
Journal of

Clinical Medicine

Article

Neuropsychological Function and Quality of Life after
Resection of Suspected Lower-Grade Glioma in the Face
Primary Motor Area

Mattias Stålnacke * , Tommy Bergenheim and Rickard L. Sjöberg

����������
�������

Citation: Stålnacke, M.; Bergenheim,

T.; Sjöberg, R.L. Neuropsychological

Function and Quality of Life after

Resection of Suspected Lower-Grade

Glioma in the Face Primary Motor

Area. J. Clin. Med. 2021, 10, 580.

https://doi.org/10.3390/jcm10040580

Academic Editors: Asgeir Store Jakola

and Jiri Bartek

Received: 30 December 2020

Accepted: 29 January 2021

Published: 4 February 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

Department of Clinical Science—Neurosciences, Umeå University, 901 85 Umeå, Sweden;
Tommy.bergenheim@umu.se (T.B.); rickard.sjoberg@umu.se (R.L.S.)
* Correspondence: mattias.stalnacke@umu.se

Abstract: The negative side effects of neurosurgical resection of the lower third of the primary motor
cortex (M1) are often described as relatively mild. However, detailed descriptions of how these
resections affect neurocognitive function, speech, mental health and quality of life (QoL) are sparse. In
the present study, seven patients with suspected lower-grade glioma (WHO II-III) in the inferior M1
were assessed for facial motor function, cognitive function, anxiety and QoL before and after awake
surgical resections. The main finding was that after surgery, six of the seven patients experienced a
mild facial motor dysfunction, mainly affecting the mouth, tongue and throat. At the group level,
we were also able to observe a significant postoperative decline in maximum verbal speed, whereas
no negative effects on measures of word production (i.e., verbal fluency) were seen. Self-reported
QoL data suggest that some patients experienced increased social isolation postoperatively but do
not lend support to the interpretation that this was caused by direct neurological side effects of the
surgery. The results appear to support the general notion that awake surgery in the lower M1 can
be performed safely and with postoperative deficits that are most often perceived by the patient as
tolerable.
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1. Introduction

Maximal surgical resection does not typically cure WHO grade II–IV gliomas but
appears to prolong patient survival [1–3]. On the other hand, extensive surgery, particularly
in sensitive areas, may cause neurological deficits. Some of these, particularly surgically
induced motor and language deficits, seem to have a negative impact on survival, at least
in high-grade tumors [4]. Furthermore, and equally important, such surgically induced
deficits may also negatively impact patient quality of life (QoL). Due to this, the importance
of optimizing the onco-functional balance (i.e., weighing the benefit of radical resection
against the risk of impairing QoL and brain function) is receiving increasing attention [3,5].

Historically, the inferior primary motor cortex (M1), which includes the motor function
for the face, tongue and larynx, has been defined by neurosurgeons as “eloquent” [6], and
concerns are frequently raised that resections in this area may cause both motor and
language deficits. As evidenced from research in patients with central or peripheral facial
paresis, motor deficits in the face area may have several profound negative consequences [7].
Such consequences may include negative effects on speech, non-verbal communication
and the ability to handle food in the mouth [8]. In addition, between 30% and 40% of
patients with severe facial motor dysfunction (i.e., peripheral facial palsy) experience
anxiety, some 17% experience depression at clinically significant levels [9] and impaired
QoL is common [10]. The relation between psychological distress and the severity of facial
motor dysfunction is not linear [11]. That is, in some patients, objectively mild facial motor
dysfunction can be associated with significant decreased mental health and QoL.
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Currently, studies presenting detailed, standardized evaluations of outcomes for
speech, cognitive and motor functions, as well as patient-reported outcomes regarding
QoL and mental health, for resection in the lower M1 are missing. However, existing data
do suggest that the negative effects of glioma surgery in the lower part of M1 may be mild
or negligible for many patients [12].

The most important evidence in this regard comes from Magill et al. [12], who recently
presented a retrospective case series of M1 glioma resections that included 28 cases of
resections exclusively performed in the lower M1. In these cases, the authors only described
11 (39%) of their patients as having persistent deficits at long-term follow-up with only
3 (10%) of these classified by the authors as “moderate-severe”. Data in this study were,
however, collected retrospectively from postoperative clinical notes made by either the
neurosurgeon or the neuro-oncologist. No details about the nature of the deficits were
given and as noted by the authors, the extent to which these notes may have missed deficits
is not known.

Clinical experiences from resections in the lower M1 have also been reported in
epilepsy surgery patients. In 1954, Penfield and Jasper [13] proposed that resections of this
area could be performed with only minor and transient effects on speech articulation and
movement of the lower parts of the face. They furthermore noted that motor function in
the face, mouth, tongue and throat appeared to be bilaterally represented for most patients.

Since then, approximately 50 epilepsy surgical resections of the lower M1 have been
reported [14–18]. Some measures of cognitive function have briefly been presented in
about 30 of these cases [14,19]. The incidence of immediate postoperative dysphasia
seems to be approximately 40% and for long-term dysphasia 8% [18]. Other forms of
postoperative cognitive dysfunction (mild memory deficits, perceptual problem, slow
speech and impaired attention span) have been noted, in single cases [14]. None of these
studies reported data on possible changes in mental health or QoL.

