arXiv:2512.06303v1 [cs.LG] 6 Dec 2025

Multimodal Graph Neural Networks for Prognostic
Modeling of Brain Network Reorganization

Preksha Girish!

Machine Learning
B.N.M. Institute of Technology
Bengaluru, India
prekshagirish04 @gmail.com

Hiranmayee R.
Dept. of Computer Science
Engineering
B.N.M. Institute of Technology
Bengaluru, India
hiranmayer.7@gmail.com

Abstract—Understanding the dynamic reorganization of brain
networks is critical for predicting cognitive decline, neurological
progression, and individual variability in clinical outcomes. This
work proposes a multimodal graph neural network (GNN) frame-
work that integrates structural MRI, diffusion tensor imaging,
and functional MRI to model spatiotemporal brain network
reorganization. Brain regions are represented as nodes, and struc-
tural and functional connectivity as edges, forming longitudinal
brain graphs for each subject. Temporal evolution is captured
via fractional stochastic differential operators embedded within
graph-based recurrent networks, enabling the modeling of long-
term dependencies and stochastic fluctuations in network dynam-
ics. Attention mechanisms are incorporated to fuse multimodal
information and generate interpretable biomarkers, including
network energy entropy, graph curvature, fractional memory
indices, and modality-specific attention scores. These biomark-
ers are further combined into a composite prognostic index
to quantify individual risk of network instability or cognitive
decline. The proposed framework is evaluated on high-quality,
longitudinal neuroimaging datasets, demonstrating both predic-
tive accuracy and interpretability. Results highlight the potential
of mathematically rigorous, multimodal graph-based approaches
for deriving clinically relevant biomarkers from existing imaging
data, without requiring new data collection.

Index Terms—Brain network reorganization, Multimodal
graph neural networks, Structural MRI, Functional MRI, Diffu-
sion tensor imaging, Biomarkers, Fractional stochastic modeling,
Attention mechanisms

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the dynamic reorganization of brain net-
works is a fundamental challenge in computational neuro-
science. Brain connectivity is inherently multimodal, encom-
passing structural, functional, and molecular interactions that
evolve over time. Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) provide
a powerful framework for modeling such complex networks,
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capturing both local and global dependencies across brain
regions [1]-[3].

This study leverages multimodal longitudinal neuroimaging
data from the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative
(ADNI) to build subject-specific dynamic brain graphs and
train multimodal GNN architectures. ADNI provides the nec-
essary combination of structural, diffusion and functional
imaging with biomarker and clinical follow-up to support
prognostic modeling [4], [5].

II. RELATED WORK / LITERATURE REVIEW

Graph-based modeling of brain connectivity has gained sig-
nificant attention for its ability to capture complex interactions
across multiple scales. Mohammadi et al. [1] provide a com-
prehensive survey on GNN applications in brain connectivity.
Tensor and multiplex formulations for cross-modality interac-
tions have been proposed (e.g., TGNet and multiplex graph
networks) [2], [6]. Topology-aware adversarial methods and
graph augmentation have been used for brain graph synthesis
and robustness [7], [8]. Multimodal fusion using attention and
transformer-style modules is emerging as an effective approach
to combine imaging and non-imaging data [9]-[11]. Fractional
and stochastic models provide tools to capture long-range
memory and stochasticity in biological systems and inform
temporal regularization in dynamical graph models [12]-[14].
Federated and privacy-preserving graph learning has also been
explored as a path to multi-site collaboration [15].

III. SYSTEM ARCHITECTURE

The proposed system employs a multimodal graph neural
network (GNN) architecture to model longitudinal brain
network reorganization. The system is designed to process
structural MRI, diffusion tensor imaging (DTI), functional
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MRI (fMRI), PET, CSF biomarkers, and clinical data, inte-
grating them into a unified graph-based representation.

Fig. 1: System Architecture of the proposed Multimodal Graph
Neural Network framework for brain network reorganization
modeling.

