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Abstract

Quantifying the complex/multifractal organization of the brain signals is crucial to fully understanding
the brain processes and structure. In this contribution, we performed the multifractal analysis of the elec-
troencephalographic (EEG) data obtained from a controlled multiple sclerosis (MS) study, focusing on
the correlation between the degree of multifractality, disease duration, and disability level. Our results re-
veal a significant correspondence between the complexity of the time series and multiple sclerosis devel-
opment, quantified respectively by scaling exponents and the Expanded Disability Status Scale (EDSS).
Namely, for some brain regions, a well-developed multifractality and little persistence of the time series
were identified in patients with a high level of disability, whereas the control group and patients with low
EDSS were characterised by persistence and monofractality of the signals. The analysis of the cross-
correlations between EEG signals supported these results, with the most significant differences identified
for patients with EDSS > 1 and the combined group of patients with EDSS ≤ 1 and controls. No as-
sociation between the multifractality and disease duration was observed, indicating that the multifractal
organisation of the data is a hallmark of developing the disease. The observed complexity/multifractality
of EEG signals is hypothetically a result of neuronal compensation – i.e., of optimizing neural processes
in the presence of structural brain degeneration. The presented study is highly relevant due to the multi-
fractal formalism used to quantify complexity and due to scarce resting-state EEG evidence for cortical
reorganization associated with compensation.
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Introduction

Multifractality is a concept that has been successfully applied across many disciplines, ranging from
social sciences to exact sciences [1–10]. The physical observables recorded in these systems often form
complex time series exhibiting nontrivial statistical properties. In particular, the singular time series is
analyzed from the point of view of singularity strength. From the methodological perspective, the basic
assumption is to employ a set of scaling exponents to describe the stochastic processes and, thus, sin-
gularity related to the multiscaling properties of the data. The standard characteristic obtained from this
methodology is the multifractal spectrum where singularity strength is quantified by the exponent α and
f (α), which refers to the singularity strength and Hausdorff dimension of the subset support with specific
α [11]. This concept is particularly useful when nonlinear dependencies, not quantified by commonly
used methods such as autocorrelation function or Fourier transform, are present in the signal. The non-
linearity of time series corresponding to the level of data complexity can be quantified by the width of
the multifractal spectrum. The wider the spectrum, the more complex the data structure. In recent years,
several algorithms have been proposed to estimate the multifractal spectrum in the empirical data [12].
Among them, two main approaches can be distinguished. One is based on the wavelets methodology,
where singular behavior can be detected by employing the wavelet transform and quantifying its scal-
ing properties among different scale ranges [13, 14]. The alternative one uses scaling properties of the
variance estimated on different scale ranges, which connects it directly to the diffusion theory [15]. Both
these approaches are robust and commonly used; however, in the authors’ experience, the variance-based
methodology of estimating the multifractal spectrum exhibits more stability, whereas wavelets are more
useful when local scaling properties of the signals are investigated [16].

Physiological systems are commonly considered complex systems exhibiting nonlinear, multiscale
organization. Multifractal formalism becomes particularly useful in this area, especially when singular
measures or functions, common in experimental data, are considered [17–21]. One example in this
respect is heart rate dynamics. The fluctuations of healthy subjects’ cardiac interbeat time series reveal
nonlinear, multifractal behavior that is difficult to distinguish from the less complex pathological state
on the grounds of classical methodology [22]. The identified multifractal complexity indicates the heart
rate control mechanism is similar to physical cascade-like processes such as turbulence. Such findings
motivate a new, multiscale approach to quantify and model physiological systems under healthy and
pathological conditions. The multifractal methodology has also been applied to analyze human gait
rhythm in the case of neurodegenerative disease [23]. The multifractal cross-correlation analysis has been
used to quantify the correlation between the stride-interval fluctuations between the left and right foot. It
has shown that the multiscale behavior characterizes healthy and diseased patients; however, the degree
of multifractality is higher in the case of healthy individuals compared to patients with amyotrophic
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lateral sclerosis (ALS) disease. One of the flagship examples is the analysis of electroencephalography
(EEG) data collected from the human brain [3, 24–27]. Significant efforts have been made in recent
years to resolve many issues, using a multifractal framework, regarding the interpretation of EEG data
from patients struggling with different neurological disorders, for example, Alzheimer [28–30], epileptic
seizures [31–34], schizophrenia [35, 36] or sleep apnea [37, 38]. Especially in the long run, it seems that
multifractal analyses are good candidates for solid prognostic and diagnostic tools in biomedical signal
processing [17, 20, 23, 26, 39–41]. Multifractal Detrended Fluctuation analysis is one of those. There are
no such studies, however, concerning multiple sclerosis (MS). This work constitutes a major step toward
this unexplored subject.

The correlation structure of the signals can also be quantified with regard to the time scale and am-
plitudes of the fluctuations separately [42]. This methodology is beneficial when the analyzed signal is
not fractal, however, it can also be used to support and amend the results of the multifractal analysis.
Moreover, it can be regarded as an enhancement of the standard analysis of EEG time series employing
the Pearson correlation coefficient, where the temporal signal organization is quantified without signal
decomposition.

Multiple sclerosis is a chronic immune-mediated disease, the most common non-traumatic disorder
of the central nervous system (CNS) [43–45]. The pathological hallmark of MS is demyelination and
subsequent axonal degeneration that results in CNS lesions [46, 47]. These neural alterations are present
even in patients with early-stage MS [48]. Symptoms depend on the lesion areas, therefore, the common
presenting ones include fatigue, optic neuritis, depression, heat sensitivity, dizziness, numbness, loss of
balance, and cognitive dysfunction [45, 49–52]. Cognitive impairment in MS has prevalence rates of 34
to 70% [51, 53]. The cognitive decline is reported in measures of processing speed and episodic memory,
complex and sustained attention, information processing efficiency, executive functioning, verbal fluency,
conceptual reasoning, and visuospatial perception [51, 53, 54]. Due to the anatomical nature of disease-
induced changes, one of the primary tools used for both MS diagnosis and further monitoring is magnetic
resonance imaging (MRI) [55–58]. EEG can be used as a complementary method to study secondary
disease-induced changes in MS, such as cognitive impairment and other functional declines. Previous
research on MS using EEG suggests that the method allows studying functional changes of the brain not
only in voluntary movement [59] or cognitive tasks [60–62], but also in a resting-state condition [63, 64].
The alterations are observable even in the early stages of the disease [65].

