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Abstract

Depression is associated with abnormal functioning of the reward circuit. Several deep brain
stimulation (DBS) targets for treatment-resistant depression (TRD) directly modulate white matter
bundles of the reward circuit. Here we investigated whether baseline reward processing in the brain
is associated with ventral anterior limb of the internal capsule (vALIC) DBS outcome and whether
VvALIC DBS changes neural activity in the reward circuit.

We studied fifteen patients with TRD who performed a monetary reward task during functional
magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) before vALIC DBS surgery, after DBS parameter optimization, and
during a sham-controlled crossover phase. DBS devices were switched off during scanning for MRI
safety reasons. Additionally, fifteen matched healthy controls were investigated twice to account for
test-retest effects. We investigated brain responses to reward anticipation, loss anticipation, reward
feedback and loss feedback.

Results showed that lower baseline nucleus accumbens activation during loss anticipation and higher
baseline caudate nucleus and midcingulate cortex activation during reward feedback processing
were associated with worse DBS outcome. No significant changes in reward processing were
observed following vALIC DBS in comparison to healthy controls or after active compared to sham
stimulation. Instead, increased middle frontal gyrus responses following DBS to loss feedback was
associated with better DBS outcome.

These results suggest that DBS efficacy in TRD is related to individual differences in reward circuit

functioning at baseline and to changes in middle frontal gyrus responses following DBS.
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1. Introduction

Treatment-resistant depression (TRD) is commonly defined as a major depressive disorder (MDD) for
which two or more prior treatments have failed to achieve clinical response (1). Patients with TRD
who do not sufficiently respond to any of the conventional treatment options for MDD, may benefit
from deep brain stimulation (DBS). While still in an experimental phase, DBS for severe TRD has
proved to be a successful treatment, with on average 40% of patients achieving clinical response
within one year (2). Common DBS targets for the treatment of TRD include the subcallosal cingulate
cortex, ventral anterior limb of the internal capsule (vALIC), and medial forebrain bundle (MFB), of
which the latter two are involved in the reward circuit (3-5). Dysfunction of the reward circuit and
aberrations in its associated fiber bundles have previously been indicated as a possible cause for the
pathological anhedonic states in depressive disorders (6-8). While not much is known about the
therapeutic mechanism of vALIC DBS, prolonged stimulation of the vALIC could induce biological
changes to its surrounding limbic regions within reward- and affective circuits (9-12).

Within these circuits, the nucleus accumbens (NAc) is one of the regions that can either
directly be stimulated with DBS through the volume of activated tissue (13) or indirectly through
connections with the vALIC (14), and could be contributing to the therapeutic changes induced by
VALIC DBS. Previous studies have shown that the NAc is a key region in the brain reward circuit (15)
and shows abnormal functioning in MDD (16-18). By probing the activity of the NAc during reward
anticipation, we have previously shown that NAc reward processing normalizes following vALIC DBS
in obsessive-compulsive disorder (9). We therefore hypothesize that such normalization of NAc
activity during reward anticipation following vALIC DBS would occur in TRD as well. However,
whether such normalization in reward anticipation or other measures of reward function occurs in
the NAc, and to what extent this also affects other regions related to reward processing has not been
investigated previously. Additionally, it is unknown whether baseline reward circuit functioning holds

predictive information about future DBS treatment outcome.
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In this longitudinal functional magnetic imaging (fMRI) study, we investigated reward
processing in TRD patients receiving vALIC DBS treatment. Patients underwent fMRI scanning while
performing a monetary reward task known to activate the NAc (19-21) before DBS implantation and
following surgery and DBS parameter optimization. Matched healthy controls were included and
performed the fMRI task at two time points to control for test-retest effects. To assess short-term
effects of DBS de-activation after parameter optimization on reward processing, TRD patients also
performed the fMRI task after double-blind periods of active and sham stimulation. We investigated
the predictive properties of baseline NAc and whole-brain reward processing for DBS treatment
response, and assessed longitudinal and active stimulation effects of DBS on reward processing.
Additionally, we investigated whether NAc and whole-brain longitudinal changes in reward

processing were related to clinical outcome.

