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ABSTRACT Parkinson’s disease (PD) poses a growing global challenge due to its increasing prevalence,
complex pathology, and functional ramifications. Electroencephalography (EEG), when integrated with
artificial intelligence (AI), holds promise for monitoring disease progression, identifying sub-phenotypes,
and personalizing treatment strategies. However, the effect of medication state on AI model learning and
generalization remains poorly understood, potentially limiting EEG-based AI models clinical applicability.
This study evaluates how medication state influences the training and generalization of EEG-based AI
models. Paired resting-state EEG recordings were utilized from individuals with PD in both ON- and
OFF-medication states. AI models were trained on recordings from each state separately and evaluated
on independent test sets representing both ON- and OFF-medication conditions. Model performance was
assessed using multiple metrics, with accuracy (ACC) as the primary outcome. Statistical significance was
assessed via permutation testing (p-values< 0.05). Our results reveal that models trained on OFF-medication
data exhibited consistent but suboptimal performance across bothmedication states (ACCOFF-ON = 55.3±8.8
and ACCOFF-OFF = 56.2 ± 8.7). In contrast, models trained on ON-medication data demonstrated sig-
nificantly higher performance on ON-medication recordings (ACCON-ON = 80.7 ± 7.1) but significantly
reduced generalization to OFF-medication data (ACCON-OFF = 76.0±7.2). Notably, models trained on ON-
medication data consistently outperformed those trained on OFF-medication data within their respective
states (ACCON-ON = 80.7± 7.1 and ACCOFF-OFF = 56.2± 8.7) Our findings suggest that medication state,
a hidden confounder, significantly influences the patterns learned by EEG-based AI models. Addressing
this challenge is essential to enhance the robustness and clinical utility of EEG-based AI models for PD
characterization and management.

INDEX TERMS confounding, machine learning, medication state, Parkinson’s disease, resting-state elec-
troencephalography, shortcuts, hidden information

I. INTRODUCTION

THE prevalence of Parkinson’s disease (PD) has pro-
nouncedly increased over the last two decades [1]. The

current diagnostic pathway relies on a combination of phys-
ical examination, clinical evaluation, and patient medical
history, requiring significant specialized or trained human
resources [2]. Despite uniform diagnostic criteria, PD man-
ifests with considerable etiological complexity and diversity,
translating into varied disease progression patterns among
individuals [3]. To date, no definitive cure exists but there are
effective strategies available to mitigate the disease’s effects
[4]. Typically, these include a combination of dopamine-

based therapies, quantified in terms of levodopa equivalent
dose (LED) [5]. As the disease progresses, individuals with
PD normally require smaller and more frequent doses, result-
ing in higher dosages of levodopa [6]. The rapidly growing
prevalence of the disease and the overarching need for per-
sonalized patient management underscores the importance of
improving the decision-making process through non-invasive
detection and profiling techniques, along with automated
data-driven analysis [7].

Artificial intelligence (AI) is increasingly being leveraged
in medical research, revealing its potential in applying non-
invasive techniques such as electroencephalography (EEG)
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for enhanced understanding of PD and support in clinical
decision making [8]–[15]. However, despite the promising
developments, the integration of EEG-based AI models and
translation of their findings into clinical practice remains
limited [16]. This translational gap can be partly attributed
to a lack of accounting for potential confounding variables,
which may limit the studies’ validity and clinical translata-
bility. For instance, biological age and gender have been
previously shown to modulate the learning of AI models from
EEG recordings [17], [18]. An oversight of such confounding
factors can, for example, cause AI-based models to inadver-
tently produce biased and disparate outcomes [19] or lead to
the extraction of non-disease-related information, resulting in
clinical shortcuts that compromise the reliability and validity
of model interpretations.

