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Abstract 

Objective 

This study aims to shed light on structural networks associated with stimulation-

induced dysarthria (SID) and to derive a data-driven model to predict SID in patients 

with Parkinson’s Disease (PD) and deep brain stimulation (DBS) of the subthalamic 

nucleus (STN). 

Methods 

Randomized, double-blinded monopolar reviews determining SID thresholds were 

conducted in 25 patients with PD and STN-DBS. A fiber-based mapping approach, 

based on the calculation of fiber-wise Odds Ratios for SID, was employed to identify 

the distributional pattern of SID in the STN’s vicinity. The ability of the data-driven 

model to classify stimulation volumes as “causing SID” or “not causing SID” was 

validated by calculating receiver operating characteristics (ROC) in an independent 

out-of-sample cohort comprising 14 patients with PD and STN-DBS. 

Results 

Local fiber-based stimulation maps showed an involvement of fibers running lateral 

and postero-medial to the STN in the pathogenesis of SID, independent of the 

investigated hemisphere. ROC-analysis in the independent out-of-sample cohort 

resulted in a good fit of the data-driven model for both hemispheres (AUCleft = 0.88, 

AUCright = 0.88). 

Interpretation 

This study reveals an involvement of both, cerebello-thalamic fibers, as well as the 

pyramidal tract, in the pathogenesis of SID in STN-DBS. The results may impact future 

postoperative programming strategies to avoid SID in patients with PD and STN-DBS. 
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Abbreviations 

ANTs = advanced normalization tools 

AUC = Area-under-the curve 

CAPSIT-PD = Core assessment program for surgical interventional therapies in 

Parkinson's disease 

DBS = Deep Brain Stimulation 

FDG-PET = fluorodeoxyglucose (FDG)-positron emission tomography (PET) 

J = Youden’s-index  

PD = Parkinson’s Disease 

ROC = Receiver operating characteristics 

PPMI = Parkinson's Progression Markers Initiative 

SD = standard deviation  

SID = stimulation-induced dysarthria 

STN = Subthalamic Nucleus 

TPR = True positive rate 

TNR = True negative rate 

UK = United Kingdom 

UPDRS = Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale 

VAS = Visual Analogue Scale  
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Introduction 

Deep brain stimulation (DBS) of the subthalamic Nucleus (STN) is a safe and effective 

treatment for patients with Parkinson’s Disease (PD) if medical treatment alone does 

not provide sufficient relief of symptom burden and motor complications.1,2 However, 

STN-DBS can induce troublesome and potentially therapy-limiting side effects, such 

as dysarthria. Therefore, programming strategies that avoid this disabling side effect 

are needed. Unlike hypokinetic dysarthria affecting up to 90% of patients with PD as 

per natural disease progression,4 DBS-related, stimulation-induced dysarthria (SID) 

leads to more heterogeneous speech symptom profiles with highly variable changes 

in intelligibility related to modulation of the speech motor system in both cross-sectional 

and longitudinal studies.5–12 The supposed pathomechanism of SID is the spread of 

stimulation beyond the target area, especially involving surrounding white matter 

tracts, such as the pyramidal tract and cerebello-thalamic fibers.13–17 While some 

studies reported a positive effect on SID by a reduction of pulse width and stimulation 

frequency, it seems plausible that especially proper lead positioning and shaping of 

the local current spread, e.g. by segmented, “directional” contacts, might be the key 

for avoiding SID.18–22 

In the present prospective, double-blinded study we systematically assessed the 

occurrence of SID in patients with PD and bilateral STN-DBS. The clinical results were 

combined with a state-of-the-art fiber-based local mapping approach and validated in 

an independent out-of-sample cohort, to deepen our understanding of local stimulation 

spread associated with SID. The study aimed to support clinicians in reshaping the 

patient-specific current spread to avoid SID. 

 

Methods 

Patient Cohort and Ethics 

Patients with PD and bilateral STN-DBS, implanted at least three months before study 

participation, were included in this prospective, double-blinded monocenter study. 

Additional inclusion criteria were an age between 40 and 80 years and German as the 

native language. Eligibility for STN-DBS was determined outside of this study by an 

interdisciplinary DBS-board, and based on a confirmed diagnosis of PD according to 

the UK brain bank criteria and the fulfillment of the CAPSIT-PD standards.23 The study 

was carried out following the Declaration of Helsinki and was approved by the local 
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ethics committee (vote N° 20-1097). All patients gave written informed consent prior to 

study participation. 

 

Clinical Assessment 

All assessments took place after an overnight withdrawal of dopaminergic medication. 