Materials and methods

For the overall summary of data collection, processing and analysis, see Fig. 1. Each stage is de-
scribed in detail in the following subsections.

Participants and experimental design

The presented analyses were performed on a group of 38 multiple sclerosis patients (mean age: 34.3
± 2.97, 19 females) and 27 healthy controls (mean age: 35.6 ± 2.79, 16 females). The patients were
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Figure 1: Flowchart summarizing data collection, processing and analysis.

recruited by attending physicians from the cohort of patients from the Jagiellonian University Multiple
Sclerosis Clinic, whereas healthy controls were recruited using online advertisements. Prior to partic-
ipating in the study, all patients were diagnosed with early-onset relapsing-remitting multiple sclerosis
(RRMS) with Expanded Disability Status Scale (EDSS) scores [66] ranging from 0 to 3.5 points (mean:
1.2 ± 0.84). The participants were right-handed, with normal or corrected-to-normal vision, and without
a history of substance dependence. The study protocol was approved by the Research Ethics Committee
at the Institute of Applied Psychology of the Jagiellonian University and was carried out in accordance
with the Helsinki Declaration. Each subject gave their written informed consent. EEG was recorded in
eyes open and eyes closed conditions – each lasting 3 minutes. Participants were instructed to remain
as still as possible during the recording. For the eyes open condition, subjects were asked to focus on a
cross presented on the computer screen, whereas in eyes closed they were asked to close their eyes and
relax. The experiment was designed and presented using E-Prime 2.0© (Psychology Software Tools).

EEG recording and preprocessing

Continuous dense-array EEG data (HydroCel Geodesic Sensor Net, EGI System 300; Electrical
Geodesic Inc., OR, USA) were collected using 256-channel EEG (sampled at 1000 Hz, bandpass filtered
at 0.01 to 100 Hz with a vertex electrode as a reference) and recorded with NetStation Software (Version
4.5.1, Electrical Geodesic Inc., OR, USA). The impedance for all electrodes was kept below 50 kΩ. Off-
line data analysis was performed with the open-source EEGLAB toolbox (http://sccn.ucsd.edu/eeglab).
Data were digitally filtered to remove frequencies below 0.5 Hz and a notch filter was applied to remove
the 50 Hz frequency, i.e., the mains frequency. The average reference was recomputed and bad chan-
nels were automatically removed by kurtosis measures with a threshold value of 5 standard deviations.
Continuous data were then visually inspected to manually remove the remaining bad channels or time
epochs containing high-amplitude, high-frequency muscle noise, and other irregular artefacts. Indepen-
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dent component analysis was used to remove artefacts from the data. Due to a large number of channels,
the decomposition of the EEG data with the Infomax algorithm was preceded by Principal Component
Analysis. Fifty independent components were extracted and visually inspected for each subject. Based
on the spatiotemporal pattern, components recognised as blinks, heart rate, saccades, muscle artefacts, or
bad channels were removed. Missing channels were interpolated, and ICA weights were recomputed.

Multifractal Detrended Fluctuation Analysis

Multifractal Detrended Fluctuation Analysis [15] is a generalisation of the Detrended Fluctuation
Analysis[67]. It has been successfully deployed as a robust tool that facilitates the multilevel charac-
terisation of time series (see examples of its use [16, 68, 69]). The basics of MFDFA can be briefly
summarised in the following steps. First, for a particular time series {x(i)}N

i=1 on a compact support, the
integrated signal profile X( j) is calculated according to the formula:

X( j) =
j

∑
i=1

(x(i)−⟨x⟩), j = 1, . . . ,N, (1)

where ⟨. . .⟩ stands for averaging over the entire time series.
From then on, X( j) is divided into Ms nonoverlapping segments ν of length s(s < N) starting from

both ends of the time series (ergo into 2Ms such segments in total). For each segment ν , the local trend
can be approximated by fitting an m-th order polynomial

(
P(m)

ν

)
and subtracted from the data (m governs

the effectiveness of the method [70]). Subsequently, the detrended variances for all segments ν and the
respective segment lengths s can be computed:

F2(ν ,s) =
1
s

s

∑
j=1

{
X((ν −1)s+ j)−P(m)

ν ( j)
}2

(2)

for segments ν = 1, . . . ,Ms and

F2(ν ,s) =
1
s

s

∑
j=1

{
X(N − (ν −Ms)s+ j)−P(m)

ν ( j)
}2

(3)

for segments ν = Ms +1, . . . ,2Ms.
Ultimately, F2(ν ,s) is averaged over νs and the q-th order fluctuation function is calculated for all

possible segment lengths:

Fq(s) =

(
1

2Ms

2Ms

∑
ν=1

[
F2(ν ,s)

]q/2
)1/q

, q ∈ R\{0}. (4)

The pivotal feature of F(s) is the manifestation of power-law-type behavior (over a wide range of s, as in
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Fig. 2a) for a signal with fractal properties:

Fq(s)∼ sh(q). (5)

As an outcome of the MFDFA procedure, one gets a family of exponents h(q), the so-called generalised
Hurst exponents [71], which for a multifractal signal form a decreasing function of q in opposition to a
monofractal signal, where h(2)≡ H = const. For short-range correlated time series H ∼ 0.5, whereas for
long-range monofractal-correlated time series H deviates from 0.5 and two intervals can be distinguished:
0 < H < 0.5 (antipersistent signal) and 0.5 < H < 1 (persistent signal).

