Network resilience in the aging brain

Tao Liu***, Shu Guo**, Hao Liu®, Rui Kang®, Mingyang Bai®, Jiyang Jiang®, Wei
Wen®d, Xing Pan®, Jun Tai¢, Jianxin Lif, Jian Cheng’, Jing Jing?, Zhenzhou Wu",
Haijun Niu®, Haogang Zhu', Zixiao Li', Yongjun Wang', Henry Brodaty®J, Perminder
Sachdev®d, Daging Lib**

“Beijing Advanced Innovation Center for Biomedical Engineering, School of
Biological Science and Medical Engineering, Beihang University, China

bSchool of Reliability and Systems Engineering, Beihang University, China

“Centre for Healthy Brain Ageing (CHeBA), School of Psychiatry, UNSW Sydney
NSW 2052, Australia

dNeuropsychiatric Institute, Prince of Wales Hospital, Sydney, NSW, Australia
‘Department of Otorhinolaryngology, Children’s Hospital, Capital Institute of
Pediatrics, No. 2 Yabao Road, Chaoyang District, 100020 Beijing, China.

fSchool of Computer Science and Engineering, Beihang University, Beijing, China
&Neuroimaging Center of Excellence, China National Clinical Research Center for
Neurological Diseases, Beijing, China

"BioMind Technology AI Center, China National Clinical Research Center for
Neurological Diseases, Beijng, China

Vascular Neurology, Department of Neurology, Beijing TianTan Hospital, Capital
Medical University, China

iDementia Centre for Research Collaboration, School of Psychiatry, UNSW Sydney
NSW 2052, Australia

kCollege of Safety Science and Engineering, Civil Aviation University of China,
Tianjin 300300, China

#co-first authors *Correspondence

Acknowledgements

This research received support from the National Natural Science Foundation of
China (Grant No. 81871434, 71822101 and 61971017), Beijing Natural Science
Foundation (Grant No. Z200016), Public service development and reform pilot
project of Beijing Medical Research Institute (BMR2019-11), National natural
science foundation of China (81970900) and Beijing Social Science Foundation
Project (19GLB033). MAS (The Sydney Memory and Ageing Study) cohort was
supported by National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) Australia
Project Program Grants ID350833, ID568969 and ID1093083. We thank the
participants and their informants for their time and generosity in contributing to this
research. We also acknowledge the MAS research team and professor Shlomo Havlin
in Bar-ilan University for helpful discussion.



Abstract

Degeneration and adaptation are two competing sides of the same coin called
resilience in the progressive processes of brain aging or diseases. Degeneration
accumulates during brain aging and other cerebral activities, causing structural
atrophy and dysfunction. At the same time, adaptation allows brain network
reorganize to compensate for structural loss to maintain cognition function. Although
hidden resilience mechanism is critical and fundamental to uncover the brain aging
law, due to the lack of datasets and appropriate methodology, it remains essentially
unknown how these two processes interact dynamically across brain networks. To
quantitatively investigate this complex process, we analyze aging brains based on 6-
year follow-up multimodal neuroimaging database from 63 persons. We reveal the
critical mechanism of network resilience that various perturbation may cause fast
brain structural atrophy, and then brain can reorganize its functional layout to lower
its operational efficiency, which helps to slow down the structural atrophy and finally
recover its functional efficiency equilibrium. This empirical finding could be
explained by our theoretical model, suggesting one universal resilience dynamical
function. This resilience is achieved in the brain functional network with evolving
percolation and rich-club features. Our findings can help to understand the brain aging
process and design possible mitigation methods to adjust interaction between

degeneration and adaptation from resilience viewpoint.



Introduction

The operation of the brain relies on dynamic adaptation to achieve a trade-off between
wiring cost and effective function (Bullmore and Sporns 2012). Aging poses a
degeneration challenge to this adaptation by structural atrophy and dysfunction, which
makes the brain vulnerable to age-related dysfunction (Fjell et al. 2014). Prior studies
have provided some evidence that the brain compensates for aging-related deficits by
recruiting suboptimal regions or reorganizing new activity patterns (Cabeza et al.
2018; Park and Reuter-Lorenz 2009). These two processes of degeneration and
adaptation are not independent. The wvulnerability to neurofibrillary tangles, a
hallmark of Alzheimer’s disease (AD), the most common age-related
neurodegenerative disease, is significantly higher in limbic areas at the very early
stage (Mesulam 1999). As the limbic areas have higher neuroplasticity than other
regions, these findings indicate that those brain regions with high adaptation
throughout the life cycle are also accompanied by a high risk of vulnerability
(Mesulam 1999; Neill 2012; Rapoport and Nelson 2011). In this degeneration-
adaptation antagonism interaction, the trajectory of brain aging is not linear decline,
but more complex resilience process from the adversarial interaction between decline
caused by vulnerability, and recovery resulting from adaptation (Damoiseaux 2017;
Fjell et al. 2013). This dynamic process can be regarded as the maintenance of brain
through preservation of neural resources (Cabeza et al. 2018; Lovdén et al. 2010),
which may lead to different outcomes of competition between degeneration and
adaptation. These outcomes could be successful cognitive function maintenance for
“healthy aging” people (Sachdev 2016) or the failure of adaptation with accumulated
degeneration that may lead to brain disorders such as AD (Mesulam 1999). Although
the overall evidence is in line with the important hypothesis that the brain adaptation
and degeneration are highly related, few studies have provided direct empirical

evidence and theoretical explanation at the brain network level.

