arxiv:1003.5538v2 [g-bio.NC] 24 May 2010

Journal of Computational Neuroscience manuscript No.
(will be inserted by the editor)

Comparative power spectral analysis of simultaneous
elecroencephalographic and magnetoencephalographic realings in
humans suggests non-resistive extracellular media

Nima Dehghani, Claude Bédard*, Sydney S. Cash, Eric Halgren and Alain Destexhe

June 17, 2018

Abstract The resistive or non-resistive nature of thel Introduction

extracellular space in the brain is still debated, and is an

important issue for correctly modeling extracellular

potentials. Here, we first show theoretically that if theAn issue central to modeling local field potentials is
medium is resistive, the frequency scaling should be th&hether the extracellular space around neurons can be
same for electroencephalogram  (EEG) andconsidered as a resistive medium. A resistive medium is
magnetoencephalogram (MEG) signals at low frequenciegduivalent to replacing the medium by a simple
(<10 Hz). To test this prediction, we analyzed theresistance, which considerably simplifies the computation
spectrum of simultaneous EEG and MEG measuremeng local field potentials, as the equations to calculate
in four human subjects. The frequency scaling of EEGeXtracellular fields are very simple and based on

displays coherent variations across the brain, in gener&toulomb’s law (Rall and Shepherd, 1968; Nunez and
between 1f and j/fZ, and tends to be smaller in Srinivasan, 2005) Forward models of the EEG and

parietal/temporal regions. In a given region, although thdnverse solution/source localization methods also assume

variability of the frequency scaling exponent was higherthat the medium is resistive (Sarvas, 1987; Wolters and de
for MEG compared to EEG, both signals consistentIyMuanv 2007; Ramirez, 2008). However, if the medium is
scale with a different exponent. In some cases, the scalingen-resistive, the equations governing the extracellular
was similar, but only when the signal-to-noise ratio of thePotential can be considerably more complex because the
MEG was low. Several methods of noise correction forquasi-static approximation of Maxwell equations cannot
environmental and instrumental noise were tested, anfe made (Bédard et al., 2004).

they all increased the difference between EEG and MEG _ o o
scaling. In conclusion, there is a significant difference inEXPerimental characterizations of extracellular resitsti

frequency scaling between EEG and MEG, which can b&'€ con.tr_adif:tory. Some experiments reported that the
explained if the extracellular medium (including other COnductivity is strongly frequency dependent, and thus
layers such as dura matter and skull) is globallythat the medium is non-resistive (Ranck, 1963; Gabriel et

al., 1996a, 1996b, 1996c). Other experiments reported
that the medium was essentially resistive (Logothetis et
al., 2007). However, both types of measurements used
Keywords: EEG; MEG; Local Field Potentials; current intensities far larger than physiological cursent
Extracellular resistivity; Maxwell Equations; Power-law  which can mask the filtering properties of the tissue by
preventing phenomena such as ionic diffusion (Bédard
and Destexhe, 2009). Unfortunately, the issue is still open
because there exists no measurements to date using
(weak) current intensities that would be more compatible
with biological current sources.

non-resistive.
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purely resistive medium. We start from Maxwell As electrocardiogram (ECG) noise often contaminates
equations and show that if the medium was resistive, th®EG recordings, Independent component analysis (ICA)
frequency-scaling of electroencephalogram (EEG) andlgorithm was used to remove such contamination; either
magnetoencephalogram (MEG) recordings should be thimfomax (Bell and Sejnowski, 1995) or the “Jade
same. We then test this scaling on simultaneous EEG aralgorithm” from the EEGLAB toolbox (Delorme and
MEG measurements in humans. Makeig, 2004) was used to achieve proper
decontamination. In all recordings, the ECG component
stood out very robustly. In order not to impose any change
in the frequency content of the signal, we did not use the
2 Methods ICA to filter the data on any prominent independent
oscillatory component and it was solely used to
decontaminate the ECG noise. We verified that the
2.1 Participants and MEG/EEG recordings removal of ECG did not change the scaling exponent (not
shown).

We recorded the electromagnetic field of the brain duringn each recording session, just prior to brain recordings,
quiet wakefulness (with alpha rhythm occasionallywe recorded a few minutes of the electromagnetic field
present) from four healthy adults (4 males ages 20-35present within the dewar in the magnetic shielded room.
Participants had no neurological problems including sleefsimilar to wake epochs, 3 segments of 60 seconds
disorders, epilepsy, or substance dependence, were takidgration were selected for each of the four recordings.
no medications and did not consume caffeine or alcohoThis will be referred to “empty room” recordings and will
on the day of the recording. We used a whole-head ME®e used in noise correction of the awake recordings.
scanner (Neuromag Elekta) within a magnetically
shielded room (IMEDCO, Hagendorf, Switzerland) andIn each subject, the power spectral density (PSD) was
recorded simultaneously with 60 channels of EEG andalculated by first computing the Fast Fourier transform
306 MEG channels (Nenonen et al., 2004). MEG SQUID(FFT) of 3 awake epochs, then averaging their respective
(super conducting quantum interference device) sensof3SDs (square modulus of the FFT). This averaged PSD
are arranged as triplets at 102 locations; each locatiowas computed for all EEG and MEG channels in order to
contains one “magnetometer” and two orthogonal planareduce the effects of spurious peaks due to random
“gradiometers” (GRAD1, GRAD?2). Unless otherwise fluctuations. The same procedure was also followed for
noted, MEG will be used here to refer to the empty-room signals.
magnetometer recordings. Locations of the EEG
electrodes on the scalp of individual subjects were
recorded using a 3D digitizer (Polhemus FastTrack). HPI
(head position index) coils were used to measure the
spatial relationship between the head and scannep.2 Noise correction methods
Electrode arrangements were constructed from the
projection of 3D position of electrodes to a 2D plane in
order to map the frequency scaling exponent in &Because the environmental and instrumental sources of
topographical manner. All EEG recordings werenoise are potentially high in MEG recordings, we took
monopolar with a common reference. Sampling rate wagadvantage of the availability of empty-room recordings to
1000 Hz. correct for the presence of noise in the signal. We used
five different methods for noise correction, based on
For all subjects, four types of consecutive recordings werglifferent assumptions about the nature of the noise. We
obtained, in the following order: (1) Empty-room describe below these different correction methods, while
recording; (2) Awake “idle” recording where subjects all the details are given iBupplementary Methods
were asked to stay comfortable, without movements in the
scanner, and not to focus on anything specific; (3) a visuah first procedure for noise correction, exponent
task; (4) sleep recordings. All idle recordings used hereubtraction (ES), assumes that the noise is intrinsic to the
were made in awake subjects with eyes open, where th@QUID sensors. This is justified by the fact that the
EEG was desynchronized. A few minutes of such idlefrequency scaling of some of the channels is identical to
time was recorded in the scanner. For each subject, at of the corresponding empty-room recording (see
awake segments with duration of 60 seconds werd&esults). In such a case, the scaling is assumed to entirely
selected from the idle recordings (see example signals iresult from the “filtering” of the sensor, and thus the
Fig.[D). correction amounts to subtract the scaling exponents.
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A second class of noise subtraction methods assume thlabundary effects (Eilers and Marx, 1996). The applied
the noise is of ambient nature and is uncorrelated with thenethod provides a reliable and automated approach that
signal. This chatacteristics, warrants the use of spectralses our enforced initial frequency segments with a high
subtraction (where one subtracts the PSD of themphasisinlow frequency and it optimizes itself based on
empty-room from that of the MEG recordings), prior to the data. After obtaining a smooth B-spline curve, a
the calculation of the scaling exponent. The simplest fornsimple 1st degree polynomial fit was used to estimate the
of spectral subtraction, linear multiband spectralslope of the curve between 0.1-10 Hz (the fit was limited
subtraction (LMSS), treats the sensors individually ando this frequency band in order to avoid the possible
does not use any spatial/frequency-based statistics in ieffects of the visible peak at 10 Hz on the estimated
methodology (Boll et al., 1979). An improved version, exponent).Using this method provides a reliable and
nonlinear multiband spectral subtraction (NMSS), takesobust estimate of the slope of the PSD in logarithmic
into account the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and its spatiascale, as shown in Fifl 2B. For more details on the issue
and frequency characteristics (Kamath and Loizou, 20029f automatic non-parametric fitting, and the rationale
Loizou, 2007). A third type, Wiener filtering (WF), uses a behind combining the polynomial with spline basis
similar approach as the latter, but obtain an estimate of thiinctions, we refer the reader to Magee, 1998 as well as
noiseless signal from that of the noisy measuremenRoyston & Altman, 1994 and Katkovnik et al, 2006.
through minimizing the Mean Square Error (MSE)
between the desired and the measured signal (Lim et alThis procedure was realized on all channels automatically
1979; Abd El-Fattah et al., 2008). (102 channels for MEG, 60 channels for EEG, for each
patient). Every single fit was further visually confirmed.
A third type of noise subtraction, partial least squaredn the case of MEG, noise correction is essential to
(PLS) regression, combines Principal component analysiglidate the results. For doing so, we used different
(PCA) methods with multiple linear regression (Abdi, methods (as described above) to reduce the noise. Next,
2010; Garthwaite, 1994). This methods finds the spectrall the mentioned steps of frequency scaling exponents
patterns that are common in the MEG and thewere carried out on the corrected PSD. Results are shown
empty-room noise, and removes these patterns from thia Fig.[4.
PSD.

