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Task-related edge density (TED) - a new method for
revealing large-scale network formation in fMRI data
of the human brain

Gabriele Lohmann?2*, Johannes Stelzer!2, Verena Zuber3, Tilo Buschmann?®, Daniel
Margulies®, Andreas Bartels®, Klaus Scheffler!-2

The formation of transient networks in response to external stimuli or as a reflection of internal cognitive pro-
cesses is a hallmark of human brain function. However, its identification in fMRI data of the human brain is
notoriously difficult. Here we propose a new method of fMRI data analysis that tackles this problem by con-
sidering large-scale, task-related synchronisation networks. Networks consist of nodes and edges connecting
them, where nodes correspond to voxels in fMRI data, and the weight of an edge is determined via task-related
changes in dynamic synchronisation between their respective times series. Based on these definitions, we
developed a new data analysis algorithm that identifies edges in a brain network that differentially respond in
unison to a task onset and that occur in dense packs with similar characteristics. Hence, we call this approach
“Task-related Edge Density” (TED). TED proved to be a very strong marker for dynamic network formation that
easily lends itself to statistical analysis using large scale statistical inference. A major advantage of TED com-
pared to other methods is that it does not depend on any specific hemodynamic response model, and it also
does not require a presegmentation of the data for dimensionality reduction as it can handle large networks
consisting of tens of thousands of voxels. We applied TED to fMRI data of a fingertapping task provided by
the Human Connectome Project. TED revealed network-based involvement of a large number of brain areas
that evaded detection using traditional GLM-based analysis. We show that our proposed method provides an
entirely new window into the immense complexity of human brain function.
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1. Introduction The most prominent example is statistical parametric map-

The human brain is a large-scale network consisting of ag_lng using the general linear model6, 7]. Such mass-uiaiiar

. - pproaches treat voxeisdependenthfrom each other([8],
proximately 85 billion neurons that form a vast number o ) g
; X . however, they do not capture processes relating to infegrat
subnetworks on all spatial scalés [1]. The properties ofrthe : : X .
S L .~ and functional interplay between remote brain regions(?, 1
trinsic connectivity, such as small-worldnelss [2], makegpo 1] -
ble the coexistence between local processing of informatic ™" . ) )
in specialised circuits and large-scale integrative psees, ~ As aresult, the focus of the neuroimaging community has
involving multiple remote sites. It has been suggested th&ifted away from the pure segregationist to a more integra-
the neuroanatomical architecture itself gives rise toladis ~ tive (i.e. network-based) view [12, 13,114/ 15/16,17/1§, 10
namic repertoire setting the frame for a large number of fleXD the following, we give a brief overview over existing meth
ibly accessible brain functions|[3, 4, 5]. ods that go beyond traditional GLM-based activation maps.
Traditionally, brain mapping techniques using functional Seed-based approaches investigate how the statistical de-
magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) have focused on studpendency between a seed voxel or area changes with respect
ing brain areas separately in a voxel-by-voxel fashion (i.¢o the rest of the brain. The most prominent examples are
univariately). The key idea behind such approaches was tmrrelation-based approachgs|[19], where the correl&igen
identify task- or stimulus-related changes of the bloogig®en- tween the time series of the seed area to all other voxels is
level dependent (BOLD) signal activity on the local levelcomputed. A widely used method is thgycho-physiological
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Figure 1. lllustration of a potential problem in correlation-based statistics. (A) Hypothetical time courses of two pairs of
voxels(i, j) and(m,n) in three experimental trials of the same condition are shiogme. It is clearly visible that the voxel
pair (i, j) has a low inter-trial consistency, while the pgin, n) has a high one. (B) In standard correlation-based stajstic
the correlation between pairs of voxels is computed for éagh Thus all voxel pairs receive high values of corredatand
may thus be interpreted as belonging to the same netwosk-tri&l consistency is not taken into account here. Howeéfre
the connectivity between voxels is truly induced by the tas#ét the response processing is assumed to be similar, the hig
correlations of the paifi, j) might be caused by nuisance, while the gairn) reflects a true effect. Clearly, this is not
visible using a standard correlation approach. (C) We me@onew measure of synchronization based on effect sikasg ta
into account the inter-trial consistency. Our measure lis tibseparate between the voxel pgitg) and(m,n); the voxel

pair with low inter-trial consistency receives low scores.
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interaction(PPI) method [20] and its generalisation|[21], whedeviations in the size of regions can result in large changes
the interaction usually is computed after deconvolutiothef in underlying network connectivity [30]. Therefore it is no
fMRI signal into the neural spack [22]. Another prominentsurprise that the choice of parcellation scheme and thus the
example is thdeta correlation method/hich detects the cor- number of regions have a substantial impact on the result-
relation of parameter estimates from the seed area to the résg network metrics[[31, 32, 38, 34]. Furthermore, region-
of the brain [28]. The parameter estimates themselves abased approaches assume functional homogeneity within the

derived from a general linear model (GLM). regions|[35]. This is particularly troubling if the regioase