Multimodal magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) technology and longitudinal

experimental data collection provide effective and quantitative tools to investigate the



brain network in this complex aging process. MRI provides structural information
about brain morphology, which reflects the summation of cellular changes at the
microscopic level (Sagi et al. 2012; Zatorre, Fields, and Johansen-Berg 2012).
Functional MRI (fMRI), combined with graph theory, generates a set of functional
network measures which help to perform novel analyses using modeling approaches
(Bassett and Sporns 2017). Several data-driven models have been proposed for
understanding relation between brain morphological changes (Douaud et al. 2014)
and network dynamics (Cabral, Kringelbach, and Deco 2014; Shafto and Tyler 2014).
Some studies have found the static correspondences between brain structural and
functional connectivity (Honey et al. 2009; Honey, Thivierge, and Sporns 2010;
Suérez et al. 2020). For example, structural damages such as white matter lesions or
amyloid deposition are closely related to functional deficits (Bai et al. 2009; He et al.
2007; Johnston et al. 2008; Sperling et al. 2009). Recently, some studies have reported
that the shortest topological pathway to “epicenters regions” can predict regional
atrophy in patients of behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia and primary
progressive aphasia (Brown et al. 2019; Mandelli et al. 2016). Those regions with
shorter topological distance to “epicenters regions” have greater atrophy, implying
that brain atrophy progress may rely on some specific brain functional connection

patterns (Seeley 2017).

However, it remains essentially unknown until now whether and how the aging brain
structure and function interact to achieve dynamical maintenance of the whole system.
This possible dynamical interaction (Fig. 1a) between degeneration and adaptation
determines the aging outcomes. Brain structural atrophy is a well-known and common
phenomenon in the aging brain (Park and Reuter-Lorenz 2009, Fjell et al. 2014),
however, functional network efficiency may be maintained in spite of this (Geerligs et
al. 2015). To understand the borders between healthy aging and AD, it is also critical
to investigate this complex interaction process across brain network during different
types of aging processes (Nyberg et al. 2012). While above studies are mainly for

single time stage, here we pay our main attention to the dynamic interaction at large-



temporal scale across 3 testing stage of 6 years between brain structure and function
during the aging process. Especially, we study how this coupling pattern achieves
system resilience during healthy aging in a relatively long period. We find negative
feedback interaction between brain structural atrophy and functional network
efficiency, which could be explained by our theoretical model. Finally, we analyze
how brain network resilience emerges among brain regions, to identify critical

mitigation target.

Results
We use longitudinal multi-modal MRI data from the Sydney Memory and Aging
Study (MAS). Structural MRI scans are obtained at baseline ( o), 2-year ( 1) and 6-
year follow-ups ( »), and fMRI are also obtained at the latter two time points ( 1 and
2). Totally, we analyze 63 participants and 303 scans (177 T1 and 126 fMRI) in this
study. As shown in Fig. 1a, we can model the brain in structural and functional layers
(Bassett and Sporns 2017; Bassett, Zurn, and Gold 2018), with total brain volume and
network efficiency as structural and functional measures respectively (see Methods).
We first ask how brain structure and function change separately in 6 years. While
brain shows continuous atrophy in 6 years (Fig. 1b, Fig. S1), average global
efficiency of brain function network keeps almost unchanged from | to , ( ;=

0.6368 +£0.1647, , =0.6472 +=0.1202, Fig. lc).

Through analysis of different time points, we find significant correlation between
structural atrophy and functional efficiency of the brain network (Fig. 2). Specifically,

¢ 1) in the first stage and
0

there is a negative correlation between 01 = (

1~ 2
1

global efficiency 4 (Fig. 2a), on the contrary 12 =( ) in the next time

stage is positively correlated with 1 (Fig. 2b). In the first stage from ¢ to 1, the
larger the structural atrophy, the smaller the functional network efficiency becomes at
1. Conversely, in the second stage from ; to 5, the smaller the functional network

efficiency at 1, the smaller the structural atrophy becomes. The process of these two



stages may suggest two critical behaviors for brain aging: degeneration and adaptation.
In the first stage, brain declines in the structural layer due to atrophy, leading to the
corresponding degeneration in the functional layer. In the second stage, the
degenerated functional network adapts to slow down further structural atrophy. These
two stages together represent one negative feedback mechanism, which we call the

resilience function.

To demonstrate this resilience function, we divide these participants into two groups
according to their structure-function interaction patterns. Then we standardized

01, 1 and 5, with z-score respectively and measure the relative changes
of each individual within each group (Fig. S2). The group with upwards convex
trajectory (blue line) is defined as the Degeneration Group, and the other group
showing the opposite pattern is defined as the Adaptation Group. We will show later
that these 2 groups are possibly different period stages of one single resilience
function. As shown in Fig. 3a, Degeneration Group starts with weak atrophy from
to ;1 (compared with the whole population), and shows higher efficiency at 1, which
leads to higher atrophy from ; to , in the next stage. It is suggested that high
efficiency in brain function reflects an ’expensive’ connection pattern, which might
accelerate the spread of cumulative atrophy burden in the whole brain (Brown et al.
2019). The opposite process can be observed in the Adaptation Group, whose
efficiency at , 1is lower than the Degeneration Group. Because efficiency is
significantly related with number of links and topology, lower global efficiency
represents less links or wiring cost among brain regions, which in turn might help to
slow the spread of brain atrophy. Our findings here represent empirical evidence for

the degeneration-adaptation antagonism interaction.