2.3 Frequency scaling exponent estimation

2.4 Region of Interest (ROI)
The method to estimate the frequency scaling exponent
was composed of steps: First, applying a spline to obtain a
smooth FFT without losing the resolution (as can happer Nrée ROIs were selected for statistical comparisons of
by using other spectral estimation methods); Secondle topographic plots. As shown in Figlide 4 (panel F), FR
using a simple polynomial fit to obtain the scaling (Frontal) ROI refers to the frontal ellipsoid, VX (Vertex)
exponent. To improve the slope estimation, weRO! refers to the central disk located on vertex and PT
approximated the PSD data points using a spline, which i§>arietotemporal) refers to the horseshoe ROI.
a series of piecewise polynomials with smooth transitions
and where the break points (“knots”) are specified. We
used the so-called “B-spline” (see details in de Boor,

2001). 3 Theory

The knots were first defined as linearly related to

logarithm of the frequency, which naturally gives more\e start from first principles (Maxwell equations) and
resolution to low frequencies, to which our theory applies yerive equations to describe EEG and MEG signals. Note
Next, in each frequency window (between consecutivgnat the formalism we present here is different than the
knots)_, we find the closest PSD value to the mean PSD qf, ¢ usually given (as in Plonsey, 1969: Gulrajani, 1998),
that window. Then we use the corresponding frequency a§ecause the linking equations are here considered in their
the optimized knot in that frequency range, leading thenost general expression (convolution integrals), in the
final values of the knots. The resulting knots stay close tQse of a linear medium (see Eq. 77.4 in Landau and
the initial distribution of frequency knots but are modified Lifchitz, 1984). This generality is essential for the
based on each sensor's PSD data to provide the OptimBFoblem we treat here, because our aim is to compare
knot points for that given sensor (Fig. 2A). We also USEEEG and MEG signals with the predictions from the

additional knots at the outer edges of the signal to aVOiQheory, and thus the theory must be as general as possible.
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3.1 General formalism By taking the Fourier transform of Maxwell equations
(Egs.[1) and of the linking equations (E432.3,4), we
obtain:

Maxwell equations can be written as
0.-Df =p{™ O-Bf = 0

_ Hfree _ . . (6)
O0-D=p 0-B=0 (1) OxEf= 0 OxHf=j¢+iwDs

DXE:—%? D><H:j+%—'t3
wherew = 27f and

If we suppose that the brain is linear in the Df = &E;

electromagnetic sense (which is most likely), then weB; = pusH;¢ @)

have the two following linking equations. The first j¢ = j?+ ofE¢
equation links the electric displacement with the electric
field: where the relatiorotEs in Eq.[7 is the current density
produced by the (primary) current sources in the
extracellular medium. Note that in this formulation, the
oo electromagnetic parametess, us and o depend on
D:/ g(T)E(t —1)dt (2) frequenc. This generalization is essential if we want the
e formalism to be valid for media that are linear but
non-resistive, which can expressed with
frequency-dependent electric parameters. It is also
gconsistent with the Kramers-Kronig relations (see Landau
and Lifchitz, 1984; Foster and Schwan, 1989).

wheree is a symmetric second-order tensor.

A second equation links magnetic induction and th
magnetic field:

j? is the current density of these sources in Fourier

00

B= /700 H(DH(t - T)dT (3) frequency space. This current density is composed of the
axial current in dendrites and axons, as well as the

whereu is a symmetric second-order tensor. transmembrane current. Of course, this expression is such

that at any given point, there is only one of these two
If we neglect non-resistive effects such as diffusionterms which is non-zero. This is a way of preserving the
(Bédard and Destexhe, 2009), as well as any otheinearity of Maxwell equations. Such a procedure is
nonlinear effecfl then we can assume that the medium islegitimate because the sources are not affected by the field
linear. In this case, we can write: they produ

—+00
j :/ o(T)E(t—1)dr 4
] ) 3.2 Expression for the electric field
whereo is a symmetric second-order tenBoBecause the
effect of electric induction (Faraday’s law) is negligible
we can write: From Eq[6 (Faraday’s law in Fourier space), we can write:

D.D:pfree 0B = 0

_ ) _ From Eq[® (Ampére-Maxwell’'s law in Fourier space), we
This system is much simpler compared to above, becausg,, rite:

electric field and magnetic induction are decoupled.

1 Examples of nonlinear effects are variations of the maagisc  [J- (0 x H¢) = O-j¢ +iwd- (&E¢)
conductivity gy with the magnitude of electric fielde. Such — 0P . V) — 0 9
variations could appear due to ephaptic (electric-fieldgractions =y (o1 +iwer) V) = ©)
for example. In addition, any type of linear reactivity oétmedium
to the electric field or magnetic induction can lead to fretpye 3 In textbooks, the electric parameters are sometimes ocenesid
dependent electric parametesse, i (for a detailed discussion of as complex numbers, for example with the notion of phasce (se
such effects, see Bédard and Destexhe, 2009). Section 5.3 in Gulrajani, 1998), but they are usually comsd

2 Note that in textbooks, these linking equations (HGEgl 2+4) a frequency independent.
often algebraic and independent of time (for example, see &Qg-6, 4 If it was not the case, then the source terms would be a fumctio
5.2-7 and 5.2-8 in Gulrajani, 1998). The present formutaisomore  of the produced field, which would result in more complicated
general, more in the line of Landau and Lifchitz (1984). equations
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Settingy; = or +iwes, one obtains: The latter expression can be proven by calculating the total
p current and apply the divergence theorem (not shown).
O-(yOVe) =0 (10)

where [ -j? is a source term ang; is a symmetric
second-order tensor (33). Note that this tensor depends 3.5 Quasi-static approximation to calculate magnetic
on position and frequency in general, and cannot b?nduction
factorized. We will call this expression (Eg.]10) the “first
fundamental equation” of the problem.

The “second fundamental equation” above implies
inverting y;, which is not possible in general, because it
would require prior knowledge of both conductivity and
permittivity in each point outside of the sources. If the
medium is purely resistiveyf = y wherey is independent

3.3 Expression for magnetic induction

From the mathematical identity of space and frequency), one can evaluate the electric field
5 first, and next integrateBs using the quasi-static
OxOxX=-0X+0(0-X) (11)  approximation (Ampére-Maxwell's law). Because for low

it is clear that this is sufficient to know the divergence anofrequenmes, we have necessajily-> iwDs, we obtain
the curl of a fieldX, because the solution 62X is unique Ox Bt = Hoj ¢
with adequate boundary conditions.

which is also known as Ampere’s law in Fourier space.
As in the case of magnetic induction, the divergence is
necessarily zero, it is sufficient to give an explicit Thus, for low frequencies, one can skip the second
expression of the curl as a function of the sources. fundamental equation. Note that in case this quasi-static
approximation cannot be made (such as for high
Supposing thap = Led(t) is a scalar (tensor where all frequencies), then one needs to solve the full system using
directions are eigenvectors), and taking the curl of[Eq. hoth fundamental equations. Such high frequencies are,
(D), multiplied by the inverse ofyf, we obtain the however, well beyond the physiological range, so for EEG
following equality: and MEG signals, the quasi-static approximation holds if
- v the extracellular medium is resistive, or more generally if
O (W0 x Br) = Hol) x (77) (12) the medium satisfie§l x Ef = —iwB; = 0 (see Eqs]5
becausel x Ef = 0. This expression (EG_12) will be and®).

named the “second fundamental equation”.
According to the quasi-static approximation, and using the

linking equation between current density and the electric
field (Eq.[T), we can write:

3.4 Boundary conditions
Ox Bt = Ho(j§ — yOVs) (14)

We consider the following boundary conditions:

1 - on the skull, we assume thd(r) is differentiable in  Because the divergence of magnetic induction is zero, we
space, which is equivalent to assume that the electric fieljave from EqlI:

s finite. Ox OxBr = 028 = — ol x (1P — yOVy) (15)

2 - on the skull, we assume that- [V is also
continuous, which is equivalent to assume that the flow of
current is continuous. Thus, we are interested in solution$his equation can be easily integrated using Poisson

where the electric field is continuous. integral (“Poisson equation” for each component in

) ) Cartesian coordinates) In Fourier space, this integral is
3 - because the current is zero outside of the head, ”@ven by the following expression

current perpendicular to the surface of cortex must be zero

as well. Thus, the projection of the current on the veaotor AB Mo [ Ex( P(r') — VDVf(r'))d\/ 16

normal to the skull's surface, must also be zero. i(r)= E[/// r —r']| (16)
head

A(x) -y OVt (x) =0 (13)
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3.6 Consequences had eyes open, a low-amplitude alpha rhythm was
occasionally present (as visible in Fig. 1). There were also
oscillations present in the empty-room signal, but these

If the medium is purely resistive (“ohmic”), thepdoes  pscillations are evidently different from the alpha rhythm

not depend on the spatial position (see Bedard et al., 200fgcause of their low amplitude and the fact that they do

Bedard and Destexhe, 2009) nor on frequency, so that thgot appear in gradiometers (see Suppl. Fig. S1).
solution for the magnetic induction is given by:

