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Network inference — with confidence — from multivariate time series

Mark A. Kramerﬁ Uri T. Edert, Sydney S. Casm,and Eric D. Kolaczyk

Networks — collections of interacting elements or nodes -eualdl in the natural and manmade worlds. For
many networks, complex spatiotemporal dynamics stem frattems of physical interactions unknown to us.
To infer these interactions, it is common to include edgew&en those nodes whose time series exhibit suffi-
cient functional connectivity, typically defined as a maasaf coupling exceeding a pre-determined threshold.
However, when uncertainty exists in the original networkasweements, uncertainty in the inferred network
is likely, and hence a statistical propagation-of-erronégded. In this manuscript, we describe a principled
and systematic procedure for the inference of functionaheativity networks from multivariate time series
data. Our procedure yields as output both the inferred mitanod a quantification of uncertainty of the most
fundamental interest: uncertainty in the number of edgesilldstrate this approach, we apply our procedure
to simulated data and electrocorticogram data recorded &dwuman subject during an epileptic seizure. We
demonstrate that the procedure is accurate and robustlinttm®tdetermination of edges and the reporting of
uncertainty associated with that determination.

. INTRODUCTION ies [14/15] and also human brain studies, in which the struc-
tural connections between brain regions remain difficult to
classify (although perhaps not for long [16]).

Many examples of natural and fabricated networks exist in - )
the world, including airline networks, computer networdsd \ﬁ_ewed ffom a .Stat'St'Cal perspective, two key. challenggs
' ! are inherent in this task of network inference: (i) appropri

neural networks. To define a network is, in principle, stin&ig . . . . .
ate interpretation of the coupling results in declaringuoek

forward: we simply identify a collection of nodes and edges - 2 :
[1,12,[3]. Anode (or vertex) represents a participant oricto edges, and (ii) accurate quantification of the uncertaisspa
o Siated with the resulting network. The simplest —and, intjee

a network, while an edge represents a link or association b : .
tween two nodes (Fi@l] 1). For example, in an airline network,mOSt common — method to interpret the coupling results and

individual airports constitute nodes and direct connextioe- declare network edges involves com@arison of the coupling
tween airports identify edges. In a neural network, indiald strength to a threshold valUe [15] [19/200211. 22,193

neurons and the physical connections between neurons detél?lg (iﬁupllng strengtr:tlr)]etween dtwo r!:)hdes egcegdfhth|s .thhresh
mine the nodes and edges of the network, respectively. Hay- ' 31” wedconnec esetng _?_E wi age ng,é) erW'?ﬁ’ we
ing established network representations of these compex s cave the nodes unconnected. ' he humber of edges in the re-
tems, we may then address pertinentissues, such as the wor Iting network dgpends critically on the _ch0|ce of couglin
wide spread of infectious disease through the airline ne¢wo threshold (as we illustrate schematically in Fig. 1). Ferth

4] or the effect of cortical lesions on brain dynamics [5]. more, for a given choice of threshold, we expect a certain
- . . .. . rate of error in (mis)declaring the connectivity statusam=n
The decision to link two nodes with an edge varies in dif-

' . ) . _pairs of nodes. This network uncertainty —intimately tied t
ficulty. In some cases, a known physical connection exist3,qice of threshold — is often overlooked

between two nodes, and the choice to include an edge is then ., " 40 \ve choose such a threshold? One strategy is to ap-

obvious. Does an airline connect two cities or ridt [6]? Do ly a variety of different thresholds and examine the résgit
two actors coll_aborate onafim or_n& B B]? Does a physica ollection of networks for robustness as a function of thres
connection exist between two brain regions or hbt [9, 10]? IrbId 8 [2B]. This procedure of redundant analysis —
these cases, the decision to include a_Iin_k between.nodes Which s:omé of these authors have recently employed [22] —
simple and based on the known association or physical cong )oth time consuming and unsatisfying.  Instead, a thresh-
nection between two nodes. old should be chosen in a principled way, for example one
In other cases, the interactions between nodes are obscuggat links the choice of threshold with the achievement of a
For example, we may only observe the dynamic activity at inpre-specified level of network uncertainty. Such is the gdal
dividual nodes and have no access to the physical connsctiofhjs paper. In referring to “network uncertainty” many asise
between nodes. In these cases, we may apply coupling megf the network structure might be of interest (e.g., conmect
sures to multivariate time series data associated withdde n jty, degree distribution, or clustering). Here we will facan
dynamics and attempt to infer their associations, withaut € the most basic aspect of network confidence: the presence or
plicit knowledge of their structural connections[11] 12].1  apsence of network edges. Our particular goal is to equip the
This approach has proven useful in, for example, climat#-stu process of threshold-based inference of a network with anum
ber quantifying the expected rate of falsely declared ngtwo
edges. This number serves as a natural measure of network
confidence.
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coupling between time series data recorded at node pairs, Ppis based on multiple testing (e.d../[27] 28, 29]) and sparse
threshold each coupling measure through the use of a formatatistical inference (e.gl, [30./31]).

statistical hypothesis test, and 3) control the rate ofefgls ~ However, work of this sort invariably assumes independent
declared edges through the use of statistical multipléngst measurements in time rather than temporally correlated tim
procedures. In Sectidnl Il, we present a high-level outlihe oseries of interest here. And furthermore, most of these meth
this general protocol, while in Sectibnllll, we develop thiep  ods (e.g., classical and those based on sparse inferemee pri
cedure in detail, making specific choices of methodology forciples) are not aimed at providing a quantification of uncer-
each step. We apply the protocol to three data sets in Sectiqginty with the inferred network. Alternatively, there isa
Vland show, in particular, that appropriate handling of thea sub-literature on the inference of association networks f
significance tests is vital. Fundamentally, the proposetbpr  temporally correlated data (e.d.. [18) 22l 23]). But the
col is a way of constructing functional networks that, rathe quantification of network uncertainty does not seem to have
than emerging as the result of some arbitrarily chosen coueceived much attention there.