Furthermore, based on the generalised Hurst exponents, one can obtain the multifractal/singularity
spectrum of the Hölder exponents, i.e. f (α), by the following relations [11]:

α = h(q)+qh′(q), f (α) = q[α −h(q)]+1, (6)

where h′ denotes a derivative of h, α determines the strength of the singularities, and f (α) can be viewed
as the fractal dimension of a subset of the time series with singularities of magnitude α . Furthermore, for
positively correlated signals, the spectrum is shifted toward α > 0.5, and vice versa, the spectrum located
below α < 0.5 indicates negative data autocorrelation. The maximum spectrum at α = 0.5 suggests weak
linear correlations or lack thereof.

Fourier Surrogates

Fourier surrogates are commonly used to test the statistical significance of the results of the multi-
fractal analysis. This procedure is based on the comparative analysis of artificial data that are generated
by randomly shuffling the phases of the Fourier transform of the original signal while preserving its am-
plitudes [72] and performing the inverse Fourier transform. When this procedure is applied, the potential
nonlinear correlations responsible for true multifractality in the signal are removed, but the linear ones
are preserved. Therefore, only the monofractal behavior of the time series (narrow multifractal spectrum)
should be recovered from the surrogate data.

q-Dependent Detrended Cross-Correlation Coefficient

In recent years, MFDFA has been generalised to the case of two time series and further to Multifractal
Cross-Correlation Analysis (MFCCA)[42], and subsequently, Detrended Cross-Correlation Analysis [73]
has been derived with the cross-correlation coefficient denoted as ρ(q,s). This coefficient describes the
cross-correlations between a pair of time series x(i) and y(i), both on the particular time scale s and
regarding the amplitude of fluctuations filtered by q. Given two time series X( j) and Y ( j) (cf. Eq. (1)),
the covariance takes the form

F2
xy(ν ,s) =

1
s

s

∑
k=1

(
X((ν −1)s+ k)−P(m)

X ,ν (k)
)
×
(

Y ((ν −1)s+ k)−P(m)
Y,ν (k)

)
(7)
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for ν = 1, . . . ,Ms and

F2
xy(ν ,s) =

1
s

s

∑
k=1

(
X(N − (ν −Ms)s+ k)−P(m)

X ,ν (k)
)
×
(

Y (N − (ν −Ms)s+ k)−P(m)
Y,ν (k)

)
(8)

for ν = Ms +1, . . . ,2Ms.
The q-th order covariance function reads

Fq
xy(s) =

1
2Ms

2Ms

∑
ν

sgn
(
F2

xy(ν ,s)
)∣∣F2

xy(ν ,s)
∣∣q/2

. (9)

The coefficient ρ(q,s) can be calculated accordingly[74, 75]

ρ(q,s) =
Fq

xy(s)√
Fq

xx(s)F
q
yy(s)

, ρ(q,s) ∈ [−1,1] for q > 0, (10)

where Fq
xy(s) denotes the fluctuation function of the detrended covariance of a time series pair: x and y.

Fq
xx(s) and Fq

yy(s) represent the detrended fluctuation function of x and y, respectively. Eq. (10) can be
regarded as the generalisation of the Pearson coefficient [76, 77] sensitive to correlations with respect to
the signal amplitude and the scale considered.

Results

Multifractal analysis

We performed a multifractal analysis to characterise the nonlinear temporal organisation of the time
series recorded by the EEG electrodes. To estimate multifractal characteristics, we applied a well-
established method: multifractal detrended fluctuation analysis (MFDFA). Since the time series coming
from adjacent electrodes in the high-density recording are strongly correlated, to reduce the complexity
of calculations and the impact of noise on the analysis results, we collected the electrodes into 20 groups
according to the international 10 – 20 system (electrode group positions are shown in Supplementary
Fig. S1 online). Thus, the results obtained for the electrodes in the high-density recording were averaged
within each of the 20 locations to which they belonged.

Results for sample electrodes and subjects, i.e., fluctuation functions Fq(s) and multifractal spectra
f (α) (see, Eq. 4 and 6) for open and closed eyes, are shown in Fig. 2, panels a and b, respectively. In the
considered scale range, the family of the fluctuation functions Fq(s) clearly reveals power-law behavior
for all considered q, which confirms the fractal organisation of the data. The estimated multifractal
spectra for the presented functions Fq(s) take the shape of an asymmetrical parabola and are located at
α ≫ 0.5, indicating the strong persistence of the time series. Furthermore, the estimated spectra widths
for the example patient assume ∆α ≈ 0.3, indicating the multifractal organisation of the data. Comparison
with the Fourier surrogates of the data, whose spectra are very narrow, confirms that the spectrum width
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of the original data is the effect of the nonlinear temporal data correlations and reflects the complex
organisation of the time series. Group comparisons revealed several intriguing results. In Fig. 3, we
show the topographical plots of average Hurst exponents estimated for the controls and patients at each
electrode group considered. There is a clear difference between the results obtained for subjects with
closed and open eyes. In the former case, the average Hurst exponent assumes values H ≈ 0.8, whereas,
in the latter case, the exponents are closer to one, indicating 1/ f dynamics of the data. Thus, the time
series for eyes open reveal stronger persistence than the ones for eyes closed. Furthermore, the Hurst
exponents for the control group are higher compared to the patients. Quantitatively, this effect is shown
in Figs. 3e-f, where the probability density function (PDF) of the set of exponents estimated for each
subject within the group is depicted. The difference between the control group and the patients is most
visible for closed eyes. A similar conclusion can be drawn when considering the width of the singularity
spectrum (Fig. 4). The time series for eyes closed differs significantly from the signals collected from
subjects with eyes open. In the former case, the average ∆α ≈ 0.2 indicates multifractal dynamics of the
data, whereas in the latter, time series are monofractals. Thus, the temporal organisation of the signals for
subjects with closed eyes is more complex than the data collected from subjects with open eyes. When
comparing the results between the control group and the patients, the broader spectra are the attribute of
the patients, which suggests richer dynamics of the data in the latter case.