Surprisingly, when comparing functional efficiency between these two groups (Fig.
3b), we find that after four-year changes from ; to 5, their efficiency distribution
converges to similar mode: efficiency of Degeneration Group decreases from ; to »,

while efficiency of Adaptation Group increases from ;1 to ,. This suggests the



existence of one resilience function maintaining the brain network operation during
the aging process. Resilience is usually defined as the system’s ability to absorb the
perturbation and recover to the original functional state (Gao, Barzel, and Barabasi
2016). Here it seems that brain networks can absorb the aging perturbation and
spontaneously recover to its efficiency equilibrium. After distinguishing the two
groups, we re-examine the relationship between ; and 1.2 (Fig. 3c) for each
group separately. We find that the significant efficiency-atrophy correlation in the
total group is mainly caused by the Degeneration Group. This suggests dedicated
transition mechanism that there exists a critical point for network efficiency , above
which the positive interdependence between network function and structure atrophy
starts. For the Adaptation Group, brain structure atrophy is relatively small and stable

because their efficiency is below the threshold.

To understand the resilience function during aging, we construct theoretical model.
Fig. 4a demonstrates the basic idea of our model that the negative feedback
mechanism keeps the efficiency and atrophy speed near the equilibrium value for
health aging. When efficiency of brain functional network is higher than the
equilibrium value, atrophy will become faster because the functional network requires
more energy, leading to larger oxidative stress that accelerate atrophy. Faster atrophy
leads to more neural link losses. As the repair ability of network cannot follow the
speed of damage, efficiency decreases. When the efficiency is lower than the
equilibrium value, atrophy becomes slower with smaller oxidative stress. When the
speed of atrophy is slow enough, the repair ability of the network can follow the speed

of damage, and the efficiency can bounce back again through self-organization.

To explain our main idea, we model the dynamics of efficiency and atrophy via the
following discrete-time equations:

O=1:0-D+ () (1)

O—- (-D== (-D- O+ 20), 2



where () = % denotes atrophy from step — 1 to step , and () denotes

efficiency at step . Note that ( ) and () have been normalized (see SI-Theoretical
model) so that their equilibrium value are zero. In Eq. (1) and Eq. (2), >0
represents the effect that high efficiency causes fast atrophy, , >0 represents the
effect that fast atrophy makes efficiency decreasing, K, represents the negative
feedback of efficiency rather than atrophy, @ >0 and > O represents the noise in
dynamics. Here 1( ) and ,( ) at different time are assumed independent standard

normal random variables.

To illustrate that this model can capture the resilience mechanism shown in Fig. 4a,
we simulate brains aging by our model as shown in Fig. 4b-4e. In Fig. 4b, we display
the volume (the initial value of volume is set to 1) and efficiency data generated by
the model over 20 years. While volume is decreasing with time, efficiency is
fluctuating around its equilibrium. The first arrow in Fig. 4b shows that slowing
atrophy will make efficiency larger, which in turn will accelerate the atrophy rate in
the next step shown by the second arrow. We can use this model to reproduce two
correlation relationships consistent with the observed results above. As shown in Fig.
4c and Fig. 4d, theoretical correlation between efficiency and atrophy shows similar
pattern to our empirical findings in Fig. 2a and Fig. 3a. We further analyze
theoretically how the correlation changes with all parameters (see SI-Theoretical
model Section S2). For analyzing how brain evolves in different states, states are

divided into four kinds of states:
State 1: high efficiency ( ( ) > 0) and fast atrophy (w > 0).
State 2: high efficiency ( () > 0) and slow atrophy (w <0).
State 3: low efficiency ( () < 0) and slow atrophy (w <0).
State 4: low efficiency ( () < 0) and fast atrophy ( w > 0).

Under randomly sampled parameters, we estimate the average probability of

moving from state to state (see SI-Theoretical model Section S3). We find that the



mode shown in Fig. 4e is an universal mode for the interaction between atrophy and

efficiency, which can be observed from most of parameter configurations.

With a clear picture of aging resilience in the macroscopic scale, here we analyze in
the microscopic scale how the brain functional network evolves during different
periods. K-core decomposition breaks down the network into ‘cores’ by recursively
pruning the least connected nodes (Alvarez-Hamelin et al. 2005). The k-core
decomposition allows easy comparison of structural properties within different
networks on a hierarchical backdrop. As shown in Fig. 5a, from ; to 5, the
Degeneration Group breaks faster with successive removal of node shells. The inverse
process has been observed for the Adaptation Group. A possible explanation is that
during the decomposition process at 1, the network of Degeneration Group seems
more centralized, while the network of Adaptation Group is easier to break into
multiple centers. For the next time period, we see the opposite changes in the network
structure. At 5, the networks of the Degeneration Group become more decentralized,
while the networks of the Adaptation Group become more hierarchically connected.
The network structure plotted during k-core decomposition process can be seen in Fig.
S4 and Fig. S5. This finding confirms our previous observation that these two groups
would converge to similar functional equilibrium under one resilience function, where
two networks become much similar under hierarchical backdrop at ,. To further
explore hierarchical structure of the network, we perform a rich club analysis. The
‘rich-club’ phenomenon refers to the tendency of nodes with high centrality, the
dominant elements of the system, to form tightly interconnected communities
(Colizza et al. 2006). As shown in Fig. 5b and Fig. 5c, for the Degeneration Group,
the functional network changed from high to low enrichment, accompanied by rich
club connectivity transition from high-degree to medium-degree. A reasonable
supposition is that connections between hubs are shrinking due to fast atrophy. For the
Adaptation Group, the inverse process has been observed with the formation of

centralized region with dense connection between hubs.



