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Abstract

Background: Deep brain stimulation (DBS) using segmented electrode contacts allows for
directionally steered stimulation (DS), while the conventional ring mode provides
omnidirectional stimulation (OS). However, with regard to achieving better effects with the
same stimulation intensity or equivalent effects with lower intensity, the comparative

therapeutic efficiency of these approaches remains unclear.

Objective: To compare the therapeutic efficiency of subthalamic DBS using segmented and

ring contacts in Parkinson’s disease (PD) patients with akinetic-rigid symptoms.

Methods: A double-blind, randomized monopolar review was conducted with patients in the
dopaminergic medication-off state at 10 weeks postoperatively on three upper ring
contacts and three contacts of the upper segmented level. Impedance measurements
were obtained, and the therapeutic threshold (current strength for complete biceps brachii
muscle rigidity resolution) was estimated by increasing stimulation intensity in 0.2 mA

increments.

Results: OS with ring contacts showed an improved therapeutic threshold compared to DS
with segmented contacts. At 1.1 mA stimulation intensity, complete rigidity resolution was
achieved in 90% of patients with the best ring contact, whereas only 40% achieved the
same outcome with the best segmented contact. In addition, OS with ring contacts

exhibited 50% lower impedance than DS with segmented contacts.

Conclusions: Incremental adjustments in current intensity during parameter titration
generate valuable stimulus-response curves for assessing therapeutic efficiency. In clinical
practice, the monopolar review should give priority to identifying the optimal ring level and
therapeutic threshold. Segmented contacts should be carefully considered as a potential

alternative when side effects limit the feasibility of other options.

Registration: ClinicalTrials.gov: NCT03548506

Key words: Deep brain stimulation; directional steering; segmented contacts; ring contacts;

circular contacts; threshold.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.01.23297794
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

55
56

57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.01.23297794; this version posted November 1, 2023. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

Introduction

Fluctuations in dopaminergic response in patients with idiopathic Parkinson's disease (PD)
are effectively addressed by deep brain stimulation (DBS) of the subthalamic nucleus
(STN), which provides evidence-based and cost-effective treatment with superior clinical
outcomes compared to the best medical treatment (Weaver et al., 2012; Schuepbach et
al.,, 2013; Dams et al., 2016; Lhommée et al., 2018). Despite advancements in
neurosurgical targeting, intraoperative techniques, awake procedures, and stimulation
paradigms, a notable proportion of patients may still require revision surgery due to side
effects or insufficient therapeutic benefits (Rosahl et al., 2002; Weiss et al., 2011; Millian et
al., 2013; Southwell et al., 2016; Rolston et al., 2016; Naros et al., 2018; Milosevic et al.,
2020).

The latest generation of DBS electrodes introduces a design modification in which the
middle two ring contacts are both divided into three segments, enabling directional
stimulation (DS) steering in addition to the circular or omnidirectional stimulation (OS) of
the traditional ring mode (Contarino et al., 2014; Pollo et al., 2014; Steigerwald et al.,
2016; Dembek et al., 2017; Schnitzler et al., 2021; Ramanathan et al., 2023; Debove et al.,
2023). While simulation studies indicate that DS can reduce out-of-target stimulation and
associated side effects, it may have limitations in achieving optimal therapeutic benefit
when compensating for suboptimal electrode placements (Kramme et al., 2021). Recent
empirical findings suggest that although DS can alleviate DBS side effects caused by
misplaced electrodes, some patients may still require surgical revision (Mishra et al.,
2023).

In this context, it is important to determine the potential of directional stimulation (DS) in
enhancing the therapeutic efficiency of DBS in the majority of patients with well-placed
electrode leads, where beneficial effects can be achieved without early side effects.
However, there is still ambiguity whether DS allows for more efficient stimulation of the
target structure by reducing the required stimulation intensity to achieve the desired clinical
benefit compared to omnidirectional stimulation (OS) (Pollo et al., 2014; Contarino et al.,
2014; Dembek et al., 2017; Schnitzler et al., 2021).

