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Abstract

Understanding the temporal dynamics of functional brain connectivity is important for
addressing various questions in network neuroscience, such as how connectivity affects cogni-
tion and changes with disease. A fundamental challenge is to evaluate whether connectivity
truly exhibits dynamics, or simply is static. The most common frequentist approach uses
sliding-window methods to model functional connectivity over time, but this requires defin-
ing appropriate sampling distributions and hyperparameters, such as window length, which
imposes specific assumptions on the dynamics. Here, we explore how these assumptions in-
fluence the detection of dynamic connectivity, and introduce an alternative approach based
on Bayesian hypothesis testing with Wishart processes. This framework encodes assumptions
through prior distributions, allowing prior knowledge on the time-dependent structure of con-
nectivity to be incorporated into the model. Moreover, this framework provides evidence for
both dynamic and static connectivity, offering additional information. Using simulations, we
compare the frequentist and Bayesian approaches and demonstrate how different assumptions
affect the detection of dynamic connectivity. Finally, by applying both approaches to an
fMRI working-memory task, we find that conclusions at the individual level vary with mod-
eling choices, while group-level results are more robust. Our work highlights the importance
of carefully considering modeling assumptions when evaluating dynamic connectivity.

1 Introduction

Time-varying functional connectivity has been explored in an increasing number of studies in net-
work neuroscience [1, 2, 3, 4]. Unlike traditional functional connectivity analyses, in which a single
estimate of connectivity is estimated from time-series data, time-varying functional connectivity
aims to capture how the brain’s functional connectivity changes over time. These time-varying
estimates have been shown to serve as more sensitive biomarkers than single time-averaged esti-
mates in different domains [3, 5]. For example, functional connectivity dynamics are altered during
aging [6], and can improve the classification of patients diagnosed with neurological disorders and
healthy controls [7, 8].

A crucial question related to modeling functional connectivity over time is whether observed
fluctuations truly reflect dynamics, or that the connectivity is static and these fluctuations can be
attributed to sampling variability, head motion artifacts present in the time series [9], or certain
modeling choices [10]. For example, if we use a sliding-window approach to model time-varying
functional connectivity [8, 11], the window length would influence our estimates of functional
connectivity. Therefore, it is important to assess whether perceived dynamics are statistically
meaningful.

In the frequentist framework, the first step to hypothesis testing is to generate a null dis-
tribution that preserves the important characteristics of the observed data, while removing any
meaningful dynamic functional connectivity. Any remaining dynamics in the null distribution are
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random and reflect properties of the observed data, such as autocorrelation in the time series
itself. Two common methods to generate such a null distribution are autoregressive random-
ization, where an autoregressive model is estimated and subsequently applied to generate new
observations [12, 13], and phase randomization, where a Fourier transform is applied to the time
series, and subsequently the time series’ phase components are randomized [11, 10, 14]. Next,
a time-varying connectivity method (such as a sliding window) is applied to obtain estimates of
functional connectivity over time for both the null distribution and the observed data. Finally,
to evaluate whether the observed connectivity is static or dynamic, a test statistic is computed
over the connectivity estimates of the observed and null data. These values are then compared.
Although sliding-window methods in combination with bootstrapping are a popular approach for
dynamic connectivity hypothesis testing, they do not provide a straightforward way to quantify
uncertainty associated with the test outcomes.

In contrast, Bayesian approaches explicitly quantify estimation uncertainty, and have the abil-
ity to quantify evidence either against or in favor of the null hypothesis (indicating that the
functional connectivity is static). Furthermore, the Bayesian framework allows different assump-
tions about the temporal structure of the dynamics to be incorporated into the hypothesis testing.
Similar to the window size in a sliding-window approach, these prior assumptions might influence
the connectivity estimates. However, unlike in the frequentist setting, these prior distributions pro-
vide an explicit way to incorporate prior knowledge that we may have about dynamic connectivity
directly into the model.

In this paper, we compare a Bayesian approach to dynamic functional connectivity testing
with the more common frequentist sliding-window approach. The paper is organized as follows.
In Section 2, we first describe the sliding-window method and the Bayesian approach using a
Wishart process [15, 16]. We then recap the traditional frequentist test for dynamic connectivity,
and introduce a Bayesian statistical test for dynamic functional connectivity. In Section 3, we
compare the two frameworks using simulation studies and show how, with the Bayesian method,
uncertainty quantification can provide more information about dynamic functional connectivity.
Moreover, in Section 4, we illustrate the use of both frameworks on a task-based fMRI data from
the Human Connectome Project [17]. Finally, in Section 5, we conclude our comparison and
discuss future directions of research.

2 Methods

Before we proceed with a discussion of the two statistical frameworks and time-varying connectivity
methods, we present some notation and terminology that will be used throughout the rest of this
paper. We use lower case letters x for scalar values, bold lower case letters x for vectors, and bold
upper case letters X for matrices. The time series data consists of n observations over d variables
(i.e. brain regions), with each observation denoted by yi ∈ Rd. Stacked together, these form the

matrix Y = (y1, . . . ,yn)
⊤ ∈ Rn×d.

2.1 Hypothesis testing for dynamic connectivity

Identifying whether one or more pairs of regions are truly dynamically connected, requires the
following steps:

1. First, we must estimate the functional connectivity over time itself, as this is not directly
observed. This is commonly done using a form of the sliding-window method [10, 18], which
we discuss in Section 2.2.1. Alternatively, one can use a Bayesian approach based on Wishart
processes [1, 19], which are described in sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3.

2. To test for meaningful dynamics in connectivity, the connections are typically summarized
using test statistics. These are presented in Section 2.3.
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3. Lastly, the test statistics are used for hypothesis testing, which can be done in either the
frequentist, p-value based framework, or in a Bayesian way, which we introduce in this work.
The two approaches for testing are described in Section 2.4.

2.2 Dynamic connectivity estimation

We are interested in the time-varying connectivity between all pairs of brain regions. Throughout
this paper, we use the following notation to refer to (dynamic) connectivity estimates. We use
Σ ∈ Rd×d to refer to a single (positive-definite) covariance matrix, such as obtained by a sliding-
window estimate. In addition, Σ(xi) ∈ Rd×d refers to the covariance specifically at input location
xi. Finally, Σ(x) ∈ Rn×d×d represents a sequence of covariance matrices, such that Σ(x) =
(Σ(x1), . . . ,Σ(xn)).

2.2.1 Sliding-window methods

The intuition behind the sliding-window approach is simple: rather than computing a single
covariance matrix of the observations Y using Σ = 1

n−1Y
⊤Y, we compute Σ for a series of

consecutive segments of Y instead [8, 11, 10]. The length of this segment, λ, is known as the
window size, and determines how many observations are used for each covariance estimate. To
get an estimate of covariance over time, the window is shifted by a number of observations, called
the stride length τ .

The method is described in detail in Supplementary Section S1.1. Although this approach is
easy to implement, it has an important limitation. Namely, both the size of the window and the
stride length must be determined by the practitioner, while it has been shown that this parameter
has a substantial effect on the estimated connectivity [20, 21, 22]. A small window length will
result in rapidly fluctuating estimates of connectivity, whereas with a large window size, relevant
fluctuations in the connectivity might be smoothed out.

2.2.2 Wishart processes

We propose to combine the Bayesian framework for hypothesis testing with Wishart processes [15,
16], a Bayesian model that was introduced by Wilson and Ghahramani [16] and has later been used
to model dynamic covariance in different domains such as neuroscience and psychology [1, 19, 23].
Wishart processes allow us to set prior assumptions on different aspects of the connectivity, such
as on the type of connectivity structure over time.