2. Methods
2.1 Patients
We included patients with TRD as well as healthy controls in a longitudinal study followed by a

randomized crossover phase (for patients only). This imaging study was an add-on to a previously
reported clinical trial for vALIC DBS in TRD (13) (trial registration number: NTR2118). The study was
approved by the medical ethics boards of the two participating hospitals: Academic Medical Center,
Amsterdam [AMC] and St Elisabeth Hospital, Tilburg [SEH]. All included patients provided written
informed consent.

At inclusion, patients had to be aged 18-65 years and have a primary diagnosis of MDD
according to the DSM-IV (assessed with a semi-structured clinical interview for DSM-IV disorders), an
illness duration of more than 2 years, a 17-item Hamilton Depression Rating Scale (HAM-D-17) score
of 18 or higher, and a Global Assessment of Function sore of 45 or lower. Additionally, patients had
to be treatment-resistant, defined as a failure of at least two different classes of second-generation
antidepressants, one trial of a tricyclic antidepressant, one trial of a tricyclic antidepressant with

lithium augmentation, one trial of a monoamine oxidase inhibitor, and six or more sessions of
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100  bilateral electroconvulsive therapy. Patients who fulfilled the above criteria and remained stable with
101 maintenance electroconvulsive therapy, but relapsed after discontinuation of that therapy, were also
102  eligible. Patients had to be able to understand the consequences of the procedure (1Q >80), and
103  capable of making choices without coercion. Exclusion criteria were a diagnosis of Parkinson’s
104  disease, dementia, epilepsy, bipolar disorder, schizophrenia or history of psychosis unrelated to
105 MDD, antisocial personality disorder, current tic disorder, an organic cause of depression, substance
106 abuse during the past 6 months, unstable physical condition, pregnancy, or general contraindications
107 for surgery.
108 Healthy controls were matched by age, sex, and education level. Their lifetime history of
109 psychiatric illness and that of their first-degree relatives were negative.

110

111 2.2 Treatment
112 Four-contact leads were implanted bilaterally and connected to a neurostimulator (lead: 3389;

113 stimulator: Activa PC/RC, Medtronic, Minneapolis, MN, USA). The electrodes were implanted with
114  the most ventral contact at the core of the NAc and the three more dorsal contacts in the vALIC.
115 Following a three-week recovery period, DBS setting optimization was started. The aim of DBS

116  optimization was to maximize antidepressant effects while minimizing side effects. Standardized
117  optimization included changing active contact points and voltage (ranging from 2.5 to 6.0 V). Pulse
118  width and frequency were kept stable (90 microseconds and 130 or 180 Hz, respectively).

119 Standardized optimization ended after a response (defined as a HAM-D-17 score reduction >=50%)
120  was reached for at least four weeks or after a maximum of 52 weeks. Details on the surgery and
121  vALIC DBS treatment (including parameter optimization) have been described earlier (13). Individual
122 DBS parameter settings after the standardized parameter optimization are provided in

123 Supplementary Table 1.

124
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125 2.3 Study Design
126 MRI scanning was performed three weeks prior to DBS surgery (baseline), and after DBS parameter

127  optimization (follow-up). The aim was to keep concurrent medication stable during the optimization
128  phase; however, psychiatrists were allowed to make changes for clinical indications (for an overview
129  of psychotropic medications used over time see Supplementary Table 2). Healthy controls were

130  scanned at baseline and after five months. After follow-up, the DBS group entered the double-blind
131 randomized cross-over phase, which consisted of two blocks of one to six weeks during which DBS
132  stimulation was on (active) or off (sham). Patients could be prematurely crossed over to the next
133 phase while blinding was maintained if this was requested by the patient, or if the treating

134  psychiatrist or research team deemed it clinically indicated and the HAM-D-17 score was at least 15.
135 Concurrent medication and DBS settings were kept stable during the crossover phase. Patients again
136  received MRI scans after both active and sham stimulation.

