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Abstract  

Background 

Hallucinations negatively impact quality of life in Parkinson's disease, yet their neural 

mechanisms remain poorly understood, particularly in early disease stages. This study aimed 

to identify functional connectivity differences associated with visual hallucinations in early 

Parkinson’s Disease and to validate these findings across independent datasets. 

Methods 

Resting state fMRI data from two prior independent studies was used (total N=185; N=84 

hallucinators and N=101 non-hallucinators). Group differences in functional connectivity 

were assessed within predefined cytoarchitectonic cortical classes and functional networks, 

followed by whole-brain analysis using Network-Based Statistics (NBS). Associations with 

clinical measures, including hallucination severity, motor symptoms, cognition, and attention, 

were also evaluated. 

Results 

NBS identified a subnetwork of reduced functional connectivity in hallucinators, connecting 

regions involved in the default mode, somatomotor and attentional networks. This 

subnetwork was replicated in a matched sample from our independent cohort (N=50; 

p<0.01). Functional connectivity within the identified network was significantly associated 

with hallucination severity (R² = 0.35, p = 0.01), and with baseline and future motor 

symptoms, cognition, and attention in hallucinators. 

Conclusions 

The identified functional subnetwork shows promise as a potential biomarker and therapeutic 



 
 

 

target for Parkinson's disease psychosis, warranting further investigation and validation in 

future studies. 
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Introduction  

Psychosis is a common yet underappreciated feature of Parkinson’s Disease (PD), with 

estimates suggesting half of the 10 million PD patients worldwide experience psychosis at 

some point during their illness1. Symptoms include hallucinations, predominantly visual, 

which have been shown to negatively affect patients’ and carers’ quality of life and predict 

dementia2,3. However, the mechanisms underlying visual hallucinations (VH) and their 

relationship to cognitive processing and clinical outcomes remain poorly understood. VH 

might be underpinned not just by regions with neural pathology, but also by unaffected 

regions within broader functional networks4–6. Converging evidence suggests the contribution 

of attentional network dysfunctions and an imbalance in top-down and bottom-up perceptual 

processing7, implicating multiple regions and functional networks5,6,8–12.  

Against this backdrop, two main models of PD Psychosis (PDP) emerge as particularly 

relevant: the Perception-Attention-Deficit (PAD)13 and the Attentional Network 

Dysfunction14 model. The PAD model proposes that patients experience deficits in sensory 

activation and attentional binding. Hallucinations arise from erroneous sensory activation of 

inappropriate proto-objects (early visual processing where sensory inputs compete for 

recognition as distinct objects in visual awareness) and failures in attentional binding. The 

Attentional Network Dysfunction model also attributes VH to attentional control deficits, 

specifically from perturbations in the interactions among Dorsal Attention Network (DAN), 

Ventral Attention Network (VAN), and Default Mode Network (DMN) - with experimental 

work supporting this15,16. 

A systems-level analysis of functional network connections could support or challenge these 

models. Nonetheless, to date, little work has investigated whole-brain resting-state functional 

connectivity (FC) in early-stage PDP. Previous studies have examined psychosis in 

established disease, primarily due to recruitment challenges2, and most studies have used 

task-based fMRI, investigating changes in PD participants with visual hallucinations (PDVH) 

during visual tasks of varying complexity16–19. While these studies shed light on functional, 



 
 

 

cognitive, and visual alterations in PDVH, the variability in tasks makes replication difficult. 

Moreover, VH are linked to deficits across multiple cognitive domains9,20. In this context, 

resting-state fMRI is a valuable complementary approach to examine whole-brain FC across 

domains21,22. Lastly, while some studies have used seed-based-analyses of resting-state fMRI 

or looked at circumscribed networks12,23–26, few have performed whole-brain, data-driven 

analyses9,10.  

 

The overall aim and hypotheses of this study were therefore to:   

A) Investigate functional connectivity markers in PD patients with hallucinations by: 

(i) Evaluating group differences in global connectivity. Based on prior research9, 

we hypothesized reduced global FC in patients compared to healthy controls, 

with more pronounced reductions in PDVH than PDNOVH. 