The weak point of seed-based methods is their inabilitjarge enough so that they can be further subdivided ints part
to revealglobal changes of functional reorganisation. Onlythat feature heterogeneous connectivity profiles (e.g[3&e
differenceselative to the seed aresan be depicted so that 137,[38,39/40]). Averaging within such heterogeneous re-
just a small part of the picture is revealed. Thus, a full exdions may effectively hamper the detection of subtle connec
ploration would require a multitude of seed-based analysddity changes that occur only in a subregion. Furthermore,
(i.e. one for each grey matter location) and to combine thiéé should be mentioned that adopting a parcellation scheme
resulting maps in a second step. It is easy to see that suctilgo implies that it is not possible to quantify the total rum
procedure constitutes a daunting multiple comparisonk-prober of connections between regiosl[41]. Therefore, it has
lem, which ultimately renders a whole-brain approach infed€en suggested that voxel-level approaches in the corftext o
sible. A further problem arises from analysiogrrelations ~network analysis are preferable [35].
in time series, as differences in correlations are in géneta Several other algorithms target only network hubs rather
very reliable indicators of membership in a network. Indeedhan entire networks, e.d. [42.143] and are therefore notcom
some times series may show very similar correlations and yggrable to the present approach. Other methods such as mul-

belong to very different networks. For a graphical illuipa  tivariate pattern analysis (MVPA) [44] or independent com-
of the issue, see Fif] 1. ponent analysis (ICA) [45] also fall into a different domain

The choice of seed areas raises further issues, as only f@Rd are therefore not discussed here.

seed locations can be studied without a proper multiple com- Thde publlcatl(l)(nks) I|st3d a(k;ove all(j(_:ontr]:ll))ute_zdflmm_ensely
parisons correction. Researchers thus are required te cai@Vards anetwork-based understanding of brain functimwH

fully select the locations in question. It is common pragtic ever, they all suffer from some limitations, e.g. they requi
to use seed locations of special anatomical interest, er-alt Presegmentation of the data, or they do not offer a mech-

natively, to choose seed locations of activation peaks é&.g anism for statistical inference, or they depend on a partic-

determined by a prior whole-brain GLM analysis). Howeverdl2r hemodynamic model. The dependence on a hemody-
the latter procedure assumes that brain regions featuging ramic model was found to be problematicin a recent study by

evant changes in terms of connectivity are indeed also acg_onzalez—Castlllo etal. who tested a range of differentérem

vation peaks. This assumption has recently been challengg}ﬂr_‘amic response models and fOU”O_' wide-spread activqtions
empirically [22]. which had previously evaded detection|[46]. They ascribed

: _ the sparsity of classical activation maps to high noiselteve
An alternative way of performing network-based analy- d overly strict response models

. . . a
Se‘:‘ IS LO uze paFrce_IIat![on SChZTeS’ redu;:_mg tthe ntég\ber o Therefore, our goal in this paper is to establish a new
networknodes. For instanamnaition-speciiicne worHg5] method for fMRI data analysis that fulfills the following re-
reveals changes in the whole-brain connectivity strudtuae .

e S uirements. It should

occur as response to a task, depicting the variation of fung-
tional connectivity between pairs of regions. Similarlgfwork- 1. identify task-related changes in network configuration,
based statistic§26] evaluates changes in the network struc-
ture and incorporates a solution to the multiple compasson
problem based on a graph-based connected components mett®dbe free from any specific hemodynamic response model,
ology. Thus, this method principally allows a larger num- ) ) L
ber of smaller regions. Further methods include the adapta- 4- @nd incorporate rigorous statistical inference.

tion of PPI on parcellations [24], which enables the investi  To achieve this goal, we characterise functional networks
gation of global changes. At the other end of the spectrum igs |arge-scale, task-relatedllective synchronisatiorsf the
terms of involved brain regions standgnamic causal mod- BOLD signal measured at voxel-level resolution. At the hear
elling (DCM), which attempts to investigate causal influencegf our method is the concept of spatially localised and task-
within very small networks [27]. DCM's validity was chal- related edge density motivating us to call this algorithrEDF
lenged in|[28]. (Task-related Edge Density). In short, TED identifies edges

Parcellating the brain into regions comes with a numben a brain network that differentially respond in unison to a
of issues, however. The choice of the parcellation schentask onset and that occur in dense packs with similar charac-
underlies a certain degree of arbitrariness and is rarely- moteristics. We found TED to be a very strong marker for dy-
vated by anatomical features such as cyto- or myeloarchitatamic network formation that easily lends itself to stadast
ture [29]. This gives rise to nonlinear properties, wheralkm analysis using large scale statistical approaches.