In sum, the published and unpublished neurosurgical clinical experiences of lower M1
resections suggest that such procedures can be performed safely with only minor sequelae
for the patient. As techniques for the mapping of individual brain function, such as awake
craniotomy and functional resonance imaging, become more widely used, surgery in this
area is likely to become an increasingly realistic therapeutic option at many neurosurgical
centra [20]. However, since even very subtle residual symptoms in face, tongue and speech
function may adversely impact QoL, the lack of more systematic, detailed high-resolution
studies of such effects is a problematic gap in the clinical literature.

Here, we present an attempt to fill this gap by presenting a prospective study of seven
consecutive cases of resections of suspected lower-grade tumors in the inferior part of the
primary motor cortex performed between May 2018 and June 2020. The aim of the study
was to describe both the patient-reported outcome and the outcome studied by clinical and
neuropsychological instruments with particular attention to patients’ facial motor function,
speech motor function, language ability, mental health and QoL.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Patient Characteristics

Seven consecutive patients operated by the senior author (RLS) between May 2018
and June 2020 for suspected lower-grade tumors in the inferior primary motor cortex were
included in this study. One patient was male and six were females. Four of the tumors
were in the right hemisphere and three were in the left hemisphere. Six patients were right-
handed and one was left-handed. All surgeries were performed on radiological suspicion,
based on preoperative MRI, of lower-grade glioma (WHO II-III). However, in two cases,
the diagnosis turned out to be glioblastoma (WHO IV). Pathological anatomical diagnoses
for the remaining patients were astrocytoma WHO II (one patient); anaplastic astrocytoma
(two patients); and WHO II 1p/19q-positive oligodendroglioma (2 patients). In all tumors
except one of the anaplastic astrocytomas, immunohistochemistry revealed an IDH1 R132H
mutation. Mean age at time of surgery was 51.2 years (SD = 11.7, range = 38.8–71.3).
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2.2. Lateralization of Tumor and Verbal Laterality

To establish hemisphere dominance, several different methods were utilized. A lateral-
ity index was calculated from an fMRI investigation performed preoperatively. Briefly, this
index compares the BOLD signal in the inferior and middle frontal gyrus during speech
between hemispheres. The index ranges from −1 to +1: +1 = maximally left-lateralized;
−1 = maximally right-lateralized [21]. Positive verbal responses induced by periopera-
tive direct stimulation, handedness and results from a dichotic listening task [22] were
also used.

2.3. Neuropsychological Function

The cognitive domains of primary interest for this study were verbal and executive
function. In addition to this, long-term memory and working memory were also assessed.
Verbal function was assessed with the verbal fluency task and executive function with the
color word interference task, both presented in the Delis–Kaplan Executive Functions Sys-
tem (D-KEFS) [23]. The Brief Visual Memory Test—Revised (BVMT-R) [24] was chosen as
the long-term memory test and the Digit Span test from WAIS-IV [25] was chosen as the test
for working memory and attention. The neuropsychological assessment was administered
before and after surgery (postoperative, mean = 5.9 month, SD = 7.5, range = 2.2–12.9).

2.3.1. Verbal Fluency

In the letter fluency condition, the patients were asked to generate as many words as
possible with a certain initial letter for 60 s. In the semantic fluency condition, the patients
were instructed to generate as many words as possible within a verbal category for 60s.
The conditions were repeated three times for letter fluency and two times for semantic
fluency.

2.3.2. Color Word Interference

All four conditions described by Kaplan et al. [23] were administrated. Presented with
sheets of paper containing 50 items, each patient was asked to perform different cognitive
tasks as fast as possible but without mistakes. Condition 1: name the color in painted
squares. Condition 2: read color names. Condition 3: name the color of the print and not
read the name of color words printed in incongruent colors (e.g., the word green printed in
blue color). Condition 4: switching between reading color names and naming the color of
the print in incongruently colored words.

2.3.3. BVMT-R

A paper with six geometric figures was presented to the subject for 3 × 10 s. After
each of the presentations, the subject was asked to draw as many of the designs as possible.
After 25 min, the subjects were asked to recall as many designs as possible.

2.3.4. Digit Span

Digits (0–9) were read by the administrator in a random order. The subject was then
asked to repeat the digits. The task started with two consecutive digits and added one digit
every other item until the subject could no longer repeat the digits in a reliable way. In the
second condition, the subjects were asked to repeat the digits in reverse order. The score is
an aggregate of the two conditions.

2.4. Mental Health, Every Day Executive Function and Mental Fatigue

Questionnaires for mental health, mental fatigue and every day executive function
were administrated simultaneously with the neuropsychological assessment before and
after surgery.
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2.4.1. The Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scales (HADS)

HADS is a screening form for identifying clinically relevant anxiety and depression in
non-psychiatric patients. The 14 statements (7 items for anxiety and depression, respec-
tively) are scored on a scale of 0–3 [26].

2.4.2. Behavior Rating Inventory of Executive Function—Adult Version (BRIEF-A)

BRIEF-A includes nine scales representing different parts of executive function in
everyday life (Inhibit, Self-Monitor, Plan/Organize, Shift, Initiate, Task Monitor, Emotional
Control, Working Memory and Organization of Materials). From these subscales, two
indexes are derived: Behavioral Regulation Index (Inhibit, Shift, Emotional Control and
Self-Monitor) and Metacognition Index (Working Memory, Plan/Organizing, Task Monitor
and Organization of Material). The overall Global Executive Composite can then be
calculated adding the Behavioral Regulation and Metacognition Indexes together [27].