First, patients were assessed in “stimulation ON” with the respective clinical stimulation 

setting and in “stimulation OFF” after a washout period of at least 15 minutes. Before 

testing, impedances were checked to exclude faulty contacts from further examination. 

Then, a hemisphere-wise monopolar review was conducted, while stimulation of the 

contralateral hemisphere remained switched off. Each lead was tested at the 

respective 4 contact levels, with omnidirectional stimulation mode for directional levels 

(all CartesiaTM, Boston Scientific). Default values were used for frequency (130 Hz) 

and pulse width (60 µs). Hemispheres and contact levels were evaluated in a 

randomized order to maintain blinding of the raters and the patient. During the 

monopolar review the amplitude was increased in increments of 0.5 mA until i) SID 

occurred, or ii) a troublesome, non-tolerable side effect other than SID occurred, or iii) 

a maximum amplitude of 10 mA was reached. The occurrence of SID was determined 

by consensus of two experienced raters (TT (phonetician) and HJ (MD)), based on 

repetitive naming of the months. In each condition (“stimulation ON”, “stimulation OFF”, 

monopolar review endpoints), speech and motor symptoms were assessed. Of note, 

we prematurely stopped the assessment if patients became too exhausted during the 

assessments to prevent a deterioration of data quality due to poor speech performance 

(N = 4 contacts). 

 

Speech assessment followed a previous study by our group investigating SID in 

patients with essential tremor and thalamic DBS.24 In the present study, patients were 

asked to enumerate the months’ names and rate their “ability to speak” on a visual 

analogue scale (VAS) ranging from 0 (normal) to 100 (worst). The examiners were 

blinded to the patient’s self-ratings. Patients read a well-established German standard 

text (“Northwind and Sun”) at comfortable reading speed and loudness for intelligibility 

ratings with additional naïve listeners. Speech data were recorded in a specifically 

prepared low-noise environment with a headset condenser microphone (AKG 520, 

mono, 16 bits, 41 kHz) keeping the mouth-to-microphone distance constant. The gain 

level was not adjusted between the recording sessions and conditions. Before the 
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study procedures, all patients practiced reading the text at least once. To this end, the 

sentence with the fewest errors and the highest reading fluency was extracted and 

rated by 15 naïve listeners in an individually randomized order to avoid a potential bias 

on the ratings. Each stimulus was evaluated on a VAS reaching from 0 (“very poor 

intelligibility”) to 100 points (“very good intelligibility”). For further analysis, intelligibility 

ratings per sample were calculated as the mean of all ratings across naïve listeners. 

 

For motor assessment the Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale (UPDRS)-III was 

employed. Regarding time-efficiency, the complete assessment was only conducted 

in “stimulation ON” and “stimulation OFF” conditions. During the monopolar review 

motor assessment took place at an amplitude of 2 mA to ensure the comparability of 

each contact levels’ efficiency of motor symptom control. If 2 mA were not tolerated, 

the highest tolerated amplitude was used for motor assessment. Concerning time-

efficiency, only items 22 (rigidity), and 23 (finger tapping) were assessed during the 

monopolar review and summed up as the motor control score. Additionally, presence 

of ataxia was assessed by asking the patients to point their index finger at the 

examiner’s index finger back and forth, and the occurrence of any other stimulation-

induced side effect was documented (e.g., paresthesia, diplopia, or signs of internal 

capsule activation) was recorded respectively. 

 

Localization of DBS Leads and Estimation of Stimulation Volumes 

DBS leads were localized with the LEAD-DBS toolbox (www.lead-dbs.org). The 

detailed preprocessing pipeline has been described previously.24,25 In brief, 

postoperative computed tomographic images (IQon Spectral CT, iCT 256, Brilliance 

256, Philips Healthcare, Best, the Netherlands) were linearly coregistered to 

preoperative magnetic resonance imaging (3T Ingenia, Achieva, 1.5T Ingenia, Philips 

Healthcare) using advanced normalization tools (ANTs, http://stnava.github.io/ANTs/). 

Then images were nonlinearly normalized into standard space (ICBM 2009b NLIN 

asym.) using ANTs and the “effective (low variance)” preset (N = 22), or SPM Shoot or 

Segment protocols (N = 3) if ANTs resulted in non-optimal fit. DBS leads were 

automatically reconstructed with the PaCER algorithm,26 manually refined, and 

corrected for postoperative brain shift as implemented in Lead-DBS. The orientation of 

directional leads was determined with the DiODE algorithm.27 
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For each stimulation setting, precomputed electric fields (FastField) were employed to 

estimate the spread of the electric field for homogenous tissue with a conductivity of 

σ = 0.2S/m.28–30 The spread of the electric field was modeled in the patient’s native 

space and then transformed into standard space based on the individual nonlinear 

transformation. Instead of applying a fixed electric field threshold resulting in a 

binarized stimulation volume, a novel, more probabilistic stimulation model based on 

a sigmoidal activation function and published electric field activation thresholds was 

introduced (see Supplementary Material 1). Of note, the modelled stimulation settings 

included every investigated 0.5 mA increment during the monopolar review. 

