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In this study, we explore the fundamental principles behind the architecture of

the human brain’s structural connectome, from the perspective of spectral analysis

of Laplacian and adjacency matrices. Building on the idea that the brain strikes

a balance between efficient information processing and minimizing wiring costs, we

aim to understand the impact of the metric properties of the connectome and how

they relate to the existence of an inherent scale. We demonstrate that a simple

generative model, combining nonlinear preferential attachment with an exponential

penalty for spatial distance between nodes, can effectively reproduce several key

characteristics of the human connectome, including spectral density, edge length

distribution, eigenmode localization and local clustering properties. We also delve

into the finer spectral properties of the human structural connectomes by evaluating

the inverse participation ratios (IPRq) across various parts of the spectrum. Our

analysis reveals that the level statistics in the soft cluster region of the Laplacian

spectrum deviate from a purely Poisson distribution due to interactions between

clusters. Additionally, we identified scar-like localized modes with large IPR values in

the continuum spectrum. We identify multiple fractal eigenmodes distributed across

different parts of the spectrum, evaluate their fractal dimensions and find a power-

law relationship in the return probability, which is a hallmark of critical behavior.

We discuss the conjectures that a brain operates in the Griffiths or multifractal

phases.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the underlying principles governing brain structural organization, which
provide effective signal propagation, is undoubtedly a challenging and highly demanded task.
Presently, the prevailing paradigm suggests that relatively short correlations are dominant,
and spatiotemporal processes in the brain can be described in terms of wave dynamics
within an underlying graph structure. In the frameworks of this paradigm the key object
is the graph Laplacian of the structural connectome, which describes the diffusion-like flow
of the information in the brain. The information flow along the structural backbone of the
connectome can be connected with the functional brain dynamics via the so-called ”mass
model” with activation-inhibition balance – see [1, 2] for the review.

It is widely accepted that the spectral statistics of the Laplacian provides crucial insight
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into the structure of the brain [3, 4], establishing a connection between the spectrum of the
structural connectome and cognitive functions. Recent developments in this area further
underline the significance of this relationship [5–9].

Besides, there is a growing body of literature emphasizing the importance of metric
geometry of the brain cortex. For instance, in [10, 11], it is suggested that brain dynamics
are governed by a metric Laplacian, which captures the underlying geometry of the 2D brain
surface. These geometric models conceptualize the brain surface as a smooth object that
can be effectively described using the conventional continuum metric-dependent Laplacian.
Moreover, in models of exponential networks such as those discussed in [12–14], the typical
spatial length scale is introduced through the postulation of a cut-off, indicating the presence
of a finite correlation length. This implies that understanding the geometry of the brain
cortex, as represented by its metric properties, is essential for comprehending the dynamics
of neural activity within the brain.

Recently, it has become apparent that geometric models outperform other methods in
analyzing functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) data [15], both for task-related
and resting brain states. The neuronal field theory model (NFT) is particularly noteworthy
due to its simplicity, as it requires only one fixed and one adjustable parameter, in con-
trast to more complex wave propagation models. Contrary to the previous approach, it has
been found that long-wavelength modes, specifically with wavelengths larger than 40 mm,
play a dominant role in the propagation processes described by the geometric Laplacian,
establishing a typical correlation length in the cerebral cortex. This finding extends be-
yond the traditional understanding of wave propagation in the cortex as a two-dimensional
elastic medium described by an effective two-dimensional Laplacian and applies to three-
dimensional samples involving non-cortical regions. Studies have shown that achieving a
good fit of data requires fewer than 100 lowest modes of the 3D Laplacian [15]. These
findings suggest that the overall understanding of wave propagation in the brain needs to
be reconsidered: instead of short-range correlations, long-range waves play a major role in
brain activity.

Here, we employ spectral methods to investigate the impact of metric aspects on brain
organization. We use two complementary approaches. First, we ask whether there is a
generative model that incorporates intrinsic scale and can reproduce the essential spectral
features of structural connectomes. A particular pattern of evolutionary laws has been
proposed in [16], where it is argued that producing a true spectral density for organisms
further up the evolutionary ladder requires a larger number of local conservation laws, but
this model lacks any consideration of scale. Second, by examining the transition between
localized and delocalized excitations propagating through a structural connectome, we in-
vestigate the presence of localized modes in the spectrum. This model implies the existence
of a spatial scale that defines the localization length.

Here are some general remarks on the localization properties of the structural connectome.
It would not be reasonable to expect all eigenmodes to be completely delocalized, as this
would imply that the system is ergodic and it would be difficult to observe the effects of
activity persistence. On the other hand, complete localization of the eigenmodes would result
in the absence of correlations between brain regions. Therefore, the most likely scenario is
that there is a coexistence of localized and delocalized modes. The initial discussion on this
topic can be found in [16], although only a limited number of connectomes were analyzed in
that study. Therefore, there is a need for further statistical verification of these claims and
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a more thorough analysis.

In [16], it was found that within the ”soft” part of the Laplacian spectrum (at small
eigenvalues corresponding to cluster structure), the level spacing distribution follows a de-
formed Poisson distribution. However, in the bulk of the continuous spectrum, it follows
a combined Poisson-Wigner distribution. This behavior, from the perspective of Anderson
localization in systems with diagonal disorder, suggests that the system is operating near
the critical regime [17]. A mobility edge separates localized and delocalized modes, and
although the structural connectome does not have on-site diagonal disorder like the conven-
tional Anderson model, the inherent structural disorder plays a similar role. To determine
the presence of criticality and mobility edge, it is necessary to analyze individual Laplacian
and adjacency eigenmodes in more detail. One direct approach to address this issue is to
examine the inverse participation ratio (IPR) of all eigenmodes. Elevated IPR values in-
dicate localization, and we aim to elucidate the localization characteristics of these modes
within the structural connectome. While we qualitatively support the findings of [16], which
suggest the existence of localized modes in the bulk, we recognize that the interplay between
these localized and delocalized modes is more complex.

The presence of localized modes in the structural connectome spectrum has also been
mentioned in [18]. In [18], it was conjectured that the connectome operates not at criticality,
but rather in a Griffiths phase. This is more plausible from an operational perspective, as
it does not require fine-tuning of parameters, in contrast to a purely critical situation. The
Griffiths phase occurs when marks of criticality, such as power-laws, occur not only at a
single value of a control parameter, but also within a range. In the conventional Anderson
model, the diagonal disorder plays the role of a control parameter. However, in this work,
only the case of structural disorder is considered; in this case, the Griffiths phase was found
in [19, 20].

