-muscle coherence.
Neuroimage 26, 764–770.

Pollok, B., Gross, J., Dirks, M., Timmermann, L., Schnitzler, A., 2004a. The cerebral
oscillatory network of voluntary tremor. J. Physiol. 554, 871–878.

Pollok, B., Gross, J., Müller, K., Aschersleben, G., Schnitzler, A., 2005. The cerebral
oscillatory network associated with auditorily paced finger movements. Neuroimage
24, 646–655.

Pollok, B., Müller, K., Aschersleben, G., Schnitzler, A., Prinz, W., 2004b. The role of the
primary somatosensory cortex in an auditorily paced finger tapping task. Exp. Brain
Res. 156, 111–117.

Raethjen, J., Lindemann, M., Dümpelmann, M., Wenzelburger, R., Stolze, H., Pfister, G.,
Elger, C.E., Timmer, J., Deuschl, G., 2002. Corticomuscular coherence in the 6-15 Hz
band: is the cortex involved in the generation of physiologic tremor? Exp. Brain Res.
142, 32–40.

Raethjen, J., Pawlas, F., Lindemann, M., Wenzelburger, R., Deuschl, G., 2000.
Determinants of physiologic tremor in a large normal population. Clin. Neurophysiol.
111, 1825–1837.

Reina, G.A., Anthony Reina, G., Moran, D.W., Schwartz, A.B., 2001. On the relationship
between joint angular velocity and motor cortical discharge during reaching.
J. Neurophysiol. 85, 2576–2589.

Riddle, C.N., Baker, S.N., 2005. Manipulation of peripheral neural feedback loops alters
human corticomuscular coherence. J. Physiol. 566, 625–639.

Rizzolatti, G., Luppino, G., Matelli, M., 1998. The organization of the cortical motor
system: new concepts. Electroencephalogr. Clin. Neurophysiol. 106, 283–296.

M. Bourguignon et al. NeuroImage 203 (2019) 116177

9

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref94
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref94
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref111


Roeder, L., Boonstra, T.W., Smith, S.S., Kerr, G.K., 2018. Dynamics of corticospinal motor
control during overground and treadmill walking in humans. J. Neurophysiol. 120,
1017–1031.

Ruspantini, I., Saarinen, T., Belardinelli, P., Jalava, A., Parviainen, T., Kujala, J.,
Salmelin, R., 2012. Corticomuscular coherence is tuned to the spontaneous
rhythmicity of speech at 2-3 Hz. J. Neurosci. 32, 3786–3790.

Salenius, S., Hari, R., 2003. Synchronous cortical oscillatory activity during motor action.
Curr. Opin. Neurobiol. 13, 678–684.

Salenius, S., Portin, K., Kajola, M., Salmelin, R., Hari, R., 1997. Cortical control of human
motoneuron firing during isometric contraction. J. Neurophysiol. 77, 3401–3405.

Salenius, S., Salmelin, R., Neuper, C., Pfurtscheller, G., Hari, R., 1996. Human cortical 40
Hz rhythm is closely related to EMG rhythmicity. Neurosci. Lett. 213, 75–78.

Schnitzler, A., Salenius, S., Salmelin, R., Jousm€aki, V., Hari, R., 1997. Involvement of
primary motor cortex in motor imagery: a neuromagnetic study. Neuroimage 6,
201–208.

Schoffelen, J.-M., Poort, J., Oostenveld, R., Fries, P., 2011. Selective movement
preparation is subserved by selective increases in corticomuscular gamma-band
coherence. J. Neurosci. 31, 6750–6758.

Severens, M., Nienhuis, B., Desain, P., Duysens, J., 2012. Feasibility of measuring event
related desynchronization with electroencephalography during walking. Conf. Proc.
IEEE Eng. Med. Biol. Soc. 2012 2764–2767.

Sipp, A.R., Gwin, J.T., Makeig, S., Ferris, D.P., 2013. Loss of balance during balance beam
walking elicits a multifocal theta band electrocortical response. J. Neurophysiol. 110,
2050–2060.

Sridharan, K.S., Højlund, A., Lisbjerg Johnsen, E., Aagaard Sunde, N., Beniczky, S.,
Østergaard, K., 2019. Electromagnetic mapping of the effects of deep brain
stimulation and dopaminergic medication on movement-related cortical activity and
corticomuscular coherence in Parkinson’s disease bioRxiv 657882.

Stancak, A., Raij, T.T., Pohja, M., Forss, N., Hari, R., 2005. Oscillatory motor cortex-
muscle coupling during painful laser and nonpainful tactile stimulation. Neuroimage
26, 793–800.