 

 

Figure 1 – Methods. (A) Thresholds for stimulation-induced dysarthria (SID = pink, No SID = green) 

were determined in incremental steps of 0.5 mA for each contact in the study cohort. (B) Stimulation 

spread was modeled as a sigmoid transformation of the electric field distribution, transformed in a 

common space. Then the Odds Ratio for SID was calculated for each fiber of the employed normative 

structural connectome based on the fiber-wise maximal activation probability of each stimulation 

condition. (C) The discriminative performance between “SID” and “No SID” settings of the resulting fiber-

wise Odds Ratios was tested in an out-of-sample cohort (N=14), employing a ROC-Analysis. 

Abbreviations: PPMI = Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative, SID = stimulation-induced dysarthria 

 

Calculation of Fiber-wise Odds Ratios 

We developed a modified fiber-filtering approach for the local mapping of binary 

outcomes (i.e., SID), based on an approach introduced by Baldermann et al.31 Due to 

the binary nature of our primary outcome (i.e., SID or No SID), we calculated a fiber-
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wise Odds Ratio for SID for each investigated fiber (see Fig. 1). To do so, we employed 

a well-established precomputed version of a publicly available PD group connectome 

(Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative (PPMI); N = 90, age 61.4 ±10.42; 28 

women; www.ppmi-info.org).32 First, the maximal activation probability of each 

stimulation settings’ sigmoid electric field was determined for each fiber. Only fibers 

with an arbitrarily chosen summed activation probability ≥ 10 were included for further 

analysis to control for potential outliers. Second, for each included fiber, an Odds Ratio 

was determined based on a 2x2 table, including the rater-based distinction between 

stimulations causing SID and stimulations not causing SID, as well as the likelihood of 

the fiber being stimulated or not. The likelihood of being stimulated was calculated as 

the sum of the fiber-wise maximal activation probability of each electric field stimulating 

the respective fiber. Consecutively the likelihood of not being stimulated was calculated 

as the sum of 1 minus the fiber-wise maximal activation probability of each electric field 

stimulating the respective fiber (also see Figure 1B). Haldane-Anscombe correction 

was applied in case the 2x2 table contained at least one “zero cell”.33 These Odds 

Ratios were not meant to result in significant results but instead informed a model that 

was tested in a leave-one-out and an out-of-sample validation approach as presented 

in the following section. All analyses were conducted separately for each hemisphere. 

 

ROC-Analysis for Validation of the Data-driven Model 

To validate our results, we tested the goodness-of-fit of the estimated fiber-wise Odds 

Ratio based model to distinguish between stimulation settings causing SID and 

stimulation settings not-causing SID in i) a leave-one-patient-out approach and ii) an 

out-of-sample cohort by conducting receiver operating characteristics (ROC) analysis. 

For leave-one-patient-out validation, the model was recalculated 25 times without the 

data of the respective left-out patient, resulting in the recalculated model serving as 

the training dataset and the left-out patient data as the test dataset. As the leave-one-

patient-out validation in the current study design resembles an artificial setting and as 

it is impossible to derive a meaningful cutoff value, due to the alternating (leave-one-

patient-out) training dataset, an additional out-of-sample validation was conducted. For 

out-of-sample validation, the complete study cohort served as the training dataset. The 

test dataset comprised 14 randomly chosen independent patients with PD (4 female, 

age 67.4 ±9.1 years, disease duration 10.7 ±5.0 years) with bilateral STN-DBS who 

underwent a monopolar review to test for clinical effects and side effects after DBS-
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surgery as per clinical routine at our center (mean time since surgery 5.2 ±3.8 months). 

The standardized monopolar review at our center is conducted at least 3 months after 

surgery and consists of an assessment of motor effects and side-effects of each 

contact with the contralateral side turned off. The contact order was randomized, and 

the patient was blinded to the contact selection. Segmented contacts were tested per 

segment and in omnidirectional (“circular”) mode. Side effect thresholds were 

assessed under regular medication by increasing the stimulation in steps of 0.5 mA 

until side-effects occurred or a maximum amplitude of 5 mA was reached. Of note, 

monopolar reviews were conducted by an independent experienced rater (JNS). Lead 

reconstruction procedures and stimulation volume calculation were equal to the study 

cohort, resulting in one sigmoidal transformed electric field for each stimulation setting. 