In the context of the Anderson localization the candidates for the relevant rare states are
the isolated modes at the edge of the spectrum corresponding to the clusters in the network
[21]. Later, it was also conjectured [22] that the second type of critical point expected for the
brain, the synchronization phase transition, could also be blown up into a Griffiths phase.
Different generic aspects of brain criticality can be found in reviews [23–27].

In this study we turn to another spectral characteristic of the structural connectome not
discussed in [16, 18] - the multifractality of eigenmodes, see [28] for review. Previously, it
was thought that multifractality was an intrinsic feature of the critical point. However, more
recently, it has been recognized that it can also be a feature of the extended phase. This is
usually referred to as the non-ergodic extended (NEE) phase or the extended multifractal
phase. The new NEE phase has been first uncovered in the Generalized Rozentzveig-Porter
model [29] and later was recognized in the clear-cut manner in the several models with
matrix Hamiltonians [29–36].

We are interested in the existence of multifractal modes in complex networks, and there
are indeed relevant examples. Multifractality has been identified in the Anderson model
with diagonal disorder on a Cayley tree [31, 32, 37]. It has been found that the fractal
dimension of these modes depends on their position on the tree [37]. Recently, an extended
non-ergodic phase with multifractal eigenmodes was clearly identified in an Erdős-Rényi
ensemble of graphs in the sparse regime with p > 1 above the percolation threshold [38]
without a diagonal disorder. It was argued that the mechanism behind multifractality may
involve weakly interacting clusters.
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In this paper, we will focus on the following issues:

A Novel Generative Model Incorporating Spatial Intrinsic Scale We explore the principles
behind the construction of a graph that resembles a connectome and could yield experimen-
tally verifiable spectral density. For structural connectomes, we propose a generative model
that employs nonlinear preferential attachment and an exponential parameter-dependent
cutoff in edge lengths. This approach reproduces the geometric length distribution of fiber
lengths found in the connectome as well as the spectral features and clustering properties.

Inverse Participation Ratio (IPR2) and localization of eigenfunctions. We investigate the
IPR2 which indicates the localization properties of the Laplacian eigenmodes. Large values of
IPR for some eigenmodes imply that these modes are localized in certain graph regions, while
small values indicate delocalized states. Generically there are two types of the coexistence of
localized and delocalized states: the existence of a mobility edge separating these states, and
the presence of the ”scars” corresponding to isolated localized states within the delocalized
part of the spectrum. Our findings are as follows: there are states with high IPR values in
the low-energy region of the spectrum that are localized at clusters, in agreement with [16].
In addition, there are localized high-energy states with large IPR in the bulk that form two
distinct small bands around the eigenvalues λ = 0 and λ = −1 of the adjacency matrix.
These eigenvalues correspond to connected and disconnected topologically equivalent nodes
(TENs) similar to the pattern observed in [39]. Some of λ = 0 modes are trivial TENs, which
are the end points of the graph leaves. Therefore, despite the presence of localized states
in the bulk, there is no sharp mobility edge in the bulk as suggested in [16]. However, one
could speak of an effective mobility edge between the bulk and the band of cluster isolated
modes.

Multifractal Eigenmodes. Multifractality is another potential localization-related statisti-
cal pattern that can be identified through the analysis of the q-dependent fractal dimensions
Dq. These dimensions are defined by the variation of the inverse participation ratio IPRq

over different scales. A value of Dq = 0 indicates localized modes, whereas Dq = 1 denotes
extended modes. Modes with 0 < Dq < 1 exhibit fractal behavior, and non-linearity in
the variation of Dq with q reveals the presence of multifractality. We analyzed Dq across
various parts of the spectrum and unexpectedly found multiple modes with fractal dimen-
sion in the range Dq = 0.7 − 0.8, some of them with weak multifractality. These features
of multifractality include the weak nonlinearity of the fractal dimension and the power-law
scaling of return probabilities. With multiple reservations, we hypothesize that the struc-
tural connectome may operate in the multifractal regime and compare it with the Griffiths
phase scenario.

Correlation of Clusters. Soft modes exhibit a semi-Poisson distribution, which is consis-
tent with the general arguments presented in [40]. The deviation of the level spacing distri-
bution P (s) from a pure Poisson distribution indicates interactions among cluster modes,
similar to those extensively studied in [39]. It is noteworthy that recent spectral analysis of
the C. Elegance structural connectome demonstrates the precise identification of clusters as
the soft modes of Laplacian even in sparse scenarios [41]. To substantiate the presence of
cluster interactions, we examine the correlations between the lowest eigenvalues (λ2, λ3, λ4).
Given that the identification of λ2 is straightforward – it quantifies the number of links
between hemispheres [42]—we investigate the behavior of (λ3, λ4) as a function of λ2. Our
analysis reveals the clear fingerprint of interactions among the soft modes.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we present the generative model for
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the structural connectome. In Section 3, we compare various spectral characteristics of the
model to experimental data. Section 4 analyses the eigenmode statistics and formulates a
conjecture that the structural connectome operates in an extended non-ergodic multifractal
phase. The findings are summarized in the Discussion.

II. DESCRIPTION OF A NONLINEAR GEOMETRIC MODEL

Nowadays, the Watts-Strogatz (WS) model [43] is considered a good ”baseline” model
that adequately describes many experimentally observed features of the brain’s structural
network. This model has a ”small world” network structure, which combines short optimal
paths with a high clustering coefficient. This interplay between these two properties is
crucial for efficient brain function, providing significant advantages in signal processing.
This structural organization is essential for healthy brain function. Indeed, deviations from
these ”small world” features have been observed in groups of patients with Alzheimer’s
disease, autism, and schizophrenia, as reported in [44].

Since the pioneering work [45], more and more authors have claimed the “hierarchical”
organization of the functional brain connectomes (see, for example [46, 47]). However,
whether structural connectomes also have hierarchies consistent with functional ones is an
open question that worries researchers around the world. [48, 49].

Recent studies [50] have provided convincing evidence that the agreement between ex-
perimental data and mathematical models improves significantly when the metric structure
of structural connectomes is taken into account. It has been shown that changes in brain
network structure, in general, and changes in connection lengths, in particular, are linked
to neurodegenerative diseases [51, 52].

Here we propose a simple model that has all the desired properties: (i) small-world
behavior, (ii) a high clustering coefficient, and (iii) a spatial cutoff due to being embedded
in a real three-dimensional space.