pling threshold, are composed of edges selected to achieve aye jmplement a procedure to create functional topologies
guaranteed level of overall network accuracy. Thatis, & is from multivariate time series data that involves three gaine
way of constructing networks with confidence. steps. First, a coupling measure — here, the cross cooelati
&) — is specified and applied to the data, yielding a noisy indi-

e—> @ ®) @ (d}o @) cation of the functional connectivity between all nodespai
v In the neurological data described below, this measure cap-
0.1 09 tures the extent of interactions between activity recorsled
& multaneously at separate spatial locations of the braic- Se
0.2 O O

ond, we develop significance tests appropriate for our ehoic
Threshold = 0.05 Threshold =0.65 Threshold = 0.95 of coupling measure, and associate a statisfieahlue with
each coupling result. Third, we analyze the resulfineplues
FIG. 1: The number of edges in this 4-node network dependa upousing principles of statistical multiple testing to constr a
our choice of coupling threshold. Each node (gray circlpyesents  network representation of the functional connectivity.the
a spatial location from which we record time series data. P course of this last step, we determine a number controllieg t
a coupling measure to the dynamic activity recorded at n@iisp  ,5n0rtion of falsely inferred edges. We present this numbe

we obtain the normalized (between 0 and 1) coupling valueg/ish : :
in (a). If we choose the coupling threshold 100 low (0.05) we | as a basic and natural measure of network uncertainty.

clude edges between all nodes as in (b). If we choose theingupl  Of course, the first step above implements a version of
threshold too high (0.95) we obtain no edges in the networinas the standard approach to constructing such functional net-
(d). An intermediate choice of coupling threshold (0.65)iyields ~ works. In neuroscience, for example, investigators (idicig
a different network. some of these authors) typically specify a measure of cogpli
and then assign edges between node pairs whose coupling is
judged to be sufficiently strong. However, determination of
just how strong is strong enough is invarialalg hoc or, at
ll. GENERAL PARADIGM best, driven by “expert judgement”. As a result, there is no
way to annotate the resulting networks with any indication
In this paper we are interested in the inference of netof their inherent (in)accuracy. The subsequent steps in the
works (or, more precisely, graphS)= (V,E) in which edges ~ proposed approach, therefore, are critically importargrto
{i,j} € E indicate a coupling (perhaps at nonzero lag) be-duce networks accompanied by accurate characterizatfons o
tween time seriex;[t] andx;[t] observed aN nodes, j € V.  their uncertainty. Put another way, we are interested rere i
Our primary motivation is the desire to infer networks reflec the propagation of uncertainty in network inference, frow t
ing the functional (as opposed to structural) topology afrae  Original time series data|t] to a final assessment of network
systems. This goal is reflected in our terminology, as well agincertainty. Our statistical hypothesis testing procegdde-
in the numerical illustrations we present in Secfioh IV. How scribed above in three steps, achieves this goal. Furtitefmo
ever, the methods we propose — and the underlying principlegur numerical results indicate that it in fact does so in aisbb
upon which we base the methods — have quite general applfashion.
cability. We achieve our goal primarily through careful attention to
Network inference problems come in many varieties. Seehe interdependency among each of the three steps. In so do-
Chapter 7 of[[24] for a recent overview of this highly active ing, we also demonstrate how lack of such attention can lead
area. The type of networks we wish to infer are commonlyto nonsensical network uncertainty statements. For exampl
called association networks. Broadly speaking, most nustho the choice of coupling measure in the first step affects the hy
proposed to date for the inference of such networks assumeotheses tested in the second step (i.e., the null hypstHgsi
independent measurements at each node. A primary examph® Coupling, versusH; : Coupling). The declaration of either
of this paradigm is the popular problem of inferring Gaus-edge or non-edge for each pair of nodigse V corresponds
sian graphical models. Methods for doing so include clasto either rejection of the null hypothesis or a failure to do s
sical methods of maximume-likelihood-based testing (eseg, respectively. If rejection is determined by comparisonhaf t
Chapter 6 ofi[25] or Chapter 5 af [26]), and more recent meth-observed coupling values to a threshold, clearly the chafice
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threshold will affect the network results. But if we also lis the related directed transfer functionl[42]). In this maoTigs,

to propagate uncertainty — from the original time seriesdat we choose to focus on a simple measure of coupling based on

through the testing procedure, to the final network inferred the cross correlation. Although the general statisticgidtly-

it is necessary to construct accurate probabilistic statgsn  esis testing paradigm we adopt here can in principle be ap-

appropriate for the particular coupling measure we choose. plied to any choice of coupling measure, more sophisticated
In constructing functional networks, we must consider thecoupling measures may not easily allow for the derivation of

collection of individual hypothesis tests as a whole. Weenot computationally tractable significance testing proceslure

that the classical approach to calibrating individual hinee Specifically, for a pair of time seriegt] andx;t], the cross

sis tests is not appropriate here. If our hypothesis tegts arcorrelation at lag is defined as

conducted at some significance lewelthen, for each pair 1 net

of nodesi, j € V, we expect an edge to be gleclared falsely CCij[t] = ———~ Zl(xi [t —x)(xj[t+1—%) , (1)

between them with probability. However, since there are 0i0j(n—21) &

N(N —1)/2 such tests to be conducted (assuming an undiyperex-andx; are the averages, amg ando; are the stan-

rected network o nodes), we actually expea{N(N—1)/2] 454 geviations of; [t] andx;[t], respectively, and is the time

edges to be declared falsely over the network as a whole, A3eries length. This quantity can be computed efficientlyr ove

sumklng mdependence of testds. This Sllj.gge‘;ts thatl as the n(E\t'range of lags using Fourier transform methods for convolu-
work size increases we must decreade limit the total nUm- i, “1n our applications, we first transform the time sedie

Bach network node to have zero mean and unit variance, af-
ter which we compute the Fourier transforrago] andxXj|w),
%ultiply the first by the complex conjugate of the second, and
take the inverse Fourier transform of the resulting prodiact

all of the data considered below, we compute the cross corre-
§ation fort ranging over indices between100 and 100 (the
er'ange oft in milliseconds depends on the sampling rate of the
data, as we describe below).

the undesirable effect of decreasing the statistical povitbr
which we can detect edges. This is the so-called “multipl
testing problem” in statistics.

Alternatively, therefore, we instead focus upon contngjli
therate of falsely declared edges. Conditional on at least on
edge being declared, the expected proportion of falsely d
clared edges here is equivalent to what is calleddise dis-
covery rate (FDR) in the statistical literature. The control of 5\ formal measure of coupling will be tmeaximal cross
FDR in multiple testing situations, ranging from signal andcorrelation i.e.5; = max |CGi[t]|, the maximum of the ab-
image processing to genome-wide association testing,&as by, e valye oCéi i[1] overt. This measure will serve as our
come ade facto standard technique for addressing the multi- !