2.4.3. Mental Fatigue Scale (MFS)

The 15-item questionnaire encompasses several dimensions that are often affected in
patients experiencing mental fatigue, such as sleep and sensory, emotional and cognitive
domains, as well as mental recovery and diurnal variation [28].

2.5. Quality of Life
EORTC QLQ-C30 and BN-20

These questionnaires were used to evaluate effects on overall health-related and
symptom-specific QoL [29,30]. QLQ C-30 is a multidimensional questionnaire especially de-
veloped with oncology patients in mind, containing subscales for everyday function (Phys-
ical, Role, Emotional, Cognitive and Social function), specific physical symptoms (Fatigue,
Pain, Nausea and Vomiting) and global health status. BN-20 is an additional module, spe-
cific for brain tumor patients, covering four different domains (Future uncertainty, Visual
disorder, Communication deficit, Motor dysfunction). The results from the different sub-
scales and domains are transformed to a score between 1 and 100. Patients answered these
questionnaires before surgery and approximately 3 months (mean = 3.3 month, SD = 0.5,
range = 2.7–3.9) after surgery.

2.6. Facial Motor Function

Post-surgery, the patients’ facial motor function was assessed with the House–Brackmann
motor function grading system [31] and QoL related to facial motor dysfunction was
assessed with the Swedish version of the Facial Clinimetric Evaluation questionnaire
(FaCE) [32]. The administration of the questionnaire and the rating of facial motor function
were conducted retrospectively at least 2.5 months after surgery (FaCE, mean = 1.2 years,
SD = 0.9, range = 0.2–2.3, House–Brackmann, mean = 1.2 years, SD = 0.9, range = 0.2–2.3).

2.6.1. House–Brackmann Facial Nerve Grading Scale

Patients were rated on a six-grade scale (1 = 100% recovery, 6 = 0% recovery) of motor
dysfunction and asymmetry in rest and motion for the forehead, eyes and mouth.

2.6.2. Facial Clinimetric Evaluation (FaCE)

The questionnaire addresses, in addition to a global facial function score, six di-
mensions of facial functions important for QoL (Facial Movement, Facial Comfort, Oral
Function, Eye Comfort, Lacrimal Control, Social Function). The scores are transformed
for total facial dysfunction and domain ranging from 0 to 100 (0 = worst, 100 = best) and
compared to a facial palsy group [32].

2.7. Statistical Method

All statistical analyses were conducted with the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 25.0, Armonk, NY, USA). For parame-
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ters where pre- and postoperative results were available, a paired-sample t-test was used,
whereas the analyses of postoperative results in comparison with a normative sample of a
facial palsy patient used a one-sample t-test.

2.8. Informed Consent

All surgeries were performed on clinical neuro-oncological indication and all patients
gave their informed consent according to the standard clinical procedure. This information
included detailed information on the risks and possibilities of surgery in the facial area of
the primary motor cortex. Patients were also routinely informed perioperatively when this
part of the tumor resection was started, and their consent was renewed at this time.

In addition, all patients gave verbal and written informed consent to participate in this
research (collection of pre- and postoperative data for research purposes), including the use
of clinical data for research purposes. This research was conducted in accordance with the
Declaration of Helsinki and is covered by the following decisions from the regional ethics
committee at Umeå, Sweden: Dnr: 2016/479-3, Dnr, 2018-402-32M and Dnr, 2016/200-
31.2.10.

2.9. Surgical Procedure

All patients were operated in an asleep-awake-awake procedure. With the patient
asleep, the dura was opened, and the location of the central sulcus was confirmed by
identification of a phase reversal on a medianus sensory evoked potential (SEP) stimulation
using a 1 × 4 grid. After this, a 1 × 4 grid was placed along the primary motor cortex
and used for monitoring motor evoked potentials in the hand, arm leg and foot. The
hand motor area was subsequently identified using motor evoked potentials. After this,
the procedure was continued with the patient awake. Speech mapping and deep motor
stimulation were performed before, during and at the end of tumor resection. Patient
behavior, speech, hand function, swallowing and facial and tongue motor function were
continuously monitored by a neuropsychologist (MS) during the procedures. Care was
taken to avoid extending surgery into what had been defined as the hand motor area.

In all patients except one, the inferior border of the resection cavity was defined by the
sylvian fissure which was exposed by subpial dissection (for JD-75, the distance between
the inferior resection cavity and the sylvian fissure was approximately 8 mm). Resection
cavities were medially extended to or slightly beyond the insula in all cases except JD-75
and AW-49, for whom the medial border was approximately 6 and 10 mm lateral of the
insula, respectively. For all patients, resection cavities were extended to or beyond the
precentral and postcentral sulcus, respectively. Mean distance between the lower border of
the resection cavity and the superior border (as measured on T1 images approximately 6
months postop for patients with lower-grade glioma and on immediate postop images for
patients with glioblastoma) was 26 mm (SD = 5, range = 22–35). In all cases, resections were
subtotal to the extent that there were remaining pathological flair signals on immediate
postoperative images typically diffusely extending into the insula and/or the hand motor
area. However, in three of the five patients with lower-grade glioma (WHO II-III), these
signals decreased during the first 6 months postoperatively. In two of the cases (TN-74
and JD-75) with left-sided lesions, stimulation of the face motor area produced significant,
transient dysphasic symptoms that resulted in a perioperative decision to leave parts of
the tumor for which resection had been planned.