To address this open question, we performed precise stimulation amplitude titration with

0.2 mA step sizes for ring and segmented contacts, resulting in high-resolution clinical
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stimulation-response curves. This facilitated rigorous comparisons of DS and OS effects at
various stimulation intensities, primarily establishing the threshold for resolving muscular
rigidity in PD patients. Specifically, ten weeks after DBS lead implantation, a randomized,
double-blind monopolar review was conducted on the three upper contact levels and the
three parts of the upper segmented level. Impedance measurements were also obtained
for each contact to assess potential clinical benefits in relation to power consumption and

battery life.

Our hypothesis was that spatially focused DS of the STN would lead to more efficient
resolution of upper limb rigidity compared to OS, i.e., better effects would be achieved with

the same stimulation intensity or equivalent effects with lower intensity.
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Methods

Patients

The akinetic-rigid PD patients of this study had participated in the SANTOP study
(“Subthalamic  Steering for Therapy Optimization in Parkinson’s Disease”;
ClinicalTrials.gov: NCT03548506) that evaluated the long-term effects of omnidirectional
vs. directional deep brain stimulation in a randomized, cross-over protocol six months after
surgery; the respective results are reported elsewhere (Gharabaghi et al., 2023). Here, we
report the findings of a monopolar review conducted ten weeks after surgery on two
consecutive days, i.e., evaluating the three upper ring contacts (day 1) and the three
segments of the upper segmented level (day 2). The complete data for analysis was
available in seventeen of twenty-one participating PD patients, in whom the rigidity of the
right biceps brachii muscle was assessed during DBS of the left subthalamic nucleus in
the dopaminergic medication-off state. Furthermore, impedances were measured for all
contacts in every patient.

Each patient underwent bilateral implantation of STN-DBS leads (6170, Abbott
laboratories, Lake Bluff, lllinois, U.S.) on average 69 days prior to the evaluation. The
implantation target was preoperatively identified via magnetic resonance imaging (MRI)
and computer tomography (CT) images. Intraoperatively, successful implantation was
validated by local field potential beta-peaks (Milosevic et al., 2020) or microelectrode
recordings (Hutchison et al., 1998; Knieling et al., 2016). Postoperative CT images were
co-registered with preoperative MRI to confirm accurate electrode implantation. Patients
were examined several weeks after the DBS lead implantation to avoid micro-lesion
effects (Granziera et al., 2008), and after overnight withdrawal from dopaminergic
medication. Written informed consent was provided by all patients and the study was
approved by the ethics committee of the Medical Faculty of Tubingen. Detailed information

on patient demographics is provided in Table 1.

Stimulation configuration

The three upper ring contacts were evaluated in all seventeen patients. In addition, the
three segments of the upper segmented level were investigated in sixteen patients, and of
the lower segmented level in one patient. Stimulation was always applied at 130 Hz and
60 ps while increasing the stimulation intensity by 0.2 mA stepwise (see experimental
protocol). Stimulation was applied to the left STN while assessing the rigidity of the right

arm.
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ID Sex/ Age Disease Time between surgery
gender (years) duration and examination (days)
(years)