2. not require any presegmentations,
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In the following, we describe our proposed algorithm andhetwork, which is problematic (see Fig. 1). In the follow-
demonstrate its applicability for dynamic network disagve ing, we therefore propose a different measure which we call
in task-based fMRI data provided by the Human Connectomdifferential synchronisation.z
Project (HCP)[[417]. We first compute the averageand standard deviations

o across all trials as follows.

2. Materials and Methods

Networks consist of nodes which are interconnected by edges 1
We define nodes as voxels and the weight of an edge between  Hi (t) = K \iﬁ(kvt) 1)
any pair of voxels asask-related changes in dynamic syn-
chronisationbetween their respective times series. <
Qur a!gorlthm support_s exp_enments p_rgsented in a block O.iA(t) _ \/L (VA(k,t) B IJ-A('E))Z @)
design with non-overlapping trials of sufficient length te a : !
low for a connectivity analysis. It computes a change in syn-
chronization between two experimental conditions and-it re_
quires several repetitions of trials of both conditionseorpit
a valid statistical inference. “_A(t)
The algorithm proceeds in six steps. First, the data are S|A(t) = 'A "
preprocessed using a standard preprocessing pipelinéwhic ®
must include a correction for baseline drifts. Second, we de
fine a measure of task-related differential synchronisation
for each edge in the network. In a third step, thealues
are normalised. Fourth, a measure called “edge dengiy)’ (
is computed for each edge, after which edge densities are
subjected to a statistical inference procedure to asseishwh

For each voxelwe thus obtain an effect size at time point

The synchronisatioﬁiﬁ between voxelsandj in condi-
tion Ais then defined as the z-transformed linear correlation
betweers (t) ands;(t). More precisely, we have

A
1A

ed anif - : A ) ilog—& forr® >0

ges are significantly affected by the experimental task. F 6 =< 27910 !

nally, we propose methods for visualising the results. & th ' 0 otherwise

following, we will describe the six processing steps of TED

in more detail. with rf, denoting the Pearson correlation coefficient between
Step 1. Preprocessing. s ands’j\

The TED algorithm assumes that the fMRI data have been 1h€ Synchronisations for experimental conditiBrare

preprocessed using some standard preprocessing pipBfiise. COMPuted analogously. .
should generally include corrections for motion, slicetig) We now have twan x n matricesO, and©g each record-

and EPI-related distortions as well as a removal of baselirlB9 the task-related synchronisation in conditién for all
drifts. In the case of multi-subject studies, a geometigral Pairs of voxelsi,j = 1,...n wheren is the number of vox-
ment with the MNI anatomical template is needed. PhysflS: Based on these two matrices, we introduce a measure
ological noise removal should be included into the preprdlf dlﬁergntlal synchronisatioa defined as an elementwise
cessing chain if there is reason to assume that it diffeatypti  Subtraction:

affects the two task conditions. 2= ei/j_ 3 ei?j 3

Step 2. Obtaining a measure z of task-related differential
synchronisation. Note that large positive values nfndicate a higher synchro-
Let A andB denote two experimental conditions such as lefhisation in conditionA compared to conditioB, see Fig[R
hand versus right hand fingertapping presented in a block der an illustration.
sign. In our experiments, the trial duration was 12 seconds. Negative correlations are excluded in the definition of
For simplicity, we assume that all trials have the samé to avoid misinterpretations. Specifically, consider a case
durationT, and there ar& number of trials per condition. where two voxels are not correlated at all in experimentai co
For conditionA, IetviA(k,t) denote the time course of voxel dition A, while showing a strong negative correlation in con-
of trial k at timet. We now define a measure that quantifiedition B. If the synchronisatio® were allowed to take neg-
the amount of task-related change in connectivity betweeative values, then this would entail= 6* — 68 >> 0 which
any two voxelsi and j. A seemingly straightforward way, might be mistaken for a task-positive involvement of the-con
such as correlation-based statistic (CBS), would be tolgimpnection between these two voxels in conditigreven though
compare the linear correlations of their respective timmmse the correlation is in fact absent.
during the execution of different tasks. However, CBS can Also note thatz is designed to enforce task-related syn-
be problematic because it assumes that similarities ireeorrchrony across trials within the same experimental condlitio
lations are sufficient for assuming membership in commoaso that the problemillustrated in F[g. 1 does not arise.
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Figure 2. lllustration of differential synchronisation 6 ;. The figure shows megn(t) and standard erros(t) across

100 trials in a pair of voxelsandj. The left pane shows experimental conditigrthe right pane conditioB. The two

voxels of conditionA appear to be stronger synchronised than those of conditidihis is reflected by a high value of
synchronisation in condition A which QAJ = 1.453 while for Biitis onlyéif‘j =0.108. The time courses are taken from two
voxels of the experimental data described in this article.

