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ABSTRACT 

Fragile X syndrome (FXS) is a trinucleotide repeat disorder and the most common hereditary 
form of intellectual disability. Patients with FXS are commonly impaired by sensory 
hypersensitivity. Compared to cognition, neural correlates of sensory responses can be studied 
more objectively and across species. Alterations in auditory processing in FXS measured by 
scalp electroencephalography (EEG) are well documented. However, the orientation of the 
auditory cortex in humans introduces significant confounding between temporal and frontal 
sources. Herein, we conducted EEG source analysis in 36 participants with FXS and 39 matched 
controls to localize known alterations to the auditory chirp stimulus. The key findings in 
participants with FXS include 1) distinct contributions of frontal and temporal sources to the 
onset and intrastimulus neural synchronization, 2) moderation of abnormal neural responses in 
females with FXS, 3) evidence of deep brain sources contributing to impairments in 
synchronization, and 4) presence of robust region-specific clinical correlations. The synchronous 
and asynchronous gamma activity (SA ratio) ratio may further represent a clinically relevant 
biomarker of the efficiency of auditory processing in FXS. Findings from this study have 
implications for back translation and relevance for signal-to-noise conceptual frameworks in 
understanding neural activity in neurodevelopmental disorders. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Fragile X Syndrome (FXS) is a sex-linked neurodevelopmental disorder caused by a CGG 
trinucleotide repeat expansion in the Fmr1 gene, leading to methylation-based silencing of the 
gene and reduced or silenced translation of fragile X mental retardation protein (FMRP)1. 
Individuals with FXS may show intellectual disability, anxiety, and symptoms of autism, 
including sensory hypersensitivity and hyperacusis. Sensory hypersensitivity can be particularly 
distressing for individuals with FXS; however, there are no effective treatments for this aspect of 
the condition2.  
 
Abnormal neural responses to auditory stimuli are robust and reproducible in humans with FXS3-

5, and in Fmr1-/- knock out (KO) mice6. Participants with FXS fail to synchronize, measured by 
intertrial phase coherence (ITPC), to the sensory auditory chirp (0 to 100 Hz linear chirp over 2 
s) and exhibit increased asynchronous gamma power3, 4. Furthermore, these findings are 
associated with neurocognitive domains in FXS, including impaired auditory attention, 
processing speed, and cognitive flexibility3. There has been intense interest in investigating the 
basis of sensory hypersensitivity and hyperacusis. It may reveal fundamental mechanisms of 
aberrant brain activity in FXS and can be reliability studied across species2, 7. 
 
Electroencephalography (EEG) is a highly feasible method of non-invasively probing circuits in 
clinical populations and can be translated across species. Scalp potentials at each electrode 
represent the summation of multiple neural sources and, thus, cannot be directly mapped to 
contributing biological pathways. This is particularly relevant in the auditory domain, where the 
orientation of the auditory cortex (A1) results in cortical dipoles, which are projected superior 
and anterior, and thus overlap with tangentially oriented frontal sources. However, this 
confounding factor can be substantially mitigated using whole-head, dense array EEG. The 
localization of cortical sources can be estimated by generating a biophysical model. Specifically, 
by incorporating electrode locations, tissue conductivity, and spatial geometry, a lead-field 
matrix can be generated to estimate neural activity representing patches of the cerebral cortex8.  
 
We undertook source localization of auditory evoked potentials to the chirp stimulus in a cohort 
of individuals with FXS and matched typically developing controls (TDC) to delineate spatial 
contribution to auditory processing impairments in FXS. This approach allowed us to investigate 
cortical substrates associated with early (sensory) versus late (top-down) features, the presence 
of asymmetry, and contributions of superficial and deep sources related to auditory processing. 
We hypothesized that neural phase-locking (synchronization to the chirp stimulus) would 
localize primarily to temporal sources. In contrast, general power differences in low and high 
frequencies may arise from temporal and frontal sources. These findings have important 
implications for modeling functional deficits in FXS, providing additional substrate for novel 
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therapeutic development, and enhancing back translation of the development of translational 
biomarkers. 
 
 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
Participants. An overview of the methods is depicted in Figure 1. Thirty-six participants with 
FXS (23 males; age, 10-53 years; mean age, 25.4±10.3 years) and 39 age- and sex-matched 

typically developing controls (22 males; age, 12-57 years; mean age, 28.0±12.2 years) 
participated in this auditory evoked potential (AEP) EEG study (see Table 1). Scalp-level 
electrode analyses of this dataset were published previously3. All participants gave written 
informed consent (or caregiver assent when appropriate), and all procedures were approved by 
the Cincinnati Children’s Hospital Institutional Board. Mean age and proportion of each sex did 
not differ between groups, ; howeveras expected, participants with FXS demonstrated a 
significantly greater burden of clinical symptoms than controls. Control participants were 
screened for prior diagnosis or treatment for neuropsychiatric illness, medication use, or first-
degree relatives affected by serious psychiatric or neurodevelopmental disorders. Participants 
with FXS were excluded if they had a history of epilepsy or anticonvulsant medications 
(including benzodiazepines) that could confound EEG interpretation. To ensure a representative 
sample of the FXS population9, participants on stable doses (at least four weeks) of psychiatric 
medicines were permitted.  
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Figure 1: Visual depiction of principal methodology. 

 
 
Measures. Caregiver assessments of FXS participants included the Social and Communication 
Questionnaire (SCQ), Anxiety Depression and Mood Scale10 (ADAMS), and Aberrant Behavior 
Checklist-Community11 (ABC-C, optimized for FXS). The participants' cognitive abilities (IQ) 
were estimated by the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales 5th Ed. Abbreviated IQ. To adjust for 
floor effects, deviation scores were calculated for verbal and non-verbal IQ in lower ranges12.  
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Table 1. Participant Characteristics: Demographic and clinical features of the EEG dataset, 
including statistical comparisons between groups. FXS, Fragile X Syndrome; TDC, typically 
developing control; F, female; M, male; Deviation IQ, Full-Scale IQ, NVIQ, Non-verbal 
intelligence scale; VIQ, verbal intelligence scale; SCQ, Social Communication Questionnaire; 
ABC, Aberrant Behavior Checklist; WJ-3, Woodcock III Tests of Cognitive Abilities; ADAMS, 
Anxiety, Depression, and Mood Scale. 

 Group   
Measure FXS, N = 361 TDC, N = 391 p-value2 
Sex   0.5 

F 13 (36%) 17 (44%)  
M 23 (64%) 22 (56%)  

Age at Visit 25.4±10.3 28.0±12.2 0.5 
Deviation IQ 42.4±29.1 102.9±8.3 <0.001 
NVIQ 31.9±36.1 103.6±11.2 <0.001 
VIQ 54.9±28.3 102.3±10.8 <0.001 
ADAMS General Anxiety 7.7±4.8 2.4±2.6 <0.001 
ADAMS Obsessive/Compliance Behavior 2.4±2.3 0.5±1.3 <0.001 
SCQ Total 14.0±7.9 2.2±2.4 <0.001 
ABC FXS subscale 1: Irritability/aggression 11.2±11.4 0.6±2.4 <0.001 
ABC FXS subscale 4: Hyperactivity/Noncompliance 7.7±5.9 0.9±2.1 <0.001 
ABC FXS subscale 5: Inappropriate speech 4.4±3.5 0.2±0.6 <0.001 
ABC FXS subscale 2: lethargy/social withdrawal 5.5±4.4 0.6±1.5 <0.001 
ABC FXS subscale 3: stereotypy 4.0±4.5 0.1±0.4 <0.001 
WJ-III 65.2±17.9 91.9±11.7 <0.001 
1n (%); Mean±SD 
2Pearson's Chi-squared test; Wilcoxon rank-sum test 

 
Auditory Task. An auditory chirp stimulus can be employed to detect the integrity of functional 
cortical responses across a wide range of input frequencies (Supplemental Figure 2A)13. In 
controls, a strong cortical response to the chirp stimulus is observed and can be quantified by 
inter-trial phase coherence. The present auditory stimulus consisted of a pink noise carrier 
amplitude modulated by a sinusoid linear chirp which increased in frequency from 0-100 Hz 
over 2000 milliseconds (ms) (Supplemental Figure 2B). No onset or offset ramps were 
included. Participants were presented with 300 stimulus repetitions separated by a 1500-2000 ms 
variable interstimulus interval (randomly jittered).  
 
Supplemental Figure 1: Broadband auditory chirp stimulus. A. Plot of amplitude-modulated 
pink noise carrier waveform. Frequency of modulation increases from 0 to 120 Hz over 2 
seconds. B. Waterfall plot depicting power spectrum of broadband chirp stimulus. 
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Stimulus Presentation. Auditory stimuli were presented through Sony MDR-V150 headphones
(65 dB SPL) using Presentation 22 (Neurobehavioral Systems) in a sound-attenuated room. A
silent video was used during the task to facilitate protocol compliance and promote quiet
wakefulness state4, 14.              

EEG acquisition. EEG was continuously recorded referenced to Cz with a sampling rate of 1000
Hz using a NetAmp 400 (Magstim/EGI, Eugene, Oregon) with Hydrocel 128-channel geodesic
saline-based electrode net.  