) statistic for testing whether or not to assign an edge betwee
ple testing problem (seé [32], for example). In fact, the USE, 0 deg andj, for each such pair of nodes.

of FDR control occurs with increasing frequency in the net-
work literature as well (e.gl, [33,34]). However, thereitigd

evidence in this literature that the rates quoted are nacess B. Step 2: Significance test
ily being achieved. We show later that it is quite easy, using
a seemingly reasonable significance test, to end up witk rate

. Having chosen the test statistg, the maximal cross cor-
that are completely unrepresentative.

relation between;[t] andx;]t], do we include a network edge
between nodeisand j? To answer this, we will usg; to test
the null hypothesis thag t] andx;t] are uncorrelated (i.e., no
coupling) against the alternative that they are correléited
coupling). Rather than focusing on testing at a pre-assgigne
We described in the previous section three general stepsignificance level, we will instead concentrate first on catap
to create a functional tOpOlOgy from multivariate time seri |ng an appropriat@-va]ue for each edge' Accurate evaluation
data. In this section, we 1) define our coupling measure, thef the p-values is critical to successful use of the false dis-
cross correlation, 2) develop appropriate significancéstes covery rate principles we employ for the network inference
and 3) integrate these with a technique to account for mulproblem here, as we discuss in Secfion1ll C. We compute the
tiple significance tests. In SectibnllV we apply these specifi p-value in two different ways that make different assumpgion
protocols to simulated and observed data, and show that thgyout the coupling results. The first method is an analytic
choice of the significance test is critical. measure and specifically designed for our choice of coupling
measure. The second is more general but computationally ex-
pensive. We define the measures below and, in the next sec-
A. Step 1: choice of coupling measure tion, apply each to simulated and observed time series data.

Ill.  IMPLEMENTATION OF THE GENERAL PARADIGM

The choice of coupling measure between pairs of time se-
ries permits many alternative's [35]. We may select a sim- 1. Analytic method
ple measure of linear coupling (e.g., the cross correlation
[14,[15,[22] 36/ 37] or the coherengﬂ[ B9, 40]) or more In this section we propose an analytic method. Frequently
sophisticated coupling measures (e.g., synchronizakelil  such methods involve comparison of a test statistic to a nor-
hood [19], wavelet coherence [41], or Granger causality andnal distribution. Following this approach, we would scgle
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by an estimated variance, and then compare this scaled quafvar (FCC; ))¥/2 so that the resulting scaled values should ap-

tity to the standard normal distribution (i.e., with meann@la proximately follow a standard normal distribution. If tieer

variance 1) to calculate p-value. Here, however, this would were no dependency within the time sengl], and instead

be naive. we observed i.i.d. sequences at each nodeen the appro-
More specifically, under the stated null hypothesis of nopriate standard deviation is known to fre— 3)~1/2 [46]. But

coupling the statistis j should have mean zero. A reasonablegiven the dependency in our time series data, we expect that

estimate of the variance &C;;[l] under the null, motivated the true standard deviations may differ from this value, smd

by a result of Bartlet{[43, 44], is given by we choose to estimate them empirically.
A The scaled valug; = 5; /(var (FCG;}))*/2 can be expected
1 g 3 to behave like the maximum of the absolute values of a se-
varl) = 5= T:ZnCC”[T]CC“[ ) @ quence of standard normal random variables. Using estab-

lished results for statistics of this form, we obtain theref
where theCCy([t] are the autocorrelations of time serleat  that
lag T. This estimate takes a non-trivial form because the cross
correlation will depend on the statistical properties & tm- PlZ ~ exp(—2exd—an(z—bn))) , (4)

derlying time series, and in particular on the autocovagan \ynere Rz = P{Z <z}, a, = v2logn and b, = a, —
J p— )

structure. Spurious cross correlations between the twestim _ L .
series are egpected even if they are uncoupled [45], and thl(sza”) (log Iogn_+ log4m). A der!vatlon_of B.)' which hplds
. IN the asymptotic sense of largeis provided in Appendix 1.
variance formula accounts for that. h f— 201 as in all of our numerical results
Intuitively we might think to use[{2) to defingj = For the case oh = ' ! ur numeri su
_ o below, a, = 3.2568 andb, = 2.6121. Using the approxima-
sj/+/var(lij), whereljj is the lag corresponding t§; (i.e.,  tion above, it is straightforward to calculapevalues for the
the lag at which the maximum of the absolute value of therescaled test statistiag.
cross correlation occurs) and test the significance of theeva  Intuitively, the extremum method accounts for our choice of
z; by comparing it to the standard normal distribution. Un-a maximum cross correlation. By virtue of the Fisher transfo
fortunately, although standardizir@Cij[l] by the estimated ~mation, the valuesCC;j[t] will be approximately normally
variance in[[R) is sensible for any fixéduse of the standard distributed. But because we have chosgras themaximum
normal distribution witrz; is not appropriate here, as we ex- of the absolute value of theCCs, we expect its value to be
plain and illustrate below. skewed towards the tail of the normal distribution. If we had
Two potential problems exist in using this naive method tochosen instead any other lag than that maximizing the cross
determine the significance &f . First, the distribution of the ~correlation, then the corresponding valG€i; (and hence
cross correlatior;; 1] — strictly speaking — is normal only FCGij) would be smaller. Therefore, our definitionsf pro-
in the asymptotic case of large sample sizeln finite sam-  ducesp-values that, if computed from the normal distribution,
ples this approximation can be poor, particularly since theare biased in the sense of being inappropriately small. From
cross correlations are bounded between -1 and 1 while the ndihe perspective of our network inference task, this meaats th
mal distribution varies over an unbounded range. Second, we- for any given choice of threshold — we will be more lib-
chooses as an extremum of the cross correlation; thereforeeral in our assignment of edges than we should be. The dis-
we must account for this choice when testing the significanc&ibution in (4) essentially corrects for this bias, by exily
of this statistic. That is, even in cases where the distdbst ~accounting for our use of the maximum.
of the cross correlationS;j[t] are well-approximated by the
normal distribution, their extrema will not be normally dis
tributed, and s@-values calculated using this distribution will 2. Frequency domain bootstrap method
be inaccurate.
To address both of these issues, we propose a more appro-The previous method provides an analytic formula for test-
priate analytic method: the extremum method. We start byng the significance of;. In utilizing this formula, we make
applying the well-known Fisher transformatidn[46] to eachspecific asymptotic distributional assumptions about & t

CCij[1], yielding statistic — the maximal cross correlation. These assumgtio
are likely to be only approximate idealizations of the clarre
FOG 1] = }Iog 1+ CGij[t] 3) tion results emerging from, for example, a complicated phys
] 2 71-CCj[t] ’ ical system like the human brain. A method to test the signif-

icance ofsj that requires fewer assumptions is desirable. The
which should more closely follow a normal distribution than final method we introduce — the frequency domain bootstrap
the originalCCij[t]. Since this transformation is monotone — satisfies this desire, but is computationally expensive.

