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Abstract

Data-driven models of functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) activity can elucidate

dependencies that involve the combination of multiple brain regions. Activity in some

regions during resting-state fMRI can be predicted with high accuracy from the activities of

other regions. However, it remains unclear in which regions activity depends on unique inte-

gration of multiple predictor regions. To address this question, sparse (parsimonious) mod-

els could serve to better determine key interregional dependencies by reducing false

positives. We used resting-state fMRI data from 46 subjects, and for each region of interest

(ROI) per subject we performed whole-brain recursive feature elimination (RFE) to select

the minimal set of ROIs that best predicted activity in the modeled ROI. We quantified the

dependence of activity on multiple predictor ROIs, by measuring the gain in prediction accu-

racy of models that incorporated multiple predictor ROIs compared to models that used a sin-

gle predictor ROI. We identified regions that showed considerable evidence of multiregional

integration and determined the key regions that contributed to their observed activity. Our

models reveal fronto-parietal integration networks, little integration in primary sensory regions,

as well as redundancy between some regions. Our study demonstrates the utility of whole-

brain RFE to generate data-driven models with minimal sets of ROIs that predict activity with

high accuracy. By determining the extent to which activity in each ROI depended on integra-

tion of signals from multiple ROIs, we find cortical integration networks during resting-state

activity.

Author summary

Models of fMRI activity can elucidate underlying dependencies that involve the combination

of multiple brain regions. However, it remains unclear in which regions activity depends on

unique integration of multiple predictor regions. To address this question, sparse (parsimo-

nious) models could serve to better determine key interregional dependencies by reducing
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false positives. We used resting-state fMRI data, and for each brain region we performed

whole-brain recursive feature elimination to select the minimal set of regions that best pre-

dicted activity in the region. We identified integrator regions by quantifying the gain in pre-

diction accuracy of models that incorporated multiple predictor regions compared to single

predictor region. Our study provides data-driven models that use minimal sets of regions to

predict activity with high accuracy. By determining the extent to which activity in each

region depended on integration of signals from multiple sources, we find cortical integration

networks during resting-state activity.

Introduction

Data-driven models constrained with functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) data can

elucidate some of the dependencies that involve a combination of multiple brain regions

underlying the observed activity. Previous studies show that the activity in some brain regions

during resting-state fMRI can be predicted with high accuracy using the activities in other

regions [1]. The activity in each region of interest (ROI) can be modeled as a weighted sum of

the activities of predictor ROIs (“features”), and the weights are found by optimization meth-

ods. Weights estimate the contribution of activity in predictor ROIs to activity in the modeled

ROI, and can give clues about the connectivity between the regions (either indirect or direct)

with respect to signal integration.

While previous models of ROI resting-state activity achieved high prediction accuracy [1],

it remains unclear in which ROIs resting-state activity depends on multiregional integration.

Some degree of prediction accuracy can be achieved using the predictor ROI most correlated

with the modeled ROI. Therefore, it is important to identify ROIs whose activity exhibits

unique integration of multiple varied signals (in contrast to activity that is redundant with

other ROIs and/or integrates fewer varied signals). Estimating dependencies between ROIs is

challenging due to the low temporal resolution and correlations between regions that can

increase false positives. Previous studies used support vector regression to find ROI dependen-

cies, in a manner that was inclusive in terms of predictors [1]. Finding a minimal set of ROIs

that predict activity in a modeled ROI with high accuracy could serve to reduce false positives

and thus better estimate the key ROIs involved and their contribution to the observed activity

in the given ROI. To address this question, methods of feature selection, which generate sparser

models and relate prediction accuracy to the number of predictors in the model, are particularly

useful.

One commonly-used method is recursive feature elimination (RFE), a backward feature

selection method that generates models iteratively, eliminating one or more predictors in each

iteration–commonly the predictor with smallest weight, which least influences the model

[2,3]. By examining the effect of elimination on validation error, RFE can be used to exclude

redundant and spurious predictors, to arrive at a model with the minimal set of predictors that

yields the most accurate prediction. RFE was originally used to classify cancer genes [3], and

more recently was used successfully to classify brain states and conditions (e.g., resting vs. task

or disease vs. control) from fMRI activity in predictor ROIs [4–9]. However, the method has

not been used thus far to fit and predict activity in modeled ROIs from the activity in predictor

ROIs.

Another method of feature selection, “least absolute shrinkage and selection operator”, or

Lasso, uses L1 norm regularization of the regression. Regularization constrains properties of

the predictor weights, and generally yields models with better prediction accuracy than
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ordinary least-squares regression [1,10,11]. L1 norm regularization minimizes the magnitude

of the weights, and therefore yields sparse models with fewer redundant and spurious predic-

tors [12,13]. As such, Lasso has been successfully applied to fMRI data for feature selection,

disease prediction and classification [14–18], though it has not been used thus far to fit and

predict activity in modeled ROIs from the activity in predictor ROIs. Whereas RFE examines

directly the relationship between model prediction accuracy and the number of predictors in

the model, Lasso relates prediction accuracy to the magnitude of predictor weights.

While feature selection methods such as RFE and Lasso are useful in addressing the chal-

lenging issue of spurious predictors (reduce false positives), other methods such as elastic net

use additional L2 norm regularization to reduce missing true predictors (reduce false nega-

tives), although at some cost to the reduction of false positives [11]. The choice of which

modeling method to use depends on the question at hand. In this study we were interested in

finding the predictors on which activity strongly depended (reduce false positives), and

accordingly chose RFE and Lasso as the primary modeling methods, and used elastic net mod-

els to corroborate our results.

It is noteworthy that while the covariance matrix or partial correlations provide informa-

tion about potential dependencies between pairs of ROIs [19,20], models derived from the

activity data by ROI selection infer the number and combination of multiple ROIs that are

jointly necessary for explaining/predicting the activity in a given ROI. This information cannot

be derived just from looking at the correlations.

In this study, we first compared different methods for modeling ROI activity, in terms of

prediction accuracy and feature selection. We used resting-state fMRI activity data from 46

subjects, and for each ROI per subject we generated models using whole-brain RFE, Lasso or

elastic net to select the minimal set of ROIs that best predicted activity in the ROI. We then

determined the degree to which ROI activity depended on multiple predictor ROIs, by com-

paring prediction accuracy of models incorporating multiple predictor ROIs to models that

used a single predictor ROI. We identified ROIs that showed evidence of multiregional inte-

gration, and determined their key predictor ROIs, thereby identifying integration networks

during resting state.