137  The severity of depressive symptoms was measured at each assessment (baseline, follow-up, active,
138  sham) with the HAM-D-17, with higher scores indicating more severe depressive symptoms. A

139  description of the analyses of the HAM-D-17 scores can be found in Supplementary Methods 1.2.
140

141 2.4 fMRI Acquisition and Monetary Reward Task
142  Structural and functional MRI data were collected with a 1.5T Siemens Magnetom Avanto syngo MR

143 scanner with a transmit/receive (Tx/Rx CP) Head Coil. Conform the manufacturer’s safety

144  instructions, the DBS devices were switched off during scanning. The devices were turned off just
145 before entering the scanner room and turned back on immediately after leaving the scanner room.
146 For details on the acquisition parameters, see Supplementary Methods 1.3. To probe NAc activation
147 during fMRI data acquisition, patients performed a monetary reward task with an event-related

148 design, which has been shown to consistently activate the NAc (19-21). For a detailed description and
149  visualization of the task, see Supplementary Methods 1.1 and Supplementary Figure 1. In short, the
150  task consisted of 108 trials during which one of three different cues was presented. A reward cue

151 (blue circle) predicted a monetary reward (€0.50/€1.00/€2.00), a neutral cue (brown triangle)
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152 predicted no reward/loss, and a loss cue (pink square) predicted a monetary loss (-€0.50/-€1.00/-
153  €2.00). Following a cue, a response window followed where a target (orange exclamation mark) was
154  presented and patients had to respond as quickly as possible with a button press. Successful button
155 presses within the response window led to a win or loss avoidance of the predicted monetary value
156  depending on the presented cue, while a failure to respond within the response window led to no
157  win, or loss of the predicted monetary value depending on the cue. The neutral cue never let to a
158 monetary reward or loss. Subsequently, feedback was shown on screen displaying the amount of
159  money won or lost during the trial as well as the cumulative earnings throughout the task. Reaction
160 times were recorded for each trial. A description of the analysis of the reaction times can be found in
161 Supplementary Methods 1.2.

162

163 2.4 fMRI Data Analysis
164  2.4.1 Preprocessing
165 Before preprocessing a quality assessment was carried out by manually reviewing MRIQC (22) Image

166  Quality Metrics and visual reports. (f)/MRI data were preprocessed using the Statistical Parametric

167  Mapping 12 (SPM12, https://www.fil.ion.ucl.ac.uk/) toolbox in MATLAB R2022a (The Math Works,

168 Inc., 2022). Functional images were realigned to the mean functional image and subsequently slice-
169  time corrected. The realignment parameters were inspected and scans with more than 4 mm (one
170  slice thickness) movement in any direction were excluded from the analyses. Next, the T1-weighted
171 image was coregistered to the mean functional image. The T1-weighted image was then segmented
172 and subsequently the functional images and structural image were normalized into standardized

173 Montreal Neurological Institute (MNI) space and resampled to 3 mm isotropic resolution. To improve
174  the signal-to-noise ratio, the functional images were smoothed using an 8-mm full width at half

175 maximum Gaussian kernel.

176
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177  2.4.2 NAc and Whole-Brain Activity
178 Neural activity during the monetary reward task was estimated with an event-related first-level

179  analysis for each patient at each time-point (baseline, follow-up, active and sham stimulation) using a
180  general linear model. Each type of cue (reward/neutral/loss x monetary value of €0.50/€1.00/€2.00),
181  each type of feedback (reward, neutral, loss), and the six realignment parameters were modeled as
182  separate regressors. Contrast images were created for reward anticipation (reward cues - neutral
183  cues), loss anticipation (loss cues - neutral cues), reward feedback (reward feedback - neutral

184  feedback), and loss feedback (loss feedback - neutral feedback) and were taken to the second-level
185 group analyses. To assess NAc activation, one region-of-interest (ROI) mask for the left and right NAc
186  was created based on the Automated Anatomical Labelling atlas 3 (AAL3) (23). Since the electrodes
187  partially overlap with the NAc in the follow-up data, we created a bilateral electrode mask by first
188  normalizing the voxel intensity of each follow-up scan using the global intensity mean, subsequently
189  thresholding the data to only include voxels with electrode drop-out by selecting an intensity of <0.6,
190 binarizing the data and averaging over time, and then multiplying each individual binary electrode
191 mask to create a bilateral electrode mask averaged over the whole patient sample, which was

192  subsequently multiplied with the bilateral NAc mask. The remaining voxel coverage of the bilateral
193 NAc after removing the electrode artifacts is presented in Supplementary Figure 2. For the

194  longitudinal analyses, we used this mask on both baseline and follow-up data to only include

195  significant differences in NAc regions unaffected by the electrodes.