Specifically, we propose a model that combines the abstract generalized preferential at-
tachment algorithm with an exponential penalty for long edges in a graph constructed from
3D coordinates of a human connectome. As it has been shown in [53], the preferential
attachment models with a scale-free node degree distribution (and hence with a high clus-
tering coefficient) allow for a natural embedding into the hyperbolic Poincaré disc of finite
radius. Due to their hyperbolic nature, scale-free networks are closer to trees than expo-
nential Erdős-Rényi graphs. However, the scale-free networks created in this way are purely
topological and do not contain any information about the spatial proximity of nodes in struc-
tural connectomes that exist in 3D space. The information about the metric structure of
our model network was derived from the actual coordinates of nodes in human brain connec-
tomes and was then applied to an artificial network that was created using the preferential
attachment algorithm. This model is referred to as the Nonlinear Geometric Preferential
Attachment (NGPA) model.
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A. Human connectome data

We used the braingraph.org database [54] for our analysis. This database contains struc-
tural connectomes of 426 human subjects computed from high-angular resolution diffusion
imaging data from the Human Connectome Project [55]. Each connectome has been con-
structed at five different resolutions, and we used the graph of the highest resolution (with
1015 nodes) for further analysis, except for the investigation of multifractal properties. Each
connectome was preprocessed in the following way: (i) isolated nodes and self-loops were
removed; (ii) for graphs with more than one connected component, only the largest one was
kept. Connectomes in which the largest component covered less than 80% of the nodes were
excluded from the dataset; (iii) edge weights were discarded and binary adjacency matrices
were constructed.

From each connectome in the dataset, we extracted the coordinates of all nodes for
further construction of spatially embedded model networks. We ensured that the Euclidean
distances between nodes connected by an edge correlate well with the actual length of the
axonal fibers in the dataset (Pearson’s correlation coefficient r = 0.91). Therefore, we
verified the proxy relationship between the real and Euclidean distances [56] and used the
latter for our further analysis.

B. NGPA algorithm

Our network construction algorithm consists of the following steps:

- Select and preprocess a specific human structural connectome with N nodes and E
edges from the dataset of structural human connectomes [54];

- Preserve the 3D coordinates of (x, y, z) coordinates of all nodes and remove all existing
links. Note that the set of 3D node coordinates is the only information used from the
original graph to create its metric-aware counterpart. However, to test the impact of
node positions on the model, experiments were conducted with randomly positioned
nodes. The results were similar to those obtained with real node coordinates, sug-
gesting that perturbations in node spatial embedding do not significantly affect the
model’s properties;

- Construct a new artificial network based on a set of nodes with known (x, y, z) coor-
dinates. We do this by using the generalized preferential attachment algorithm, which
has two components: topological and metric.

1. Abstract preferential attachment. Consider a scenario where some of the new
artificial network has already been created. Let j be a node within this existing
part, which is connected to dj other nodes. Then, introduce a new node i and
connect it to node j in the existing network with a probability that depends
on the degree of node dj, following the preferential attachment algorithm. The
probability Pij of forming a link ij is given by:

Pij =
(dj + 1)α∑
k=1(dk + 1)α

(1)

https://braingraph.org
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where α ≥ 0 is the parameter of the model (α = 1 corresponds to the standard
“rich gets richer” linear preferential attachment model[57]). We have added 1
to dj in order to be able to define a non-zero connection probability for isolated
vertices (i.e. when dj = 0).

2. Spatial embedding. To construct a graph that inherits the structure of a real-
world connectome embedded in 3D space, we penalize the formation of long
links by introducing an exponential cutoff function, e−rij/r0 . Here, rij represents
the spatial distance between nodes i and j, which are constructed based on a
dataset of 3D coordinates from a human connectome, and r0 (r0 > 0) is the
cutoff parameter. We select r0 as r0 = l0/β, where l0 = ⟨rij⟩ =

∑
i,j rij/E ≈ 15

mm is the average link length in the dataset.

By combining the abstract preferential attachment algorithm with the spatial embed-
ding, we define the new probability of link formation between nodes i and j in the
three-dimensional network created by the generalized preferential attachment algo-
rithm:

pij =
Qij∑N
j Qij

, Qij =
(dj + 1)α∑
k=1(dk + 1)α

e−βrij/l0 (2)

- Each node creates m connections with other nodes according to the probabilistic rule
described above. No target node can be selected more than once (all connections must
be unique). The number of new connections m is randomly selected from the range
m ∈ [1, 4E

N
], which ensures that the network will have approximately the same density

as the original graph. This network construction algorithm is applied separately to
sets of nodes from the left and right hemispheres, and then Einterhem inter-hemispheric
connections are added to connect the two hemispheres of the model. These connections
are created by randomly selecting a pair of nodes, one from each hemisphere. Although
the number of inter-hemispheric connections Einterhem is small compared to the total
number of connections E, they are excluded from the analysis of edge lengths (only
connections within each hemisphere are considered).

C. Connection with other models

For brevity, we will refer to the NGPA model as not only the result of the random network
generation process described above, but also as the entire pseudo-connectomeM(α, β) which
consists of two model ”hemispheres” (NGPA graphs) and their interhemispheric connections.

Note that standard network models can be derived through the two-parameter NGPA
process with specific parameter values. For example, selecting α = 0 and β = 0 (M(0, 0))
results in an Erdős-Rényi-like random graph [58]. Selecting α = 0 and β > 0 imposes
soft geometric constraints on network connectivity as in the random geometric graph model
(but without a hard boundary). The limiting model M(0,∞) is approximately a k-nearest
neighbors graph (since only the closest nodes are connected). On the other hand, NGPA
models with preferential attachment and no geometric constraints (α > 0 and β = 0)
correspond to Barabási-Albert-like graphs, as described in [59]. These graphs have different
regimes: α < 1 corresponds to the subcritical regime, α = 1 to the standard scale-free
network, and α > 2 to the ”winner-takes-all” regime [57].
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III. NGPA MODEL VERSUS REAL CONNECTOMES

A. Selecting optimal parameters

To select the optimal parameters for the model, we followed a two-stage process. In the
first stage, we determined the optimal geometric coefficient, βopt(α), for each potential value
of α, where our search space was α ∈ [0, 5] and β ∈ [0.8], see Fig. 1 for details. In the second
stage, we selected the optimal value αopt that minimized the ”earth mover’s distance” (EMD)
[60] between spectral densities of normalized Laplacian matrices from real connectomes and
their NGPA equivalents, with corresponding optimal geometric constraints, M(α, βopt(α)).

Figure 1. Left: EMDs between edge length distributions as a function of β. Each curve corresponds

to a different α value. Right: EMD between the normalized Laplacian spectrum of connectomes and

their corresponding NGPA models, as a function α. The three curves are for distances calculated

from the first 200, 500, and 1,000 eigenvalues, respectively. The curves are averages over 100

networks.

This procedure allowed us to reduce the computational complexity in order to avoid
overfitting, while ensuring that the geometric structure of the optimal network coincides
with that of the real connectome. In both cases, we used the Earth Mover’s Distance as a
measure of distance between distributions, as it takes into account metric space [60].