Step 3: Normalisation of zvalues. of whether or not they were neuronal or non-neuronal in ori-

The output of the previous step is arx n symmetric matrix  9in. Clearly, this step makes our approach very consewvativ
of z-values. Withn ~ 54,000, this matrix has more than one But since normalization is a monotone transformation it pre
billion entries. Theoretically, we might want to apply atita  Serves the ranks of thevalues, and it also preserves spatial
tical test to the elements of this matrix in order to find siigni information so that small neighbourhoods containing nyost|
cant task-related differences in synchronisation betvtwen high rankingz-values will also have high ranking normalized
voxels. However, such an approach would be problematic b&values. In the following, we will solely exploit informain
cause the-values must be expected to be heavily influence@f this type.

by non-neuronal confounds such as cardiac and respirato&/ep 4: Edge densities.

effects or subject motiori [48, 49]. Furthermore, it is well

We now propose a new network metric that draws on spa-
known that neuromodulatory effects (state of arousalpatte

i ) h o7 t on the fMRI sional 50fal adjacency as the key source of information. We call this
Veness, e c.) 1ave a major Impac ?n ? sighal [ eature “edge density'e). The edge density is computed
It is extremely difficult to disentangle “true” neuronal edts

. . . for all edges in the graph that surpass an initial user-deéfine
from the confounding effects listed above. Therefore - Int-hreshokgt_ The vall?e OpDe(i, j) fOfr;n edge connecting two

stead of trylng_ to s_olve this c_hal_lengmg p_r(_)blem - we prOépatially separate voxelsj indicates to what degree the two
pose to e\_/ade it using normalisation. Specifically, we CIEmosneighborhoods of the voxelsand j are connected with each
the following approach. other. A high edge density indicates that many edges connect
We begin by computing the probability density distribu+the two neighbourhoods, while a low edge density indicates
tion of thez-values. Theoretically - if no effect were presentinat only few links are present, for an illustration see Big.
in the data - this distribution should be a Gaussian normal. Quantitatively, the edge density is defined as follows: first
However, due to confounds, we cannot expect this to be thfe total number of possible edges between the neighboshood
case. Therefore, we apply a histogram matching procedugg the voxels andj is computed (omitting local connections,
SO that th|S diStribution doeS indeed fOIIOW a Gaussian nO[-e_ the start and ending point of an edge must be in different
mal with mean zero and standard deviation one. We call thiﬁeighborhoods). Next, the number of supra-threshold edges
procedurez-normalizationand it can be easily achieved by petween the neighborhoods is determined, only taking into
any standard histogram matching algorithm [51]. account edges whose normalisedalue exceed the thresh-
At this point, it would not make sense to apply an eleoeld z. The fraction between this number of suprathreshold
mentwise statistical test to the normalizedalues to check edges and the total possible number of edges then defines the
for significant differences from zero. The reason is that akdge densityDe. Thus, if all neighbouring edges have supra-
ter normalization the distribution of thevalues is exactly thresholdz values,De will be one, and if most edges fall be-
the same as that of the theoretical null distribution. Ineoth low the thresholdDe scores will approach zero. To summa-
words, normalization effectively eradicates elementvee rize, D¢ indicates to what degree the local neighbourhoods of
fects that might have been present inthalues - regardless pairs of voxels show a similar change of connectivity across



2 MATERIALS AND METHODS

Figure 3. Schematic illustration of edge density D¢), showing a case with highDe and one with low De. In this figure,
voxels are depicted as small spheres. The valiz.aff the (thick red) edge connecting the two blue voxels in thetie is
computed as follows: First, we consider the 26-adjacemhimurs of its endpoints (shown here as grey and green s)here
Theoretically, the highest possible number of edges cdimgeany two endpoint voxelacrossthe 26-neighbourhoods is

27 x 27=729. We define the edge densidy as the number of edges whasealues are above a user-defined threskold
divided by the total number of possible edges (i.e. 729)hénabove examples, lines connecting nodes (voxels) iricat
supra-threshold edges. In example (A), 11 out of 729 passitijes are above threshold, tiys= % ~ 0.015. In example

(B), only 5 out of 729 possible edges are above threshold, Bu= 7—39 ~ 0.007.
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the experimental conditions. As the edge density is only-com The permuted group mean amplitudes for the experimen-
puted for edges whos&is larger tharz, all other edges are tal conditionsA andB for voxeli then are defined as

defined to have abe of zero. In our experiments, we consid-
ered the top 1 percent of all edges so thatas set to 2.33.
Note that the computation & requires a specification of
adjacency. In our experiments, we used 26-neighbourhoods,
but 18- or 6-adjacencies may also be considered.