Results

We used resting-state fMRI activity data of 46 subjects (~20 minutes in length per subject),

and divided each brain volume to 128 ROIs (Fig 1A, see Methods). We first compared differ-

ent methods for feature selection and modeling of ROIs (for each ROI per subject), in terms of

model prediction error and the number of predictor ROIs selected. Two of the methods used

RFE for feature selection, the third used Lasso, and the fourth used elastic net (see Methods).

In the RFE approach (Fig 1B and 1C), the validation error of models generally decreased as

predictor ROIs were removed, reaching a minimum beyond which elimination of predictors

generally increased the validation error. One method to generate the final model for the ROI

(which we termed RFE2), was to use the model that had the minimal validation error during

the elimination process (Fig 1C, the minimum of the curve). However, due to fluctuations in

the validation error curve, even after the minimum there were decreases in validation error

that followed some of the increases, indicating that not all the predictor ROIs of the model at

the minimum were necessary. Therefore, in the primary RFE method that we used, the final

model for the ROI was generated using only predictor ROIs whose elimination increased the

smallest validation error across the rest of the iterations that followed (Fig 1C, magenta dots).

After generating models for ROIs using the different methods mentioned above, we

assessed their prediction error using the test data segment, which was not used in any stage of

Multiregional integration during resting-state
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model generation. The average prediction error across 108/112 cortical ROIs (excluding tem-

poral pole and entorhinal cortex that had particularly large errors in all models, see below) was

similar for the different modeling methods (24.8 ± 6.4% of the activity variance for ROIs mod-

eled using RFE, 24.4 ± 6.5% for RFE2, 21.4 ± 5.4% for Lasso, and 21.2 ± 5.4% for elastic net,

Fig 2A). Prediction error of null models (see Methods) was significantly larger (111.5 ± 17.4%,

chance level = 100%, p< 10−79). For all ROIs, Lasso and elastic net models had comparable

prediction error (difference < 1%), which was also slightly smaller than the prediction error of

RFE models. However, for most (95/108) ROIs the difference between RFE and Lasso/elastic

net ranged between 0.1–5.3%, and was therefore negligible in terms of effect size. The 13 ROIs

with slightly larger difference (5–8%) had large prediction error in Lasso/elastic net models

(25–36%), and were therefore not well-modeled by any of the methods. Thus, performance of

models generated by the different methods was similar.

In contrast to the similarity in prediction error between the different modeling methods,

RFE selected considerably fewer predictor ROIs (9 ± 1) compared to RFE2 (22 ± 4, p< 10−64),

Fig 1. Recursive feature elimination for a region of interest. A. Brain volume was divided to 128 ROIs using anatomical features (see Methods).

Lateral and medial views of both hemispheres show the 112 cortical ROIs. B. The activity data was divided into segments (training, validation and

testing). The model for an ROI expressed the activity as a weighted sum of the observed activities in predictor ROIs (“features”), and predictor

weights that best fitted the training data segment were found by regression. Models were generated iteratively, and in each iteration the predictor

ROI with smallest weight was eliminated. The validation error of each model was assessed using the validation data segment. C. Validation error (in

% of the activity variance) of each model for the ROI during the RFE process as a function of the number of predictor ROIs in the model. Models in

magenta are from iterations where predictor elimination resulted in an increase of the smallest validation error across the rest of the iterations that

followed. These predictor ROIs were used to generate the final model. In an alternative method (RFE2), the final model was the one with the

minimum validation error during the recursive elimination process (minimum of the curve).

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005410.g001
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Lasso (49 ± 5, p< 10−104) or elastic net (59 ± 7, p< 10−101, Fig 2B). Thus, RFE yielded models

with similar prediction accuracy as the other methods, and had fewer redundant predictor

ROIs. In light of our aim at reducing false positives to better elucidate key multiregional

dependencies, we conducted the subsequent analyses using the parsimonious models derived

with RFE. We also note that RFE had shorter runtime compared to Lasso and elastic net. Fit-

ting models for each subject took ~10 minutes with RFE vs. ~1 hour with Lasso/elastic net

(and for the entire dataset the difference in runtime was ~8 hours vs. ~50 hours, respectively).

Models generated using simple regression had larger prediction error than models generated

using the other methods (30.1 ± 8.2%), a significant difference both in terms of effect size and

statistics (overall average difference of 6–9%, p< 10−39). Furthermore, simple regression mod-

els for all ROIs included the entire set of predictor ROIs and thus provided no selection of pre-

dictors. There was no correlation between prediction error of ROIs and their connectivity in

terms of number of predictors (r = -0.03, p = 0.75).

An example of model ROI with high prediction accuracy is shown in Fig 3A. Among mod-

els of the 112 cortical ROIs, small prediction errors (13–23%) were observed in 49 ROIs–in

Fig 2. RFE models perform similarly to Lasso and elastic net models, but with fewer predictor ROIs.

A. The average prediction error (across ROIs and n = 46 subjects) of models generated using RFE, RFE2,

Lasso or elastic net was similar (average difference < 3% of activity variance), and significantly smaller than

null models (average difference ~ 90%). Statistics reflect 108/112 cortical ROIs (excluding temporal pole and

entorhinal cortex that had large prediction error in all models). B. The average number of predictor ROIs

selected by RFE models was significantly smaller than that selected by RFE2, Lasso or elastic net models.

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005410.g002
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occipital cortex, superior and inferior parietal cortex, precuneus and cuneus cortex, isthmus

and anterior cingulate, lingual gyrus, superior and rostral/caudal middle frontal gyrus (Fig

3B). Larger prediction errors (30–40%) were seen in models of anterior ROIs in temporal lobe

(superior temporal gyrus1, middle temporal gyrus1, inferior temporal gyrus1), banks of supe-

rior temporal sulcus, and caudal/rostral anterior cingulate cortex. Otherwise, particularly large

prediction errors (> 40%) were observed only for 4 ROIs (in each hemisphere)–temporal pole,

parahippocampal gyrus, entorhinal cortex and transverse temporal cortex. Among subcortical

Fig 3. Model prediction error across ROIs. A. Observed activity (black) of left superior frontal gyrus2 (the

second-most anterior ROI in left superior frontal gyrus, see Methods) of an example subject, and predicted

activity of a model using 18 predictor ROIs selected by RFE (blue). B. Lateral and medial views of both

hemispheres, showing the average prediction error in cortical ROIs (n = 46 subjects).