For ROC-analysis the predictor variable was calculated as the sum of the weighted 

Odds Ratios of fibers stimulated by the respective stimulation volume (= fiber-specific 

maximal activation probability of the respective stimulation volume of the test-

dataset*fiber-specific Odds Ratio, generated by the training-dataset). The cutoff value 

to classify a stimulation volume into “SID” or “No SID” was chosen based on the ROC-

curve’s highest Youden’s-index (Jmax). Additionally, the area under the ROC-curve 

(AUC) as well as the true negative rate (TNR) and the true positive rate (TPR) at Jmax, 

are reported.  

 

Statistical Analysis of Secondary Outcomes 

If not indicated otherwise, outcomes are reported as mean ± standard deviation. All 

coordinates are reported as mm-coordinates in MNI space (ICBM 2009b NLIN asym.). 

To compare additional outcomes, either a t-test or a Wilcoxon rank sum test was 

applied, depending on the distribution of the data, examined using the Shapiro-Wilk 

test. If more than two groups were compared, we used the Kruskal-Wallis-Test due to 

the non-parametric distribution of the data and post-hoc Wilcoxon rank sum tests. If 

repeated measurements were conducted, the resulting p-values were adjusted by 

Bonferroni correction. All results are reported to a significance level of p <0.05.  

 

Data availability 

All analyses were conducted with MATLAB 2022a (The MathWorks Inc., Natick, 

Massachusetts, USA). The resulting fiber-wise Odds Ratio model and the script for the 

employed sigmoid transformation of the electric field are available via the open science 
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framework (Link will be added after peer-review). All other scripts are implemented in 

LEAD-DBS and were modified by the authors for the needs of the study. Additional 

clinical and imaging data are available upon reasonable request to the corresponding 

author. 

 

Results 

Study Cohort 

A total of 25 patients with PD (3 female, age 65.07 ±8.36 years) and bilateral STN-

DBS were prospectively recruited, resulting in 50 leads and 200 contact levels 

investigated. Four contacts were excluded due to abnormal impedances. All 

participants were right-handed and were included 18 ±12 months after DBS surgery. 

Lead tip positions did not differ between hemispheres (left hemisphere: x = -11.4 

±1.0 mm, y = -14.7 ±1.1 mm, z = -8.8 ±1.3 mm, right hemisphere: x = 11.5 ±0.9 mm, 

y = -14.8 ±1.2 mm, z = -8.9 ±1.2 mm; all p >0.05). 

 

Clinical Outcomes 

Clinical outcomes are illustrated in Figure 2. There was no difference in intelligibility 

ratings (intelligibility “OFF”: 70.07 ±18.37 pts, intelligibility “ON”: 73.79 ±16.72 pts, 

p = 0.46) or patient-rated VAS “ability to speak” (VAS “OFF” 3.49 ±2.41 pts, VAS “ON” 

2.55 ±1.97 pts, p = 0.2). As expected, UPDRS III total scores improved when 

comparing “stimulation OFF” and “stimulation ON” conditions (UPDRS III total “OFF” 

29.12 ±10.4 pts, UPDRS total “ON” 15.75 ±6.32 pts, p <0.001). 
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Figure 2 – Clinical Outcomes. (A) No difference in intelligibility ratings between “stimulation OFF” and 

“stimulation ON” conditions. (B) Blinded intelligibility ratings by naïve listeners worsened in stimulation 

settings classified as causing stimulation-induced dysarthria (SID) compared to stimulation settings not 

causing SID and “stimulation OFF”. (C) UPDRS III total scores improved in “stimulation ON” settings. 

(D) Motor symptom control with a stimulation amplitude of 2 mA did not differ between contacts causing 

SID and contacts not causing SID. 

*p<0.05, **p<0.001 

Abbreviations: UPDRS = Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale, SID = stimulation-induced 

dysarthria 

 

As illustrated in Figure 3, SID was evocable at 132 of 196 investigated contacts 

(Nleft = 68, Nright = 60). The amplitude of the SID threshold did not differ between the 

hemispheres (SID threshold left: 4.3 ±1.6 mA, SID threshold right: 4.5 ±1.3 mA; 

p = 0.08). Of note, this SID threshold has to be interpreted per the study design, 

including an increase of the stimulation amplitude beyond the onset of the first side-

effect, if tolerated, to determine the SID threshold. Contact positions for contacts 

causing SID (xleft = -12.4 ±1.3 mm, xright = 12.7 ±1.2 mm; yleft = -13.2 ±1.6 mm, yright = -