(ii) Comparing group differences across Yeo functional networks and von 

Economo classes. We expected lower FC in attentional networks (DAN,VAN) 

and higher FC in the Default Mode Network (DMN) in PDVH.  

(iii) Using Network Based Statistics (NBS) to identify brain-wide connectivity 

differences associated with VH in PD. 

B) Assess whether any significant results from A) replicated in an independent cohort. 

C) Explore the relationships between hallucination-specific network differences and 

clinical/cognitive variables, both cross-sectionally and longitudinally.  

 

Methods and Materials 

Primary cohort- PPMI 

Our primary sample came from the PPMI (Parkinson’s Progression Marker Initiative) and 

included resting state fMRI data from PD patients and age-matched healthy controls (HC). 

Detailed exclusion criteria for the PPMI cohort are given in Supplementary Section 4. 

Patients were grouped into visual hallucination (PDVH) or non-visual hallucination 

(PDNOVH) groups based on scoring  ≥1 on Question 1.2 of the Movement Disorder Society 



 
 

 

Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale (MDS-UPDRS27) - ‘Over the past week have you 

seen, heard, smelled or felt things that were not really there?’ - at one or more 

concomitant/previous assessments (N=12 scored 1, N=11 scored 2, and N=2 scored 3). The 

overall sample included: N=25 PDVH patients, N=56 PDNOVH patients and N=24 healthy 

controls (HC) 28. By design, most PPMI patients were at early stages of their disease.  

Cognitive measures  

Global cognition was assessed with the Montreal Cognitive Assessment (MoCA)29; 

visuospatial function with the Benton Judgement of Line Orientation task30; and executive 

function with semantic fluency (total number of animals  named in one minute)31. Attention 

was measured with the Letter-number sequencing task32, and episodic memory with the 

Hopkins Verbal Learning Test Total Delayed Recall33 (sum of Recall Trial 1-3).  

Clinical measures 

Motor symptom severity was measured using the motor subscale of total MDS-UPDRS-III27. 

PD duration was recorded as number of years since PD diagnosis. Levodopa-equivalent daily 

dose (LEDD) was the daily dose (mg) on assessment day (See PPMI manual34). Sleep 

disorders were assessed with the REM Sleep Behaviour Disorder Screening Questionnaire 

(RBDSQ)35. Cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) sampling and analysis is described in detail in the 

PPMI manual34. The following were available for a subset of patients: CSF β-amyloid (Aβ1–

42 in pg/mL), tau proteins total (t-Tau) and α-synuclein concentration levels.  

Secondary Cohort - ICICLE-PD 

Our replication cohort came from the ICICLE-PD study36. Inclusion and exclusion criteria 

are given in Supplementary Section 4. Most participants completed the North East Visual 

Hallucination Interview (NEVHI)30, a semi-structured interview developed by Mosimann et 

al37 covering the phenomenology of VH. Patient and caregiver versions were used. A positive 

score (“Yes”) on one or more of NEVHI Part A screening questions 1.1 to 1.6 about presence 

of hallucinatory experiences (such as Question 1.1 “Do you feel like your eyes ever play 

tricks on you? Have you ever seen something (or things) that other people could not see?”) 

was used to categorise patients as PDVH or PDNOVH (see Supplementary Section 5). To 



 
 

 

replicate findings from the PPMI cohort, two subsamples were created from ICICLE-PD: 

Sample 1 (N=96) included patients that were well-matched to each other in clinical and 

demographic variables; Sample 2 (N=50) included a subset of patients matched to both each 

other and to the PPMI cohort based on key variables (age, sex, disease severity (MDS-

UPDRS-III), cognition (MoCA), and years of education). Further details regarding the 

matching process and cohort characteristics can be found in the Results, Table 1, 

Supplementary Table 1, and Supplementary Section 4. 