P
IJO///‘DXJf(r) A EEG
Bi(r)=-— ———adV 17 = b AR A A b AP A A
Doy o TR L T e i Lt
) & Auptypudto e A b b A oo
and does not depend on the nature of the medium. 5 [ A A, S A A
P ———
For the electric potential, from E@._110, we obtain the = R e el
solution: A A A A N 84
) Q] sttty A g g v VYA AN A
Vi(x) = — / / / B (18) E{ RN
A= amty X —X/| B A T L SRR
head Tsec
B MEG
i - o . St
Thus, when the two source termisx j¢ and O -j? are g - s permss et
white noise, the magnetic induction and electric field must oo o » "
have the same frequency dependence. Moreover, because A ORI ey
the spatial dimensions of the sources are very small (see s
appendices), we can suppose that the current dejr%it)/ 5 e o e “.I} A

is given by a function of the form:
JF00 =P R (f) (19)

such that0 x j? and O-jP have the same frequency _ o
Eig. 1 Simultaneous EEG and MEG recordings in an awake human

dependence for low frequencies. Q] 19 constitutes th(saubject. This example shows a sample of channels from MEG/EE

main assumption of this formalism. after ECG noise removal. Labels refer to ROIs as defined imoutst
(also see Figurlgl 4). FR: Frontal, VX:Vertex and PT: Parestgdoral.
In Appendix A, we provide a more detailed justification These sample channels were selected to represent botiarigHeft
of this assumption, based on the differential expressiondemispheres in a symmetrical fashion. Inset: magnificatibthe
f the el ic field and ic induction i dendriti MEG (red) and “empty-room” (green) signals superimposedfd
of the electric fie _an magne_tlc '_n UCt'On_m a er? I’mcsample channels. All traces are before any noise corrediigrafter
cable. Note that this assumption is most likely valid forecG decontamination.
states with low correlation such as desynchronized-EEG

states or high-conductance states, and for low-frequencie ) ) )

as we analyze here (see details in the appendices). In the next sections, we stfirt by briefly presentlng. the
method that was used to estimate the frequency scaling of

Thus, the main prediction of this formalism is that if the th® PSDs. Then we report the scaling exponents for

extracellular medium is resistive, then the PSD of the?-1-10 Hz frequency bands and their differences in EEG

magnetic induction and of the electric potential must havé"d MEG recordings.

the same frequency dependence. In the next section, we

will examine if this is the case for simultaneously

recorded MEG and EEG signals.

.

0
N
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4.1 Frequency scaling exponent estimation

4 Test on experimental data Because of the large number of signals in the EEG and
MEG recordings, we used an automatic non-parametric
procedure to estimate the frequency scaling (see

A total of 4 subjects were used for the analysis. Figure Methods). We used a B-spline approximation by

shows sample MEG and EEG channels from one of thénterpolation with boundary conditions to find a curve

subjects, during quiet wakefulness. Although the subjectarhich best represents the data(see Methods). A high



density of knots was given to the low-frequency band4.2 MEG and EEG have different frequency scaling
(0.1-10 Hz), to have an accurate representation of the PSExponents
in this band, and calculate the frequency scaling. An
example of optimized knots to an individual sensor is
shown in Figur€RA; note that this distribution of knots is Figurel3 shows the results of the B-spline curve fits to the
specific to this particular sensor. The resulting B-splind09-log PSD vs frequency for all sensors of all subjects.
curves were used to estimate the frequency scaling this figure, and only for the ease of visual comparison,
exponent using a 1st degree polynomial fit. Figlire 2Bthese curves were normalized to the value of the log(PSD)
shows the result of the B-spline analysis with optimizedof the highest frequency. As can be appreciated, all MEG
knots (in green) capturing the essence of the data bett§ensors (in red) show a different slope than that of the EEG
than the usual approximation of the slope usingSensors (in blue). The frequency scaling exponent of the
polynomials (in red). The goodness of fit showed a robusEEG is close to 1 (4f scaling), while MEG seems to scale
estimation of the slope using B-spline method. Residual§lifferently. Thus, this representation already showsrclea
were -0.01+ 0.6 for empty-room, 0.2t 0.65 for MEG differences of scaling between EEG and MEG signals.
awake, 0.05+ 0.6 for LMSS, 0.005+ 0.64 for NMSS,
0.08 + 0.5 for WF,0.001+ 0.02 for PLS, and -0.02-
0.28 for EEG B-spline (all numbers to be multiplied by os
10714)_ 0.6
-0.7
-0.8,
-0.9

E
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Subject 1 Subject 2

A.
-23
-25 o
—~ ° 4 -0.5,
(% -0.6
9) 27 %0 5 1 %—0.7
3 -0.8]
o Coufl
D 29 pepomy 5
— Data values ? o A4
31t °_ 2 A 0 1 2 3 2 0 1 2 3
© Data values at optimized knots oo
I Fig. 3 B-spline fits of EEG awake and MEG awake (prior to noise
-33 P : -1 : 0 : 1 : 2 : 3 correction) recordings from all four subjects. Each lirfergto the fit
B. ) ) of one sensor in log(PSD)-log(frequency) scale. For the etgisual
23 — Bapline 57PSD compa_rison of the_ frequency scaling exponent, log(PSD)esbre
] ] normalized to their value at the maximum frequency. Eachepan
o5 == Istorderjpoly fitto PSD | represents the data related to one of our four subjects.eTjiess
5 /\ 1st orderipoly fit to B-spline show a clear distinction between the frequency scaling of BEiid
—_ i 1 MEG. Insets show the comparison between MEG awake (prior to
(% 27+ \ 1 noise correction) and MEG empty-room recordings (not ndized).
o F Note that the empty-room scales the same as the MEG sigriah bu
o 29t general EEG and MEG scale differently.
(@)
“ L
317 | However, MEG signals may be affected by ambient or
I ] instrumental noise. To check for this, we have analyzed
33, A 0 1 2 3 the empty-room signals using the same representation and
Log(f) techniques as for MEG, amd the results are represented in

Fig. 2 A.log-log scale of the PSD vs frequency of a sample MEG Fig.[d (insets). Empty-room recordings always scale very
sensor along with the corresponding log(PSD) values (shan f:losely to the MEG S'g_nal’ and thus _the scaling observed
circles) at optimized knots in log-scale. B. 1st degree maiyial fit  in MEG may be due in part to environmental noise or

on B-spline curve effectively captures properties of thymal better  npijse intrinsic to the detectors. This emphasizes that it is

than simple polynomial fit and avoids the 10 Hz peak. The fit was : _ : :
limited between 0.1 to 10 Hz excluding the boundaries. Tinmst$ essential to use empty-room recordings made during the

the fit approximation to the next limiting optimized knotse{lveen same experiment to correct the frequency scaling

0.1 and 0.2 to between 9 and 10 Hz) to avoid the peaks at algha arexponent of MEG recordings.
low frquencies (shown by vertical dotted lines).

To correct for this bias, we have used five different
procedures (see Methods). The first class of procedure
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(ES) considers that the scaling of the MEG is entirely dueA  geo B e C
to filtering by the sensors, which would explain the
similar scaling between MEG and empty-room
recordings. In this case, however, nearly all the scalin
would be abolished, and the corrected MEG signal woul
be similar to white noise (scaling exponent close to zero)
Because the similar scaling may be coincidental, we hav
used two other classes of noise correction procedures to I'°'5
comply with different assumptions about the nature of th E
noise. The second class, is composed of spectrzp Hiss 7

subtraction (LMSS and NMSS) or Wiener filtering (see I.1_5 . ‘
Methods). These methods are well-established in othe ‘ '
not show a homogenous pattern of the scaling exponent,

H ES
confirming the differences of scaling seen in Fiy. 3. The

fields such as acoustics. The third class, uses statistic;
patterns of noise to enhance PSD (PLS method, for detail
see Methods).
EEG (Figurel#A) shows that areas in the midline haveig- 4 Topographical representation of frequency scaling expbne

| | to 1. while th t th . devi taveraged across four subjects. A. EEG awake. B. MEG awake. C.
values Coser. 0 1, while those at the margin can _eVIa fEG empty-room. D, E. MEG after spectral subtraction of the
from 1/f scaling. MEG on the other hand shows higherempty-room noise using linear (LMSS) and non-linear (NMSS)
values of the exponent in the frontal area and a horseshaeethods respectively. F. MEG spectral enhancement usirenati
pattern of low value exponents in parietotemporal regiondltering (WF). G. MEG, partial least square (PLS) approxiiom

. .. of non-noisy spectrum. H. Exponent subtraction (the expbne
(Figure [4B). As anticipated above, empty'roomrepresented is the value of the frequency scaling expordculated

recordings scale more or less uniformly with values closgor MEG signals, subtracted from the scaling exponent ¢afed
to 1/f (Figure[4C), thus necessitating the correction forfrom the corresponding emptyroom signals). I. Spatial tiecaof

this phenomena to estimate the correct MEG frequenc Ol masks (shown in yellow). FR covers the Frontal, VX covers

i t Diff ¢ thods f . ducti ertex and PT spans Parietotemporal. Dots show spatialgeraent
scaling exponent. Difierent methods Tor noise reductionys 14, veg SQUID sensor triplets. The background gray-scale

are shown in Figurl4: spectral subtraction methods, sucyure is same as the one in panel B. Note that panels A through H
as LMSS (Figure[14D), NMSS (Figurd] 4E), WEF use the same color scaling.

enhancement (Figuté 4F). These corrections preserve the

pattern seen in Figur€] 4B, but tend to increase the

difference with EEG scaling: one method (LMSS) yieldsy 4 statistical comparison of EEG and MEG frequency
minimal correction while the other two (NMSS and WF) scaling

use band-specific SNR information in order to cancel the

effects of background colored-noise (see Suppl. Fig. S2),

and achieve higher degree of correction (seeBased on the patterns in Figl 4, we created three ROIs
Supplementary Methods for details). Figlule 4G portraygovering Vertex (FR), Vertex (VX) and the horseshoe
the use of PLS to obtain a noiseless signal based on thgattern (PT). These masks are shown in Eig. 41.

noise measurements. The degree of correction achieved

by this method is higher than what is achieved by spectraFigure [BA represents the overall pattern providing
subtraction and WF methods. Exponent subtraction igvidence on the general difference and the wider
shown in Figurde¥H. This correction supposes that thevariability in MEG recordings. The next three panels
scaling is due to the frequency response of the sensorlate to the individual ROIs. Of the spectral subtraction
and nearly abolishes all the frequency scaling (see alsmethods, NMSS achieves a higher degree of correction in
Suppl. Fig. S3 for a comparison of different methods ofcomparison with LMSS (see Figure 4C, Figlite 4D as well
noise subtraction). as Suppl. Fig. S3). Because NMSS takes into account the

MEG Emptyroom

"
\

NMSS F WF

\

G PLS

I ROl masks

4.3 Spatial variability of the frequency scaling exponent

We applied the above methods to all channels an
represented the scaling exponents in topographic plots i
Fig.[d. This figure portrays that both MEG and EEG do
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. A. All areas Fig. S3). Therefore, of this family of noise correction,
— T only NMSS is portrayed here. Of the methods dealing
with different assumptions about the nature of the noise,
the “Exponent subtraction” almost abolishes the
frequency scaling (Also see in Figuté 4H, as well as
Suppl. Fig. S3). Applying PLS yields values in between
“Exponent subtraction” and that of NMSS and is

portrayed in Figurgls.

