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Abstract 

Over the past two centuries, great scientific efforts have been spent on deciphering the structure and function of the cerebral 

cortex using a wide variety of methods. Since the advent of MRI neuroimaging, significant progress has been made in 

imaging of global white matter connectivity (connectomics), followed by promising new studies regarding imaging of grey 

matter laminar compartments. Despite progress in both fields, there still lacks mesoscale information regarding cortical 
laminar connectivity that could potentially bridge the gap between the current resolution of connectomics and the relatively 

higher resolution of cortical laminar imaging. Here, we systematically review a sample of prominent published articles 

regarding cortical laminar connectivity, in order to offer a simplified data-driven model that integrates white and grey 

matter MRI datasets into a novel way of exploring whole-brain tissue-level connectivity. Although it has been widely 

accepted that the cortex is exceptionally organized and interconnected, studies on the subject display a variety of approaches 

towards its structural building blocks. Our model addresses three principal cortical building blocks: cortical layer definitions 

(laminar grouping), vertical connections (intraregional, within the cortical microcircuit and subcortex) and horizontal 

connections (interregional, including connections within and between the hemispheres). While cortical partitioning into 

layers is more widely accepted as common knowledge, certain aspects of others such as cortical columns or microcircuits 

are still being debated. This study offers a broad and simplified view of histological and microscopical knowledge in 

laminar research that is applicable to the limitations of MRI methodologies, primarily regarding specificity and resolution.  

 

Keywords: cortical layers1, cortical connectivity2, magnetic resonance imaging3, cortical layer connectivity4, cortical 
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1 Introduction 

In recent years, a growing number of studies have focused on techniques for exploring the brain's wiring diagram, also 

known as the connectome (Hagmann 2009, Sporns 2012). Regarding global white matter connectivity (connectomics), 

diffusion weighted imaging (DWI) has become the standard imaging technique for exploring white matter tracts, by 

evaluating the directionality of water molecule diffusivity (Sporns et al. 2005, Paolo et al. 2007, Leemans et al. 2009, van 

Essen et al. 2013, Setsompop et al. 2013). DTI has certain inherent deficiencies and limitations in structural estimation, 

primarily regarding node delineation and edge mapping (Sotiropoulos and Zalesky 2019) and estimation of weaker or 

longer convoluted connections (Donahue et al. 2016), as well as a lack of directional or hierarchical information about 

interareal connectivity (Wang and Kennedy 2016). Nonetheless, diffusion MRI remains the primary in-vivo method for 

exploring whole-brain connectomics. 

Significant progress has been made in the field of MRI neuroimaging of not only global white matter connectivity, but also 

cortical grey matter laminar structure. Regarding MRI estimation of grey matter, it has been established that myelination 

causes shortening of T1 values (Clark et al. 1992), consequently linking T1 to myeloarchitecture (Van Essen et al. 2019). 
Since then, studies have also pointed to correspondence between T1 clusters and cortical layers in rat brains (Barazany and 

Assaf 2012). Furthermore, it has been shown that low resolution T1 MRI can also be utilized to provide layer-specific 

information in human brains (Lifshits et al. 2018, Shamir et al. 2019). The integration of microstructural information 

concerning cortical properties and macrostructural connectomics could pose an exciting development in the field (Jbabdi 

and Johansen-Berg 2011, Johansen-Berg 2013). 

In light of this progress, a generalization of a laminar model that can be integrated into connectomics has become essential. 

This model will hold the lacking mesoscale information regarding cortical laminar connectivity that could potentially bridge 

the resolution gap between macroscale connectomics and microscale cortical laminar imaging. This study offers a simple 

data-driven model of laminar connectivity that could be utilized to bridge this gap between two branches of neuroimaging 

and introduce a novel way of modelling whole-brain tissue level connectivity.  