To explain the Wishart process, it is helpful to first look at how to estimate a single d × d
covariance matrix Σ, as in the static connectivity case, using a Bayesian model. A straightforward
Bayesian model for Σ is:

Σ ∼ W(V, v)

yi ∼ MVN d(0,Σ) , i = 1, . . . , n ,
(1)

in which MVN d(0,Σ) is the d-dimensional multivariate Gaussian distribution with mean 0 and
covariance matrix Σ, and W(V, v) is the Wishart distribution with scale matrix V and v degrees
of freedom. As the Wishart distribution is conjugate to the multivariate Gaussian, the posterior
distribution p(Σ | Y) can be computed analytically [24].

Another way of looking at the Wishart distribution is by how samples from this distribution are
generated. Using again the multivariate Gaussian distribution, a Wishart-distributed covariance
matrix can be obtained using:

fk ∼ MVN d(0, I) , k = 1, . . . , v

Σ =

v∑
k=1

Lfkf
⊤
k L

⊤ ∼ W(V, v) ,
(2)
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in which V = LL⊤ is the Cholesky decomposition of the scale matrix V. In words, the sum of
outer products of v i.i.d. zero-mean multivariate Gaussian samples is Wishart distributed [25].

Extending this idea, the Wishart process instead models a covariance matrix that changes with
input. The Wishart process is constructed similarly to Eq. (2), but the multivariate Gaussian
variates are now replaced by independent zero-mean Gaussian processes (GPs) [26]:

fkj ∼ GP (µ(·), κ(·, ·; θ)) , k = 1, . . . , v , j = 1, . . . , d , (3)

where µ(·) is the mean function and κ(·, ·; θ) the covariance function with parameters θ. We collect

the evaluations of these functions as fk (xi) = (fk1 (xi) , . . . , fkd (xi))
⊤
. The covariance function

determines several properties, such as smoothness, of the Wishart process. Moreover, if we assume
that κ (xi, xi; θ) = 1 for all observations i = 1, . . . , n, we can separate the correlations from the
scale matrix V when constructing the Wishart process:

Σ (xi) =
v∑

k=1

Lfk (xi) fk (xi)
⊤
L⊤ ∼ W (V, v) . (4)

Analogous with Eq. 1, this is then combined with the likelihood

yi | xi ∼ MVN d (0,Σ(xi)) , i = 1, . . . , n . (5)

Since the Wishart process is based on GPs, we can explicitly place model assumptions on
temporal autocorrelations in the dynamic covariance. For example, if we already know that the
connectivity is likely to change periodically over time, a periodic function can be used as κ (·, ·; θ).
We return to the consequences of the different assumptions in Section 3, and provide more details
in Supplementary Section S1.2.

2.2.3 Hierarchical Wishart processes

The standard Wishart process is commonly applied to model dynamic covariance based on a single
multivariate time series. For example, in the case of modeling functional connectivity, the Wishart
process would be applied with the fMRI time series from a single participant. However, in some
scenarios, such as in the case of task-based fMRI analyses, one might be interested in an estimate of
dynamic covariance at the group level, across multiple participants. The input-dependent estimate
of functional connectivity Σ (x) is then inferred from multiple multivariate time series (in our case:
from multiple subjects).

To achieve this, we extend the Wishart process to a hierarchical model. We expand Eq. (15)
in Supplementary Section S1.2 by assuming that the observations of all individual subjects share
a common covariance matrix:

yim | xi ∼ MVN d (0,Σ (xi)) i = 1, . . . , n, m = 1, . . . , s , (6)

where s refers to the number of subjects. The observations of the different subjects are independent
given the covariance. We refer to this model as the hierarchical Wishart process.

2.3 Test statistics for dynamic connectivity

To determine whether a particular connection is indeed dynamic, we must first summarize the
time series of connectivity using test statistics. It is important to critically assess which statistic
is being used, because this formalizes which properties of the signal are considered important
and encode another layer of dynamic functional connectivity assumptions [3]. We focus on three
commonly used test statistics: the variance of connectivity [8, 27], the maximum power across all
frequencies [14], and the median-crossings [28].
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2.3.1 Variance of connectivity

The first statistic, denoted by η (Σ (x)), is the variance of the connectivity estimates:

η
(
Σ (x)jk

)
=

1

n− 1

n∑
i=1

(Σ(xi)jk − µjk)
2
, j = 1, . . . d , k = 1, . . . , d , (7)

where Σ(x)jk is the connectivity between regions j and k over time and µjk = 1
n

∑n
i=1 Σ(xi)jk

is the mean of this connection. The variance increases when connections show more fluctuations
over time.

2.3.2 Maximum power across all frequencies

The maximum power across all frequencies [14], for a connection between regions j and k, written
as ψ (Σ (x)), is computed by first determining the power of all frequencies Σ̃qjk using the Discrete
Fourier Transform, and then taking the largest power across all frequencies q = 1, . . . , n:

ψ
(
Σ (x)jk

)
= max

q
|Σ̃qjk|2 . (8)

The idea is that noise in the data is likely to contain low powers, whereas a high power is more
likely to indicate a strong signal. Hence, large powers in connectivity estimates might imply
dynamics.

2.3.3 Median-crossings
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Figure 1: An illustration of the median-crossing test statistic. The median is shown by
the dashed line, and the segments are shown by the gray vertical lines. The median-crossing test
statistic is computed as a non-linear combination of the heights (in green) and lengths (in blue)
of the median crossings.

The third test statistic evaluates the duration and magnitude of deviations from the median of
the estimated connectivity [28] and is visualized in Figure 1. First, we obtain the median of
the connection mjk = med(Σ(x))jk. Second, the connectivity estimates are divided into non-
overlapping segments based on the locations where the connectivity crosses the median. Let cq be
the point where the connectivity passes the median line for the q-th time. Then, the length of such
an excursion from the median is defined as Iq = cq+1−cq, and the height as the maximum distance
from the median within the window, namely Hq = max (|Σ(xi)jk −mjk|), with cq ≤ xi ≤ cq+1.
The test statistic ζ (Σ (x)) is defined as a weighted sum of the heights and lengths of all segments:

ζ
(
Σ (x)jk

)
=

Q−1∑
q=1

|IγqHβ
q | , j = 1, . . . d , k = 1, . . . , d , (9)
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where γ and β are the relative weighting of the lengths and heights. This test statistic captures
both the frequency of the signal (as with a higher frequency, the median is crossed more often),
as well as the amplitude (as higher excursions imply a larger amplitude).

2.4 Hypothesis testing for dynamics

Here, we discuss the two different frameworks for testing for dynamic functional connectivity. The
most commonly used framework for hypothesis testing is the frequentist framework, and we will
compare this test against a Bayesian model comparison framework.

2.4.1 Frequentist hypothesis testing
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Figure 2: An overview of the frequentist framework to statistically test for dynamic
functional connectivity. We use the observed time series (A) to generate a null distribution
(B) using phase randomization. From both the observed time series and phase randomized time
series, we estimate connectivity over time (C). Finally, we compute a test statistic over both, and
test for significant dynamics (D).

Within the frequentist framework, we test for significant dynamics of the estimated time-varying
connectivity by comparing it against a null distribution. The general premise is that, if the
observed dynamics are unlikely given the null distribution, we conclude that the dynamics are
truly present [29, 30]. The approach consist of three main steps. First, we simulate time series
data to create a null distribution and estimate its connectivity. Second, we compute a test statistic
for both the actual estimate and estimates in the null distribution, and finally we compare the
test statistic that corresponds to the observed signal against those of the null distribution by
computing a p-value. This p-value is used to determine if the observed dynamics are significant.