and symmetric about zero, the Ifagnaximizing|CQj [T]| will As the name indicates, the method consists of applying the
also maximizgFCGCij[t]|. Letq':j be the Fisher transformation bootstrap principle (e.g.[ [47]), but in the spectral damai
of 5j, which we propose to use insteadsjt methods of this sort were first proposed lin/[48]. We calcu-

Next, we use results from extreme value theory to approxtate our frequency domain bootstrap through the following
imate the distribution of our new test statistic. We scake th steps. First, we compute the power spectrum (Hanning ta-
valuesFCG;ij[t] overt by their empirical standard deviations pered) of each time series in the network. We then average
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these power spectra from all time series, and smooth the ré&his conservative control of the familywise error rate (the
sulting average spectrum (moving average of 11 points). Werobability of making one or more false discoveries) islijke
use this spectrum estimate[(]) to compute the standardized too strict for data in which we expect relatively few sigrgfitt
and whitened residuals for each time sexiét: edgesa priori, i.e., for sparse networks.

. o f—— Instead, we employ the less conservative false discovery
alt]= 'FFT(X' [ca]/ P[w]) : ) rate (FDR) to control for multiple testing. The FDR is de-
fined as the expected proportion of erroneously rejecteld nul

time seriesq[t] and iFFTx) is the inverse Fourier transform hypotheses among the rejected O'Eb@g’ 50]_%nd Varlous pro
of x. Finally, for each bootstrap replicate, we resample thecedures exist for contr_olllng the FDR in practicel[32]. Gene
valuesg [t] with replacement and compute the surrogate dataaIIy speaking, thg notion of FDR control guara_ntees Fhat the
expected proportion of falsely declared edges in our ieferr
R[] = iFFT(é 0] - P[m]) ’ (6) networks is no more thgn a pre-specified fractipa (0,1). _
However, in order for this guarantee to hold, two assumgtion
where€w) is the Fourier transform of the residuadt] re-  must be true, namely that (i) statisticalvalues associated
sampled with replacement. This last step ensures that th&ith each test are computed accurately, and (ii) tests are in
spectral characteristics (e.g./ ff behavior) of the original dependent. Of these assumptions, the first is critical, evhil
data are preserved in the surrogate data. the second is less so. That the second is less critical is im-
We computeNs instances of these surrogate data, and foiportant in the context of network inference, since the vwgio
each instance we calculate the test statistifof each pair of  tests for declaring presence or absence of edges are clearly
nodes andj, (i.e., we calculate the maximum of the absolutecorrelated, as they reuse the same time series. Additiifall
value of the cross correlation between the surrogatexita = one wishes to address this dependency, there are exten$ions
andxj [t]). TheNsinstances o form a bootstrap distribution the basic FDR procedure (e.g., [50] for useful discogsio
of maximum cross correlation values to which we compsgre ~ although we do not pursue this here. On the other hand, in-
observed in the original data and assigp-@alue. accurate calculation gb-values is known to be disastrous to
Constructing the bootstrap distribution sf Values for ~ FDR principles. Our analyses presented below confirm this in
all node pairs is computationally expensive. If our networkthe context of our network inference problem, and the major-
contains 100 nodes, then we would like to compute a bootity of our efforts focus around this point, as we described in
strap distribution (and test the significance) of each of theéSectiorLIl[B.

100x 99/2 = 4950 valuess;. If each bootstrap distribution  Here we implement the linear step-up FDR controlling
requiresNs = 10000 surrogates, a standard choice in the literprocedure of Benjamini and Hochbefg[49], which is com-
ature, then we construct surrogate data and compute the Crogyted as follows. First, order tha = N(N —1)/2 p-values
correlation over 10times. We reduce this expensive oper- p1 < P2 < ... < pm. Then, choose a desired FDR legelFi-
ation in the following way: instead of computing bootstrap na)ly, compare each to the critical value-i/mand find the
distributions for all electrode pairs, we compute the bvafs  aximumi (call it k) such thatp < q- k/m (and therefore

distribution (with Ns surrogates) for only a subset of node , . - q. (k+ 1)/m). We reject the null hypothesis that time
pairs. We then define threerged distribution as the combined  serjegy t] andx;t] are uncoupled fop; < ... < py.

distribution for the entire subset of node pairs. We use the
merged distribution to test the significancesgffor all node

pairs (even pairs not used in calculating the merged distrib we declare all features significant up through that thresh-
tion). Note, however, that in doing so we assume that the nuff!d [53]. The valueq represents an upper bound on the ex-

distribution ofs; is the same for all node pairs. _pected_ proportion of fals_e positives among all d_eclaredssdg
in our inferred network (i.e., among all node pairs for which

sj was declared to be significant.) For example, if we fix
C. Step 3: Control of the false detection rate g= 0.05 and find 100 significant values 8f, then we expect
0.05-100= 5 false positives (i.e., five false edges in the 100
edge network).

Herex;[w] = FFT(x;[t]) is the Fourier transform of the original

The choice ofj determines a thresholgtvalue, for which

To test the statistical significance of the valsgswe may
apply either of the two methods described above (or even,
practically speaking, the naive method as well). Networks
of, say, 100 nodes will consist of 16099/2 = 4950s;; val-
ues, each with an associatpd/alue. Clearly, multiple testing
is an important concern. If we simply choose a standard
value cutoff for assessing significance (suclpas0.05), then
we expect the number of network edges incorrectly declared We analyze three data sets using the procedure defined in
present to scale proportionally (i.e., roughly 250 suchesdg SectionIll. Two data sets we create with specific (known)
for an Q05 cutoff). To control for this abundance of false pos- structural topologies, to which we compare the functional
itives, we could define a stricter cutoff; for example, weldou topologies extracted through analysis of the dynamic data.
use the Bonferroni correction and divide thrwalue threshold  The third we observe from a human epileptic subject undergo-
by the number of node pairs (i.ep,< 0.05/4950= 1075). ing invasive electrical monitoring of the cortex duringzee.