1 m 60s 10-15 80-90

2 f 60s 10-15 60-70

3 m 50s 10-15 70-80

4 m 70s 10-15 70-80

5 m 50s 5-10 60-70

8 f 60s 10-15 60-70

10 f 70s 10-15 60-70

11 f 50s 15-20 60-70

13 m 70s 10-15 60-70

14 m 70s 5-10 60-70

15 m 60s 10-15 70-80

16 m 60s 15-20 60-70

17 f 50s 5-10 50-60

18 m 50s 5-10 60-70

19 m 60s 10-15 70-80

20 f 50s 5-10 60-70

21 m 60s 10-15 80-90

Table 1: Patient information

Data acquisition and experimental protocol

The patients were instructed to relax their arms and to remain awake. Each run lasted 90
seconds and comprised two phases; a non-movement phase (30 s) and a continuous
passive movement phase (60 s). During the continuous passive movement phase, an
examiner moved the subject’s arm at a frequency of 0.5 Hz (acoustically communicated to
the examiner via headphones). At the end of each run, the examiner provided an estimate
of the patient’s rigidity according to the Unified Parkinson's Disease Ratings Scale (MDS-
UPDRS) assessment. For later analyses, these scores were binarized to represent either
a lack (UPDRS score of zero) or the presence of rigidity. In the first run, patients were
evaluated at OFF stimulation. In the consecutive runs, stimulation was increased from 0.5
mA to 2.5 mAin 0.2 mA increments on one stimulation contact before switching to another
contact. The contacts were evaluated in randomized order. Before switching contacts, the
paradigm was paused for two minutes to avoid stimulation-related carry-over effects (Levin
et al., 2009). Above 2.5 mA, the evaluation was continued in 0.2 mA increments, albeit the

evaluation was modified to identify side effects, i.e., without concurrent arm movements.
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Due to the fact that the programming was performed by a third person, the patient and the

examiner were unaware as to which stimulation contact was evaluated at which intensity.

Determining the therapeutic threshold

The therapeutic threshold was identified for each ring/segmented contact in each patient. It
was defined as the minimal stimulation intensity from which on rigidity remained
completely resolved. Specifically, only consistent resolving of rigidity was considered to be
the therapeutic threshold. For example, if rigidity was completely resolved at 0.9 mA and
1.3 mA and all higher intensities, but was still present at intensities of 0.7 mA and 1.1 mA;

the therapeutic threshold was determined at 1.3 mA.

Determining the side-effect threshold
The side-effect threshold was also identified for each ring/segmented contact in each
patient. It was defined as the lowest stimulation intensity which elicited side-effects such

as muscle cramps or double vision.

Determining therapeutic window size
The therapeutic window was determined as the difference between the lower (i.e.,

therapeutic threshold) and upper (i.e., side-effect threshold) border of clinical efficacy.

Determining contact impedance

The impedance values were measured intraoperatively, i.e., via the integrated functionality
of the programming device, by attaching an external pulse generator at the end of the
surgery. Low intensity bipolar stimulation was utilized to measure the impedance between
individual contacts. The impedance of a specific contact was calculated as the average

impedance between it and the other contacts.

Statistical evaluations

For statistical evaluation, the contacts were classified on the basis of different categories:
(i) according to level, i.e., ring 4 (most upper), ring 3 (second most upper), ring 2 (third
most upper), frontal segment, medial segment, lateral segment; (ii) best, second best,
worst ring/segment with regard to the therapeutic threshold; (iii) best, second best, worst
ring/segment with regard to the side-effect threshold; (iv) best, second best, worst
ring/segment with regard to the therapeutic window size (as the range between therapeutic

threshold and side-effect threshold). The stimulation effect was quantified using a linear
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mixed model. The measured clinical efficacy was modeled as the dependent variable. The
other variables were modeled as independent variables: Stimulation intensity was included
as a categorical fixed factor to estimate the effect of stimulation OFF versus a specific
stimulation intensity; the patient ID was included as a categorical random factor to
compensate for repeated measurements over individual patients.

Patient-wise paired t-tests were applied to investigate the differences between the
therapeutic thresholds, side effect thresholds and therapeutic window sizes of ring and
segmented contacts. Multiple comparison correction (MCC) was applied using the
Bonferroni method, an alpha value of 0.05 and a hypothesis count matching the count of
all statistical evaluations presented in this work. The results are presented with a marker

indicating either significance or non-significance after MCC.

Code and data accessibility
Data and evaluation code will be shared by the first author upon request. The toolbox

FiNN (Scherer et al., 2022) that was used to analyze the data is available on GitHub.
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Results
The ratio of rigid trials decreased consistently with increasing stimulation intensity. This
result was independent of grouping of the contacts on the basis of different categories, i.e.,
according to the level (2, 3, or 4) of the stimulated electrode (Figure 1 A), therapeutic
window size (Figure 1 B, C), therapeutic threshold (Figure 2 A, B), and side-effect