EEG preprocessing. Raw data were visually inspected offline. Data were digitally filtered from
.5-120 Hz (12 and 24 dB/octave roll-off, respectively; zero-phase; 60 Hz notch). Bad sensors
were interpolated (no more than 5% per subject, no more than two adjacent) using spherical
spline interpolation implemented in BESA 6.1 (MEGIS Software, Grafelfing, Germany). Ocular,
cardiac, and muscle movement artifacts were removed blind to the participant group using
independent components analysis (extended infomax) implemented in EEGLAB (Delorme and
Makeig, 2004) using MATLAB 2018a (MathWorks, Natick, MA). Segments of data with large
amounts of movement artifact were removed before ICA to facilitate algorithm convergence.
Data were then transformed to average reference and epoched into 3250 ms trials (-500 ms to
2750 ms). Any trial with post-ICA amplitude exceeding 120 µV was considered a residual
artifact and removed. 

Source analyses. A distributed source model was estimated using a depth-weighted minimum
norm estimate (MNE) model in Brainstorm15. Various methods have been developed to solve the
ill-posed problem of calculating dipolar magnitudes from scalp potentials and electrode
positions16. An MNE solution identifies a single solution that minimizes total brain power and
corresponds to Tikhonov regularization. As the classical MNE solution biases weaker surface
sources closer to electrodes, a depth weighting (order, .5; maximal amount, 10)  was performed
to normalize by a measure of their overall amplitude17. To optimize for dense array EEG
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analysis, the model was constrained to dipoles normal to the cortical surface, and an identity
matrix was used for noise covariance. Scalp electrodes were co-registered to an averaged
Montreal Neurologic Institute ICBM152 common brain template. The forward model, or lead
field matrix, was computed using Open MEEG resulting in a boundary element method head
model, which accounts for the brain, CSF, skin, and skull conductivity properties18. An MNE
kernel was then implemented and used to generate a current source density (CSD) time series
across a resultant triangular mesh (15,002 vertices) representing the cortical envelope. The
vertices were parcellated into 68 cortical nodes according to the Desikan-Killiany (DK) atlas19.
The DK atlas also includes thirteen hierarchical anatomical grouping variables into continuous
cortical regions (see Supplemental Figure 2). Temporal sources include atlas nodes on or
adjacent to A1 (banks of superior temporal sulcus, superior temporal gyrus, and transverse
temporal gyrus). 

Supplemental Figure 2: Atlas visualization of Desikan-Killiany based cortical regions. 

 

 

Time-frequency Analyses. For each atlas node, single-trial waveforms were analyzed using the
newtimef function included with EEGLAB 2021. Convolution parameters included using Morlet
wavelets with one Hz frequency steps using a linearly increasing cycle length from one cycle at
the lowest frequency (2 Hz) and 30 cycles with the highest frequency (120 Hz). The function
calculates three main features: ITPC, single-trial power (STP), and event-related spectral
perturbation (ERSP)20.  ITPC estimates the degree of phase-locked responses across trials;
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however, it can be biased by trial number. To avoid bias, raw ITPC values were corrected for 
trial numbers by subtracting the critical r value as follows: 

��������� �  � �1���	
 ���� �  log. 5 

�����������	 �  �����
 � ��������� 
 
STP measures the spectral power of the frequency response while ERSP quantifies the change in 
spectral power by frequency corrected for the pre-stimulus baseline (-500 to 0 milliseconds).  
 
Statistical Analyses. All statistical analysis was performed in R (version 4.1)21. Mean STP and 
ERSP were computed across alpha (8-12 Hz), gamma1 (30-60 Hz), and gamma2 (60-100 Hz) 
frequency bands. ITPC was examined at several pre-defined time-frequency clusters3 
corresponding to stimulus onset and offset (alpha frequencies) and 40 Hz and 80 Hz 
(approximately gamma1 and gamma2 frequency bands). Data analysis was carried out in two 
stages to confirm previous scalp electrode findings and to investigate new localization-related 
hypotheses. First, we examined simple group differences in mean response variables within three 
source regions of interest (ROI): temporal, frontal, and occipital regions (where no task-related 
activity was expected). Following normality testing (see Supplemental Table 1), we performed 
Wilcoxon Signed Rank tests comparing FXS to TDC for each ROI for ten response variables. 
Multiple comparisons were controlled using a false discovery rate (FDR) of 5%.  

Linear modeling: Next, we conducted a series of linear mixed-effects models (NLME library in 
R 4.1) to examine the effect of group, sex, and region (including right and left regions) on the 
response variables. After examining various link functions, response variables were log-
transformed and raised to 1/3 power. This was validated using Akaike's information criterion 
(AIC), examining plots of the distribution of the residuals, residuals over predicted values, and 
quantile-quantile plots. Fixed effects included GROUP (FXS vs. TDC), SEX (male vs. female), 
and REGION (13 ROIs). For each REGION, DK atlas nodes were treated as replicates (see 
Supplemental Table X). Clinical Correlations: Spearman’s rho was used to estimate the 
association between clinical measures and the EEG response variables. For our primary 
correlation analysis, we examined relationships across all FXS participants and applied a 5% 
FDR correction. We additionally examined uncorrected exploratory correlations within a 
subgroup consisting of males with FXS.  

RESULTS 
Neural response to auditory chirp is significantly altered in FXS. In the temporal region, 
participants with FXS showed decreased ITPC to the chirp stimulus at 40 Hz, Z=395, FDR-
adjusted (adj.) p <.001, and 80 Hz, Z=376, adj. p <.001 (Figure 2B). In addition, compared to 
TDC, FXS gamma1 STP was elevated, Z=1,005, adj. p=.004, and alpha STP was reduced, 
Z=928, adj. p=.04. In the frontal region, an increase in ITPC onset was observed in the FXS 
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group, Z=990, adj. p=.02. No significant differences in response variables were found in the 
occipital region. Heat plot visualization of ITPC response is displayed in Figure 3A-B. A 
summary of measures, including effect sizes, is presented in Table 2. The results replicate 
differences in scalp electrode responses to the auditory chirp3, 4 but delineate contributions to 
specific features associated with the frontal and temporal lobes. 

Table 2. Group differences in Chirp Response across Temporal, Frontal, and Occipital Regions 

Group Feature (Mean±SD) FXS, N = 36 TDC, N = 39 Z EF p-value1 FDR2 
Temporal ITPC: 40 Hz .017±.016 .028±.022 395 0.376 <.001 .004 
 ITPC: 80 Hz .008±.008 .015±.014 376 0.399 <.001 .004 
 ITPC: Onset .078±.046 .063±.028 837 0.165 .15 .22 
 ITPC: Offset .027±.020 .023±.018 786 0.103 .38 .42 
 STP: Gamma1 -199.39±2.34 -201.07±1.80 1,005 0.371 .001 .004 
 STP: Gamma2 -203.65±2.54 -204.66±2.15 848 0.179 .12 .21 
 STP: Alpha -193.32±2.23 -194.49±2.22 928 0.277 .016 .040 
 ERSP: Gamma1 -.08±.16 -.02±.13 554 0.181 .12 .21 
 ERSP: Gamma2 -.08±.21 -.02±.18 579 0.151 .20 .24 
 ERSP: Alpha -.14±.23 -.10±.26 647 0.067 .57 .57 
Frontal ITPC: 40 Hz .014±.010 .017±.014 622 0.098 .40 .65 
 ITPC: 80 Hz .008±.004 .008±.006 731 0.036 .76 .82 
 ITPC: Onset .066±.036 .043±.023 990 0.353 .002 .020 
 ITPC: Offset .025±.017 .019±.017 873 0.209 .070 .23 
 STP: Gamma1 -202.06±2.46 -202.55±2.07 776 0.091 .44 .65 
 STP: Gamma2 -206.67±2.72 -206.48±2.53 680 0.027 .82 .82 
 STP: Alpha -195.67±2.39 -196.55±2.11 859 0.192 .10 .24 
 ERSP: Gamma1 -.07±.17 -.03±.14 631 0.087 .46 .65 
 ERSP: Gamma2 -.09±.29 -.04±.22 665 0.045 .70 .82 
 ERSP: Alpha -.12±.23 -.03±.18 518 0.225 .051 .23 
Occipital ITPC: 40 Hz .013±.011 .016±.012 613 0.109 .35 .54 
 ITPC: 80 Hz .007±.006 .009±.008 551 0.185 .11 .37 
 ITPC: Onset .035±.025 .029±.015 779 0.094 .42 .54 
 ITPC: Offset .015±.011 .013±.013 771 0.084 .47 .54 
 STP: Gamma1 -200.86±2.76 -202.54±2.92 934 0.284 .013 .13 
 STP: Gamma2 -205.17±2.96 -206.13±3.04 821 0.146 .21 .53 
 STP: Alpha -194.72±2.71 -195.81±2.77 885 0.224 .053 .26 
 ERSP: Gamma1 -.02±.11 -.01±.13 649 0.065 .58 .58 
 ERSP: Gamma2 -.01±.13 -.04±.14 776 0.091 .44 .54 
 ERSP: Alpha -.07±.26 -.02±.22 635 0.082 .48 .54 
1Wilcoxon rank sum exact test 
25% False discovery rate correction for multiple testing 

 

Figure 2: Source-localized auditory evoked potentials to the auditory chirp delineate 
contributions to auditory processing abnormalities associated with frontal and temporal lobes.  A. 
Intertrial Phase Coherence. B. Single trial spectral power. C. Event-related spectral perturbation. 
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Neural response to auditory chirp varies by group, region, and sex.  We had specific hypotheses 
which would be best tested within the source space and summarized in Table 3. As females with 
full mutation FXS are obligate mosaics, studying the effect of sex (in a matched cohort) could 
reveal physiological differences associated with FXP expression. Furthermore, in studying 
source localized data, we can examine features of chirp response across cortical areas as well as 
study the symmetry of the response across hemispheres. We constructed linear mixed effect 
models to examine the effect of group, sex, and region on the chirp response. Model results are 
summarized in Supplemental Table 3. 