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005410.g003
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ROIs, models of thalamus and cerebellum had small prediction errors (16–22%), whereas

models of the pallidum, amygdala, and accumbens had large errors (> 40%). Prediction error

was weakly inversely-correlated with the temporal signal to noise ratio (tSNR, see Methods) of

the ROI (r = -0.33, p< 0.001, n = 128 ROIs). Importantly, the ROIs with particularly large pre-

diction errors, such as temporal pole and entorhinal cortex, also had a small tSNR (0.92 and

0.71, respectively, where the tSNR across ROIs ranged from 0.71 to 1.99). In contrast, the ante-

rior temporal and cingulate ROIs with prediction error between 30–40% mentioned above

had tSNR of average magnitude (~1.3), except for the inferior temporal gyrus1, suggesting that

resting-state activity in these ROIs depended on other regions in a more variable manner com-

pared to other ROIs.

To examine the dependence of activity on multiple predictor ROIs, we compared modeled

ROIs in terms of a novel measure that we termed “multiregional prediction gain”–the improve-

ment in prediction accuracy of a model that used multiple predictor ROIs compared to a model

generated using the single predictor ROI most correlated with the modeled ROI (see Methods).

For example, the model for activity in right inferior parietal cortex2 of an example subject

shown in Fig 4A had prediction error of 19% using 5 predictor ROIs selected by RFE. An alter-

native model for the same ROI, generated using only the single predictor ROI most correlated

with the modeled ROI in the training data, had a larger prediction error of 68% (Fig 4B). The

multiregional prediction gain for this ROI was therefore 49% (p< 10−15, determined by t-test

Fig 4. Multiregional prediction gain across ROIs. A. Observed activity (black) of right inferior parietal cortex2 (the middle ROI of inferior parietal cortex,

see Methods) in an example subject, and predicted activity of a model using 5 predictor ROIs selected by RFE (blue). B. Observed (black) and predicted

(red) activity for the same ROI, but with a model using 1 predictor ROI, the one most correlated with the ROI in the training data. The difference in prediction

error of the two models for the ROI (the “multiregional prediction gain”) was 49% (p < 10−15). C. Lateral and medial views of both hemispheres, showing the

average prediction gain in the 49 cortical ROIs that were well-modeled (prediction error 13–23% as in Fig 3). Other ROIs with larger prediction error are

colored in gray.

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005410.g004
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between the square errors of the two models), and thus there was evidence in the data of consid-

erable dependence of ROI activity on the activities in multiple regions.

Among the 49 cortical ROIs that were well-modeled (average prediction error 13–23%), 20

ROIs, primarily parietal and frontal, had large prediction gain (13–23%, Fig 4C). These inte-

grator ROIs included right superior frontal gyrus1-4, left superior frontal gyrus2, left/right ros-

tral-middle frontal gyrus2,3, left/right caudal-middle frontal gyrus, left inferior parietal cortex2,

right inferior parietal cortex1,2, right superior parietal cortex2, right supramarginal gyrus2,3,

right precentral gyrus2, and right/left lateral orbital cortex. The large multiregional prediction

gain in these ROIs reflected a significant difference between the prediction errors of models

that had multiple predictor ROIs and the prediction errors of models that used only a single

predictor ROI (p< 10−6), as determined by t-test corrected for multiple comparisons (see

Methods). ROIs with moderate multiregional prediction gain (8%– 13%) included left/right

precuneus cortex2, left/right fusiform gyrus2, left cuneus cortex, and left/right lateral occipital

cortex1-3.

ROIs with small multiregional prediction gain (< 8%), and thus no dependence of activity

on unique multiregional integration, included pericalcarine cortex, isthmus cingulate cortex,

precuneus cortex1, and lingual gyrus. For these ROIs, the activity was strongly correlated with

a single predictor ROI, indicating a strong coupling between the two ROIs, which masked evi-

dence of dependence of the activity on other ROIs. For example, the small gain of left isthmus

cingulate cortex was due to strong coupling with right isthmus cingulate cortex in 85% of the

cases (with average activity correlation of 0.84 between the two ROIs), left precuneus cortex1

in 10% of the cases (activity correlation = 0.8), and left precuneus cortex2 in the rest of the

cases (activity correlation = 0.77). For these ROIs, the data therefore indicated redundancy in

terms of signal integration during resting state.

We note that whereas ROIs whose activity is highly correlated with other ROIs would have

small prediction gain, ROIs that are well-modeled and whose activity depends on multire-

gional integration (large prediction gain) cannot be found just by looking at the activity corre-

lation matrix. This is because ROIs that are only moderately correlated with other ROIs could

differ in terms of how well their activity can be predicted from multiple regions, and therefore

differ in their multiregional prediction gain. For example, the maximal activity correlation of

right inferior parietal cortex2 with other ROIs was 0.78 and its average activity correlation was

0.42, its average prediction error was 17%, and its average prediction gain was 23.5%. In con-

trast, whereas the maximal and average activity correlations of left supramarginal gyrus3 with

other ROIs were 0.78 and 0.42 as well, its average prediction error was higher (27%) and its

prediction gain was lower (12%). Thus, the level of activity correlation did not in itself indicate

the extent of multiregional integration or prediction error.

We also note that the magnitude of multiregional prediction gain need not necessarily be

correlated with the number of predictor ROIs. For example, a multiregional prediction gain of

20% could theoretically depend on 2 predictor ROIs just as it could depend on 20 predictor

ROIs. In the first case, each predictor ROI would be responsible on average for a larger portion

of the prediction gain compared to the latter case (10% vs. 1%, respectively). Thus, a difference

in prediction gain between ROIs could either be related or not to the number of predictor

ROIs. We therefore examined the relationship between the multiregional prediction gain and

the number of predictor ROIs in the models, and found that ROIs with larger multiregional

prediction gain tended to include a larger number of predictor ROIs (r = 0.78, p< 10−26).

Therefore, the different gain between ROIs corresponded to a difference in the number of pre-

dictor ROIs on which the activity depended, rather than a difference in the average contribu-

tion of predictor ROIs to the prediction gain. Multiregional prediction gain for an ROI was

not correlated with the tSNR of its time series (r = 0.16, p> 0.05, n = 128 ROIs). We found no

Multiregional integration during resting-state
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correlation between multiregional prediction gain and subject age in any of the ROIs

(p> 0.05).

For each of the 20 integrator ROIs (with large multiregional prediction gain) mentioned

above, we looked for key predictor ROIs on which the activity depended most (see Methods).