A widely used approach for generating a null distribution of time series data is phase ran-
domization [10, 14], which preserves as many properties of the original time series as possible,
except for the dynamics. Phase randomization works as follows. First, the observed time series
are transformed to the frequency domain via the discrete Fourier transform. Then, a uniformly
sampled random phase θ ∈ [0, 2π] is added to each frequency, and finally the frequencies are trans-
formed back into the time domain using the inverse discrete Fourier transform. Importantly, the
same randomly sampled phase θ should be used for all brain regions, otherwise we also remove
any static functional connectivity in between the time series. We combine the frequentist testing
approach with the sliding-window estimation procedure. Figure 2 provides a schematic overview
of frequentist hypothesis testing for dynamic connectivity.
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2.4.2 Bayesian hypothesis testing
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Figure 3: An overview of the Bayesian framework to estimate functional connectivity
and statistically test for dynamics. Using the observed time series (A), the posterior distri-
bution of connectivity is inferred (B). We compare the posterior with the prior distribution (C) to
compute the Bayes factor as the fraction of the prior and posterior probability of the connectivity
being static (see Eq. (12)). These probabilities are indicated by the black dots in panel D.

The Bayesian estimation and testing procedure is illustrated in Figure 3. In a Bayesian estimation
approach, prior beliefs about the connectivity are defined, and these beliefs are updated based on
the observed time series via Bayes’ theorem:

p (Σ (x) | x,Y) =
p (Y | Σ (x)) p (Σ (x))

p (Y)
, (10)

where p (Σ (x) | x,Y) is the posterior distribution of the connectivity given the observed data,
p (Y | Σ (x)) the likelihood of the observed data given the connectivity, and p (Y) is the marginal
likelihood of the data, which serves as a normalizing constant. Importantly, p (Σ (x)) is the prior
distribution, which encodes any beliefs about the dynamic connectivity before observing any data.
For example, if we expect the connectivity to smoothly vary over time, contain fast fluctuations,
or have a periodic structure, we could incorporate these assumptions here. The resulting posterior
estimate of connectivity is a combination of the prior assumptions and the information contained
in the observed time series data.

To test for significant dynamics in the functional connectivity, we perform Bayesian model
comparison by computing Bayes factors [31], which consist of the ratio of the marginal likelihoods
of two models. For example, if model M0 assumes there is no dynamic connectivity, while model
M1 assumes there is, then the Bayes factor is given by

BF10 =
p(Y | M1)

p(Y | M0)
, (11)

indicating how much more likely the data are underM1 compared toM0. Computing the marginal
likelihood of a complicated Bayesian model like the Wishart process is intractable. However, in
the case of nested hypotheses, the marginal likelihood may be computed using the Savage-Dickey
method [32, 33], which compares the prior and posterior probabilities at the point indicated by
the null hypothesis. For instance, we can use the variance statistic from Eq. (7) to test if the
variance is zero (indicating no dynamics) by computing:

BF10 =
p
(
η
(
Σ (x)jk

)
= 0
)

p
(
η
(
Σ (x)jk

)
= 0 | x,Y

) , j = 1, . . . d , k = 1, . . . , d . (12)

Here, the value η
(
Σ (x)jk

)
= 0 is implicitly given by the null hypothesis: if there is no dynamic

connectivity, this implies a variance of zero.
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Although the Bayes factor can be thresholded to obtain a binary test outcome, it also offers
valuable information about the uncertainty associated with these test outcomes. Namely, the Bayes
factor quantifies the strength of evidence in favor of either the null or alternative hypothesis. To
make this more clear, Eq. (12) shows the ratio of updated beliefs after seeing the data at the

null hypothesis point. If, after conditioning on the observed Y, our belief that η
(
Σ (x)jk

)
= 0

has increased, then we observe a Bayes factor BF10 < 1, indicating evidence in favor of the null

hypothesis. On the other hand, if our beliefs about the possibility η
(
Σ (x)jk

)
= 0 have decreased,

then the data suggest the null hypothesis has become less likely, and the alternative model has
gained evidence instead, with BF10 > 1. Here, the Bayesian testing approach is combined with
the Wishart process estimation procedure.

2.5 Simulations

Since a ground truth is usually unknown in empirical time series, we first compare the reliability
of the frequentist sliding-window and Bayesian Wishart process hypothesis testing approaches on
simulated time series with different characteristics. Each simulation consists of d = 2 brain regions
and n ∈ {150, 300, 600} observations. We let the time range x be uniformly spaced from 0 to 1. To
simulate time series data, we first generate correlation matrices of which the off-diagonal element
is either static or dynamic, and the diagonal elements are set to 1:

Σ(xi) =

(
1 σ(xi)

σ(xi) 1

)
. (13)

In simulations were the off-diagonal element is dynamic, the signal follows a sine wave:

σ(xi) = A sin (ω2πxi + φ) , i = 1, . . . n . (14)

We evaluated the performance of both frameworks for strong and weak functional connectiv-
ity by varying the signal amplitude A ∈ {0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8}. Moreover, varying frequencies ω ∈
{1, 2, . . . , 5} were compared. The phase was randomly set to a value within the range [0, 2π] and
static connections were set to a constant value within the range [−0.4, 0.4]. The time series were
generated by sampling from a multivariate distribution using:

yi | xi ∼ MVN d (0,Σ (xi)) , i = 1, . . . , n . (15)

In addition to the periodic simulations, we generated data with non-periodic connectivity
that follows a state-switching pattern, based on the work by Thompson et al. [34]. We let the
covariance matrix in Eq. (13) switch between two states with the strength of connectivity σi being
0.1 in one state and 0.8 in the other state. The duration of each state is randomly sampled from
[20, 30, 40, 50, 60] time points. After the sampled number of time points, the simulation switches
to the other state.

To reliably compare the two frameworks on different types of connectivity, we generate mul-
tiple connectivity matrices over time for each combination of simulation parameters. For every
set of simulation parameters, that is for every connectivity pattern and number of observations,
and in the case of periodic connectivity also for every amplitude and frequency, we simulate 40
random connectivity patterns. Using Eq.(15), we then generate one random dataset for each of
these simulated connectivity matrices over time. Implementations of these simulations and the
corresponding hypothesis tests can be found on our GitHub page.

2.6 Participants, fMRI data, and parcellation

To explore how the two frameworks can be used in practice to test for dynamics, we test for
dynamics in a working memory task dataset from the Human Connectome Project (HCP) [17].
For computational reasons, we used the 100 unrelated subjects subset of the HCP database. From
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these 100 subjects, we only selected participants with a task accuracy above 60%, resulting in
fMRI data from 95 healthy participants.

The task paradigm is described in Supplementary Section S2. In the n-back task, the 0-back
blocks are considered to require a lower memory load than the 2-back blocks. Previous studies
have found that increase in working memory load is associated with an increase in functional
connectivity within the frontoparietal network, and a decreased connectivity in the default mode
network [35].

The fMRI data was parcellated using Glasser’s MMP atlas [36]. To select regions of interest,
we used the sliding-window approach with a window size of 10% of the number of observations
to compute the correlation between each region pair’s functional connectivity and the 2-back
task paradigm. We then selected the pair of regions with the strongest correlation, namely the
dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC) and the inferior parietal lobule (IPL). Additionally, we
selected another region that was unrelated to the task paradigm, namely the primary auditory
cortex (A1). We expect that especially the connectivity between the DLPFC and IPL regions is
involved in working memory and hence changes dynamically depending on the task condition [37,
38]. The connectivity between the DLPFC and A1 regions and between the IPL and A1 regions
are expected to change less throughout the task paradigm.

2.7 Assumptions on connectivity

Both the sliding-window method and Wishart process require the user to define certain modeling
choices.