In order to form such a model of cortical laminar connectivity, we conducted a limited-scale systematic review centered 
around exploration of how cortical layers and their interconnections have been reported in peer-reviewed journals. It 

includes a systematic review of 51 peer-reviewed journal articles, including prominent studies and reviews centering around 

the subject of layer connectivity (see complete list of references), followed by quantitative and qualitative analysis of 

reported findings, including the variability and uniformity of each cortical partition. The results are offered as an 

unassuming straightforward model summary of reported findings, focused on cortical laminar connectivity on a whole 

system tissue level.  

Study of the structure and function of the cerebral cortex started over two centuries ago using a wide variety of methods. 

Since then, great scientific efforts have been invested in uncovering the structural building blocks that comprise the cortex. 

These blocks include morphological and connectivity units, derived from horizontal and vertical partitioning of the cortex.  

The cortex was first partitioned horizontally starting with the work of Gennari (Gennari 1782) and Baillarger (Baillarger 

1840), leading up to the work of Korbinian Brodmann in 1909 (Garey 2006), which delineated six cortical layers distributed 

differently across cortical regions. Vertical (or radial) partitioning followed, with the introduction of cortical columns as 
units that span all cortical layers in the 1950s (Lorente de No 1949, Mountcastle 1957) and by Hubel and Wiesel throughout 

the 1960s (Hubel and Wiesel 1959, 1962, 1965, 1968, 1969). The cortical column came as a generalization of Hubel and 

Wiesel’s discovery of ocular dominance columns in the mammalian visual cortex. Last to be introduced were the cortical 

connectivity units across horizontal and vertical components, also known as the cortical microcircuit (canonical 

microcircuit). The concept of the microcircuit first appeared in the 1970s, following the work of Szentagothai (Szentagothai 

1975), Creutzfeldt (Hellweg et al. 1977) and Wiesel (Gilbert and Wiesel 1983). Throughout the 1980s, a broader point of 

view was offered regarding cortical layer connectivity of the macaque visual cortex (Rockland and Pandya 1979, Maunsell 

and Van Essen 1983, Felleman and Van Essen 1991). As a rule of thumb, the canonical microcircuit comprises of thalamic 

input to granular layer 4, which projects to superficial layers 2 and 3, which in turn project to deep layer 5 and then layer 

6, which projects back to the thalamus (Dhruv 2015).  

While these three partitions of the cortex into horizontal, vertical and connectivity units appear to be logical extensions of 
one another and are often referred to as common knowledge, it appears that certain aspects of some have yet to be “set in 

stone”. While it has been widely accepted that the cortex has an exceptionally organized and interconnected structure, 

published articles on the subject display a variety of approaches towards its structural building blocks. Von Economo even 

notably stated that: “the distinction of six layers can be both arbitrary and conventional. Nevertheless, on practical grounds, 
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we retain the six-layer division” (Von Economo 2009). When addressing the number of cortical layers in a column, there 

lacks a uniformity in grouping of the layers. To this day, studies discuss different groups of cortical layers (Bosman and 

Aboitiz 2015, Roelfsema and Holtmaat 2018) and the concepts of the cortical column and microcircuit have long been 

debated (Nelson 2002, Dhruv 2015), some even offering alternatives such as micro- and macro-columns (Mountcastle 

1957, Buxhoeveden and Casanova 2002), or modifications such as region-specific microcircuits (Shipp 2007, Shepherd 

2011, Raizada and Grossberg 2003). In other words, it appears that there lacks a consensus around a single unified layer 
model.   

The lack of a broad and cohesive viewpoint of cortical units in general, and cortical microcircuits in particular, can be 

attributed to the wide variety of methods which are typically used in a region-specific outlook. This variety of methods 

starts with the diversity of animal models used, including but not limited to cats (Hubel and Wiesel 1962, Douglas and 

Martin 1989) and non-human primates, such as macaque and rhesus (Felleman and Van Essen 1991, Mountcastle 1997). 