To highlight the differences between the groups, in Fig. 5 we compare Hurst exponents H and the
multifractal spectrum width ∆α directly between specific groups: (a) control and patient groups, (b)
according to the Expanded Disability Status Scale (EDSS) [66], patients with EDSS> 1 and patients with
EDSS ≤ 1 and (c) patients with a disease time longer and shorter than 7.5 years. The figure shows the
statistically significant differences in the average Hurst exponents (left side) and the average multifractal
spectra (middle) between the control group and patients in the aforementioned cases. The p-values of
Welch’s t-tests for the results presented in Fig. 4-5 are reported in Supplementary Tables S2-S3. Since the
group comparisons (a)-(c) were pre-planned and only (d) was exploratory, we report p-values uncorrected
for multiple comparisons. The highest differences between the groups are observed in case (b). For
patients with EDSS > 1, the values of H are lower and, at the same time, the values of ∆α are higher than
for patients with EDSS ≤ 1. Thus, the signals recorded for patients with higher EDSS exhibit both less
persistent signals but a more complex data organisation than the time series coming from patients with
lower EDSS. In other cases, the differences are less visible, although in case (a) the exponents H are also
significantly higher for the control group compared to the patient group. In case (c), for only one electrode
(FP2) ∆α is higher for patients with a disease time longer than 7.5 years than for those with a shorter
disease time. The estimated average spectra f (α) for the electrodes with the apparent difference between
the groups considered are shown in Fig. 5 (right column). As indicated above, the most evident contrast
between multifractal spectra has been identified for patients with different levels of disability EDSS
(Fig. 5b). The time series for patients with higher disabilities are characterised by a more developed
complexity of the signal and its lower persistence which is quantified by the width of the multifractal
spectrum and its location, respectively. Motivated by this observation, we performed additional analysis
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and divided the results with respect to the level of disability, that is, one group consisted of the control
group and patients with a lower level of disability (EDSS ≤ 1) and the other one of patients with a more
developed disability (EDSS > 1). The results of the statistically significant differences in the multifractal
characteristics between these groups and the average multifractal spectra for the one electrode with high
deviation are depicted in Fig. 6. In this case, the differences between the groups are even more evident.
The group with none and lower disability is characterised by higher linear correlations (persistence) of
the time series recorded from almost all electrodes. The exception is the electrodes T5 and P3, for which
the difference is below the confidence level. Nonlinear analysis indicates that the electrodes P4, FP1
and C3 are crucial in distinguishing the groups. Signals at these electrodes exhibit a more developed
hierarchical organisation reflected in the width of the multifractal spectra as presented in Fig. 6.

Figure 2: a Fluctuation functions Fq(s) with a visible power-law dependence. b Multifractal spectra f (α) estimated from
fluctuation functions of the original time series (black curves) and its Fourier surrogates (red curves) in the scale range s =
200− 2000. The examples come from electrode #224 (F4) of a single patient (#48) and a control group participant (#124).
The patient’s spectral widths are significantly wider than those of the surrogates, indicating the multifractality of the signal.
The location of the control participant’s spectrum α ≫ 0.5 characterises the signal as persistent.

Cross-correlation analysis

To assess the coupling between electrode signals, we used both the Pearson coefficient and the de-
trended cross-correlation coefficient ρ(q,s) (Eq.10). Since, in the latter case, our results were the most
statistically significant, here we present the results for the coefficient ρ with order q = 1 and scale
s = 200ms that corresponds to frequency 5 Hz. The results obtained for the Pearson coefficient and
ρ with q = 1 and s = 400ms are presented in Supplementary Figs. S3 and S4 online. The exponent q = 1
was chosen as the most meaningful, indicating the strongest correlation for medium-sized fluctuations.
Similarly to the previous section, the results from the electrodes were grouped and averaged over the
electrodes according to the 10 – 20 system as shown in Supplementary Fig. S1 online. In Fig. 7, the
correlation matrices with the coefficient ρ are depicted for the control group (Figs. 7a-b) and patients
(Figs. 7c-d). The calculations were performed separately for the closed and open eyes conditions in the
resting state.
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Figure 3: The topographic distributions show group-averaged values for (a-b) controls and (c-d) patients. (e-f) The histograms
show probability density functions (PDFs) of Hurst exponents collected from the twenty electrodes and all subjects within a
group of patients, PG, and controls, CG.
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Figure 4: The topographic distributions show group-averaged values for (a-b) controls and (c-d) patients. (e-f) The histograms
show probability density functions (PDFs) of spectral widths collected from the twenty electrodes and all subjects within a
group of patients, PG, and controls, CG.
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Figure 5: Group differences between the Hurst exponents H (left column) and multifractal spectra width ∆α (middle column)
taken over 20 electrodes for various cases: a the control group and patients, b patients with EDSS > 1 and patients with
EDSS ≤ 1, c patients with a time of disease longer than 7.5 years and shorter than 7.5 years. Right column: the average of
multifractal spectra estimated for electrode P3, FP1, and FP2 for a, b, and c row, respectively. Only statistically significant
results (see Supplementary Table S2 for p-values) for eyes closed (see Supplementary Fig. S2 for open eyes) are shown.
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Figure 6: The topographical plots show group differences between: a group-average Hurst exponents and b group-average
multifractal spectra width ∆α . c Group-average multifractal spectra estimated at electrode Fp1. Only statistically significant
results (see Supplementary Table S2 for p-values) for eyes closed (see Supplementary Fig. S2 for open eyes) are shown.

It is clear from Fig. 7 that electrode signals are strongly correlated for both the control group and the
patient group. The strong positive correlations characterise the signals from electrodes inside the brain
areas considered, i.e., within the cerebral cortex’s frontal, pre-frontal and occipital areas, and negative
correlations are typical for signals coming from distinct regions. In Figs. 7e-f, we depicted the statistical
distribution of the off-diagonal correlation coefficients of the control and patient group (left, L, and right,
R, distribution tails separately). The clear difference between the left tail (negative cross-correlations)
and the right one (positive cross-correlations) of the PDF can be noticed. The right tail of the distribution,
both for the control group and the patients, has a similar shape with a maximum at ≈ 0.95. For the left
tail of the distribution, the maximum assumes smaller values and a small difference between the location
of the maximum for the control group (0.9) and patients (0.83) can be noticed. To assess the average
coupling between the electrodes, we also estimated the eigenvalue spectrum, and the collected results for
all subjects are depicted in Figs. 7g-h. In most cases, the two distinct largest eigenvalues are observed for
each individual, which form the two bulks clearly identified in Figs. 7g and h. These indicate the vital
global component in the data shared by the brain signal. The difference between the control group and
the patients is not noticeable.