12.8 ±1.8 mm; zleft = -6.4 ±2.3 mm, zright = -6.4 ±1.9 mm) and contacts not causing SID 

(xleft = -12.4 ±1.3 mm, xright = 12.6 ±1.3 mm; yleft = -13.2 ±1.6 mm, yright = -13.2 ±1.8 

mm; zleft = -6.4 ±2.3 mm, zright = -6.5 ±2.5 mm) did neither differ on the right nor the left 

hemisphere (all p >0.05). The position of contacts causing SID did not differ between 

both hemispheres (all p >0.05). Additionally, there was no correlation between the SID 

threshold and hemisphere-wise x-, y- or z-coordinates of contacts causing SID (all 

p >0.05). Accompanying side effects are demonstrated in Figure 3 and were well-

balanced between the hemispheres, although muscle contractions tended to 

accompany SID more often on the right hemisphere (Nleft = 15, Nright = 24). Contacts 

classified as causing SID did not provide different motor symptom control (1.65 ±1.51 

pts) as contacts not causing SID (1.85 ±1.52 pts, p = 0.24). As expected, intelligibility, 
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rated by naïve listeners, was decreased at the SID threshold at contacts causing SID 

(57.84 ±19.87 pts) in comparison to contacts not causing SID at the highest tolerated 

amplitude (71.22 ±17.03 pts, p <0.001) or “stimulation OFF” state (70.07 ±18.37 pts, 

p = 0.012). However, intelligibility did not differ between “stimulation OFF” state and 

contacts not causing SID at the highest tolerated amplitude (p >0.05). The same 

results were demonstrated when investigating the patient-rated VAS “ability to speak” 

(contact levels causing SID: 5.47 ±2.23 pts, “stimulation OFF” 3.49 ±2.41 pts, 

pSIDvsOFF <0.001, contact levels not causing SID: 4.19 ±2.58 pts, pSIDvsNOSID = 0.004, 

pNOSIDvsOFF = 0.46). 

 

 

Figure 3 – Side effects associated with stimulation-induced dysarthria. A total of 196 contacts were 

tested, and SID was provoked at 132 contacts. While sometimes appearing as the sole side effect, SID 

was mainly accompanied by muscle contractions, ataxia, or both. Of note, during one testing session, 

assessment for ataxia was not performed. 

Abbreviations: SID = stimulation-induced dysarthria 
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Local Mapping of Fiber-wise Odds Ratios for SID 

A total of N = 1614 stimulation settings (Nleft = 798, Nright = 816) were included for 

calculating the fiber-wise Odds Ratios. Fibers with higher Odds Ratios for SID were 

located both lateral and postero-medial to the STN in both hemispheres (see Figures 

4 and 5). 

 

 

Figure 4 – Local Distribution of Fiber-wise Odds Ratios. For illustration, voxels were color-coded by 

the mean Odds Ratio of all fibers traversing the respective voxel. Voxels with higher mean fiber-wise 

Odds Ratios are located lateral and postero-medial to the STN (A&B). All maps are superimposed on 

coronal slices of the BigBrain dataset.48 Slice positions in relation to the STN in sagittal view are 

indicated in the first row. Black outlines indicate the STN, and white outlines the Nucleus ruber.32 

Abbreviations: A = anterior, L = lateral, M = medial, P = posterior, STN = subthalamic nucleus 

 

Model Validation 

ROC-analysis of the leave-one-patient-out validation resulted in an area-under-the-

curve (AUC) of 0.75 for the left hemisphere and 0.77 for the right hemisphere. As 

illustrated in Figure 5, the ROC-analysis with the study cohort as the training dataset 

and the out-of-sample cohort as the test dataset, resulted in an AUC of 0.88 for the left 

hemisphere and 0.88 for the right hemisphere. The cutoff weighted sum of fiber-wise 

Odds Ratios to classify a stimulation volume into “SID” or “No SID” was 23550 for the 

left hemisphere (Jmax = 0.64) with a TPR of 83.6%, a TNR of 80.4%, and a precision of 

80.9%. For the right hemisphere the cutoff was 26277 (Jmax = 0.64), resulting in a TPR 

of 81.7%, a TNR of 82.4%, and a precision of 82.3%.  
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Figure 5 - Lead Positions and Out-of-Sample Validation. Lead positions are illustrated in anterior 

view in relation to the STN in the study cohort (A), and the out-of-sample cohort (B1&C1).32 In (A) the 

contact positions are color-coded by the amplitude to provoke SID, and revealing no clear distributional 

pattern. In (B1&C1) the leads are shown together with the hemisphere-wise fibers with the 5% highest 

Odds Ratios. In (B2&C2) histograms illustrate the distribution of the weighted sum of Odds Ratios, 

calculated based on the study cohort, for the stimulation volumes of the out-of-sample cohort. 