When recruiting individuals with PD for EEG studies,
managing the medication state – whether participants are ON
or OFF their medication – is vital to the accurate interpreta-
tion of results [20]. Commonly, participants for such studies
have clinical manifestations of the disease already present
and are undergoing personalized dopamine-based therapies.
These medications may considerably alter brain activity as
recorded by EEG, thereby potentially impacting study out-
comes [21], [22]. Specifically, for studies aimed at prodro-
mal PD detection by EEG-based AI models, it is essential
to simulate a real-case scenario, which often means having
participants in their OFF-medication state [10]. However, to
minimize patients’ discomfort and facilitate their coopera-
tion with the study procedure, EEG acquisition is typically
conducted in an ON state [8]. Furthermore, to enhance the
real-world generalizability of models, cohorts from various
sites are combined, resulting in the inclusion of participants
in different medication states [13], [14].

The inclusion criteria also vary for other applications of
EEG such as cognitive impairment detection [15], cogni-
tive profiling [9], identification of PD subphenotypes [12],
and staging of PD [11]. The inconsistency in handling the
medication state variable can lead to a lack of comparability
across studies, making it difficult to draw broad conclusions.
Although some studies have examined the impact of med-
ication state on their findings [23]–[26], to the best of our
knowledge, no studies have conducted a confounding analysis
of the effect of medication state on PD-related outcomes from
EEG in the context of AI. Addressing these considerations in
study design can lead to more valid and actionable insights,
ultimately benefiting clinical practices, patient recruitment,
and outcomes in PD management.

Against this backdrop, we hypothesize that the information
extracted by EEG-based machine learning (ML) models is
significantly altered by the medication state of individuals
with PD. To test this hypothesis, we used paired resting-state
electroencephalographic (rs-EEG) recordings acquired from
the same PD individuals being in different medication states
to effectively control for all possible known confounding vari-
ables except for medication state. Following, we developed a
confounding analysis framework for ML models trained on

rs-EEG recordings of individuals presenting clinical mani-
festations of PD and individuals without PD. Through the
framework, we quantified the differences between the per-
formance of the models and assessed the models’ invariance
and generalization properties. Given the design of the ex-
periments, any observed differences in models’ performance
can be attributed directly to the medication state’s impact,
providing a clear assessment of its influence on PD-related
predictions of EEG-based ML models.

II. DATA AND METHODS
A. DATA COHORT
We used two publicly available datasets from two different
research centers: the University of NewMexico, NewMexico
[27]and the University of California, San Diego [28]. For
the reminder of the article, we refer to them as the New
Mexico dataset and the San Diego dataset. The demographic
and clinical information for the two datasets is presented in
TABLE 1.
The New Mexico dataset was collected at the Cognitive

Rhythms and Computation Lab at the University of New
Mexico, New Mexico, in 2015 [29]. Data gathering was
approved by theUniversity of NewMexicoOffice of the Insti-
tutional Review Board, and and all the participants provided
written informed consent. Participants were paid $20/h for
their involvement in the study. Individuals with PD (n=25)
were recruited from the Albuquerque, New Mexico commu-
nity. Non-PD individuals (n=25) were matched by age and
gender with the PD individuals. This subset of participants
was drawn from a slightly larger sample, with their behav-
ioral data reported in a separate study [30]. There was no
difference in education or premorbid intelligence between the
two groups. A neurologist performed the Unified Parkinson’s
Disease Rating Scale (UPDRS) part III scoring for the PD
individuals using videotaped recordings.
The collection of the San Diego dataset was approved by

the Institutional Review Board of the University of Cali-
fornia, San Diego, and all the participants provided written
informed consent [31]. PD individuals (n=15) were enlisted
from Scripps Clinic in La Jolla, California, while non-PD
individuals (n=16) were either selected from the local com-
munity or were spouses of the PD individuals. The two groups
were matched by age, gender, handedness, Mini-Mental state
Examination (MMSE), and North American Adult Reading
Test (NAART) scores for cognitively premorbid matching.
Laboratory personnel who had completed online training per-
formed UPDRS III scoring for the PD individuals.

