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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL
Network Density Across Pipelines
The proportion of negative edges across pipelines is presented in Supplemental
Figure 1. The proportion of negative edges out of the full 766,656 (264 x 264 nodes x 11
sliding windows) was computed for each subject for each pipeline. In line with previous
observations (e.g., Murphy et al., 2009), pipelines making use of GSR (e.g., 9P, 36P)
tended to have a greater proportion of negative edges relative to pipelines that did not use

GSR (e.g.,2P).
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Figure S1. Proportion negative edges across all pipelines.
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Network density across pipelines is presented in Supplemental Figure 2. The

proportion of non-zero, positive edges out of the full 766,656 (264 x 264 nodes x 11

sliding windows) was computed for each subject for each pipeline. As expected based on

the number of negative edges across pipelines, pipelines making use of GSR (e.g.,9P)

tended to have lower density networks relative to pipelines that did not use GSR (e.g.,

2P).
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Figure S2. Proportion non-zero edges across all pipelines.
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The average positive edge weight of networks across pipelines is presented in
Supplemental Figure 3. The average of all non-zero, positive edges was computed for

each subject for each pipeline.
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Figure S3. Mean positive edge weight across all pipelines.
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Results with Negative Edge Weights Included
This section reports results parallel to those in the manuscript using functional
connectivity estimates that retained negative edge weights. The dispersion measure used
in the main manuscript was not appropriate for use with data including negative edge
weights as a negative ratio of variance to the mean would be uninterpretable. As such, the
dispersion measures used in the case of networks including negative edge weights was

the standard deviation of the edge weights.

Edge Dispersion-Motion Association is Minimal Across Pipelines

Distributions of dispersion-motion correlations are presented in Figure S4. Paired-
sample 7-tests indicated significant differences in the mean dispersion-motion correlation
across all pipelines (Table S1). The median absolute dispersion-motion correlations
ranged between 0.04 and 0.10, indicating small associations between dispersion and

participant motion following the application of the de-noising pipelines.
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Table S1

Paired samples 7-test comparisons of the mean dispersion-motion correlations across all pipelines

S6

2P 6P 9P 24P 36P 36PDESPIKE aCOMPCOR tCOMPCOR wmLOCAL wmMEAN ICAAROMA
2P -

6P 2802 -

9P 14489 18699 -

24P 6560 10807 -5744 -

36P 4579 7392 7702 2119 -

36PDESPIKE  55.65 8465  -6620 -944 3006 -

aCOMPCOR 8277 11683 -3945 1996 4007  28.82 -

tCOMPCOR 4170 7328  -99.04 -32.52  -1246 2293 -54.04 -

wmLOCAL 11959 183.10 -7.04 5887  69.76 5882 32.85 85.52 -

wmMEAN 14505 19573 2118 8145 9584 8456 58.68 11025 41.12 -

ICAAROMA 9410 -6606 -215.64 -153.85 -13131 -14139 -168.33 -127.01 -203.69 22820 -
AROMAGSR 3613 5956 9846  -3503 -1597 -2621 -53.20 406 -83.60 -110.114 134.16

Notes: Elements of matrix represent ¢-values. Degrees of freedom for all #-tests = 34715. Columns represent reference level (i.e.,
positive t-values indicate higher mean dispersion-motion correlations for the pipeline indicated by the column versus the row
heading). All p-values were <0.001.
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Figure S4. Distributions of all edgewise dispersion-motion correlations after de-noising
for each de-noising pipeline. The median absolute value of the correlation and the
standard deviation of the correlation is displayed in the top right of each panel.
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While the range of dispersion-motion correlations was small across pipelines,
heterogeneity in pipeline performance was most notable in the percent of edges whose
dispersion was related to motion (Figure S5). The percent of edges whose dispersion was
associated with motion was generally small (i.e., < 1%). However, the ICA-AROMA
pipeline emerged as a clear outlier with over 30% of edges having dispersion values that
remained associated with subject motion following de-noising. The performance of ICA-
AROMA in the case in which negative edge weights were retained, paralleled its
performance in the case in which negative edge weights were not retained (Figure 4 in

main manuscript).
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Figure S5. Percent of edges significantly related to motion after de-noising for the
dispersion index. More effective de-noising pipelines reduced the relationship between
dispersion and motion. Bars are ordered such that the least effective de-noising pipelines
are on the left and the most effective are on the right. Panel A illustrates the results after
correcting for multiple comparisons. Panel B depicts the results without controlling for
multiple comparisons.
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Dispersion Distance-Dependent Motion Artifact Varies Across Pipelines