Stimulation volumes are categorized in “SID” (pink) and “No SID” (green), based on clinical testing. The 

corresponding ROC-analysis are shown in B3 and C3. 

Abbreviations: AUC = Area under the curve, J = Youden’s index, L = lateral, M = medial, SID = 

stimulation-induced-dysarthria, STN = Subthalamic Nucleus; Backdrop: BigBrain Dataset48 

 

In a post-hoc analysis we compared this model to the stimulation amplitude as a 

predictor. ROC-analysis resulted in a similar AUC (AUCleft = 0.88, AUCright = 0.86) and 

a slightly higher TPR at a cutoff of 2.5 mA (Jmax-left = 0.64, Jmax-right = 0.60), whereas the 

TNR was lower (left hemisphere: TPR = 89.0%, TNR = 74.9%, precision = 78.0%; 

right hemisphere: TPR = 87.3%, TNR = 73.1%, precision = 76.5%). The out-of-sample 
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cohort comprised a total of N = 280 contacts tested, resulting in N = 1960 stimulation 

settings (Nleft = 985, Nright = 975). SID occurred at N = 144 contacts (Nleft = 73, 

Nright = 71) at an amplitude of 2.2 ±1.3 mA on the left, and 2.1 ±1.2 mA on the right 

hemisphere (pleftvsright = 0.57). 

 

Discussion 

This prospective, double-blinded, monocentric study in patients with PD and bilateral 

STN-DBS demonstrates that stimulation-induced dysarthria (SID) is associated with 

stimulation spread to fibers lateral and postero-medial to the STN. Furthermore, the 

data-driven model correctly classified stimulation volumes as causing SID in 83.6% of 

the cases on the left hemisphere, (AUC = 0.88), and in 81.7% of the cases on the right 

hemisphere (AUC = 0.88) in an independent out-of-sample cohort. These results are 

based on the clinical testing of 25 patients with PD and bilateral STN-DBS, resulting in 

a total of N = 196 contacts tested and N = 1614 stimulation settings included. The 

finding that contacts causing SID and contacts not causing SID were equally effective 

regarding motor symptom control underlines the therapy-limiting potential and the need 

to deepen the pathophysiologic understanding of this clinically relevant side effect (see 

Fig. 2). 

 

Structural networks associated with SID 

The spatial distribution of fibers with high Odds Ratios in the resulting maps of local 

fiber-based mapping point toward the involvement of two separate motor networks, the 

pyramidal tract, as well as cerebello-thalamic fibers, in the pathogenesis of SID, 

independent of the investigated hemisphere (see Fig. 4 and 5). The essential role of 

these main motor networks for speech motor control in patients with PD aligns with 

previous evidence from an FDG-PET study by Pinto et al.34 Regarding the origin of 

stimulation-induced impairment of the speech motor system, the existing literature so 

far remains heterogeneous. Previous studies reported contacts placed medial and 

posterior to the STN but not lateral to the STN to be associated with SID, suggesting 

involvement of cerebello-thalamic fibers.12–14 In contrast, other studies found an 

association between SID and laterally placed contacts, implying an involvement of the 

pyramidal tract, i.e. stimulation spread to corticobulbar fibers,15,17 or both, involvement 

of the pyramidal tract and cerebello-thalamic fibers.16,35 The involvement of these two 
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motor networks in the pathogenesis of SID is also supported by a previous study of 

our group investigating structural networks associated with SID in thalamic DBS for 

patients with Essential tremor.24 Although there is evidence for the occurrence of 

distinct phenotypes of speech deterioration after DBS, to date there is only limited 

evidence for distinct networks, leading to these distinguishable phenotypes.36 

Additionally, previous studies suggest a crucial role of left-hemispheric stimulation in 

the pathogenesis of SID.5,13,37 Such a hemispheric specialization for SID is not 

supported by our current data as i) the frequency of SID or the amplitude to provoke 

SID during clinical testing, ii) the contact position between contacts causing SID and 

contacts not causing SID, and iii) the resulting local SID maps were not different when 

comparing both hemispheres.  