Significance of Figure 1. Figure 1 visualizes how modality-
specific encoders (for structural MRI, DTI, fMRI, PET, CSF
and clinical scores) feed into graph construction and em-
bedding modules. Spatial GNN layers produce per-timepoint
node embeddings; temporal modules (LSTM/GRU) capture
longitudinal evolution; and a cross-modality attention fusion
stage computes fused embeddings and interpretable biomark-
ers (network energy, attention entropy, fractional memory
indices). The diagram highlights the pipeline stages where
interpretability and prognostic scoring are derived.

A. Data Inputs

o Structural MRI (T1-weighted): Cortical thickness, re-
gional volume per Desikan-Killiany atlas region.

« Diffusion Tensor Imaging (DTI): Fiber tractography
used to compute structural adjacency A, € RY*Y where
N is the number of brain regions.

« Functional MRI (fMRI): Resting-state time series pro-
cessed to derive functional connectivity adjacency Aj
using Pearson correlation.

o PET: Standardized uptake value ratios (SUVR) for
metabolic or pathological markers.

o CSF Biomarkers: A(, Tau, p-Tau normalized across
subjects.

o Clinical Scores: MMSE, CDR, ADAS-Cog aligned with
imaging timepoints.

B. Graph Construction

Brain regions are modeled as nodes V, and edges E
represent structural and functional connectivity. Node features
X; include cortical thickness, volume, PET, and CSF mea-
surements. Edge features are defined as connection strengths:

X ={X;}Y,, A=A+ A
Graph Laplacian L is computed as:
L=D-A, Dj=)Y Ay
J

Temporal evolution of the brain network is captured as a
sequence of graphs G, = (V, E, X;) for each timepoint ¢.

C. D. Biomarker Derivation

Derived biomarkers quantify network stability, connectivity,
and risk as follows:

F = trace(X " LX)
k = trace(R(X,Y)Y)
D, X: = f(X¢)+0(X)dB:, 0<a
CPIl = w1 E + wak + w3(1 — ) + waH,

IV. METHODOLOGY

Our proposed framework, Multimodal Graph Neural Net-
works for Prognostic Modeling of Brain Network Reor-
ganization, integrates structural MRI, DTI, fMRI, PET, CSF
biomarkers, and clinical scores into a unified, mathematically
rigorous architecture. The methodology consists of four ma-
jor components: data preprocessing, graph-based embeddings,
deep learning fusion network, and prognostic risk modeling.

A. Data Description and Preprocessing

We use multimodal datasets from the ADNI cohort and
other clinical studies, comprising:

o Structural MRI (T1-weighted): Cortical thickness and
regional volumes for N = 68 brain regions (Desikan-
Killiany atlas), preprocessed using FreeSurfer.

« Diffusion Tensor Imaging (DTI): Fractional anisotropy
(FA) and tractography generating structural adjacency
matrices A, € RVXN,

o Functional MRI (fMRI): Resting-state BOLD time se-
ries, parcellated into 68 regions. Functional connectivity
Ay computed via Pearson correlation.

o PET: Standardized uptake value ratios (SUVR), normal-
ized across subjects.

o CSF Biomarkers: A, Tau, p-Tau, z-normalized.

e Clinical Scores: MMSE, CDR, ADAS-Cog aligned to
imaging sessions.

Dataset information (ADNI) and limitations. We used the
Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI) public
data release, which includes multimodal imaging, CSF, genetic
and cognitive assessments across multiple visits. Typical sam-
ple sizes for multimodal cohorts vary by modality and inclu-
sion criteria; in typical ADNI subset selections for multimodal
longitudinal studies, the working cohort size ranges roughly
from 800-1,200 subjects (depending on required modalities
and baseline/follow-up availability) [4], [5]. Limitations we ex-
plicitly handle: missing modalities/timepoints (imputed or ex-
cluded based on analysis policy), variable inter-scan intervals
(handled by alignment and temporal windows), demographic
biases (mitigated by stratified analyses), and class imbalance
across diagnostic labels (handled via stratified sampling and
balanced metrics). Preprocessing pipeline includes motion
correction, bias-field correction, skull-stripping, segmentation
(FreeSurfer), tractography (DTI), BOLD denoising (nuisance
regressors + motion scrubbing), parcellation to the Desikan-
Killiany atlas, z-normalization of numeric features, and align-
ment of visits for longitudinal graph construction.