Both quantities exhibit a clear minimum, with a near-perfect match between edge length
distributions at βopt. For further analysis, we use an optimal NGPA model with α = 3
and β = 4.5, which leads to a characteristic geometric scale of approximately 3.5 mm (see
equation 2).

B. Spectral density and Jaccard similarity

Let us apply the NGPA model, as formulated above, to the real-world structural con-
nectome data. To begin, we will focus on the simplest spectral characteristic - the spectral
density, which can be defined for the graph Laplacian L as follows:

ρ(λ) =
1

N

∑
i

δ(λ− λi) (3)
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where λi is the i-th eigenvalue of the Laplacian matrix L. Recall that the graph Laplacian
is related to the adjacency matrix of the graph A via the equation L = D−A, where D is a
diagonal matrix with the degrees of the nodes on the diagonal. The normalized Laplacian,
Lnorm = D−1/2LD−1/2, is often used to control the influence of hubs in collective dynamics,
especially in heterogeneous networks such as connectomes. The normalized Laplacian has
several advantages. Its spectrum is always in the interval λ ∈ [0, 2], so it can be used to
compare networks with different sizes. Additionally, all eigenvalues of both L and Lnorm

are non-negative, with λ1 = 0 and all other eigenvalues λi > 0. This property holds for
connected graphs and is ensured by our preprocessing and network construction procedures.

Figure 2. Spectral density of normalized Laplacian matrices for 6 real connectomes (green) and

corresponding NGPA models (red). Model parameters α = 3 and β = 4.5.

Typically, the Laplacian spectrum consists of several isolated soft (low-energy) modes
corresponding to clusters, as described in [21]. These are accompanied by high-energy,
continuous bulk modes. A comparison between the numerical data and the NGPA model in
Fig. 2 shows that the spectral density of the normalized Laplacian Lnorm in NGPA closely
resembles the bulk spectral density calculated from experimental data. The number of
clusters is correctly reproduced – there are around 15 to 20 separated modes – but their
positions show slight shifts compared to those in the real connectome.

It is worth noting that there is a strong peak in the spectral density of the normalized
Laplacian in Fig.3. This peak in the Laplacian spectrum corresponds to a similar peak
in the adjacency matrix spectrum at λ = 0. These peaks are indicative of a high level of
heterogeneity in the graph [61]. When a parameter is introduced that effectively measures
heterogeneity, there is a transition at some point between spectra with and without peaks.



10

Therefore, we can conclude that the connectome falls into the category of heterogeneous
networks.

Figure 3. Spectral density of normalized Laplacian matrices for real connectomes and models.

Left: full spectrum, right: insets for separated parts of the spectra. Models shown: ”random” =

M(0, 0), ”w/o geometry” = M(αopt, 0), ”w/o pref.att.” = M(0, βopt(0)), ”NGPA” = M(αopt, βopt).

Spectra are averaged over 100 networks. Shaded regions indicate standard errors.

To test the performance of the NGPA model, we also compared the spectral features of
the connectomes with simpler models that were obtained by removing some components
from the original NGPA model M(αopt, βopt). These models included: a random network
M(0, 0), a model without geometric penalty M(αopt, 0), and a model with no preferential
attachment M(0, βopt(0)).

Differences in spectral density between the models and their comparison with connectome
spectral density are shown in 3 (left). Note that both a random model and a geometry-only
model have a semicircle-shaped spectral density, characteristic of simple random graphs [62]
(more precisely, the limiting spectral density is the free convolution of a standard Gaussian
distribution with Wigner’s semi-circular law [63], since we are interested in the spectrum
of Lnorm). The only significant difference between these two models is the presence of a
low-energy eigenvalue region in the geometry-aware model, that corresponds to the natural
formation of connected clusters under geometric constraints (fig. Fig. 3, right). However,
this zone is significantly shifted right compared with the real spectra, indicating weaker
cluster structure.

As for the model with preferential attachment but without geometric constraints (M(αopt, 0)),
its spectral density has a more triangular shape due to the partially scale-free structure [64].
Together with the NGPA model, they provide a better approximation to the spectral den-
sity of the bulk than homogeneous models. This bulk shape is also typical for structural
connectomes of other organisms, including cats and monkeys [65]. However, one important
difference id found in the low-energy region: while M(αopt, 0) has no such eigenvalues (ex-
cept for one separated eigenvalue λ2, which is always present in two-hemispheric graphs),
NGPA model exhibits a clear peak in low eigenvalue density whose position is close to the
one in real connectomes.
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Note that both theM(αopt, βopt) (NGPA) model and theM(αopt, 0) (geometry-free) model
have a peak in the density of eigenvalues around λ = 1, as shown in Fig. 3. This peak
corresponds to localized states in the network, which arise from the presence of nodes with
similar connectivity. This phenomenon has also been observed in real connectome spectra.
We discuss this further in Section C. However, only the NGPA model accurately reproduces
this peak, while the geometry-free model significantly overestimates it (its spectral density
in Fig. 3 is truncated from above for better visibility). This is because the geometry-free
approach can lead to the formation of super-hubs, which forcefully attract connections from
weaker nodes.

It is instructive to compare the NGPA model with the generative model proposed in [16],
which reasonably well reproduces the spectral density as well. Both models highlight the
significance of the local structure of the connectome. In the NGPA model, local properties
are incorporated through the exponential cutoff of edges that significantly exceed r0 in
length, imposing a spatial constraint on the preferential attachment process. Conversely,
the generative model proposed in [16] addresses local properties by introducing additional
constraints associated with the local clustering that govern network evolution. The number
of such additional constraints is proportional to network size N . In both cases, numerous
local constraints suppress network growth. It is worth noting, however, that in the NGPA
model this behavior is achieved by controlling a single tuning parameter r0, which defines
the geometric scale. Combined with the non-linear preferential attachment mechanism, it is
sufficient to reproduce quantitatively the distribution of local clustering coefficients of nodes
(Fig. 4). This means that high transitivity of brain’s structural networks and even local
clustering structure, which was important in [16], can be obtained as a by-product of the
combination of the two structural principles outlined above.