Also note that we exclude short edges from further anal-
ysis. A short edge is an edge whose endpairjthave a Eu- /
clidean distance of less that 15mm. The reason for doing this [ B(t) =
is that the two neighbourhoods should be non-overlapping, k
and because of spatial smoothness we additionally inalease . - . .
the minimum distance so that the borders of the two neigh- with the standard deviations for experimental condithon
bourhoods are at least three voxels apart. andB

P

wA) = (1= p(R)VE(K 1)+ p(KIVE(K 1)

1

Xl =
Py

PRV (k) + (1= p(K)VP (K t)

X~
M =

1

Step 5: Statistical inference. A 1 X / 2
In order to correct for multiple testing we employ a procedur & (t)= \/R kZ1 (2= (k) + p(R)VE(k ) — A(D)]
controlling the false discovery rate (Fdr) [52) 53] 54]. -
The original Fdr algorithm proposed in [52] requires that
data points are independent and that the null distributon i 1 K
uniform. Both requirements may not be not fulfilled in ourgi’B(t) - \/_ z [p(k)v{*(k,t) + (21— p(K)WVB(k,t) — Hi/B(t)]
case. Therefore, we use a different formulation of Fdr that i K&
well suited for large-scale statistics involving a largenter
of data points with complex dependencies among thern [53, In other words, for the special case of the permutation
54)]. vectorp(k) = 0, k= 1...K, the above definitions simplify to
The basis of this Fdr approach is the assumption of a twie original definitions (1) andi2).
component mixture model for tHRe-scores based on a null In order to ensure that spatial smoothness is preserved we
and non-null component with a cumulative distribution funcapply the same permutation vecto all voxels in the brain
tion (cdf) Fo(De) andFy(De) respectively. Additionally, we mask. Therefore, differences betwdeandF, cannot be at-
define an a priori probability for being null by. Then, the tributed to the spatial correlations that are generallgieht
observed joint densitfjoint (De) is given by in fMRI data. As described in more detail below, a relatively
small number of permutations may suffice to converge to a
stable estimation dfy, and hence of the false discovery rate.

2

l:joint(De) =1 X Fo(De) + (1 — mp)F1(De) (4)
Step 6: Visualisation of results.
The Fdr is defined as the probability of being null, or aThe previous processing step yields a set of edges that indi-
false discovery, given ®.-score as big or bigger than the cate significant changes in task-related connectivity.c&in

observed one. This translates into the number of such edges can be very large, visualisation of
results may become difficult. Here we propose two different
methods.
Fdr(De) = (1 — Fo(De))/(1 — F#(De))- () The first method is to project edges onto a “hubness map”.

N o A voxel in the hubness map records the number of edges for
For simplicity we assumep = 1, which is the most con- . . . : .
which this voxel serves as an endpoint. Voxels in which many

servative choice. The cdjoint is estimated from histogram . - 5
" : . : edges accumulate may be viewed as hubs in a task-specific
counts of the edge densities using cumulative summation. As

we do not have evidence for a theoretical null distributian w hetwork, and the number of edges meeting in a voxel is a
rely on an empirical permutation null estimate, where tHe nu' < oo © of the voxel's hubness, see Elg. 5. Note however,
y P P ' that this measure of hubness should not be confused with ac-

cdf Fo S estimated by using random permutation of ta'.5k I ivation strength as can be seen from figlre 2. Here differ-
bels [55]. More precisely, we randomly construct a binary

. . ential synchronisation goes along with a decrease in BOLD
permutation vectop of sizeK where each entrite 1,..K 4 9 9

N activation rather than an increase.
indicates whether or not the task label should be swappe(f

in trial k. We used Bernoulli random trials with probability j‘he second method IS to display edges as lines in a 3D ren-
. S dering such that each line represents an edge that survived
p = 0.5 for this purpose. This yields

significance thresholding. Such renderings can become quit

cluttered and therefore edges that are close to each other ar
0 :k-th trial original bundled together to produce a clearer picturé [56]. We wse th

pk) = { 1 :k-th trial swapped software package “braingl” for this purpo$e [57], see Eig. 6
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Experimental Data butionsF; andFy that were used to estimate statistical signif-
We applied TED to task-based fMRI data provided by the Hu€ance. At a false discovery rate Bfir < 0.05 the edge den-
man Connectome Project (HCP), WU-Minn Consortium [47sity cutoff was found to b® = 0.1621, i.e. edges witDe >
58]. We focused on the motor/fingertapping task using mir3.1621 can be assumed to indicate a significantly stronger
imally preprocessed fMRI data of 100 participants. The presynchronisation in left hand versus right hand tapping.- Cor
processing protocol is described in_[59]. The experimentesponding plots for the reverse contrast can also beemfoun
was acquired in two separate runs with one run using lefia figurel4. Note that far fewer than 1000 permutations would
right phase-encoding, and the other run using right-ledisgh  have sufficed to reach a similar result so that the entire com-
encoding. While in the scanner, participants were cued visputation could actually have been performed on a standard
ally to tap their left or right fingers, squeeze their leftight  PC.
toes, or move their tongue. Each block lasted 12 seconds Figure[5 shows a resulting hubness map produced as de-
(10 movements), and was preceded by a 3 second cue. Singgibed above in step 6. Voxels that are colour-coded are end
the repetition time was 720 milliseconds, there were 16.66foints in an edge significantly affected by the task. Voxels i
volumes (time steps) per trial of which we used the initial 16xvhich many edges accumulate may be viewed as “hubs” in a