Supplemental Table 3: Results of Linear Mixed Effect models of key EEG variables. 

Model Predictor numDF denDF F-value p-value 
ITC: 40 Hz (Intercept) 1 4,973 16987.5 <0.001*** 

group 1 71 6.9 0.011* 
sex 1 71 3e-04 0.986 
region 13 4,973 38.9 <0.001*** 
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Model Predictor numDF denDF F-value p-value 
group:sex 1 71 3.9 0.053 
group:region 13 4,973 1.5 0.124 
sex:region 13 4,973 1.7 0.058 
group:sex:region 13 4,973 1.9 0.025* 

ITC: 80 Hz (Intercept) 1 4,973 16135.3 <0.001*** 
group 1 71 3.9 0.053 
sex 1 71 .8 0.367 
region 13 4,973 15.2 <0.001*** 
group:sex 1 71 .6 0.456 
group:region 13 4,973 4.6 <0.001*** 
sex:region 13 4,973 1.5 0.121 
group:sex:region 13 4,973 1.2 0.242 

ITC: Onset (Intercept) 1 4,973 7853.2 <0.001*** 
group 1 71 4.3 0.042* 
sex 1 71 .01 0.936 
region 13 4,973 51.9 <0.001*** 
group:sex 1 71 .1 0.728 
group:region 13 4,973 2.9 <0.001*** 
sex:region 13 4,973 2.8 <0.001*** 
group:sex:region 13 4,973 1.4 0.142 

ITC: Offset (Intercept) 1 4,973 14939.9 <0.001*** 
group 1 71 1.5 0.218 
sex 1 71 .01 0.922 
region 13 4,973 21.8 <0.001*** 
group:sex 1 71 .1 0.783 
group:region 13 4,973 1.7 0.062 
sex:region 13 4,973 .9 0.568 
group:sex:region 13 4,973 1.7 0.047* 

STP: Gamma1 (Intercept) 1 4,973 1530204.9 <0.001*** 
group 1 71 12.7 <0.001*** 
sex 1 71 36.4 <0.001*** 
region 13 4,973 434.0 <0.001*** 
group:sex 1 71 4.2 0.045* 
group:region 13 4,973 2.6 0.002** 
sex:region 13 4,973 2.6 0.001** 
group:sex:region 13 4,973 .7 0.799 

STP: Gamma2 (Intercept) 1 4,973 971679.6 <0.001*** 
group 1 71 1.4 0.235 
sex 1 71 13.7 <0.001*** 
region 13 4,973 461.9 <0.001*** 
group:sex 1 71 7.8 0.007** 
group:region 13 4,973 2.5 0.002** 
sex:region 13 4,973 2.3 0.006** 
group:sex:region 13 4,973 .5 0.943 

STP: Alpha (Intercept) 1 4,973 684410.9 <0.001*** 
group 1 71 4.0 0.048* 
sex 1 71 1.7 0.190 
region 13 4,973 171.5 <0.001*** 
group:sex 1 71 6.4 0.014* 
group:region 13 4,973 2.8 <0.001*** 
sex:region 13 4,973 5.5 <0.001*** 
group:sex:region 13 4,973 9.6 <0.001*** 

ERSP: Gamma1 (Intercept) 1 4,973 8.2 0.004** 
group 1 71 2.4 0.123 
sex 1 71 3.9 0.052 
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Model Predictor numDF denDF F-value p-value 
region 13 4,973 2.1 0.011* 
group:sex 1 71 .03 0.866 
group:region 13 4,973 1.5 0.122 
sex:region 13 4,973 .8 0.663 
group:sex:region 13 4,973 2.7 <0.001*** 

ERSP: Gamma2 (Intercept) 1 4,973 4.9 0.027* 
group 1 71 1.0 0.330 
sex 1 71 3.7 0.059 
region 13 4,973 2.5 0.002** 
group:sex 1 71 .2 0.659 
group:region 13 4,973 2.7 <0.001*** 
sex:region 13 4,973 2.4 0.004** 
group:sex:region 13 4,973 2.0 0.017* 

ERSP: Alpha (Intercept) 1 4,973 13.7 <0.001*** 
group 1 71 1.3 0.251 
sex 1 71 3.1 0.081 
region 13 4,973 6.2 <0.001*** 
group:sex 1 71 6.1 0.016* 
group:region 13 4,973 1.6 0.079 
sex:region 13 4,973 1.0 0.403 
group:sex:region 13 4,973 2.8 <0.001*** 

 

Table 3. Significant linear mixed model post-hoc contrasts of least-squared means following 5% 
FDR correction of EEG response variables. 

Variable Region Sex FXS TDC DF F p-value1   FDR2 
ITPC: 40 Hz LC M .018±.027 .030±.031 71 -2.8 0.006 0.037 

LPF M .006±.013 .016±.018 71 -2.8 0.007 0.037 
RC M .018±.020 .036±.030 71 -3.4 <0.001 0.013 
RP M .015±.020 .027±.022 71 -3.2 0.002 0.020 
RT M .017±.022 .033±.043 71 -3.7 <0.001 0.013 

ITPC: 80 Hz LT  .008±.015 .016±.020 71 -4.4 <0.001 <0.001 
ITPC: Onset LL  .105±.089 .064±.054 71 3.5 <0.001 0.009 

RF  .074±.067 .047±.043 71 3.0 0.004 0.019 
RL  .111±.090 .070±.055 71 3.4 0.001 0.009 

STP: Gamma1 LO  -200.595±4.205 -202.621±4.046 71 3.3 0.002 0.011 
LT  -199.027±4.042 -200.970±3.698 71 3.9 <0.001 0.004 

STP: Alpha LC F -193.310±4.950 -196.740±3.660 71 3.6 <0.001 0.005 
LC M -196.189±2.544 -193.716±2.873 71 -3.2 0.002 0.009 
LF F -194.665±4.162 -197.768±3.031 71 3.5 <0.001 0.005 
LL F -195.128±4.062 -199.216±2.757 71 4.5 <0.001 <0.001 
LO M -193.499±3.206 -195.342±3.691 71 2.5 0.015 0.035 
LP F -196.480±4.454 -199.089±4.407 71 2.9 0.006 0.019 
LT F -192.454±3.980 -195.153±3.840 71 3.3 0.001 0.008 
RC F -193.319±3.789 -196.053±3.041 71 2.8 0.006 0.019 
RC M -195.983±2.815 -193.430±3.410 71 -3.3 0.002 0.008 
RF F -195.365±4.211 -197.570±2.899 71 2.5 0.015 0.035 
RL F -195.424±3.977 -199.342±2.717 71 4.3 <0.001 <0.001 
RT F -193.315±4.307 -195.594±3.969 71 2.8 0.007 0.019 

ERSP: Alpha LT F -.3±.4 -.03±.4 71 -4.2 <0.001 0.003 
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Variable Region Sex FXS TDC DF F p-value1   FDR2 
RF F -.2±.4 .03±.4 71 -3.3 0.001 0.020 

1Linear Mixed Effect model 
25% False discovery rate correction for multiple testing 

 
Enhanced onset and diminished intrastimulus ITPC in FXS: Previous reports have demonstrated 
a marked reduction of 40 Hz ITPC during chirp stimulus3, 4 in human participants as well as local 
field potentials in Fmr1-/- KO mice6. Figure 3 summarizes ITPC findings. We found a 
significant interaction effect of group, sex, and region (F13,4973=1.9, p < .001) on 40 Hz ITPC. 
Following 5% FDR correction, we found group effects were primarily driven by male 
participants with FXS demonstrating reduced ITPC across the bilateral central region, right 
parietal, left prefrontal, and right temporal cortex. For 80 Hz ITPC, two-way interaction between 
group and region was significant (F13,4973=4.6, p < .001). Post-hoc comparisons revealed 
decreased synchronization of FXS (.008±.015) compared to TDC (.016±.020) in the left 
temporal region (5% FDR p <.001). Two 2-way interactions between group x region 
(F13,4973=2.9, p < .001) and sex x region (F13,4973=2.8, p < .001) were significant. Based on our a 
priori hypotheses, we examined post-hoc pairwise contrasts for group x region contrasts. 
Increased onset ITPC in participants with FXS was found across bilateral limbic and right frontal 
regions. A significant three-way interaction of group x sex x region was found for offset ITPC, 
however, no post-hoc pairwise contrasts survived the 5% FDR comparison. A full listing of 
significant pairwise contrast of ITPC measures is listed in Table 3.  To better visualize gradients 
and asymmetry in ITPC response across the cortex, we plotted model-specific post-hoc t-values 
of region comparisons on a three-dimensional brain atlas. For 40 Hz ITPC, we observed a broad 
reduction in ITPC in males with FXS compared to control males across the cortex, with the peak 
difference in the right temporal region. In contrast, females with FXS did not reach statistical 
significance following a 5% FDR correction in any region (Figure 3C). For 80 Hz ITPC, 
reduction in ITPC was primarily localized to the temporal regions at the group level with the 
largest difference in the left temporal region (Figure 3D, Top). Visualization of the group effect 
of onset ITPC (FXS > TDC) demonstrated a frontal effect (peak difference in the right frontal 
region) and limbic regions (Figure 3D, Bottom). As the precision of EEG source localization 
drops precipitously with depth, the limbic regions primarily represent non-superficial sources of 
deeper brain structures8, 22.  