The NGPA model also reproduces well the topological overlap matrix, Oij of the real
connectome. Following [66], the matrix Oij is defined as follows:

Oij =
JN(i, j)

min(ki, kj)
, (4)

where JN(i, j) is the number of common neighbors of node i and j (+1 if there is a direct
link between i and j), ki is the degree of node i. A topological overlap of 1 between
nodes i and j implies that they are connected to the same vertices, whereas a 0 value
indicates that i and j do not share links to common nodes among the nearest neighbors. The
corresponding distributions of Oij elements is shown in 4, left. Note that the peaks of this
distribution correspond to a high number of linked node pairs with disjoint common neighbor
sets (or, alternatively, node pairs having a single common neighbor): Oij =

1
2
, 1
3
, 1
5
, etc. The

NGPA model correctly reproduces these peaks, at the same time slightly overestimating
their amplitude. We attribute this to the preferential attachment mechanism acting on
the scales smaller than r0 and thus not being suppressed by the geometric penalty, which
stimulates formation of ”star-shaped” subgraphs.

C. Hyperbolic embedding

Hyperbolic random graphs are a promising category of geometric graphs that share many
characteristics with complex real-world networks, including a power-law degree distribution,
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Figure 4. Left: distributions of Jaccard similarity matrix elements in the real connectomes and the

NGPA models. Right: the same for local clustering coefficients distributions. Curves are averaged

over 100 networks, shaded regions indicate standard errors.

small diameter and average distance, and a high clustering coefficient [53]. Important open
questions include determining the embedding of a real network in a hyperbolic space and
identifying the signature of a hyperbolic manifold from network data.

One may question why the hyperbolicity of the brain gains the interest of researchers
and what insights can be gained from measuring hyperbolicity. It is worth noting that
hyperbolic manifolds cannot be embedded in any Euclidean space with a fixed dimension.
However, they can be embedded in a space where volume grows exponentially with the
radius. These spaces are called ”hyperbolic”. The more ”hyperbolic” the manifold, the
greater the space it explores, but the brain network is constrained by its confinement in the
finite three-dimensional cranium.

The conflict between the exponential growth of the network and the limited volume it
occupies inevitably leads to the formation of ”crumples”, resulting in the emergence of
”shortcuts” in the embedded manifold. These shortcuts may create additional connections
that reduce the time required for signals to travel from one brain area to another. In other
words, one can hypothesize that a more hyperbolic brain operates faster. It’s interesting
to note that the cutoff parameter in the NGPA model, obtained through an optimization
process as r0 = l0/β = 3.5mm (see Eq. (2)) correlates with the typical cortical thickness,
which is about 2.5 mm [67].

The hyperbolicity of a graph was defined by Gromov [68] (we are only discussing here
the so-called 4-points condition). Let v1,v2,v3,v4 be the vertices of the graph and let S1,S2

and S3 be defined as follows:

S1 = d(v1, v2) + d(v3, v4)

S2 = d(v1, v3) + d(v2, v4)

S3 = d(v1, v4) + d(v2, v3)

(5)

where d(vi, vj) is the shortest path length between vi and vj. Take M1 and M2 – the two
largest values among S1,S2 and S3. We define the hyperbolicity for node set (v1, v2, v3, v4)
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Figure 5. Left: rich-club coefficients for real connectomes and model networks. Right: the same for

Gromov hyperbolicity indices distributions. Models shown: ”random” = M(0, 0), ”w/o geometry”

= M(αopt, 0), ”w/o pref.att.” = M(0, βopt(0)), ”NGPA” = M(αopt, βopt). The distributions are

averaged over 100 networks.

as

δ(v1, v2, v3, v4) =M1 −M2, (6)

The hyperbolicity δ(G) of the entire graph is the average over all possible 4-points hyper-
bolicities:

δ(G) = ⟨δ(v1, v2, v3, v4)⟩v1,v2,v3,v4∈V (G) (7)

Using the definition (7), we calculated the Gromov hyperbolicity for connectomes and
model networks. The results are shown in Fig. 5 (lower values of δ(G) correspond to
“larger hyperbolicity”). We found that structural connectomes exhibit pronounced hyper-
bolic properties. Model M(αopt, 0) had the lowest hyperbolicity index, which is due to its
highly heterogeneous structure and dependence on a small set of superhubs that other nodes
connect to. Other models, including NGPA, did not replicate the observed hyperbolic be-
havior of the connectome, though the NGPA model came closest. We attribute this to
the rich-club organization in human connectomes (Fig.5, left), which the NGPA lacks (see
Discussion).

The rich club coefficient is defined as

ϕ(k) =
2E>k

N>k(N>k − 1)
(8)

It measures the ”network core” density, which is known to be high in brain networks [69]
and claimed to be important for efficient information processing.
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IV. STATISTICS OF EIGENMODES

A. Inverse Participation Ratio IPR2 across the spectrum

.

Let us turn to a deeper study of the localization properties of eigenmodes. Traditional
indicators for localization or delocalization of eigenmodes include: (i) the level spacing
distribution P (s), (ii) the r-statistics for the real spectrum and (iii) the inverse participation
ratio IPR. In our previous work [16], we exclusively focused on P (s) and discovered a
hybrid Wigner-Poisson distribution in the continuous region, alongside a deformed Poisson
distribution in the clustered segment of the spectrum.

The level spacing distribution, P (s), and r-statistics serve as integral descriptors of the
spectrum. Therefore, to investigate the localization properties of individual modes, it is
useful to focus on the inverse participation ratio IPR. In this discussion, we direct our
attention to the IPR of individual modes, large IPR values signify localized states. Sub-
sequently, we denote by IPR(i)

q , the inverse participation ratio for the eigenvector ψi(n)

where i counts the eigenvectors and n denotes the ith component of the eigenvector ψi(n) =
{ψi(1), ψi(2), ..., ψi(N)}:

IPR(i)
q =

N∑
n=1

|ψi(n)|2q (9)

Mixed statistics as reported in [16] indicates the presence of localized states within the
bulk of the spectrum. Analyzing the IPR2, we did identify such states. However, their
nature is distinct: they exhibit significant peaks at λ = 0 and λ = −1 in the spectrum of
adjacency matrix as depicted in Fig.6. Notably, the positions of these peaks are not arbi-
trary they correspond to scar-like localized states, which have been extensively studied in
[39]. The existence of these states has been revealed within networks containing topologi-
cally equivalent (TEN) nodes, which possess similar connectivity to their surroundings. A
connected (interacting) pair of TENs gives rise to a peak at λ = −1, whereas a disconnected
pair manifests at λ = 0. In cases where TENs are non-ideal, a distribution of large IPR
values around λ = {0, 1} emerges, as is explained in [39]. Some of the λ = 0 states are
trivial TEN’s localized at the ends of the leaves. Such states have been previously discussed
for heterogeneous networks [61, 70]. However, some of λ = 0 states are localized at a small
amount of nodes in the bulk of a connectome.

