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Abstract

Introduction: Spasticity is a major problem in multiple sclerosis (MS) patients directly affecting their quality of life.
Despite having many treatment modalities, the clinical effectiveness of these modalities is at best modest.

Aim of the Study: The aim of this study was to test the effectiveness of repetitive peripheral magnetic stimulation
(rpms) in decreasing spasticity and painful cramps in the lower extremities of MS patients. A secondary objective
was to know whether this postulated improvement would result in an increase in the speed of walking of these
patients.

Patients and Methods: Twenty six MS cases were randomly assigned either to 6 sessions of active 1 Hz rpms
over the paravertebral region bilaterally (Group 1; n=18) or to sham stimulation (Group 2; n=8). Outcome measures
included the Modified Ashworth Scale (MAS) for spasticity, self-reported spasm frequency and degree of pain
associated with it, generalized body pains and 25 feet walking test. All measures were examined at baseline, after
the end of treatment, and 2 and 4 weeks later. EDSS of all study patients did not exceed 6.5.

Results: There was no significant difference between the two studied groups at baseline. There was a significant
difference between the two study groups in terms of muscle spasticity tested by MAS (p= 0.05), and spasm
frequency and intensity (p<0.0001 for both). There was no significant difference between the two study groups in
terms of duration taken to complete the 25 feet test or generalized body pain. There was no significant difference
between relapsing remitting and secondary progressive MS cases receiving active stimulation.

Conclusions: Rpms helps ameliorating MS related spasticity and muscle spasms. Further studies are needed to
look into the effects of this improvement on the quality of life and the activities of daily living of those patients.
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Introduction
Multiple sclerosis (MS) is the most common cause of physical

disability in young adults [1].

More than two thirds of MS patients have moderate to severe
spasticity that may present as muscle hypertonia or as sudden painful
muscle cramps. There is a direct correlation between the severity of
spasticity and the overall degree of disability and quality of life
impairment [2].

Management of spasticity includes drug treatments [3], botulinum
toxin injection for focal spasticity [4], and intrathecal baclofen [5].
Non pharmacological management is also considered, and this
includes physical therapy [6], transcutaneous electric nerve
stimulation [7], and non-invasive brain stimulation [8]. Surgery might
be an option in refractory cases [9]. Despite the abundance of
modalities available for the management of MS related spasticity, there
is limited evidence to the efficacy of any of them [10].

Repetitive peripheral magnetic stimulation (rpms) over nerves,
roots or muscle is gaining popularity as a safe and painless tool that

may help in restoring motor control through activation of sensory
proprioceptive fibers [11]. Several studies addressed the effect of rpms
on decreasing spasticity and hence improving motor control. Most of
these studies were open label, with variable targets of stimulation and
outcome measures used [12-14].

The first study was done by Nielsen and colleagues in 1996. His
group investigated the effect of 14 sessions of midline dorsal 25 Hz
rpms in a group of MS patients. His patients demonstrated a decrease
in muscle tone that reverted back to normal in one week [12]. Other
studies used quasi-experimental or single case studies protocols.
Different rpms stimulation parameters were used. Except for one
study [13], only one stimulation session was delivered. All studies
seemed to show a positive ill-sustained effect on spasticity and at times
better motor control in cases with spinal cord injury due to MS or
other disorders. (this paragraph was originally in the discussion
section, we moved it to introduction as requested).

Aim of the Study
We hypothesized that rpms applied over the lumbar nerve roots

would decrease muscle spasticity, pain frequency and intensity of
cramps in a group of MS patients, and may hence improve their
walking speed.
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Methods
Thirty adult MS cases were recruited from the MS unit at Ain

Shams university hospitals in the period between October 2012 and
July 2013. MS diagnosis was made according to McDonald’s criteria
2010 [15]. All types of MS were included in the study provided that
their Expanded Disability Status Scale (EDSS) [16] score was less than
or equal 6.5. They all had spasticity grade 1+, 2 or 3 according to
modified Ashworth scale (MAS) [17], refractory to oral medications
for at least 3 months. All patients were transcranial magnetic
stimulation naive. Cases with fixed contractures were excluded as well
as pregnant ladies, cases with implanted pacemakers or metallic
devices. There was no change in medical treatment during the study
period.

Patients were randomized using a computer generated sequence
into an active treatment group (Group 1; n=20) who received 6
sessions of active 1 Hz rpms at a fixed intensity of 45% applied
bilaterally at L2-4 spinal roots, 2 cm from midline. The sessions were
received on alternate days over a period of two weeks, total of 6
sessions. Group 2 (Sham group; n=10) received the same protocol of
treatment but the coil was placed at a right angle to the back muscles.
Stimulation was done using a Dantec-Maglite magnetic stimulator
with a figure of eight coil.