3. Results
3.1. Patient Dropout

Due to administrative errors, two of the patients (LBS81 and AW67) did not complete
their questionnaires for mental health, adaptive everyday function and mental fatigue
prior to surgery. One patient (JD75) was excluded from the statistical analysis of QoL since
the results from the preoperative administration were suspected to be negatively affected
by unrelated health issues.
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In some cases, due to time constraints, a few of the tasks in the comprehensive neu-
ropsychological evaluation were not performed. LBS81 has no preoperative results for
CWIT1 and AW49 has no preoperative results from CWIT2 and CWIT4 and no postopera-
tive results for BVMT-R and Digit Span.

3.2. Facial Motor Function

Postoperatively, one patient was classified as normal regarding facial motor function
according to the House–Brackmann scale (TN74). The remaining patients were classified
as having mild dysfunction with slight asymmetries of the mouth (i.e., House–Brackmann
score = 2). However, as demonstrated in Figure 1, the effects on the symmetry of the mouth
in this group were very subtle.
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Figure 1. Both the photographs and the MR image (T2 Flair) depict the patient with the most severe facial motor deficit. (a)
The patient has been instructed to show as big a smile as possible. A slightly less pronounced left furrow can be noticed.
During the execution of the smile, the left side was slightly less responsive. (b) The patient was instructed to relax the face
with a slight separation of the lips. A slight lowering of the left corner of the mouth can be noticed. (c) MR image (T2 Flair)
of the resection cavity approximately 5 months postop.

In the FaCE questionnaire, the glioma group had a mean above 90 in all dimensions
except oral function, where the score was 82.1 (Table 1). One patient (SA71) reported that
both sides of the face were affected, and two patients reported that one side was affected
(JD75, AW49). When compared with published normative data on patients with facial palsy,
the patients in this study scored significantly better in all domains except oral function
(Figure 2).
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Table 1. FaCE (Facial Clinimetric Evaluation) and House–Brackmann Facial Nerve Grading Scale (H-B).

SA71 TN74 JD75 AW67 LBS81 MN58 AW49 Mean SD t F-P Mean † p

FaCE
Facial Movement 100 100 91.7 100 91.7 91.7 58.3 90.5 14.8 7.5 48.9 0.000

Facial Comfort 83.3 100 83.3 100 100 100 66.7 90.5 13.1 7.5 53.3 0.000
Oral Function 100 100 62.5 100 75 87.5 50 82.1 20.2 1.2 73 0.277
Eye Comfort 75 100 100 100 100 100 100 96.4 9.5 9.9 61.2 0.000

Lacrimal Control 75 100 100 100 75 100 100 92.9 12.2 8.2 55.1 0.000
Social Function 100 100 75 100 100 100 75 92.9 12.2 3.4 77 0.014

Total 91.7 100 83.3 100 93.3 96.7 71.7 91 10.3 7.3 62.5 0.000
H-B 2 1 2 2 2 2 2

Results from the FaCE questionnaire for quality of life (QoL) related to facial motor function. † The glioma patients are compared to patients
diagnosed with facial palsy in the validation study for the Swedish version of FaCE [32].
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3.3. Neuropsychological Function

As can be seen in Table 2, there were no significant differences in verbal fluency at
the group level. Mean letter fluency was the same pre- and postoperatively at 12 words
per minute (wpm) (preoperative mean = 12.2 wpm, SD = 4, range = 6.3–17.3, postop-
erative M = 12.1 wpm, SD = 3.4, range = 7–17.3). Category fluency was also stable at a
slightly higher speed than letter fluency, which is expected (preoperative mean = 21.5 wpm,
SD = 5.9, range = 13.5–30.5, postoperative mean = 20.9 wpm, SD = 6.1, range = 14–26).
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Table 2. Patient characteristics, QoL, cognitive function and mental health.

Patient ID SA71 TN74 JD75 AW67 LBS81 MN58 AW49
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Digit Span 9.5 11 7.5 7 7.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 8 9.5 6 6 7 7.4 1.1 7.8 2 −0.6 0.58
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However, the baseline condition of the color word interference test showed a sig-
nificant effect on psychomotor speed for reading and pronunciation. That is, the time it
took patients to read the names of colors aloud, as well as the time it took to name colors,
increased between pre- and postoperative testing. For color naming, the decrease in speed
went from 82.9 wpm (SD = 16.8, range = 63.8–100) preoperatively to 71.9 wpm (SD = 12,
range = 56.6–88.2) postoperatively. For reading aloud, the decline in speed went from 109.1
wpm (SD = 22.2, range = 83.3–136.4) to 95.5 wpm (SD = 25.8, range = 68.2–142.9).

A similar effect was also found for the switching condition which taxes executive
function but also is dependent on psychomotor speed assessed with the baseline conditions.
The inhibition condition was not affected.