2.7.1 Sliding-window assumptions

In the sliding-window method, we set the window length to a fraction of the number of observations
to ensure the window captures a similar part of the latent correlations. We compare three different
lengths, namely 5%, 10% and 20% of the number of observations in the simulation. In the HCP
working memory dataset, this comes down to 20, 40 and 80 time points, which correspond to 14.4,
28.8 and 57.6 seconds of recording. The stride length τ was set to 1 TR (0.72 seconds), giving us an
estimate of functional connectivity at every time point. By setting the stride length to 1, windows
will overlap substantially, and therefore we encode the assumption that the functional connectivity
varies smoothly over time. Additionally, short window sizes assume that the connectivity will
change rapidly, at the expense of signal-to-noise in each window and hence more noisy estimates.
Longer window sizes will result in more stable estimates of connectivity, but might miss meaningful
fluctuations. Finally, for the frequentist testing framework, we generated 1000 surrogate datasets
to construct the null distribution. For the median-crossing statistic, we set the respective weights
of the excursion lengths and heights to γ = 0.9 and β = 1, following previous work [10, 28].

2.7.2 Wishart process assumptions

For the Wishart process, a GP kernel, and priors on the kernel hyperparameters θ and the scale
matrix V need to be defined.
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Figure 4: Samples from the Wishart process prior and their corresponding prior test
statistic distributions. Five different kernel and parameter initializations are shown. All kernel
hyperparameter priors were set to a log normal with mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1, except
for the bottom row, where the prior for alpha was set to logN (−3, 1). The prior on the individual
elements of the scale matrix was set to be a normal distribution with mean of 0 and standard
deviation of 1.

To explore the effect that different kernels can have, we use four different GP kernels in our
experiments, namely an exponential, periodic-exponential (often referred to as a locally periodic),
periodic, and rational quadratic kernel:

κexponential (xi, xj ; ℓ) = exp

(
−|xi − xj |

2ℓ2

)
,

κperiodic-exponential (xi, xj ; p, ℓperiodic, ℓ) = exp

(
−2 sin2 (π |xi − xj | /p)

ℓ2periodic

)
exp

(
−|xi − xj |

2ℓ2

)
,

κperiodic (xi, xj ; p, ℓperiodic) = exp

(
−2 sin2 (π |xi − xj | /p)

ℓ2periodic

)
,

κRQ (xi, xj ;α, ℓ) =

(
1 +

|xi − xj |
2αℓ2

)−α

.

(16)

The periodic-exponential kernel is formed by multiplying an exponential and a periodic function.
The different GP covariance functions and kernel parameters place assumptions on the properties
of the latent GP samples, and therefore also on the characteristics of the functional connectivity
being estimated. For example, a periodic kernel assumes a repeating pattern in the connectivity
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structure over time, whereas an exponential kernel assumes functional connectivity with non-
smooth fluctuations over time. These assumptions are shown in more detail in Figure 4, where
samples from the prior of the Wishart process are shown for different kernels and kernel hyper-
parameters, together with their corresponding a priori test statistic distributions. As illustrated
in the figure, connectivity samples from the exponential and periodic-exponential kernels contain
smaller fluctuations and are less smooth than the periodic and rational quadratic kernels. This is
also influenced by the kernel hyperparameters. The exponential, periodic-exponential and rational
quadratic kernels have a lengthscale parameter ℓ, and both the periodic and periodic-exponential
kernels have parameters p and ℓperiodic, which represent the period and lengthscale within a pe-
riod. The rational quadratic kernel has an additional α parameter that determines the weighting
of small and large variations. If α increases, GP samples of this kernel will become increasingly
smooth. In the prior, all hyperparameters were assumed to follow a log normal prior with mean of
0 and standard deviation of 1. Additionally, we explore the effects of different priors for the kernel
parameters by setting a log-normal with mean of -3 and standard deviation of 1 on the value of
α, which should result in samples that are less smooth. We set a normal prior with mean of 0
and standard deviation of 1 on each element of the lower Cholesky decomposition (L) of the scale
matrix V.

3 Results of simulation studies

First, we discuss the ability of the sliding-window method and Wishart process to recover func-
tional connectivity from observed data. We then focus on how effective each framework can detect
dynamic functional connectivity, comparing the strengths and limitations of the frequentist and
Bayesian approaches in different simulations. Additionally, we explore how uncertainty quantifi-
cation, provided by the Bayesian framework, can provide additional insights into dynamics. In
this section, we focus on the periodic simulations. All results for the state-switching simulations
can be found in Supplementary Section S3.

3.1 Accuracy of connectivity estimates and influence of prior assump-
tions
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Figure 5: Examples of connectivity estimates based on simulated data with n = 300
observations. We show estimates based on all three types of simulations, namely covariances
with a periodic, state-switches and static structure. We show the estimates using different kernels
and window lengths. Here RQ1 and RQ2 refer to a rational quadratic kernel with a logN (0, 1)
prior on all hyperparameters, and a logN (−3, 1) prior on the alpha parameter, respectively. For
the Wishart process, we show the 95% highest density interval. The ground truth correlations are
shown in black.
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Figure 5 presents a few examples of connectivity estimates by the Wishart process and sliding-
window method using different kernels and window lengths. All estimates are based on n = 300
observations. In the top row, the latent correlation follows a sine wave with a frequency of 3
and amplitude of 0.6. These results indicate that both methods can accurately capture the latent
connectivity, but that the quality of these estimates is affected by the choice of window length,
kernel, and priors on the kernel hyperparameters. For example, when using a rational quadratic
kernel with all kernel hyperparameters sampled from logN (0, 1), as denoted by RQ1 in the figure,
the Wishart process is unable to capture the fast fluctuations in the connectivity. However,
when a logN (−3, 1) prior is set on the α parameter (see Eq. (16)), as indicated by RQ2, the
estimates improve. Estimates become even more accurate when assuming periodicity, or when
using the exponential kernel. The sliding-window estimate, with a window length of 20% of the
observations, seems too smooth to capture the rapid fluctuations in the connectivity.

The middle row illustrates a latent connectivity with non-periodic state switches. In this case,
the sliding-window method captures the rapid switches in connectivity more accurately than the
Wishart process. Nonetheless, the performance differs based on the three window lengths, as a
window length of 20% is too smooth to model the rapid switches, whereas a window length of
5% estimates a lot of fluctuations in the static periods of the connectivity. Finally, the bottom
row presents the static connectivity scenario. Here we again observe that small window lengths
estimate a lot of fluctuations, whereas larger window lengths provide more accurate estimates of
connectivity. The Wishart process captures the static connection well, as the zero line is fully
encapsulated by the 95% highest density areas.
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Figure 6: Mean squared errors (MSE) between true and estimated correlations for
with 300 observations. Subplot A and B show the periodic simulations with an amplitude
of 0.4 and 0.8, whereas subplot C and D show the state-switching and static simulations. For
the Wishart process, the mean squared errors were computed over each sample of the posterior
separately.

To measure the accuracy of the estimated connectivity compared to the ground truth correla-
tions, we compute the mean squared error (MSE). However, to accurately reflect the differences
between the Bayesian and frequentist frameworks, the MSEs are computed differently for the
Wishart process and sliding-window method. In the Bayesian framework we make use of the full
posterior distribution p (Σ(x) | Y) when testing for dynamics. Therefore, the MSE is computed
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for each posterior sample and then averaged. This approach naturally results in larger MSEs,
because the full posterior variability is incorporated into the MSE. In contrast, the frequentist
sliding-window method provides only single values instead of a full distribution, and therefore we
compute the MSE directly on these. However, for comparison purposes, we provide the MSEs
using only the posterior mean estimate in Figure S4.