B. DATA ACQUISITION AND PREPROCESSING
For the New Mexico dataset, one-minute rs-EEG recordings
with eyes open were obtained prior to a three-stimulus audi-
tory oddball task. For this study’s purpose, only the rs-portion
with eyes open of the recordings was extracted. The non-
PD individuals participated in a single session, while the PD
individuals visited twice, one week apart, either in ON- or
OFF-medication state. The OFF-medication state recordings
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TABLE 1: Demographic and clinical characteristics of the two datasets used in this study presented as mean±standard deviation
values. Individuals without Parkinson’s disease (non-PD) manifestation had no available data for disease duration, UPDRS III,
or LED values at the time of the study.

New Mexico p-value San Diego p-valuePD (n=25) non-PD (n=25) PD (n=15) non-PD (n=16)
number of females 9 (36%) 9 (36%) 8 (53.3%) 9 (56.2%)
age, years 69.7 (8.7) 69.3 (9.6) 0.89 63.3 (8.2) 63.5 (9.7) 0.99
MMSE 28.7 (1.03) 28.8 (1.05) 0.79 28.9 (1.0) 29.2 (1.1) 0.99
NAART 45.9 (9.3) 46.8 (7.64) 0.72 46.1 (6.47) 49.1 (7.14) 0.99
disease duration, years 5.40 (4.09) 4.5 (3.5)
UPDRS III ON 23.4 (9.9) 32.7 (10.42)
UPDRS III OFF 24.8 (8.7) 39.3 (9.71)
LED, mg/day 685 (452) 633 (640)

followed a 15-hour overnight withdrawal from subjects’ in-
dividual intake of dopaminergic medications. A 64-channel
Brain Vision system with sintered Ag/AgCl electrodes was
used to record EEG signals within a frequency range of 0.1 to
100 Hz, with a sampling rate of 500 Hz. The CPz and AFz
electrodes were used as a reference and ground electrode,
respectively. In addition, a vertical electrooculogram was
acquired using bipolar auxiliary inputs.

For the San Diego dataset, rs-EEG data were recorded for
three minutes. The participants kept their eyes open while
focusing on a white cross at the center of a screen. The PD
individuals visited the laboratory site twice, both in ON- and
OFF-medication state. For the OFF-medication recordings,
dopaminergic withdrawal was at least 12 hours. A 32-channel
ActiveTwo (Biosemi instrumental system) with a sampling
frequency of 512Hzwas used. Two extra electrodes placed on
the left and right mastoids were used as reference electrodes.
Both vertical and horizontal electrooculogramswere obtained
using two electrodes placed lateral and below the left eye.

For the preprocessing of the recordings, we followed stan-
dardized steps [32]. All the recording files were downloaded
in the brain imaging data structure (BIDS) format [33], [34].
All the preprocessing steps were implemented in Python,
using the PyPREP [35], [36] and AutoReject libraries [37]
on top of the MNE library [38], [39]. The first step involved
robust average re-referencing, adaptive line-noise correlation
with a line noise of 60 Hz for both datasets and detection
of and interpolation of noisy channels using PyPREP. The
recordings were then segmented into two-second epochs and
downsampled to 500 Hz. Prior to applying independent com-
ponent analysis (ICA), the data were high-pass filtered with a
cut-off frequency of 1 Hz to remove low-frequency drifts. Ad-
ditionally, to ensure reliable data for ICA an automated epoch
rejection byAutoReject was performed on the filtered epochs.
ICA was applied using 15 components and an extended info-
max method [40]. Components were annotated using MNE-
ICALabel [41]. Finally, post-ICA automated epoch rejection
using AutoReject was applied. After completing preprocess-
ing, the average number of epochs across recordings was 30
and 87 for the NM and SD dataset, respectively.