Correlations between the Euclidean distance separating the nodes and the
magnitude of the dispersion-motion correlation for the edge connecting those nodes
ranged between -0.09 and 0.02 (Figure S6). Tests of equality of correlations revealed
significant differences in the distance-dependent effects of motion across many pipelines
(Table S2). Particularly poorly-performing pipelines included the 6P, 24P, wmLOCAL,
and tCOMPCOR pipelines. These pipelines were also poorly-performing pipelines in the

context in which negative edge weights were not retained (Figure 5 in main manuscript).
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Table S2

Tests of equality of correlation coefficients representing the association between the Euclidean distance separating nodes (mm) and
the magnitude of the dispersion-motion correlation between the edges connecting the nodes.

2P 6P 9P 24P 36P 36PDESPIKE aCOMPCOR tCOMPCOR wmLOCAL wmMEAN ICAAROMA
2P -

6P 13.50 -

9P 937 -4.19 -

24P 12.21 -

36P 7.66 441 -

36PDESPIKE  6.24 -5.99 -4.09 -

aCOMPCOR 922 201 308 [N 278 -

tCOMPCOR 1737 456 8.29 232 6.29 779 5.60 -

wmLOCAL 14.53 351 684 |G 534 6.85 445 e

wmMEAN 361 -8.69 -4.90 982 479 325 634 -11.94 -17.10 -

ICAAROMA 705 471 - -591 _ 297 -8.60 =722 2.83 -
AROMAGSR 204 927 622 -1020  -5.96 452 729 -13.49 -11.55 IS 487

Notes: n = 34716. Elements of matrix represent z-values. Columns represent reference level (i.e., positive t-values indicate higher
distance-motion correlations for the pipeline indicated by the column versus the row heading). Shaded rows indicate non-significant
differences between pipelines.
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Figure S6. Hexbin plots of the association between the Euclidean distance separating
nodes (mm) and the magnitude of the dispersion-motion correlation between the edge
connecting the nodes (y-axis). A trend line for each pipeline is indicated in blue and the
magnitude of the correlation is presented in the bottom right of each panel. Note:

*#%kp<0.001.
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Marked Heterogeneity in Sub-Network Identification Across Pipelines

There were marked differences across de-noising pipelines in the extent to which
sub-networks were identifiable, as operationalized by the network modularity quality (Q).
Paired sample z-tests revealed significant differences across the Q values of most
pipelines (Table S3). Neither the difference between the Q values from the 2P and the 9P
pipelines nor between the tCOMPCOR and wmMEAN pipelines were significant. The
24P pipeline was the least effective at allowing the identification of sub-networks,
exhibiting a mean Q value of 13.17 (see Figure S7). AROMA+GSR emerged as the most
effective pipeline, with a mean Q value 19.88. The relatively poor performances of the
24P and 6P pipelines and the relatively good performance of the AROMA+GSR pipeline
on sub-network identification parallels the performance of these pipelines in the context

in which negative edge weights were not retained (Figure 6 in main manuscript).
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Table S3.

Paired samples #-test comparisons of the mean Q across all pipelines.

S13

2P 6P 9P 24P 36P 36PDESPIKE  aCOMPCOR tCOMPCOR wmLOCAL wmMEAN ICAAROMA
2P -
6P 33.21 -
9P JOsE 3722 -
24P 35.11 8.37 40.08 -
36P 8.57 24.36 1284 3402 -
36PDESPIKE  7.31 25.43 10.83 35.17 10.33 -
aCOMPCOR 2420 229 33.63 731 2552 2648 -
tCOMPCOR 1440 13.05 18.63 17.76 9.18 10.41 18.36 -
wmLOCAL 3624 675 42.06 220 3092 32.04 6.05 16.47 -
wmMEAN 20.03 18.58 27.30 28.82 13.90 15.42 11.23 39.67 -
ICAAROMA  33.14 4630 27.01 4741 29.79 28.74 40.69 33.22 4791 -37.79 -
AROMAGSR 4263 6127 4654 6214 4645 44.89 57.10 4834 -62.38 -53.94 -5.85

Notes: Elements of matrix represent ¢-values. Degrees of freedom for all #-tests = 392. Columns represent reference level (i.e., positive
t-values indicate higher mean Q values for the pipeline indicated by the column versus the row heading). Shaded rows indicate non-
significant differences between pipelines.