In each of the two runs, there were 13 blocks, with 2 otask-specific network, and the number of edges meeting in a
tongue movements, 4 of hand movements (2 right and 2 lefoxel is a measure of the voxel's “hubness”. The upper panel
4 foot movements and three 15 s fixation blocks per runndicates the hubness for edges in the contrast right hand mi
see [58]. Here, we only used the second of the two fingefus left hand. Tapping with the right hand as opposed to the
tapping blocks so that we have 100 trials for each conditiofeft increased the global connectivity in supplementaryono
A andB (right hand tapping and left hand tapping) in eachareas, right and left motor cortex, somatosensory areas, th
phase-encoding run. frontal eye fields, regions in the parietal cortex and thaalis

In order to reduce the number of voxels and hence theortex. On the other hand, as shown in the lower panel, left
computational load, we downsampled the data to isotropigand tapping minus right hand tapping seemed to increase
voxels of sizg3.0mm)* from the original resolution of2.0mm)3.the global connectivity within the bilateral motor netwprk
We also corrected for baseline drifts using a highpass filtahe default mode network, bilateral putamen, bilateral x5,
with a cutoff frequency of 1/90 Hz. To reduce the effectsular cortex and regions in the cerebellum.
of anatomical variability across subjects, we appliediapat  |n the same figure it can be seen that several regions ap-
smoothing with a Gaussian smoothing kernel of FWHM=5mRkar involved in both contrasts. The reason is that a single
Spatial smoothing is however not an integral part of the-alg@rain region may participate in two different networks that
rithm and should be omitted whenever possible, partiqulariare differentially activated by the tasks. Note that suchsec
for single-subject analysis [60]. We manually defined a rezcannot be detected in a classical GLM-based analysis. As
gion of interest (ROI) containing about 54,000 voxels cevern example, we investigated the right primary motor cortex
ing the entire brain including grey and white matter, subcolyhich is involved in both contrasts, see Fig. 6,S3. Here we
tical Structures, CSF and the cerebellum. Furthermore, V\(ﬁ’]iy investigated edges with one endpoint ina presele&ed r
normalised the voxel-wise time series of each trial, SO th@ion of interest, which roughiy Corresponds to the rightchan
their time series have mean zero and standard deviation ongea. The maps reveal a striking difference in synchronisa-

We performed the initial three steps of TED separately fofion of the right primary motor cortex to the rest of the brain
each of the two phase-encoding runs resulting in two matricghe right hand tapping condition involves stronger synohro
of normalisedz-values. These two matrices were then comsation between the right motor cortex and regions in the vi-
bined via a conjunction analysis by taking the element-wisgya| and parietal cortex. In the left hand condition, theesam
minimum of thez-values. For the subsequent edge densityrea shows higher synchrony with bilateral areas in the cere

computation we used a thresholdzf= 2.33. bellum, V5, the putamen and insular cortex and furthermore
We applied TED as described above using 1000 randofe medial prefrontal cortex.

permutations to estimate the null distribution. The TED al-
gorithm is implemented in C/C++ and makes use of paral- ) ) )
lel computation. With 54,000 voxels TED requires abouf-0MParison with a GLM-based analysis. o

13 GByte of main memory, and one permutation takes abofior comparison, we performed a standard analysis using the
three minutes of computation time on a Linux PC using 12 p4F-M approach as implemented in Lipsa [62]. The prepro-
allel cores. For the computation of all 1000 permutation§€SSing of the data was performed as described above. We

we made use of the Max-Planck-Society’s high-performanc%ompUtEd activation maps for each of the two phase-encoding
computing center in Garching, Germany. runs separately using the general linear model. These maps
contain uncorrectervalues representing the contrast between

left hand minus right hand fingertapping. As in the TED
3. Results approach, we performed a conjunction analysis on the two