 

Methodological Considerations and Limitations 

In the present study, we chose a binary classification into “SID” or “No SID”, based on 

the consensus of two experienced raters, as the primary outcome parameter. While 

this dichotomous outcome is not uncommon in the investigation of dysarthria as a 

stimulation-induced side effect,15–17 studies investigating the effects of DBS on the 

speech motor system often chose intelligibility ratings as primary outcome 

parameter.5,7,8,11,14,24 However, in our experience the change in intelligibility achieved 

by a particular stimulation condition compared to the “stimulation OFF” condition is 

prone to be distorted by the occurrence of hypokinetic dysarthria in the “stimulation 

OFF” condition. The possible stimulation-associated amelioration of hypokinetic 

dysarthria by DBS can improve the overall intelligibility ratings,5 outweighing the 

worsening of intelligibility caused by the stimulation itself, i.e., SID. Consequently, an 

improvement in the overall intelligibility under stimulation could be observed, even 

while SID was detected. Therefore, the binary classification approach (“SID” versus 

“No SID”) was employed to ensure the capture of SID occurrence as primary outcome 

of the present study. Of note, overall intelligibility was worse for stimulation settings 

causing SID than stimulation setting not causing SID and “OFF stimulation” condition 

(see Fig. 2). 

Previous studies investigating the influence of DBS on the speech motor system were 

limited to comparing “stimulation OFF” to “stimulation ON” conditions or longitudinal 

assessments of changes in speech after DBS6–8,11,36,37 and did not account for 

stimulation spread,14,16 nor did they implement structural connectivity analysis.13 We 
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combined a systematic assessment of each contact for the occurrence of SID with a 

state-of-the-art fiber-based mapping approach, taking the individual stimulation spread 

of each investigated stimulation setting and its structural connectivity into account. 

To estimate the electric field of the stimulation volume, we employed a well-established 

approach previously used to identify optimal target regions and connectivity profiles in 

DBS.24,25,28,38–41 In the present study, the resulting electric fields were transformed 

based on a novel introduced sigmoidal activation function, implementing the electric 

field thresholds for the activation of axons with different diameters as published by 

Aström et al (see Supp. Material 1).30 This approach, in contrast to commonly used 

binarized stimulation volumes (so called VTAs),24,39,41 better reflects both the unknown 

properties of the underlying white matter and the probabilistic activation characteristics 

of white matter pathways in which no activation occurs below a certain threshold but 

the saturation of activation is achieved above a certain threshold, following a sigmoidal 

activation function.42 Another advantage of applying this transformation to the electric 

field, resulting in electric field values reaching from asymptotic 0 to 1, is that we could 

derive fiber-wise activation probabilities and fiber-wise non-activation probabilities 

(= 1-activation probability) for each stimulation volume for our fiber-wise mapping 

approach. This approach, in the first place, allowed us to calculate weighted fiber-wise 

Odds Ratios for the binary outcome SID. Although it has recently been shown that 

using weighted stimulation volumes might explain slightly more variance in clinical 

outcomes than using classic binary stimulation volumes, modelling an all-or-nothing 

activation, the theoretical concept employed in the present study remains a 

simplification and neglects factors like, e.g., fiber orientation.25,43 To combine the 

weighted stimulation volumes of all participants into one joint data-driven model, 

stimulation volumes were normalized to a commonly used standard space (ICBM 

2009b NLIN asym.). Although this approach neglects some inter-individual 

heterogeneity the employed state-of-the-art normalization algorithms implemented in 

LEAD-DBS, performed similarly to manual expert segmentations.44 

In contrast to previous local mapping studies, mainly calculating data-driven models 

on a voxel level, we employed a structural normative disease-matched group 

connectome to derive a fiber-based local mapping approach. The rationale behind this 

approach was the hypothesized white-matter origin of the primary outcome (SID) and 

the expected enhanced spatial information by implementing the structural connectivity 

between the included stimulation volumes. This allows the model to be informed 
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simultaneously by several non-spatially overlapping stimulation volumes. This is of 

particular importance when considering the relatively low rate of SID occurrence in 

comparison to continuously measurable outcomes, e.g., motor symptom control, 

widely used as an outcome measure in previous voxel-based mapping studies.39 For 

comparison, when repeating the analysis on a purely voxel-based level, the local 

distribution pattern of SID occurrence was still visible, but less contrasted, indicating a 

worse signal-to-noise ratio (see Supplementary Fig. 2). Importantly, this does not 

indicate a general superiority of a fiber-wise versus voxel-wise DBS mapping 

approaches, and of course the interpretation of these results underlies the same 

limitations.45 However, it supports the use of fiber-wise mapping in cases where a 

white-matter origin of the respective outcome is likely. Of note, the employed normative 

structural connectome, based on data acquired in patients with PD in the PPMI project, 

does not account for individual structural connectivity and might be prone to false-

positive connections.46 On the one hand, normative connectomes, as used in this 

study, comprise a large dataset, leading to high signal-to-noise levels and state-of-the-

art data quality. Several recent studies, investigating DBS effects have validated the 

use of this normative connectome in PD.40,47 Conversely, applying different normative 

connectomes might lead to distorted results based on the data and methods used to 

generate them. 