Other animal models include rodents, mainly rat and mouse but also rabbit and opossum, and sauropsids (birds, reptiles, 

turtles, etc.). Not only that, but many published reviews also combine data from multiple species in a single model. The 

methods used for assessing the cortical units in the animal model are even more broadly varied, including histological 

methods (Golgi, Nissl), different types of retrograde and anterograde tracers, electrophysiological recording, microscopy 

(ESEM, IR microscopy), photonics, imaging, simulations and many more. In order to present a clear and unified model of 

laminar connectivity that fits our needs, we offer a simplified data-driven model that integrates white matter and grey matter 

MRI datasets into a novel way of exploring whole-brain laminar-level connectivity. 

We hypothesize that MRI, or more specifically diffusion weighted imaging (DWI) and inversion recovery echo planar 

imaging (IR EPI), can be combined with histological findings regarding cortical layer connectivity, in order to model 

networks of cortical laminar connectivity. 

2 Methods 

Other reviews and integrative studies of cortical connectivity exist, offering a significantly wider viewpoint of the cognitive 

architecture underlying non-primary cortical regions (Solari and Stoner 2011) or multi-scale connectivity of vision-related 
cortical regions (Schmidt et al. 2018) in the primate brain. These studies offer a deeper dive into integration of findings 

regarding axonal tracing and cortical architecture through histological means. We chose to conduct a limited-scale review 

of 51 articles, with the distinct and novel purpose of forming a simplified whole-brain model that is directly applicable to 

the limitations of MRI datasets. Our data-driven model is based on a systematic review of publications, including prominent 

studies and reviews, centering around the subject of cortical laminar connectivity (see complete list of references). Articles 

were chosen according to relevance to the topic of cortical layer connectivity, preferably choosing those that include a 

schematic model of the rules of connectivity (see figure 1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1 Flow chart of the selection of records (adapted from Moher et al. 2009)  
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The 51 reviewed articles were published between 1962 and 2018, but the overwhelming majority was published since 2000. 

Each article was methodically examined for the following criteria (for a summary of all included articles see Electronic 

Supplementary Material, section 1, table 1):  

1. Reference data: authors, year, title, journal, volume, pages, DOI 

2. Human/animal: subjects used for model  

3. Method: methods used for visualization and modelling 
4. Model (yes/no): schematic model included 

5. Region definition: cortical regions discussed  

6. Layer definition: definition of the cortical layers 

7. Connection types: reported types of connections 

8. Canonical circuit (pro/against): general tone concerning canonical circuit 

9. Connection origin and termination: region and layer origin and termination (repeated for each reported connection) 

In order to conduct a quantitative analysis of the reported cortical laminar connectivity, we first had to standardize the data 

between the articles included. First and foremost, we standardized data entry by examining both written connections and 

schematic model connections while making sure not to repeat identical connections in a single article. Secondly, we 

standardized data analysis by converting all cortical layer reporting of origins and terminations of connections to 

Brodmann’s six-layer definition.  

Once the data standardization was completed, we conducted quantitative and qualitative analyses of each criterion and 

chose a simplified modelling framework. Our framework includes a set of whole-brain laminar-level connectivity rules that 

integrate macroscale connectomics with mesoscale cortical composition. The rules are applied mainly on DWI white matter 

tractography, according to the locations and granularity indices of the connecting regions and weighted according to their  
respective cortical laminar compositions. A smaller portion of the rules are applied on assumed connections, which are not 

visualized beyond the resolution of tractography. Overall, our model is composed of the following cortical building blocks:  

1. Cortical layer definitions: grouping of the layers according to reported definitions. 

2. Vertically oriented connections: extrinsic vertical connections between cortical layers and the subcortex (tractography-

based) and intrinsic regional connections between the layers (an adaptation of assumed connections in the canonical 

circuit). 

3. Horizontally oriented connections: extrinsic horizontal connections between cortical layers, including both intra- and 

interhemispheric connections (tractography-based).  

Our final model is then implemented on the following input datasets:   

1. White matter connectivity- standard diffusion weighted imaging (DWI) dataset, analyzed for tractography using 

constrained spherical deconvolution (CSD) in ExploreDTI (Leemans et al. 2009).  