In the analysis of predictor ROI weights, the weights were normalized as % of the total weight

onto the modeled ROI (see Methods). For example, in models of right inferior parietal cortex2,

key predictor ROIs included both neighbouring ROIs (right inferior parietal cortex1,3, right

precuneus cortex1,2, right middle temporal gyrus3) and more distal ROIs (> 50 mm apart,

right caudal-middle frontal gyrus, right superior frontal gyrus1), as well as the homotopic left

inferior parietal cortex2 (Fig 5A). The set of integrator ROIs and their key predictor ROIs

formed interconnected integration networks (Fig 5B) that involved primarily parietal and

frontal ROIs, with long-distance (> 50 mm) connections between inferior parietal and caudal-

middle/superior frontal ROIs. Key predictor ROIs were primarily ipsilateral to the integrator

ROIs, and included also the homotopic ROI, but did not include subcortical ROIs. The weights

of predictor ROIs were moderately correlated with the activity correlations between the pre-

dictors and modeled ROI (r = 0.76 ± 0.05, p> 10−53, determined by shuffling the activity

Fig 5. Key predictor ROIs reveal integration networks during resting-state activity. A. The weight of key predictor ROIs for models of right

inferior parietal cortex2 (bootstrapping estimated mean and 95% confidence intervals). Bottom–lateral and medial views of left/right hemispheres,

showing right inferior parietal cortex2 (magenta) and the weight of its key predictor ROIs. B. Integrator ROIs (with large multiregional prediction

gain) and their key predictor ROIs formed interconnected integration networks. Short-distance dependencies (distance < 50 mm) are shown in

blue, and long-distance dependencies (> 50 mm) are shown in red. Dashed lines are inter-hemispheric. Homotopic ROIs were often among the

key predictors of integrator ROIs but their dependencies are not shown in this figure.

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005410.g005
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correlations), further supporting the meaningfulness of the estimated weight. We did not find

any correlation between subject age and predictor weights (p> 0.05 for all ROIs).

To corroborate our results with modeling methods that do not prune predictors as heavily as

RFE or even Lasso, we compared predictor ROI weights as determined by RFE to weights deter-

mined by elastic net. Predictor ROI weights were strongly correlated between the two types of

models, with the difference mainly in that RFE pruned predictors that had small weights in

models derived by elastic net (Fig 6A). For the 20 integrator ROIs highlighted above, the corre-

lations between model weights derived using the two methods were 0.77 ± 0.03 on average, and

ranged from 0.69 ± 0.13 to 0.79 ± 0.11 (Fig 6B). Thus, key predictor ROIs were identified to a

similar degree by the two methods.

Prediction error of models for cortical ROIs (excluding the 4 ROIs in each hemisphere with

large prediction error mentioned above) was only weakly correlated with ROI size, either for

single subjects (r = -0.19, Fig 7A) or across subjects (r = -0.2, Fig 7B). Some correlation is to be

expected by the de-noising effect of averaging more voxels in larger ROIs compared to smaller

ROIs. While the estimated head motion was small (0.12 ± 0.07 mm, see Methods) but corre-

lated with subject age (r = 0.71, p< 10−7), as is commonly the case [21], the average prediction

error was not correlated with subject head motion (r = -0.09, p = 0.56, Fig 7C) or subject age

(r = 0.1, p = 0.49, Fig 7D).

Discussion

We used whole-brain recursive feature elimination to select minimal sets of ROIs that best

predicted the resting-state fMRI activity in ROIs of each subject. We used these data-driven

models to highlight ROIs whose activity depended considerably on multiple predictor ROIs,

reflected in a substantial gain in prediction accuracy of models that used multiple predictor

ROIs compared to single predictor ROI. We determined the key predictor ROIs that contrib-

uted to the activity in each integrator ROI, and showed that the integrator and predictor

regions formed interconnected integration networks during resting state.

Multiregional prediction gain measures both the variety of signals that a region integrates

and the uniqueness of this integration compared to other regions. Thus, a region that is well-

modeled and whose activity integrates different streams of information more uniquely

Fig 6. Predictor weights in RFE and elastic net models are strongly correlated. A. Predictor ROI weights for models of right inferior parietal

cortex2 of an example subject, derived using either RFE or elastic net, were strongly correlated (r = 0.86, p < 10−38). B. Correlation between predictor

ROI weights derived using RFE or elastic net for the 20 ROIs with large multiregional prediction gain.

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005410.g006
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compared to other regions (less correlated with other regions) will have a larger multiregional

prediction gain. In contrast, a region that integrates similar streams of information or whose

activity is coupled (strongly correlated) to the activity of other regions will have a small multi-

regional prediction gain, so far as is evident in the data of activity during the particular brain

state tested. Importantly, whereas high activity correlations are associated with small multire-

gional prediction gain, data-driven models are necessary to find ROIs with large multiregional

prediction gain, and to infer the number and combination of multiple predictor regions on

which ROI activity depends.

ROIs whose resting-state activity depended on multiple predictor ROIs were seen within

superior frontal gyrus, rostral-middle frontal gyrus, caudal middle frontal gyrus, inferior parie-

tal cortex, and lateral orbital cortex in both hemispheres, as well as right superior parietal cortex,

right supramarginal gyrus, and right precentral gyrus. The large dependence on multiregional

integration that we found in the frontal/parietal regions agrees with their involvement in higher

cognitive functions such as reflection during resting state [22], and supports previous indica-

tions based on correlations that these regions are functional hubs during resting state [23,24].

The high prediction accuracy in these regions agrees also with previous modeling studies [1]

and with their high activity during resting-state [25]. The integrator ROIs and their key

Fig 7. Prediction error did not depend on ROI size, head motion or subject age. A, B. Prediction error of

ROIs was only weakly correlated with the ROI size, both in single subjects (A, r = -0.19, n = 104 cortical ROIs)

and across subjects (B, r = -0.2, n = 4,784 cortical ROIs). C. Average prediction error was not correlated with

subject head motion (r = -0.09, p = 0.56). D. Average prediction error was not correlated with subject age

(r = -0.1, p = 0.49).

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005410.g007

Multiregional integration during resting-state

PLOS Computational Biology | DOI:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005410 March 1, 2017 11 / 20



predictor ROIs formed interconnected resting-state integration networks, consisting mostly of

ROIs in the parietal and frontal lobes, in line with previous findings [23]. Our models indicate

long-distance dependencies connecting the frontal and parietal networks between parietal cor-

tex and middle/superior frontal gyrus. The activity in the integrator ROIs did not depend signif-

icantly on subcortical ROIs, indicating that during resting-state they integrated primarily

cortical activity.