Clinical and Cognitive measures 

Hallucinations severity was computed using the NEVHI by following the guidelines outlined 

in its manual37. This involved multiplying scores of hallucination frequency, hallucination 

duration, and severity factors specific for the type of hallucination (see Supplementary 

Section 6). As for the PPMI cohort, global cognition was assessed with the Montreal 

Cognitive Assessment (MoCA)29 and motor symptom severity was measured using the motor 

subscale of total MDS-UPDRS-III27. 

Statistical analysis of demographics 

Demographic and clinical characteristics of  PDVH, PDNOVH and HC groups were 

compared using one-way ANOVA for normally distributed and Kruskall-Wallis for non-

normally distributed variables, with χ2 for categorical variables. For variables only relevant to 

patients, independent t-tests and Mann-Whitney tests were used. Shapiro-Wilk tests were 

used to assess normality.  

Data Pre-processing 

Full details on the acquisition of both MPRAGE (Magnetization Prepared Rapid Acquisition 

Gradient Echo) T1-weighted sequence and resting state fMRI data in PPMI and ICICLE-PD 

can be found in Supplementary Section 1.  rsfMRI data for both cohorts was pre-processed 

according to a published pipeline38 described in Supplementary Section 2. Denoising of 

motion artefacts was done with BrainWavelet toolbox’s wavelet despiking38. Brain surfaces 

were parcellated using an atlas with 308 cortical regions of approximately equal size based on 



 
 

 

a subdivision of the Desikan–Killiany atlas39. FC matrices were calculated using Pearson’s 

correlation of pairwise normalized wavelet coefficients between regions. 

Participants with mean framewise displacement (FD) >0.6 mm were excluded to reduce 

motion artefacts40: N=4 PDVH, N=8 PDNOVH and N=1 HC were excluded in PPMI; and 

N=3 PDNOVH and N=5 PDVH in ICICLE-PD. Mean FD was regressed from each FC 

matrix edge to remove motion correlations and distance-dependent motion effects 

(Supplementary Section 3). In ICICLE-PD, further 9 patients (4 PDVH, 5 PDNOVH) were 

excluded due to failed co-registration, and 1 PDNOVH was excluded for having many drop-

out regions.  

Functional Connectivity analyses across Yeo networks and von 

Economo classes in PPMI 

We first calculated group differences in mean FC averaged across the whole brain and 

averaged within each von Economo cytoarchitectonic class and Yeo network. Differences 

were calculated between the three groups using linear models (including age, sex and age*sex 

as covariates). To assess sensitivity, analyses were repeated including MoCA, UPDRS-III 

and LEDD as covariates. After removing outliers (±2 SDs), sample sizes were: PDVH N=22, 

PDNOVH N=55, HC N= 22.  

Network-based statistics (NBS) in PPMI 

We used Network Based Statistics (NBS)41 to identify a subnetwork of edges that differed 

between the PDVH and PDNOVH groups, co-varying for sex and age. NBS analyses were 

run with 5,000 permutations to ascribe a FWER-corrected p-value (<0.05). All analyses were 

performed using the Network-Based Statistics Toolbox v1.241.  

NBS replication analysis in ICICLE-PD Cohort 

We tested whether the NBS subnetwork identified using the PPMI cohort replicated in the 

ICICLE-PD cohort. Replication was assessed using two approaches: 1) Calculating total FC 

within the NBS network for each individual in the ICICLE-PD cohort and applying a linear 



 
 

 

model to test group differences, controlling for age and sex; and 2) using the NBS toolbox to 

directly compare PDVH and PDNOVH group differences in ICICLE-PD, using the same t-

threshold and covariates (age and sex) as in PPMI. 

Relating NBS connectivity to clinical and cognitive variables 

Primary PPMI cohort 

To understand the relationship between the NBS network defined in PPMI and clinical and 

cognitive variables of interest we ran a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) on all clinical 

and cognitive variables available with R’s factoextra and factominer (v2.4). We then related 

the PCA components to average NBS subnetwork connectivity with Spearman’s correlations 

- run separately for PDVH and PDNOVH groups.  