-1.5 - -0.5 0

B. Frontal (FR) ROI ' In the Frontal region (Figuré]5B), the EEG scaling
exponents show higher variance by comparison to MEG.
Also, EEG shows some overlaps with the distribution
curve of non-corrected MEG; this overlap becomes
limited to the tail end of the NMSS correction and is
abolished in the case of PLS correction. As can be
appreciated, VX (Figure]5C) shows both similar values
and similar distribution for EEG and non-corrected MEG.

, ‘ These similarities, in terms of regional overall values and
C_'\‘fertex’}vx)"?,fo, C distribution curve, are further enhanced after NMSS
Es = correction. It is to be noted that, in contrast to these
e similarities, the one-to-one correlation of NMSS and EEG
at VX ROI are very low (see below, Table 1B-C). The
values of PLS noise correction are very different from that
of EEG and have a similar, but narrower, distribution
curve shape. Two other ROIs show distinctively different
values and distribution in comparing EEG and MEG.
Both NMSS and PLS agree on this with PLS showing
D.2Parie1ff)tem;;oral :;T) R‘bl oS more e.xtreme cases. Figufd $D reveal§ a bimodal

distribution of MEG exponents in the parietotemporal
region (PT ROI). This region has also the highest variance
(in MEG scaling exponents) compared to other ROIS. The
distinction between EEG and MEG is enhanced in PLS
estimates; however, the variance of PT is reduced in
comparison to NMSS while the bimodality is still
preserved but weakened. The values of mean and standard
deviation for these ROIs’ exponents are provided in
Table 1A (meant standard deviation).

Fig. 5 Statistical comparison of EEG vs. MEG frequency scaling

exponent for all regions (A) and different ROl masks (B,C & The box-plots of Fig[b-plots further show the difference
D). In each panel, a box-plot on top is accompanied by a nonpyatwveen the medians, lower/upper quartile and
parametric distribution function in the bottom. In the tamgh, the . . . .

box has lines at the lower quartile, median (red), and uppartie interquartile range. The overe.lll dlffeljence is that the
values. Smallest and biggest non-outlier observatiortithes the ~ uncorrected MEG has much wider variance compared to
interquartile range IRQ) are shown as whiskers. Outligslata with EEG and corrected MEG (in case of PLS correction); the
values beyond the ends of the whiskers and are displayedawith absolute value of the median of MEG (uncorrected, or

red + sign. In the bottom graph, a Non-parametric densitgtfon . . .
shows the distribution of EEG, MEG and empty-room-correécte corrected with either NMSS or PLS) is always smaller

MEG frequency scaling exponents (note that LMSS and WF are nothan that of EEG. The VX region is an exception to the
shown here; see the text for description.). Thick and thiticed lines  above rules; interestingly, the one-to-one correlation of

show the mean and meanstd for each probability density function \,y happens to be the lowest of all (see below). In the

(pd). case of NMSS-corrected MEG, the shape of the pdf is
preserved. However, PLS narrows the distribution curve
of MEG but further enhances the differences between

effects of the background colored-noise (Suppl. Fig. S2MEG and EEG. Therefore, median and lower/upper

it is certainly more relevant to the type of signals analyzedjuartiles will have different value than that of EEG.

here. The results of NMSS and WF are almost identical

and confirm one another (see Figlite 4E, as well as Suppl.
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A. Mean and standard deviation normal distribution as is assumed in ANOVA).
EEG MEG (awake) NMSS KruskalWallis uses analysis of variance on the ranks of
All -1.33+0.19 -1.24£0.26 -1.06+0.29
FRROI | -1.36-025 -097-010  -0.76- 0.09 the data values, not the data values themselves and
VXROI | -1.214+0.13 -1.36-0.10  -1.144+0.11 therefore is an appropriate test for comparison of the
PTROI | -1.36+£0.12 -1.30+0.29  -1.164+0.32 homogeneity of pattern between ROIs of two image as
B. Pearson correlation well as their statistical median. As shown in Table 1D, all

Al 52(93 vs. MEG OE?E)? vs. Corrected MEG (NMSS) 5 yalues were significant emphasizing the difference

FRROI | 041 0.32 between the spatial aspegt of the spectra_l nature of MEG
VXROI | -0.17 -0.15 and EEG. Note that the difference of scaling exponent of
PTROI | 0.35 0.38 EEG and MEG was also confirmed by nonlinear spatial
C. Kendall Rank Corr kendall correlation analysis, independently of the ROIs
EEG vs. MEG EEG vs Corrected MEG (NMSS) classification (not shown)
Al 0.21 0.24 '
FRROI | 0.29 0.21
VXROI | -0.03 -0.04
PTROI | 0.23 0.26
D. KruskalWallis i i i -to-noi i
pvalue Chi-square  df Error 4.5 Relation of scaling exponent to signal-to-noise ratio
All <10® 15316 34838
All noise-corrected | <107 8.03 16 34838 _ _ _
FR ROI <1015 33016 5008 Noise correction does not affect all the sensors in a same
FR ROI noise-corrected < 1071 3.72 16 5008 fashion. As presented in Suppl. Fig. S3, the simple linear
VX ROI < 10712 172 12 5452 spectral subtraction (LMSS) may lead to an increment or
VX ROI noise-corrected) <10~ *  0.231 5452 decrement of the scaling exponent. In any case, the
PT ROI <10 0.2116 13010 . hi hi hod is minimal. This i
PT ROI noise-corrected. < 10-15  1.18 16 13010 correction achieved by this method is minimal. This is due

- : to the fact that LMSS ignores the complex non-linear
Table 1 ROI statistical comparison. A. mean and std L .

frequency scale exponent for all regions and individual .ROI patterns of the SNR in different channels (Suppl. Fig. S2).
B. numerical values of linear Pearson correlation. C. ramsed \We show that for all subjects, as the frequency goes up,
) Coresa G e oyt iy SR 9063 dour. It s alo noticable tat n each
' ; A . . defined frequency band, i.e. 0-10 Hz (Slow, Delta and

NMSS. The full table is provided in Supplementary inforroati Theta), 11-30 Hz (Beta), 30-80 Hz (Gamma), 80-200 Hz
(Fast oscillation), 200-500 Hz (Ultra-fast oscillation),
there is an observable sensor-to-sensor SNR variability.

Correlation values (Table 1B-C) show that, although VXThjs variability is at its maximum in the band with the
ROI has the closest similarity in terms of its Ce”tralhighest SNR (i.e. 1-10 Hz). All together, the non-linear
tendency and probability distribution, it provides the nature of MEG SNR shows that a linear spectral
lowest correlation in a pairwise fashion. P-values (forgpiraction could behave non-optimally, leading to
testing the hypothesis of no correlation against theninimal correction. This also conveys that the optimal
alternative that there is a nonzero correlation) forspectral correction can be achieved only by non-linear
Pearson’s correlation were calculated using a Student§,ethods that explicitly take into account the SNR
t-distribution for a transformation of the correlation and;ntormation of the data. Therefore the correction achieved
they were all significant (less than 1% for a = 0.05). by NMSS and WF have higher validity, in agreement with
Similarly, a non-parametric statistic Kendall tau rankine fact that both methods yield similar results in terms of

correlation was used to measure the degre_e %alues and spatial distribution (FIg. 4E, Hig. 4F).
correspondence between two rankings and assessing the