MOTION MITIGATION IN DYNAMIC CONNECTIVITY S14
2P 6P 9P 24P
M=1631 r=005 || M=1360 r=-034%*| | M=16.27 r=-006 | | M=1317 r=—037%*%
53 SD =200 SD =174 SD=153 SD =166
>
=25
E}
o}
220
©
p)
3815
=
10 P
36P 36P+DESPIKE aCOMPCOR tCOMPCOR
M =1553 r=-006| | M=1563 r=-007| | M=1381 r=0003 | | M=1483 r=001
SD =138 SD =142 SD =110 SD =127
wmLOCAL wmMEAN ICA-AROMA AROMA+GSR
M =13.27 r=-042%| | M=1468 r=-032%| | M=1927 = 01g%* | | M=19.88 r=013*
SD =169 SD =153 SD =262 SD =214
005 010 015 0.20

Subject Motion

Figure S7. Scatterplot of the association between subject motion (x-axis) and modularity
quality (Q, y-axis) with trend line. The partial correlation between subject motion and Q
controlling for age and sex is presented in the top right of each panel. The mean Q value
for each pipeline is presented in the top left of each panel. ***p<0.001; **p<0.01;

%p<0.05.
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Q-Motion Associations Reduced by Effective Pipelines

Correlations between subject motion and Q ranged between -0.42 and 0.18
(Figure S7). Pipelines that were the least effective at allowing the identification of sub-
networks tended to be the pipelines that were the least effective at mitigating subject
motion artifacts, 7(10)=0.80, p=0.002. For example, pipelines 6P and 24P performed
poorly across both indices while AROMA+GSR and 36P+DESPIKE performed well.
Results mirror those in the context in which negative edge weights were not retained

(Figure 6 in main manuscript).

Node Flexibility-Motion Correlations Generally Small Across Pipelines

Distributions of node flexibility-motion correlations for each pipeline are
presented in Figure S8. Paired sample #-tests comparing the mean node flexibility-motion
correlations cross pipelines are presented in Table S4. Absolute median correlations were

small in magnitude across pipelines and ranged between 0.04 and 0.08.
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Table S4.

Paired samples 7-test comparisons of the mean node flexibility-motion correlations across all pipelines.

2P 6P 9P 24P 36P 36PDESPIKE  aCOMPCOR tCOMPCOR wmLOCAL wmMEAN ICAAROMA
2P -
6P 6.24 -
9P 3.86 2.88 -
24P
36P -
36PDESPIKE  4.02 237 5.95 -
aCOMPCOR  7.38 13.90 13.15 12.56 11.14 14.15 -
tCOMPCOR 12,69 18.18 18.40 16.90 16.66 19.92 6.55 -
wmLOCAL -12.08  8.38 -1137  -1251  -1154 7381 -21.40 2545 -
wmMEAN 9.48 5.14 8.26 9.40 9.70 5.83 -18.76 -24.63 3.94 -
ICAAROMA - 724 4.77 344 235 4.54 6.30 -10.41 12.66 -9.93 -
AROMAGSR 433 11.03 8.92 7.10 5.68 8.16 4.12 9.24 16.31 13.82 -3.30

Notes: Elements of matrix represent ¢-values. Degrees of freedom for all #-tests = 263. Columns represent reference level (i.e., positive
t-values indicate higher mean flexibility-motion correlations for the pipeline indicated by the column versus the row heading). Shaded
rows indicate non-significant differences between pipelines.
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Figure S8. Distributions of all node flexibility-motion correlations after de-noising for
each pipeline. The median absolute value and the standard deviation of the correlation is
displayed in the top right of each panel.