Further exploratory Spearman correlation analyses were conducted to assess whether average 

NBS connectivity was associated with cognitive decline and clinical outcomes at baseline and 

at follow-up. To maximize data availability, a follow-up period of 4 years (± 1 year) was 

used. The variables included in the analysis were attentional performance, MoCA, RBD, and 

MDS-UPDRS-III scores. 

Secondary ICICLE-PD cohort 

In the PDVH group from Sample 2, we related average FC within the PPMI NBS network to 

hallucination severity scores from the NEVHI. A linear regression was run with masked NBS 

FC as the independent variable and severity as the dependent variable, with a sensitivity 

analysis controlling for disease severity (MDS-UPDRS III).  

Results  

Primary Sample (PPMI) Characteristics 

There were no statistically significant group differences across shared demographic and 

cognitive variables, nor in medication and motor symptoms severity between PDVH and 

PDNOVH; see Table 1. 



 
 

 

Replication Sample (ICICLE-PD) Characteristics 

In the full ICICLE-PD cohort (N=104), the PDVH and PDNOVH groups were unmatched on 

key demographics and clinical variables (sex, disease severity, MoCA – see Supplementary 

Table 1). To address this, we matched the groups on all shared clinical and demographic 

variables, creating Sample 1 (N=48 PDVH, N=48 PDNOVH). However, patients in Sample 

1 were still not well-matched to the PPMI cohort, with the ICICLE-PD ones having fewer 

years of education, lower LEDD, and shorter disease duration (all p<0.05, see 

Supplementary Section 4). Sample 2 was therefore introduced (N=25 PDVH, N=25 

PDNOVH), where ICICLE-PD patients were matched both with each other and with PPMI. 

While disease duration and dopaminergic medication still differed between ICICLE-PD and 

PPMI, Sample 2 was otherwise well-matched to PPMI on age, sex, disease severity (MDS 

UPDRS-III), cognition (total MoCA) and years of education (see Table 1 and 

Supplementary Section 4).



 
 

 

Table 1 - Summary demographics for the primary and secondary cohorts, including the group of matched ICICLE-PD patients included in the NBS replication analysis. 
 

 Primary Cohort - PPMI       ICICLE-PD Sample 1      ICICLE-PD Sample 2  

Variable HC 
N=24 

PDNOVH 
N=56 

PDVH 
N=25 

 PDNOVH 
N=48 

PDVH 
N=48 

 PDNOVH 
N=25 

PDVH 
N=25 

 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD   p-val    Mean SD Mean SD   p-val Mean SD Mean SD  p-val 

Age 61.67 10.58 62.74 10.0 61.48 9.36 0.88  65.1 11.9 65.7 9.9 0.72 62.73 10.65 62.96 9.62 0.93 

Gender (F/M) 4/20 14/42 9/16 0.16 16/32 11/37 0.25 9/16 9/16 1.0 

MDS-UPDRS III - 20.64 9.94 25.88 11.16 0.08 25.04 11.4 28.7 10.4 0.06 24.84 13.34 26.04 9.19 0.43 

Hoehn & Yahr - 1.77 0.47 1.72 0.46 0.69 1.94 0.59 2.02 0.69 0.54 1.84 0.69 2.00 0.71 0.42 

PD Duration (y) - 2.95 1.74 3.6 1.69 0.15  0.49 0.41 0.53 0.38 0.39 0.58 0.47 0.65    0.45 0.43  

LEDD (mg/day) - 434.6 252.44 463.94 262.49 0.53 162.0 98.1 180.1 163 0.98 176.7 107.9 174.5 152.6 0.75 

Education (y) 16.00 3.07 15.8 2.45 14.44 2.97 0.07 13.38 3.88 12.3 3.82 0.20 13.92 3.87 14.30 4.04 0.61 

MoCA Total 27.75 1.62 27.55 2.11 25.96 4.29 0.43 25.7 3.21 24.93 3.49 0.19 26.16 3.02 26.00 2.80 0.73 