significance of this correspondence between MEG and Discussion

EEG in the selected ROIs (Table 1C). P-values for

Kendall's tau and Spearman’s rho calculate using the

exact permutation distributions were all significant (lessin this paper, we have used a combination of theoretical
than 101 for a = 0.05). Kendall tau shows that the rank and experimental analyses to investigate the spectral
correlation for all areas considered together as well as fastructure of EEG and MEG signals. In the first part of the
PT, show a lesser correlation than that is shown byaper, we presented a theoretical investigation showing
Pearson linear correlation. Furthermore, we carried out #hat if the extracellular medium is purely resistive, the
Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric version of one-way equations of the frequency dependence of electric field
analysis of variance. We used this test to avoid bias irand magnetic induction take a simple form, because the
ANOVA (KruskalWallis assumes that the measurementadmittance tensor does not depend on spatial coordinates.
come from a continuous distribution, but not necessarily ahus, the macroscopic magnetic induction does not
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depend on the electric field outside the neuronal source¢see Fig[#A). The same pattern was observed in all four
but only depends on currents inside neurons. In this caseatients.
the frequency scaling of the PSD should be the same for
EEG and MEG signals. This conclusion is only valid in This approach differs from previous studies in two
the linear regime, and for low frequencies. aspects. First, in contrast to prior studies (such as Naeviko
et al.,, 1997; Linkenkaer-Hansen et al., 2001), we
An assumption behind this formalism is that the spatialcalculated the frequency scaling of all the sensors and did
and frequency dependence of the current density factorizeot confine our analysis to a specific region. Second,
(Eq.[19). We have shown in the appendices that this isinlike other investigators (such as Hwa and Ferree,
equivalent to consider the different current sources ag002a,b), we did not limit our evaluations to either EEG
independent. Thus, the formalism will best apply to state®r MEG alone, but rather analyzed the scaling of both
where the activity of synapses is intense and of very lowtype of signals simultaneously. Such a strategy enables us
correlation. This is the case for desynchronized-EEGo provide an extended spatial analysis of the frequency
states or more generally “high-conductance states”, irscaling. It also provides a chance to compare the scaling
which the activity of neurons is intense, of low properties of these signals in relation to their physical
correlation, and the neuronal membrane is dominated bgifferences.
synaptic conductances (Destexhe et al., 2003). In such
conditions, the dendrites are bombarded by intens€or the MEG recordings, the frequency scaling at low
synaptic inputs which are essentially uncorrelated, anérequencies was significantly lower compared to the EEG
one can consider the current sources as independefsee Fig[B). This difference in frequency scaling was also
(Bedard et al., 2010). In the present paper, we analyzedccompanied by spatial variability patterns (see Elg. 4)
EEG and MEG recordings in such desynchronized stateshowing three distinct regions: 1) a frontal area where the
where this formalism best applies. exponents had their highest values in the case of MEG; 2)
a central area where the values of exponents of EEG and
Note that the above reasoning neglects the possible effeMEG get closer to each other and 3) a parietotemporal
of abrupt variations of impedances between differenhorseshoe region showing the lowest exponents for MEG
media (e.g., between dura matter and cerebrospinal fluidyvith bimodal characteristics (Fif] 5). In some cases, the
However, there is evidence that this may not be influentialscaling of the uncorrected and corrected MEG signal was
First, our previous modeling work (Bedard et al., 2004)also close to 1f, as reported previously (Novikov et al.,
showed that abrupt variations of impedance have d997). In the frontal area (FR mask), the scaling exponent
negligible effect on low frequencies, suggesting that evef the EEG was generally larger. At Vertex (VX mask),
in the presence of such abrupt variations should not play BEG and MEG had similar values and at the
role at low frequencies. Second, in the frequency rang®@arietotemporal region (PT mask), MEG showed a
considered here, the skull and the skin are very close to deimodal property with a much broader range of scaling
resistive at low frequencies (Gabriel et al., 1996b), ss it i exponent in comparison to EEG (see [Eih. 4). Note that to
very unlikely that they play a role in the frequency scalingavoid the effect of spurious peaks, Novikov et al. used the
in EEG and MEG power spectra even at high frequenciesspectrum of signal differences and argued for the
existence of a local similarity regime in brain activity.
In the second part of the paper, we have analyzedhis approach fundamentally changes the spectral
simultaneous EEG and MEG signals recorded in fouicharacteristics of Magnetometers (which measure the
healthy human subjects while awake and eyes open (withbsolute magnitude of the magnetic induction) into a
desynchronized EEG). Because of the large number aheasure that only for the neighboring sensors
channels involved, we used an automatic procedur@pproximates the behavior of the gradiometers (which
(B-splines analysis) to calculate the frequency scalirgg. Ameasures the gradient of the magnetic induction). So it is
found in previous studies (Pritchard, 1992; Freeman et alpot clear how to relate their values to the ones obtained
2000; Bédard et al., 2006a), we confirm here that the EEGere.
displays frequency scaling close to/fl at low
frequenciﬂ However, this 1f scaling was most typical To make sure that the differences of frequency scaling
of the midline channels, while temporal and frontal leadsbetween EEG and MEG were not due to environmental or
tended to scale with slightly larger exponents, up f6%1  instrumental noise, we have used five different methods to
remove the effect of noise. These methods are based on
® Note that to compare scaling exponents between studies orgifferent assumptions about the nature and effect of the
S"T‘C‘;Titn?kgo':‘g;:r‘fp‘ig”itn”l‘;i’géra‘i ?é‘ff?g‘;ﬂ‘;goé‘éf’g?ergséfﬁif noise. A first possibility is to correct for the noise induced
' , y by the MEG sensors. It is known that the SQUID

leads are scaling ag (A+ f) and 3/(B+ f), the difference will have ) ) <
regions scaling as/f?. detectors used in MEG recordings are very sensitive to
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environmental noise and they can producéf Inoise  frontal, which somehow correlate with the FR and VX
(Hamalainen et al., 1993). Under this assumption, part oregions identified in our analysis. Similarly, a study by
the scaling of the MEG could be due to “filtering” by the Buiatti et al. (2007) using DFA provided evidence for
sensors themselves, which justifies a simple subtraction dbpographical differences in scaling exponents of EEG
scaling exponents to remove the effects of this filteringrecordings. They report that scaling exponents were
Note that such empty-room recordings were not possiblaomogeneous over the posterior half of the scalp and
for the EEG, although the noise from the recording setufppecame more pronounced toward the frontal areas. In
could be estimated (see Miller et al., 2009 for example)contrast to Linkenkaer-Hansen et al. (2004) (where
Because in some cases both MEG and emptyroom signagswvelope of alpha oscillations was used for DFA
have similar scaling, a simple correction by subtractingestimation), this study uses the raw signal in its DFA
the exponents would almost entirely abolish the frequencgnalysis and yields values closer to those reported here.
scaling while in other cases it may even revert the sign of
the scaling exponent (see Fig. 4H , Suppl. Fig. S3). Both uncorrected signals and empty-room correction
show that there is a fundamentally different frequency
However, if noise is not due to the sensors but is ofscaling between EEG and MEG signals, with neaf-1
additive uncorrelated nature, then another method foscaling in EEG, while MEG shows a wider range at low
noise correction must be used. For this reason, we haveequencies. Although it is possible that non-neuronal
used a second class of well-established methodsources affect the lower end{Hz) of the evaluated
consisting of spectral subtraction (Boll et al. 1979; Sim etfrequency domain (Moipio et al., 2003), the solution to
al., 1998). Using three of such methods (LMSS, NMSSavoid these possible effects remain limited to invasive
and WF) changed the scaling exponent, withoutmethods such as inserting the electrode into the scalp
fundamentally changing its spatial pattern (Hig. 4D-F).(Ferree et al., 2001) or using intracranial EEG recordings
The largest correction was obtained by non-linearsimilar to Miller et al., 2009). This approach would
methods which take into account the SNR information inrender wide range spatial recording as well as
the MEG signal. We also applied another class of methodimultaneous invasive EEG and MEG recordings
which uses the collective characteristics of all frequesci technically demanding or impractical. However, if
in noise correction (PLS). Similar to exponent subtractiontechnically feasible, such methods could provide a way to
this method nearly abolished all the scaling of the MEGbypass non-neuronal effects at very low frequency. It
(Fig.[4G). In conclusion, although different methods forcould also provide a chance to evaluate the effects of
noise subtraction give rise to different predictions abouspatial correlation on spectral structure at a multiscale
frequency scaling, all of the used methods enhanced tHevel.
difference between EEG and MEG scaling. Thus, we
conclude that the difference of EEG and MEG scalingThe power spectral structure we observe here is consistent
cannot be attributed to noise, but is significant, thereforavith a scenario proposed previously (Bédard et al.,
reinforcing the conclusion that the medium must be2006a): the 1f structure of the EEG and LFP signals is
non-resistive. essentially due to a frequency-filtering effect of the slgna
through extracellular space; this type of scaling can be
An alternative method to investigate this is the “Detrendedexplained by ionic diffusion and its associated Warburg
Fluctuation Analysis” (DFA; see Kantelhardt et al., 2001;impedancﬁ (see Bédard and Destexhe, 2009). It is also
Linkenkaer-Hansen et al.,, 2001; Hwa and Ferreeconsistent with the matching of LFPs with multi-unit
2002a,b). Like many nonlinear approaches, DFA resultextracellular recordings, which can be reconciled only
are very vulnerable to the selection of certain parameters&ssuming a Af filter (Bédard et al., 2006a). Finally, it is
Different filters severely affect the scaling properties ofalso consistent with the recent evidence from the transfer
the electromagnetic signals to different extents, andunction calculated from intracellular and LFP recordings
therefore the parameters estimated through the DFAvhich also showed that the extracellular medium is well
analysis could be false or lead to distorted interpretationdescribed by a Warburg impedance (Bédard et al., 2010,
of real phenomena (Valencia et al., 2008), and thessubmitted to this issue). If this non-resistive aspect of
effects are especially prominent for lower frequenciesextracellular media is confirmed, it may influence the
which are precisely our focus of investigation here. Onaesults of models of source localization, which may need
of the fields for which DFA can provide robust results isto be reformulated by including more realistic
to analyze surrogate data with known characteristicsextracellularimpedances.
Although the use of DFA to evaluate the scaling

exponents of EEG was vigorously criticized (Valencia et lonic diffusion can create an impedance known as the “Warbur

al., 2008), a previous analysis (Hwa and Ferree, 2002a,f}pedance”, which scales aglw, giving 1/ f scaling in the power
reported two different regions, a central and a morespectra (Taylor and Gileadi, 1995; Diard et al., 1999).
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In conclusion, the present theoretical and experimentat we consider the differential expressions for the magnieiduction

analysis suggests that the scaling of EEG and MEGEAL20) and electric potential (Eig.J21), one can see thdteheiency
signals cannot be reconciled using a resistive extraggllul dPendence of the ratio of their modulus is completely deitesd

by the frequency dependence of the ratio of current derj§itsnd

medium. The 1f structure of EEG with smaller scaling jt. In Appendix D, we show that this ratio is quasi-independsafnt

. . . L. f
exponents for MEG is consistent with non-resistivefrequency for a resistive medium, for low frequencies ($emahat
extracellular impedances, such as capacitive media 0¢10 Hz), and if the current sources are of very low correlation

diffusion  (Warburg) impedances. Including such
impedances in the formalism is non trivial because thes
impedances are strongly frequency dependent. Th
Poisson integral (the solution of Poisson’'s law
0-D = —0-¢e0V = p) would not apply anymore (see

éhus, magnetic induction and electric potential can be weejl
aepproximated by:

N
Vi(r) =N <V >:N<|§16V]1 >

. (22)
Bédard et al., 2004; Bédard and Destexhe, 2009). Work ig (r) =N < B >=N < ; 5B >
under way to generalize the formalism and include I=1
frequency-dependentimpedances. for sufficiently small differential dendritic elements (I large).