196

197  2.4.3 fMRI Statistical Analysis
198 Baseline group-level analyses were performed using SPM12. To assess baseline group differences, we

199 performed a two-sample t-test between DBS patients and healthy controls with age and sex as added
200 covariates for each of the four contrasts on both whole-brain and ROI (NAc) level. To assess whether
201 baseline NAc and whole-brain activity during reward processing is associated with DBS outcome at
202 follow-up, we performed four separate linear regression analyses with the percentage change in

203 HAM-D-17 scores (follow-up - baseline) as the outcome variable and NAc/whole-brain activity during
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204 four different contrasts (during reward anticipation, loss anticipation, reward feedback, or loss
205 feedback) as the predictive variable, and age and sex added as covariates. Since the longitudinal
206  change in HAM-D-17 scores violated normality assumptions, we transformed the values by taking the
207  square root of the proportional change in HAM-D-17 scores with an added value of 1 to ensure
208  positive values. For the resulting scores, a value of 1 represents no change, scores <1 represent
209 decreases in HAM-D-17 scores, and scores >1 represent increases in HAM-D-17 scores following DBS.
210 We used voxel-wise inference for ROI analyses in the left and right NAc and corrected for
211 multiple comparisons using a family-wise error (FWE) rate small volume correction (a<0.05). Whole-
212 brain activation during reward processing was assessed using cluster-wise inference with a cluster-
213 forming threshold of 0.001 and corrected for multiple comparisons using FWE correction (a<0.05).
214 Longitudinal group-level (patients vs. healthy controls and active vs. sham) fMRI analyses
215  were performed using the Sandwich Estimator toolbox for SPM12 (SwE v2.2.0;
216  http://www.nisox.org/Software/SwE) (24) (degrees of freedom type Il, small sample adjustment for
217  Wild Bootstrap resampling type C2, 999 bootstraps, unrestricted U-SwE). To assess DBS induced
218  changes in NAc activity from baseline compared to follow-up we performed four separate mixed
219  ANOVAs for each contrast with group (DBS vs. healthy controls) as the between-subjects factor and
220 session (baseline vs. follow-up) as the within-subjects factor. Since the time from baseline to follow-
221 up varied greatly within patients (mean=420.78 days, SD=159.15) and between patients and healthy
222 controls (mean=148.00 days, SD=13.74), days since baseline was added as a time-varying covariate to
223  the models. To assess NAc activity following active compared to sham stimulation, we carried out a
224  repeated measures ANOVA with session (active vs. sham) as the within-subjects factor. Due to
225 premature cross-overs, the time between sessions varied between patients (mean=20.63 days,
226 SD=14.26). Therefore, days since baseline as well as the randomization order were added as
227  covariates to the model.
228 For the longitudinal analyses (baseline vs. follow-up and active vs. sham), we used the SWE

229  non-parametric Wild Bootstrap procedure for the ROl analysis with voxel-wise inference and
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230  statistical tests across the left and right NAc were corrected for multiple comparisons using a false
231  discovery rate (FDR) small volume correction (a<0.05). Whole brain analyses were performed using
232 the same SWE non-parametric Wild Bootstrap procedure with cluster-wise inference (cluster-forming
233 threshold=0.01). Whole-brain statistical tests were corrected for multiple comparison using FWE
234  correction (a<0.05).
235 To assess whether changes in NAc and whole-brain activity were related to clinical outcome,
236  we performed separate linear regression analyses in SPM12 with the patient group only for each of
237  the four contrasts. For these analyses we modeled the interaction between session (baseline vs.
238  follow-up and active vs. sham) and clinical outcome (transformed percentage change in HAM-D-17
239 scores) while correcting for days since baseline. Results were assessed using the same statistical

240  inference as for the baseline SPM12 analyses described above.

241

242 3. Results
243 In total, twenty-five patients and twenty-two healthy controls were included in the clinical trial, but

244  we were unable to acquire data for each participant at all time points. For a detailed overview of the
245 missing data see Supplementary Table 3. Apart from the missing data, we additionally excluded two
246  patients from our baseline analysis due to unrepresentative and missing HAM-D-17 scores at follow-
247  up, two patients due to insufficient brain coverage during fMRI acquisition, one patient due to

248  missing onset times for the monetary reward task, one healthy control due to excessive head motion
249 (>4 mm), and one healthy control due to a missing HAM-D-17 score at baseline, leaving 15 patients
250  and 18 healthy controls in the baseline analyses. For the follow-up analyses, nine patients and 15
251 healthy controls remained after excluding one patient due to insufficient brain coverage during fMRI,
252  one patient due to missing onset times for the monetary reward task, and two healthy controls due
253 to excessive head motion. We included 11 patients in the active vs. sham analyses after excluding
254  one patient due to excessive head motion.