B. Graph-Based Embeddings
Each modality is represented as a graph G = (V, E):

o Nodes (V'): Brain regions (/N = 68).
o Edges (F): Weighted combination of structural (A) and
functional (Ay) connectivity:

A=aA;+(1—-a)Ay, ac0,1]

o Graph Laplacian:
L=D-A, Dy=)Y Aj
J

Temporal dependencies are captured via fractional stochastic
differential equations on graph nodes:

DX (t) = f(X(t)) +0dB;, «a€(0,1)

where Dy is the Caputo derivative, B; is Brownian motion,
and o is stochastic noise amplitude.

C. Deep Learning Fusion Network

Each modality is processed through modality-specific deep
learning pipelines:

* Structural MRI / DTI: Graph Convolutional Networks
(GCNs)

D) U(D—l/QAD—lﬂH(l)W(l))  A=A+T

e fMRI: Temporal GCN or Gated Graph Neural Networks
to model connectivity dynamics.

e PET/CSF/Clinical Scores: Fully connected layers with
nonlinear activations, followed by attention layers:

H,, = Attention(FC(X,,)), m € {PET, CSF, Clinical}

* Cross-Modality Attention Fusion: Latent embeddings
from all modalities are fused using self- and cross-attention:

Q=HW,, K=HWg, V=HWy,

AQ,K, V) = softmax(%) v

Z = Concat( Hyri, Hivri, Heer, Hesr, Htinical)
?Qprognosis = FC(A(Q7 K, V) + Z)
D. Prognostic Risk Modeling

Reorganization risk of brain networks is modeled as a
diffusion over structural graphs:

DEX(t) = BAX(t) — 7 X(2)

where X (t) € RY is the node-level prognostic risk vector, /3
diffusion rate, « decay, and Dy* fractional derivative. Numer-
ically implemented using multiple GCN layers:

X(t+1) = 0(Wyen AX (1) + byen — 7X (1))

The resulting network embeddings are concatenated with other
modality embeddings before final prediction.

E. Biomarker Extraction and Interpretability

From the combined model, we compute interpretable
biomarkers:

« Network Energy: £ = trace(X ' LX)

o Graph Curvature: x = trace(R(X,Y)Y)

o Attention Entropy: H,;; = — ), ojlog oy

« Fractional Memory Index: Derived from Caputo deriva-
tive trajectories

« Diffusion Centrality: Node-level contribution to network
reorganization

F. Loss Function and Optimization

The model is trained end-to-end with a composite loss:
L= LMSE (:'-)7 y)"—)\attLentT'opy"'_Adiff ||D?X_(/BAX_’YX) H%

where L;sg is the regression loss for prognostic scores,
Lentropy €ncourages informative attention, and the last term
enforces accurate network diffusion modeling. Hyperparame-
ters Aqse and Mg ¢y balance contributions. Optimization uses
Adam (1 = 0.001), dropout p = 0.5, L2 weight decay 1074,
and early stopping on validation loss.

G. Implementation Details

o Software: Python 3.11, PyTorch Geometric, NetworkX,
Nilearn

o Hardware: NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU, 128 GB RAM

o Dataset: ~1000 subjects with multi-modal baseline and
follow-ups (ADNI, see Data Description)

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We evaluate our proposed Multimodal Graph Neural
Network (MGNN) framework on a multimodal brain imaging
dataset comprising structural MRI, fMRI, DTI, PET, CSF
biomarkers, and clinical scores. Our main goal is to predict
brain network reorganization risk over longitudinal follow-up
and provide interpretable biomarkers.

A. Evaluation Metrics

For model performance, we report:

o Mean Absolute Error (MAE) and Root Mean Squared
Error (RMSE) for continuous prognostic scores.

o Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) between predicted
and observed network reorganization indices.

e Area Under ROC Curve (AUC) for binarized risk
classification (high vs low reorganization).