Follow up was done using MAS (that was calculated as half the sum
of MAS on left and right knee), and 25 foot walking test [18]
(participants were timed as they walked the 25 feet distance then
turning and walking back the same distance) Both were done at
baseline, after 2 weeks (on the same day of the last stimulation
session), and two and four weeks later. According to 2009 revised
EFNS guidelines, history and the use of diaries are among the most
practical ways to follow up neuropathic pain [19]. Therefore, patients
were instructed to keep track of their spasm frequency and intensity
(how painful the spasm was) and to report their observations using a
diary on a scale from 0-10. Patients were also instructed to report any
other type of body pain that, to the best of their knowledge was not
related to the site or the time of occurrence of a spasm. Participants
were requested to report these symptoms starting one week before
starting rpms and through the study period. All assessments, including
the EDSS, were done by an independent neurologist in the MS unit
who was blinded to the intervention given.

All patients completed the study except for two patients in the
group 1 and two in group 2 who did not complete the follow ups

Statistical analysis
The collected data were statistically analyzed using SPSS statistical

software (version 18). Descriptive statistics [mean and standard
deviation] were used to assess the demographic data of the all patients.
Oneway ANOVA and Chi square tests were used to compare both
groups at baseline. Repeated measures ANOVA was used to compare
between the different variables measured in the two groups across the
four time points of the study.

The significance level was assumed at p<0.05 and high significance
level at p <0.01.

Results
The sample included 17 females and 9 males. The mean age of the

studied sample was 32.7 (±9.7). Twenty cases had Relapsing Remitting
multiple sclerosis (RRMS) while 6 had secondary progressive multiple

sclerosis (SPMS). The sample was randomly assigned to an active
treatment group (A) and a sham control group (B). The characteristics
of the study sample are illustrated in Table 1. There was no statistically
significant difference between the two study groups at baseline.

Variable Group A [n=18]

[mean ± SD]

Group B [n=8]

[mean ± SD]

Age 34.6 ± 9.2 32 ± 11.2

Gender [female/male] 14/4 4/4

MS type [RR/SP] 13/5 6/2

Duration of illness [years] 7.9 ± 5 5.8 ± 3.2

Number of attacks 5.8 ± 2.6 4.9 ± 2.4

EDSS 5.1 ± 1.2 5.2 ± 1.2

MAS 2 ± 0.5 1.7 ± 0.6

25 foot walking test duration in
seconds

33.2 ± 36.6 40.8 ± 37.9

Pain intensity 4.4 ± 2.7 3.9 ± 3.4

Spasm frequency per day 3.7 ± 1.9 3.4 ± 1.7

Spasm intensity 5.8 ± 1.7 4.8 ± 1

Table 1: Demographics of the two treatment groups.

Regarding MAS, repeated measures ANOVA showed a significant
difference between both treatment groups P=0.05, indicating that
MAS improved in the active treatment group but not in controls
(Figure 1).

EDSS: Expanded Disability status scale; MAS: Modified Ashworth
Scale; MS; Multiple Sclerosis; RR: Relapsing Remitting; SP; Secondary
Progressive

Figure 1: MAS in the two treatment groups across all time points. A
persistent improvement in the active treatment group is clearly
shown.

For spasm frequency and intensity, there was a statistically
significant difference between active and sham treatment groups
(P<0.001 for both parameters), indicating improvement in the active
treatment group versus the control group (Figure 2). In terms of
individuals who had other types of pain apart from muscle spasms
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(n=16), there was no significant difference between the two study
groups across all time points P=0.13.

Despite significant improvements in spasticity, spasm frequency
and intensity in the active treatment group versus the control group,
these changes were not reflected to a change in the time taken to
complete the 25 feet walking test. There was no significant difference
in time between the two study groups P= 0.45 (Figure 3).

Also there was no significant difference between RRMS and SPMS
in the active treatment group in any of the outcome measures
specified.

Figure 2: Spasm frequency (a. left), and intensity (b. right) across all
time points. A persistent improvement in the active treatment
group versus a transient improvement in the control group
[placebo effect] that was rapidly reversed on stopping the sham
TMS sessions.

Figure 3: Time taken to complete the 25 foot test in the two
treatment groups across all time points.