2. Grey matter laminar structure- published histological dataset on cortical layer composition across the whole brain 
(based on Scholtens et al. 2016).   

3 Results 

This section will open with a full description of the components of our model of cortical laminar connectivity, chosen based 

on the corresponding results of our systematic review, and close with an exemplary implementation of the model, expanding 

a standard connectome to a laminar connectome.   

3.1 Model components:  

After conducting our systematic review of a selection of articles, the following cortical building blocks were chosen: 

3.1.1 Cortical layer definitions 

When addressing horizontal partitioning of the cortex in a column or circuit, several varying layer definitions exist, 

sometimes appearing within a single article or review. In order to examine layer reporting throughout our systematic review, 

we used the six-layer definition. Overall, L2 and L3 are most often batched together as L2/3, followed by L5 and L6 

batching as L5/6. Regarding subdivision of layers into sublayers, L1 and L2 are the least likely layers to be further divided. 

L3 and L5 are most often subdivided into two to three sublayers each, followed by L4 and L6 that are also occasionally 

subdivided into two to three sublayers. L4 is infrequently further subdivided into up to four layers, principally in the primary 

visual cortex. Consequently, grouping of the layers also varies from rougher grouping into three groups, including 

supragranular (L1-L3), granular L4 and infragranular (L5-L6), up to finer grouping into up to eight or more groups. Other 

grouping variations exist, including everything in between, but typically naming five to seven layers. 
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On the topic of cortical laminar components, our model uses the rough grouping of layers based on granularity, into 

infragranular, granular and supragranular layers. The granularity-based categorization appears to be the most robust across 

our sample of selected articles. It is worth noting that granularity-based grouping of the layers has also been linked to 

functional significance, suggesting that the granularity-based components exhibit not only anatomical interconnectedness, 

but also functionally distinct processing (Barone et al. 2000, Bastos et al. 2012). The general approach towards each of the 

six cortical layers from the “classic” Brodmann definition can be summarized in table 1 (below). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1 General approach towards the “classic” six cortical layers according to different criteria 

3.1.2 Vertically oriented connections  

Vertically oriented connections include single-hemisphere intraregional connections between cortical layers and subcortical 

regions. The canonical microcircuit is the basic model of these layer-to-layer connections, and it is innately related to the 

concept of the cortical columns. Accordingly, an inherent bias would be expected in our chosen articles towards both the 

cortical column and the canonical microcircuit. Nevertheless, our analysis demonstrates a mixed approach towards both 

concepts. The relation of cortical columns to connectivity modelling has been put in doubt, with some commentaries going 

as far as writing ‘obituaries’ for the column and calling it ‘a structure without function’ (Feldmeyer 2012).  

This review validates the ambivalence expressed towards cortical columns and microcircuits (for a summary of the 

approach of the review articles towards the canonical circuit see figure 2). Articles regarded as ‘pro’ mention the circuit by 
name and present a generally positive approach towards it or a modified version of it. For example, (Shipp 2007) suggests 

that although some details may still be unclear, it is reasonable to assume that a basic unit such as the canonical circuit 

exists  repeatedly throughout the brain, creating exemplars like face selective neurons. Articles regarded as ambivalent also 

mention the circuit by name but present a more nuanced and critical approach towards it. For example, (Dhruv 2015) points 

out that while the canonical model exists with good reason, new departures from this standard keep popping up in 

publications.  Articles regarded as against the canonical circuit mention it by name and present a directly critical approach 

towards it. For example, (Guy and Staiger 2017) claim that the subject of the layers is riddled with ambiguity, resulting in 

the interchangeable use of the terms ‘layers’ and ‘circuit’ and thus inadvertently assigning a function carried out by a circuit 

to a specific layer. Articles categorized as ‘no mention’ avoid use of the term and focus on other issues, such as extrinsic 

circuitry (Felleman and Van Essen 1991) or development and cell migration (Kennedy and Dehay 2012).  
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Fig. 2 Approach of reviewed articles towards the concept of the canonical circuit:  

detailed table summary (a) and by percentage (b) 

In the context of cortical laminar connectivity, it appears the subjects of both cortical regions as well as cortical layers are 

most commonly addressed through the lens of granularity. The granular visual cortex was the most discussed cortical 

region, followed by a general cortical model and a somatosensory model (see figure 3a). With regards to cortical layers, 

mid-cortex layers were the more commonly discussed layers, compared to agranular layers such as L1 (see figure 3b). 