Figure 6 shows the MSEs for n = 300 observations for the periodic simulations with amplitudes
of 0.4 and 0.8 and frequencies of 1 and 5, and for the state-switching and static simulations. Results
for other numbers of observations, amplitudes and frequencies can be found in Supplementary
Section S3.1. Overall, the sliding-window method with a large window size (10% and 20% of the
observations) and the Wishart process with a smooth kernel tend to recover static connections more
accurately than dynamic connections. Moreover, we observe that both the Wishart process with
the exponential and rational quadratic kernels fail to capture correlations with higher frequencies.
The sliding-window method with the largest window length also shows difficulties in modeling
these faster dynamics. Finally, if the amplitude of the connectivity is decreased, we observe
that all methods show increased difficulty in accurately modeling the connectivity with a lower
amplitude, and there is no clear effect of frequency anymore.

Figure 6C presents the results from the state-switching simulations. Here the exponential,
periodic-exponential, and rational quadratic with a logN (−3, 1) prior set on α outperform the
other kernels. In contrast, the rational quadratic kernel with logN (0, 1) priors on all hyperparam-
eters (RQ1) and the periodic kernel struggle with the rapid state switches, as could also be seen in
the example in Figure 5. The sliding-window method with a window length of 10% outperforms
the Wishart process estimates in terms of MSEs. However, the performance is highly dependent
on window length.

3.2 Hypothesis test performances

To compare the frequentist and Bayesian hypothesis testing frameworks in detecting dynamic
connectivity, we first convert the Bayes factors obtained from Eq. (12) into binary decisions. Ac-
cording to general practices [31, 39, 40], log Bayes factors greater than 3 are considered conclusive
evidence for the alternative hypothesis, whereas values below 1/3 indicate strong evidence for the
null hypothesis. Based on these guidelines, we classify a connection as dynamic if its log Bayes
factor is above 3. We then evaluate both frameworks based on three different metrics, namely
accuracy, recall and false positive rate. Accuracy provides a measure of the overall number of
correctly classified connections, taking into account both static and dynamic connections. Recall
quantifies the number of connections that is correctly classified as being dynamic, therefore it mea-
sures the sensitivity of the two hypothesis testing frameworks. The false positive rate indicates
the number of connections incorrectly classified as being dynamic. In the frequentist framework,
the false positive rate is directly related to the significance threshold. Since we classify a p-value
below 0.05 as significantly dynamic, the false positive rate of this framework will approximate 5%.
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Figure 7: Hypothesis test performances on the periodic simulations with 300 obser-
vations and amplitudes of 0.4 and 0.8. The figure shows the fractions of correctly classified
connections, out of all connections (accuracy, A) and out of only dynamic connections (recall, B)
when using the variance, maximum power and median-crossing test statistics.

Figure 7 shows the accuracy (Figure 7A) and recall (Figure 7B) for the simulations with a
periodic covariance structure, with n = 300 observations and amplitudes of 0.4 and 0.8. All
results for amplitudes of 0.2 and 0.6 are shown in Supplementary Section S5. As expected, recall
improves with more observations and higher amplitudes. Generally, the frequentist approach
tends to outperform the Bayesian approaches in these simulations, particularly for recall and to
a lesser degree in accuracy. However, modeling choices also have a large effect on performance.
The periodic and periodic-exponential kernels, as well as smaller window sizes of 5% and 10%,
perform well, even for faster dynamics. However, the rational quadratic and exponential kernels,
and the largest window size (20%), perform well on low-frequency dynamics, but not always on
higher frequencies. Finally, a difference in performance can be observed between the two rational
quadratic kernels. The RQ2 kernel, where a prior of N (−3, 1) was set on α, outperforms the RQ1
kernel across all periodic simulations. This difference is expected, because, as can be seen from
the prior samples in Figure 4, the RQ2 kernel with a prior of N (−3, 1) can better model fast
fluctuations than the RQ1 kernel.

The median-crossing and variance statistics show similar performance patterns between kernels
and window sizes. However, the median-crossing statistic does not accurately detect slow dynam-
ics, as can be observed by the relatively low recall scores at a frequency of 1. Both the variance
and maximum power accurately detect dynamics of different frequencies for n = 600 observations,
and n = 300 observations with an amplitude of 0.6 or 0.8, but performance decreases with n = 300
observations and an amplitude of 0.2 or 0.4. An interesting exception to this is the exponential
kernel, which, with n = 600 observations, can accurately distinguish dynamics with an amplitude
of 0.2 from static connectivity. Corresponding posterior variance distributions of this simulation
are shown in Figure S10.

14



3.3 Uncertainty in Bayesian hypothesis testing
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Figure 8: Log Bayes factors of detecting dynamics for the periodic simulations. The
figure shows the results for the exponential (A) and periodic (B) kernels and are based on the
variance test statistic. Every dot represents a single connection and is colored based on the amount
of evidence for the connection being dynamic or static.

Figure 8 presents the distribution of log Bayes factors for the simulations with a periodic covariance
structure, for n ∈ {150, 300, 600} observations, amplitudes of 0.2–0.8, and frequencies of 1–5. To
show the effect of the choice of kernel on the log Bayes factors, we show the results of two distinct
kernels here, namely the exponential and periodic functions. Each point in the figure represents a
single connection and is colored based on the strength of its evidence.

For both kernels, the Bayes factors indicate that the strength of evidence increases with the
number of observations. For n = 150 observations, a large number of edges is inconclusive.
Moreover, in line with the recall scores from Figure 7, the number of connections with conclusive
evidence increases with an increasing amplitude and a decreasing frequency. In the case of the
exponential kernel, it can bee seen that there are more connections with inconclusive evidence with
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more rapid dynamics or dynamics with a lower amplitude, as these are estimated less accurately
(also see figure 6C and Figure 6D). For the periodic kernel, the strength of evidence hardly
decreases with frequency.

4 Results of empirical studies

We applied both statistical frameworks to the n-back working memory task fMRI dataset from
the Human Connectome Project [17] to demonstrate the use of hypothesis testing for dynamics
in an empirical setting. As briefly mentioned in Section 2.6, we expect to observe a difference
in functional connectivity between high and low working memory load within the frontoparietal
network and the default mode network, as these regions are found to be consistently associated
with working memory [37, 35]. Specifically, we expect the functional connectivity between the
dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC) and the inferior parietal lobe (IPL) to increase during
high working memory load (in the 2-back task), as compared to low working memory load (in
the 0-back task). Importantly, we expect this connectivity to change dynamically over the task
paradigm. While we expect no task-related dynamics between the primary auditory cortex (A1)
and the IPL and between the DLPFC and the A1, some dynamics might still be present due to
brain activity independent of the task.
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4.1 Connectivity estimates

0 0.1
Var

0

2

De
ns

ity

×101

0 5000
MP

0

5

×10 4
Exponential (Wishart process)

0 0.2
MC

0

2

×101

0 0.1
Var

0

2

×101

0 5000
MP

0

5

×10 4

Test statistics based on a single subject
RQ2 (Wishart process)

0 0.2
MC

0

2

×101

0 0.05
Var

1000 2000
MP

10% (Sliding window)

0 0.25
MC

50 100 150 200 250 300
Time (seconds)

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

Co
rre

la
tio

n

Exponential (Wishart process)

50 100 150 200 250 300
Time (seconds)

Connectivity based on a single subject
RQ2 (Wishart process)

50 100 150 200 250 300
Time (seconds)

10% (Sliding window)

50 100 150 200 250 300
Time (seconds)

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

Co
rre

la
tio

n

Exponential (Wishart process)

50 100 150 200 250 300
Time (seconds)

Connectivity based on the group level 
RQ2 (Wishart process)

50 100 150 200 250 300
Time (seconds)

10% (Sliding window)

A

B

C

DLPFC - IPL DLPFC - A1 IPL - A1

Figure 9: Estimates of functional connectivity between the dorsolateral prefrontal
cortex, inferior parietal lobe and primary auditory cortex, and its corresponding
variance (Var), maximum power (MP) and median-crossings (MC). Subplot A shows
the connectivity estimates based on a single representative subject, and subplot B shows the
corresponding test statistics. For the Wishart process, we have a full posterior distribution over
the test statistic, whereas for the sliding-window we have a point estimate. Subplot C shows the
estimates on the group level (the corresponding statistics are shown in Fig. 11). The 2-back task
design is shown in black.