During the aging process, different brain regions play different roles. To identify the
key region in the resilience function, we separate all cortical areas into 7 modules
according to the Yeo template (Thomas Yeo et al. 2011), yielding 28 sub-networks
within and between brain regions (Fig. 6a). We can observe that the efficiency
decrease in different brain regions is homogeneous, while efficiency increase is
heterogeneous. From period ; to , for Adapation Group, the top regions with
increased efficiency are all limbic-related, including Visual-Limbic, Somatomotor-
Limbic, Dorsal Attention-Limbic, Frontoparietal-Limbic and Limbic. In the process of
redistributing efficiency, Limbic regions may be the dominant area because of its
higher neuroplasticity (Mesulam 1999). In order to compare the difference in
efficiency redistribution between the two groups, we calculated the normalized
efficiency redistribution difference (Fig. 6b). It can be seen that all areas related to
Limbic regions have large redistribution differences. This indicates that the Limbic
area may be a possible driving factor for the resilience function, which calls for

further experimental research.

Discussion

From the complex system view, we conduct an analysis of brain aging based on 303
multimodal MRI scans with 3-time-point longitudinal data from non-dementia
participants. Through empirical exploration, we reveal resilience function as the
negative feedback interaction between brain structural atrophy and functional network
efficiency, where the brain alternately shows losses and compensation. We also
develop theoretical model for the resilience function reflected in the dynamical
balance between the continuous wear and tear of the brain and self-compensation
during the aging process. The greater the network efficiency, the higher the running
costs to the brain (Bullmore and Sporns 2012). This may put higher burden on the
brain hardware and accelerate the brain atrophy. At this point, the degeneration rate of
the brain is relatively greater than the adaptation of self-compensation. Later, brain

atrophy will damage functional network wiring, which in turn reduces network



efficiency. As network efficiency of the brain turns down to lower level, and the
running cost of the brain becomes relatively reduced. Although the brain atrophy
caused by aging at this period is still affecting brain function, the compensation
mechanism of the brain will outperform the aging losses. New network connection
patterns are generated through the reorganization to recover the normal function of the

brain.

Our research provides understanding of brain aging from the viewpoint of system
resilience. Resilience is critical dynamic process including absorption, adaptation and
recovery, which has been found in natural and man-made systems (Adger et al. 2005;
Gao et al. 2016; Ponce-Campos et al. 2013; Southwick and Charney 2012; Zhang et al.
2019). We argue that degeneration and adaptation are two interactive processes of one
resilience function which helps to maintain dynamically risk-balanced successful
aging. More importantly, there are usually early-warning signals for the resilience
process. For example, the recovery rate to the equilibrium point would become slow
when approaching the critical point of transition (Scheffer et al. 2012). Based on our
findings, it would be urgent and critical in the next step to examine whether there
exists such critical point of transition between healthy aging and disease, based on

which new health aging management methods could be designed.

We find that Limbic brain regions are highly active in the process of rebuilding or
rupturing edges with other brain regions. The Limbic brain area has been identified as
area with high adaptation (Mesulam 1999), which includes 3 distinct overlapping
networks of memory, emotion and introspection (Catani, Dell’ Acqua, and Thiebaut de
Schotten 2013). Elders show a diminished use of temporo-Limbic regions in facial
emotion processing (Gunning-Dixon et al. 2003). Negative emotion such as stress
may accelerate frontoamygdala development, which may offer a protection against

accelerated biological aging (Miller et al. 2021). These studies show that Limbic



regions are closely related to aging with emotion state. Alzheimer's pathological
transmission studies show that neuro-degeneration generally start from the Limbic
system such as the entorhinal cortex and hippocampus, pass through the
posteromedial cortex and the inferior parietal lobules, and finally spread to the
prefrontal cortex (Arnold et al. 1991; Kapogiannis and Mattson 2011). Combined with
our findings, these characteristics show that the Limbic brain region, with high
vulnerability and high adaptation at the same time, may play a fundamental role in the

resilience function of human brain aging regulation process.



(a) Efficiency unchanged

Functional
Networks

. p— —F
Human Brain Physical
Etructure Atrophy Atrophy
Atrophy Increase
(b) (©)
T T T T T 4 T T T T T
Atrophy0,1 E1
16k ! Afrophy1.2| | [ —FE2
I
3t i
> 7\
212+ | \
[
o
£ 2 \
2 st 1
£
£ 1
o
1 1
a |
1
Gl o 005 it ok . 1 i
-0.07 0.00 0.07 0.14 0.21 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.9 1.2
Atrophy Efficiency

Figure 1. The differential trajectories of brain structure and function. (a) The global
efficiency of the network decreases and increases, forming a resilience mode, with
continuous atrophy with different speed. (b) The histogram of brain atrophy for two
groups. (¢) The histogram of global efficiency for two groups.



(a) T T T T T T (b) T T T T T
1.0 E
0.8+ 4
b
0.6 9
0.4 .
0.2 -O.IOS 0.60 O.IOS 0.I05 0.68 0.110 02 -D.IOS 0,60 O.IOS O.:IO 0.I15 0.20
Atrophy0,1 Atrophy1,2
Cc
( ) tO t1 t2
g¢v
2E
25 0o A O A O
nh= Vo Atrophy0, 1 Vi Atrophy1,2 v2
= Q
o
> & R=0.457
s 2,8 P<0.001
s - 4
oL ® ®
- t = e
[T f AR Y
cu ~ L. O R=0.847 A R=-0.226 O
ol £ PO00T g, PO o,
=} TimeLine S
e
O Static Variable A Changes
Figure 2. The correlation between brain structure and function during aging. (a) and

(b) show the correlation of brain global efficiency at ; ( ;) and brain atrophy: (a)
before ; and (b) after ;. (¢c) The upper row represents the structural variables
changes, and the lower row shows the functional variables. The circles represent the
values at that time point, and the triangles represent the changes between two time
points. The functional data have only two time points due to lack of data at the
baseline time. The lines and circled numbers show the significant correlated pairs
with p<0.05.