Discussion
Our study showed that repeated sessions of 1 Hz rpms applied over

the nerve roots in the paravertebral region can decrease spasticity,
spasm frequency and intensity in a sample of RRMS and SPMS cases
with spinal cord lesions. This effect persisted for at least one month
after the end of stimulation. To our knowledge, this is the second
randomized double blind controlled study to be done investigating the
role of rpms on nerve roots for spasticity in MS.

It was postulated that the positive effect of rpms is due to
modulation of the activity of proprioceptive sensory afferents [13]. We
may cautiously explain the similar clinical response seen to different
stimulation parameters used by this effect. To prove this hypothesis, a
recent functional MRI study showed that rpms increases brain activity
in the posterior parietal cortex and the premotor cortex. Two areas
known to be heavily connected and also known to have a major role in
motor planning [11]. This may explain why rpms can enhance motor
control.

We also looked into the effect of rpms on muscle spasms, a known
disabling complication of marked spasticity and pain. Two types of
pain were measured, pain associated with muscle spasms and other
generalized body pains. It seemed logic that improvements in the
baseline muscle tone testing by MAS, would be accompanied by
improvements in spasm frequency and also a significant decrease in
the pain associated with muscle spasms. This can again be attributed to
central changes secondary to sensory afferent neuromodulation.
Generalized body pains did not improve despite the fact the magnetic
stimulation in general is well known for its antinociceptive effects.
This can be attributed to many factors including the site of
stimulation, the possibility of having pains in other body parts apart
from the lower limbs, and the limited number of patients who had
pains not related to spasticity at baseline evaluation (n=16).

There was no significant difference between the study groups
regarding the time taken to walk 25 feet to and fro. This can be
explained by the nature of the test with patients having to take a turn
to complete it. This may mask the improvements in some patients who
have coexisting neurological impairments as sensory or motor ataxia,
and decreased visual acuity. Another probable explanation is that both
groups had the chance to know their distances. Knowledge of
performance or feedback is known to improve performance [20]. A
third possibility is the wide standard deviation noticed due to
recruitment of RRMS and SPMS cases. This may have reduced the
power of the study to detect a change.

Limitations of Study
Small number of patients due to the need for repeated visits. It was

difficult for MS patients to agree to come to hospital 6 times over 2
weeks.

Most of the assessment tests available and frequently used by most
previous studies are relatively subjective.

There is no consensus on any neurophysiological tests that can be
reliably used to evaluate the effect of rpms.

Conclusion
This study has shed some light on the role of rpms in the

rehabilitation of MS patients with spasticity, a problem known to
directly affect the quality of life of MS patients and with no clear
evidence for the best management protocols. The active group showed
significant improvement in terms of ameliorating spasticity and spasm
frequency and intensity. A positive effect on walking speed was not
detected. Further randomized controlled studies with more
homogenous groups in terms of baseline gait speed, and further
inspection of the effects of this technique on other aspects of ADLs is
warranted.

Citation: Serag H, Abdelgawad D, Emara T, Moustafa R, El-Nahas N, et al. (2014) Effects of Para-Spinal Repetitive Magnetic Stimulation on
Multiple Sclerosis Related Spasticity. Int J Phys Med Rehabil 2: 242. doi:10.4172/2329-9096.1000242

Page 3 of 4

Int J Phys Med Rehabil
ISSN:2329-9096 JPMR, an open access journal

Volume 2 • Issue 6 • 1000242



References
1. Vukusic S, Van Bockstael V, Gosselin S, Confavreux C (2007) Regional

variations in the prevalence of multiple sclerosis in French farmers. J
Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 78: 707-709.

2. Zettl UK, Henze T, Essner U, Flachenecker P (2013) Burden of disease in
multiple sclerosis patients with spasticity in Germany: mobility
improvement study [Move I]. Eur J Health Econ .

3. Syed YY, McKeage K, Scott LJ (2014) Delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol/
cannabidiol [sativex[®]]: a review of its use in patients with moderate to
severe spasticity due to multiple sclerosis. Drugs 74: 563-578.

4. Paoloni M, Giovannelli M, Mangone M, Leonardi L, Tavernese E, et al.
(2013) Does giving segmental muscle vibration alter the response to
botulinum toxin injections in the treatment of spasticity in people with
multiple sclerosis? A single-blind randomized controlled trial. Clin
Rehabil 27: 803-812.

5. Borrini L, Bensmail D, Thiebaut JB, Hugeron C, Rech C, et al. (2014)
Occurrence of adverse events in long-term intrathecal baclofen infusion:
a 1-year follow-up study of 158 adults. Arch Phys Med Rehabil 95:
1032-1038.