We first contrasted global connectivity related changes fanaps, where the voxel-wise minimum value of both Z-maps
right hand minus left hand tapping. Figlile 4 shows the distrivas used for the case that both were positive, the maximum
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Figure 4. Probabilities of the edge density estimated from fMRI fingetapping data. The top rows contrasts left hand
minus right hand tapping, the bottom row is the reverse aeshtright hand minus left hand). The left plots show estiomest
of the probability density function (permutation-derived) ant} (no permutation) using Gaussian kernels with kernel
bandwidth defined via Silverman'’s rule |61]. The plots in thieldle show the corresponding cumulative distribution
functions (CDF) andF;. Note that the differences between the null and the “reatritiutions are massive. The CDFs are
used to estimate the false discovery rates (Fdr) which aieated here by dashed black lines. For better visualiaatiee
same Fdr curves are also shown in the plots on the right. Theskeded to determine a significance threshold. For the left
minus right contrast, the cutoff was found tobg> 0.1435, i.e. for edges witB > 0.1435 the false discovery rate falls
below 0.05. For the reverse contrast, the cutoff Das- 0.1621. The estimation d¥, is based on 1000 random
permutations. The right plots show estimationg@tising only 20 different permutations. Note that the ploesszaromed for
better visualisation. Here we show results of three randelettons of such shorter permutations vectors. Note Hegt are
very similar to the estimation based on 1000 permutatiogihggto very similar estimations of Fdr. In other words, fewer
than 1000 permutations would have sufficed to reach a simgtant.
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Figure 5. Task-dependent dynamic reconfiguration of whole-brain netvorks. We depict the reconfiguration using
hubness maps on basis of fMRI data fingertapping data of tmeaduConnectome Project. The hubness maps indicate the
number of network edges that feature a significant changedeet the two experimental conditions. The top row (A)
contrasts right hand minus left hand tapping, the bottom(BWshows the reverse contrast. The colours encode the numbe
of edges withFdr < 0.05 having one of their endpoints in the respective coloutecovoxel and ranges from 1 to 1000. This
number can be interpreted as a measure of “hubness”. Thiligahges in the above figure indicate hubs where many edges
accumulate in a voxel. See also supplementary Eids. 51,S2.
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Figure 6. Task-related reconfiguration of the right-hemispheric primary motor cortex. In a TED analysis, a single
region may appear in opposite contrasts because it magipate in different task-dependent networks. In this figuee
show the participation of the right primary cortex (hand koea, marked with a green box) in different networks,
depending on the experimental condition. The exact shatfeeatgion of interest is shown in supplementary figude S3. In
the upper panel we display voxels involving all edges featua stronger synchronisation with the right primary motor
cortex for right hand fingertapping (as compared to left happing). In the lower panel we show the voxels where the
synchronisation with the same area is higher for left hargkfitapping (as opposed to right hand tapping). The mapalreve
a striking difference in synchronisation of the right primanotor cortex to the rest of the brain: the right hand tagpin
condition involves stronger synchronisation between iiet motor cortex and regions in the visual and parietaleoorOn
the other hand, in the left hand condition the same area sgnides more with bilateral areas in the cerebellum, V5, the
putamen and insular cortex and furthermore the medial gmédi cortex. Below, the same data are shown using a 3D
rendering using the software package “braingl” [57, 56]réJ¢he synchronisation network of the right primary motortex
(the red sphere) in the right hand minus left hand contragtasvn in green, the reverse contrast is shown in yellow.



4 DISCUSSION

RH-LH |z] > 2.33 uncotrr.

Figure 7. Classical univariate GLM-based analysisFor comparison to standard analysis methods, we used ariatéva
activation based GLM technique (see methods). We thresHdhie activation map very liberally & > 2.33 on the voxel
level without correcting for multiple comparisons. Se@alspplementary Fif. $4.

value in case both were negative, and zero for divergingsigrthe magnitudes of the values themselves. We normalized

of the zvalues. We then thresholded the resulting conjundhe z values to avoid potential confounds from physiological
tion map such that voxels witle] > 2.33 remained. No noise. Spatial structure was preserved in our random permu-
multiple comparisons correction was applied. The resgltintations so that our results cannot simply be due to the dpatia
map contrasting left hand minus right hand fingertapping (sesmoothness that is generally inherent in fMRI data.

Fig.[7) shows the voxel-wise differences in activationrsgte. The results obtained with TED suggest a dominant role of
The activations include bilateral motor areas, pre-SMA, afcal inter-connected neighbourhoods forming transiask-t
well as the cerebellum. related networks with other local neighbourhoods. In this r