Fig. 6 illustrates perfect identification of the λ = 0 peak, while the λ = −1 peak is
absent in the NGPA. The explanation for this discrepancy is as follows: the λ = −1 peak
corresponds to interacting TENs at some distance. If the cut-off scale introduced is smaller
than the typical distance between interacting TENs, they are artificially suppressed, leading
to the absence of the λ = −1 peaks. To test whether this explanation is valid, we looked
for emergence of λ = −1 peaks by increasing the cutoff scale. As expected, these peaks
appeared when the cutoff scale was increased by a factor of 2.5-3, demonstrating that the
typical scales responsible for averaged spectral density and correlations between individual
TENs differ slightly. As anticipated from a broader perspective, we also observe states with
significant IPR in cluster states [39, 40]. Eigenmodes associated with cluster modes exhibit
localization across multiple clusters.
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Figure 6. Left: inverse participation ratios (IPR2) of the adjacency matrices’ eigenvectors as

functions of corresponding eigenvalues. Right: average fractal dimensions of eigenmodes with

a certain position µ on the spectrum (µ is defined as µi(λi) =
i
N , i ∈ [1, N ], see Appendix B for

details of multifractal eigenmodes detection). Data are shown for connectomes and network models

(averaged over 100 networks). Models shown: ”random” = M(0, 0), ”w/o geometry” = M(αopt, 0),

”w/o pref.att.” = M(0, βopt(0)), ”NGPA” = M(αopt, βopt).

B. Multifractality of connectome eigenmodes

.

Higher IPRq provide the possibility to investigate the fractality and multifractality of the
spectrum. The multifractality can usually be analyzed via two related variables: the fractal
dimension, Dq, and the fractality spectrum, f(α), [28]. Consider the size dependence of
IPRq

IPRq ∼ N−τq , τq = Dq(q − 1), (10)

where the fractal dimension for a given q is defined in the interval 0 < Dq < 1. For localized
states Dq = 0, and for completely delocalized states Dq = 1. The multifractality spectrum
f(α) is set by the Legendre transform of the fractal dimension

τq = minα(qα− f(α)) (11)

If Dq has non-trivial q-dependence, the state is multifractal in a strict sense. Otherwise,
we shall refer to it as a fractal state. We can consider the fractal dimension of individual
states as well as the averaged fractal dimension over the spectrum, here we focus on the
former option. In the case of weak multifractality, the fractal dimensions can usually be
presented in the form

τq = d(q − 1) + γq(1− q), γ << 1 (12)

We investigated the fractal dimensions of eigenmodes in real structural human connec-
tomes and random models. The advantage of the dataset we used was that the structural
connectomes were built at different scales, with each one approximately twice the size of the
previous one (60, 125, 250, 500 and 1000 nodes). We excluded the smallest networks with a
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Figure 7. Left: visualization of a single eigenmode across 4 different resolution scales. The color

encodes the squared eigenvector elements, which represent the probability distribution over nodes.

Right: IPRq(N) dependence for different q values, along with the corresponding linear fit. The

values of τq are shown in the legend.

size of 60 nodes from our analysis of multifractal properties, leaving us with four networks at
four different spatial scales to study the dynamics of eigenstates as the system size changed.

First, we found multiple fractal states in the spectrum with a clear-cut linear dependence
for τ(q), see Fig.7. These states are mostly distributed in the bulk of the spectrum and have
a non-trivial distribution of the fractal dimensions Dq(λ). Next, we looked for deviations
from linearity in τ(q) to confirm multifractality. Assuming a quadratic fit (12) we have
found multiple multifractal states with small γ and parameter d depending on the position
of the eigenmode in the spectrum. Fig 8 shows examples of typical eigenmodes along with
their corresponding τq(q) plots. The quadratic fit confirmed that the system was in a weak
multifractal regime (γ << 1) and also showed lower values of d for eigenmodes modes outside
the bulk corresponding to clusters (see also Fig. 6 right).

One more indication of a multifractal network state is the power-law in the return prob-
ability R(t) defined as

R(t) =
1

N

∑
i

e−tλlap
i R(t) ∼ t−ξ (13)

where λlapi is the i-th eigenvalue of the network Laplacian L. We have found the power-law
scaling for R(t) with ξ ≈ 1, see Fig. 8 which suggests that the decay of eigenstates is slower
than it would be in a fully delocalized system.

C. Correlation of cluster modes

Our results on multifractality indicate that the community structure of connectomes
may lie in the realm of interacting clusters as discussed, for example, in [39]. To validate
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Figure 8. Left: power-law region in the return probability R(t) across 3 different scales. Curves

are averaged over 100 networks, for all scales we find ξ ≈ 1. Central: τq(q) dependence for a single

out-of-bulk eigenmode localized in the left hemisphere. Right: the same for an in-bulk eigenmode.

the presence of correlations among the soft modes of the normalized Laplacian Lnorm, we
study the behavior of its ordered eigenvalues λ3 and λ4 as λ2 varies. Recall that λ2 is
linearly proportional to the minimum number of links necessary to partition the network
into two disjoint components [71]. In our context, λ2 approximately counts the number
of connections between the two hemispheres of the brain [42]. As expected, the number
of clusters correlates with the number of isolated soft modes of Laplacian. To test their
independence, we sequentially cut all interhemisperic edges in connectomes and random
models and investigate the dynamics of λ3 and λ4 (see Fig. 9).

Figure 9. Left: example of λ3, λ4 dynamics as interhemisheric edges are progressively removed

from the connectome and from its NGPA model. The bars indicate standard deviations calculated

from 100 random orderings of interhemispheric edges cuts. Right: relative changes of λ3 and

λ4 after removing all interhemispheric edges from connectomes and model networks. Each dot

represents a single network. Models shown: ”random” = M(0, 0), ”w/o geometry” = M(αopt, 0),

”w/o pref.att.” = M(0, βopt(0)), ”NGPA” = M(αopt, βopt).

We observe that the M(0, 0) random model fails to accurate reproduce the correlation
among soft modes, with changes in λ3 and λ4 being ≈ 10 times weaker than in real networks.
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At the same time, both geometry-aware models quantitatively reproduce the effect (see Fig.
9 right). The explanation for the symmetry-breaking behaviour of the M(αopt, 0) model as
well as geometric distribution of the first normalized Laplacian eigenvectors, are given in
Appendix A.

Thus, we conclude that anomalous coupling between cluster modes (as compared to a
random network) does really exist. We also find that this coupling is purely geometric,
arising from the limited edge lengths and resulting local hemispherical structure.

D. Do structural connectomes operate in the Griffiths phase or in the extended

multifractal phase?