Only 29 channels were common across the datasets and
were further included in the feature extraction process: AF3,
AF4, C3, C4, CP1, CP2, CP5, CP6, Cz, F3, F4, F7, F8, FC1,

FC2, FC5, FC6, Fp1, Fp2, Fz, O1, O2, Oz, P3, P4, P7, P8,
T7, and T8. Initially, the epoched recordings were low-pass
filtered at 30 Hz due to the focus on the lower-frequency
bands described below. Power spectral density (PSD) values
were computed from each epoch using a multi-taper method
[42]. Subsequently, median PSD values per channel were cal-
culated. Finally, relative band power values were computed
for five sub-bands of the frequency spectrum recommended
for clinical research: δ (1-4 Hz), slow-θ (4-5.5 Hz), fast-θ or
pre-α (5.5-8), α (8-13 Hz), and β (13-30 Hz) [43], [44]. In
total, 145 features were generated per subject, consisting of
five relative band power features across 29 channels.

C. COHORT SPLIT
The AI-based models were trained to extract information
from EEG correlated with PD, through the task of detecting
PD in independent test sets. For this aim, we implemented
two distinct data splits into training and test sets presented
in Fig. 1. The first split defined a training set consisting of
recordings of PD subjects in their ON-medication state and
recordings of non-PD subjects, hereafter referred to as the
training set ON. The second split formed another training set
including the same PD subjects but in their OFF-medication
state, alongwith the identical non-PD subject recordings from
the first split, referred to as the training set OFF.
For each training set, two corresponding test sets were

created. The first one included recordings of the remaining
PD subjects maintaining the same medication state as its
respective training set, along with recordings of the remaining
non-PD subjects, further referred to as test set 1. The second
test set comprised paired recordings of the same remaining
PD subjects but with the opposite medication state, alongside
the same non-PD subject recordings as in test set 1, referred
to as test set 2. There was one instance of test set 1 and one
instance of test set 2 for each training set.

D. CONFOUNDING ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK
In this analysis, we examine the impact of medication state
on the learning process and generalization of the AI models
trained on EEG recordings to detect PD. EEG recordings have
been shown to covary with the presence of PD, indicating
that specific neural oscillatory patterns are affected by PD-
related changes in brain activity [8]–[15]. Additionally, the
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FIGURE 1: Two data splits were created for training and
testing models. The training set OFF contained recordings of
individuals with PD in their OFF-medication state, along with
non-PD individuals, while the training set ON used record-
ings from the same PD individuals in their ON-medication
state together with the same non-PD individuals as in the
training set OFF. For each training set, two test sets were
created. Test set 1 consisted of recordings from additional
PD individuals in the same medication state and additional
non-PD individuals. Test set 2 contained paired recordings
from these PD individuals in the alternate medication state,
alongside the non-PD individuals from test set 1.

medication state of individuals with PD can significantly af-
fect brain functions in PD, likely introducing an indirect effect
on the relationship between EEG and PD-related outcomes
[21], [22]. This suggests that the medication state can either
enhance or obscure the neural dysfunction detectable by EEG,
which is typically associated with PD.

To explore this, we used rs-EEG recordings as a diagnostic
tool of PD, focusing on the relationship X → Y , where
X represents EEG signals, and Y represents PD diagnosis.
Specifically, we investigated whether the performance of
EEG-based ML models reflects predictions directly related
to PD or whether it is instead influenced by the mediator Z ,
representing the medication state. To address this, we propose
a confounding analysis framework that assesses the models’
invariance and generalization properties (Fig. 2).

1) Assessment of Invariance
We define an ML-based model’s invariance property as its
ability to maintain consistent and valid performance despite
irrelevant and undesired variations in the data. In this context,
the underlying assumption is that if the information extracted
from EEG recordings is related to PD, the medication state
should not affect the model’s PD-related outcome. Hence, if
the AI models correctly capture disease-related patterns from
EEG recordings, they should perform similarly regardless
of whether it is trained or tested on recordings of ON- or
OFFmedication states. In other words, medication should not
influence the model’s performance, and the model should be
invariant with respect to medication state.

(a) Ideal EEG-based AI prediction of PD diagnosis.

(b) Potential influence of medication state on EEG-based
AI prediction of PD diagnosis.

FIGURE 2: A confounding analysis was conducted to as-
sess EEG-based ML models’ PD-related predictions while
accounting for the potential influence of medication state.