IV. RESULTS



A. Pink noise data

we expect (L0- 9 ~ 1 false positive edge (i.e., one spurious
edge between uncoupled nodes). In this case, we find exact

Many time series data produced by natural systems poggreement between the known network topology (Big. 2(a))

sesses a /if% power spectru

4]. To mimic this and the derived topology. We note that, for sake of clarity,

behavior, we create a nine-node network, first by generatiny€ chose a simple coupling measure that does not determine
500 ms (sampling interval 1 ms) of independent colored nois€dge direction. More sophisticated coupling measuresrthat

(o = 0.33) dataw; [t] at each node We then connect nodeo

j by adding pointwise tev;[t] the dataw;[t] scaled by a factor

dicate edge direction may be employed following the general
paradigm outlined above, as we discuss in Se¢tion V.

of 0.4. For example, we connect node #1 to #2 by adding to In Figs.2(c) an@12(d), we show the topology derived using

wy[t] the time series @ - ws]t] for each time point to create

the extremum and bootstrap methods, respectively. In both

X2[t] = wa[t] + 0.4-wat], the time series associated with node cases, we follow the linear step-up FDR procedure with
#2. In Fig.[2(a) we illustrate the topology of the constrdcte 0.10 to identify significant edges. For the extremum method

network; a total of nine directed connections exist.

(a) True (b) Naiye (c) Extremum (d) Bootstrap
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FIG. 2: (Color online) For the colored noise network all gnraea-
sures perform equally well and detect the underlying stinactopol-
ogy. In the upper row, each circle indicates a node. (a) Tuedon-
nectivity of the network. With colored (or shaded) lines wdicate
directed connections between nodes; connections inifiate the
red (dark) line end and terminate at the yellow (light) limele(b-d)
The p-values (lower) and corresponding functional network topo
gies (upper) derived from the naive method (b), extremunmhotet
(c), and bootstrap method (d). The dark gray line in the lofiger
ures indicates the threshold for the linear step-up FDRquioe;

we considerm-values below this line — in the unshaded region —

significant. All three significance tests capture the flomi topol-
ogy equally well.

(Fig.[2(c)) we identify eight significant edges, one lessitha
expected. We compute our confidence in the network using
the FDR procedure and anticipatel0- 8 ~ 1 false positive
edge.

To compute the frequency domain bootstrap, we first cal-
culate the average power spectrum of all (nine) nodes. We
then create a merged distribution using a subset of ten elec-
trode pairs (of the possible 36) ahd = 10000 for each sur-
rogate distribution. The resulting merged distributiom<o
tains 10 Ns = 10° points; therefore, the smalleptvalue we
can compute through this method is 20 We find, in this
case, sixp-values at this detection limit. Using the bootstrap
method (Fig[R(d)), we identify ten network edges, one more
than expected. We do expecl0- 10= 1 false positive edge
in the network, although given only the time series data, we
could not identify which of the ten edges is spurious.

These simulation results suggest that all three measures of
edge significance perform equally well. This is surprising,
especially for the naive method in which we neither Fisher
transform the maximal correlation values (to induce nofrmal
ity), nor account for our choice of an extremum (the maxi-
mum of the absolute value of the cross correlation). Theenaiv
method succeeds, in this case, because the two omissions ap-
pear to balance. Omitting the Fisher transformation irseea
the p-values we observe, while utilizing the normal distribu-
tion with zero mean — not the extremum distribution — de-
creases th@-values. One omission compensates the other so
that, in this case, the resultipgvalues are approximately cor-

Having established the network topology, we now attemp{eCt' Unfortunately, we cannot rgly on this delicate badaioc
always succeed as we illustrate in the next example.

to recover it directly from the time series data. To do so, we
apply our coupling measurs {, the maximum of the absolute
value of the cross correlation) pairwise torml=9-8/2 = 36
electrode pairs in the network. We then test the significance
of eachs; and compute g-value using the analytic and
computational procedures defined above. We begin with the In the previous model, we simulated colored noise activity
naive method, whos@-values we plot as asterisks in the possessing a/f? falloff of the power spectrum. We now con-
lower portion of Fig[2(b). Plotted in increasing order,4be sider a more realistic model of interacting neural popateti
p-values range fromv 10°° to 0.3. We fix q = 0.10 and  We provide a brief description of the model here; more dgtail
also plot in the lower portion of Fid.] 2(b) the line of slope may be found in Appendix 2. The model consists of 1000 neu-
g/m= 0.10/36 = 0.0028 and zero intercept. Following the rons divided into twenty groups of 50 cells. Within each grou
linear step-up FDR procedure, we reject the null hypothesisve include strong connections (excitatory synapses) ketwe
of no coupling for those (nine) electrode pairs witvalues  randomly chosen neurons; activity initiated by a few nesron
below this line. We plot in the upper portion of Fig. 2(b) the in a group quickly spreads to the other neurons of the same
(nine) “significant edges” corresponding to the significent group. Between cell groups, we establish only weak (excita-
values. Our confidence in this nine node network — derivedory synaptic) connections joining individual neurons pés
from the time series data — is high; from the FDR procedurecific cell groups. We illustrate the topology of these weak

B. Simulated neural data
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connections between cell groups in Hi¢). 3(a). In this figureedges (and expect 2 false positives). This procedure dettbct
each gray circle represents a cell group (of 50 strongly confof the 22) true structural edges and produces three erusneo
nected neurons) and lines represent connections betw#en cedges, again in approximate agreement with the number of
groups. With this connectivity in place, we simulate the-neu false positives expected.

ral dynamics and compute the average population activity of In all three cases, the functional topology derived from
each group. We then employ the general paradigm describetle mean dynamics fails to capture exactly the true strattur
above to the resulting neural activities and compare the meaopology of the network. The naive method detects no signif-
sured functional connectivity (i.e., the pattern of cortivity icant edges and performs most poorly. This is not surprjsing
inferred from the simulated neural dynamics) to the knownwe expect that the un-normaliz@evalues and incorrect dis-
structural connectivity between nodes shown in[Hig. 3(&e T tribution of maximal correlation values will compromisesth
results, as we show below, depend upon the significance testive method. The extremum and bootstrap methods produce

we employ. similar functional networks that approximate the true stru
_ tural network. Although both measures make mistakes, the
o ue By halie e Eetratin - id) Bedtsttag FDR procedure provides an estimate for the number of er-

roneous edges to expect. We conclude that, for these simu-
lated data, the extremum and bootstrap methods outperform
the naive method and qualitatively reproduce many (but not
all) of the network edges.