(a)

15 T T T
—H~— Degeneration Group)|
|=H - Adaptation Group
10+ -
B \ |
2
o
(&}
7]
N
o S, 9 T R S S o S S Sy e Sy
05+ { /"{ -
-1.0 1 L 1
Atrophy0,1 E1 Atrophy1,2
(b) (c)
T T 1 L T T 1 T T
4.0 —— E1_Degeneration Group (4
— — E2_Degeneration Group 1.0r 1
3.0F .
.. 20r -
‘B 0.8 i
S 1.0F g
[=]
2 0o——= &
=3 0.6f E
B-1.0F -
[<]
& 200 .
0.4F 5 -
20 —— E11_Adaptation Graup o ©  Degeneration Group
-4.0+ [~ — E2_Adaptation Group H o © Adaptation Group
nl 1 1 A 1 1
U.'D 0‘I3 U.IB 019 1:2 1.5 0.2 -0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15
Efficiency Atrophy1,2

Figure 3. Degeneration and Adaptation. (a) The trajectories of “atrophy-efficiency-
atrophy” for the Degeneration Group (blue) and the Adaptation Group (orange). For
each time point, we calculate z-score for the whole participants respectively. Then we
divide the whole participants into 2 groups according to the shape of trajectories. (b)
Probability density function of the efficiency for both groups at two time points. (¢)
Distinction between the correlation of efficiency and atrophy for the two groups.



() larger oxidative stress
High Efficiency Fast Atrophy
disturb network disturb network

gradually abruptly

smaller oxidative stress

Slow Atrophy Low Efficiency
(b) : : : : : © , : :
1.0F —m— Volume 121 #=— Degeneration Group| |
) \ — Efficiency m— Adaptation Group
- [— - = Mean of Efficiency
0.9+ E 8t 1
0.8+
0.7r
0.6F
0.5f
Atrophy0,1 E1 Atrophy1,2
(d) 04 T T T T T T T
0.50F
0.2F
0.25r
w 0.0p o 0.00r
-0.25+
02}
0.50F
o
s PP L S, B I TR
-04 -02 00 0.2 0.4 0.6 -06 04 -02 00 02 04 06 08
(e) Atrophy0,1 Atrophy1,2

P,,=0.53+0.08

High e ———
Efficiency

P3,=0.58+0.05 P;,=0.58+0.05

P,3=0.53+0.08
Low
Efficiency —

Slow Atrophy Fast Atrophy

Figure 4. Theoretical model explains the resilience mode how efficiency and atrophy
speed oscillate with each other. (a) The negative feedback of efficiency and atrophy.
(b) Volume and efficiency generated by model, and the initial value of volume is 1. (c)
Model generates the trajectories of “atrophy-efficiency-atrophy” for the Degeneration
Group (blue) and the Adaptation Group (orange). (d) Correlation between atrophy and
efficiency from theoretical model. (¢) The average transition probability for 10000
sets of parameters. Only P; above 0.27 are shown.



@, . . , ®) 5o —
— G_ Degeneration Group_t, 251 ‘ szk;_lw |
©  G_Degeneration Group_t, 2 ol Pranik)_t; ]
g 08 —— G_ Adaptation Group_t, |] 52
§ © G_ Adaptation Group_t, 15+ g
Eos 10F . . Degeneration Group -
Eo.
o (c) 0 20 40 60 80 100 120
5 30F -
o s Pran(K)_t;
& X0} e = -
0.2 dzg ;g -m
1.0 - - . , Adaptation Group 1
0.0
0 0 20 40 60 80 100 120
Corrness Kk

Figure 5. Network resilience during aging. (a) K-core decomposition for
Degeneration Group and Adaptation Group at ; and , respectively. (b) ‘Rich club’
analysis for two groups at two time points.



(a) T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
2.0 4|—m=— Degeneration Group

—m— Adaptation Group

1.8 )
_ o Somatomotor,Limbic LimbicFfoptoparietal
164 Visual Limbic Dorsal Attention,Limbic ]
E *
S 14 } / } i .
L / \} ili : \i.,_ E \E/ ~,
1.2 1 \i i Dorsal Attention T
' ' Default Mode
10 o e ___ K- A fo o 4 Venwalatentoni _ _ _ _ __ |
: : Limbic
B ’ . L (} L d-
0.8 - i\i’i-i‘i'i’i“i’i\i 5-§-8- i\i % %.E” ~i-§ -
[1]2]3]4]5]e][7]8]9 |m|11|12|13|14|15[16]17|1a|19|20[21]22[23]24|25|26|27|28[
Brain Regions
o & 1. Visual
3 © & > 2. Visual, Somatomotor
. @@59 \\&?‘(& 6?&0 oqré‘“@ \s‘-@b@ 3. Visual,Dorsal Attention
S S

6. Visual,Frontoparietal
7. Visual,Default Mode
0.9 8. Somatomotor
9. Somatomotor,Dorsal Attention
10. Somatomotor,Ventral Attention
11. Somatomotor,Limbic**
12. Somatomotor,Frontoparietal
0.7 13. Somatomotor,Default Mode
= 14. Dorsal Attention
15. Dorsal Attention,Ventral Attention
16. Dorsal Attention,Limbic**

wi | ®|@|@® &
' 17. Dorsal Attention,Frontoparietal

Somatomator [ ] . .
Dorsal Attention . .
Ventral Attention .