255
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3.1 Clinical Results
Demographic and clinical characteristics are presented in Table 1. Patients and healthy controls

showed no statistically significant difference in sex, age and estimated IQ. At baseline, patients had
significantly higher scores than healthy controls on measures of depressive symptom severity in the
HAM-D-17, MADRS, and IDS-SR (all p<0.001). There was a significant reduction in HAM-D-17 score
(n=9) from baseline (mean=23.70, 95%CI=18.82-28.51) to follow-up (mean=12.80, 95%C|=7.28-18.28;
t=-2.375, p=0.033), and patients had a significantly lower HAM-D-17 score (n=11) after active
stimulation (mean=14.70, 95%Cl=10.08-19.37) compared to sham stimulation (mean=22.00,

95%Cl=18.41-25.59; t=-3.380, p=0.0079).
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Table 1. Descriptive characteristics of DBS patients and healthy controls.

Characteristics Baseline p-value’ Baseline — follow-up p-value’ Active-sham
DBS HC DBS HC DBS
Sample size 15 18 9 15 11
Sex, No. (%)
Female 12(80%)  11(61%) . 8(87.5%) _9(60%) .8
Male 3 (20%) 7 (39%) - 1(12.5%) 6 (40%) o 3 (27%)
Age at inclusion
mean (SD) 52.9(7.9) 53.2(8.0) n.s. 51.6 (8.4) 52.9(8.3) n.s. 53.3 (4.9)
median (IQR)** 55.0 (11.0) 55.0 (7.0) 50.0 (6.0) 56.0 (6.0)
Estimated 1Q, mean (SD) 98.0 (15.6) 102.0 (13.5) n.s. 96.6 (17.4) 104.0 (14.0) n.s. 96.4 (13.2)
Baseline HAM-D-17 score
mean (SD) 23.1(5.6) 0.9 (1.3) * 23.7 (6.3) 0.7 (1.3) * 22.4(6.19)
median (IQR) 23 (8.5) 0.0 (1.0) 23.0 (12.0) 0.0 (1.0)
Baseline MADRS score
mean (SD) 34.0 (6.3) 0.8(1.3) * 33.9 (6.8) 0.9 (1.4) * 33.8(5.8)
median (IQR) 36.0 (7) 0.0 (1.8) 36.0 (7.0) 0.0 (2.0)
Baseline IDS-SR score
mean (SD) 49.5 (9.6) 3.2(2.7) * 47.9 (9.9) 3.0(2.3) * 46.7 (11.5)
median (IQR) 51.0 (14.0) 3.0 (4.0) 47.0 (11.0) 3.0 (4.0)
Age at MDD onset, mean (SD)
Self-report 28.7 (16.0) - 29.9 (17.0) - 30.5 (15.3)
Diagnosis 37.1(10.4) - 36.8 (12.1) - 38.3(11.8)
No. of past medications
mean (SD) 10.0 (3.0) - 10.7 (3.6) - 10.5 (3.1)
median (IQR) 10.0 (2.5)
No. of past ECT series
mean (SD) 2.2(1.1) - 2.0(1.2) - 1.8 (1.1)
median (IQR) 2.0(2.0) - - 1.0 (1.5)
No. of past ECT sessions
mean (SD) 52.8 (49.2) - 56.7 (60.5) - 50.2 (55.5)
median (IQR) 47 (30) - 49.0 (37.0) - 42.0 (28.5)
Years since MDD onset, -
diagnosis, mean (SD) 15.8 (8.8) 14.8 (8.8) - 15.0 (10.7)
MDD episodes, No. (%) -
1 6 (40%) - 4 (50%) - 6 (55%)
2 2 (13%) - 2 (25%) - 3 (27%)
>2 7 (47%) - 2 (25%) - 2 (18%)

Abbreviations: DBS, Deep Brain Stimulation; HC, healthy controls; SD, standard deviation; 1Q, intelligence quotient;

HAM-D, Hamilton Rating Scale for

Depression; MADRS, Montgomery-Asberg Depression Rating Scale; IDS-SR, Inventory of Depressive Symptomatology-Self-report; MDD, major depressive
disorder; ECT, electroconvulsive therapy.
+ p-values were obtained with appropriate parametric and non-parametric tests.