JLO Total 13.43 1.41 13.3 1.65 12.52 2.31 0.30 - - - - - - 

MoCA Visuo-
construction 

3.50 0.58 3.54 0.79 3.28 1.14 0.66 

 
- - - - - - 

Hopkins Verbal 
Learning Test 

46.41 10.19 48.80 9.22 46.36 16.2 0.56 - - - - - - 

Letter-Number 
Sequencing 

11.17 1.89 10.96 2.80 9.68 3.55 0.40 - - - - - - 

Semantic fluency 
(animals) 

21.00 4.79 22.64 6.00 20.96 5.51 0.32 - - - - - - 

CSF �-syn§ - 1400 618 1294 446 0.62 - - - - - - 



 
 

 

CSF β-Amyloid§ - 852 353 825 331 0.85 - - - - - - 

CSF T-tau§ - 163 52.9 156 50.7 0.69 - - - - - - 

Hallucination  
severityξ 

- - 
 

- 
 

- - 4.12 3.65 - - 4.28 4.17 - 

MoCA – Montreal Cognitive Assessment; JLO – Judgement of Line Orientation. CSF – Cerebrospinal fluid. LEDD – Levodopa-equivalent daily dose. MDS-UPDRS - Movement Disorders Unified 
Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale.  Significant p-values <0.05 indicated with * ξ For the NEVHI severity score, Sample 1 N=33 and Sample 2 N=18 due to data missingness. §  Samples for the CSF 
measures were PDVH N=23; PDNOVH N=49 due to data missingness.  
 
 

 

  

 



 
 

 

Group differences in Functional Connectivity in PPMI cohort 

In the PPMI cohort, FC decreased across groups with highest values in HC and lowest values 

in PDVH (see Figure 1A), however, differences were not statistically significant (Kruskal-

Wallis test-statistic=2.65, p=0.266). 

 

 

Figure 1- Group differences in functional connectivity (FC) at the global level and within previously 
defined von Economo and Yeo functional networks. (A) Left: average FC matrix for each group. Right: 
differences in global FC across the three groups. (B) Average FC within all seven von Economo 
cytoarchitectonic classes and seven Yeo canonical functional networks. Error bars indicate standard deviation. 
Coloured dots in (B) show the networks and classes where a significant group effect was found (p<0.05) before 
False Discovery Rate (FDR) correction and where the same colour indicates the relevant class or network. 

 



 
 

 

Group comparisons of FC across functional Yeo networks and von  Economo 

cytoarchitectonic classes (Figure 1B) showed differences across all groups for the primary 

motor (p=0.02), first association (p=0.01) and limbic (p=0.04) von Economo classes, 

alongside somatomotor (p=0.02), ventral attention (p=0.03), limbic (p<0.001) and 

frontoparietal Yeo networks (p=0.037). For these classes and networks, post-hoc tests 

revealed that PDVH had significantly lower mean FC than HC and PDNOVH. However, 

after False Discovery Rate (FDR) correction no result remained significant, except for the 

functional Yeo limbic network (pFDR = 0.007) where both PD groups differed significantly 

from HC. Supplementary Table 2. 

NBS subnetwork related to hallucinations in PPMI cohort 

NBS analyses revealed a statistically significant network of reduced FC in PDVH compared 

to PDNOVH (Figure 2) comprising 22 nodes and 23 edges (t-threshold=3.8, p=0.04, 5,000 

permutations). Connections were mainly between regions located in the DMN, somatomotor, 

DAN and VAN networks (see Figure 2C and Supplementary Table 3). The edge-pairs with 

the highest t-statistics were between the DMN and DAN, DMN and somatomotor, and DAN 

and somatomotor networks.  No significant NBS network was found in the opposite direction 

(PDVH FC > PDNOVH).   