0.5 18. Dorsal Attention,Default Mode*
19. Ventral Attention

Limbic 20. Ventral Attention,Limbic*
04 21. Ventral Attention,Frontoparietal
22. Ventral Attention,Default Mode
Frontoparietal 03 23. Limbic*

24. Limbic,Frontoparietal**
25. Limbic,Default Mode

Default Mode . P 26. Frontoparietal
" ; o s " 27. Frontoparietal,Default Mode
Normalized Efficiency Redistribute Difference - 28 Default Mode

Figure 6. Critical role of Limbic region. (a) The brain is divided into 7 brain modules
(Yeo template), with 7 internal brain modules and 21 cross brain modules. For the
Degeneration Group, ,/ 1 are less than 1. For Adaptation Group, »/  are larger
than 1. The top 5 largest ,/ ; among 28 brain modules and five brain regions with
smallest o/ ; are highlighted with black circles. (b) The normalized efficiency
redistributes differently among these modules. The values of 5/ 1 in different brain
modules between the two groups are compared. Limbic region and regions associated
with Limbic show great difference between two groups.



Reference

Adger, W. Neil, Terry P. Hughes, Carl Folke, Stephen R. Carpenter, and Johan
Rockstrom. 2005. “Social-Ecological Resilience to Coastal Disasters.” Science
309(5737):1036-39.

Alvarez-Hamelin, José¢ Ignacio, Luca Dall’Asta, Alain Barrat, and Alessandro
Vespignani. 2005. “K-Core Decomposition: A Tool for the Visualization of Large
Scale Networks.” ArXiv Preprint Cs/0504107.

Arnold, Steven E., Bradley T. Hyman, Jill Flory, Antonio R. Damasio, and Gary W.
Van Hoesen. 1991. “The Topographical and Neuroanatomical Distribution of
Neurofibrillary Tangles and Neuritic Plaques in the Cerebral Cortex of Patients with
Alzheimer’s Disease.” Cerebral Cortex 1(1):103—16.

Bai, Feng, Zhijun Zhang, David R. Watson, Hui Yu, Yongmei Shi, Yonggui Yuan,
Yun Qian, and Jianping Jia. 2009. “Abnormal Integrity of Association Fiber Tracts in
Amnestic Mild Cognitive Impairment.” Journal of the Neurological Sciences 278(1—
2):102-6.

Bassett, Danielle S. and Olaf Sporns. 2017. “Network Neuroscience.” Nature
Neuroscience 20(3):353.

Bassett, Danielle S., Perry Zurn, and Joshua 1. Gold. 2018. “On the Nature and Use of
Models in Network Neuroscience.” Nature Reviews Neuroscience 19(9):566—78.
Brown, Jesse A., Jersey Deng, John Neuhaus, Isabel J. Sible, Ana C. Sias, Suzee E.
Lee, John Kornak, Gabe A. Marx, Anna M. Karydas, and Salvatore Spina. 2019.
“Patient-Tailored, Connectivity-Based Forecasts of Spreading Brain Atrophy.”
Neuron 104(5):856—68.

Bullmore, Ed and Olaf Sporns. 2012. “The Economy of Brain Network Organization.”
Nature Reviews Neuroscience 13(5):336—49.

Cabeza, Roberto, Marilyn Albert, Sylvie Belleville, Fergus I. M. Craik, Audrey
Duarte, Cheryl L. Grady, Ulman Lindenberger, Lars Nyberg, Denise C. Park, and
Patricia A. Reuter-Lorenz. 2018. “Maintenance, Reserve and Compensation: The
Cognitive Neuroscience of Healthy Ageing.” Nature Reviews Neuroscience

19(11):701-10.



Cabral, Joana, Morten L. Kringelbach, and Gustavo Deco. 2014. “Exploring the
Network Dynamics Underlying Brain Activity during Rest.” Progress in
Neurobiology 114:102-31.

Catani, Marco, Flavio Dell’Acqua, and Michel Thiebaut de Schotten. 2013. “A
Revised Limbic System Model for Memory, Emotion and Behaviour.” Neuroscience
and Biobehavioral Reviews 37(8):1724-37.

Colizza, Vittoria, Alessandro Flammini, M. Angeles Serrano, and Alessandro
Vespignani. 2006. “Detecting Rich-Club Ordering in Complex Networks.” Nature
Physics 2(2):110-15.

Damoiseaux, Jessica S. 2017. “Effects of Aging on Functional and Structural Brain
Connectivity.” Neuroimage 160:32—-40.

Douaud, Gwenaélle, Adrian R. Groves, Christian K. Tamnes, Lars Tjelta Westlye,
Eugene P. Duff, Andreas Engvig, Kristine B. Walhovd, Anthony James, Achim Gass,
and Andreas U. Monsch. 2014. “A Common Brain Network Links Development,
Aging, and Vulnerability to Disease.” Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences 111(49):17648-53.

Fischl, Bruce. 2012. “FreeSurfer.” Neuroimage 62(2):774-81.

Fischl, Bruce and Anders M. Dale. 2000. “Measuring the Thickness of the Human
Cerebral Cortex from Magnetic Resonance Images.” Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 97(20):11050-55.

Fischl, Bruce, André Van Der Kouwe, Christophe Destrieux, Eric Halgren, Florent
Ségonne, David H. Salat, Evelina Busa, Larry J. Seidman, Jill Goldstein, and David
Kennedy. 2004. “Automatically Parcellating the Human Cerebral Cortex.” Cerebral
Cortex 14(1):11-22.