To highlight the differences in the results between the patients and the control group in Fig. 8, we filter
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the correlation matrices according to the statistical Welch’s t-tests (all p-values are reported in Supple-
mentary Fig. S6-S7). Namely, we leave the correlation coefficients only for the electrodes for which the
average correlation difference between the considered groups is statistically significant at the confidence
level 0.05. To account for the multiple comparisons we estimate the false discovery rates (FDR) of these
tests via q-values [78] (see, Supplementary Table S4), which however might be conservative considering
the strong dependence of the cross-correlation values. Similarly, as in the previous section, we compared
the patients and the control group, as well as the groups with respect to the level of disability measured
by EDSS and the duration of the disease. The results are visualized as a network of electrodes, where
links denote the statistically significant differences between the considered groups at the given pair of
electrodes. Moreover, the brain regions with the overall strongest cross-correlations are depicted in the
right column of Fig. 8. As can be seen in row b, the most apparent difference can be observed in patients
with high and low EDSS. The local false discovery rates (the Bayesian posteriors that the result is false
positive) for the significant electrodes range between 0.57-0.84 in b and 0.30-0.66 in d. Based on Fig. 8b,
we identified the region of electrode P4 as the most significant in distinguishing between patients with
different levels of EDSS. In the other comparisons for closed eyes, the groups are barely distinguishable
(FDR close to 1). For open eyes (see Supp. Fig. S5), the local FDRs range between 0.20-0.48 in c and
0.72-0.78 in d, and are close to 1 otherwise. Pearson estimator of cross-correlation coefficients produces
analogous, although less pronounced results, as presented in Supplementary Fig. S8-S11.

14



Figure 7: Group-average detrended correlation matrices ρ(q = 1,s = 200ms) are shown for: a-b the control group (CG) and
c-d patients (PG). e-f Corresponding distributions of the off-diagonal matrix elements Ci j, with L – left (Ci j < 0), and R – right
tail (Ci j ≥ 0) of the probability density function (PDF), respectively. g-h Correlation matrix eigenvalues, λi (i = 1, . . . ,20),
estimated for the patient and control groups. The results are divided according to the experimental conditions: (Left column)
eyes closed and (Right column) eyes open. For Pearson correlations and DCC at another scale s, see Supplementary Figs. S3-
S4 online.
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Figure 8: (Left column) The links in the graph represent group differences in detrended cross-correlations ρ(q = 1,s =
200ms) between pairs of electrodes. The link’s colour indicates the value of the difference. Only statistically significant links
are shown, p < 0.05. (Right column) The topographic plots show the absolute differences at each electrode averaged over
cross-correlations with all other electrodes. The group comparisons include: a the control group and patients, b patients with
EDSS > 1 and patients with EDSS ≤ 1, c patients with the disease duration ≥ 7.5 and < 7.5 years, d patients with EDSS > 1
and the combined group of patients with EDSS ≤ 1 and controls. The results are shown for the closed eyes condition. For
results in open eyes condition, see Supplementary Fig. S5 online).
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Discussion

Multiple sclerosis is a chronic immune-mediated disease, characterised by demyelination and sub-
sequent axonal degeneration resulting in CNS lesions. The current state of medical knowledge makes
it possible to control symptoms and slow the progression of the disease, however, early recognition of
symptoms and implementation of an appropriate treatment protocol becomes crucial for the effective
management of MS. Interestingly, studies show that some changes in the brain activity observed in MS
patients may be stage-specific. Faivre et al. [79] point at the initial increase in network connectivity.
Networks become more flexible, which may serve as a compensatory mechanism, ensuring system effi-
cacy in the early stages of the disease. The brain learns how to compensate for disease-related deficits by
overwriting the existing neuronal connections [80]. Thus, often patients diagnosed with the early stages
of MS do not present significant disruptions of cognitive functions. As MS progresses, brain networks
become less adaptable and more prone to overload by the upcoming input. This shift from flexible to rigid
results in the decline of cognitive functioning [81]. One of the methods used to quantify the disability in
multiple sclerosis and monitor the severity of neurological changes over time is the 10–point Expanded
Disability Status Scale (EDSS).

In our paper, we performed a multifractal analysis of time series from patients diagnosed with multi-
ple sclerosis and compared the results with those of the control group. The analysed signals reveal a high
order of temporal organisation, which a set of scaling exponents could quantify. Thus, the time series
can be considered as (multi)fractals quantitatively described by the multifractal spectrum. We show that
there is a statistically significant difference in signal complexity, measured by the width of the multifractal
spectrum, between patients scoring less than or equal to 1 point on the EDSS scale — thus not present-
ing any neurological symptoms – compared to patients scoring above 1 to 3.5 points, with higher signal
complexity in the latter. Thus, in the former case, the data are nonlinear and hierarchically organised,
revealing a more prosperous multifractal organisation than in the latter case, with much poorer nonlin-
earity but the strongest linear dependencies quantified by Hurst exponent. Analysis of cross-correlations
between electrode signals confirmed the difference in data organisation between patients with EDSS > 1
and those without neurological symptoms, which is demonstrated on the level of significance of region
coupling.

Moreover, the analysis of the widths of the multifractal spectra revealed differences in activity within
the recording sites reflecting the activity of the central executive (CEN) and the default mode network
(DMN). Activity within the CEN has been associated with performance in tasks that require cognitive
control and attention, whereas activity within the DMN has been associated with self-referential pro-
cessing, mind wandering, and other forms of internally focused cognition. Although altered activity and
connectivity within DMN and CEN have previously been reported in MS patients, the results are mixed.
For example, a decrease in functional connectivity has been observed between the posterior cingulate
cortex (PCC), considered the main hub of DMN, and other more frontal regions, as well as a decrease
in functional connectivity within the CEN [82]. When comparing cognitively impaired MS patients to
MS patients with preserved cognitive functions, studies report both increased [83] and decreased [84, 85]
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functional connectivity within DMN. Considering the early strengthening of the connectivity hypothesis,
our result may be interpreted as an early attempt of the system to compensate for the disease-related
deficits.