* Significant differences between patients and healthy controls (p<0.001).

** median indicated when normality assumptions were violated.
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266 3.2 Behavioral Results

267 For both comparative analyses there was a significant main effect of condition for reaction time
268 (baseline vs. follow-up: F(2,107.96)=3.942, p=0.008; sham vs. active: F(2,48)=5.018, p=0.01), with
269 average reaction times after reward and loss cues being significantly shorter compared to average
270 reaction times after neutral cues. Additionally, the baseline vs. follow-up analysis revealed a

271  significant interaction effect between group and session (F(1,112.42)=7.038, p= 0.009). Post-hoc
272 comparisons showed that there was no significant difference in average reaction times between
273 patients and healthy controls at baseline. However, average reaction times in healthy controls
274  significantly decreased at follow-up compared to baseline, whereas there was no significant

275  difference in patients. There were no significant interaction effects with condition (p>0.05). There
276  was also no significant difference in average reaction times after active compared to sham

277 stimulation (p>0.05) and no significant interaction between those sessions and condition (p>0.05).

278

279 3.3 fMRl results
280  3.3.1 Baseline
281  Group comparisons did not show any statistically significant differences between patients and

282 healthy controls at baseline in NAc and whole-brain activity during reward anticipation, loss

283 anticipation, reward feedback, or loss feedback (pswe-corrected™>0.05).

284 Regression analyses within the patient group between baseline activity and DBS outcome
285  showed that lower NAc activity during loss anticipation was significantly associated with worse

286  outcome (pfwe-corrected=0.025, see Figure 1). Additionally, we found that higher midcingulate (MNI: 18,-
287 1,35; cluster extent: 40 voxels; pPrwe-corrected=0.029, see Figure 2) and caudate nucleus (MNI: -

288 3,17,17;cluster extent: 72 voxels; Pswe-corrected=0.002, see Figure 3) activity in reward feedback was
289 significantly associated with worse outcome.

290 One of the patients had an atypical large increase in HAM-D-17 score following DBS

291  combined with largely deviating brain responses during reward processing at baseline. The HAM-D-

292 17 change score of this patient was statistically not deemed to be an outlier. Nonetheless, we
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293 investigated whether the associations between activity in these clusters and DBS outcome remained
294  significant without this patient. Within the clusters, associations remained significant for both the

295 caudate nucleus (p=0.02) and midcingulate (p=0.02), but not for the NAc (p>0.05). However, the

296  clusters did not remain statistically significant when we reperformed the whole-brain analyses after

297  excluding this patient.

298  3.3.2 Baseline vs. Long-Term Follow-up
299 Neither the whole-brain analysis nor the NAc ROI-analysis showed significant session x group

300 interaction effects (prwe/ror-corrected™0.05) for any of the four different contrasts. None of the contrasts
301 showed a significant effect of session on the whole-brain level (prwe-correctea™>0.05) or specifically in the
302 NAC (Pror-correctea>0.05). Additionally, no significant main effects of group were found after whole-
303 brain analysis (prwe-correctea>0.05). However, ROIl-analysis of the NAc showed a trend towards a

304  significant main effect of group during reward feedback (left: pror-corrected=0.073, right: pepr-

305  corrected=0.073). An exploratory post-hoc comparison showed that patients exhibited decreased right
306  and left NAc activity during reward feedback compared to healthy controls (left: pepr-correctea=0.039,
307  right: pror-correctea=0.039). The other contrasts did not show significant main effects of group in the
308 NAC (pror-corrected>0.05).

309 One patient in the longitudinal data did not have a representative HAM-D-17 score at follow
310 up, and we thus assessed if activity changes over time were dependent on the clinical outcome

311  within the group of eight remaining patients. Whole-brain analysis on the activity change (follow-up
312 - baseline) and DBS outcome revealed that an increase in left middle frontal gyrus (MFG) activity
313  during loss feedback was significantly associated with better clinical outcome (MNI: -39,11,32; cluster
314  extent: 32 voxels; Prwe-correctea=0.037, see Figure 4). NAc ROI-analysis for loss feedback did not show
315 an association between activity change and clinical outcome (prwe-correctea™>0.05), and none of the

316 other contrasts showed any significant associations between activity change in the NAc or on the
317  whole-brain level and clinical outcome (prwe-correctea>0.05).