threshold (Figure 2 C, D).
Effects of stimulation on clinical efficacy - I
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level
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therapeutic window size
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Figure 1: Effects of stimulation on clinical efficacy — I. Subfigure A shows the findings for
contacts grouped by level (spatial position), subfigure B for contacts grouped by
therapeutic window size and subfigure C for segmented contacts ranked by therapeutic
threshold in comparison to the corresponding ring mode of the same segments. White,
gray and black colors of the symbols indicate significant (after MCC), significant (before
MCC) and non-significant (i) reduction of rigid trials across all patients (plots on the left
side), and (ii) differences between contacts (green plots on the right side), respectively.
Specifically, 40% reduction of rigid trials at 0.7 mA with the best segmented contact
indicated that 40% of patients had complete resolving of rigidity at this specific contact and
intensity; a result that was significant after MCC in comparison to baseline without
stimulation. However, when comparing this effect to the effects of the other contacts at the

same stimulation intensity (see plots on the right side), no significant difference was found.
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Effects of stimulation on clinical efficacy - II
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Figure 2: Effects of stimulation on clinical efficacy — Il. Same as figure 1 but for contacts
classified by therapeutic threshold (subfigures A and B), and side-effect threshold
(subfigures C and D)

In the following, we explain by way of example how the individual plots can be set in
relation to each other: When stimulating at an intensity of 0.7 mA, the ratio of rigid trials
was significantly reduced for one contact in comparison to baseline (i.e., without
stimulation); at this intensity, 40% of patients had complete resolving of rigidity when
stimulated via a laterally steering segmented contact (Figure 1 A). At the intensity of
0.7 mA, also 40% of patients had the best therapeutic window (Figure 1 B, C), the best
therapeutic threshold (Figure 2 A, B), and worst side-effect threshold (Figure 2 C, D). This
may suggest that, at 0.7 mA, laterally steering segments may present large therapeutic

windows via an improved therapeutic threshold. The stimulation effect of the laterally

10
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steering contact plateaued from 2.1 mA onwards, and achieved complete resolving of
rigidity in 80% of the patients. A comparison of these effects with the other contacts (both
segmented and ring) at the same stimulation intensity did not reveal any significant

differences (see respective plots on the right side of Figures 1 and 2).

When stimulated at 1.3 mA, all contacts (both ring and segmented) showed a significant
reduction of rigidity in comparison to baseline (i.e., stimulation off); the second-highest ring
contact led to the largest reduction of rigidity in comparison to baseline, plateaued from 2.1
mA onwards, and achieved complete resolving of rigidity in 90% of the patients (Figure 1
A). However, a comparison of these effects with the other contacts (both segmented and
ring) at the same stimulation intensity did not reveal any significant differences (see

respective plots on the right side of Figures 1 and 2).

Notably, the ring contact with the lowest therapeutic threshold achieved complete
resolution of rigidity at 1.1 mA (and plateaued onwards) in 90% of the patients (Figure 2 A,
left). This was significantly better than the segmented contact with the lowest therapeutic
threshold, where 40% of the patients had complete resolving of rigidity (Figure 2 A, right).
However, a further increase in stimulation intensity did not cause any significant difference

between the best ring and the other contacts (apart from the worst segmented contact).

This suggests that there is an optimal stimulation intensity for complete resolution of rigor
for the best ring contact. The best ring contact with the therapeutic threshold at 1.1 mA
(Figure 2 A), was usually (but not always) the contact with the largest therapeutic window
(Figure 1 B) and the highest side-effect threshold (Figure 2 C), but could not be attributed

to a single electrode level (Figure 1 A).

With regard to the therapeutic threshold, a comparison between the segmented contacts
and the corresponding ring mode (Figure 2 B) did not reveal any significant differences,
thus indicating that the selection of the optimal ring along the implantation trajectory had a
larger influence on rigidity than directional steering (Figure 2 A). This observation is
supported by the comparison between the therapeutic windows of ring and segmented

electrodes:

11
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Ring and segmented contacts
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Figure 3: Therapeutic window of ring and segmented contacts. A: The best ring contact
provided a larger therapeutic window than the other two ring contacts. B: The therapeutic
window of the segmented contacts and the corresponding ring contact, i.e., the sum of the
three segments, did not differ significantly, except for the worst segment.