When examining the percentage of nodes related to subject motion following de-

noising (Figure S9), we found that there was greater variability across pipelines in the

extent to which subject motion artifacts were reduced. wmLOCAL and wmMEAN

emerged as the least successful pipelines, with over 10% of nodes displaying flexibility

values that were significantly associated with motion after de-noising. No nodes

displayed flexibility values that were significantly associated with subject motion for the

aCOMPCOR pipeline. The locations of the nodes significantly associated with subject




MOTION MITIGATION IN DYNAMIC CONNECTIVITY S18

motion are presented in Figure S10. The good performance of aCOMPCOR paralleled its
performance in the context in which negative edge weights were not retained (Figure 9 in
main manuscript). [CA-AROMA was the most poorly performing pipeline in the context
in which negative edge weights were not retained, while in this context it performed

better than the wmMEAN and wmLOCAL pipelines.
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Figure §9. Percent of nodes significantly related to motion after de-noising for node
flexibility. More effective de-noising pipelines reduced the relationship between
flexibility and motion. Bars are ordered such that the least effective de-noising pipelines
are on the left and the most effective are on the right. Panel A illustrates the results after
correcting for multiple comparisons. Panel B depicts the results without controlling for
multiple comparisons.
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Figure S10. The proportion of nodes within each subnetwork of the Power et al. (2011)
parcellation with flexibility values significantly related to subject motion, without
controlling for multiple comparisons. AUD=auditory; CB=cerebellum; CON=cingulate-
opercular network; DAN=dorsal attention network; DMN=default mode network;
FPN=frontoparietal network; MEM=memory network; SN=salience; SUB=subcortical;
VAN=ventral attention network; VIS=visual network.

When examining the association between global flexibility and subject motion
(Fig. S11), no significant associations between subject movement and global flexibility
emerged for 3 (aCOMPCOR, ICA-AROMA, AROMA+GSR) of the 12 pipelines.
wmLOCAL emerged as the least effective pipeline for mitigating the association between
subject motion and global flexibility. The good performance of aCOMPCOR was
consistent with its performance in the context in which negative edge weights were not

retained (Figure 11 in main manuscript).
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Figure S11. Scatterplot of the association between subject motion (x-axis) and global

flexibility (y-axis) with trend line. The partial correlation between subject motion and

global flexibility controlling for age and sex is presented in the bottom right of each

panel. ¥***p<0.001; **p<0.01; *p<0.05.

Node Promiscuity-Motion Correlations Are Generally Small Across Pipelines
Distributions of node promiscuity-motion correlations are presented in Figure

S12. Paired sample 7-tests comparing the mean node promiscuity-motion correlations

cross pipelines are presented in Table S5. Absolute median correlations were generally

small. The values across pipelines ranged between 0.03 and 0.06.
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Table SS.
Paired samples 7-test comparisons of the mean node promiscuity-motion correlations across all pipelines.
2p 6P 9p 24P 36P 36PDESPIKE aCOMPCOR tCOMPCOR wmLOCAL wmMEAN ICAAROMA
2p -
6P 2120 -
9p -1463  -4382 -
24P 9.73 1329 2595 -
36P 799 2759 579 2109 -
36PDESPIKE  -657  -25.19 656 1868 1.98 -
aCOMPCOR  -9.11  -29.73 346 2132 218 315 -
tCOMPCOR 529 -1097 1890 236 1455 13.56 17.02 -
wmLOCAL 1630 521 39.2 776 2589  23.10 27.40 8.27 -
wmMEAN 2062 1839  -929 1079 9.9 11.51 -5.05 22.14 -
ICAAROMA 2061 1237 -899 597 5.02 7.88 -4.69 -15.32 -
AROMAGSR  -4.10 2568 1068  -1375 403 3.14 5.99 -8.20 -21.40 -4.75 -3.56

Notes: degrees of freedom for all #-tests = 263. Columns represent reference level (i.e., positive #-values indicate higher mean
promiscuity-motion correlations for the pipeline indicated by the column versus the row heading). Shaded rows indicate non-
significant differences between pipelines.
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Figure S12. Distributions of all node promiscuity-motion correlations after de-noising for
each pipeline. The median absolute correlation is displayed in the top right of each panel.

When examining the percentage of nodes significantly associated with subject
motion following de-noising, we found that there was marked variability in the
effectiveness of reducing motion artifact across pipelines (Figure S13). The ICA-
AROMA pipeline had the highest number of nodes significantly associated with motion,
although with only 3% of nodes associated with motion after de-noising this performance
was still good. The performance of the ICA-AROMA pipeline paralleled its performance
in the context in which negative edge weights were not retained (Figure 13 in main

manuscript). All other pipelines performed well, with many showing no nodes associated
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with motion. There were many more pipelines in the current case with no significant
associations with motion than in the case in which negative edge weights were not
retained. The locations of the nodes significantly associated with subject motion are