Figure 9 visualizes a few examples of estimates of functional connectivity between the DLPFC, IPL
and A1 regions. Figure 9A shows these estimates based on an individual representative subject,
illustrating that the estimate with the RQ2 kernel is smooth, whereas the other two estimates
show more fluctuations. Moreover, Figure 9B shows the corresponding posterior distributions
or point estimates of the different statistics, indicating that the differences between regions are
quite small and vary across modeling choices. Additionally, we estimated functional connectivity
based on the group level, using the hierarchical Wishart process from Section 2.2.3. For the
sliding-window method, the group-level estimates were obtained by averaging across all individual
subject estimates. A few representative examples of estimates are shown in Figure 9C. Based on
these group level estimates, we can already see that the functional connectivity seems to fluctuate
with the task paradigm. Moreover, compared to the estimates on a single subject, the uncertainty
in the connectivity estimates is lower at the group level.
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4.2 Differences in amount of dynamics in functional connectivity
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Figure 10: Ordering of test statistics for three pairs of brain regions from the working
memory task. The figure indicates the number of times (in percentage of all subjects) that each
pair of regions has the largest value, indicating that this connection is most dynamic.
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Figure 11: Group-level statistics based on the working memory dataset. The statistics
were based on the estimates by the Wishart process and sliding-window method for the DLPFC–
IPL, DLPFC–A1 and IPL–A1 connections. The results for five different kernels and a window
length of 10% are shown. The figure shows the posterior distributions on the group-level (by
the hierarchical Wishart process model) and the distributions of sliding-window estimates over all
subjects.

In Figure 10 and Figure 11, the variance, maximum power and median-crossing values are shown
for all three connections under different modeling choices. Figure 10 summarizes the subject-level
results by the percentage of subjects in which each connection showed the largest value. For
the Wishart process, we used the posterior mean. The results follow the same pattern as what
we observed in Figure 9, namely, in line with our expectations, the DLPFC–IPL connection was
most often ranked as the most dynamic connection. The results varied across kernels and window
sizes, with the median-crossings showing the least clear differences between connections. For the
maximum power, the periodic-exponential kernel shows the clearest preference for DLPFC–IPL
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connection, while for the highest variance statistic, the 5% and 10% sliding-window estimates show
this most clearly.

Figure 11 shows the group-level results across all subjects. For the Wishart process, these
results are based on the posterior distributions inferred by the hierarchical Wishart process from
Section 2.2.3. For the sliding-window method, the group-level distributions were obtained by
applying kernel density estimation over the individual subject estimates. In general, the results
based on variance and maximum power are in line with our prior expectations. Namely, the test
statistics of the DLPFC–IPL connection are consistently higher than the DLPFC–A1 and IPL–A1
connections across all kernels and window sizes. This suggests that the DLPFC–IPL connection
is indeed most dynamic. A similar pattern can be observed for the median-crossings, but the
differences between connections are smaller. Overall, the DLPFC–IPL connection is consistently
found to be most dynamic at the group level for the variance and maximum power, but results
on the individual level vary across modeling choices. This highlights the importance of carefully
defining these choices.
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Figure 12: Log Bayes factors of detecting dynamics in functional connectivity during
the n-back task. Every dot represents a connection of a single subject and is colored based on
the amount of evidence of the connection being either dynamic or static. The lines indicate the
corresponding pairs of brain regions of each subject. Moreover, the crosses indicate the evidence
in the connectivity across all subjects, as estimated by the hierarchical Wishart process.

Finally, Figure 12 presents the log Bayes factors for all kernels, statistics and connections.
Bayes factors of individual participants are indicated by dots, with gray lines connecting the
values across region pairs. The crosses indicate the group-level Bayes factors. In the top row,
results on the variance statistic are shown, showing that, in general, the DLPFC–IPL connection
shows stronger evidence for dynamics than the other two connections. However, on the individual
level there are large differences across test statistics and modeling choices. This becomes especially
clear from the wide spread in Bayes factors for all three statistics when using the periodic kernel.
Overall, these results highlight how different modeling choices and statistics can largely influence
the conclusions about functional connectivity being dynamic. At the group level, results are more
consistent across modeling choices. Here, for both the variance and maximum power, the DLPFC–
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IPL connection clearly shows stronger evidence for dynamics than the other two connections.
However, the median-crossing results show a different pattern which is inconsistent with our prior
expectations, once more highlighting the importance of carefully selecting a test statistic.

5 Discussion

There is an increasing interest in modeling time-varying functional brain connectivity, in which
the strength of connectivity does not remain static, but varies as a function of some input variable,
such as time [1, 2, 3, 41]. To determine if this time-varying connectivity reflects true dynamics, or
only fluctuates due to noise or modeling choices, statistical testing is needed [9, 10]. In this work,
we introduced a Bayesian hypothesis testing framework for dynamic connectivity, which makes
use of Wishart processes to model functional connectivity over time [1, 15, 16, 19]. Unlike in
the frequentist alternative, which is commonly used to test for dynamics and where modeling as-
sumptions are reflected in the choice of hyperparameters and interpretation method, the Bayesian
framework encodes prior assumptions via prior distributions and modeling choices. Additionally,
the Bayesian approach provides uncertainty in its connectivity estimate, and quantifies evidence
for both dynamic and static connectivity.

Using simulations with different latent covariance structures, we evaluated both the Bayesian
and frequentist frameworks. Overall, our simulations showed that both the Wishart process and
the sliding-window method accurately estimate different types of connectivity, but the quality
depends heavily on modeling assumptions. For example, with the use of smooth kernels such as
the rational quadratic kernel, or with the use of large window sizes, we were unable to model fast
fluctuations in connectivity. Our hypothesis testing results showed that these modeling choices
also impacted the test accuracies, with performance decreasing if the covariance itself was not
captured accurately. Moreover, our simulations indicated that the outcomes are strongly influenced
by choice of test statistic. While the variance and maximum power showed similar and reliable
performances in terms of accuracy, recall, and false positive rates, median-crossing performed much
worse. Compared to the other test statistics, median-crossing showed a reduced ability to detect
dynamics, while also estimating many false positives for the exponential and periodic-exponential
kernels.

Our results on the HCP n-back working memory task fMRI dataset demonstrated how the
two frameworks can be used to study dynamic functional connectivity in an empirical setting.
In the realistic scenario that all connections show dynamics to some degree, the story becomes
more difficult. Therefore, we focused on distinguishing between specific connections based on
their dynamics, rather than classifying whether these connections were static or dynamic. In
general, similar to our findings in the simulations, both testing frameworks were largely impacted
by modeling choices and test statistics. We selected three regions of interest to compare the two
frameworks. However, hypothesis testing of specific connections of interest on the individual level
is challenging because of variations in functional connectivity between individuals [42, 43]. While
individual-level results were heterogeneous, results of our newly introduced hierarchical Wishart
process model and the sliding-window group level estimates were in line with our expectations,
showing that the connections between the DLPFC and IPL was modulated more strongly by
working memory load than the connection between these areas and A1.