For some ROIs, the models predicted activity with high accuracy but did not depend on

multiple predictor ROIs, due to strong and stable correlation (coupling) between the modeled

ROI and a single predictor ROI. The size of ROIs was sufficiently large (e.g. 55 ± 14 voxels for

pericalcarine or 74 ± 21 for isthmus cingulate) to be spatially well-separated to reduce the effect

of spatial correlations between nearby voxels. Thus, the small multiregional prediction gain in

these regions indicates a degree of redundancy among some regions during resting state in

terms of informative activity (as in the case of isthmus cingulate cortex), and/or that the regions

do not integrate numerous and varied cortical signals (as in the case of primary sensory regions

such as pericalcarine cortex). While it is not possible to distinguish between these two possibili-

ties solely based on multiregional prediction gain, the small gain can be informative along with

other pieces of information. E.g., as isthmus cingulate cortex was previously shown to be a hub

during resting state [26], the small multiregional prediction gain in our study indicates that its

signal integration during resting state is redundant with that of homotopic and precuneus

ROIs.

We have shown that RFE models predict resting-state activity with similar accuracy as

Lasso or elastic net models, but with considerably fewer predictor ROIs (on average less than

10). RFE is therefore a useful whole-brain method for generating parsimonious models that

predict activity with high accuracy, and for discovering key predictor ROIs in high-dimen-

sional brain activity data. Future studies that focus on minimizing false negatives rather than

false positives can use our framework of analyzing multiregional prediction gain and predictor

ROIs with other types of models such as elastic net.

Our method is somewhat related to other multivariate methods such as partial correlations

[19,20] and partial least squares analysis [27], with the advantage that our modeling method

grounds the estimated interregional dependencies with their joint prediction of ROI activity.

Future studies should systematically compare our method to other common multivariate

methods of fMRI analysis, for the purpose of properly ascertaining the manner in which these

methods complement one another. In addition, data-driven RFE models of ROI activity could

complement connectivity analysis of pairwise correlations, by pruning ROIs that are correlated

with the modeled ROI but are not necessary for predicting its activity and therefore are likely

to be spurious.

The high prediction accuracy of RFE models indicates stability of integration of signals dur-

ing resting state, which agrees with the previously reported stability in activity correlations

between structurally connected regions [28]. High prediction accuracy was associated with

errors of ~15%– 25% of the activity variance, indicating that 75%– 85% of the activity in these

regions was driven by stable interactions. The prediction error could result from measurement

noise as well as from activity driven by variable interactions on top of a stable core. Given that

prediction error was only weakly inversely-correlated with tSNR of the ROI time series, it is

likely that the error was more influenced by the variability in interactions between regions.

Thus, for ROIs such as anterior superior/middle temporal gyrus, and rostral/caudal anterior

cingulate cortex, where the error was larger (30–40%) and tSNR was average, it is likely that

the resting-state activity depended on other ROIs more variably. Considerably large prediction

errors (50–60%) were seen only in temporal pole, parahippocampal gyrus, entorhinal cortex

and transverse temporal cortex, which are prone to susceptibility artifacts [29] and had small
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tSNR in our study. We did not observe significant relationships between subject age and pre-

diction accuracy or multiregional prediction gain, indicating that the portion of stable interac-

tions between regions was similar across a wide age span.

While care must be taken in interpreting predictor weights [30], in our analysis of predictor

ROI weights we have used normalized weights (% of total weight onto the modeled ROI)

rather than raw coefficients, to allow a meaningful comparison of weights within and between

models. Furthermore, there are several indications that the predictor weights we estimated sig-

nify their importance in influencing the modeled ROI activity. First, the models predicted new

data with high accuracy, indicating that the estimated weights capture true dependencies

underlying the observed activity. Second, the weights of predictor ROIs were strongly corre-

lated with the activity correlations between the predictor ROIs and modeled ROI, further sup-

porting their meaningfulness.

Similarly to previous modeling studies [1], we show that despite the low temporal resolu-

tion of fMRI and the correlations between regions, training data segments that are not too

long (~300 points, or ~10 minutes of scanning) can be used to generate models with high pre-

diction accuracy for most regions. Nevertheless, future models will benefit from utilizing lon-

ger datasets (e.g., the Human Connectome Project [31]), which we expect will better constrain

the models and improve determining the key dependencies between regions. Such datasets

could also be used to corroborate the findings of this study. Other validations could be made

by comparing the robustness of models and results using different parcellations [32,33], or

testing the methods using ground-truth artificial data generated by brain simulation tools [34].

Future studies should utilize our data-driven modeling and analysis method to data

acquired during other brain states (e.g. during task), to determine the dependence of activity

on multiple predictor ROIs and the key regions involved. The interconnected sets of integrator

ROIs and their predictor ROIs could also be analyzed in terms of network theoretic measures

[35–37], relationship with structural connectivity and activity correlations [23,38–41], and

temporal dynamics [42–44].

Methods

Experimental data

We used resting-state fMRI blood-oxygen-level dependent (BOLD) data from 46 healthy sub-

jects (18 males, 28 females) of ages between 18 and 77 (41 ± 18 years, median = 35), acquired

at Berlin Center for Advanced Neuroimaging, Charité University Medicine Berlin [34,45].

Subjects were recruited as volunteers and gave written informed consent before the study,

which was approved by the local ethics committee in accordance with the institutional guide-

lines at Charité Hospital, Berlin, and performed in compliance with the Code of Ethics of the

World Medical Association (Declaration of Helsinki), the relevant laws and institutional

guidelines. Briefly, subjects were lying relaxed in a supine position inside the MR scanner.

They were instructed to relax, lie still, and minimize movement (especially head movement).

The subject’s head was immobilized with removable cushions (Siemens equipment), and ear-

plugs were used to prevent adverse effects due to scanner noise. Subjects were instructed to

close their eyes but not to fall asleep. Functional MRI (BOLD-sensitive, T2�-weighted echo pla-

nar imaging, TR 1940 ms, TE 30 ms, FA 78˚, 32 transversal slices (3 mm), voxel size 3 × 3 × 3

mm, FoV 192 mm, 64 matrix) was recorded using a 3 Tesla Siemens Tim Trio MR scanner

simultaneously with 64 channels EEG [46]. Each scan spanned ~20 min (661 TR). Subjects

also underwent anatomical T1-weighted scans (magnetization-prepared rapid gradient-echo,

TR 1900 ms, TE 2.25 ms, 192 sagittal slices (1.0 mm), voxel size 1 × 1 × 1 mm, FA 9˚, FoV 256

mm, 256 matrix) as well as T2-weighted scans (2D turbo spin echo, TR 2640 ms, TE1 11 ms,

Multiregional integration during resting-state

PLOS Computational Biology | DOI:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005410 March 1, 2017 13 / 20



TE2 89 ms, 48 slices (3.0 mm), voxel size 0.9 × 0.9 × 3 mm, refocusing FA 150˚, FoV 220 mm,

256 matrix).