Specifically, with regard to the therapeutic window the best ring contact was significantly
larger (Figure 3A) than the second best (p < 0.05) and worst ring contact (p < 0.01). A
comparison between the segments and their corresponding ring mode with regard to the
therapeutic window (Figure 3 B) showed a significant difference for the clinically worst

segmented contact only (p < 0.05).

The therapeutic window sizes were 2.3 mA (1.4 mA — 3.7 mA), 2.3 mA (1.3 mA - 3.6 mA),
1.6 mA (1.8 mA - 3.4 mA) and 1.2 mA (2.0 mA — 3.2 mA), for the ring mode; best, second
best and worst segmented contacts, respectively. Stimulating via segmented contacts did

not improve the therapeutic window in comparison to the respective ring mode (Figure 3

12
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B), but doubled the impedance (p < 0.001; Figure 4). This indicates that directional
stimulation did not improve the treatment-relevant stimulation thresholds and would, when
applied, chronically necessitate higher power consumption than ring mode due to

increased impedances.

Average impedance of contacts

p<0|.001

1600

1400

1200

1000

800

600

Impedance in Ohm

400

200

Segments Rings
Figure 4: Average impedance of contacts. The impedance of segmented contacts was
twice as high as for ring contacts, thus necessitating a higher energy delivery when the

same stimulation parameters were applied.

13
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Discussion

The present study yielded new insights with regard to the efficiency of different deep brain
stimulation (DBS) approaches in treating muscular rigidity in Parkinson's disease (PD)
patients. Contrary to previous research, it was determined that omnidirectional stimulation
(OS) with ring contacts outperformed directional stimulation (DS) with segmented contacts,

showing greater effects at the same intensity while consuming less energy.

Therapeutic efficiency

To determine therapeutic efficiency, a high-resolution threshold detection method involving
small-stepped titration (0.2 mA) was employed during the DBS monopolar review ten
weeks after implantation. This method was applied to both segmented and ring contacts,
which had been previously investigated using larger step sizes of 0.5 mA (Steigerwald et
al., 2016) or 1.0 mA (Dembeck et al., 2017) in other studies. This approach allowed for the
identification of the optimal therapeutic threshold, representing the minimum electrical
current required for maximum clinical effect.

Remarkably, at the lowest therapeutic threshold complete resolving of rigidity was
achieved in 90% of patients using OS with the best ring contact, at a stimulation intensity
of 1.1 mA. In contrast, DS with the segmented contact with the lowest therapeutic
threshold achieved complete resolving of rigidity in only 40% of patients at the same

stimulation intensity.

Vertical vs. horizontal plane

Additionally, the present study revealed that the therapeutic window (which also accounts
for the side-effect threshold) of the best ring contact was significantly larger than that of the
other ring contacts. Contrary to previous reports (Contarino et al., 2014; Pollo et al., 2014;
Dembek et al., 2017; Schnitzler et al., 2021) however, we ascertained that stimulation with
the segmented contact with the largest therapeutic window did not enhance the
therapeutic window, unlike switching between different ring contacts.

While the choice of the ring contact had the largest effect on the therapeutic threshold,
switching to segmented stimulation was associated with an unchanged or worsened
therapeutic window size and side-effect threshold. Interestingly, the optimal ring contact
could not be attributed to a specific electrode level, indicating that determining the best
stimulation level along the vertical implantation trajectory was more crucial than identifying

the best direction in the horizontal plane.
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Threshold detection

The results of this study diverge from previous reports, suggesting that DS exhibits a
larger therapeutic window than OS with ring contacts (Contarino et al., 2014; Pollo et al.,
2014; Dembek et al., 2017; Schnitzler et al., 2021). These earlier studies associated DS
with either an increased side-effect threshold (Contarino et al., 2014; Dembek et al., 2017)
or a decreased therapeutic threshold (Pollo et al., 2014; Schnitzler et al., 2021). However,
some studies observed no improvements in therapeutic threshold (Contarino et al., 2014;
Dembek et al., 2017) or therapeutic window (Steigerwald et al., 2016; Debove et al., 2023)
when comparing DS to OS. These contradictory findings in prior research may be partially
attributed to differences in the applied stimulation titration step sizes for DS and OS.