To test this, we conducted two sets of comparisons. In the
first comparison, we trained the models on the training set
OFF and tested them on the corresponding test set 1 OFF
(Fig. 1). Following, we trained the models on the training set
ON and tested them on the corresponding test set 1 ON. If the
AImodels capture, exclusively, PD-specific information from
rs-EEG recordings, their performance should be consistent
across these two training and testing scenarios regardless of
whether the data originates from the ON- or OFF-medication
state. This comparison evaluates the model’s ability to main-
tain consistent detection capability when both the training and
test sets contain medication-related variations.
In the second comparison, we trained the models on the

training set OFF and tested them on the corresponding test
set 2 ON, thus introducing medication-related variations only
in the test set. Similarly, we trained the models on the training
set ON and tested them on the corresponding test set 2 OFF,
introducing medication-related variations only in the training
set. This approach allowed us to determine if themodels could
maintain consistent performance across different medication
states, regardless of whether themedication-related variations
were present in the training or test sets.

2) Assessment of Generalization
We define an ML-based model’s generalization property as
its ability to maintain consistent performance on previously
unseen data that were not used during training. In this context,
the unseen data were represented by alternating medication
states of individuals with PD, which introduced novel in-
formation to the models not encountered during the train-
ing phase. The underlying assumption is that if the model
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indeed captures useful information related to PD from the
EEG recordings, its performance should remain consistent
whether tested on ON- or OFF-medication states. This is be-
cause the extracted PD-related information from EEG should
be equally relevant for both cases, assuming the model is
capturing true disease-related signals rather than medication-
induced effects.

To examine the generalization of theML-based models, we
compared their performance across different test sets (Fig. 1).
For the models trained on the training set OFF, we evaluated
their performance when tested on both test set 1 OFF, which
matched the medication state during training, and test set 2
ON, which introduced the alternating medication state. Simi-
larly, for the models trained on the training set ON, we tested
them on both test set 1 ON, matching the medication state in
the training set, and test set 2 OFF, introducing the alternating
medication state. This analysis enabled us to assess whether
differences in medication state between training and testing
impacted the models’ performance.

E. FRAMEWORK FOR PARKINSON’S DISEASE DETECTION
The confounding analysis framework was based on an AI
framework for detecting PD. See [45] for a more detailed
description of the ML framework used in this study. Briefly,
standard ML models [46], such as logistic regression (LR),
decision tree (DT), k-nearest neighbor (k-NN), and support
vector machine (SVM) algorithms, were trained and com-
pared based on an unseen cohort during training. The feature
data were split 70/30% for training and testing, stratified
by center, gender, and group class labels. This stratification
strategy ensured that both training and test sets were equally
represented by factors that could potentially introduce bias
[47]. The features of each subject were included in either
the training set or the test set, but not both, to prevent cross-
contamination. The training set was used for hyperparameter
tuning and model selection through a nested stratified 5-fold
cross-validation (CV) method, ensuring a robust evaluation
of the models. In the inner loop, a grid search algorithm was
executed over the parameter space, while in the outer loop,
the generalized performance of the resulting algorithms was
evaluated. To manage the high dimensionality of the data, we
performed feature selection using univariate feature selection
based on ANOVA F-values [48]. We validated the number of
features as part of the tunable parameters. The final model
was selected based on the highest accuracy averaged over the
five CV folds.

F. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
To estimate the uncertainty of the performance, the test sets
with the final set of features were bootstrapped, resampling
with replacement to match the original test set size, over
100 iterations. The performance of the classifiers was eval-
uated in terms of accuracy, recall, specificity, precision, F1

score, and area under the receiver operating characteristic
(ROC) curve (AUC). Each continuous metric is presented as
mean±standard deviation (SD) value. To assess the statistical

significance between test results, we performed a paired per-
mutation test over 1000 permutations. A p-value of less than
0.05 was considered statistically significant.