Further, we validated the resulting data-driven model and demonstrated high accuracy 

in an independent out-of-sample cohort comprising 14 patients with PD and bilateral 

STN-DBS and N = 1960 stimulation settings in omnidirectional and directional 

conditions (see Supp. Material 2). While the amplitude as the sole predictor of SID 

(and other stimulation-induced side effects) performed similarly to the data-driven 

model in a ROC-analysis at a cutoff value of 2.5 mA to classify stimulation settings as 

causing SID, it does not provide insight into the local current distribution and thus 

pathoanatomical correlates of side-effects. The finding, that the ROC-analysis 

suggested a slightly better fit of the data-driven model in the out-of-sample cohort than 

in the leave-one-patient-out cohort is most likely attributed to the artificial test setting 

in the original cohort with an increase of the amplitude beyond the onset of stimulation-

induced side effects to elicit SID whenever tolerated. In contrast, clinical testing in the 

out-of-sample cohort only implemented the determination of side effect thresholds, 

defined as the onset of any side effect – so SID was only encountered on contacts 

closer to the underlying fibers. 
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Conclusion 

The present study provides evidence that both cerebello-thalamic fibers and the 

pyramidal tract are involved in the pathogenesis of stimulation-induced dysarthria in 

patients with PD and STN-DBS, independent of the investigated hemisphere. Future 

studies should focus on the identification of possible subtypes of SID and their 

respective association with the stimulation of distinct motor networks, the combination 

of network analysis of SID across target points, and the validation and implementation 

of these data-driven models in imaging-guided programming strategies to improve the 

clinical care of patients with DBS. 
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Supplementary 

Supplementary Material 1 – Activation model 

Most previous publications using probabilistic stimulation mapping are based on 

binarized stimulation volumes (so called volume of tissue activated, VTA). Those are 

commonly derived by estimating the electric field and then applying a cutoff value of, 

e.g., 0.2 V/mm. Voxels with electric field values above this cutoff have a 100 % 

activation probability, while voxels with electric field values below this cutoff have a 0% 

activation probability. However, cutoff values are not well defined and often chosen, at 

least to some degree, arbitrarily. 

In 2014, Aström et al. published electric field thresholds for the activation of simulated 

axons with different diameters and for various stimulation settings.30 Since the 

properties of the axons responsible for stimulation-induced dysarthria are unknown, 

we decided to exchange the classic binarized VTA approach with a more probabilistic 

approach for this study.30 

Based on the electric field thresholds published by Aström et al., we derived a 

sigmoidal activation function (see Supplementary Figure 1). The function ranged from 

0 % activation probability to 100 %. The function was fitted in a way that a 5 % 

activation probability was reached at an electric field of 0.061 V/mm (lowest published 

estimate for axons with a diameter of 7.5 µm), while a 95 % activation probability was 

reached at an electric field of 0.351 V/mm (highest published estimate for axons with 

a diameter of 2.5 µm). The resulting function meant that a 50 % activation probability 

was reached at an electric field of 0.206 V/mm - close to the commonly used threshold 

of 0.2 V/mm in many publications using binarized VTAs. 
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Supplementary Figure 1 –Sigmoid Activation Function 

 

Supplementary Figure 1 – Sigmoid Activation Function. Illustration of the 

employed sigmoid activation function (blue) and a standard binary activation function 

(red). 
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Supplementary Figure 2 – Local Distribution of Voxel-wise Odds Ratios 

 

Supplementary Figure 2 – Local Distribution of Voxel-wise Odds Ratios. Voxel-

wise Odds Ratios were calculated based on the same approach introduced in the main 

analysis, with the difference that the Odds Ratios were calculated as per voxel instead 

of per fiber. The resulting Odds Ratio map is superimposed on coronal slices of the 

BigBrain dataset with slice positions in relation to the STN in the sagittal view indicated 

in the first row.48 Although a similar pattern of the local distribution of higher Odds 

Ratios as compared to the fiber-based approach appears, the fiber-based approach 

provides a better spatial resolution, also accounting for non-spatial overlap of 

structurally connected stimulation volumes, resulting in a higher signal-to-noise ratio 

and an overall better interpretability of the results. Black outlines indicate the STN, and 

white outlines the Nucleus ruber.32 

Abbreviations: A = anterior, L = lateral, M = medial, P = posterior, STN = Subthalamic 

nucleus 
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