Preprocessing of the fMRI data

Preprocessing was performed using FEAT (fMRI Expert Analysis Tool) Version 6.0 from the

FMRIB (Functional MRI of the Brain) Software Library (FSL FEAT, 2014). It included correc-

tion for head motion using MCFLIRT [47], fieldmap correction to reduce spatial distortion of

EPI images [48], BET brain extraction to remove non-brain tissue [49], and high-pass filtering

(cutoff at 100s) to adjust for baseline drift of the signal. Functional data was registered to the

individual high-resolution anatomical T1 images using FreeSurfer. The BOLD signal was not

smoothed nor corrected for slice-timing differences, in line with suggestions by previous stud-

ies [50].

Brain parcellation

We divided the brain to 128 gray matter ROIs (64 in each hemisphere, Fig 1A), 112 cortical

and 16 subcortical (cerebellum, thalamus, caudate, putamen, pallidum, hippocampus, amyg-

dala, and accumbens). The parcellation was conducted in two stages: the brain was first

divided to 84 ROIs (68 cortical and 16 subcortical) according to anatomical features detected

in the anatomical MRI scan, using an automated method described previously [51]. Next, 26

large cortical ROIs (13 in each hemisphere) were subdivided into several contiguous ROIs of

equal size along the region’s main axis: Superior frontal gyrus (4 ROIs, anterior-posterior

axis), inferior parietal cortex (3, superior-inferior), lateral occipital cortex (3, posterior-ante-

rior), middle temporal gyrus (3, anterior-posterior), precentral gyrus (3, superior-inferior),

rostral-middle frontal gyrus (3, anterior-posterior), superior parietal cortex (3, posterior-ante-

rior), superior temporal gyrus (3, anterior-posterior), supramarginal gyrus (3, posterior-ante-

rior), inferior temporal cortex (2, anterior-posterior), fusiform gyrus (2, anterior-posterior),

postcentral gyrus (2, superior-inferior), and precuneus cortex (2, posterior-anterior). Subdi-

vided ROIs of the larger regions were referred to in the text as regionx, where x is the number

of the ROI along the region’s main axis. For example, left superior frontal gyrus2 was the sec-

ond-most anterior ROI of left superior frontal gyrus. Subdividing the large regions resulted in

more similar sizes across ROIs (124 ± 40 vs. 211 ± 161 voxels). The activity in each ROI was

the average over its voxels, converted to percent signal change (from the average of the time-

series for that ROI).

Modeling and feature selection

For each subject we split the time-series into three segments (Fig 1B): training data (first half),

validation data (third quarter), and test data (last quarter). The model for each ROI expressed

the activity as a weighted sum of the activities in other ROIs (“features”), or:

yi ¼
P

j6¼ioj;ixj ð1Þ

Where xj is the observed activity in predictor ROIj, and ωj,i is the weight of predictor xj. We

used RFE to select the minimal set of ROIs that best predicted the validation data (Fig 1). The

feature selection algorithm involved the following steps:

1. Begin with the set of all predictor ROIs except the modeled ROIi, S = {xj}j 6¼ i.

2. Generate model using set S, finding predictor weights ωj,i by fitting the training data using

regression (in Matlab) of the observed activity of ROIi and the predictor ROIs in set S.
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3. Eliminate the predictor ROI with smallest weight from the set S

4. Repeat steps 2–3 until only one predictor ROI remains

The prediction error (see below) of each model was assessed using the validation data seg-

ment, and referred to as the validation error. The algorithm yielded a set of models (each hav-

ing one less predictor ROI than the previous) and their corresponding validation errors (Fig

1C). At this point we considered two methods to yield the final model for the ROI. In one

method (which we termed RFE2), the final model was the model with smallest validation error

during the elimination process (the minimum of the validation error curve, Fig 1C). Because

the validation error fluctuated, with decreases in error following increases, we also considered

another method (which we termed RFE) to further eliminate redundant predictor ROIs,

whereby we selected only the predictor ROIs whose elimination resulted in increase of the

smallest validation error across the rest of the iterations that followed, and we used these pre-

dictor ROIs to generate a new final model for the ROI, fitting the training data by regression.

We also generated for each ROI a third model using Lasso (in Matlab), a different feature

selection method, to compare with RFE. Lasso adds a regularization term to the regression, the

L1 norm of the feature weights, which minimizes the size of weights and reduces the number

of predictors [12], and by avoiding extreme parameter values reduces overfitting and increases

prediction accuracy [1,10,11]. Lasso minimizes:

hðyi � xiÞ
2
i þ cjoj ð2Þ

where yi is the model activity of ROIi (Eq 1), xi is the observed activity of ROIi, c is the magni-

tude of regularization, and |ω| is the L1 norm of the weight vector. For each ROI, we generated

models using 200 different magnitudes of the regularization and consequently a different

number of predictor ROIs in the models. We tested the candidate models on the validation

data segment, and selected as the final model the one with smallest validation error.

We corroborated our results using a fourth modeling method, elastic net (in Matlab), that

prunes predictors less strongly than RFE or Lasso and thus can reduce false negatives [11].

Elastic net uses both L1 and L2 norms of the predictor weights vector to regularize the regres-

sion, selecting groups of correlated predictors together instead of discarding redundant predic-

tors. Elastic net therefore has an additional parameter compared to Lasso, namely the relative

contribution of L1 vs. L2 norms (ranging from 0 to 1). To keep the runtime sensible, for each

ROI we generated models similarly to Lasso, but searched 50 magnitudes of the regularization

for each of 5 magnitudes of the L1 vs. L2 contribution (0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.5, and 1), or 250 differ-

ent combinations overall.

Prediction error

We measured prediction error in % of the activity variance, the mean-squares error between

the observed and predicted time-series, normalized by the total mean squares of the observed

time series, or:

hðyi � xiÞ
2
i=hðxi � �xiÞ

2
i ð3Þ

where xi is the observed activity in the ROIi and yi is the model activity in the ROIi (Eq 1). Pre-

diction error of candidate models during model generation was determined using the valida-

tion data segment and referred to as validation error (see above), whereas prediction error of

the final model was determined using the test data segment, which was not used during model

generation. The significance of prediction error was assessed using null models, by calculating
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the prediction error when randomly reordering the weights of predictor ROIs in the model for

the ROI (500 permutations per ROI).