The presented study comes with potential limitations and challenges. The first limitation relates to
some aspects of the multifractal methodology used to assess the scaling exponents. The parameter q used
to calculate the fluctuation function must be chosen with particular care since the higher moments of Fq(s)
could diverge when the pdf of the times series is characterized by fat tails. In our study, we restricted
the range of the q parameter to fulfil this restriction. Moreover, the proper estimation of the Hölder
exponent requires eliminating the possible trend in the data. Within the MFDFA algorithm and procedure
of ρ(q,s) coefficient estimation, detrending is performed by subtracting the fitted polynomial of the
assumed degree. However, choosing the polynomial degree is a delicate matter since it can influence the
results of correlation structure significantly and must be carefully considered. Based on the research and
our experience, the most reasonable choice of polynomial order is 2 or 3 [70]. The multifractal spectrum
is a global measure of time series organization and provides average information about the temporal
dependencies and structure of the data. Therefore, it is an excellent measure of the overall correlation
skeleton. However, future studies could also consider the local scaling properties, i.e. localization of the
singularity within the time series. This analysis could be performed through wavelet methodology and
uncover additional complex properties of the data.

The second possible limitation of our study is its sample size. Our study was performed on a group
of 38 multiple sclerosis patients and 27 healthy controls, which is a rather large group comparable with
other investigations [86, 87]. We expect that extending the sample could make our conclusions even more
evident. Moreover, considering patients with more significant Expanded Disability Status Scale scores
could give us information about the change in the correlation characteristics with disease development.
Therefore, our plans include developing a study analyzing dynamical changes in the complexity measures
depending on the disease progression.

Another possible limiting factor regards not considering the interaction of the physiological signals
and EEG. There is an increasing awareness in the field of EEG research about the substantial impact
of physiological signals, such as heart rate, on EEG data (e.g., [21, 88–91]). Regrettably, our study
was not designed to delve deeper into the interaction between these factors, and specifically, we did not
independently record heart rate. Consequently, we lack the relevant data to incorporate this aspect into
our analysis. In an effort to mitigate the influence of physiology on the presented results, we employed
techniques like ICA decomposition to remove components associated with breathing, heart rate, etc.
It is crucial to acknowledge that in future studies investigating signal complexity in MS patients due
consideration should be given to accounting for the influence of physiological factors.

It is worth noting that, according to the literature, the complexity of the brain signal can be understood
as not only the amount of noise mixed in the observed brain signal, which, if optimal, allows effective
information processing [92] but also the level of integration and segregation of brain networks and the
ability to transition from one network to another [93].
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Cognitive impairment in MS patients is the effect of demyelination and axonal damage, which strongly
influence the effectiveness of the conduction of neural impulses and lower brain activity in areas affected
by pathological changes [94, 95]. However, in the early stages of the disease development, despite the
loss of structural neural integration, MS patients’ cognitive functioning is on the ordinary level, undis-
tinguished from the period before the disease began. Thus, it is assumed that the observed stability of
cognitive functioning is the effect of the neuronal mechanisms called compensation, which is responsi-
ble for optimizing the neural processes in the presence of structural neuronal degeneration. Although
the process is still poorly recognized due to conceptual and experimental obstacles, we can assume the
hypothesis that compensation is reflected in brain activity and thus is potentially identifiable with the
EEG technique. The observed complex behavior of the signal of MS patients quantitatively characterized
by multifractal characteristics could be the effect of the abovementioned mechanism. The brain reor-
ganizing to maintain functioning at the appropriate level, e.g., taking over the function of the defective
brain regions by other ones, must increase the signal’s complexity. The multiscale hierarchical struc-
ture of the brain tissues is yet another facet influencing the multifractal organization of the brain signal.
Thus, we suggest that an increase in the multifractality of MS patients’ signals reflects the processes of
compensation occurring in the brain. If we combine data from previous studies, pointing to compen-
satory mechanisms in early-onset MS, and our results, showing a higher complexity of the EEG signal
in patients who function relatively well despite the diagnosis, the higher complexity can be interpreted
in terms of adaptive information processing mechanisms and the brain’s ability to learn how to deal with
emerging lesion-related deficits on the neuronal level.

Moreover, our study revealed the vital role of the signals from the right hemisphere (recorded from
electrode P4), distinguishing between patients in the group with EDSS ≤ 1 and those with EDSS > 1. In
this context, the results from Lenne and colleagues, who quantified cortical communication in the EEG
resting state of both cognitively deficient and non-deficient patients with RRMS, are noteworthy. The
study demonstrates that mutual information in the right hemisphere serves as an indicator of compen-
satory processes [95]. While studies on neural compensation using resting-state data are relatively rare,
an asymmetric right hemisphere pattern of compensation in neurodegeneration has also been observed in
studies related to Huntington’s and Alzheimer’s diseases. Gregory and colleagues, using both task and
resting-state fMRI data of premanifest Huntington disease patients and employing a novel cross-sectional
model of compensation, indicated the role of right hemisphere activations in neural compensation pro-
cesses [96]. The results of the study incorporating graph theory analysis to resting-state fMRI data of
prodromal Alzheimer’s disease patients also seem to confirm the involvement of the right hemisphere
in compensation processes in the early stages of neurodegenerative diseases [97]. Despite the extensive
investigation into neurodegeneration, a limited number of studies provide evidence of compensation, es-
pecially in the context of resting-state data. The results of our study suggest that we can detect brain
cortical reorganization related to compensatory processes in the group of well-functioning RRMS pa-
tients using resting-state EEG data and multifractal analyses.