No significant changes were found in either long-term memory (BVMT-R) or working
memory (Digit Span).

3.4. Mental Health, Every Day Executive Function and Mental Fatigue

None of the measured domains of mental health (anxiety, depression, mental fatigue)
significantly changed (Table 2), but there was a negative, non-significant, trend for self-
reported anxiety that went from below the cut-off for clinically relevant anxiety to above
the cut-off postoperatively (cut-off = 7, preoperative mean = 5, SD = 4.7, range = 1–13,
postoperative mean = 7.4, SD = 4.2, range = 0–12).

3.4.1. Everyday Executive Function

Overall self-rated everyday executive function did not change significantly in any
life domain assessed by the BRIEF-A. The Behavioral Regulation Index (BRI) includes the
ability to inhibit inappropriate reactions, be flexible to changes and be able to maintain
emotional control (preoperative mean = 37.3, SD = 7.9, range = 30–50, postoperative mean
= 41, SD = 5.2, range = 32–48, t = −1.9, df = 4, p = 0.139) and the Metacognitive Index
(MI) includes the ability to initiate, plan and organize activities, as well as one’s ability to
monitor the effectiveness of one’s own problem solving (preoperative m = 50.8, SD = 9.7,
range = 43–67, postoperative mean = 57.3, SD = 10.7, range = 44–74, t = −1.7, df = 4,
p = 0.16). Global executive function (GEF), an aggregate of BRI and MI, did not show any
significant change either (preoperative mean = 88, SD = 17.3, range = 76–117, postoperative
mean = 98.3, SD = 15, range = 76–117, t = −1.9, df = 4, p = 0.134).

3.4.2. Quality of Life

With one exception, no statistically significant changes, or meaningful trends, in QoL
(EORTC QLQ C30 and BN 20) were found (Table 2). The exception was the dimension
social function, where a significant worsening was reported. However, this change was
driven by patients LBS 81 and AW 49 who both entered a long-term self-quarantine to
protect themselves from COVID-19 between answering the preoperative vs. postoperative
questionnaires.

3.5. Lateralization of Tumor and Verbal Laterality

When results from fMRI, direct perioperative stimulation, the dichotic listening task
and handedness were combined, six of seven patients were classified as left-dominant
and one patient was classified as having a bilateral speech representation. In four of
the cases, all variables pointed towards a left-sided speech dominance. In two patients
(MN58 and AW49), the results from the fMRI lateralization index took precedence over the
dichotic listening task which pointed towards a bilateral and left-sided speech lateralization,
respectively. In one patient (TN74), direct perioperative stimulation took precedence over
ambiguous fMRI results, resulting in an assessment of left-sided speech lateralization.
Three of the surgeries were performed in the dominant or bilaterally dominant hemisphere
(TN74, JD75, MN58) and four were performed in the non-dominant hemisphere (SA71,
AW67, LBS81, AW49).
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4. Discussion

In 1954, Penfield and Jasper [13] favorably compared their experiences of lower M1
surgery to those of central or peripheral facial palsy. In doing so, they stated that “complete
removal of the face area, which we have carried out often, result only in a comparative
impairment of movement of the lower face but no interference with movement of forehead
and closure of eyes”, and that “Movement of tongue and swallowing are not permanently
disturbed by removal of the cortical representation on one side.” Resections of centers
for vocalization, the authors noted, did not cause paralysis if performed on one side.
Following these authors, several neurosurgeons have continued to perform resections
of epileptic foci and gliomas in this area. At the same time, however, this area is often
described as “eloquent” in the authoritative neurosurgical literature and surgery in the
area is sometimes avoided due to concerns that even slight effects on speech and facial
symmetry may negatively influence patient mental health measures and QoL. As evidence
demonstrating positive effects of aggressive surgery on survival in high- and low-grade
glioma accumulates, the need to thoroughly evaluate and understand effects of resections
in this area has thus become increasingly important.

The results of the present prospective study provide some detailed nuance to this
discussion that is in line with the general assumption that maximal resections can be
performed in this area in centers with appropriate protocols in place. However, even in
carefully monitored patients, such resections are not completely devoid of side effects. The
most important postoperative finding in the present cohort was a statistically significant
decline in fast verbal production (82.9 wpm and faster). The facial movements of the lower
face were also, typically, slightly affected. However, effects on speech were minor and
speech production in the verbal fluency tasks (requiring a lower rate of verbal production
at 21.5 wpm) was not affected by surgery.

With regard to QoL, the EORTC QLQ-C30 and BN20 questionnaires did not reveal
any significant differences before vs. after surgery except for the dimension social function
which deteriorated considerably in two patients. However, those two answered the follow-
up questionnaire while in self-quarantine due to the COVID 19 epidemic. The fact that five
of our patients had top scores in the social function dimension of the FaCE scale for QoL
(Table 2), where questions are asked specifically about how facial function affects social
function, suggests that this change in QoL cannot be explained as a direct sequela of the
surgery. Furthermore, no significant differences in self-reported measures of mental health
outcomes (executive function, depression/anxiety and mental fatigue) were observed. We
did, however, observe a trend towards increased levels of anxiety in the postoperative
assessment, in that four of seven patients received scores on the anxiety scale that were
above the cut-off for mild but clinically relevant anxiety. The reasons for this increased
level of anxiety are not clear, but it suggests that mental health is an important domain
to take into consideration after surgery. One aspect that could have had an effect is the
over-representation of women in our sample (six women, one male). Women with facial
palsy seem to have an increased risk for mental health deterioration [33].