gard, our concept of edge density is somewhat related to the
. . concepts of a clustering coefficient and small-worldne8s [6
4. Discussion 2]. However, edge density differs from the clustering co-
In this study, we introduced a new algorithm called “TED"efficient in that it measures connectivity between two local
which was designed to identify task-related reconfiguretio neighbourhoods at spatially separate areas. In the literat
in brain networks without requiring presegmentations anthere exist several approaches comparing the differerees b
without being dependent on some specific hemodynamic reveen local and global functional connectivity profiles|[64
sponse function. Since network-based analysis methods fe85]. It has been found that different brain regions exhibit a
tremendous multiple comparison problems, statisticarinf varying balance between such local and global connectivity
ence was a key concern in this context. which may further depend on the current experimental state
At the heart of TED is the concept of “edge density”. A(i.e. task). On the other hand, the results of both Seputcre e
voxel is deemed to be involved in the task if it has a partneal. [64] and Tomasi et all [65] indicate a strong overlap be-
voxel at some spatially distinct location with a similar syntween regions which feature both increased local and global
chronicity trajectory, so that these two voxels form an edgéunctional connectivity. Our methodology offers a potaftyi
with a supra-threshold differential synchronisation. Ag¢t interesting perspective on this, as according to our imégap
same time, such an edge is required to appear in a dense péok global changes in connectivity may be accompanied by
of neighbouring edges with similar characteristics. This a local interconnections, reflecting the dynamics of locdd-su
proach freed us from the need for any explicit hemodynamioetworks that form transient long-range connections.
modelling, and it also allowed us to make inferences at the The hubness maps produced by TED are generally consis-
spatial resolution of small neighbourhoods around indigid tent with the standard univariate GLM analysis and also with
voxels without requiring a presegmentation. a meta-analysis on fingertapping [66]. However, TED found
TED's validity is tested via a comparison against a nulkeveral sites that significantly changed their task-rdi@teD
model derived from permutation testing. We found that thérajectories while not reaching significant net-BOLD mod-
null and the real distributions of edge densities differ maailation when analysed using the traditional GLM approach.
sively so that statistical significance could be easily lestaThis agrees with earlier findings by Gerchen etlall [24]. Also
lished. The amount of this difference is especially sumpgis some regions with negative task involvement showed posi-
since it is based on normalizedvalues so that the size of tive TED changes, and vice versa. This shows that brain ar-
this effect can only be ascribed to spatial adjacency, not teas that appear non-significantin a GLM activation map may
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nevertheless form relevant hubs in a task-positive networtories can take any shape, and may even show a downward
and that the sign of task-related activity can be independeslope following stimulus onset. Therefore, strong hubs in
of the sign of task-related (de-)synchronisation. TEDeldas TED hubness maps do not necessarily indicate strong activa-
fMRI analysis thus constitutes a novel analysis approaat thtion. Also, as was the case in the Gonzalez-Castillo s{u6ly [4
complements traditional GLM based analyses. In particularwe now see many more brain regions that appear to be in-
it can reveal task-related regional involvement that esafte volved in the task. The exact role of many of these regions
tection using traditional approaches. and their mutual interactions are difficult to assess. Furth

In this respect, our work is in line with an earlier studymore, a single brain area found by TED may be involved
by Gonzalez-Castillo et al. who also found large-scale tim# different task-dependent networks and hence appear task
locked activity that went undetected in the classical fMRIPOSitive in reversed contrasts. We presented the righi-hem
analysis[[46]. The authors ascribed the sparsity of trawiiti ~ SPheric motor area as an example and show that this brain re-
activation maps to high noise levels and overly strict predi 9ion participates in different networks depending on tisé ta
tive response models. Our present study goes beyond tigge Figlb). Note that a classical GLM analysis is not able
earlier work in that we present data-driven criteria that cato depict such a scenario, even though such a reconfiguration
be subjected to rigorous statistical significance testiigo, IS & highly plausible rendition of human brain function. For
the amount of scan time required to achieve this result waample, in the case of fingertapping, we would expect to
considerably smaller than in this earlier study. Here wey onlfind effects due to handedness so that the contrast “left hand
needed 4 100 trials where each trial was 12 seconds longninus right hand” should not simply be the same as “right

Adding a hypothetical intertrial interval of perhaps 18-sechand minus left hand” with the sign reversed. And indeed,
onds we arrive at a scan time of rough|y 200-minutes. the TED hubness maps of the first contrast show a remark-

gbly different pattern from that of the reversed contrast - a
so that spatial accuracy was limited. This was even further reffect that may well be ascribed to handedness [67]. In sum,

duced because we had to downsample the da@nta)? res- the fact that we now have to deal with entire networks rather

olution to ease the computational burden, seé [60] for a dil}an univariate regions adds another level of complexity to

cussion on problems relating to spatial inaccuracies. @hedata |Fte.rpr|e.liat||on ?lnd wsuahianon. Oln th? ot:]wer hand, t
limitations are not implicit in the TED algorithm, so that it complexity likely reflects much more closely the true com-

is quite possible to apply TED to single subject data at ver§!€Xity of human brain function.
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Figure S2. Task-dependent dynamic reconfiguration of whole-brain netvorks. This map is based on the same data as
figure[B of the main manuscript. It shows the hubness map (]fahtrast right hand minus left hand fingertapping.
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Figure S3. Region of interest in the right motor area. The map shows the region of interest in the right moto ared imse
figure[® of the main manuscript.
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