Consequently, our model uses a granularity-based cortical atlas. Because of the lack of region-specific reporting on cortical 
laminar connection, a generalized granularity-based atlas such as the von Economo- Koskinas atlas best fits our model. 

This labelled atlas divides the cortex into regions based on their granularity index, ranging from agranular low order cortex 

to high order granular cortex (see figure 3c).  

 

Fig. 3 Cortical region (a) and cortical layer (b) reporting in laminar connectivity context in the articles reviewed in our 

systematic review (SC- subcortex), followed by a cortical atlas (c) labelled according to granularity index (similar to an 

adapted von Economo- Koskinas atlas shown in both Solari and Stoner 2011 and Beul and Hilgetag 2015)  

In order to build a data-driven adaptation of the canonical microcircuit, we examined the distribution of all reported cortical 

laminar connections across all regions (see figure 4, for summary of findings for other regions see Electronic Supplementary 

Material, section 2, figures 1-5). This summary of reported laminar connections is organized by origin and termination of 

connections, using the three-layer grouping of the cortical layers into infragranular, granular and supragranular layers. 

Overall, this pattern of laminar connections follows the canonical circuit rule of connectivity:  
1. High probability of connections that originate in subcortical regions and terminate in the granular layer (figure 5a). 

2. High probability of connections that originate in the granular layer and terminate in supragranular layers (figure 5b). 

3. High probability of connections that originate in supragranular layers and terminate in supragranular layers (figure 5c).  

4. High probability of connections that originate in supragranular layers and terminate in infragranular layers (figure 5d). 
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Fig. 4 Summary of all reported cortical laminar connections, presented as distributions of connection terminations that 

originate in each of the following: subcortex (left), infragranular (mid left), granular (mid right), supragranular (right) 

 

The vertically oriented cortical connections incorporated in our model are summarized below in an adaptation of the 

canonical microcircuit (see figure 5). The extrinsic connections, including cortex to subcortex connections, are based on 

DWI tractography and assumptions are made to the laminar level (component a in figure 5). The intrinsic connections on 

the other hand, including connections between two local laminar components, are beyond the resolution of tractography 

and are therefore assumed using weighted laminar components in the cortical region (components b-d in figure 5).  In other 
words, when applying our model of cortical laminar connectivity, connection strengths are weighted according to 

corresponding laminar components.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 5 A summary of all reported vertically oriented cortical connections: 

a- Connectivity matrix, where: [row, column]=[connection origin, connection termination] and connections are averaged 

per origin (per row) 

b- A schematic summary of the most highly reported cortical laminar connections between granularity-based laminar 

groups, where: a-d connections correspond to a-d components in matrix 

c- A simplified undirected summary of (b) 

3.1.3 Horizontally oriented connections 

Horizontally oriented connections are extrinsic nonlocal connections between laminar components of different cortical 

regions. Rules for horizontal connections in our model were extracted and expanded from a granularity-based model, which 

has been repeatedly reported and studied since the 1980s (Beul and Hilgetatg 2015, adapted from von Economo 2009 and 

from Barbas and Rempel-Clower 1997; a similar model also appears in Shipp 2005, adapted from Barbas and Rempel-

Clower 1997 and Barabs 1986). The reported model delineates laminar origins and terminations of horizontal connections 

according to the granularity index of the corresponding cortical regions. Our model uses the granularity indices of the 

connecting regions (as shown in figure 3c), in order to apply the fitting rule of horizontal connectivity. As with the vertical 

connections (section 3.1.2), connection strengths are weighted according to corresponding laminar components (for an 

expanded explanation of the origin of our rules for horizontal laminar connections, see Electronic Supplementary Material, 

section 3).  
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Horizontal connections include the following two categories: 

1. Intrahemispheric connections- between laminar components of a single hemisphere:   

The rules of connectivity were modeled using layer and region components according to the granularity indices of the 

connecting cortical regions (see table 2a, 2b). Our model of cortical laminar connectivity is a simplified undirected 

version of the aforementioned well-studied model (for the full set of rules see table 2c).  