Our patients’ experiences of motor function in the face and mouth area compare
favorably to those previously reported for patients with facial palsy (Table 1). This suggests
that postoperative effects of a resection of the lower M1 are indeed less troublesome than
the experience of facial palsy. However, it should be noted in this context that facial nerve
palsy and lower M1 resections do not cause the exact same neurological effects. For instance,
due to functional anatomical reasons, the effects on eye function and lacrimal control are
more pronounced in facial palsy, whereas resections of lower M1 can be expected to have
more negative effects on oral function and swallowing (which is only, to a very limited
extent, influenced by the facial nerve). Another reason to treat the comparison between
our sample and previously collected data on facial palsy patients with care is of course that
they were collected under different circumstances and for different purposes.

Finally, with regard to findings of a lack of changes in QoL, mental health and neu-
ropsychological measures between pre- and postoperative measurements, it is important



J. Clin. Med. 2021, 10, 580 11 of 13

to note that our sample was underpowered to identify minor or medium-sized changes as
statistically significant. That is, whereas positive findings (such as the effects on speech
speed and the favorable comparison of these patients to a reference group with peripheral
facial palsy) are more likely to reflect “true effects”, any lack of statistically significant
findings between pre- and postoperative measurements in other domains, in this small
cohort, should be interpreted with caution.

In sum, the general pattern of results presented in the present study seems to confirm
the notion that the adverse effects of surgery in this area are mild and well tolerated.
One interesting observation that can be made in this context is furthermore that the
histopathological diagnosis of the resection material in several patients revealed tumor
foci with a higher grade than was initially suspected based on the preoperative MRI. This
illustrates another advantage of aggressive surgery in this location.

However, our study also demonstrates that when high-resolution methods such
as advanced psychological tests are applied, some residual symptoms can typically be
discerned. The most important result of this kind in our study is the negative effect on
maximal speech speed. This symptom, which does not appear to be associated with
declines in verbal fluency (i.e., the ability to produce and pronounce words belonging
to certain categories or starting with certain letters), has not previously been tested (and
consequently not described) in this group of patients. However, our results suggest that it
may be reasonable to inform patients about the risk of this side effect prior to neurosurgical
procedures in the lower M1.

It should furthermore be noted that in two patients with left-sided tumors, the resec-
tion was adjusted to avoid effects on speech. This strongly suggests that these surgeries
should be performed with awake speech mapping, at least when performed in the domi-
nant hemisphere.

5. Conclusions

In sum, the results of pre- and postoperative data in the present cohort of brain tumor
patients that had awake surgery in the lower M1, support the general notion, first expressed
by Penfield and Jasper, that surgery can be performed safely and with postoperative deficits
that are most often perceived by the patient as tolerable. However, our results also suggest
that limitation in maximal speech speed is a typical side effect of surgery in this area, even
in patients that have otherwise tolerated the procedure well.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, R.L.S., M.S. and T.B.; methodology, M.S., R.L.S. and T.B.;
formal analysis, M.S.; investigation, M.S.; resources, R.L.S.; writing—original draft preparation,
R.L.S. and M.S.; writing—review and editing, M.S., R.L.S. and T.B.; supervision, R.L.S.; project
administration, M.S.; funding acquisition, R.L.S. All authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by grants to R.L.S. from the County Council of Västerbotten, the
Lion’s Cancer Research Foundation at Umeå University and the Sjöberg Foundation. T.B. received
grants from the Swedish Cancer Society.

Institutional Review Board Statement: This research was conducted in accordance with the Decla-
ration of Helsinki and is covered by the following decisions from the regional ethics committee at
Umeå, Sweden: Dnr: 2016/479-3, Dnr, 2018-402-32M and Dnr, 2016/200-31.2.10.

Informed Consent Statement: Written informed consent has been obtained from all patients in-
volved in this study to publish this paper.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study is available on reasonable request
from the corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to express their gratitude to Johan Eriksson and Micael
Andersson at the Umeå Center for Functional Brain Imaging (UFBI) for their help with analyzing
fMRI lateralization data as well as research nurse Kristin Nyman for help with this study.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.



J. Clin. Med. 2021, 10, 580 12 of 13

References
1. Aghi, M.K.; Nahed, B.V.; Sloan, A.E.; Ryken, T.C.; Kalkanis, S.N.; Olson, J.J. The role of surgery in the management of patients

with diffuse low grade glioma: A systematic review and evidence-based clinical practice guideline. J. Neurooncol. 2015, 125,
503–530. [CrossRef]

2. Almenawer, S.A.; Badhiwala, J.H.; Alhazzani, W.; Greenspoon, J.; Farrokhyar, F.; Yarascavitch, B.; Algird, A.; Kachur, E.; Cenic, A.;
Sharieff, W.; et al. Biopsy versus partial versus gross total resection in older patients with high-grade glioma: A systematic review
and meta-analysis. Neuro Oncol. 2015, 17, 868–881. [CrossRef]