6. Bernhardt L, Marziniak M (2011) Specific resistance training for patients
with multiple sclerosis. Multiple Sclerosis 17: S465.

7. Miller L, Mattison P, Paul L, Wood L (2007) The effects of
transcutaneous electrical nerve stimulation [TENS] on spasticity in
multiple sclerosis. Mult Scler 13: 527-533.

8. Mori F, Codecà C, Kusayanagi H, Monteleone F, Boffa L, et al. (2010)
Effects of intermittent theta burst stimulation on spasticity in patients
with multiple sclerosis. Eur J Neurol 17: 295-300.

9. Salame K, Ouaknine GE, Rochkind S, Constantini S, Razon N (2003)
Surgical treatment of spasticity by selective posterior rhizotomy: 30 years
experience. Isr Med Assoc J 5: 543-546.

10. Amatya B, Khan F, La Mantia L, Demetrios M, Wade DT (2013) Non
pharmacological interventions for spasticity in multiple sclerosis.
Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2: CD009974.

11. Struppler A, Binkofski F, Angerer B, Bernhardt M, Spiegel S, et al. (2007)
A fronto-parietal network is mediating improvement of motor function
related to repetitive peripheral magneticstimulation: A PET-H2O15
study. Neuroimage 2: T174-186.

12. Nielsen JF, Sinkjaer T, Jakobsen J (1996) Treatment of spasticity with
repetitive magnetic stimulation; a double-blind placebo-controlled study.
Mult Scler 2: 227-232.

13. Krause P, Straube A (2005) Reduction of spastic tone increase induced by
peripheral repetitive magnetic stimulation is frequency-independent.
NeuroRehabilitation 20: 63-65.

14. Krause P, Straube A (2008) Peripheral repetitive magnetic stimulation
induces intracortical inhibition in healthy subjects. Neurol Res 30:
690-694.

15. Polman CH, Reingold SC, Banwell B, Clanet M, Cohen JA, et al. (2011)
Diagnostic criteria for multiple sclerosis: 2010 revisions to the McDonald
criteria. Ann Neurol 69: 292-302.

16. Kurtzke JF (1983) Rating neurologic impairment in multiple sclerosis: an
expanded disability status scale [EDSS]. Neurology 33: 1444-1452.

17. Ghotbi , Nakhostin Ansari N, Naghdi S, Hasson S (2011) Measurement
of lower-limb muscle spasticity: intrarater reliability of Modified
Modified Ashworth Scale. J Rehabil Res Dev 48: 83-88.

18. Uitdehaag BM (2014) Clinical outcome measures in multiple sclerosis.
Handb Clin Neurol 122: 393-404.

19. Cruccu G, Sommer C, Anand P, Attal N, Baron R, et al. (2010) EFNS
guidelines on neuropathic pain assessment: revised 2009. Eur J Neurol
17: 1010-1018.

20. Dobkin BH, Plummer-D'Amato P, Elashoff R, Lee J, SIRROWS Group
(2010) International randomized clinical trial, stroke inpatient
rehabilitation with reinforcement of walking speed [SIRROWS],
improves outcomes. Neurorehabil Neural Repair 24: 235-242.

 

Citation: Serag H, Abdelgawad D, Emara T, Moustafa R, El-Nahas N, et al. (2014) Effects of Para-Spinal Repetitive Magnetic Stimulation on
Multiple Sclerosis Related Spasticity. Int J Phys Med Rehabil 2: 242. doi:10.4172/2329-9096.1000242

Page 4 of 4

Int J Phys Med Rehabil
ISSN:2329-9096 JPMR, an open access journal

Volume 2 • Issue 6 • 1000242

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17299020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17299020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17299020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24292503
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24292503
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24292503
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24671907
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24671907
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24671907
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23543344
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23543344
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23543344
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23543344
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23543344
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24407102
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24407102
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24407102
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24407102
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17463075
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17463075
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17463075
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19863647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19863647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19863647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12929289
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12929289
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12929289
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23450612
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23450612
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23450612
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17499165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17499165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17499165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17499165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9050361
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9050361
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9050361
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15798358
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15798358
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15798358
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18498680
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18498680
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18498680
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21387374
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21387374
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21387374
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6685237
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6685237
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21328165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21328165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21328165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24507527
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24507527
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20298428
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20298428
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20298428
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20164411
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20164411
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20164411
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20164411

	Contents
	Effects of Para-Spinal Repetitive Magnetic Stimulation on Multiple Sclerosis Related Spasticity
	Abstract
	Keywords:
	Introduction
	Aim of the Study
	Methods
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Limitations of Study
	Conclusion
	References