 



 
 

 

 

Figure 2- Network Based Statistics differences in functional connectivity between the VH and NOVH 
groups, in the PPMI Cohort. Nodes are colour-coded according to their mapping to the 7 canonical functional 
networks published by Yeo et al. (2011). (A) Network of edges showing reduced FC in the VH group compared 
to the NOVH group, identified by the NBS analysis. An overall network of 22 nodes and 23 edges was 
identified by testing a one-tailed hypothesis. (B) The same NBS network shown in part (A), with edges coloured 
according to group averaged FC. (C) Connectogram visualisation of the NBS network, highlighting the most 
salient Yeo networks. 

 

 

Replication of NBS subnetwork in ICICLE-PD cohort 

We assessed whether the PPMI NBS subnetwork replicated in an independent dataset. For 

ICICLE-PD Sample 1, there was no significant difference in FC within the PPMI-defined 

NBS network between the PDVH and PDNOVH groups (t-test statistic=0.2, p>0.05). When 

using NBS to calculate PDVH vs PDNOVH connectivity differences directly in Sample 1, we 

found no significant NBS network (threshold= 3.8, contrast PDVH<PDNOVH, age and sex 

as covariates). 

We then turned to Sample 2  – where ICICLE-PD patients were matched not only to each 

other but also to the PPMI cohort for variables including years of education and MoCA 

scores. We observed a significant reduction in FC within the PPMI-defined NBS network in 

PDVH compared to PDNOVH (t-test statistics 7.31, p<0.01) - Figure 3C. We then re-ran the 



 
 

 

NBS analysis with the same parameters used in PPMI (t-threshold=3.8, 5,000 permutations, 

contrast PDVH<PDNOVH, age and sex as covariates) and again identified a significant 

network (p=0.03) of lower FC in patients with hallucinations vs. without hallucinations. This 

was larger (44 nodes, 46 edges) than the PPMI NBS network and contained almost the entire 

original PPMI NBS network (17/23 original edges), see Figure 3B and Supplementary 

Table 4.  

FC within the PPMI-defined NBS subnetwork was significantly associated with hallucination 

severity in the PDVH group from ICICLE-PD Sample 2 (R2 = 0.35, adjusted R2 = 0.31, 

p=0.01; Figure 3D). This remained significant (R2 = 0.36, adjusted R2 = 0.27, p=0.01) when 

controlling for MDS-UPDRS III.  

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

Figure 3 - NBS network replicated in the ICICLE-PD dataset. A) Original NBS subnetwork from the PPMI 
cohort. B) NBS subnetwork calculated from matched patients in replication cohort (VH vs NOVH) where 
PDVH have lower FC than NOVH. Overlapping edges with the PPMI result in part A) are coloured yellow. 
Nodes are colour-coded according to their mapping to the 7 canonical functional networks by Yeo et al. (2011). 
C) Raincloud plot of FC within the PPMI-defined NBS subnetwork in both groups of the ICICLE-PD cohort – 
with boxes showing data quartiles, whiskers indicating the full data range, dots indicating single-individual 
values, and half-violin plots depicting the density of the data. D) Negative correlation between composite 
hallucination severity score and FC within the (PPMI-defined) NBS subnetwork in the ICICLE-PD VH group 
(N=17).  

 

Relation between NBS connectivity and clinical/cognitive measures (PPMI 

cohort) 

We related FC within our NBS subnetwork to clinical and cognitive measures from the PPMI 

cohort. (N=69, including N=23 PDVH, N=46 PDNOVH, after excluding cases with missing 

CSF data). Principal Component Analysis (PCA) identified 4 dimensions with eigenvalues 

>1, explaining 63.03% of total variance. High PC1 was associated with lower age and better 

attention, executive function and general cognition (MoCA), and to a lesser extent, lower 

motor severity. High PC2 was related to higher CSF levels (alpha-synuclein, t-tau, beta-

amyloid). High PC3 was related to longer PD duration, higher LEDD, worse RBD symptoms 

and better visuospatial processing. High PC4 was related to higher LEDD, better memory, 

and older age (see Figure 4). 