presented in Figure S14.
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Figure S13. Percent of nodes significantly related to motion after de-noising for node
promiscuity. More effective de-noising pipelines reduced the relationship between
promiscuity and motion. Bars are ordered such that the least effective de-noising
pipelines are on the left and the most effective are on the right. Panel A illustrates the
results after correcting for multiple comparisons. Panel B depicts the results without
controlling for multiple comparisons.
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Figure S14. The proportion of nodes within each subnetwork of the Power et al. (2011)
parcellation with promiscuity values significantly related to subject motion, without
controlling for multiple comparisons) AUD=auditory; CB=cerebellum; CON=cingulate-
opercular network; DAN=dorsal attention network; DMN=default mode network;
FPN=frontoparietal network; MEM=memory network; SN=salience; SUB=subcortical;
VAN=ventral attention network; VIS=visual network.

When examining the association between global promiscuity and subject motion

(Figure S15), no significant associations with motion emerged.
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Figure S15. Scatterplot of the association between subject motion (x-axis) and global
promiscuity (y-axis) with trend line. The partial correlation between subject motion and
global promiscuity controlling for age and sex is presented in the bottom right of each

panel.
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Table S6.
Paired samples 7-tests comparisons of the mean dispersion-motion correlations across all pipelines.
2P 6P 9P 24P 36P 36PDESPIKE aCOMPCOR tCOMPCOR wmLOCAL wmMEAN ICAAROMA
2p -
6P 98.54 -
9p 4658 5154 -
24P 12334 4236 8193 -
36P 1272 9263 5783 -13649 -
36PDESPIKE  -749  -8795  -52.15  -131.02 1381 -
aCOMPCOR 2229  -63.68 -1952  -10232 3750 3197 -
tCOMPCOR  6.53 8579 3763 -11686 1896  13.63 -18.02 -
wmLOCAL 12289 3350 7920  -11.11 12341  118.02 95.22 111.44 -
wmMEAN 60.34  -3465 1831 7284 7177 6607 36.54 53.38 -90.82 -
ICAAROMA  -51.58 13253 9055  -163.13 -3529  -40.61 -68.63 -53.66 -159.53 -104.55 -
AROMAGSR 1069  -7359  -3253  -10648 2325  17.86 -11.98 4.13 -101.07 -46.46 63.11

Notes: degrees of freedom for all #-tests = 34715. Columns represent reference level (i.e., positive #-values indicate higher mean
dispersion-motion correlations for the pipeline indicated by the column versus the row heading). All p-values were <0.001.
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Table S7

S27

Tests of equality of correlation coefficients representing the association between the Euclidean distance separating nodes (mm) and

the magnitude of the dispersion-motion correlation between the edges connecting the nodes.

2P 6P 9P 24P 36P 36PDESPIKE aCOMPCOR tCOMPCOR wmLOCAL wmMEAN ICAAROMA
2P -

6P 2464 -

9P 1700 3996 -

24P 1774 454 3173 -

36P 1525  34.14 3276 -

36PDESPIKE 1442  33.40 3184 209 .

aCOMPCOR 201 2260  -13.16 1929  -1385  -13.04 .

tCOMPCOR  -4.04 1847  -1956 1350  -18.66  -17.87 601 .

wmLOCAL 21074 1469 2625 9.03 2443 2354 -12.01 622 .

wmMEAN 522 18.14 2194 1342 2057  -19.64 7.12 7.76 .
ICAAROMA 1467 3478 29.81 10.99 16.76 2323 18.24 .
AROMAGSR 1627 3556 31.02 1241 18.54 24.48 19.86

Notes: n =34716. Shaded rows indicate non-significant differences between pipelines. Columns represent reference level (i.e.,
positive z-values indicate higher mean distance-motion correlations for the pipeline indicated by the column versus the row heading).
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Table S8.
Paired samples 7-test comparisons of the mean Q across all pipelines .
2P 6P 9P 24P 36P 36PDESPIKE aCOMPCOR tCOMPCOR wmLOCAL wmMEAN ICAAROMA
2p -
6P 3642 -
9p 2874 5675 -
24P 3001 969 5284 -
36P 2846 5652 297 5371 -
36PDESPIKE 2909 5696 498 5415  -9.11 -
aCOMPCOR  -5.10 3474 3855 3079 4208 4343 -
tCOMPCOR  -379 3262 3229 2861 3399 3477 2.00 -
wmLOCAL 2994 1509 5135  -557 5098 5138 27.90 2547 -
wmMEAN 4453 3552 39.12 3597 3645 6.14 4.46 46.27 -
ICAAROMA 2510 4897 874 4387 942 10.11 13.48 1327 -44.39 2126 -
AROMAGSR 4230 6618 4160 6220 3375 3205 60.71 50.67 -61.57 -49.76 -24.63

