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By design, all analysis was carried out using a within subject paradigm on a single ex-vivo brain sample. We did not employ statistical methods
to determine sample size, since we knew one sample brain is sufficient. There were two main reasons for this: First, the goal of the
experiments was to understand the nature of the MRI scans, not the nature of the brain sample. The study assessed whether different forms
of measurement give comparable results, rather than assessing the properties of the subject per se. Second, the fact the sample was dead -
and therefore a biologically inert object - meant that its properties were not expected to change between measurements due to endogenous
noise or biological processes.

The study design assessed the similarity of different data acquisition modalities from a fixed set of locations in a single dead brain, rather than
comparing data from different subjects or samples under different experimental conditions. Our results address the extent to which
measurements taken from the same unchanging object, but via different methods, covary.

Histological sections were excluded due to damage or poor stain properties

We compared measurements from 19 histological sections to measurements taken via MRI from the same tissue. These results are reported
in detail in the text. We also repeated the MRI scan six times (see Methods). Each scan repetition was comparable and we used an average
dataset of all six in our experiments.

There was no randomization of subjects, because there were no experimental groups. We did perform a spatial randomization of the
measurements we were comparing (Figure 5B).

There was no blinding, because there were no experimental groups, and there was no subjective judgment to be made by the experimenter.

rabbit anti MAP-2 primary antibody (188 003, Synaptic Systems, Germany), goat anti-rabbit secondary antibody conjugated to
DyLight 680 fluorophore (35569, Invitrogen, Waltham, Ma)

https://www.sysy.com/product/188003

common marmoset, female 5 years old, female 2 years old

no wild animals were used in this study