Multiregional prediction gain

For each ROI, we calculated the difference between the prediction error of its multiple-predic-

tors model and the prediction error of a model generated using only the predictor ROI most

correlated with the modeled ROI in the training data. We termed the difference as “multire-

gional prediction gain”, since it measured the improvement in prediction accuracy using the

multiple-predictors model. The multiregional prediction gain was therefore a measure of the

effect size for the difference in prediction errors of the two types of models, and was reported

in this study together with its p-value significance which was determined using t-test on the

square errors of the two models. Because effect size is an important factor in determining sig-

nificance, we focused in this study on highlighting cases where the gain was both large and

significant.

Bootstrapping

To establish robust estimates of some measures across subjects (e.g., predictor ROI weights),

we estimated the average across subjects using bootstrapping in Matlab, by sampling 500 times

with replacement to estimate the measure’s mean and the 95% confidence intervals.

Key predictor ROIs

For each modeled ROI, we determined key predictor ROIs that had significantly large weights,

as established by t-test (see below) vs. weights of null models (see above). In this analysis of

predictor ROI weights, to compare predictor weights within and across models, we normalized

the predictor coefficients by taking their absolute value and dividing by the sum of absolute

weights onto the modeled ROI. The weights were therefore expressed in % of the total weight.

Controlling for correlation between head motion and age

Previous studies show correlation between head motion and age [21], which could have resid-

ual effects even after head-motion correction was applied [52,53]. Hence, when we examined

correlations between subject age and prediction error, multiregional prediction gain, or pre-

dictor weight, we controlled for the correlations between head motion and age, by calculating

the partial correlation (in Matlab) between the measure of interest and subject age while con-

trolling for correlations between age and head motion estimated by the motion correction pro-

cedure. We used the estimated mean displacement between consecutive fMRI volumes

scanned as an estimate for head motion [52].

Tests of significance

All significance tests reported in this study for the difference in measures between models

were determined pair-wise, using t-test in Matlab. When we conducted multiple comparisons,

we corrected the p value using Bonferroni correction (multiplying the p value by the number

of comparisons). Correlation between variables and its significance were determined using

Pearson correlation coefficient in Matlab.

Temporal signal to noise ratio (tSNR)

It is not trivial to estimate SNR in resting-state fMRI, and the noise also differs spatially. For

the purpose of this study we used the temporal SNR [54] in each ROI, quantified by the
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average magnitude of % signal change divided by the variance of the time series, or:

tSNR ¼ hjxji=Var ðxÞ ð4Þ

Where x is the time series of the ROI (in % signal change from average).

Author Contributions

Conceptualization: EH ARM.

Data curation: PR ARM.

Formal analysis: EH.

Funding acquisition: NJL ARM.

Investigation: EH.

Methodology: EH.

Project administration: EH ARM.

Resources: PR.

Software: EH.

Supervision: EH NJL ARM.

Validation: EH.

Visualization: EH.

Writing – original draft: EH PR NJL ARM.

Writing – review & editing: EH PR NJL ARM.

References
1. Craddock RC, Milham MP, LaConte SM. Predicting intrinsic brain activity. NeuroImage. 2013; 82: 127–

136. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.05.072 PMID: 23707580

2. Kohavi R, John GH. Wrappers for feature subset selection. Artif Intell. 1997; 97: 273–324.

3. Guyon I, Weston J, Barnhill S, Vapnik V. Gene Selection for Cancer Classification using Support Vector

Machines. Mach Learn. 2002; 46: 389–422.

4. De Martino F, Valente G, Staeren N, Ashburner J, Goebel R, Formisano E. Combining multivariate

voxel selection and support vector machines for mapping and classification of fMRI spatial patterns.

NeuroImage. 2008; 43: 44–58. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.06.037 PMID: 18672070

5. Deshpande G, Li Z, Santhanam P, Coles CD, Lynch ME, Hamann S, et al. Recursive Cluster Elimina-

tion Based Support Vector Machine for Disease State Prediction Using Resting State Functional and

Effective Brain Connectivity. PLoS ONE. 2010; 5: e14277. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0014277 PMID:

21151556

6. Nestor A, Plaut DC, Behrmann M. Unraveling the distributed neural code of facial identity through spa-

tiotemporal pattern analysis. Proc Natl Acad Sci. 2011; 108: 9998–10003. doi: 10.1073/pnas.

1102433108 PMID: 21628569

7. Craddock RC, Holtzheimer PE, Hu XP, Mayberg HS. Disease state prediction from resting state func-

tional connectivity. Magn Reson Med. 2009; 62: 1619–1628. doi: 10.1002/mrm.22159 PMID: 19859933

8. Marquand AF, De Simoni S, O’Daly OG, Williams SC, Mourão-Miranda J, Mehta MA. Pattern Classifi-

cation of Working Memory Networks Reveals Differential Effects of Methylphenidate, Atomoxetine, and

Placebo in Healthy Volunteers. Neuropsychopharmacology. 2011; 36: 1237–1247. doi: 10.1038/npp.

2011.9 PMID: 21346736

9. Formisano E, Martino FD, Bonte M, Goebel R. “Who” Is Saying “What”? Brain-Based Decoding of

Human Voice and Speech. Science. 2008; 322: 970–973. doi: 10.1126/science.1164318 PMID:

18988858

Multiregional integration during resting-state

PLOS Computational Biology | DOI:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005410 March 1, 2017 17 / 20

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.05.072
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23707580
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.06.037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18672070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0014277
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21151556
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1102433108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1102433108
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21628569
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mrm.22159
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19859933
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/npp.2011.9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/npp.2011.9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21346736
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1164318
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18988858


10. Smola AJ, Schölkopf B. A tutorial on support vector regression. Stat Comput. 2004; 14: 199–222.

11. Zou H, Hastie T. Regularization and variable selection via the elastic net. J R Stat Soc Ser B Stat Metho-

dol. 2005; 67: 301–320.

12. Tibshirani R. Regression shrinkage and selection via the lasso. J R Stat Soc Ser B Methodol. 1996;

267–288.

13. Tibshirani R. Regression shrinkage and selection via the lasso: a retrospective. J R Stat Soc Ser B Stat

Methodol. 2011; 73: 273–282.