318
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319  3.3.3 Active vs. Sham DBS
320 Whole-brain analysis and NAc ROI-analysis of the cross-over phase (active vs. sham) showed no

321  significant effects of session (Prwe/ror-corrected>0.05) for any of the different contrasts. Additionally,

322  there were no significant associations between activity change in the NAc or on the whole-brain level
323  and clinical outcome for any of the four contrasts (prwe>0.05).

324

325

326 4. Discussion
327  This study aimed to assess the effect of vVALIC DBS on reward processing in the NAc and on the

328  whole-brain level, and to study both baseline and longitudinal associations between brain activity
329  during reward processing and DBS outcome. The results showed that higher caudate nucleus and
330 midcingulate cortex activation during reward feedback processing and lower NAc activation during
331 loss anticipation were associated with worse DBS outcome. Although DBS resulted in a significant
332 decrease in depressive symptoms, we found no significant effect of DBS on changes in reward

333 processing when the whole group of patients was compared to healthy controls, nor after a period of
334  active compared to sham stimulation. Though within the patient group, we observed a significant
335  association between increased MFG response to loss feedback following DBS and a better DBS

336 outcome in patients.

337 The brain regions found to be associated with DBS outcome (the NAc, midcingulate cortex,
338  and the caudate nucleus) have previously shown to be involved in reward processes and reward-
339  based decision making (25-27). In addition, these regions have previously been implicated in the

340  neurobiology of TRD (28-30), and have consistently shown hypoactivity during reward feedback in
341 MDD and relations to anhedonia (17, 31, 32). While we did not find a significant difference in brain
342  activity in these regions between patients and controls at baseline, our findings imply that functional
343 variation in the NAc, midcingulate cortex, and caudate nucleus within the patient group may still be

344 relevant for the outcome of DBS.
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345 Despite a significant reduction in depression symptoms after (active) DBS, patients did not
346  show changes in brain reward circuit regions following long-term DBS or after active compared to
347  sham stimulation. This result is in contrast with our previous study in obsessive-compulsive disorder,
348  in which we reported that DBS restores aberrant NAc function during reward processing (9). This
349  discrepancy could possibly be explained by different underlying biological disease mechanisms, but
350 may also be due to differences in study design, as the study in obsessive-compulsive disorder
351 compared patients following one year of active stimulation and after one week of DBS cessation.
352 Nonetheless, since a large body of literature suggests that MDD is associated with aberrant reward
353 processing in the brain (e.g. 8, 17, 33) and we specifically aimed to target the reward circuit by
354  stimulation of the vALIC, it was surprising to find no DBS induced changes in reward processing. As
355  we did not include a scale that specifically measured anhedonia, we cannot be entirely sure that
356  VvALIC DBS reduced anhedonia. Since anhedonia is specifically linked to activity in the reward circuit
357  (e.g. 32), this could explain why we did not find reward circuit modulation after DBS. However, given
358 the substantial reduction in depressive symptoms in our sample, it seems unlikely that DBS did not
359  have any influence on anhedonia.
360 But while there were no significant changes over time in reward processing when we
361 compared the entire group of DBS patients to healthy controls, we did find an association between
362 MFG activity during loss feedback and DBS outcome. Specifically, our results imply that MFG activity
363  increases following DBS lead to better DBS outcome. The MFG has previously shown involvement in
364  reward and loss processing (34, 35), may genetically and functionally be involved in depression (17,
365  36), and is an important target for repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation treatment of
366 depression (37). While we found this association in only a small group of patients and thus requires
367  further investigation, it corroborates previous findings on the involvement of the MFG in depression
368 and its clinical treatments.
369 Overall, we observed quite remarkable variation in recorded brain responses during the