The clear-cut fractal nature of eigenmodes and the hallmarks of multifractality lead us
back to the question of the criticality of the structural connectome, specifically the relation
to the Anderson localization of eigenmodes. There are two possible scenarios: (i) a critical
point at a fixed value of a control parameter or (ii) a phase over a range of control parameters.
The latter option is more desirable due to its lack of fine tuning, which seems much more
likely from a biological standpoint. Two options host the stretched Anderson critical point:
the Griffiths phase and the extended non-ergodic phase (NEE phase). These are believed
to be distinct, despite having some similarities.

In both cases it is expected that heterogeneity is the source of the critical phase, however
the selection of the proper measure of heterogeneity as the control parameter is not evident.
In the Griffiths phase the key players are the rare effects which correspond to spectral edges,
similar to Lifshitz tails or isolated cluster eigenvalues for the graph Laplacian. The power-
law behavior is found in some interval of the control parameter. The NEE phase has a typical
wavefunction with a few maxima located at several points in the whole system, manifesting
multifractality, and the fractal dimension Dq is q-dependent. A possible mechanism for the
NEE phase’s existence is the presence of minibands in the bulk [72, 73]. At large N , the
number of states in a miniband diverges while its width decreases, resembling our spectra
with a peak at λ = 0 in the spectral density (see Fig.3). The origin of the NEE phase within
the framework of the renormalization group was discussed in [74] and [75].

Recently, an example of a system with a multifractal non-ergodic phase with a clear
control parameter was presented in [38]. This was found in the Anderson model on a
weighted Erdős-Rényi ensemble of random graphs with no diagonal disorder in the sparse
regime above the percolation threshold p = 1. The single-particle system on the random
graph exhibits the NEE phase in a certain range of the (λ, p) plane. Several variables
calculated in the model support the correctness of this phase identification. The entire
spectrum of the model includes separated modes corresponding to clusters and bulk. There
are several degenerate λ = 0 bulk states in the adjacency matrix spectrum, which are argued
to be localized. These states disappear at high p. Cluster modes are also localized.

The authors of [38] propose a peculiar mechanism responsible for the emergence of the
multifractal phase. They argue that weakly interacting clusters play a role. The number of
clusters is small and the number of connections between them is also small. It has also been
argued that the presence of local modes at λ = 0 does not significantly affect multifractality.
Note that the q dependence of the fractal dimension is not quadratic in this model, so this
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finding provides an example of an extended phase with properties similar to both Griffiths
and NEE phases.

Turning back to our study, let us note that we do not have any tool to analyze connectomes
analytically, but the spectral properties we found numerically are suggestive. Indeed, we
have a number of separated localized cluster-related modes as well a peak at λ = 0 in the
bulk, populated by localized modes with a high IPR2. Additionally, there is a clear-cut IPR
peak at λ = −1. The cluster modes interact with each other, yielding non-Poisson statistics
in the cluster band (see Fig. 9). Therefore, these findings are similar to those reported
in [38], and indeed, the fractality of the multiple modes is identified. At least half of the
extended modes are fractal with a typical fractal dimension D2 = 0.7−0.8 (see Fig. 6 right,
note that both modes outside the bulk and those around λ = 0 have significantly lower Dq).
More refined fitting for Dq reveals the weak multifractality, although the deviation from the
linearity is small. We also find power-law behavior in the return probability, analogously to
[38]. Of course, the architectures of the connectome and the model in [38] differ since we
are not dealing with a sparse case.

Therefore, to make any firm statement concerning the relevance of the NEE phase for
the structural connectome, we need to introduce a proper control parameter that measures
heterogeneity, like the one considered in [61], and identify a possible critical interval for that
control parameter. This point definitely requires detailed study. There are many reserva-
tions about the idea that the connectome operates in a nonergodic extended phase. For
one thing, the size of the system is small, and we cannot rule out the possibility that weak
multifractality in the spectrum is a finite-size effect. Also, the analysis only involves four
points at different N , and the directions of connectome links are not considered. Neverthe-
less, despite all these subtleties, we suggest that the connectome does operate in NEE phase,
although it might be very close to the Griffiths phase within its general framework.

V. DISCUSSION

It is known that the brain seeks to find the optimal balance between the efficiency of
information processing, which requires a large number of connections, and the efficient use of
metabolic resources needed to maintain these connections [76]. Various topological features
of brain networks, such as the small-world structure and the presence of highly connected
hubs, are consequences of the need to maintain this equilibrium. In this study, we developed
a simple two-parameter model of structural connectomes that incorporates both of these
aspects and is able to replicate many of the characteristics of real-world brain networks.

The proposed novel generative model, NGPA, integrates the stochastic preferential at-
tachment model with the exponential geometrical model, incorporating an intrinsic spatial
scale denoted as r0. By comparing the results of our model with real data, we determined
that r0 ≈ 3.5mm within the structural human connectome. Our research further supports
the significance of metric aspects in brain architecture. To some extent, the NGPA model
enhances wiring efficiency and information processing efficiency simultaneously. The model
reproduces several key network properties, although it does not properly capture the hy-
perbolic embedding properties or the IPR2 peak at λ = −1 (which can be reproduced by
increasing ro by a factor of 2.5 to 3, suggesting a typical scale for interacting TENS).
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One possible explanation for the failure of the NGPA model to produce a good hyperbolic
embedding of connectomes may be the existence of a ”rich club” of nodes in the brain network
[69]. These ”rich club nodes” are densely interconnected and play a crucial role in providing
the shortest paths in the network, creating a heterogeneity among nodes based on their
significance in information transfer. At the same time, the formation of a ”rich club” is
not accounted for in the NGPA model, which may lead to a more even distribution of node
participation in signal transmission, despite the structural diversity present in the network.
This immediately leads to an increase in Gromov hyperbolicity, since it is a measure of
”democracy” in nodes’ participation in optimal paths [77].

In this work, we explored the possibility of using preferential attachment to create hubs
and construct the structural core of a network. While this was partially achieved, as shown
in Fig. 5, this attempt was not fully successful. One reason for this may be due to the
dissortative nature of the Barabási-Albert model with α > 1, which is inherent in the network
[59]. To improve the NGPA model, a promising approach would be to replace preferential
attachment with a more physically plausible principle for creating node heterogeneity. One
such approach would be creating a hub by nonlinearly expanding the network [78].

Our current investigation expands on the analysis of the localization of structural connec-
tome modes initiated in [16, 18]. The spectrum includes soft cluster modes and a bulk con-
tinuum. States corresponding to the soft modes are localized within clusters. In agreement
with the previous arguments in [16], we observed nontrivial correlations between clusters,
which explain the semi-Poissonian level spacing behavior in the cluster bands found there.

