Reliability and subject specificity
of personalized dynamical whole-brain models
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Edge ICC distributions for the empirical (gray) and simulated FC. Pluses (minuses)
. indicate significant increases (decreases) for simulated FC relative to empirical FC.
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Simulated FC can be more subject-specific than
empirical FC

® Personalization positively affects subject specificity

® Effect of atlas larger for simulated than for empirical FC
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Within-subject connectome correlations [7-10]. Pluses (minuses) indicate significant
Increases (decreases) for the simulated FC relative to the empirical FC (gray).
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Specificity indices calculated from the connectome correlations of the empirical FC _ _
(gray) and simulated FC for varying model personalizations and parcellations [7-10]. Acknowledgements. The study was made possible through funding from the
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