C. Human ECoG data

In the previous two examples, we applied the coupling anal-
18 ysis to networks with known structural topology. This al-
2 0 2 2 . . .
Index '° ndex ' Index lowed us to compare the derived functional topology with the
true structural topology and determine each method’s perfo
FIG. 3: (Color online) For the simulated neural data thecdoif sta-  mance. As a last illustration of the methods, we consider vol
tistical test is vital to construct an appropriate netwdey. The data  age activity recorded directly from the cortical surfacke¢e
consist of twenty cell groups (gray circles) and 22 conmestibe-  trgcorticogram or ECoG data) of an epileptic human subject
tween cell groups. Directed connections proceed from ti¢dark)  ¢o clinjical purposes (Appendix 3). We focus on a short inter
to yellow (light) end of each line. (b-d) The functional newks de- | (1 gy of data recorded from 97 electrodes while the stibjec

duced. The naive method (b) identifies no significesvalues; with ; .
q= 0.10 in the linear Step_(ug FDR procedurg, none of phealues experienced a seizure. We apply all three methods to the data

lie below the (dark gray) linég/m)-i. The extremum method (c) and compare the resulting (functional) networks. In thisegca

identifies 17 significant edges (of which we expect two arsefgios-  the structural connectivity is unknown. We find that, as be-
itives); 14 match the structural network in (a). The boatstmethod ~ fore, the extremum and bootstrap methods produce consisten

(d) detects 18 edges, of which we expect 2 false positives. [ro- results.
cedure detects 15 (of the 22) true edges. We show the deduced functional networks in Figs. 4(b-
d). In each case, we test the significancerof 97-96/2 =

We apply the coupling measure pairwise to mll= 20- 4656 maximal cross correlation values, and use a linear step
19/2 = 190 possible group pairs in the network and test theup FDR procedure withg = 0.05 to define significanp-
significance of each result by computingravalue using one  values. For the naive method (Fid. 4(b)) we find no signifi-
of the three procedures defined above. We begin with theantp-values and the corresponding trivial network contains
naive method, whosg-values we plot as asterisks in the lower no edges. We note that the node locations in Eig. 4 do not
portion of Fig[3(b). Withg = 0.10 in the linear step-up FDR correspond to their physical locations on the human cortex.
procedure, we find no significant values of maximal cross corinstead, we simply arrange the nodes in a circle.
relation; none of thep-values lie below the lingg/m) - i. From the extremum and bootstrap methods we create simi-
The resulting (trivial) network — shown in the upper por- lar networks. For the former, we identify 162 significanteslg
tion of Fig.[3(b) — contains no edges. The other two signifi-(of which we expect 9 false positives) as drawn in Eig. 4(c).
cance tests produce nontrivial networks. Using the extremu For the latter, we select 500 electrode pairs (of the passibl
method and linear step-up FDR procedure (wjth 0.10) we 4656 pairs) to compute surrogate distributions, eachiblistr
identify 17 significant edges. The resulting network, showntion containing\s = 10000 realizations. The smallgstvalue
in Fig.[3(c), correctly identifies 14 edges and possesses thr detectable in the resulting merged distributionis20~’. Us-
erroneous edges (i.e., edges we identify in the functioel n ing this method we find the 187 significant edges drawn in Fig.
work that do not exist in the structural network). We expectd(d), of which we expect 10 false positives.
from the FDR procedurg- 17 ~ 2 false positives, in approxi- Comparing the functional networks deduced from the ex-
mate agreement with the three erroneous edges observed. Fiemum and bootstrap methods, we find that the two are sim-
nally, we show in Fig[13(d) th@-values and network deter- ilar. Moreover, we show in Fid.l4(a) a fourth functional net-
mined using the bootstrap method. In this case, we detect 18ork constructed using a simple threshold procedure; we in-
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clude edges only between those node pairs \wjth> 0.75. We follow the procedure described above to analyze these
Remarkably, all three networks are qualitatively similkr a “shuffled” data. We compute the maximal cross correlation
though we use different techniques to construct each nktworfor each electrode pair, and show the correspongivglues

Of course the simple threshold network does not indicate ouand functional networks in Fifj] 5(b-c). With= 0.05, we find
confidence in the network: how many edges in Eig. 4(a) arao significant coupling using the naive or extremum methods.
false positives? In addition, we note that the bootstrahnotet  We do detect 2 significant edges with the bootstrap method
is computationally expensive; constructing the surrogée  (of which we expect 1 false positive). These significant edge
tribution requires approximately 90 minutes on a 2 GHz Coramatch those determined using a simple threshold procedure
Duo processor and therefore at least 45 hours to constrict tfs; > 0.75) whose network we show in Figl 5(a). We con-
networks for 30 s of seizing activity. The extremum method,clude that the three significance tests behave as expeated fo
designed for our particular choice of coupling measurejide the shuffled data; if we disrupt the coupling in the data, we
tifies a network similar to the bootstrap method in a computaexpect trivial functional networks.

tionally efficient way.
(c) Extre

(@) S Lple

%,

(a) Simple (b) Maive (c) Extremum (d) Bootstrap

e

p values

10? 102
Index Index Index

E N
FIG. 5: By shuffling the ECoG data, we eliminate coupling testw

FIG. 4: Functional networks constructed from 1 s of ECoG datathe time series and detect no (or few) edges. (a) A simplettotd

recorded at 97 electrodes during a seizure depend uponatie- st network with edges drawn between node pairs with sufficient+

tical test we perform. (a) A simple threshold network wittgesl  tional coupling &; > 0.75) detects two edges located at the left of

(black lines) drawn between nodes pairs exhibiting sufficfenc-  the network. (b-c) The-values (lower) and corresponding networks

tional coupling,sj > 0.75. (b-d, lower) The 465@-values calcu-  (upper) derived from the (b) naive, (c) extremum, and (d)tswap

lated from the naive method (b), extremum method (c), and-boo Methods. Only the latter detects two edges (of which we expec

strap method (d). For each method, we dix= 0.05 in the FDR  false positive).

procedure. (b-d, upper) The corresponding functional agts: The

naive method (b) detects no significant edges and the comdsyy

network is trivial. The network created from the extremunthmod

tains 162 edges, and from the bootst thod .
(c) contains edges, and from the bootstrap method (d@dg&s V. DISCUSSION