III. RESULTS
The analysis included a total of 40 non-PD individuals and 41
individuals with PD. TABLE 1 summarizes the demographic
and clinical characteristics of the two datasets, forming the re-
sulting data cohort. No significant differences were observed
between the two groups in terms of age, MMSE scores, or
NAART scores across both datasets. The cohort was also
gender-balanced, with no significant differences in gender
distribution between the groups.
For the final performance evaluation, models were selected

based on their validation accuracy. Among the evaluatedmod-
els, SVM demonstrated the best performance. In the follow-
ing subsections, we present results from the best-performing
models when tested on independent test sets.

A. ASSESSMENT OF INVARIANCE
TABLE 2 presents the results of the assessment of invariance.
As depicted, in both comparisons, all the metrics were signif-
icantly different (p < 0.001). Furthermore, the model trained
on the ON-medication state consistently outperformed the
model trained on the OFF-medication state across all met-
rics, regardless of whether it was tested on the ON or OFF-
medication state.

B. ASSESSMENT OF GENERALIZATION
TABLE 3 presents the results of the assessment of generaliza-
tion. As depicted, in both cases, the model performed worse
on the alternating medication state than on the matching
medication state. However, the model trained on the OFF-
medication state showed no significant difference in perfor-
mance across all metrics when tested on either the OFF-
or ON-medication state. In contrast, the model trained on
the ON-medication state demonstrated significantly worse
performance in terms of accuracy, recall, and F1 score when
tested on the OFF-medication state compared to the ON-
medication state. Additionally, the model trained on the ON-
medication state consistently outperformed the model trained
on the OFF-medication state across all metrics, regardless of
the test set.

IV. DISCUSSION
This study examined the impact of medication state as a
confounding factor on the training and generalization of EEG-
based AI models for detecting PD. Specifically, we focused
on assessing how different medication states influence the
models’ invariance and generalization properties. Our find-
ings highlight that models trained using rs-EEG data acquired
under different medication conditions from PD individuals
exhibit significant performance differences, which might im-
pact their robustness and clinical applicability in PD manage-
ment and characterization.
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TABLE 2: Assessment of invariance: Test results (mean ± standard deviation (SD)) achieved with a support-vector machine
(SVM) model trained and tested on different medication states (ON/OFF). * p-values < 0.05 were considered statistically
significant. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the receiver operating characteristic curve.

train OFF
test ON

train ON
test ON p-value

train OFF
test ON

train ON
test OFF p-value

accuracy, % 55.8±10.1 80.7±7.1 < 0.0001* 55.0±9.2 76.0±7.2 < 0.0001*
recall, % 50.2±12.2 68.1±12.9 < 0.0001* 48.7±14.1 58.6±13.2 < 0.0001*

specificity, % 60.9±14.1 92.4±7.1 < 0.0001* 60.8±12.7 92.1±6.7 < 0.0001*
precision, % 54.8±12.0 89.9±9.1 < 0.0001* 53.6±10.4 87.8±9.8 < 0.0001*
F1 score, % 51.9±11.1 76.7±9.6 < 0.0001* 50.4±11.2 69.4±10.6 < 0.0001*

AUC 0.56±0.10 0.80±0.072 < 0.0001* 0.55±0.092 0.75±0.074 < 0.0001*

TABLE 3: Assessment of generalization: Test results (mean± standard deviation (SD)) achieved with a support-vector machine
(SVM) model trained and tested on different medication states (ON/OFF). * p-values < 0.05 were considered statistically
significant. Abbreviations: AUC = area under the receiver operating characteristic curve.

train OFF
test ON

train ON
test ON p-value

train OFF
test ON

train ON
test OFF p-value

accuracy, % 55.8±10.1 55.0±9.2 0.604 80.7±7.1 76.0±7.2 < 0.0001*
recall, % 50.2±12.2 48.7±14.1 0.452 68.1±12.9 58.6±13.2 < 0.0001*

specificity, % 60.9±14.1 60.8±12.7 0.965 92.4±7.1 92.1±6.7 0.759
precision, % 54.8±12.0 53.6±10.4 0.440 89.9±9.1 87.8±9.8 0.175
F1 score, % 51.9±11.1 50.4±11.2 0.366 76.7±9.6 69.4±10.6 < 0.0001*