Due to the higher surface current density of smaller segmented contacts in comparison to
that of larger ring contacts, DS is more sensitive to stimulation amplitude adjustments. It
requires smaller amplitude increments (0.1-0.3 mA) than the traditional 0.5 mA used for
OS to achieve a similar threshold detection sensitivity. However, if such small-stepped
assessment is employed for DS, it should also be applied to OS as there is no drawback
from selecting small step sizes also for OS.

One of the studies reporting a difference in therapeutic threshold between DS and OS in
PD patients did not specify the stimulation titration protocol (Schnitzler et al., 2021). The
other study utilized titration step sizes of 0.1 mA for both DS and OS during intraoperative
assessments (Pollo et al., 2014). In view of the fact that our study employed titration step
sizes of 0.2 mA for both DS and OS, this approach appears to be sufficiently sensitive for

identifying threshold differences during a postoperative monopolar review.

Power consumption

Furthermore, the smaller stimulating surface area and higher impedance of segmented
contacts result in a higher total electrical energy being delivered (TEED) during stimulation
compared to ring contacts (Merola et al., 2021). This increased energy consumption leads
to more frequent battery replacements for non-rechargeable impulse generators (IPG),
thereby posing an increased risk of morbidity due to the potential for surgical site infections
(Fakhar et al., 2013; Ondo et al., 2007). The likelihood of infections rises as the number of
IPG replacements increases (Pepper et al., 2013).

To address this issue, we measured the impedance of both ring and segmented contacts
and ascertained that the impedance of segmented contacts was, on average, twice as

high as that of ring contacts, which was consistent with earlier studies (Eleopra et al.,
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2019). This higher impedance leads to increased power consumption by the IPG when ap-
plied chronically, since more electrical energy is delivered (Koss et al., 2005).

Consequently, to maintain battery longevity, it is necessary to achieve the same stimulation
effects with a TEED equivalent to that of OS. This would require approximately 30% less
stimulation intensity for DS than for OS (Rebelo et al., 2018). However, even when
applying the same stimulation intensity, such as 1.1 mA, DS proved to be either equally or

less effective than OS in resolving muscular rigidity.

Limitations and considerations

Despite our efforts to ensure a systematic comparison between DS and OS, this study has
certain limitations. Firstly, although our sample size is larger than that of other single-
center studies, it remains considerably smaller than a recent multicenter study (Schnitzler
et al., 2021). However, one major strength of our study is the rigorous procedure employed
for parameter titration in each patient, with small increments in current intensity for both
stimulation conditions, resulting in consistent stimulus-response curves.

Furthermore, to streamline the assessments and minimize examination time for the
patients, we made several concessions that may have reduced the sensitivity of the
evaluation. Stimulation intensities were increased in step sizes of 0.2 mA instead of 0.1
mA (Pollo et al., 2014). The assessment of rigidity was limited to a maximum intensity of
2.5 mA, as we anticipated reaching the therapeutic threshold at this stimulation intensity. In
addition, evaluations of segmented electrodes were restricted to one level.

Moreover, the examinations conducted in this study focused solely on the resolving of
rigidity and the acute side effects induced by stimulation. Potential effects, both positive
and negative, of DBS on other motor or non-motor symptoms such as cognition were not
investigated. Finally, the findings presented in acute assessments need to be
complemented by long-term clinical evaluations to establish reliable comparisons between
OS and DS (Gharabaghi et al., 2023).

Conclusion

By employing incremental increases in stimulation amplitude in steps of 0.2 mA during the
monopolar review, it becomes feasible to discern the disparities in therapeutic threshold
between OS and DS. Our findings demonstrate that the therapeutic threshold is more
dependent on ring contact level selection than steering through segmented contacts.
Notably, at a stimulation intensity of 1.1 mA, complete resolution of rigidity was achieved in

90% of patients with the best ring contact while concurrently necessitating lower power
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consumption than DS. Based on the presented insights, we suggest that the monopolar
review should prioritize the identification of the optimal ring level and therapeutic threshold.
Segmented contacts should only be cautiously considered as an exceptional recourse

when side effects preclude alternative options.
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