Figure 3: Time frequency heatmaps representing intertrial coherence (ITPC) in response to 
auditory chirp. A. Plots depicting mean ITPC response by group in the right temporal region. B. 
ITPC difference plot (FXS-TDC) with white outline marking a significant reduction of 40 Hz 
ITPC in FXS. C. Brain plots depicting least-square means contrasts (t-values) of 40 Hz ITPC. D. 
Brain plots depicting least-square means contrasts (t-values) of 80 Hz and onset ITPC. 
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Elevation in asynchronous single-trial gamma power: At the scalp level, we have previously 
reported increased background gamma power and decreased alpha ERSP in participants with 
FXS during the chirp stimulus. We wanted to ascertain using source localization associations of 
spectral power changes with temporal or frontal regions. For alpha STP, a significant group x 
region x sex interaction effect was present (F13,4973=9.6, p <.001). Males with FXS demonstrated 
a significant decrease in background alpha power across bilateral central regions and the left 
occipital following correction (Figure 4D, Top). In contrast, females with FXS demonstrated an 
increase in alpha power across multiple bilateral cortical regions including central, frontal, and 
limbic regions (Figure 4D, Bottom). For gamma1 and gamma2 STP, multiple two-way 
interactions were significant but based on our hypotheses we examined contrasts for significant 
group x region interaction effect (gamma1 STP: F13,4973=2.6, p =.002; gamma2 STP: F13,4973=2.5, 
p < .002). Following 5% FDR correction, only significant pairwise contrasts were identified for 

d 

n 

.5, 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 14, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929


gamma1 STP including elevated gamma power in the left temporal and left occipital regions (see 
Figure 4E). 

Figure 4: Time-frequency heatmaps representing single-trial power (STP) and event-related
spectral perturbation (ERSP) during auditory chirp. A-C. Exemplar plots visualizing STP and
ERSP contrasts (FXS-TDC) which are associated with significant linear mixed model contrasts.
D-E. Brain visualizations depicting least-square means contrasts (t-values) of STP and ERSP of
significant interaction effects. 

 

Increased alpha ERSP in females with FXS: Previously, we did not identify significant group
differences in ERSP (baseline corrected STP) elicited by the chirp stimulus at the electrode level.
A significant group x sex x region interaction was found for gamma1 ERSP (F13,4973=2.7, p <
.001) and gamma2 ERSP (F13,4973=2.0, p =.017). No pairwise contrasts survived 5% FDR
correction. For alpha ERSP, a significant group x sex x region interaction was found
(F13,4973=2.8, p < .001). Corrected pairwise contrasts demonstrated a significant decrease in alpha
ERSP following chirp stimulus in females with FXS in the left temporal and right frontal
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regions. Visualization of t-value region differences between FXS and control females show a 
broader trend of decreased alpha ERSP across multiple cortical regions (Figure 4C). 

Clinical Correlations: We first examined 5% FDR corrected Spearman’s correlations between 
EEG measures and clinical measures across all FXS participants. We next examined exploratory 
clinical correlations in males with FXS who are expected to have significantly less FXP protein 
expression compared to females with FXS23. All FXS (see Table X): The WJ3 was used to 
quantify selective auditory attention (including speech-sound discrimination and resistance to 
auditory stimulus), with higher scores indicating better performance24. Increased performance on 
the WJ-III was associated with higher 40 (right frontal:  r(27)=.71; p<.001, 5% FDR p=.017, 
right temporal: r(27)=.64; p<.001, 5% FDR p=.035) and 80 Hz ITPC (right temporal: r(27)=.65; 
p<.001, 5% FDR p=.035). To assess anxiety and obsessive-compulsive symptoms in individuals 
with intellectual disabilities, we examined the relationship of response variables with the 
Anxiety, Depression, and Mood Scale (ADAMS) anxiety and obsessive subscales. Higher levels 
of obsessive-compulsive symptoms were associated with higher gamma1 STP (left temporal: 
r(30)=.62; p<.001, 5% FDR p=.035). and gamma2 STP (left temporal: r(30)=.64; p<.001, 5% 
FDR p=.035). The Social Communication Questionnaire is a brief screening instrument to 
evaluate social-communication skills where higher values indicate greater impairment 25. We 
found trend level associations (10% FDR) such that decreased 40 Hz ITPC (left temporal: 
r(30)=-.58; p<.001, 5% FDR p=.083) and increased gamma2 STP r(30)=.64; p<.001, 5% FDR 
p=.083) were associated with higher levels of social communication impairment.  Males with 
FXS (see Table 5): Increased WJ-III performance was associated with increased 40 Hz ITPC 
across multiple cortical regions with a prominent association with the right frontal region 
(r(19)=.72; p<.001). In addition, higher left temporal 40 Hz ITPC was associated with higher 
non-verbal and full-scale (deviation) IQ scores. Increased left frontal 40 and 80 Hz ITPC was 
correlated with increased verbal IQ. Onset ITPC of bilateral frontal and right temporal regions 
were associated with ABC measures of inappropriate speech. Higher levels of gamma1 and 
gamma2 ERSP were associated with worsening ADAMS anxiety scores and OCD scores and 
ABC inappropriate speech. ERSP alpha power was inversely related with age at visit. 

Table 4. Clinical correlations with Chirp EEG features across all FXS participants. 

Measure Feature n rho p 10% FDR 
ADAMS Obsessive/Compliance 
Behavior 

STP: Left Temporal Gamma1 31 .62 .0002 .0355 

ADAMS Obsessive/Compliance 
Behavior 

STP: Left Temporal Gamma2 31 .64 .0001 .0355 

SCQ Total ITPC: Left Frontal 40 Hz 31 -.58 .0007 .0838 
SCQ Total STP: Right Temporal 

Gamma2 
31 .57 .0008 .0838 

WJ-III ITPC: Right Frontal 40 Hz 28 .71 <.0001 .0167 
WJ-III ITPC: Right Temporal 40 Hz 28 .64 .0002 .0355 
WJ-III ITPC: Right Temporal 80 Hz 28 .65 .0002 .0355 
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Table 5: Clinical correlations with Chirp EEG features across Male FXS participants. 

Measure Feature n rho p 
ABC FXS subscale 2: lethargy/social withdrawal ITPC: Offset(RT) 20 -.49 .0266 
ABC FXS subscale 4: Hyperactivity/Noncompliance ITPC: 80 Hz(LF) 20 -.53 .0174 
ABC FXS subscale 5: Inappropriate speech ERSP: Gamma2(RT) 20 -.49 .0298 

ITPC: Onset(LF) 20 .49 .0284 
ITPC: Onset(RF) 20 .55 .0128 
ITPC: Onset(RT) 20 .47 .0368 

ADAMS General Anxiety ERSP: Gamma1(LO) 21 .45 .0421 
ITPC: Onset(RT) 21 .50 .0224 

ADAMS Obsessive/Compliance Behavior ERSP: Gamma1(RF) 21 -.46 .0367 
ITPC: Offset(RT) 21 -.51 .0173 

Age at Visit ERSP: Alpha(LF) 23 -.48 .0198 
ITPC: 40 Hz(RO) 23 .46 .0263 
ITPC: 40 Hz(RT) 23 .43 .0412 

Deviation IQ ITPC: 40 Hz(LT) 22 .44 .0423 
Non Verbal Z Score ITPC: 40 Hz(LT) 22 .48 .0244 
Verbal Z Score ITPC: 40 Hz(LF) 22 .45 .0348 

ITPC: 80 Hz(LF) 22 .62 .0021 
WJ-III ERSP: Gamma2(LT) 20 .50 .0253 

ERSP: Gamma2(RO) 20 -.47 .0373 
ITPC: 40 Hz(LO) 20 .52 .0193 
ITPC: 40 Hz(LT) 20 .52 .0175 
ITPC: 40 Hz(RF) 20 .72 .0003 
ITPC: 40 Hz(RO) 20 .55 .0118 
ITPC: 40 Hz(RT) 20 .65 .0017 
ITPC: 80 Hz(RT) 20 .60 .0054 

 

Synchronization-asynchronous ratio an estimate of neural signal to noise in FXS: We 
hypothesized the relationship between neural synchronization and background gamma power 
could be used as a measure of signal-to-noise (SNR). We calculated the ratio of 40 Hz ITPC and 
gamma1 STP which we termed the synchronous-to-asynchronous ratio (SA ratio). A higher ratio 
indicates more stimulus phase locking (“signal”) in the gamma frequency range compared to 
background gamma power (“noise”).  