Finally, it is arguable that the scaling could also beBecause the functions of spatial and frequency are statiksti
influenced by the cancellation and the extent of spatiaidependent, we can write the following expressions forsipeare
. . S . . ._modulus of the fields (see E§s]20 21):

averaging of microscopic signals, which are different in

EEG and MEG (for more details on cancellation see

Ahlfors et al., 2010; for details on spatial sensitivity
: ; ; N

profile see Cuffin and Cohen, 1979). Such a possible TOlﬂBf(r)H? = N2| < 3 BI(NGM() > |2 = |W(r)|2IG(F)[2

of the complex geometrical arrangement of underlying i=1

current sources shoql_d be |nve§tlgated by 3D models,ere G(f) =< G"(f) >, VI(r) =< V'(r) > and W(r) =<

which could test specific assumptlons about th? geomgtryl (r) > . Thus, the scaling of the PSDs of the electric potential and

of the current sources and dipoles, and their possiblenagnetic induction must be the same for low frequencies llsma

effect on frequency Sca”ng_ Such a scenario Constitutet@anfvlo Hz) if the medium is resistive and when the current sources

another possible extension of the present study. have very low correlation.

MOP = N2 < 3VOBN(T) > 2 = VPG

(23)

B Differential expression for the magnetic induction

Appendix According to Maxwell equations, the magnetic inductioniieg by:
o [0 xR

A Frequency dependence of electric field and magnetic Bi(r)= ET/// Ir —r']| av (24)

induction head

wheredV = dx1dx2dx3 and

To compare the frequency dependence of magnetic inductidn a , 1 r—r’
electric field, we evaluate them in a dendritic cable, exgeds O (Hf—r/\l): r—r'3
differentially. For a differential element of dendrite, #ourier

space, the current produced by a magnetic field (Ampeéréacep for a perfectly resistive medium.

law) is given by the following expression (see Appendix B):

I - We now show that this expression is equivalent to Amperddcp
3By (r) = E"Tjﬁ(r/) T 3% (20)  law.

H H / _ / /
when the extracellular medium is resistive. Note that there® of FtomA tr;e 'ﬁ’egt'tyF e (@A) = g( x A) + g x A, where
magnetic induction is essentially given by the componenffof U = &gy +8& 5y + &5y, we can write:
along the axial directionj@) within each differential element of P
. : . r 1
dendrite because the perpendicular (membrane) currerg doe Bi(r) = %?[///[D’x( I ) H PPy % O JdV (25)
head

participate to producing the magnetic induction if we assuan [Ir —r']| 4an ' lIr —r']]
cylindrical symmetry.
) ) . o Moreover, we also have the following identity
For the electric potential, we have the following differaht
expression for a resistive medium (see Appendix C): j?(r/) j?(r/)
///I]’x(—,)d\/:—//—,xﬁds (26)
100 1 ) /A sl "

3V (r) (1)

~anyr=r] Ay Jr=7]
whereris a unitary vector perpendicular to the integration swfac

where ' is the transmembrane current per unit of surface. and going outwards from that surface. Extending the volurtegial
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outside the head, the surface integral is certainly zerauss the
current is zero outside of the head. It follows that:

4n///“(

wheredV = dx1dx2dx3 because

1
0(
Ir=r']

e
rrol\/

B 27)

r—r’

T

Eq.[27 is called the Ampére-Laplace law (see Eq. 13 in Haimén
et al.,, 1993). It is important to note that this expression tfee
magnetic induction is not valid when the medium is not resst

Finally, from the last expression, the magnetic induction &
differential element of dendrite can be written as:
r—r’

Ho.p, s
a0 e

ar &Y

0Bt (r) = (28)

C Differential expression of the electric field and
electric potential

In this appendix, we derive the differential expressiontfar electric

field. Starting from EqLZI0, we obtain the solution for thectie

potential:

VO =~z (]|
2 Any;

a- jf(l’

29
e ¢ (9)

It follows that the electric field produced by the ensemblemirces
can be expressed as:

“ =7 /// rrlns

such that every differential element of dendrite produces t
following electric field:
r—r

0380
amys =P

E+(r) dv (30)

!

OE¢(r) = oV (31)

The transmembrane curredt;- obeysdl{ = iwps(r')dV because
we are in a quasi-stationary regime in a differential deiwelement.
Taking into account the differential law of charge consgorall-
jt(r') = —iwps(r'), we have:

Sly(r) r—r' () r—rf
anyg r=r'|® Ay r—r'|®

where jT" is the density of transmembrane current per unit surface
and 083 is the surface area of a differential dendritic elementsThi
approximation is certainly valid for frequencies lowerdHe000 Hz
because the MaxweII—Wagner time (see Bedard et al., 200abeo
cytoplasm ¢34’ = /0 ~ 10719 s) is much smaller than the typical
membrane time constant of a neurap ¢~ 5—20m3.

OE¢(r) = oS (32)

Finally the contribution of a differential element of deitdrto the
electric potential at positionis given by

6|L ! Hul
1 F(r') 1 Jf(r)éS’

V) = Ty o=~ s r 7]

33)

We note that the expressions for the electric field and piatlent
produced by each differential element of dendrite have Hraes

frequency dependence because it is directly proportum%ttfor
the two expressions. Also note that if the medium is regstikien

ys = y and the frequency dependence of the electric field and
potential are solely determined by that of the transmengcamrent

I

D Frequency dependence of the ratig} (x)/j(x).

For each differential element of dendrite, we consider taaedard
cable model, in which the impedance of the medium is usually
neglected (it is usually considered negligible comparedthe
membrane impedance). In this case, we have:

. vmo
"= #Jrlwcmv{“
. (34)
G evp o qavp
Iy = ax = Th ox

where V{7, j'f i, cm, rm et r; are respectively the membrane
potential, the current density in the axial direction, the
transmembrane current density, the specific capacitéhoe?), the
specific membrane resistanc@.(?) and the cytoplasm resistivity
(Q.m).

It follows that
oo

'm 7] m
) ax Vi

ri(14icwtm) " ox (35)

(]

wherety = rmCm.

Underin vivo-like conditions, the activity of neurons is intense and
of very low correlation. This is the case for desynchroniEgG

states, such as awake eyes-open conditions, where théyactiv
neurons is characterized by very low levels of correlatidrere is
also evidence that in such conditions, neurons are
“high-conductance states” (Destexhe et al., 2003), in kHite

synaptic activity dominates the conductance of the mengbeard
primes over intrinsic currents. In such conditions, we casueme
that the synaptic current sources are essentially unebedtland
dominant, such that the deterministic link between curemitrces
will be small and can be neglected (see Bedard et al., 20L@hér
assuming that the electric properties of extracellular iomadare
homogeneous, then each differential element of dendrite k=
considered as independent and the voltaggsave similar power
spectra.

In such conditions, we have:

Vi'(x) = FM(x)G"(f) (36)

Note that this expression implies that we have in generakémh
differential element of dendrite:
7 Fm(x)(HH2m)GM(f)
(37)

1 0Fm
N

i (x) = —E2ZEM(f) = Fi(x)G™(f)

according to Ed_34.
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It follows that 7. Bédard, C., Kroger, H., Destexhe, A. (2006b) Model of
it (x) - 9 9 low-pass filtering of local field potentials in brain
)~ nrieny  ax MO~ T8 G InEeD] - (38) tissue Phys. Rev. £3; 051911.

8. Bédard, C. and Destexhe, A. (2009) Macroscopic
models of local field potentials and the apparent 1

Thus, for frequencies smaller thari(tty) (about 10 to 30 Hz for noise in brain activityBiophys. J96: 2589-2603.
T 0f 5-20 ms), the rati(%% will be frequency independent, and for 9. Bédard, C., Rodrigues, S., Roy, N., Contreras, D. and
each differential element of dendrite, we have: Destexhe, A. (2010) Evidence for
im(x) = FM(x)G™(f) frequency—dependept extracellular impedance from
{ i'(x) = Fi(x)GM(f) (39) the transfer function between extracellular and
intracellular potentials]. Computational Neurosgiin

for frequencies smaller than10 Hz. press.

10. Bell A.J. and Sejnowski T.J. (1995) An information
maximisation approach to blind separation and blind
deconvolutionNeural Computatior?: 1129-1159.

We thank Philip Louizo for comments on spectral 11. Berouti M, Schwartz R and Makhoul J. ,(1979)
subtraction methods and Hervé Abdi for comments on Enhancement of speech corrupted by acoustic noise.

Partial least square methods. Research supported by the ProC: ICASSP 197208-211.

Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (CNRS12- Boll S.F. (1979) Suppression of acoustic noise in
speech using spectral subtractiohEEE Trans.

France), Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR, : )

France), the Future and Emerging Technologies program ACOUstic, Speech and Signal Processaigl113-120.
(FET, European Union: FACETS project) and the 13. Boubakir C., Berkani D. and Grenez F. (2007) A
National Institutes of Health (NIH grants NS18741, [requency-dependent speech enhancement method.

EB009282 and NS44623). N.D. is supported by a Mobile Communicatiod: 97-100.
14. Buiatti M, Papo D, Baudonniere PM and van

fellowship from Ecole de Neurosciences de Paris (ENP). .
Additional information is available at Vreeswijk C. (2007) Feedbag:k modu!ates thg t.em_poral
Rttp://cns. 1af. cors—gif f7 scale—freg dyn:_;lmlcs of braln.electrlcal activity in a
hypothesis testing taskleurosciencd 46 1400-1412.
15. Buzsadki G and Draguhn A. (2004) Neuronal
oscillations in cortical networks.Science 304
References 1926-1929.
16. Cuffin BN and Cohen D. (1979) Comparison of the
1. Abd El-Fattah MA, Dessouky MI, Diab SM and Abd  magnetoencephalogram and electroencephalogram.
El-samie FE. (2008) Speech enhancement using an EEG Clin. Neurophysiobf 47: 132-146.

adaptive ~ Wiener filtering  approach. Prog. 17, de Boor, C. (20017 Practical Guide to Splines

Acknowledgments

Electromagnetics Red: 167-184. o Springer-Verlag, New York, revised edition, 2001.
2. Abdi, H., and Wiliams, LJ. (2010)Principal  18. Delorme, A. and Makeig, S. (2004) EEGLAB: an
component analysiViley, New York. open source toolbox for analysis of single-trial EEG

3. Abdi, H. (2010) Partial least square regression, dynamics including independent component analysis.
projection on latent  structure regression,  J. Neurosci. Method$34 9-21.

PLS-Regression. Computational = Statisticsbf 2: 19, Destexhe, A., Rudolph, M. and Paré, D. (2003) The
97-106. high-conductance state of neocortical neuriongivo.

4. Ahlfors SP, Han J, Lin FH, Witzel T, Belliveau JW, Nature Reviews Neurosd: 739-751.

Hamalainen MS and Halgren E. (2010) Cancellation20. Diard, J-P., Le Gorrec, B. and Montella, C. (1999)
of EEG and MEG signals generated by extended and  |inear diffusion impedance. General expression and
distributed sources.Hum. Brain Mapping 31 applications. J. Electroanalytical Chem.. 471
140-149. 126-131.

5. Bédard, C., Kroger, H. and Destexhe, A. (2004)21. Eilers, P.H.C. and Marx, B.D. (1996) Flexible
Modeling extracellular field potentials and the  smoothing with B-splines and penaltieStatistical
frequency-filtering properties of extracellular space. Sciencell 89121.

Biophys. J86: 1829-1842. 22. Ferree TC, Luu P, Russell GS and Tucker DM. (2001)

6. Bédard, C., Kroger, H. and Destexhe, A. (2006a) Does  Scalp electrode impedance, infection risk, and EEG

the 1/f frequency-scaling of brain signals reflect self-  data qualityClin. Neurophysiol112: 536-544.
organized critical statesPhysical Review Lette!87:

118102.


http://cns.iaf.cnrs-gif.fr

16

23. Foster, KR. and Schwan, HP. (1989) Dielectric39. Logothetis, N.K., Kayser, C. and Oeltermann, A.
properties of tissues and biological materials: a critical  (2007) In vivo measurement of cortical impedance
review. Crit. Reviews Biomed. Engineerind7: spectrum in monkeys: Implications for signal
25-104. propagationNeuron55: 809-823.

24. Freeman WJ, Rogers LJ, Holmes MD and Silbergeld0. Loizou, PC. (20073peech Enhancement: Theory and
DL. (2000) Spatial spectral analysis of human  Practice CRC Press, Boca Raton: FL.
electrocorticograms including the alpha and gammall. Magee L. (1998) Nonlocal behavior in polynomical
bandsJ. Neurosci. Method85: 111-121. regressionThe American Statisticab2: 20-22.

25. Gabriel, S., Lau, R.W. and Gabriel, C. (1996a) The42. Miller KJ, Sorensen LB, Ojemann JG, and den Nijs M.
dielectric properties of biological tissues : I. Literagur (2009) Power-law scaling in the brain surface electric

survey.Phys. Med. Biol.41: 2231-2249. potential. PLoS Comput Biols: e1000609.

26. Gabriel, S., Lau, R.W. and Gabriel, C. (1996b) The43. Nenonen, J., Kajola, M., Simola, J. and Ahonen, A.
dielectric properties of biological tissues : |l. (2004) Total information of multichannel MEG sensor
Measurements in the frequency range 10 Hz to 20 arrays. In: Proceedings of the 14th International
GHz.Phys. Med. Biol.41: 2251-2269. Conference on Biomagnetism (Biomag2Q0ddited

27. Gabriel, S., Lau, R.W. and Gabriel, C. (1996c) The by Halgren, E., Ahlfors, A., Hamalainen, M. and
dielectric properties of biological tissues : Il Cohen, D., Boston, MA, pp. 630631.

Parametric models for the dielectric spectrum tissues44. Novikov, E., Novikov, A., Shannahoff-Khalsa, D.,
Phys. Med. Biol.41: 2271-2293. Schwartz, B. and Wright, J. (1997) Scale-similar

28. Garthwaite P. (1994) An interpretation of partial least  activity in the brainPhys. Rev. B6: R2387-R2389.
squaresJ. Am. Stat. Asso89: 122-127. 45. Nunez, P.L. and Srinivasan, R. (20@¢ctric Fields

29. Gulrajani, R.M. (1998) Bioelectricity and of the Brain. The Neurophysics of EE@nd edition).
BiomagnetismWiley, New York. Oxford university press, Oxford, UK.

30. Hamalainen, M., Hari, R., llmoniemi, R.J., Knuutila 46. Plonsey, R. (196Bioelectric PhenomenavicGraw
J. and Lounasmaa, Oo.V. (1993) Hill, New York.

Magnetoencephalography — theory, instrumentation47. Pritchard, W.S. (1992) The brain in fractal time:
and applications to noninvasive studies of the working  1/f-like power spectrum scaling of the human

human brainReviews Modern Physi&b: 413-497. electroencephalograrimt. J. Neurosci66: 119-129.

31. Hwa RC and Ferree TC (2002a). Scaling properties 048. Rall, W. and Shepherd, G.M. (1968) Theoretical
fluctuations in the human electroencephalogrhys reconstruction of field potentials and dendrodendritic
Rev E66: 021901. synaptic interactions in  olfactory bulb. J.

32. Hwa RC and Ferree TC (2002b). Fluctuation analysis Neurophysiol31: 884-915.
of human electroencephalogram. Nonlinear 49. Ramirez RR. (2008) Source localization.
Phenomena in Complex Systein802-307. Scholarpedia&3 1733.
33. Kamath, S. and Loizou, P. (2002). A multi-band50. Ranck, J.B., Jr. (1963) Specific impedance of rabbit
spectral subtraction method for enhancing speech cerebral cortexexp. Neurol.7: 144-152.
corrupted by colored noisé2roceedings of ICASSP 51. Royston P and Altman D. (1994) Regression using
2002 4160-4164. fractional polynomials of continuous covariates:
34. Kantelhardt J, Koscielny-Bunde E, Rego H, Havlin S parsimonious  parametric = modelling. Applied
and Bunde A. (2001) Detecting long-range correlations  Statisticiand3: 429-467.
with detrended fluctuation analysiBhys A295 441- 52. Sarvas, L. (1987) Basic mathematical and
454, electromagnetic concepts of the biomagnetic inverse
35. Katkovnik,V., Egiazarian, K. and Astola, J. (2006) problem.Phys. Med. Biol32: 11-22.
Local approximation in signal and image processing53. Sim BL, Tong YC, Chang JC and Tan CT. (1998). A

SPIE Press. Parametric formulation of the generalized spectral

36. Landau L and Lifchitz E. (1984glectrodynamics of subtraction methodlEEE Trans. Speech and Audio
Continuous MedigMIR Editions, Moskow. Processings: 328-337.

37. Lim, J.S. and Oppenheim, A.V. (1979) Enhancemenb4. Taylor, S.R. and Gileadi, E. (1995) The physical
and band width compression of noisy spedetoc. of interpretation of the Warburg impedand@orrosion
the IEEE67: 1586-1604. 51: 664-671.

38. Linkenkaer-Hansen K, Nikouline VV, Palva JM, and 55. Valencia M, Artieda J, Alegre M, and Maza D. (2008)
llImoniemi RJ. (2001) Long-range temporal Influence of filters in the detrended fluctuation

correlations and scaling behavior in human brain analysis of digital electroencephalographic dala.
oscillations.J. Neurosci21: 1370-1377. Neurosci. Method&70: 310-316.



17

56. Woipio J, Tallgren P, Heinonen E, Vanhatalo S, andspectrum (original signal) and noise magnitude spectrum
Kaila K. (1989) Millivolt-scale DC shifts in the estimate (“noise”), respectiveli.is the frequency index,
human scalp EEG: evidence for a nonneuronalvhile ax and by are linear coefficient parameters of the

generatorJ. Neurophysiol89: 2208-2214. summation. Spectral subtraction methods fall into three
57. Wolters, C and de Munck JC. (2007) Volume main categories (Sim et al., 1998). The simplest of all, a
conductionScholarpedi&: 1738. linear method wherey = by = 1, a=2, following Boll et

al. (1979) was used here. This linear multiband spectral
subtraction (LMSS) method is well-established for noise
) subtraction (see Loizou, 2007 for a comparative study of
Supplementary material noise subtraction methods).