Fjell, Anders M., Linda McEvoy, Dominic Holland, Anders M. Dale, Kristine B.
Walhovd, and Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative. 2014. “What Is Normal
in Normal Aging? Effects of Aging, Amyloid and Alzheimer’s Disease on the
Cerebral Cortex and the Hippocampus.” Progress in Neurobiology 117:20—40.

Fjell, Anders M., Lars T. Westlye, Hikon Grydeland, Inge Amlien, Thomas Espeseth,
Ivar Reinvang, Naftali Raz, Dominic Holland, Anders M. Dale, and Kristine B.



Walhovd. 2013. “Critical Ages in the Life Course of the Adult Brain: Nonlinear
Subcortical Aging.” Neurobiology of Aging 34(10):2239-47.

Folstein, Marshal F., Susan E. Folstein, and Paul R. McHugh. 1975. “‘Mini-Mental
State’: A Practical Method for Grading the Cognitive State of Patients for the
Clinician.” Journal of Psychiatric Research 12(3):189-98.

Friston, Karl J., Steven Williams, Robert Howard, Richard S. J. Frackowiak, and
Robert Turner. 1996. “Movement-related Effects in FMRI Time-series.” Magnetic
Resonance in Medicine 35(3):346-55.

Gao, Jianxi, Baruch Barzel, and Albert-Laszl6 Barabasi. 2016. “Universal Resilience
Patterns in Complex Networks.” Nature 530(7590):307—12.

Geerligs, Linda, Remco J. Renken, Emi Saliasi, Natasha M. Maurits, and Monicque
M. Lorist. 2015. “A Brain-Wide Study of Age-Related Changes in Functional
Connectivity.” Cerebral Cortex 25(7):1987-99.

Glasser, Matthew F., Timothy S. Coalson, Emma C. Robinson, Carl D. Hacker, John
Harwell, Essa Yacoub, Kamil Ugurbil, Jesper Andersson, Christian F. Beckmann, and
Mark Jenkinson. 2016. “A Multi-Modal Parcellation of Human Cerebral Cortex.”
Nature 536(7615):171.

Gunning-Dixon, Faith M., Ruben C. Gur, Alexis C. Perkins, Lee Schroeder, Travis
Turner, Bruce I. Turetsky, Robin M. Chan, James W. Loughead, David C. Alsop,
Joseph Maldjian, and Raquel E. Gur. 2003. “Age-Related Differences in Brain
Activation during Emotional Face Processing.” Neurobiology of Aging 24(2):285-95.

He, Biyu J., Abraham Z. Snyder, Justin L. Vincent, Adrian Epstein, Gordon L.
Shulman, and Maurizio Corbetta. 2007. “Breakdown of Functional Connectivity in
Frontoparietal Networks Underlies Behavioral Deficits in Spatial Neglect.” Neuron
53(6):905-18.

Hindmarch, Ian, Hartmut Lehfeld, Perry de Jongh, and Hellmut Erzigkeit. 1998. “The
Bayer Activities of Daily Living Scale (B-ADL).” Dementia and Geriatric Cognitive
Disorders 9(Suppl. 2):20-26.

Honey, C. J., O. Sporns, L. Cammoun, X. Gigandet, J. P. Thiran, R. Meuli, and P.

Hagmann. 2009. “Predicting Human Resting-State Functional Connectivity from



Structural Connectivity.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
106(6):2035-40.

Honey, Christopher J., Jean Philippe Thivierge, and Olaf Sporns. 2010. “Can
Structure Predict Function in the Human Brain?” Neurolmage 52(3):766—76.

Johnston, James M., S. Neil Vaishnavi, Matthew D. Smyth, Dongyang Zhang, Biyu J.
He, John M. Zempel, Joshua S. Shimony, Abraham Z. Snyder, and Marcus E. Raichle.
2008. “Loss of Resting Interhemispheric Functional Connectivity after Complete
Section of the Corpus Callosum.” Journal of Neuroscience 28(25):6453-58.
Kapogiannis, Dimitrios and Mark P. Mattson. 2011. “Disrupted Energy Metabolism
and Neuronal Circuit Dysfunction in Cognitive Impairment and Alzheimer’s Disease.”
The Lancet Neurology 10(2):187-98.

Lovdén, Martin, Lars Bickman, Ulman Lindenberger, Sabine Schaefer, and Florian
Schmiedek. 2010. “A Theoretical Framework for the Study of Adult Cognitive
Plasticity.” Psychological Bulletin 136(4):659-76.

Mandelli, Maria Luisa, Eduard Vilaplana, Jesse A. Brown, H. Isabel Hubbard,
Richard J. Binney, Suneth Attygalle, Miguel A. Santos-Santos, Zachary A. Miller,
Mikhail Pakvasa, and Maya L. Henry. 2016. “Healthy Brain Connectivity Predicts
Atrophy Progression in Non-Fluent Variant of Primary Progressive Aphasia.” Brain
139(10):2778-91.

Mesulam, M. Marsel. 1999. “Neuroplasticity Failure in Alzheimer’s Disease:
Bridging the Gap between Plaques and Tangles.” Neuron 24(3):521-29.

Miller, Jonas G., Tiffany C. Ho, Kathryn L. Humphreys, Lucy S. King, Lara C.
Foland-Ross, Natalie L. Colich, Sarah J. Ordaz, Jue Lin, and Ian H. Gotlib. 2021.
“Early Life Stress, Frontoamygdala Connectivity, and Biological Aging in
Adolescence: A Longitudinal Investigation.” Cerebral Cortex 30(7):4269-80.