Thus, higher values would indicate a higher proportion of “noise” to “signal” (see Equation 1). 

���������� � �� � 	��������������� � 40 �� ��������	
 ��������� 	!!	1 ��� 
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The SA ratio was calculated within each of the thirteen cortical regions for each subject. To 
examine differences between participant groups (group x sex) we conducted Kruskal-Wallis rank 
sum tests for each region. The corrected results (5% FDR), as shown in Table 4, indicate SA 
ratio was significantly different between groups across all regions. To further validate our 
hypothesis, we predicted that higher SA ratio (i.e., increased SNR) would be associated with 
improved with auditory attention. As seen in Figure X, we found a significant positive 
correlation between SA ratio and WJ3 across FXS participants (R=.7, p=3.7e-5).   
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Table 4: The synchronous-to-asynchronous ratio (SA ratio) was developed as a putative signal-
to-noise measure to estimate the efficiency of auditory processing in FXS. Descriptive statistics 
and corrected mean comparisons of SA ratio are tabulated by cortical region.  
 

Region Side FXS(F) 
N = 13 

FXS(M) 
N = 23 

TDC(F) 
N = 17 

TDC(M) 
N = 22 p 5% FDR 

Central Left .54±.23 .36±.25 .59±.37 .42±.23 .013 .014 
Right .55±.18 .34±.21 .46±.23 .38±.18 .004 .006 

Frontal Left .24±.09 .15±.10 .26±.15 .19±.10 .026 .026 
Right .31±.16 .16±.09 .28±.14 .16±.08 <.001 <.001 

Limbic Left .76±.22 .53±.20 .98±.43 .77±.24 <.001 <.001 
Right .88±.27 .59±.20 1.07±.51 .85±.28 <.001 <.001 

Occipital Left .22±.13 .11±.07 .32±.30 .18±.12 <.001 <.001 
Right .22±.08 .12±.08 .29±.23 .18±.12 <.001 <.001 

Parietal Left .73±.24 .39±.18 1.01±.84 .54±.30 <.001 <.001 
Right .63±.22 .37±.18 .71±.47 .56±.29 .001 .002 

Prefrontal Left .05±.02 .03±.02 .05±.03 .05±.03 .007 .008 
Right .06±.02 .03±.02 .06±.04 .04±.02 .006 .008 

Temporal Left .14±.06 .07±.03 .17±.06 .13±.07 <.001 <.001 
Right .17±.06 .08±.04 .19±.08 .13±.06 <.001 <.001 
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Figure 5: Neural synchronization and background gamma power are associated with clinical
measures. A-D. Exemplar clinical correlations with EEG variables across all Fragile X
Syndrome (FXS) subjects and a subgroup of full mutation males. Scatterplots in each box depict
subject-level bivariate Spearman’s correlations. Synchronization-asynchronization ratio (SA
ratio) as an estimate of neural signal to noise (SNR) in FXS. SA ratio is a composite measure of
the degree of 40 Hz (gamma) neural synchronization per amount of background gamma noise. E.
Distribution of SA in males with FXS is skewed towards lower SA ratio (reduced SNR). F. SA
ratio in males with FXS is significantly reduced in bilateral temporal lobes compared to either
control males or females with FXS. G. SA ratio is highly correlated with auditory attention
performance, such that greater SNR is associated with better auditory attention performance.  

  

  

cal 
X 

ict 
A 

 of 
 E. 
A 
er 
on 

 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 14, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929


DISCUSSION 

FXS is primarily marked by cognitive impairments, however, studying sensory responses can 
provide insight into aberrant brain mechanisms and is readily investigated across species. To 
date, abnormalities in the neural processing of auditory stimuli using scalp EEG are well 
documented in FXS and are associated with clinical symptomatology3-5, 26, 27. However, due to 
the orientation of Heschl’s gyrus in humans, electrical potentials relevant to auditory processing 
are primarily projected through frontal regions, thus posing a confound to mapping results to a 
cortical substrate. Herein, we performed source modeling to study neural phase and power 
responses to the auditory chirp. The chirp stimulus can rapidly probe oscillatory response to a 
broad range of presentation frequencies and results in characteristic bands of phase alignment (or 
ITPC) at 40 and 80 Hz. The key findings in participants with FXS include 1) distinct 
contributions of frontal and temporal sources to alterations in neural synchronization, 2) 
moderation of abnormal neural responses in females with FXS, 3) evidence of deep brain sources 
contributing to impairments in synchronization, and 4) presence of robust regional clinical 
correlations. 

Reconciling Spatial Ambiguity by Source Localization 

Disentangling temporal and frontal signals has several ramifications for understanding and 
advancing knowledge of cortical physiology in FXS. We hypothesized that since ITPC is closely 
linked to basic sensory function, ITPC differences would be most prominent in temporal cortex 
near A1, whereas absolute power differences may be more diffuse.  This hypothesis was partially 
supported, in that significant group differences in 40 and 80 Hz ITPC were localized to the 
temporal regions. However, the exaggerated onset ITPC appeared to be primarily a frontal 
phenomenon.  To date, it is not well understood to what extent known frontal abnormalities in 
FXS28-33 impact auditory processing. Functional and structural changes suggesting delayed 
frontal lobe maturation have been reported in FXS29, 34, 35 and frontal pathways contributing to 
auditory responses have been described36-38. In the present study, we found that deficits in neural 
synchronization (40 Hz and 80 Hz ITPC) were predominately localized to the temporal regions, 
whereas significant increases in onset ITPC were localized to the frontal and limbic (deeper) 
regions.  

Reduced Neural Synchronization Localized to Temporal Regions in FXS 

As ITPC is most closely linked to basic sensory function, we confirmed our hypothesis that 
deficits in neural synchronization in FXS were localized to temporal regions, close to A1. The 
reduction in 40 Hz ITPC was primarily driven by males with FXS in the right temporal region. In 
contrast, both males and females with FXS had reduced 80 Hz ITPC compared to TDC in the left 
temporal. We had a relatively strict correction of 5% FDR to establish significant findings, but 
trend-level differences (10% FDR) were in line with our hypothesis. For example, 40 Hz and 80 
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Hz ITPC demonstrated trend-level differences in FXS from TDC in the contralateral temporal 
regions. The auditory pathway from brainstem to the cortex is particularly rich in FXP-
expressing neurons39 and FXP loss alters the properties of auditory neurons40, 41. Thus, loss of 
FXP is predicted to have a large and sex-dependent impact on auditory processing and may 
underlie why auditory hypersensitivity is a common phenotype in humans.   

Translational parallels of chirp response in FXS 

Several aspects of the chirp response in humans are recapitulated in the Fmr1-/- KO. Forty and 80 
Hz ITPC are significant reduced in Fmr1-/- KO mice with differences found across frontal, 
medial, and temporal regions6. Why is the effect more widespread in the mouse than humans? It 
is expected that the human sample is genetically more heterogeneous, including mosaic males 
and females (who are obligate mosaics) and increased FXP production should lead to 
normalization of brain signals. In addition, non-trivial amounts of peripheral FXP have been 
observed in a proportion of non-mosaic full mutation males23. Second, ignoring nomenclature, 
scalp potentials in mice, as in humans, represent a mixture of source activity at each electrode. 
Interestingly, murine EEG synchronization to chirp stimulus remains intact following deletion of 
Fmr1 from cortical excitatory neurons. This suggests that FXS loss from other cell types or 
subcortical circuits are necessary to observed EEG abnormalities. The use of depth electrodes in 
the mouse model, which is not feasible at scale in humans, may provide a more definitive 
method of source localization. The combination of surface and depth electrodes may lead to a 
better understanding of cortical (and possibly subcortical) drivers of alterations in auditory 
processing. 

Exaggerated Stimulus Onset Localized to Frontal Regions in FXS 

Unexpectedly, we found the exaggerated onset ITPC to the chirp3, 4 was localized to the right 
frontal region in FXS. As participants watched a silent movie to facilitate compliance with the 
task and divert attention from the stimulus, we had expected reduced influence of frontal top-
down modulation. In males with FXS, this increased onset response was associated with 
inappropriate speech and anxiety. Furthermore, in males with FXS 40 Hz and 80 Hz 
synchronization deficits in the frontal regions were associated with worse verbal intelligence, 
auditory attention, and hyperactivity/impulsivity. It is known, for example, those temporal lobe 
regions associated with early and late auditory processing project to frontal regions38. 
Exaggerated frontal activation on stimulus onset in FXS may generally represent increased 
excitability or reduced inhibition of frontal circuits such that early sensory afferent signals are 
not effectively filtered. Methodology between species will need to more closely aligned to draw 
further mechanistic insight into the observed frontal response – to date, murine studies to date 
have employed a lead-in ramp to the chirp stimulus which attenuates the onset response.  
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Nevertheless, sensory responses in humans are likely a more complex phenomena and there is a 
need to clarify mechanistic contrasts with animal models. For example, as Fmr1-/- KO mice also 
demonstrate reduced ERP habituation to repeated tones6 and increased spiking of auditory 
cortical neurons to sound42. However, mice also display audiogenic seizures, which there is no 
direct homolog in humans (AGS)43. In mice, brainstem alterations have been observed in 
excitatory neurons which are necessary and sufficient to replicate the AGS phenotype. However, 
contrary to expectation, no changes have been observed in auditory brainstem responses in 
human patients with FXS44, 45. Thus, we raise speculation that auditory hypersensitivity in FXS, 
which also involve psychological and behavioral manifestations in humans, may be the results of 
temporal and frontal contributions.  