3. Jakola, A.S.; Myrmel, K.S.; Kloster, R.; Torp, S.H.; Lindal, S.; Unsgård, G.; Solheim, O. Comparison of a strategy favoring early
surgical resection vs a strategy favoring watchful waiting in low-grade gliomas. J. Am. Med. Assoc. 2012, 308, 1881–1888.
[CrossRef]

4. McGirt, M.J.; Mukherjee, D.; Chaichana, K.L.; Than, K.D.; Weingart, J.D.; Quinones-Hinojosa, A. Association of surgically
acquired motor and language deficits on overall survival after resection of glioblastoma multiforme. Neurosurgery 2009, 65,
463–469. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Duffau, H. Resecting diffuse Low-Grade gliomas to the boundaries of brain functions: A new concept in surgical neuro-oncology.
J. Neurosurg. Sci. 2015, 59, 361–371.

6. Spetzler, R.F.; Martin, N.A. A proposed grading system for arteriovenous malformations. J. Neurosurg. 1986, 65, 476–483.
[CrossRef]

7. Peitersen, E. Bell’s Palsy: The Spontaneous Course of 2500 Peripheral Facial Nerve Palsies of Different Etiologies. Acta Otolaryngol.
Suppl. 2002, 549, 4–30. [CrossRef]

8. Kahn, J.B.; Gliklich, R.E.; Boyev, K.P.; Stewart, M.G.; Metson, R.B.; McKenna, M.J. Validation of a patient-graded instrument for
facial nerve paralysis: The FaCE Scale. Laryngoscope 2001, 111, 387–398. [CrossRef]

9. Díaz-Aristizabal, U.; Valdés-Vilches, M.; Fernández-Ferreras, T.R.; Calero-Muñoz, E.; Bienzobas-Allué, E.; Moracén-Naranjo, T.
Correlations between impairment, psychological distress, disability, and quality of life in peripheral facial palsy. Neurologia 2019,
34, 423–428. [CrossRef]

10. Lee, J.; Fung, K.; Lownie, S.P.; Parnes, L.S. Assessing impairment and disability of facial paralysis in patients with vestibular
schwannoma. Arch. Otolaryngol. Head Neck Surg. 2007, 133, 56–60. [CrossRef]

11. Hotton, M.; Huggons, E.; Hamlet, C.; Shore, D.; Johnson, D.; Norris, J.H.; Kilcoyne, S.; Dalton, L. The psychosocial impact of
facial palsy: A systematic review. Br. J. Health Psychol. 2020, 25, 695–727. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Magill, S.T.; Han, S.J.; Li, J.; Berger, M.S. Resection of primary motor cortex tumors: Feasibility and surgical outcomes. J. Neurosurg.
2018, 129, 961–972. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Penfield, W.; Jasper, H. Epilepsy and the Functional Anatomy of the Human Brain; Little, Brown & Co.: Oxford, UK, 1954.
14. Benifla, M.; Sala, F.; Jane, J.; Otsubo, H.; Ochi, A.; Drake, J.; Weiss, S.; Donner, E.; Fujimoto, A.; Holowka, S.; et al. Neurosurgical

management of intractable rolandic epilepsy in children: Role of resection in eloquent cortex—Clinical article. J. Neurosurg.
Pediatr. 2009, 4, 199–216. [CrossRef]

15. Cukiert, A.; Buratini, J.A.; Machado, E.; Sousa, A.; Vieira, J.; Forster, C.; Argentoni, M.; Baldauf, C.; Frayman, L. Seizure’s
outcome after cortical resections including the face and tongue rolandic areas in patients with refractory epilepsy and normal
MRI submitted to subdural grids’ implantation. Arq. Neuropsiquiatr. 2001, 59, 717–721. [CrossRef]

16. Pondal-Sordo, M.; Diosy, D.; Téllez-Zenteno, J.F.; Girvin, J.P.; Wiebe, S. Epilepsy surgery involving the sensory-motor cortex.
Brain 2006, 129, 3307–3314. [CrossRef]

17. Sarkis, R.A.; Jehi, L.E.; Bingaman, W.E.; Najm, I.M. Surgical outcome following resection of rolandic focal cortical dysplasia.
Epilepsy Res. 2010, 90, 240–247. [CrossRef]

18. Ostergard, T.A.; Miller, J.P. Surgery for epilepsy in the primary motor cortex: A critical review. Epilepsy Behav. 2019, 91, 13–19.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Lehman, R.; Andermann, F.; Olivier, A.; Tandon, P.N.; Quesney, L.F.; Rasmussen, T.B. Seizures with Onset in the Sensorimotor
Face Area: Clinical Patterns and Results of Surgical Treatment in 20 Patients. Epilepsia 1994, 35, 1117–1124. [CrossRef]

20. Lara-Velazquez, M.; Al-Kharboosh, R.; Jeanneret, S.; Vazquez-Ramos, C.; Mahato, D.; Tavanaiepour, D.; Rahmathulla, G.;
Quinone-Hinojosa, A. Advances in brain tumor surgery for glioblastoma in adults. Brain Sci. 2017, 7, 166. [CrossRef]

21. Sjöberg, R.L.; Stålnacke, M.; Andersson, M.; Eriksson, J. The supplementary motor area syndrome and cognitive control.
Neuropsychologia 2019, 129, 141–145. [CrossRef]