In PDVH, connectivity in the NBS subnetwork positively correlated with PC1, but the 

relationship was not significant after FDR correction (ρ=0.48, p-val=0.02, p-valFDR= 0.08).  

In PDNOVH, NBS FC was negatively correlated with PC3 both before and after FDR 

correction (ρ= -0.54, p-val=0.001, p-valFDR= 0.004), indicating that lower NBS FC was 

associated with higher LEDD, longer disease duration, worse RBD symptoms, and better 

visuospatial processing.  

 



 
 

 

 

Figure 4- Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of clinical and cognitive variables, for the PPMI dataset. 
A) Scree Plot showing the amount of variance explained by the PCs. Only components with eigenvalues >1 
were selected, resulting in 4 principal components. B) On the left, visual representation of the first 4 dimensions 
with a plot of the relative contribution of each variable (in %) to each of the dimensions. The colours represent 
the contributing weights with dark red in both plots indicating a higher contribution (%). On the right, the 
correlation between each variable and each dimension. C) Spearman’s correlation analyses linking NBS FC to 
each of the 4 PCs for each group separately. On the bottom left, we show a correlation plot in the PDVH group 
for NBS FC vs the loading of the PC1 dimension; on the bottom right we show a correlation plot in the 
PDNOVH group for NBS FC vs the loading of the statistically significant PC3 dimension.  
 

Relation between NBS connectivity and future clinical outcomes in PPMI 

Cohort 



 
 

 

Lastly, we examined the association between baseline NBS connectivity and future clinical 

outcomes (see Figure 5). In the PDVH group, average NBS FC was positively correlated 

with better attention at both baseline and follow-up, and better cognition (MoCA total score) 

at follow-up. Lower NBS FC at baseline were related to worse (higher) MDS-UPDRS III 

scores at follow-up. No significant correlations were found for the PDNOVH group.   

 

Figure 5- Relation between NBS connectivity and future clinical outcomes. A) Plot of mean and SD for each 
variable per group at baseline and at follow-up time of 4 years (± 1 year). B) Correlations between clinical 
measures and FC within the NBS subnetwork at baseline and at follow-up, for the PDVH group. Spearman 
correlation coefficients are given, alongside p-values after FDR correction. C) The same correlations for the 
PDNOVH group. 

 

 

 

Discussion  

NBS identified a replicable network of reduced functional connectivity associated with visual 

hallucinations in PD patients. The NBS network included connections within and across the 

dorsal attention, ventral attention, and default mode networks, and replicated in an 



 
 

 

independent dataset when cohorts were matched for clinical and demographic variables. 

Lower functional connectivity within the network was associated with increased hallucination 

severity, and with baseline and future scores of motor symptom severity, cognition, and 

attention in PD patients with hallucinations.  

Relation to prior models of PD Psychosis 

The involvement of the DAN, VAN and DMN in the NBS network of reduced functional 

connectivity in PD psychosis was in-line with prior work6,8,9,16,24,42,43. Several network edges 

connected the DAN with the DMN, the somatomotor network and the frontoparietal network, 

in-keeping with the central role of the DAN in PD psychosis10,24,42 and consistent with both 

the Attentional deficit14 and the Perception-Attention-Deficit (PAD)13 models. Further 

underscoring the notion of attentional impairments in PD hallucinators, many of the NBS-

identified nodes map onto anatomical landmarks within the superior frontal gyrus— a 

principal component of the DAN and a structure implicated in PD psychosis8,9.  

Our results suggest a complex and nuanced interpretation of the DMN’s role in PD 

hallucinations. Contrary to one of our hypotheses (ii) and to previous work16,26,44, our results 

did not reveal hyperconnectivity within the DMN in PDVH, nor between the DMN and other 

networks. A partial explanation for this discrepancy is that, to our knowledge, no previous 

studies had examined the DMN with the same whole-brain analytic approach that we 

employed. Another possible explanation is that studies reporting hyperactivity of the DMN 

often included older patients with longer disease duration: e.g. in Shine et al.16 PDVH 

patients had mean age of 69.3 years and disease duration of 6 years (compared to 61.4 and 

3.6 years, respectively in the PPMI cohort). Similarly in Yao et al26 the mean age of PDVH 

patients was 67.6 years old, with an average 10 years disease duration.  