Our increased ability to collect multivariate spatiotempo
ral data (e.g., from high density electrode arrays) netadssi
D. Human ECoG data: shuffled the construction and analysis of complex functional neksor
In this manuscript, we adopted a statistical hypothesis tes
For the human ECoG data, we do not know the structuraing paradigm for constructing such functional networksisTh
network (i.e., we do not know the topology of chemical andparadigm involved three steps: 1) choice of an association
electrical connections between neurons in these cortéeal r measure, 2) definition of a significance test, and 3) accognti
gions). Therefore, we cannot validate the functional nekwo  for multiple significance tests. Although the paradigmiitise
shown in Fig[# by comparison with anatomical connectionsquite general, the details accompanying each step aregmobl
However, we can manipulate the ECoG data to disrupt funcspecific.
tional connections and verify that our significance testede Here we developed this general paradigm for multivariate
no coupling. To do so, we create a new data set: we assigime series data. For the association measure we chose the
to each electrode 1 s of data chosen at random from a 120reaximum of the absolute value of the cross correlation. We
interval that includes 60 s of pre-seizure and 60 s of sei@eHe  defined two approaches to significance testing (one analytic
tivity. For example, electrode #1 may contain ECoG data fromand the other computational), and employed a linear step-up
t =1[8.2,9.2], electrode #2 data from= [97.0,98.0], electrode ~ FDR procedure to account for multiple tests. Applying these
#3 fromt = [1104,1114], and so on. With the data chosen in techniques to three data sets, we showed that the choiqg of si
this way, we expect only weak associations between eleetrochificance test was critical. Without accurgte/alues for each
pairs. network edge, we lack confidence in the resulting network.
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The general paradigm outlined in Sectioh 1l applies to anybust approach to constructing functional networks musppro
choice of association measure. In this work we focused omgate error in the association measure to uncertainty in net
this simple cross correlation measure for two reasonst, Firswork measures (e.g., to uncertainty in measures of degree or
the measure is computationally efficient. Second, anaiytic  betweenness).
pressions exist (or can be derived) to test the significafice 0 We propose that choosing a threshold valuegofather
each cross correlation result. More appropriate couplieg-m than a threshold value of an association measure, coestiaut
sures exist [35] that may perhaps improve the network resultmore rigorous procedure for establishing functional neksio
we present here. In particular, measures that distinguisbtd By choosing the threshold through the use of formal statibti
fromindirect interactions and incorporate the flow of imf@-  hypothesis tests, we create functional networks with $ieelci
tion [55,/56] would be of use. However, choosing a more sodevels of network uncertainty that may be calibrated across
phisticated association measure does not guarantee more acpopulation of multivariate data. In the future, we will use
curate functional networks. The coupling measure must alsthis approach to study how uncertainty in the associatics-me
include an accurate significance test; without prepise@lues  sure affects uncertainty in network characteristics, aod h
for each network edge, we weaken our measures of networto adopt these procedures for weighted (rather than binary)
confidence. networks. Combined with biophysical models, robust tech-

Researchers in various other contexts have followed a sinftiques to create functional networks will perhaps illuntena
ilar strategy of associating-va]ues with each network edge the mechanisms that produce the observed activity and, when
and accounting for multiple significance tests (elg., [E]).5 necessary, suggest how to alter this activity.

Our numerical results illustrate how the choice of an approp

ate significance test associated with a specific coupling mea

sure is critical. That a measure possesses a significarice tes Acknowledgments

does not guarantee accurgtevalues; typically significance
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complimentary measures. By testing the paradigm on simu-

lated data with known physical connectivity we deduced ap-

propriate significance tests for the association measyskeim VI APPENDIX 1: DERIVATION OF (4]

mented here.

We note that trivial networks (e.g., networks without edges Suppose thaty, ..., Z, are independent and identically dis-
as in F|gm) rare|y appear in practice_ Upon f|nd|ng a trivia|tribut8d normal random Variables, with mean 0 and variance
network, a common response is to adjust the network thresi- DefineM, = max (Z;) andm, = mini(Z). Then
old to include more edges, perhaps until the network becomes
strongly connected. To follow a similar strategy here we in- Pr<m_ax|Zi| < z) = PriMp<z , my>-2
crease the value @fin the linear step-up FDR procedure. If, !
for example, we saj = 0.5 (instead ofj = 0.05) we may de- Pr(Mn < 2z) Pr(m, > —2)
tect new significant network edges. But by increasinge = [Pr(Mn < 2)]? .
decrease our confidence in the network; vgjth 0.5, we ex-
pect half of the network edges declared significant are falsdhe approximate equality in the second line follows by
positives. Thus, through our choiceqfwe balance the num- asymptotic independence of the max and min (e.g., Theorem
ber of edges detected with our confidence in the network. ~ 1.8.2 of [59]), while the equality in the last line follows by

The typical approach to construct functional networks fromSymmetry of the normal distribution. Now by, for example,
multivariate time series data involves thresholding amass 'heorem 1.5.3 of [59] we have
ation measure. Fo_r example, we may define edges b(_etween Pr(an(Mn — by) < 2) ~ exp(_efZ) : @)
nodes whose maximal cross correlation exceed$,0as in
[22]. This procedure for constructing a network suffersiiro  with equality holding asymptotically im. As a result, we
numerous inadequacies. First, we lack a measure of confobtain the expression ifll(4) in the ideal case that the stdnda
dence in the resulting network. With this choice oT®as ized statisticzﬁ- derives from cross correlatio@€; [t] that are
threshold how many spurious edges do we expect, and do@sdependent. Although these cross correlations will ¢year
this number change as we vary the threshold? Second, wee dependent, the approximati@h (4) nevertheless can be ex-
expect the choice of threshold may depend on the particupected to hold fairly generally, as the basic limiting ertee
lar instance of data observed. For example, in constructingalue distribution used here is quite robust for sequentes o
functional networks of ECoG data recorded during seizurenormal random variables under a range of dependency condi-
the threshold may vary from patient to patient, depending ottions, for both stationary and even non-stationary cases, S
mechanisms intrinsic to each individual. Finally, a more ro for example, Chapters 4 and 6 bf [59].