An improved method, witla, = 1 andby = v, where "v" is
Supplementary methods the oversubtraction factor. This method uses
oversubtraction and introduces a spectral flooring to
C[ninimize residual noise and musical noise (Berouti et al.,
1979). A second category of spectral subtraction is based
on ay = by = f(k). Third and the most robust methods are
based on a non-linear multiband subtraction (NMSS)
wherea, = 1 andby = v(k); i.e., the oversubtraction factor
is adjusted based on a specfic band’s SNR. These methods
proposed by (Kamath and Loizou, 2002; Loizou, 2007)

Two of the used methods for noise-correction are base@l® Suitable for dealing with colored noise (Boubakir et
on band-specific signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) in order todl 2007; Sim et al., 1998), a case similar to MEG
cancel the effects of background colored-noise in théecordings. The —spectrum is divided into N
spectra of interest. In each subject, average PSD was usB@n-overlapping bands, and spectral subtraction is
to calculate signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). For SNRPerformed independently in each band. The gs. 41 is
calculation, few frequency bands were defined based ofiMPly reduced to:

the categorization in Buzsaki & Draguhn (2004): 0-10 Hz — 2 —
(Slow, Delta and Theta), 11-30 Hz (Beta), 30-80 Hz!S(KI"=i(K)|"—aia|Di(k)[",bi <k<4e (42)
(Gamma), 80-200 Hz (Fast oscillation), 200-500 Hz
(Ultra-fast oscillation). SNR was calculated as:

We give details below to some of the methods an
guantities used in the Results.

SNR

whereb; and g are the beginning and ending frequency
bins of the ith frequency bandg; is the overall
PSDsignaj; oversubtraction factor of the ith band adds a tweaking
¥ 10+10910(55pno1sg, ) o . :
' (40) factor. The band specific oversubtraction factgris a
n function of the segment&NR of the ith frequency band.
for a given band "b” and sensor "i", 'n” is the frequency After calculating bandspecific SNR (E@s] 40), we used the
resolution of that band. This method was applied omproduct of lower 10 percent of crosssubject average SNR
individual average PSD as well as shape preserving splinend standard deviation oBNR to estimate thea; &
of each average PSD where each PSD was fist smoothedbtraction coefficient. Next, simply by multiplying the
in logl0 scale using a shape preserving spline, i.enoise PSD by this coefficient and subtracting it from the
Piecewise Cubic Hermite Interpolating Polynomial measured PSD, the enhanced PSD was achieved.
(PCHIP).

SNRi =

Wiener filter (WF) spectral enhancement
Multiband spectral subtraction

. - _ _ The principle of the Wiener filter is to obtain an estimate
Assuming the additive noise to be stationary andof the clean signal from that of the noisy measurement
uncorrelated with the clean signal, nearly most spectrahrough minimizing the Mean Square Error (MSE)
subtraction methods can be formulated using a parametrigetween the desired and the measured signal (Lim et al.,

equation: 1979; Abd El-Fattah et al., 2008). In the frequency
— u — domain, this relation is formulated as filtering transfer
[S(K)|* = aY (k)|” — by[D(K)| (41) " function:

where |S, [Y«| and |Dy| refer to enhanced magnitude Py(k)

spectrum estimate (corrected signal), the noisy magnitu (k) = Ps(K) + P(K) (43)
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where, as beforé(k) andP,(k) refer to enhanced power A. Mean and standard deviation
spectrum estimate and noise power spectrum estimate EEG MEG (awake) MEG(empty) LMSS

respectively for a signal frame andis the frequency FRROI | -1.36-025 -097+0.10 0.97+ 0.06 -0.96+-0.11
index. Based on the definition of SNR as, the ratio of vXROI | -1.21+0.13 -1.36+ 0.10 -1.10-0.09  -1.36+0.10

All -1.33+£0.19 -1.24+0.26 -1.04+£0.13  -1.24+-0.28

these two elements, one can formulate the WF as: PTROI | -1.36+0.12 -1.304+0.29 -1.08+ 0.15  -1.31+0.32
1
WHE =[1+-———]1 44 NMSS WF PLS ES
Fic [ SN R(] ( ) All -1.064+0.29 -1.05+0.27 -0.50+0.11 -0.20+0.23

) N _ _ ~ FRROI | -0.7620.09 -0.76+:0.08 -0.40+0.05 -0.00+ 0.09
After calculation of bandspecific WF, the noisy signal is vxRrol | -1.144+0.11 -1.12+0.11 -0.50+0.04 -0.26+ 0.08

simply muliplied by the WF to obtain the enhanced signal. PTROI | -1.16+0.32 -1.14+0.30 -0.54+0.11 -0.2240.26

B. Pearson correlation of EEG vs.

. N . MEG LMSS NMSS WF PLS ES
Partial least square (PLS) approximation of non-noisy  ,, 029 029 0.32 033 037 035

spectrum FRROI | 0.41  0.39 0.32 0.37 0.01 0.17
VXROl | -0.17 -0.10 -0.15 -0.13 0.01 -0.28
PTROI | 0.35 0.34 0.38 0.39 046 0.41
Partial least squares (PLS) regression, combines. kendall Rank Corr of EEG vs.
“Principal component analysis” (PCA) and “Multiple MEG LMSS NMSS WF PLS ES
Iine_ar regressi.on” (Abdi, 2010; Abdi and Williams, 2910). FR ROI 8:5; ggé 8:;‘11' 8;? %_2(?6 8i§
While PCA finds hyperplanes of maximum variance yxRrol | -0.03 0.04 004 -003 007 -0.09
between the response and independent variables, PL*TROI | 0.23  0.23 0.26 0.26 030 0.27
projects the predicted variables and the observablgaple 2 ROI statistical comparison for different noise correction
variables to a new space. Then from this new space, inethods. A. mean and std of frequency scale exponent fagitms
finds a linear regression model for the projected datg@nd individual ROI. B. numerica_l values of linear Pearsomelation.
Next, using this model, PLS finds the multidimensionalc' rank-based Kendall correlation.
direction in the X space that explains the maximum
multidimensional variance direction in the Y space (Abdi,
2010; Garthwaite, 1994). If X is the PSD of nois&
measurement and Y is the PSD of the measured sign
contaminated with background noise, one can use PLS
"clean” one matrix (Y) by predicting Y from X and then”
using the residual of the prediction of Y by X as the
estimate of pure PSD. The patterns of the awake spe@t_rzg
that statistically resembles the patterns of empty®o

MAG GRAD1 GRAD2
. 20

MEG (awake)

z-normalized, the predection of Y from X is an L ” ” Empty-room
approximate of the zscored PSD. Therefore, the reseidy 30 -30
Y, which is taken as the spectral features that can not pe il 1
predicted by noise, also has zscored values. It has too
: b =32 ! . b =32 ‘ . ‘

emphasized that this approach of denoising only works®® v 2 4+ % o 2 4 % o 2 4
the spectral but not the time domain. Figure %7 Frequency spectra of magnetometers and gratisne
Comparison of awake (blue) vs empty-room (red) recordings
between Magnetometers (MAG) and Gradiometers (GRADL1,
GRAD2) in a sample subject. As for the EEG, the MEG signal is
characterized by a peak at around 10 Hz, which is presumalgy d
Supplementary table to residual alpha rhythm (although the subject had eyes)oéis
is also visible from the MEG signals (Figl 1) as well as froreith
PSD (Fig[3 and MAG panel here). The power spectrum from the
Supplementary figures empty-room signals also show a peak at around 10 Hz, but this
peak disappears from the gradiometer empty-room signaige the
10 Hz peak of MEG still persists for gradiometers awake m@icgs.
This suggests that these two 10 Hz peaks are different atsoill
phenomena. All other subjects showed a similar pattern.
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Figure S2: Signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of Magnetometera@yifor
multiple frequency bands: 0-10 Hz (Slow, Delta and Thetd)3Q
Hz (Beta), 30-80 Hz (Gamma), 80-200 Hz (Fast oscillatio®Q-2
500 Hz (Ultra-fast oscillation). In the scatterplots, restrisks relate
to individual sensors and the blue line is the band-speci@am
across the sensors. In boxplots, the box has lines at the tpveetile,
median (red), and upper quartile values. Smallest and bigym-
outlier observations (1.5 times the interquartile rang®)Bre shown
as whiskers. Outliers are data with values beyond the endkeof
whiskers and are displayed with a red + sign. In all subjeitis,
SNR shows a band-specific trend and has the highest valuever |
frequencies and gradually drops down as band frequencyugodss
the frequency drops, the variability of SNR (among sensosgs;
therefore, the SNR of the lowest band (1-10 Hz) shows thedsigh
sensors-to-sensor variability and the highest SNR in coisgra to
other frequency bands.

ES

Awake LMSS NMSS PLS
Figure S3: Noise correction comparison. Every horizontak |
showes a voxel of the topographical maps shown in Hig. 4 dorte
based on the scaling exponent values of awake MEG (leftestrip
Using a continuous color spectrum, these stripes show thratrral
correction is achived by LMSS. As indicated in the text, the
performance of this method is not reliable due to the noaline
nature of SNR (see Suppl. Fig. S2). NMSS yields higher degfee
correction. WF performs almost identical to NMSS (not shdwere).
Exponent subtraction almost abolishes the sacling allthegefar
right stripe). PLS results in values between NMSS and "Exrpbn
subtraction”. For details of each of these correction piaces, see
Methods. LMSS, NMSS and WF rely on additive uncorrelatedirgat
of noise. “Exponent subtraction” assumes that the noisgrisisic to
SQUID. PLS ascertains the characteristics of noise to tHeative
obeserved pattern of spectral domain across all frequen8iee text
for more details.
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