One of the possible implications of our research is the development of a methodology for the early
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diagnosis of patients with MS. In this light, the two aspects seem to be especially important. Firstly,
the patients selected in our study had low levels of disability according to the EDSS scale, which, in
our case, ranges between 0 and 3.5. This means that changes in the brain structure are not severe and
they are challenging to detect. Our results demonstrate that even such early stages of the disease can be
detected by multifractal analysis of EEG signals. It is worth emphasizing that, in general, the research
in this area involves patients on a broad EDSS spectrum [98, 99] and/or with other MS phenotypes [86,
87]. Secondly, the presented study, refers to the EEG recording collected during resting state. Since
the patients do not perform any tests during the recording, some cognitive deficits could be difficult to
observe. It was demonstrated that multifractal analysis could quantify subtle changes in the temporal
signal organisation, distinguishing the control and patient groups [61].

Conclusions

We conducted a correlation analysis, employing multifractal methodology, Pearson and detrended
cross-correlation coefficients of electroencephalographic (EEG) data obtained from a multiple sclerosis
(MS) study. The analysis concentrated on the relationship between the correlation characteristics, disease
duration, and disability level. Its results indicate a correspondence between the complexity of EEG
time series and the level of disability of MS patients quantified by the Expanded Disability Status Scale
(EDSS). In particular, signals from MS patients with higher neurological impairment reveal multifractal
organization, whereas monofractality characterizes control groups and patients with the lowest EDSS.
In contrast, the persistence (linear correlations) is more pronounced for the combined group of control
and patients with minimal signs of MS than for patients with observed disability. We hypothesize that
the observed increase in the complexity of the EEG signals for MS patients is related to the brain’s
compensatory processes and reflects structural brain complexity.
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M.G., N.G-A., M.F., T.M., A.Ż, M.M., M.W., and A.S., conceived and conducted the experiment and
aided in data collection. M.G. and N.G-A. performed data preprocessing. M.W., J.O., W.T., and P.O.
managed the statistical analysis, analysed the results, and prepared the figures. P.O., M.G., T.M. M.F,
M.W., W.T., J.O., and N.G-A. interpreted the results and wrote and edited the manuscript. All authors
reviewed the manuscript.

20



Data availability

The EEG data analysed are available from Magda Gawłowska (email: magda.gawlowska@uj.edu.pl)
on reasonable request.

Competing interests

The authors declare no competing interests.

Supplementary Information

Supplementary Fig. S1: Diagrams of EEG electrodes analysed. a Positions of 256 electrodes used in high-density record-
ing with the HydroCel Geodesic Sensor Net, EGI System 300 (Electrical Geodesic Inc., OR, USA), with red circles grouping
the electrodes into 10 – 20 system. b The 10 – 20 system electrodes used in the analyses. The electrode groups are also
provided in Supplementary Table S1.
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Supplementary Fig. S2: Group differences in Hurst exponents and multifractal spectrum widths – eyes open. The to-
pographic plots show statistically significant differences between: (Left column) group-averaged Hurst exponents H, and
(Right column) multifractal spectra width ∆α . The group comparisons include: a the control group and patients, b patients
with EDSS > 1 and patients with EDSS ≤ 1, c patients with disease duration longer than 7.5 years and shorter than 7.5 years.
d patients with EDSS > 1 and the combined group of patients with EDSS ≤ 1 and controls. These plots complement Figs. 4-5
from the main text with the open eyes condition.
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Supplementary Fig. S3: Electrode cross-correlations – Pearson estimator. These plots complement Fig. 6 from the main
text with group-averaged Pearson correlation matrices for eyes closed and eyes open. a-b Control group. c-d Patients.

Supplementary Fig. S4: Electrode cross-correlations – Detrended Cross-Correlation Coefficient. These plots comple-
ment Fig. 6 from the main text (with the scale s = 200ms) with group-averaged correlation matrices of ρ(q = 1,s = 400ms).
a-b Control group. c-d Patients.
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Supplementary Fig. S5: Group differences in detrended cross-correlations – eyes open. (Left column) The links in
the graph represent statistically significant group differences in detrended cross-correlations ρ(q = 1,s = 200ms) between
pairs of electrodes (see Supplementary Table S4 for their estimated false discovery rates). Link colours indicate the value of
the difference. (Right column) The topographic plots show the absolute differences at each electrode averaged over cross-
correlations with all other electrodes. The group comparisons include: a the control group and patients, b patients with
EDSS > 1 and patients with EDSS ≤ 1, c patients with the disease duration ≥ 7.5 and < 7.5 years, d patients with EDSS > 1
and the combined group of patients with EDSS ≤ 1 and controls. These plots complement Fig. 7 from the main text with the
open eyes condition.
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Supplementary Fig. S6: p-values for group differences in detrended cross-correlations – eyes open. Each color-coded
matrix corresponds to a group comparison from Supplementary Fig. S5. Each matrix element represents a p-value of Welch’s
t-test for a difference in detrended cross-correlations ρ(q = 1,s = 200ms) between a pair of electrodes. Black borders indicate
values p < 0.05, which are visible as links in the left-column graphs in Supplementary Fig. S5. See Supplementary Table S4
for the estimated false discovery rates of these tests.
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Supplementary Fig. S7: p-values for group differences in detrended cross-correlations – eyes closed. Each color-coded
matrix corresponds to a group comparison from main Fig. 7. Each matrix element represents a p-value of Welch’s t-test for
a difference in detrended cross-correlations ρ(q = 1,s = 200ms) between a pair of electrodes. Black borders indicate values
p < 0.05, which are visible as links in the left-column graphs in main Fig. 7. See Supplementary Table S4 for the estimated
false discovery rates of these tests.

Supplementary Table S1: Electrode groups. EGI system electrodes groups corresponding to each of the 10 – 20 system
electrodes as presented in Supplementary Fig. S1.