B. Experimental Setup

o Training / Test Split: 80% / 20%, with stratified sam-
pling by clinical diagnosis.

o Cross-Validation: 5-fold cross-validation on the training
set.

o Baseline Models: Linear regression, Random Forest, and
standalone GCN without multimodal fusion.

o Implementation: PyTorch Geometric,
NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.

trained on



C. Quantitative Results

Table I summarizes the performance of our proposed
MGNN model compared to baseline models.

TABLE I: Performance Comparison of Proposed MGNN and
Baseline Models

Model MAE RMSE Pearson r / AUC
Linear Regression  0.154 0.212 0.62 / 0.68
Random Forest 0.138 0.195 0.68 /0.71
GCN (fMRI only)  0.126 0.182 0.72 /1 0.74
Proposed MGNN  0.112 0.165 0.78 / 0.81

Our proposed MGNN outperforms baseline models across
all metrics, demonstrating that multimodal integration and
graph-based temporal modeling improves prognostic predic-
tion of brain network reorganization.

D. Ablation Studies

To quantify the contribution of each modality and ar-
chitectural component, we conducted ablation experiments
(Table II):

TABLE II: Ablation Study Results on MGNN Components

Configuration MAE  Pearson r
MGNN w/o CSF biomarkers 0.119 0.74
MGNN w/o PET 0.116 0.76
MGNN w/o Clinical Scores 0.118 0.75
MGNN w/o Attention Fusion 0.125 0.71
Full MGNN (all modalities + attention) 0.112 0.78

These results indicate that cross-modality attention fusion
and inclusion of all modalities are critical for optimal
performance.

E. Interpretability of Biomarkers

From the latent embeddings, we extracted several inter-
pretable biomarkers:

o Network Energy: Subjects with higher reorganization
risk exhibited lower energy, indicating less stable network
configurations.

o Attention Entropy: Regions with higher attention en-
tropy (frontal, temporal) were more predictive of reorga-
nization risk.

« Diffusion Centrality: Key hubs in the default mode
network (DMN) contributed strongly to predicted risk.

F. Discussion

The results demonstrate that the proposed Multimodal
Graph Neural Network (MGNN) consistently outperforms
classical machine learning and unimodal deep learning base-
lines. Incorporating graph-based embeddings, temporal con-
volutional and Bi-LSTM layers, cross-modality attention, and
structural-functional integration is crucial for accurately mod-
eling brain network reorganization.

Spatial Attention Map: Prongostic Model for Neurodegeration
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Fig. 2: Heatmap of cross-modality attention weights over brain
regions for a representative subject.
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The spatial and temporal patterns captured by the MGNN
indicate that network hubs in the default mode network,
fronto-temporal regions, and subcortical structures contribute
strongly to reorganization risk. The attention fusion mecha-
nism provides interpretable insights into which regions drive
the prognostic prediction.

While the model demonstrates improved performance, we
adopt a cautious interpretation, acknowledging the following
limitations:

o The dataset, while multimodal and longitudinal, remains
moderate in size. Validation on larger, multi-center co-
horts is required to confirm generalizability.

o Prediction metrics (MAE, RMSE, Pearson correlation,
and AUC) indicate strong performance but do not fully
eliminate errors, particularly for borderline risk subjects.

o Derived biomarkers, including attention weights, network
energy, and diffusion centrality, provide mechanistic in-
sight, but prospective clinical validation is necessary for
translational applications.

Overall, the MGNN establishes a principled graph-based
and multimodal framework for prognostic modeling of brain
network reorganization, providing both predictive accuracy
and interpretability essential for neuroscience research and
potential clinical decision support.

VI. FUTURE WORK

Future directions include:

e Validation on larger and more diverse multi-center co-
horts to assess generalizability and population-level ro-
bustness.

o Extending temporal modeling using transformer-style
spatiotemporal modules to capture very long-range de-
pendencies.



o Adopting federated graph learning approaches for
privacy-preserving multi-site collaboration [15].

« Integrating genomic and behavioral data to enrich prog-
nostic biomarkers and personalize predictions.

o Producing clinician-facing visualization tools that sum-
marize biomarker trajectories and uncertainty for
prospective clinical studies.
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