 

Validation and relation to hallucination severity 

The NBS network replicated in an independent cohort (ICICLE-PD) matched to the original 

cohort in terms of age, sex, disease severity, education, and cognition. Prior to matching, the 

secondary cohort had lower cognitive scores and years in education, suggesting the NBS 

network may characterize hallucinators with relatively preserved cognition or higher 



 
 

 

education. This is in-keeping with the hypothesis that differences in cognitive performance 

introduce heterogeneity into the network characteristics of different patient groups20. Our 

NBS network might also represent a characteristic neural signature of PD hallucinators at an 

early disease stage, when major cognitive decline has not yet occurred, but initial dysfunction 

of attentional networks has started to emerge. At present the different effects of age, 

education, cognition, and disease duration on FC differences are difficult to disentangle, but 

these could be further explored in future work with better phenotyped longitudinal cohorts.  

In the replication cohort, more severe hallucinations were related to reduced NBS FC, 

establishing an important, direct link between NBS network connectivity and degree of 

hallucinations. We note that higher severity composite score could mean that lower NBS FC 

is linked to patients experiencing multiple types of hallucinations or the same symptoms 

occurring more frequently or lasting longer in time. More work is required to delineate these 

options45.   

Cognitive significance 

The relationships between NBS network connectivity and clinical/cognitive measures aligned 

with attentional deficits in PD psychosis, corroborating prior meta-analytic findings of 

attention, executive function, and general cognition being most impaired in hallucinators20. 

Finally, higher NBS connectivity at baseline correlated both with better performance on 

attentional tasks and overall cognition, and with worsening motor symptoms severity at 

follow-up. The specificity of these predictions to the PDVH group suggests again that the 

NBS network is characteristic of PD psychosis.  

Limitations  

Some limitations should be noted: (i) participants were not recruited to investigate psychotic 

symptoms, resulting in a lack of detailed phenotyping about hallucination characteristics. 

Consequently, reliance on MDS-UPDRS question 1.2 may have included patients with minor 

and/or complex hallucinations, including experiences beyond the visual domain. Future 

studies should incorporate more comprehensive measures across sensory modalities46; (ii) 

visual testing was not conducted to assess potential low-level visual deficits47, and 

hallucination states could not be directly measured during scanning, limiting the ability to 



 
 

 

examine connections with active hallucinatory episodes versus only hallucination traits; (iii) 

we lacked comprehensive data on non-anti-Parkinsonian drugs that could induce 

hallucinations (e.g., anticholinergics, opioids). While LEDD was included as a covariate, 

other medications may have influenced the results; (iv) sample sizes, whilst comparable to 

other recent studies, were relatively small. Nonetheless, the NBS approach helped maximize 

statistical power, and replication of the NBS network in an independent dataset matched for 

key variables is promising. 

Conclusions 

In conclusion, we identified a replicable network of reduced functional connectivity 

associated with PD psychosis. The network included regions from key attentional and default 

mode networks and its association with hallucination severity, as well as with baseline and 

future motor symptoms, cognition, and attention, underscores its relevance in Parkinson's 

Disease psychosis. Overall, these results highlight the importance of resting-state fMRI 

network analysis in uncovering replicable neural differences related to hallucinations, and a 

deeper understanding of early-stage brain network dysfunction in Parkinson's Disease 

psychosis could help target therapeutic interventions toward the most effective neural 

systems. 

Data Availability   

All analyses used publicly available packages and code, available at: 

https://github.com/marcellamontagnese/PDPrestingfMRI. No new data was generated. PPMI 

data, downloaded on 05/10/2021, can be accessed at www.ppmi-info.org, and ICICLE-PD 

data is available by contacting the study lead at Newcastle University (http://bam-

ncl.co.uk/our-work/studies/icicle-pd/).  
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