AUC 0.56±0.10 0.55±0.092 0.567 0.80±0.072 0.75±0.074 < 0.0001*

Invariance refers to the model’s ability to maintain consis-
tent performance regardless of variations in irrelevant factors,
such as the medication state. Ideally, an invariant model
should perform similarly whether the training and test data
come from ON-medication or OFF-medication states. In this
study, models trained on ON-medication data outperformed
those trained on OFF-medication data when tested within the
same medication state, achieving ACCON-ON = 80.7 ± 7.1
compared to ACCOFF-OFF = 56.2±8.7 (TABLE 2). This sug-
gests that the ON-trained model may be learning medication-
related features that significantly improves its performance in
ON-medication data but limits its invariance across medica-
tion states.

Generalization, on the other hand, pertains to the model’s
ability to apply learned patterns effectively to new, unseen
data, regardless of variation in medication state (TABLE
3). Our findings showed that models trained on the OFF-
medication state demonstrated relatively stable generaliza-
tion, maintaining performance when tested on both ON and
OFF states (ACCOFF-ON = 55.3 ± 8.8 and ACCOFF-OFF =
56.2 ± 8.7). Conversely, models trained on ON-medication
data experienced a notable drop in generalization when tested
on OFF-medication data (ACCON-OFF = 76.0 ± 7.2), despite
performing well within the ON-medication state. This indi-
cates that the model trained on ON-medication data, while
showing high accuracy in ON conditions, fails to general-
ize effectively to OFF conditions due to over-reliance on
medication-related features.

These results highlight that the models trained on ON-
medication data are not invariant to medication state and have
reduced generalizability when applied to different conditions.
The model trained on OFF-medication data, in contrast, ex-
hibits more consistent performance across medication states,
suggesting that it may be more robust when applied to diverse

real-world scenarios.
The growing need for improved patient management in PD

has led to the increased interest of using EEG as an indicator
of neural dysfunction, combined with AI. However, the va-
lidity of the proposed methods remains questionable due to
potential shortcuts, where models rely on confounding fac-
tors such as medication state rather than true disease-related
patterns. As seen in other subfields of medical AI, models
often exacerbate and propagate demographic disparities [49],
[50].
Previous studies have demonstrated the presence of hid-

den information, such as biological age and gender, in EEG
recordings. Our findings suggest that the medication state in
rs-EEG is not irrelevant but plays a critical role in model per-
formance. The model’s lack of invariance to medication state
indicates that it introduces significant variability, potentially
confounding the detection of PD-specific patterns.
These findings highlight the need for models capable of

distinguishing between disease-related neural signatures and
medication-induced changes in the EEG signals. Without
addressing this confounding factor, models may produce bi-
ased results that overly depend on the presence or absence
of medication, leading to overoptimistic performance and
limiting their clinical applicability. Future work should focus
on developing strategies to mitigate this confounding effect,
ensuring the development of robust, clinically useful models.

LIMITATIONS
Despite merging two publicly available datasets, the number
of rs-EEG recordings was relatively low due to the challenges
and complexities in acquiring paired rs-EEG recordings from
the same PD individuals in different medication states. The
retrospective nature of the data also limited our ability to
control all the potential confounding factors, which may have
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influenced the results. Further, more comprehensive analyses
are required to validate the consistency of these findings,
ideally using larger datasets and prospective data collection
to address these limitations and incorporate additional data
sources.

V. CONCLUSION
Our findings reveal that the performance of EEG-based AI
models for predicting PD-related outcomes is significantly
influenced by the medication state of individuals with clinical
manifestations of PD. This underscores the necessity of ac-
counting for medication information in the models designed
for clinical use in PD management. Ignoring this factor could
lead to models that are overly sensitive to medication effects
and less reliable in detecting disease-specific patterns.
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