Rigid gamma circuits in FXS 

How can we reconcile increased ITPC during stimulus onset, but reduced ITPC at 40 Hz and 80 
Hz frequencies observed in FXS? Findings from the Fmr1-/- KO suggest stimulus-independent 
hypersynchrony in the gamma frequency range may be inflexible to phase resetting by incoming 
stimuli. Recordings within layer 4 of the Fmr1-/- KO somatosensory cortex demonstrate 
disordered firing patterns and reduced gamma synchrony to thalamic stimulation46-48. 
Interestingly, stimulus-independent hyper-synchrony of gamma oscillations has been observed 
between layers 2/3 and 5 of the Fmr1-/- KO auditory cortex49. These findings are consistent with 
excessive gamma activity recorded at the scalp in Fmr1-/- KO6 and individuals with FXS14, 50, 
including the present study. Stimulus-locked gamma oscillations play an important role in 
filtering and amplifying of sensory stimuli51, 52. Accordingly, if there is abnormal inflexibility in 
gamma modulation in FXS, we would predict an excessive response to sensory onset, but also 
diminished 40 Hz and 80 Hz neural synchronization, which is what we have observed. 

Elevations of broadband gamma activity in FXS has been well-documented at rest and during 
tasks14, 50, 53 and may represent a dynamic phenomenon. In the present data, we isolated the most 
significant elevations in background gamma (i.e., STP) to the left temporal regions in FXS. 
Though other areas (such as the right temporal) reached trend level significance, gamma activity 
was not universality elevated across sources. Taken as a whole, the data suggests that gamma 
elevation in FXS is not fixed to a particular region but may be associated to task activity. 
Furthermore, we have recently shown, that more complex auditory tasks elicit group differences 
in gamma power in frontal sources28. We also recently identified increased gamma activity in the 
visual cortex of participants with FXS during quiet wakefulness and viewing a silent video. 
Thus, though basal gamma activity in FXS may be modestly altered, neural processing of 
cognitive and sensory demands may be more significantly affected.  

Contribution of deep brain sources to neural synchronization 
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Females with FXS demonstrated distinct abnormalities in the alpha band during stimulus 
presentation. Background alpha power was markedly elevated in deeper sources compared to 
controls; however, alpha power was also more strongly desynchronized in females with FXS. 
Though this finding was unexpected, as females are obligate mosaics, the results can provide 
insight into FXS physiology. Typically, alpha oscillations are the dominant rhythm at rest and 
desynchronize following auditory stimulation54, 55. However, when a stimulus is presented 
against background noise, alpha power appears prominently increased in occipital and temporal 
regions56, 57. This effect appears to be independent of ITPC and presumed to be a form of 
selective inhibition of task irrelevant sensory information58, 59. Alpha activity can be viewed as a 
continuum, such that low alpha power is associated with continuous cortical processing, but high 
alpha power states can lead to inhibition of cortical circuits though alpha phase dynamics60. 
Recently, we detected a marked reduction in resting absolute and relative alpha power in males 
with FXS, but relatively spared in females50, 61. Our conclusion suggested that males with FXS 
have evidence of thalamocortical dysfunction which leads to slower peak frequency, reduced 
alpha activity, and localized increases in broadband gamma power. We speculate in females with 
FXS, relatively intact thalamocortical function leads to increase alpha power to compensate for 
elevated gamma ‘noise’ (based on shared genetic vulnerability). This speculation is supported by 
the higher SA ratio in females with FXS and relatively spared auditory attention performance. 

The SA ratio was our attempt to capture the relationship between neural synchronization and 
background asynchronous activity. This ratio is the degree of gamma phase synchronization (40 
Hz ITPC) weighted by the amount of gamma “noise” (gamma1 STP). We hypothesized that a 
higher SA ratio would represent a higher signal-to-noise of functional neural activity. We found 
significantly lower SA ratios in males with FXS and across all FXS subjects a high degree of 
association with increased SA ratio and increased auditory attention performance. We speculate 
in FXS, engagement of a cortical circuit (i.e., input sound) leads to increased activity (i.e., 
gamma STP) but does not lead to the expected phase reset of gamma oscillations (i.e., 40 Hz 
ITPC). Though the implementation of SA ratio will vary by task, the current data demonstrates 
the clinical utility of a conceptual SNR measures as a functional alternative in humans where 
excitatory/inhibitory metrics cannot be easily measured. Future development of the measure may 
include assessing responsiveness to intervention or study between molecular subtypes of FXS.  

Limitations 

In our analysis, we reported absolute power which can vary more between subjects. This 
simplifies interpretation since power ratios in FXS strongly diverge from controls across multiple 
bands. The MNE model generates a current dipole, in the units of A-m, for each vertex which is 
a spatially filtered and greatly attenuated compared to the original scalp amplitude. We recently 
showed that relative and absolute resting source power has comparable directional relationship 
between FXS and controls61. ITPC measures were also used and are standardized within each 
frequency. We used a standardized, averaged anatomy (ICBM152) to compute the electric lead 
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field as no individual anatomies were available. Previous efforts for large scale magnetic 
resonance imaging in FXS shows a bias towards females or males with higher cognitive 
function, thus introducing potential bias. If the results are interpreted with care, EEG source 
modeling can be justified without individual anatomical information15, 62. We opted to study 
cortical regions which considered multiple, localized atlas nodes as replicates to reduce spatial 
precision, but more accurately estimate brain activity of larger areas.   

Conclusion 

The use of source localization to trace findings to distinct neural regions can aid in the 
development of biomarkers and further advance preclinical studies. The ratio of synchronous and 
asynchronous gamma activity (SA ratio) may further represent a clinically composite biomarker 
of the efficiency of auditory processing in FXS. Findings from this study have implications for 
back translation and relevance for signal-to-noise conceptual frameworks in understanding 
neural activity in neurodevelopmental disorders. 
  

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 14, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929


REFERENCES 

1. Hagerman RJ, Berry-Kravis E, Hazlett HC, Bailey DB, Moine H, Kooy RF, Tassone F, Gantois I, 

Sonenberg N, Mandel JL, Hagerman PJ. Fragile X syndrome. Nat Rev Dis Primers [Internet]. 2017 

2017/09//; 3:[17065 p.]. 

2. Rais M, Binder DK, Razak KA, Ethell IM. Sensory Processing Phenotypes in Fragile X Syndrome. 

ASN Neuro. 2018;10:1759091418801092. Epub 2018/09/21. doi: 10.1177/1759091418801092. PubMed 

PMID: 30231625; PMCID: PMC6149018. 

3. Ethridge LE, De Stefano LA, Schmitt LM, Woodruff NE, Brown KL, Tran M, Wang J, Pedapati EV, 

Erickson CA, Sweeney JA. Auditory EEG Biomarkers in Fragile X Syndrome: Clinical Relevance. Front 

Integr Neurosci. 2019;13:60. Epub 2019/10/28. doi: 10.3389/fnint.2019.00060. PubMed PMID: 

31649514; PMCID: PMC6794497. 

4. Ethridge LE, White SP, Mosconi MW, Wang J, Pedapati EV, Erickson CA, Byerly MJ, Sweeney JA. 

Neural synchronization deficits linked to cortical hyper-excitability and auditory hypersensitivity in 

fragile X syndrome. Mol Autism. 2017;8:22. Epub 2017/06/10. doi: 10.1186/s13229-017-0140-1. 

PubMed PMID: 28596820; PMCID: PMC5463459. 

5. Ethridge LE, White SP, Mosconi MW, Wang J, Byerly MJ, Sweeney JA. Reduced habituation of 

auditory evoked potentials indicate cortical hyper-excitability in Fragile X Syndrome. Translational 

psychiatry. 2016;6:e787. Epub 2016/04/20. doi: 10.1038/tp.2016.48. PubMed PMID: 27093069; PMCID: 

PMC4872406. 

6. Jonak CR, Lovelace JW, Ethell IM, Razak KA, Binder DK. Multielectrode array analysis of EEG 

biomarkers in a mouse model of Fragile X Syndrome. Neurobiol Dis. 2020;138:104794. Epub 

2020/02/10. doi: 10.1016/j.nbd.2020.104794. PubMed PMID: 32036032. 

7. Rotschafer SE, Razak KA. Auditory processing in fragile x syndrome. Front Cell Neurosci. 

2014;8:19. Epub 2014/02/20. doi: 10.3389/fncel.2014.00019. PubMed PMID: 24550778; PMCID: 

PMC3912505. 