370 various reward conditions. While this facilitated the detection of associations between neural
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371 responses and DBS outcome, we did not find overall differences between DBS patients and healthy
372  controls at baseline. The high variation recorded in the small sample of this study may have limited
373  our power in detecting group differences. Additionally, one of the patients in this study had a
374  deviating HAM-D-17 change score combined with more extreme brain responses during reward
375 processing, which was largely driving the associations between brain responses during reward
376  processing and DBS outcome. Although these associations remained significant in the caudate
377 nucleus and midcingulate without this patient, the association between NAc responses to loss
378 anticipation and DBS outcome disappeared, and we were not able to detect significant clusters when
379  removing the patient from the analyses. While this limits the robustness of our findings, it could also
380  be that smaller associations were not detectable with the reduced power after removing this patient
381  altogether. Nonetheless, the deviating HAM-D-17 change score of this patient was not a statistical
382  outlier and high variation in responses to reward cues is common in regions such as the NAc in MDD,
383  with the most deviating responses correlating with anhedonia and suicidal ideation severity (38). To
384  the best of our knowledge, no study has previously investigated the role of brain reward circuit
385  functioning as a predictor for DBS outcome. Thus, we cannot conclude whether the recorded
386  responses to different reward cues in this patient was an exception and significant outlier, or
387  whether this largely deviating response holds clinical relevance for associations with DBS outcome.
388 An important limitation of this study is the limited number of patients that could be included
389 inthe longitudinal analysis, which may have affected our results and their replicability in similar
390 future studies (39). This study was part of a randomized controlled clinical trial, and the required
391 sample size was calculated based on the required power to determine the therapeutic efficacy of
392  vALIC DBS (13). The effects of DBS on fMRI measures were secondary outcomes of the study for
393 which we unfortunately had less data (and thus power) to detect reward processing changes when
394  compared to healthy controls. Due to this lack of power, this study also did not control for additional
395 factors such as medication use. Nevertheless, the sample size is relatively large for an fMRI study

396  with TRD patients undergoing DBS. Future studies powered with fMRI outcomes as one of the
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397  primary outcome measures, have to reveal whether DBS may have smaller effects on reward
398  processing and to investigate how clinical factors affect the outcome of DBS and its effects on reward
399  processing. Another limitation is that we were unable to investigate acute DBS effects on brain
400 regions involved in reward processing as the DBS systems had to be switched off during scanning
401  due to safety reasons. Future studies using DBS systems which can be safely turned on during
402 scanning could determine whether acute effects of DBS on reward processing in the brain play a role
403 in its working mechanism.
404 In summary, we found associations between baseline activity in the midcingulate cortex,
405 caudate nucleus, and NAc during reward processing and DBS outcome in TRD, but no general short-
406  term or long-term effects of DBS on reward processing compared to healthy controls. Instead, we
407  observed a significant association between MFG response increases to loss feedback and a better
408 DBS outcome. These findings have to be replicated in larger samples to determine whether reward
409  processing could be relevant for our understanding and optimization of DBS treatment in patients

410  with TRD.
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536
537  Figure 1. Negative association between nucleus accumbens response during loss anticipation at
538  baseline and DBS outcome. Results from ROI-based regression analysis revealed that higher
539  responses during loss anticipation led to a better outcome in VALIC DBS (prwe-corrected=0.025).
540 HAMD=Hamilton-Depression Rating Scale.
541
542
543 Figure 2: Positive association between right midcingulate response to reward feedback at baseline
544  and DBS outcome. Whole-brain regression analysis revealed a statistically significant cluster in the
545 right midcingulate gyrus where lower responses to reward feedback led to a better outcome in vALIC
546 DBS (prwe-corrected=0.029). HAMD=Hamilton-Depression Rating Scale.
547
548
549  Figure 3: Positive association between right caudate nucleus response to reward feedback at
550 baseline and DBS outcome. Whole-brain regression analysis revealed a statistically significant cluster
551 in the right caudate nucleus, where lower responses to reward feedback led to a better outcome in

552  VALIC DBS (prwe-correctea=0.002). HAMD=Hamilton-Depression Rating Scale.

553
554

555 Figure 4: Association between longitudinal changes in the left middle frontal gyrus response to loss
556  feedback and DBS outcome. Whole-brain regression analysis revealed an association between

557  changes in the left MFG response to loss feedback and HAM-D-17 change following vALIC DBS

558  treatment, with an increase in left MFG response to loss feedback being associated with higher

559  clinical improvement (prwe-corrected=0.037). HAMD=Hamilton Depression Rating Scale, MFG=middle
560 frontal gyrus.

561
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