In general, both the simulation results and empirical application highlighted, for both frame-
works, the effect that test statistic and modeling choices can have. Future work should carefully
consider these modeling choices to see if the modeling assumptions that are being made match
the prior expectations about the dynamics in the data. If the aim is to model fast fluctuations
in functional connectivity, a large window size or smooth kernel should be avoided. Moreover, to
reduce the risk of wrongly specifying prior model assumptions, Bayesian model averaging can be
used to combine multiple modeling assumptions, for example by combining different kernels [44].
Additionally, cross-validation could be used to determine modeling choices, such as window size.
For the hypothesis testing itself, we recommend to use the variance or maximum power, which
both performed well in our simulations. In contrast, we recommend against median-crossing, as
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it led to a large number of false positives as well as lower accuracy and recall in our simulations,
and unreliable results in the empirical application.

There are several limitations that need to be taken into consideration. First, the Bayesian
framework makes use of the Savage-Dickey density ratio to compute the Bayes factors. This
density ratio can only be used if the prior of the test-relevant parameters are independent of the
prior of the nuisance parameters [33, 45]. In the context of our work, this means that the time-
varying functional connectivity for a given connection should be independent of the time-varying
functional connectivity of all other pairs of brain regions. Since the estimated correlation matrices
should be positive semi-definite, this constraint is violated when modeling more than two brain
regions. To address this dependence between parameters, an alternative Savage-Dickey density
ratio with a correction term has been proposed by Heck [45], but this it is not straightforward to
implement due to the high dimensionality of the Wishart process. Although incorporating this
correction term would be a valuable improvement of the Bayesian framework, we have not applied
this in the current work, as our focus was on comparing the different modeling assumptions of
Bayesian and frequentist frameworks.

Another limitation is the computational scalability of inference of the Wishart process, based
on Sequential Monte Carlo sampling. Although more computationally efficient estimation proce-
dures using variational inference have been proposed [15], these are less robust and risk failing to
capture parts of the dynamics [19], so these approaches should be used with care. In future work,
improvements could be made here by combining sparse approximations of Gaussian processes [46]
and factorized covariance models [15, 47] with the Sequential Monte Carlo method. Finally, al-
though we have covered a wide range of potential dynamic connectivity structures, more elaborate
model-based approaches to simulate more realistic fMRI data [48, 49].

In summary, we have proposed an approach to hypothesis testing for dynamic functional con-
nectivity using a Bayesian framework and we combined this approach with the Wishart process.
Our work highlights the impact that modeling choices and test statistics have on the conclusions
that we draw about dynamic functional connectivity for both the frequentist and Bayesian frame-
works. Nevertheless, if both are carefully considered, we believe that the Bayesian framework
provides a good alternative to the frequentist framework, as it quantifies both uncertainty in the
connectivity estimate, as well as evidence for both static and dynamic functional connectivity. Fu-
ture research should focus on making it easier and more transparent to determine which modeling
assumptions should be chosen to model and test for dynamic functional connectivity, especially
when there is limited information about the dynamic structure in the functional connectivity of
the data. One potential direction for this is the use of Bayesian model averaging, or perhaps the
use of stacked models [50], although for the Wishart process this would first require improving the
scalability of the inference of the model. This could help researchers to more robustly estimate
and draw conclusions about dynamics in functional brain connectivity.
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Supplementary Materials

S1 Dynamic connectivity estimation methods

Here we provide the formal description of the sliding-window method that was described in Sec-
tion 2.2.1, and the Wishart process that was described in Section 2.2.2.

S1.1 Sliding-window dynamic connectivity estimation

For every input location i = 1, . . . , n, we determine the starting point l and end point u of the
window as l = min

(
⌊xi − λ−1

2 ⌋, 1
)
and u = max

(
⌊xi + λ−1

2 ⌋, n
)
, and with these we create a subset

of observations Si = (yl, . . . ,yu)
⊤
. For every new window, the input is shifted by τ . With a stride

length of 1, the total number of windows would therefore equal the number of observations, and
larger stride lengths reduce the number of windows. Next, for each window, the pairwise covariance
is computed as ⌊(n− λ)/τ⌋+ 1

Σ (xi) =
1

λ− 1
S⊤
i Si , i = 1, . . . , n . (17)

By computing the pairwise covariance in Eq. (17) for every subset, we end up with an estimate of
covariance as a function of the input xi.

S1.2 The Wishart process

As explained in Section 2.2.2, the Wishart process is constructed from a scale matrix L and Gaus-
sian processes that are parameterized by kernel hyperparameters θ. To complete the generative
model of the Wishart process, we define priors on these two parameters:

L ∼ p (L)

θ ∼ p (θ)

fkj (xi) ∼ GP (µ (·) , κ (·, ·; θ)) i = 1, . . . n , k = 1, . . . v , j = 1, . . . , d

Σ (xi) =

v∑
k=1

Lfk (xi) fk (xi)
⊤
L⊤ i = 1, . . . , n

yi | xi ∼ MVN d (0,Σ (xi)) i = 1, . . . , n .

Inferring theWishart process from data, that is, computing the posterior distribution p (Σ (x) | Y),
is substantially more challenging than for the sliding-window approach. We follow the Wishart
process inference procedure as described in [19]. The Sequential Monte Carlo sampler [51] requires
a choice for the number of particles to be initialized, and the number of MCMC mutation steps to
use. We initialized 1000 particles. The number of MCMC mutation steps varied and was based on
convergence of the posterior p (Σ (x) | Y), as measured by the Potential Scale Reduction Factor
(R̂) [52]. We used three parallel inference chains, and set the number of mutation steps such that
R̂ < 1.1 for the covariance matrices. Although the kernel hyperparameters and scale matrix did
not always converge across chains, the covariance itself did. This can happen because different
combinations of the hyperparameters can result in the same covariance matrix, but since we are
only looking at the covariance itself, our estimates of functional connectivity over time will be
reliable. We implemented everything in Python. The Wishart process was implemented using the
Python JAX framework [53] and SMC sampling in Blackjax [54], a Python library that builds on
the JAX framework.

S2 The n-back task paradigm

Here we describe the working memory n-back task paradigm mentioned in Section 2.6. The task
was a working memory n-back task in which subjects were shown a sequence of images and had
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to press a button if the current image matches the one shown n steps back. The task alternated
between blocks of 0-back and 2-back conditions, where the 0-back condition requires the participant
to respond when the current stimulus matches a target image, and the 2-back condition asks the
participant to respond when the current stimulus matches the one shown 2 steps back. Hence,
the 2-back blocks require continuous updating of the sequence. The stimuli were images of either
faces, places, tools, or body parts. A more detailed description of the task and data collection
procedure is provided by Barch et al. [37].

The dataset was preprocessed using the preprocessing pipeline as described by Glasser et
al. [55]. Additionally, we used high-pass filtering to remove any fluctuations slower than 0.008 Hz.
The data contained 405 time points, which equals 291.6 seconds of fMRI recording. We removed
the first five time points to reduce any potential artifacts related to the scanner equilibrium.

S3 Additional simulation study results

Here we present the results of all simulations that were not presented in the main text. We
follow the same structure as Section 3: we start with evaluating the accuracy of the connectivity
estimates themselves, and then focus on the hypothesis testing results and uncertainty provided
by the Bayesian framework.
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S3.1 Accuracy of connectivity estimates
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Figure S1: Mean squared errors between true and estimated correlations for the peri-
odic simulations with 150 observations. The figure shows the performance on the simulations
with amplitudes of 0.2–0.8. For the Wishart process, the mean squared errors were computed over
the entire posterior.
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Figure S2: Mean squared errors between true and estimated correlations for the peri-
odic simulations with 300 observations. The figure shows the performance on the simulations
with amplitudes of 0.2–0.8. For the Wishart process, the mean squared errors were computed over
the entire posterior.
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Figure S3: Mean squared errors between true and estimated correlations for the peri-
odic simulations with 600 observations. The figure shows the performance on the simulations
with amplitudes of 0.2–0.8. For the Wishart process, the mean squared errors were computed over
the entire posterior.