Morris, John C. 1991. “The Clinical Dementia Rating (Cdr): Current Version And.”
Young 41:1588-92.

Neill, David. 2012. “Should Alzheimer’s Disease Be Equated with Human Brain
Ageing?: A Maladaptive Interaction between Brain Evolution and Senescence.”

Ageing Research Reviews 11(1):104-22.



Nyberg, L., Martin Lvdén, K. Riklund, U. Lindenberger, and Lars Bckman. 2012.
“Memory Aging and Brain Maintenance.” Trends in Cognitive Sciences 16(5):292—
305.

Park, Denise C. and Patricia Reuter-Lorenz. 2009. “The Adaptive Brain: Aging and
Neurocognitive Scaffolding.” Annual Review of Psychology 60:173-96.
Ponce-Campos, Guillermo E., M. Susan Moran, Alfredo Huete, Yongguang Zhang,
Cynthia Bresloff, Travis E. Huxman, Derek Eamus, David D. Bosch, Anthony R.
Buda, and Stacey A. Gunter. 2013. “Ecosystem Resilience despite Large-Scale
Altered Hydroclimatic Conditions.” Nature 494(7437):349-52.

Rapoport, Stanley I. and Peter T. Nelson. 2011. “Biomarkers and Evolution in
Alzheimer Disease.” Progress in Neurobiology 95(4):510-13.

2

Sachdev, Perminder S. 2016. “Idemescence: Ageing without Decline.” Current
Opinion in Psychiatry 29(2):155-58.

Sachdev, Perminder S., Henry Brodaty, Simone Reppermund, Nicole A. Kochan,
Julian N. Trollor, Brian Draper, Melissa J. Slavin, John Crawford, Kristan Kang, and
G. Anthony Broe. 2010. “The Sydney Memory and Ageing Study (MAS):
Methodology and Baseline Medical and Neuropsychiatric Characteristics of an
Elderly Epidemiological Non-Demented Cohort of Australians Aged 70-90 Years.”
International Psychogeriatrics 22(8):1248—-64.

Sagi, Yaniv, Ido Tavor, Shir Hofstetter, Shimrit Tzur-Moryosef, Tamar Blumenfeld-
Katzir, and Yaniv Assaf. 2012. “Learning in the Fast Lane: New Insights into
Neuroplasticity.” Neuron 73(6):1195-1203.

Scheffer, Marten, Stephen R. Carpenter, Timothy M. Lenton, Jordi Bascompte,
William Brock, Vasilis Dakos, Johan Van de Koppel, Ingrid A. Van de Leemput,
Simon A. Levin, and Egbert H. Van Nes. 2012. “Anticipating Critical Transitions.”
Science 338(6105):344-48.

Seeley, William W. 2017. “Mapping Neurodegenerative Disease Onset and
Progression.” Cold Spring Harbor Perspectives in Biology 9(8):a023622.

Ségonne, Florent, Anders M. Dale, Evelina Busa, Maureen Glessner, David Salat,

Horst K. Hahn, and Bruce Fischl. 2004. “A Hybrid Approach to the Skull Stripping



Problem in MRI.” Neuroimage 22(3):1060-75.

Shafto, Meredith A. and Lorraine K. Tyler. 2014. “Language in the Aging Brain: The
Network Dynamics of Cognitive Decline and Preservation.” Science 346(6209):583—
87.

Southwick, Steven M. and Dennis S. Charney. 2012. “The Science of Resilience:
Implications for the Prevention and Treatment of Depression.” Science 338(6103):79—
82.

Sperling, Reisa A., Peter S. LaViolette, Kelly O’Keefe, Jacqueline O’Brien, Dorene
M. Rentz, Maija Pihlajamaki, Gad Marshall, Bradley T. Hyman, Dennis J. Selkoe,
and Trey Hedden. 2009. “Amyloid Deposition Is Associated with Impaired Default
Network Function in Older Persons without Dementia.” Neuron 63(2):178—88.

Suarez, Laura E., Ross D. Markello, Richard F. Betzel, and Bratislav Misic. 2020.
“Linking Structure and Function in Macroscale Brain Networks.” Trends in Cognitive
Sciences 24(4):302-15.

Thomas Yeo, B. T., Fenna M. Krienen, Jorge Sepulcre, Mert R. Sabuncu, Danial
Lashkari, Marisa Hollinshead, Joshua L. Roffman, Jordan W. Smoller, Lilla Zollei,
and Jonathan R. Polimeni. 2011. “The Organization of the Human Cerebral Cortex

2

Estimated by Intrinsic Functional Connectivity.” Journal of Neurophysiology
106(3):1125-65.

Wang, Jinhui, Xindi Wang, Mingrui Xia, Xuhong Liao, Alan Evans, and Yong He.
2015. “GRETNA: A Graph Theoretical Network Analysis Toolbox for Imaging
Connectomics.” Frontiers in Human Neuroscience 9:386.

Zatorre, Robert J., R. Douglas Fields, and Heidi Johansen-Berg. 2012. “Plasticity in
Gray and White: Neuroimaging Changes in Brain Structure during Learning.” Nature
Neuroscience 15(4):528-36.

Zhang, Limiao, Guanwen Zeng, Daqing Li, Hai-Jun Huang, H. Eugene Stanley, and
Shlomo Havlin. 2019. “Scale-Free Resilience of Real Traffic Jams.” Proceedings of

the National Academy of Sciences 116(18):8673—78.