2. Interhemispheric connections- between laminar components of opposite hemispheres: 
Interhemispheric connections both originate and terminate in layers according to their corresponding granularity indices 

layers (Lodato and Arlotta 2015, Hawkins et al. 2017). Accordingly, the appropriate rule of connectivity could be 

considered a specific case of the abovementioned table (rule c in table 2b).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2 Our model’s rules of horizontally oriented laminar connections:  

a- Granularity indices of the connecting cortical regions: ranging from agranular (1) to granular (6) 

b- Rules of undirected laminar connectivity (A-C): categorized according to the granularity of the connecting regions 

c- Full description of all rules of undirected connectivity: estimated according to their laminar compositions 

Final laminar connection strengths are calculated by multiplying tractography connection strengths by laminar strength 

probabilities (last column)  

Where: P(L,R)- composition of laminar group L (SG- supragranular, G- granular , IG- infragranular) in region R (high/low 

represents relative granularity index, or 1/2 when they are equal) 

3.2 Model application: 

Our model’s input datasets include information regarding both cortical connectivity as well as laminar structure:  

1. Global white matter connectivity- standard DWI tractography and connectivity analysis using von Economo 

Koskinas (VEK) atlas (Scholtens et al. 2016, see figure 6a, 6b). 
2. Grey matter laminar structure- supragranular, granular and infragranular laminar components across all von 

Economo Koskinas atlas regions (see figure 6c). As previously stated, great strides have been made in MRI 

estimation of cortical grey matter laminar structure (Barazany and Assaf 2012, Lifshits et al. 2018, Shamir et al. 

2019). Nonetheless, we chose to use histological data that has already been published (based on Scholtens et al. 

2016) in order to simplify the presentation and application of our model.  
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Fig. 6 Model input datasets: 

Global white matter connectivity (visualized using ExploreDTI, Leemans et al. 2009): 
a- Tractography occipital view 

b- Tractography right side view 

c- Grey matter laminar structure (based on 6-layer published data from Scholtens et al. 2016):  

A summary of cortical laminar components across von Economo- Koskinas regions: supragranular (SG), 

granular (G) and infragranular (IG) layers  

The cortical granularity indices (as shown in figure 3c) and the white and grey matter MRI datasets were all analyzed in 

the VEK atlas space (for a comprehensive network representation of all our model’s input datasets see figure 7 a-d). All 

white matter connections were then clustered using a standard k-means algorithm, based on a vector of the following 

properties for each connection: connection length, connection strength and the cortical laminar composition of the 

connecting regions. The process resulted in four robust clusters (see figure 7 e), displaying a visual correspondence to the 

following three fiber categories: cluster 1 corresponds to interhemispheric connections (commissural fibers), clusters 2-3 
correspond to connections between the cortex and the subcortex, and cluster 4 corresponds to intrahemispheric connections 

(association fibers).  

Fig. 7 A circular network graph of all model input datasets (a), including: 

a- Legend for granularity indices, located in the outermost circle; 

b- Color scale for global white matter connectomics, representing connection strength of edges; 

c- Legend for color bars, representing grey matter laminar composition, located in the first outer circle; 
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d- K-means clustering of global white matter connectomics, where edges are clustered using k-means based on the 

connection length and strength and the laminar composition of the connecting regions: cluster histogram (top) 

and each of the 4 individual clusters (1-4) 

(visualization completed based on: Paul Kassebaum (2020), circularGraph (https://www.github.com/paul-kassebaum-

mathworks/circularGraph), GitHub) 

Using the abovementioned white and grey matter datasets in the von Economo- Koskinas atlas space, we applied our model 
of cortical laminar connectivity using the following steps:  

1. Tractography connections: vertically oriented connections between the cortex and the subcortex, and all 

horizontally oriented connections were expanded to the laminar level according to the rule of connectivity 

corresponding to the connecting regions, their granularity index and their laminar composition (as shown in table 

2).  