10 – 20 EGI system
Fz 13 14 21 22 28
Cz 9 186 45 132 81
Pz 101 100 129 110 119 128
Oz 126 125 138 137

FP1 37 38 33
FP2 18 19 11

F3 36 30 40 41
F7 47 54 55
F4 224 215 223 214
F8 2 1 221
T3 69 68 63
T5 96 95 105 106
T4 202 203 210
T6 170 169 177 178
C3 59 51 52 60 66 65 58
C4 183 184 182 155 164 196 195
P3 87 77 78 88 86 98 99
P4 153 141 142 152 154 162 163
O1 116 115 123 124
O2 150 149 158 159
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Supplementary Fig. S8: Group differences in Pearson cross-correlations – eyes open. (Left column) The links in the
graph represent statistically significant group differences in Pearson correlations between pairs of electrodes. Link colours
indicate the value of the difference. (Right column) The topographic plots show the absolute differences at each electrode
averaged over cross-correlations with all other electrodes. For comparison with detrended cross-correlations, see Supplemen-
tary Fig. S5.
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Supplementary Fig. S9: Group differences in Pearson cross-correlations – eyes closed. (Left column) The links in the
graph represent statistically significant group differences in Pearson correlations between pairs of electrodes. Link colours
indicate the value of the difference. (Right column) The topographic plots show the absolute differences at each electrode
averaged over cross-correlations with all other electrodes. For comparison with detrended cross-correlations, see main Fig. 7.
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Supplementary Fig. S10: p-values for group differences in Pearson cross-correlations – eyes open. Each color-coded
matrix corresponds to a group comparison from Supplementary Fig. S8. Each matrix element represents a p-value of Welch’s
t-test for a difference in Pearson correlations between a pair of electrodes. Black borders indicate values p < 0.05, which are
visible as links in the left-column graphs in Supplementary Fig. S8.

Supplementary Fig. S11: p-values for group differences in Pearson cross-correlations – eyes closed. Each color-coded
matrix corresponds to a group comparison from Supplementary Fig. S9. Each matrix element represents a p-value of Welch’s
t-test for a difference in Pearson correlations between a pair of electrodes. Black borders indicate values p < 0.05, which are
visible as links in the left-column graphs in Supplementary Fig. S9.
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Supplementary Table S2: Results of t-tests. The table presents p-values for the results presented in Fig. 4-5 in the main text.
The group comparisons include: a the control group and patients, b patients with EDSS > 1 and patients with EDSS ≤ 1, c
patients with the disease duration ≥ 7.5 and < 7.5 years, d patients with EDSS > 1 and the combined group of patients with
EDSS ≤ 1 and controls. The results are shown for the closed eyes condition. p-values ≤ 0.05 are in bold. MF stands for
“multifractal”.

FP1 FP2 Fz Cz Pz F7 F3 F4 F8 T3 C3 C4 T4 T5 P3 P4 T6 O1 O2 Oz

H
ur

st
E

xp
on

en
ts a 0.26 0.26 0.21 0.13 0.04 0.14 0.08 0.22 0.13 0.10 0.06 0.20 0.04 0.30 0.07 0.07 0.15 0.18 0.08 0.08

b 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.15 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.11 0.05 0.09 0.13 0.19 0.05 0.10 0.10 0.07 0.08
c 0.49 0.49 0.70 0.96 0.75 0.57 0.93 0.54 0.74 0.52 0.54 0.69 0.72 0.93 0.79 0.99 0.72 0.68 0.76 0.45
d 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03

M
F

Sp
ec

tr
a

W
id

th
s

a 0.78 0.88 0.88 0.87 0.33 0.80 0.72 0.53 0.52 0.28 0.34 0.45 0.40 0.90 0.04 0.64 0.26 0.42 0.19 0.36
b 0.01 0.03 0.09 0.05 0.14 0.04 0.04 0.14 0.15 0.01 0.06 0.15 0.10 0.55 0.26 0.03 0.04 0.45 0.09 0.09
c 0.06 0.01 0.10 0.58 0.17 0.24 0.20 0.07 0.17 0.25 0.62 0.33 0.91 0.44 0.82 0.52 0.94 0.13 0.74 0.13
d 0.03 0.05 0.13 0.06 0.11 0.07 0.05 0.24 0.16 0.08 0.04 0.31 0.23 0.64 0.18 0.04 0.02 0.39 0.07 0.08

Supplementary Table S3: Results of t-tests. The table presents p-values for the results presented in Supplementary Fig. S2.
The group comparisons include: a the control group and patients, b patients with EDSS > 1 and patients with EDSS ≤ 1,
c patients with the disease duration ≥ 7.5 and < 7.5 years, d patients with EDSS > 1 and the combined group of patients
with EDSS ≤ 1 and controls. The results are shown for the open eyes condition. p-values ≤ 0.05 are in bold. MF stands for
“multifractal”.

FP1 FP2 Fz Cz Pz F7 F3 F4 F8 T3 C3 C4 T4 T5 P3 P4 T6 O1 O2 Oz

H
ur

st
E

xp
on

en
ts a 0.09 0.09 0.04 0.07 0.03 0.11 0.04 0.06 0.10 0.21 0.08 0.03 0.10 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01

b 0.24 0.32 0.35 0.14 0.55 0.14 0.20 0.38 0.30 0.39 0.18 0.38 0.26 0.46 0.32 0.31 0.23 0.28 0.16 0.24
c 0.98 0.90 0.72 0.65 0.74 0.77 0.77 0.80 0.72 0.90 0.41 0.54 0.38 0.42 0.50 0.66 0.44 0.74 0.77 0.86
d 0.12 0.18 0.14 0.04 0.20 0.07 0.08 0.18 0.12 0.24 0.09 0.15 0.14 0.18 0.11 0.10 0.07 0.09 0.04 0.07

M
F

Sp
ec

tr
a

W
id

th
s

a 0.25 0.09 0.54 0.46 0.83 0.70 0.97 0.49 0.87 0.66 0.98 0.90 0.91 0.56 0.47 0.50 0.65 0.92 0.70 0.95
b 0.70 0.33 0.81 0.87 0.87 0.73 0.17 0.33 0.95 0.78 0.32 0.27 0.50 0.06 0.93 0.63 0.87 0.29 0.17 0.48
c 0.44 0.23 0.56 0.15 0.30 0.23 0.63 0.98 0.82 0.05 0.07 0.55 0.83 0.98 0.21 0.39 0.12 0.91 0.73 0.95
d 0.72 0.79 0.96 0.84 0.79 0.66 0.22 0.59 0.94 0.91 0.33 0.35 0.60 0.23 0.74 0.83 0.69 0.34 0.17 0.55
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