In Figure S1, Figure S2 and Figure S3, we provide all periodic mean squared error results for
n = 150, n = 300 and n = 600 observations.
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Figure S4: Mean squared errors between true and estimated correlations for all
simulations with 300 observations, using the posterior means. Subplot A shows the
results on the non-periodic state-switching correlations. Subplot B shows the results for the static
correlations. Subplots C–F show the performance on the periodic simulations with amplitudes
of 0.2–0.8. For the Wishart process, the mean squared errors were computed over the posterior
means.

In figures 6, S1, S2 and S3, the mean squared error for the Wishart process estimates was
computed over the entire posterior estimate, by first taking the mean squared error per sample
and then averaging. To compare the performance with the sliding-window method and show the
difference between the two metrics, Figure S4 presents the results for n = 300 observations when
using only the posterior mean to compute the mean squared error. We observe that the MSE
for the Wishart process, averaged over the MSEs of posterior samples, is larger than the MSE
over the mean of the posterior. This is a standard effect of the Bayesian framework. Namely, as
the posterior mean has a low MSE, individual samples that deviate from this mean will be less
accurate. Importantly, this uncertainty can provide additional insights, such as when the Wishart
process is very confident about its connectivity estimate, and when it is less certain.
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S3.2 Hypothesis test performances
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Figure S5: Hypothesis test performances on all periodic simulations. Performance for
amplitudes of 0.2–0.8 are shown. The figure shows the fractions of correctly classified connections,
out of all connections (accuracy) and out of only dynamic connections (recall) when using the
variance, maximum power and median-crossing test statistics.

Figure S5 shows the accuracy and recall of all periodic simulation studies for the three statistics.
These results show that the performance increases with more observations.
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Figure S6: Hypothesis test performances on the state-switching and static simula-
tions. The figure shows accuracies and recalls (on the state-switching simulations) and false
positive rates (on the static simulations) of the variance, maximum power and median-crossing
statistics.

Figure S6 presents the results for the non-periodic state-switching and the static simulations.
Here, the false positive rate indicates how many of the static simulations were incorrectly classified
as dynamic. Overall, performance increases with more observations, which is in line with the results
on the periodic simulations. In the state-switching simulations, the exponential and periodic-
exponential kernels tend to perform best, along with the different sliding-window approaches.
This is true for both the variance and the maximum power. The median-crossing statistic is less
accurate than the others and shows a particularly high false positive rate in combination with the
periodic-exponential and exponential kernels.
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S3.3 Uncertainty in Bayesian hypothesis testing
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Figure S7: Log Bayes factors of detecting dynamics for the state-switching and static
simulations. Bayes factors are based on the variance test statistic. We show the results of the
simulations with n = 150, n = 300 and n = 600 observations. Every dot represents a single
connection and is colored based on the amount of evidence of the connection being dynamic or
static.

Figure S7 shows the distributions of log Bayes factors for the state-switching and static simulations.
The results on the state-switching simulation further support the finding that a sufficient number
of observations is needed to find strong evidence for dynamics. Moreover, the results of the static
simulations show that, depending on the kernel choice, the strength of evidence differs. Even with
n = 600 observations, the strength of evidence for most edges estimates by the exponential and
periodic-exponential kernels remains inconclusive. The results indicate that both the amount of
available observations and the modeling choices strongly influence the outcomes of the hypothesis
tests. With a limited number or observations or a less suitable modeling choice, such as a smooth
kernel while the connectivity has fast fluctuations, it may not be possible to find enough evidence
for detecting a dynamic functional connection.
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Figure S8: Log Bayes factors of detecting dynamics for the state-switching and static
simulations. The figure shows the Bayes factors based on the median-crossing and maximum
power test statistics. Every dot represents a single connection and is colored based on the amount
of evidence of the connection being dynamic or static.

Figure S7 only presents the Bayes factor distributions based on the variance test statistic, the
results based on the median-crossing and maximum power test statistic are provided in Figure S8.
Based on all three statistics, a consistent pattern is shown for the static simulations. Namely, the
exponential and periodic-exponential kernels provide higher Bayes factors compared to the other
kernels and these Bayes factors also clarify the large number of false positives that we observed in
Figure S6.
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S4 Effect of different prior assumptions on the evidence
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Figure S9: Static connectivity estimates by the Wishart process and their correspond-
ing prior and posterior median-crossing distributions. Estimates using different kernels
are shown. Prior distributions are shown in gray. The black line in the upper plots indicates the
true latent connectivity.

Figure S9 provides an explanation for the large Bayes factors that we observed in Figure 3,
especially by the exponential and periodic-exponential kernel. This figure shows examples of
connectivity estimates and its corresponding prior (in gray) and posterior distributions over the
median-crossing statistic. All examples are based on a static true connectivity. For the periodic
kernel, the prior probability of the test statistic being zero is much larger than for the exponential
and periodic-exponential kernels, indicating a stronger prior bias towards static connectivity. In
contrast, the exponential and periodic-exponential kernels have a relatively low prior probability
of the test statistic being zero, indicating that these kernels model more dynamic correlations
by design. This behavior is also observed in the prior covariance samples in Figure 4, where the
exponential and periodic-exponential kernels produce samples that contain many small fluctuations
compared to the relatively smooth periodic kernel. These differences in prior distributions directly
influence the resulting log Bayes factors through the Savage-Dickey density ratio (described in
(12)), as the Savage-Dickey density ratio compares the prior and posterior densities at the null
value, which in our case is at a value of zero. As a result, even if two kernels would provide nearly
identical posterior distributions over a test statistic, their log Bayes factors can substantially
differ because of their differences in priors. For example, if all three kernels would find a posterior
test statistic centered far above zero (suggesting dynamic connectivity), the Bayes factor for the
periodic kernel would be stronger because it has a larger density at zero.
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Figure S10: Posterior variance distributions for different numbers of observations and
different kernel choices. The figure presents the results of four different connections, of which
two are static and two are dynamic with a frequency of 2 and an amplitude of 0.2.

Moreover, Figure S10 shows the posterior variance distributions and corresponding log Bayes
factors for four connections, of which two were simulated static and two dynamic with a frequency
of 2 and an amplitude of 0.2. This figure shows that especially the exponential kernel is able to
capture dynamics with a small amplitude, as indicated by the relatively low density at a variance
of 0.

37


	Introduction
	Methods
	Hypothesis testing for dynamic connectivity
	Dynamic connectivity estimation
	Sliding-window methods
	Wishart processes
	Hierarchical Wishart processes

	Test statistics for dynamic connectivity
	Variance of connectivity
	Maximum power across all frequencies
	Median-crossings

	Hypothesis testing for dynamics
	Frequentist hypothesis testing
	Bayesian hypothesis testing

	Simulations
	Participants, fMRI data, and parcellation
	Assumptions on connectivity
	Sliding-window assumptions
	Wishart process assumptions


	Results of simulation studies
	Accuracy of connectivity estimates and influence of prior assumptions
	Hypothesis test performances
	Uncertainty in Bayesian hypothesis testing
	Results of empirical studies
	Connectivity estimates
	Differences in amount of dynamics in functional connectivity

	Discussion
	Dynamic connectivity estimation methods
	Sliding-window dynamic connectivity estimation
	The Wishart process



	The n-back task paradigm
	Additional simulation study results
	Accuracy of connectivity estimates
	Hypothesis test performances
	Uncertainty in Bayesian hypothesis testing
	Effect of different prior assumptions on the evidence