14. Tang W, Bressler SL, Sylvester CM, Shulman GL, Corbetta M. Measuring Granger Causality between

Cortical Regions from Voxelwise fMRI BOLD Signals with LASSO. PLoS Comput Biol. 2012; 8:

e1002513. doi: 10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002513 PMID: 22654651

15. Wee C-Y, Yap P-T, Zhang D, Wang L, Shen D. Group-constrained sparse fMRI connectivity modeling

for mild cognitive impairment identification. Brain Struct Funct. 2013; 219: 641–656. doi: 10.1007/

s00429-013-0524-8 PMID: 23468090

16. Rosa MJ, Portugal L, Hahn T, Fallgatter AJ, Garrido MI, Shawe-Taylor J, et al. Sparse network-based

models for patient classification using fMRI. Neuroimage. 2015; 105: 493–506. doi: 10.1016/j.

neuroimage.2014.11.021 PMID: 25463459

17. Valdés-Sosa PA, Sánchez-Bornot JM, Lage-Castellanos A, Vega-Hernández M, Bosch-Bayard J,

Melie-Garcı́a L, et al. Estimating brain functional connectivity with sparse multivariate autoregression.

Philos Trans R Soc B Biol Sci. 2005; 360: 969–981.

18. Vidaurre D, Bielza C, Larrañaga P. Classification of neural signals from sparse autoregressive features.

Neurocomputing. 2013; 111: 21–26.

19. Smith SM, Vidaurre D, Beckmann CF, Glasser MF, Jenkinson M, Miller KL, et al. Functional connec-

tomics from resting-state fMRI. Trends Cogn Sci. 2013; 17: 666–682. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2013.09.016

PMID: 24238796

20. Friedman J, Hastie T, Tibshirani R. Sparse inverse covariance estimation with the graphical lasso. Bio-

stat Oxf Engl. 2008; 9: 432–441.

21. Seto E, Sela G, McIlroy WE, Black SE, Staines WR, Bronskill MJ, et al. Quantifying head motion associ-

ated with motor tasks used in fMRI. NeuroImage. 2001; 14: 284–297. doi: 10.1006/nimg.2001.0829

PMID: 11467903

22. Baird B, Smallwood J, Gorgolewski KJ, Margulies DS. Medial and Lateral Networks in Anterior Prefron-

tal Cortex Support Metacognitive Ability for Memory and Perception. J Neurosci. 2013; 33: 16657–

16665. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0786-13.2013 PMID: 24133268

23. Buckner RL, Sepulcre J, Talukdar T, Krienen FM, Liu H, Hedden T, et al. Cortical hubs revealed by

intrinsic functional connectivity: mapping, assessment of stability, and relation to Alzheimer’s disease. J

Neurosci. 2009; 29: 1860–1873. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5062-08.2009 PMID: 19211893

24. Shen K, Bezgin G, Hutchison RM, Gati JS, Menon RS, Everling S, et al. Information Processing Archi-

tecture of Functionally Defined Clusters in the Macaque Cortex. J Neurosci. 2012; 32: 17465–17476.

doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2709-12.2012 PMID: 23197737

25. De Luca M, Beckmann CF, De Stefano N, Matthews PM, Smith SM. fMRI resting state networks define

distinct modes of long-distance interactions in the human brain. NeuroImage. 2006; 29: 1359–1367.

doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2005.08.035 PMID: 16260155

26. Hagmann P, Cammoun L, Gigandet X, Meuli R, Honey CJ, Wedeen VJ, et al. Mapping the Structural

Core of Human Cerebral Cortex. PLoS Biol. 2008; 6: e159. doi: 10.1371/journal.pbio.0060159 PMID:

18597554

27. McIntosh AR, Chau WK, Protzner AB. Spatiotemporal analysis of event-related fMRI data using partial

least squares. NeuroImage. 2004; 23: 764–775. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.05.018 PMID:

15488426

28. Shen K, Hutchison RM, Bezgin G, Everling S, McIntosh AR. Network Structure Shapes Spontaneous

Functional Connectivity Dynamics. J Neurosci. 2015; 35: 5579–5588. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4903-

14.2015 PMID: 25855174

29. Ojemann JG, Akbudak E, Snyder AZ, McKinstry RC, Raichle ME, Conturo TE. Anatomic localization

and quantitative analysis of gradient refocused echo-planar fMRI susceptibility artifacts. NeuroImage.

1997; 6: 156–167. doi: 10.1006/nimg.1997.0289 PMID: 9344820

30. Haufe S, Meinecke F, Görgen K, Dähne S, Haynes J-D, Blankertz B, et al. On the interpretation of

weight vectors of linear models in multivariate neuroimaging. NeuroImage. 2014; 87: 96–110. doi: 10.

1016/j.neuroimage.2013.10.067 PMID: 24239590

31. Smith SM, Beckmann CF, Andersson J, Auerbach EJ, Bijsterbosch J, Douaud G, et al. Resting-state

fMRI in the Human Connectome Project. NeuroImage. 2013; 80: 144–168. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.

2013.05.039 PMID: 23702415

Multiregional integration during resting-state

PLOS Computational Biology | DOI:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005410 March 1, 2017 18 / 20

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002513
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22654651
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00429-013-0524-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00429-013-0524-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23468090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2014.11.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2014.11.021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25463459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2013.09.016
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24238796
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/nimg.2001.0829
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11467903
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0786-13.2013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24133268
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5062-08.2009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19211893
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2709-12.2012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23197737
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2005.08.035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16260155
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0060159
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18597554
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.05.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15488426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4903-14.2015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4903-14.2015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25855174
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/nimg.1997.0289
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9344820
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.10.067
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.10.067
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24239590
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.05.039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.05.039
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23702415


32. Tzourio-Mazoyer N, Landeau B, Papathanassiou D, Crivello F, Etard O, Delcroix N, et al. Automated

anatomical labeling of activations in SPM using a macroscopic anatomical parcellation of the MNI MRI

single-subject brain. NeuroImage. 2002; 15: 273–289. doi: 10.1006/nimg.2001.0978 PMID: 11771995

33. Yeo BTT, Krienen FM, Sepulcre J, Sabuncu MR, Lashkari D, Hollinshead M, et al. The organization of

the human cerebral cortex estimated by intrinsic functional connectivity. J Neurophysiol. 2011; 106:

1125–1165. doi: 10.1152/jn.00338.2011 PMID: 21653723

34. Ritter P, Schirner M, McIntosh AR, Jirsa VK. The Virtual Brain Integrates Computational Modeling and

Multimodal Neuroimaging. Brain Connect. 2013; 3: 121–145. doi: 10.1089/brain.2012.0120 PMID:

23442172

35. Bullmore E, Sporns O. Complex brain networks: graph theoretical analysis of structural and functional

systems. Nat Rev Neurosci. 2009; 10: 186–198. doi: 10.1038/nrn2575 PMID: 19190637
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