Notes: degrees of freedom for all #-tests = 392. Columns represent reference level (i.e., positive t-values indicate higher mean Q values
for the pipeline indicated by the column versus the row heading). Shaded rows indicate non-significant differences between pipelines.
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Table S9

Paired samples #-test comparisons of the mean node flexibility-motion correlations across all pipelines.

2P 6P 9P 24P 36P 36PDESPIKE aCOMPCOR tCOMPCOR wmLOCAL wmMEAN ICAAROMA
2P -
o o8
9P 3.11 4.87 -

24p 2.30 5.86 -
36P 3.80 4.65 7.33 -

36PDESPIKE 5.18 6.12 3.34 9.06 3.70 -

aCOMPCOR 8.92 8.72 13.35 8.60 15.84 18.95 -

tCOMPCOR 18.13 18.87 24.50 18.90 25.96 29.12 12.61 -

wmLOCAL 4.56 6.48 231 8.40 -14.72 -25.18 -

wmMEAN 535 7.60 371 9.54 -15.71 -27.16 -

ICAAROMA 331 3.73 5.11 2.18 -10.44 -18.12 -2.17 -
AROMAGSR 244 2.85 333 4.70 9.21 -17.75 -3.92 -4.73 -2.51

Notes: Degrees of freedom for all #-tests = 263. Columns represent reference level (i.e., positive #-values indicate higher mean
flexibility-motion correlations for the pipeline indicated by the column versus the row heading). Shaded rows indicate non-significant
differences between pipelines.
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Table S10
Paired samples 7-test comparisons of the mean node promiscuity-motion correlations across all pipelines.
2P 6P 9p 24p 36P 36PDESPIKE aCOMPCOR tCOMPCOR wmLOCAL wmMEAN ICAAROMA
2P -
6P 1268 -
9p 4.09 19.78 -
24P 1213 O 1728 -
36P 7.50 1989  4.82 2304 -

36PDESPIKE  11.29 23.61 932 27.68 8.70 -
aCOMPCOR 387 14.70 - 17.18 4.56 1021 -

tCOMPCOR 10.68 2.09 11.57 6.60 1143 2.81 -

wmLOCAL 13.14 630 13.16 11.03 15.55 5.99 256 -

wmMEAN 3.37 1846  [JOBSONIN 1805 545 10.15 JOSI 208 7.67 -

ICAAROMA 827 3.84 11.49 347 13.17 16.04 951 16.43 572 -9.40 -
AROMAGSR 771 1920 439 18.83 - 420 295 434 -8.13 -3.70 -16.43

Notes: degrees of freedom for all #-tests = 263. Columns represent reference level (i.e., positive #-values indicate higher mean
promiscuity-motion correlations for the pipeline indicated by the column versus the row heading). Shaded rows indicate non-
significant differences between pipelines.
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Mean Q Across Pipelines Controlling for Graph Density

To examine whether differences in the average Q value across pipelines was
driven by differences in network density across pipelines, we used a multilevel model
where subjects’ Q values across the 12 pipelines were the dependent variables and both
pipeline (dummy coded with pipelines with no GSR as the reference category), network
density, age, and sex as independent variables. Results (Table S11) revealed that
pipelines with GSR had significantly higher Q values relative to pipelines without GSR,
suggesting that differences in mean Q values were not simply a product of differences in

network density across pipelines.
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Table S11
FIXED EFFECTS

Estimate Standard Error p-value
Intercept 0.64%%* 0.004 <0.001
GSR Pipelines 0.01%** 0.001 <0.001
Network Density -0.000001*** 0.00000001 <0.001
Age 0.00003* 0.00001 0.01
Gender 0.001 0.001 0.55
RANDOM EFFECTS

Estimate Confidence Interval
Intercept 0.01 0.009 -0.01
Residual 0.01 0.009 - 0.01
FIT INDICES
AIC -24901.55
BIC -24856.35

Notes: GSR Pipelines was dummy coded such that the reference category included
pipelines without global signal regression. ***p<0.001, *p<0.05. AIC = Akaike
information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
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