A notable observation from [16] is the mixed Wigner-Poisson behavior of P (s) in the
continuum, suggesting that the brain operates near a critical regime with a mobility edge
that distinguishes localized and delocalized modes within the bulk of the spectrum. We
investigated the inverse participation ratio (IPR2) of individual modes and qualitatively
supported the former observation concerning the presence of both localized and delocalized
modes in the bulk. However, some subtleties complicate the situation. Localized states
form a tiny band around λ = 0 scar-like states in the adjacency matrix spectrum originating
from non-ideal non-interacting TENs. Some of these states correspond to the trivial TENs
corresponding to localization at the ends of the graph leaves, while others are clear-cut
localized states at λ = −1, corresponding to interacting TENs.The boundary between these
localized states and the rest of the delocalized modes in the continuum is not sharp, so there
is no strict mobility edge in the bulk as anticipated in [16].

The analysis of IPRq reveals one more remarkable feature of the structural connectome.
It turns out that there are multiple fractal states distributed throughout the spectrum. Fur-
thermore, we have found signs of weak multifractality due to the quadratic dependence of
Dq(q). The power-law behavior of the return probability we found is another indication of
multifractal states. With a lot of reservations we conjecture that the structural connectome
operates in the extended multifractal phase. Certainly, the possibility that the structural
connectome operates in the extended non-ergodic phase near criticality deserves further
analysis. We can expect that fractal and scar-like structures play specific roles in the prop-
agation of excitations within the brain, with scar-like modes residing predominantly in the
bulk part of the Laplacian spectrum. Specifically, if the initial state significantly overlaps
with a scar-like state, long-lived oscillations at the corresponding frequency may emerge.
The fractality of the modes in the bulk is believed to slow down decay processes due to a
power-law relation for the return probability, closely related to the decay rate.
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Exploring the information theory aspects of our model, including various entropic mea-
sures, as discussed in [79], would be intriguing. For example, recently, the relation between
fractal properties of the spectrum and the entanglement entropy of two subsystems has
been explored in [80]. It has been argued that under some additional assumptions the en-
tanglement entropy saturates at D > 1/2 generalizing the well-known Page saturation of
the subsystem entropy. In our case we have D > 1/2 indeed and natural separation of the
system into two hemispheres. It would be interesting to investigate this in more detail.

Special attention should be paid to the account of edge directions. Despite the fact that
there are many bidirectional connections in the brain that play an important functional role,
such as providing stable zero-lag synchronization between cortical nodes [81], for a complete
understanding, it is also important to consider the direction of information transmission
along axonal tracts. For example, it has been shown that in-weights gradients in the cortex
determine traveling wave direction [82]. However, the analysis of directed brain networks
involves dealing with asymmetric adjacency matrices and complex spectra, which makes
mathematical analysis difficult and limits the possibilities for theoretical understanding. We
intend to delve into these issues in forthcoming publications.

VI. DATA AND CODE AVAILABILITY

Analysis of connectomes and the construction of model networks were performed in
Python. Some parts of this research were completed using the NetworkX library [83]. The
data used can be found at braingraph.org database [54]. The code for the analysis and scripts
producing the figures are available from the corresponding author, N.P., upon request.
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Appendix A: Visualization of Laplacian eigenvectors

Figure 10. Localization of Lnorm first eigenvectors of one real connectome and corresponding

random models. Color encodes vector elements. Models shown: ”random” = M(0, 0), ”w/o

geometry” = M(αopt, 0), ”w/o pref.att.” = M(0, βopt(0)), ”NGPA” = M(αopt, βopt).

To better show the role of the first Laplacian eigenvectors in connectomes and artificial
models, we visualized the first three of them (v2, v3 and v4) in Fig. 10. The onstant

eigenvector v1 corresponding to λlap1 = 0 is omitted.

In all models except for M(αopt, 0), the first non-trivial eigenvector v2 divides the graph
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into two hemispheres, in full accordance with the idea of minimal cut in spectral clustering
[84]. The following eigenvectors v3 and v4 are localized in single hemispheres and divide them
into approximately equal parts. For real connectomes and NGPA models, these parts are
clearly localized, since due to the limited edge lengths, the optimal cut lies approximately
at the middle of each hemisphere. This feature is especially pronounced in the model with-
out preferential attachment, where the heterogeneity of node degrees does not violate the
geometric separation of the hemispheres.

The effect of node heterogeneity is revealed in the behavior of eigenvectors in model
M(αopt, 0). The presence of hubs in the network distorts the geometric distribution of
eigenvector elements, forcing them to concentrate on highly connected nodes. This breaks
the usual symmetry between v3 and v4, and is the reason for the asymmetry in relative ∆λ3
and ∆λ4 for this model in Figure 9.

Appendix B: Multifractality analysis

For convenience, in this section we use the relative spectrum

µi(λi) =
i

N
, i ∈ [1, N ] (B1)

When analyzing structural connectomes for the multifractality of eigenstates, we encoun-
tered several technical challenges. First, in contrast to artificial systems, working with brain
networks means that we do not have the ability to generate new data quickly. Instead,
we must work with a limited set of previously collected networks ([54]). Second, even the
highest-resolution networks are significantly smaller than the systems in which multifractal
behavior is typically studied (see, for example, [85]). Finally, the high level of individual
variability in brain networks makes it difficult to apply simple heuristics for finding corre-
sponding eigenmodes in systems of different sizes. For example, it is not possible to simply
take an eigenvector that corresponds to the same normalized eigenvalue µi.

To find the corresponding eigenstates in networks of different sizes, we used the following
procedure:

• Each eigenvector vj was projected onto an 87-dimensional ”anatomical space” in which
each anatomical area of the brain (region of interest, ROI) was represented by a
separate dimension. The elements of this vector were calculated as ai =

∑
k(v

2
j )k, k ∈

ROIi. In other words, ai contained aggregated ROI-related probabilities induced by
the eigenvector vj, summed over all anatomical subdivisions of this ROI on a given
connectome resolution.

• The Jensen-Shannon divergence (JSD) was calculated between these ”anatomical”
vectors, as a measure of the information dissimilarity between two probability distri-
butions over the ROIs. In the subsequent analysis, only groups of vectors with JSD
values of ≤ 0.4 were considered (since multifractal properties were analyzed using data
at 4 scales, a total of C2

4 = 6 JSD values were calculated).



29

• Additionally, we imposed a restriction on the relative positions of the eigenmodes in
the spectrum: the relative eigenvalues at adjacent scales S and S + 1 should be close
to each other: |µS

i − µS+1
i | < 0.05.

For the groups of eigenmodes selected in this way, the function IPRq(N) was calculated
for different values of q. Only eigenmodes with a good linear fit to this function on a
log-log plot (R2 > 0.95 for every q) were considered for multifractality analysis.
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