22. Hugdahl, K.; Asbjörnsen, A. Dikotisk Lyssning Med CV-Stavelser: Manual; Psykologiförlaget: Hägersten, Sweden, 1994.
23. Delis, D.; Kaplan, E.; Kramer, J. D-KEFS: Examiner´s Manual; Pearson: San Antonio, TX, USA, 2001.
24. Benedict, R. Brief Visuospatial Memory Test—Revised Professional Manual; Psychologocial Assessment Resources, Inc.: Odessa, FL,

USA, 1997.
25. Wechsler, D. WAIS-IV Manual; Pearson: San Antonio, TX, USA, 2008.
26. Lisspers, J.; Nygren, A.; Söderman, E. Hospital anxiety and depression scale (HAD): Some psychometric data for a Swedish

sample. Acta Psychiatr. Scand. 1997, 96, 281–286. [CrossRef]
27. Roth, R.M.; Isquith, P.K.; Gioia, G.A. Behavior Rating Inventory of Executive Function—Adult Version; PAR: Lutz, FL, USA, 2005.
28. Johansson, B.; Starmark, A.; Berglund, P.; Rödholm, M.; Rönnbäck, L. A self-assessment questionnaire for mental fatigue and

related symptoms after neurological disorders and injuries. Brain Inj. 2010, 24, 2–12. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s11060-015-1867-1
http://doi.org/10.1093/neuonc/nou349
http://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2012.12807
http://doi.org/10.1227/01.NEU.0000349763.42238.E9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19687690
http://doi.org/10.3171/jns.1986.65.4.0476
http://doi.org/10.1080/000164802760370736
http://doi.org/10.1097/00005537-200103000-00005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.nrl.2017.03.004
http://doi.org/10.1001/archotol.133.1.56
http://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12440
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32538540
http://doi.org/10.3171/2017.5.JNS163045
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29219753
http://doi.org/10.3171/2009.3.PEDS08459
http://doi.org/10.1590/S0004-282X2001000500012
http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awl305
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eplepsyres.2010.05.010
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.yebeh.2018.06.036
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30049575
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1528-1157.1994.tb01776.x
http://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci7120166
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2019.03.013
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0447.1997.tb10164.x
http://doi.org/10.3109/02699050903452961


J. Clin. Med. 2021, 10, 580 13 of 13

29. Aaronson, N.K.; Ahmedzai, S.; Bergman, B.; Bullinger, M.; Cull, A.; Duez, N.J.; Filiberti, A.; Flechtner, H.; Fleishman, S.B.; De
Haes, J.C.; et al. The European Organization for Research and Treatment of Cancer QLQ-C30: A quality-of-life instrument for use
in international clinical trials in oncology. J. Natl. Cancer Inst. 1993, 85, 365–376. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Taphoorn, M.J.B.; Claassens, L.; Aaronson, N.K.; Coens, C.; Mauer, M.; Osoba, D.; Stupp, R.; Mirimanoff, R.O.; van den Bent,
M.J.; Bottomley, A. An international validation study of the EORTC brain cancer module (EORTC QLQ-BN20) for assessing
health-related quality of life and symptoms in brain cancer patients. Eur. J. Cancer 2010, 46, 1033–1040. [CrossRef]

31. House, J.W.; Brackmann, D.E. Facial nerve grading system. Otolaryngol. Head Neck Surg. 1985, 93, 146–147. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
32. Marsk, E.; Hammarstedt-Nordenvall, L.; Engström, M.; Jonsson, L.; Hultcrantz, M. Validation of a Swedish version of the Facial

Disability Index (FDI) and the Facial Clinimetric Evaluation (FaCE) scale. Acta Otolaryngol. 2013, 133, 662–669. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

33. Nellis, J.C.; Ishii, M.; Byrne, P.J.; Boahene, K.D.O.; Dey, J.K.; Ishii, L.E. Association among facial paralysis, depression, and quality
of life in facial plastic surgery patients. JAMA Facial Plast. Surg. 2017, 19, 190–196. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/85.5.365
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8433390
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2010.01.012
http://doi.org/10.1177/019459988509300202
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3921901
http://doi.org/10.3109/00016489.2013.766924
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23675814
http://doi.org/10.1001/jamafacial.2016.1462

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Patient Characteristics 
	Lateralization of Tumor and Verbal Laterality 
	Neuropsychological Function 
	Verbal Fluency 
	Color Word Interference 
	BVMT-R 
	Digit Span 

	Mental Health, Every Day Executive Function and Mental Fatigue 
	The Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scales (HADS) 
	Behavior Rating Inventory of Executive Function—Adult Version (BRIEF-A) 
	Mental Fatigue Scale (MFS) 

	Quality of Life 
	Facial Motor Function 
	House–Brackmann Facial Nerve Grading Scale 
	Facial Clinimetric Evaluation (FaCE) 

	Statistical Method 
	Informed Consent 
	Surgical Procedure 

	Results 
	Patient Dropout 
	Facial Motor Function 
	Neuropsychological Function 
	Mental Health, Every Day Executive Function and Mental Fatigue 
	Everyday Executive Function 
	Quality of Life 

	Lateralization of Tumor and Verbal Laterality 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