8. Song J, Davey C, Poulsen C, Luu P, Turovets S, Anderson E, Li K, Tucker D. EEG source 

localization: Sensor density and head surface coverage. J Neurosci Methods. 2015;256:9-21. Epub 

2015/08/25. doi: 10.1016/j.jneumeth.2015.08.015. PubMed PMID: 26300183. 

9. Valdovinos MG, Parsa RA, Alexander ML. Results of a nation-wide survey evaluating 

psychotropic medication use in fragile X syndrome. Journal of Developmental and Physical Disabilities. 

2009;21(1):23-37. 

10. Esbensen AJ, Rojahn J, Aman MG, Ruedrich S. Reliability and validity of an assessment 

instrument for anxiety, depression, and mood among individuals with mental retardation. J Autism Dev 

Disord. 2003;33(6):617-29. Epub 2004/01/13. doi: 10.1023/b:jadd.0000005999.27178.55. PubMed 

PMID: 14714931. 

11. Sansone SM, Widaman KF, Hall SS, Reiss AL, Lightbody A, Kaufmann WE, Berry-Kravis E, 

Lachiewicz A, Brown EC, Hessl D. Psychometric study of the Aberrant Behavior Checklist in Fragile X 

Syndrome and implications for targeted treatment. J Autism Dev Disord. 2012;42(7):1377-92. Epub 

2011/10/06. doi: 10.1007/s10803-011-1370-2. PubMed PMID: 21972117; PMCID: PMC3290710. 

12. Sansone SM, Schneider A, Bickel E, Berry-Kravis E, Prescott C, Hessl D. Improving IQ 

measurement in intellectual disabilities using true deviation from population norms. Journal of 

neurodevelopmental disorders. 2014;6(1):16. Epub 2014/01/01. doi: 10.1186/1866-1955-6-16. PubMed 

PMID: 26491488; PMCID: PMC4613563. 

13. Artieda J, Valencia M, Alegre M, Olaziregi O, Urrestarazu E, Iriarte J. Potentials evoked by chirp-

modulated tones: a new technique to evaluate oscillatory activity in the auditory pathway. Clinical 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 14, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929


neurophysiology : official journal of the International Federation of Clinical Neurophysiology. 

2004;115(3):699-709. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2003.10.021. PubMed PMID: 15036066. 

14. Wang J, Ethridge LE, Mosconi MW, White SP, Binder DK, Pedapati EV, Erickson CA, Byerly MJ, 

Sweeney JA. A resting EEG study of neocortical hyperexcitability and altered functional connectivity in 

fragile X syndrome. Journal of neurodevelopmental disorders. 2017;9:11. Epub 2017/03/21. doi: 

10.1186/s11689-017-9191-z. PubMed PMID: 28316753; PMCID: PMC5351111. 

15. Tadel F, Baillet S, Mosher JC, Pantazis D, Leahy RM. Brainstorm: a user-friendly application for 

MEG/EEG analysis. Comput Intell Neurosci. 2011;2011:879716. Epub 2011/05/18. doi: 

10.1155/2011/879716. PubMed PMID: 21584256; PMCID: PMC3090754. 

16. Grech R, Cassar T, Muscat J, Camilleri KP, Fabri SG, Zervakis M, Xanthopoulos P, Sakkalis V, 

Vanrumste B. Review on solving the inverse problem in EEG source analysis. J Neuroeng Rehabil. 

2008;5:25. Epub 2008/11/08. doi: 10.1186/1743-0003-5-25. PubMed PMID: 18990257; PMCID: 

PMC2605581. 

17. Lin F-H, Witzel T, Ahlfors SP, Stufflebeam SM, Belliveau JW, Hämäläinen MS. Assessing and 

improving the spatial accuracy in MEG source localization by depth-weighted minimum-norm estimates. 

NeuroImage. 2006;31(1):160-71. 

18. Gramfort A, Papadopoulo T, Olivi E, Clerc M. OpenMEEG: opensource software for quasistatic 

bioelectromagnetics. Biomed Eng Online. 2010;9:45. Epub 2010/09/08. doi: 10.1186/1475-925X-9-45. 

PubMed PMID: 20819204; PMCID: PMC2949879. 

19. Desikan RS, Segonne F, Fischl B, Quinn BT, Dickerson BC, Blacker D, Buckner RL, Dale AM, 

Maguire RP, Hyman BT, Albert MS, Killiany RJ. An automated labeling system for subdividing the human 

cerebral cortex on MRI scans into gyral based regions of interest. NeuroImage. 2006;31(3):968-80. Epub 

2006/03/15. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2006.01.021. PubMed PMID: 16530430. 

20. Delorme A, Makeig S. EEGLAB: an open source toolbox for analysis of single-trial EEG dynamics 

including independent component analysis. J Neurosci Methods. 2004;134(1):9-21. Epub 2004/04/23. 

doi: 10.1016/j.jneumeth.2003.10.009. PubMed PMID: 15102499. 

21. Team RC. R Core Team. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Foundation for 

Statistical Computing. 2013. 

22. Seeber M, Cantonas LM, Hoevels M, Sesia T, Visser-Vandewalle V, Michel CM. Subcortical 

electrophysiological activity is detectable with high-density EEG source imaging. Nat Commun. 

2019;10(1):753. Epub 2019/02/16. doi: 10.1038/s41467-019-08725-w. PubMed PMID: 30765707; 

PMCID: PMC6376013. 

23. Boggs AE, Schmitt LM, McLane RD, Adayev T, LaFauci G, Horn PS, Dominick KC, Gross C, Erickson 

CA. Optimization, validation and initial clinical implications of a Luminex-based immunoassay for the 

quantification of Fragile X Protein from dried blood spots. Sci Rep. 2022;12(1):5617. Epub 20220404. 

doi: 10.1038/s41598-022-09633-8. PubMed PMID: 35379866; PMCID: PMC8980090. 

24. McGrew KS, Woodcock RW. Woodcock-Johnson III Technical Manual: WJ III: Riverside Publ.; 

2006. 

25. Witwer AN, Lecavalier L. Autism screening tools: an evaluation of the Social Communication 

Questionnaire and the Developmental Behaviour Checklist-Autism Screening Algorithm. J Intellect Dev 

Disabil. 2007;32(3):179-87. Epub 2007/09/22. doi: 10.1080/13668250701604776. PubMed PMID: 

17885895. 

26. Knoth IS, Vannasing P, Major P, Michaud JL, Lippe S. Alterations of visual and auditory evoked 

potentials in fragile X syndrome. International journal of developmental neuroscience : the official 

journal of the International Society for Developmental Neuroscience. 2014;36:90-7. Epub 2014/05/31. 

doi: 10.1016/j.ijdevneu.2014.05.003. PubMed PMID: 24875778. 

27. Van der Molen MJ, Van der Molen MW, Ridderinkhof KR, Hamel BC, Curfs LM, Ramakers GJ. 

Auditory and visual cortical activity during selective attention in fragile X syndrome: a cascade of 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 14, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929


processing deficiencies. Clinical neurophysiology : official journal of the International Federation of 

Clinical Neurophysiology. 2012;123(4):720-9. Epub 2011/10/01. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2011.08.023. 

PubMed PMID: 21958658. 

28. Schmitt LM, Wang J, Pedapati EV, Thurman AJ, Abbeduto L, Erickson CA, Sweeney JA. A 

neurophysiological model of speech production deficits in fragile X syndrome. Brain Commun. 

2020;2(1):fcz042. Epub 2020/09/15. doi: 10.1093/braincomms/fcz042. PubMed PMID: 32924010; 

PMCID: PMC7425415. 

29. Bray S, Hirt M, Jo B, Hall SS, Lightbody AA, Walter E, Chen K, Patnaik S, Reiss AL. Aberrant frontal 

lobe maturation in adolescents with fragile X syndrome is related to delayed cognitive maturation. Biol 

Psychiatry. 2011;70(9):852-8. Epub 20110729. doi: 10.1016/j.biopsych.2011.05.038. PubMed PMID: 

21802660; PMCID: PMC3191299. 

30. Haas BW, Barnea-Goraly N, Lightbody AA, Patnaik SS, Hoeft F, Hazlett H, Piven J, Reiss AL. Early 

white-matter abnormalities of the ventral frontostriatal pathway in fragile X syndrome. Developmental 

medicine and child neurology. 2009;51(8):593-9. Epub 2009/05/07. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-

8749.2009.03295.x. PubMed PMID: 19416325; PMCID: PMC2715437. 

31. Hoeft F, Hernandez A, Parthasarathy S, Watson CL, Hall SS, Reiss AL. Fronto-striatal dysfunction 

and potential compensatory mechanisms in male adolescents with fragile X syndrome. Hum Brain Mapp. 

2007;28(6):543-54. Epub 2007/04/18. doi: 10.1002/hbm.20406. PubMed PMID: 17437282; PMCID: 

PMC6871315. 

32. Menon V, Leroux J, White CD, Reiss AL. Frontostriatal deficits in fragile X syndrome: relation to 

FMR1 gene expression. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2004;101(10):3615-20. Epub 2004/03/03. doi: 

10.1073/pnas.0304544101. PubMed PMID: 14993603; PMCID: PMC373511. 