Q
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VIl. APPENDIX 2: NEURAL MODEL total synaptic input to neuropas a single synapse with dy-
namics driven by;|t], the activity of all neurons presynaptic

We model the dynamics of each neuron with two ordinaryt0 J- Whenl;[t]is large, excitatory current enters neurjcand
differential equations, one to represent the membrane vol$sj — 1. Whenlj[t] is small,s; — O with a decay time constant
age, and the other a membrane recovery variable [60]. Wef 20 ms, and neurof approaches its resting potential. We
choose the model parameters so that each neuron genera@&ine the mean activity of a neural group as the averagg of
regular spiking activity (i.e.a = 0.02,b= 0.2, c = —650, Over the local (flfty) pell populatpn. For example, we com-

d = 8.0 in [60]). We then connect the neurons with excita- Pute the mean activity of population #1 as the average value
tory synaptic connections to establish two connectivity pa Of Sj for neuronsj = {1,2,...,50}. We only uses; to define
terns: strong-local connectivity and weak-distant cotizec the mean population activity; these synaptic dynamics do no
ity. In both cases, we divide the neurons into groups of 58 cel impact the voltage dynamics of the model neurons.

numbered sequentially (i.e., group #1 contains dlls 50}, With the population activity defined in this way (i.e., as the
group #2 cells{51— 100}, group #3 cells{101— 150}, and ~ Mean synaptic dynamics within a neural group), we simulate
so on.) Within each local group of cells, we create 1200 di-5 S of neural dynamics and record the average activity of each
rected excitatory synapses (of the possible3®= 2450 di-  group. We then scale the group activity to have zero mean
rected pairs with no self synapses). Each synapse is agisignand unit variance and add Gaussian noise (zero mean and
a uniform random conduction delay between 0 and 10 ms an@.55 variance) to each sample of each time series. Finally,
synaptic strength chosen uniformly between 0 and 15. Thes&e downsample the group traces by a factor of five, reducing
synapses establish the strong-local connectivity withirela ~ the sampling rate (from 1000 Hz to 200 Hz) to decease subse-
group and define the twenty cell groups in the network; sedluent computational time; we show examples of the resulting
Fig.[d. time series data in Fif] 6.

We also create weaker synaptic connections between the lo-
cal cell populations. To do so, we select two groups (e.g., #:
and #8) and create 550 excitatory synapses from neurons

A& -
1 23..50 515253...100 101102103...150 951952953 ...1000

one group (e.g., #1) to neurons in another (e.g., #8). Thes goup #1 Group #2 Erer i Group #20
“distant” synapses are weaker than the local connectioas; w
assign the synaptic strengths smaller random values (ghost

uniformly between 0 and 5) and uniform random conduction™ 5,
delay between 0 and 10 ms. We illustrate the 22 distant con-
nections between the twenty cell groups in Fih. 3(a). EachkiG. 6: (Color online) A cartoon representation of the netwesed
gray circle represents a local cell group (i.e., a subsei0of 5to simulate the neural data. Each group of neurons contdicslss,
neurons). The colored (shaded) lines represent the distargpresented as filled triangles. Within a group, we includayn
synaptic connections between groups. In addition to thal loc strong synaptic connections (terminating at large circteange).
and distant synaptic inputs, we also include strong syoapti  Bétween groups, we include few, weak synaptic connectiters (
put (from the thalamus, say) to one randomly chosen neurofinating at small circles, blue). We show examples of theape
each millisecond, causing this neuron to generate an actigiFtVity of each group (from which we construct the funcabnet-
potential. We follow the algorithm if [60] to simulate thetne works) in the lower portion of the figure.
ral population for 5000 steps (or 5 s) with a sampling interva
of 1 ms. The model is similar to recent simulations [61, 62],
except that we introduce here connectivity with a particula
structural topology. VIIl. APPENDIX 3: HUMAN SUBJECT DATA

In the human ECoG recordings described in SedfionllV C,

we observe the dynamics of postsynaptic potentials pratiuce The ECoG data were recorded from a 37 year old male pa-
by large neural populations, not the spiking activity ofiind tjent with medically refractory epilepsy whose seizuregdre
vidual neurons/[€3, 64]. To mimic these population dynam-at age 3. Following the failure of seven antiseizure medica-
ics, we construct the mean activity of the local neural gBOUP tions and a vagal nerve stimulator, and upon recommendation
in the following way. First, we definkft] as the total current o his clinical team consisting of epileptologists and roesrr-
input to each neuron at tinteIn the model equations we Sim- gens, the decision was made to pursue resection of the tissu
ulate here, these current inputs change instantanedudy [6 from which the seizures arose. To this end, subdural grids of
In reality, current inputs follow the opening and closing of gjectrodes were implanted. The goal of this procedure was
channels and evolve more slowly [65]. To approximate thesgy identify the epileptogenic zone — the region of the brain
slow dynamics at postsynaptic neurpmwe use the following producing recurrent seizures — and surgically remove |.[66

equation: The ECoG recordings consisted of 100 electrodes placed
§ =1[tj(1—s;) —sj/20, (8) ?irectly on the cortical surface (9_2 glectrodes over the lef
rontal and temporal lobes) and within deep brain regions (8
wheres; represents the state of the synapse at nejirand  electrodes within the temporal lobe). Following electrade
[j[t] represents the total excitatory input current to the neuromplantation, the subject was admitted to a specialized moni-
j at timet. We note that, for simplicity, we approximate the toring unit and data recorded continuously at 500 Hz for ten
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days. During this time, four seizures were observed; tadillu ~ We apply our coupling analysis to simultaneous record-
trate the measures, we analyze only the second seizure heiegs from 97 electrodes; three electrodes — suffering from
Analysis of the collected data was approved through the Parextreme artifacts — were discarded. Before beginning the
ners Health Care Human Research Committee and the Charlesupling analysis, we process the ECoG data in the following

River Campus Institutional Review Board.

!

Al eonman

100 ms

FIG. 7: (Color online) Examples of the ECoG data recordedhfro
the human subject during seizure. In the upper trace we slé@v 1

s of data recorded from a single electrode; the seizure begithe
transition from low amplitude to high amplitude fluctuatsoshenoted
by the arrow. We indicate the one second interval analyzéla thve
vertical red line. The lower ten traces illustrate the vgdtaactiv-
ity recorded from ten (of the 97) electrodes during this ceeoad
interval; we apply the coupling measure to all pairs of treisa.

way. First, we lowpass filter the data (two-way least-sgsiare
FIR filtering) below 55 Hz to isolate the low frequency com-
ponents. We therefore ignore higher frequency activity tha
may delineate seizure onsetl[67] 68] and instead focus on the
high amplitude, low frequency oscillations that charaeter
unequivocal clinical seizures [69]. We then choose a 1 sec-
ond interval of the ECoG data during the seizure. We chose
this short interval to balance two competing needs: station
arity and sufficient data. For the former, we must choose an
interval in which the voltage dynamics at each electrode re-
main approximately consistent (i.e., exhibit oscillagaf the
same approximate character). For the latter, we must choose
an interval that contains enough data to calculate the aayipl
measure (e.g., a 50 ms interval would fail to capture some
slow oscillations characteristic of a seizure). Finallg mor-
malize the data from each electrode within the 1 second-inter
val to have zero mean and unit variance. We show examples
of the ECoG data employed in the analysis in Eig. 7.
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