Storzer, L., Butz, M., Hirschmann, J., Abbasi, O., Gratkowski, M., Saupe, D., Schnitzler, A.,
Dalal, S.S., 2016. Bicycling and walking are associated with different cortical
oscillatory dynamics. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 10, 61.

Storzer, L., Butz, M., Hirschmann, J., Abbasi, O., Gratkowski, M., Saupe, D., Vesper, J.,
Dalal, S.S., Schnitzler, A., 2017. Bicycling suppresses abnormal beta synchrony in the
Parkinsonian basal ganglia. Ann. Neurol. 82, 592–601.

Tan, H., Wade, C., Brown, P., 2016. Post-movement beta activity in sensorimotor cortex
indexes confidence in the estimations from internal models. J. Neurosci. 36,
1516–1528.

Tecchio, F., Zappasodi, F., Melgari, J.M., Porcaro, C., Cassetta, E., Rossini, P.M., 2006.
Sensory-motor interaction in primary hand cortical areas: a
magnetoencephalography assessment. Neuroscience 141, 533–542.

Todorov, E., 2000. Direct cortical control of muscle activation in voluntary arm
movements: a model. Nat. Neurosci. 3, 391–398.

Tsujimoto, T., Mima, T., Shimazu, H., Isomura, Y., 2009. Directional organization of
sensorimotor oscillatory activity related to the electromyogram in the monkey. Clin.
Neurophysiol. 120, 1168–1173.

Ushiyama, J., Takahashi, Y., Ushiba, J., 2010. Muscle dependency of corticomuscular
coherence in upper and lower limb muscles and training-related alterations in ballet
dancers and weightlifters. J. Appl. Physiol. 109, 1086–1095.

Valero-Cabr�e, A., Amengual, J.L., Stengel, C., Pascual-Leone, A., Coubard, O.A., 2017.
Transcranial magnetic stimulation in basic and clinical neuroscience: a
comprehensive review of fundamental principles and novel insights. Neurosci.
Biobehav. Rev. 83, 381–404.

Vallbo, A., Olausson, H., Wessberg, J., Norrsell, U., 1993. A system of unmyelinated
afferents for innocuous mechanoreception in the human skin. Brain Res. 628,
301–304.

van de Steeg, C., Daffertshofer, A., Stegeman, D.F., Boonstra, T.W., 2014. High-density
surface electromyography improves the identification of oscillatory synaptic inputs to
motoneurons. J. Appl. Physiol. 116, 1263–1271.

Vigneswaran, G., Philipp, R., Lemon, R.N., Kraskov, A., 2013. M1 corticospinal mirror
neurons and their role in movement suppression during action observation. Curr.
Biol. 23, 236–243.

Ward, N.J., Farmer, S.F., Berthouze, L., Halliday, D.M., 2013. Rectification of EMG in low
force contractions improves detection of motor unit coherence in the beta-frequency
band. J. Neurophysiol. 110, 1744–1750.

Williams, E.R., Soteropoulos, D.S., Baker, S.N., 2009. Coherence between motor cortical
activity and peripheral discontinuities during slow finger movements.
J. Neurophysiol. 102, 1296–1309.

Witham, C.L., Nicholas Riddle, C., Baker, M.R., Baker, S.N., 2011. Contributions of
descending and ascending pathways to corticomuscular coherence in humans.
J. Physiol. 589, 3789–3800.

Witham, C.L., Wang, M., Baker, S.N., 2010. Corticomuscular coherence between motor
cortex, somatosensory areas and forearm muscles in the monkey. Front. Syst.
Neurosci. 4, 38. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnsys.2010.00038.

Witte, M., Patino, L., Andrykiewicz, A., Hepp-Reymond, M.-C., Kristeva, R., 2007.
Modulation of human corticomuscular beta-range coherence with low-level static
forces. Eur. J. Neurosci. 26, 3564–3570.

Yao, B., Salenius, S., Yue, G.H., Brown, R.W., Liu, J.Z., 2007. Effects of surface EMG
rectification on power and coherence analyses: an EEG and MEG study. J. Neurosci.
Methods 159, 215–223.

Yousry, T.A., Schmid, U.D., Alkadhi, H., Schmidt, D., Peraud, A., Buettner, A., Winkler, P.,
1997. Localization of the motor hand area to a knob on the precentral gyrus. A new
landmark. Brain 120, 141–157.

M. Bourguignon et al. NeuroImage 203 (2019) 116177

10

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref134
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref134
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref134
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref134
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref136
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref136
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref136
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref136
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnsys.2010.00038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref139
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref139
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref139
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref139
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(19)30768-2/sref140