33. Rivera SM, Menon V, White CD, Glaser B, Reiss AL. Functional brain activation during arithmetic 

processing in females with fragile X Syndrome is related to FMR1 protein expression. Hum Brain Mapp. 

2002;16(4):206-18. Epub 2002/07/12. doi: 10.1002/hbm.10048. PubMed PMID: 12112763; PMCID: 

PMC6872022. 

34. Schmitt LM, Shaffer RC, Hessl D, Erickson C. Executive Function in Fragile X Syndrome: A 

Systematic Review. Brain Sci. 2019;9(1). Epub 2019/01/19. doi: 10.3390/brainsci9010015. PubMed 

PMID: 30654486; PMCID: PMC6356760. 

35. Mazzocco MM, Hagerman RJ, Cronister-Silverman A, Pennington BF. Specific frontal lobe deficits 

among women with the fragile X gene. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent 

Psychiatry. 1992;31(6):1141-8. 

36. Alegre M, Barbosa C, Valencia M, Pérez-Alcázar M, Iriarte J, Artieda J. Effect of Reduced 

Attention on Auditory Amplitude-Modulation Following Responses: A Study With Chirp-Evoked 

Potentials. Journal of Clinical Neurophysiology. 2008;25(1). 

37. Newman JD, Lindsley DF. Single unit analysis of auditory processing in squirrel monkey frontal 

cortex. Experimental brain research. 1976;25(2):169-81. doi: 10.1007/BF00234901. 

38. Plakke B, Romanski LM. Auditory connections and functions of prefrontal cortex. Front Neurosci. 

2014;8:199. Epub 20140723. doi: 10.3389/fnins.2014.00199. PubMed PMID: 25100931; PMCID: 

PMC4107948. 

39. Zorio DA, Jackson CM, Liu Y, Rubel EW, Wang Y. Cellular distribution of the fragile X mental 

retardation protein in the mouse brain. Journal of Comparative Neurology. 2017;525(4):818-49. 

40. Wang X, Kohl A, Yu X, Zorio DAR, Klar A, Sela-Donenfeld D, Wang Y. Temporal-specific roles of 

fragile X mental retardation protein in the development of the hindbrain auditory circuit. Development 

(Cambridge, England). 2020;147(21). doi: 10.1242/dev.188797. 

41. McCullagh EA, Rotschafer SE, Auerbach BD, Klug A, Kaczmarek LK, Cramer KS, Kulesza Jr RJ, 

Razak KA, Lovelace JW, Lu Y. Mechanisms underlying auditory processing deficits in Fragile X syndrome. 

The FASEB Journal. 2020;34(3):3501-18. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 14, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929


42. Rotschafer S, Razak K. Altered auditory processing in a mouse model of fragile X syndrome. Brain 

Res. 2013;1506:12-24. Epub 2013/03/06. doi: 10.1016/j.brainres.2013.02.038. PubMed PMID: 

23458504. 

43. Musumeci SA, Bosco P, Calabrese G, Bakker C, De Sarro GB, Elia M, Ferri R, Oostra BA. 

Audiogenic seizures susceptibility in transgenic mice with fragile X syndrome. Epilepsia. 2000;41(1):19-

23. Epub 2000/01/22. doi: 10.1111/j.1528-1157.2000.tb01499.x. PubMed PMID: 10643918. 

44. Rojas DC, Benkers TL, Rogers SJ, Teale PD, Reite ML, Hagerman RJ. Auditory evoked magnetic 

fields in adults with fragile X syndrome. Neuroreport. 2001;12(11):2573-6. Epub 2001/08/10. doi: 

10.1097/00001756-200108080-00056. PubMed PMID: 11496151. 

45. Roberts J, Hennon EA, Anderson K, Roush J, Gravel J, Skinner M, Misenheimer J, Reitz P. Auditory 

brainstem responses in young males with fragile X syndrome2005. 

46. Patel AB, Hays SA, Bureau I, Huber KM, Gibson JR. A target cell-specific role for presynaptic Fmr1 

in regulating glutamate release onto neocortical fast-spiking inhibitory neurons. J Neurosci. 

2013;33(6):2593-604. Epub 2013/02/09. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2447-12.2013. PubMed PMID: 

23392687; PMCID: PMC3711607. 

47. Hays SA, Huber KM, Gibson JR. Altered neocortical rhythmic activity states in Fmr1 KO mice are 

due to enhanced mGluR5 signaling and involve changes in excitatory circuitry. Journal of Neuroscience. 

2011;31(40):14223-34. 

48. Gibson JR, Bartley AF, Hays SA, Huber KM. Imbalance of neocortical excitation and inhibition and 

altered UP states reflect network hyperexcitability in the mouse model of fragile X syndrome. J 

Neurophysiol. 2008;100(5):2615-26. Epub 2008/09/12. doi: 10.1152/jn.90752.2008. PubMed PMID: 

18784272; PMCID: PMC2585391. 

49. Goswami S, Cavalier S, Sridhar V, Huber KM, Gibson JR. Local cortical circuit correlates of altered 

EEG in the mouse model of Fragile X syndrome. Neurobiol Dis. 2019;124:563-72. Epub 2019/01/15. doi: 

10.1016/j.nbd.2019.01.002. PubMed PMID: 30639292; PMCID: PMC6371815. 

50. Smith EG, Pedapati EV, Liu R, Schmitt LM, Dominick KC, Shaffer RC, Sweeney JA, Erickson CA. Sex 

differences in resting EEG power in Fragile X Syndrome. Journal of psychiatric research. 2021;138:89-95. 

Epub 2021/04/10. doi: 10.1016/j.jpsychires.2021.03.057. PubMed PMID: 33836434. 

51. Orekhova EV, Stroganova TA, Schneiderman JF, Lundstrˆm S, Riaz B, Sarovic D, Sysoeva OV, 

Brant G, Gillberg C, Hadjikhani N. Neural gain control measured through cortical gamma oscillations is 

associated with sensory sensitivity. Human Brain Mapping. 2019;40:1583 - 93. 

52. Paik S-B, Glaser DA. Synaptic Plasticity Controls Sensory Responses through Frequency-

Dependent Gamma Oscillation Resonance. PLoS Computational Biology. 2010;6. 

53. Wilkinson CL, Nelson CA. Increased aperiodic gamma power in young boys with Fragile X 

Syndrome is associated with better language ability. Molecular Autism. 2021;12(1):17. doi: 

10.1186/s13229-021-00425-x. 

54. Weisz N, Hartmann T, Müller N, Lorenz I, Obleser J. Alpha rhythms in audition: cognitive and 

clinical perspectives. Frontiers in psychology. 2011;2:73-. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00073. PubMed 

PMID: 21687444. 

55. Lehtelä L, Salmelin R, Hari R. Evidence for reactive magnetic 10-Hz rhythm in the human 

auditory cortex. Neuroscience letters. 1997;222(2):111-4. doi: 10.1016/s0304-3940(97)13361-4. 

PubMed PMID: 9111741. 

56. Strauß A, Wöstmann M, Obleser J. Cortical alpha oscillations as a tool for auditory selective 

inhibition. Frontiers in human neuroscience. 2014;8. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2014.00350. 

57. Wilsch A, Henry MJ, Herrmann B, Maess B, Obleser J. Alpha Oscillatory Dynamics Index 

Temporal Expectation Benefits in Working Memory. Cerebral cortex. 2014;25(7):1938-46. doi: 

10.1093/cercor/bhu004. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 14, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929


58. Wöstmann M, Waschke L, Obleser J. Prestimulus neural alpha power predicts confidence in 

discriminating identical auditory stimuli. The European journal of neuroscience. 2019;49(1):94-105. Epub 

20181115. doi: 10.1111/ejn.14226. PubMed PMID: 30375069. 

59. Wöstmann M, Lim SJ, Obleser J. The Human Neural Alpha Response to Speech is a Proxy of 

Attentional Control. Cerebral cortex. 2017;27(6):3307-17. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhx074. PubMed PMID: 

28334352. 

60. Klimesch W, Sauseng P, Hanslmayr S. EEG alpha oscillations: the inhibition-timing hypothesis. 

Brain Res Rev. 2007;53(1):63-88. Epub 2006/08/05. doi: 10.1016/j.brainresrev.2006.06.003. PubMed 

PMID: 16887192. 

61. Pedapati EV, Schmitt LM, Ethridge LE, Miyakoshi M, Sweeney JA, Liu R, Smith E, Shaffer RC, 

Dominick KC, Gilbert DL, Wu SW, Horn PS, Binder D, Lamy M, Axford M, Erickson CA. Neocortical 

localization and thalamocortical modulation of neuronal hyperexcitability contribute to Fragile X 

Syndrome. Nature Communications Biology. 2022. doi: 10.1038/s42003-022-03395-9. 

62. Stropahl M, Bauer A-KR, Debener S, Bleichner MG. Source-Modeling Auditory Processes of EEG 

Data Using EEGLAB and Brainstorm. Frontiers in Neuroscience. 2018;12. doi: 10.3389/fnins.2018.00309. 

 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 14, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.10.22274929