2. Assumed connections: vertically oriented connections between two local laminar components were modelled 

according to the laminar composition of each cortical region (as shown in figure 5). 

It is worth noting that tractography connections represent the majority of connections in our model and they are also 

considerably stronger than the assumed connections.  

The resulting network of cortical laminar connectivity has three times the nodes of the original network, since every regional 

node now includes three laminar locations in that same specific region. Additionally, each laminar group is now represented 

in a different location in the vertical axis. In order to better visualize the resulting laminar-level connectome, the connections 
in our model were colored according to the connecting laminar groups, including six categories such as infragranular-

infragranular, infragranular-granular, etc. (see figure 8). Using an expanded or multilayered circular network graphs enables 

us to better examine and visualize both our model input and its output.  

Fig. 8 A multilayered circular network graph representation of our resulting model of cortical laminar connectivity.  

Columns: first column represents all model connections, second represents connections within a laminar group, and the 

third represents connections between laminar groups; 

Rows: top row includes a top view of the network graph, while the bottom row includes a side view; 

Legend: connections were colored according to connection type, based on the connecting laminar groups 

 (visualization completed based on: Paul Kassebaum (2020), circularGraph (https://www.github.com/paul-kassebaum-

mathworks/circularGraph), GitHub)  
In short, our study offers a novel whole-brain approach to integrating white matter connectivity (DWI tractography) with 

cortical grey matter structure (T1 cortical laminar analysis), by incorporating measured macroscale connections with 

presumed microscale connections.  
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4 Discussion  

Over the past decades, exploration of the cerebral cortex and its connectivity patterns has become an ever-growing focus 

of interest and research in the field of neuroscience. Exploration of the cortex includes study of its laminar structure, while 

exploration of cortical connectivity includes both interregional connectivity as well as intraregional laminar connectivity. 

This review aims to address the lingering ambiguity around the discussion of laminar representations and models of laminar 

interconnectivity, focusing on the various ways of partitioning the cortex into layers and defining its vertical and horizontal 

connections. Our emphasis is cortical laminar connectivity on both the morphology level as well as the connectivity level, 

as reported in 51 prominent published studies and reviews on the subject, primarily since the early 2000s.  

Our model is based on a review of a limited number of articles, particularly compared to wider-scale integrative reviews of 

hundreds of articles on the topic primate laminar connectivity in specific cortical regions (Solari and Stoner 2011, Schmidt 

et al. 2018). While such reviews offer a broader and more in-depth viewpoint on the topic, our review is uniquely designed 

with the novel purpose of forming a model that integrate MRI datasets and overcomes their current limitations.   

While our model application is conducted on human cortical data, it is in fact based on data from both human and nonhuman 
models. The reason for this circumstance is twofold: firstly, most of the published data on the subject uses a variety of 

methods that can only be applied on nonhuman animal models, and secondly is the current resolution limitation in in vivo 

imaging of cortical laminar connectivity on a microscale level. Nevertheless, the reviewed articles showcase the complexity 

of the subject of cortical layer connectivity, stemming from the. A wide variety of methods, definitions and outlooks is 

applied when addressing the subject of cortical laminar connectivity. The methods used for examining cortical layer 

connectivity are applied on both human and varying animal models, mainly macaque and cat (for a comparative review of 

neocortical architecture among regions and species see DeFelipe et al. 2002), and include histological staining, retrograde 

and anterograde tracers, electrical recording, MRI imaging and many more. 

The relevant definitions even vary regarding Brodmann’s “classic” 1909 definition of six cortical layers, which are more 

highly differentiated in granular cortical regions. Cortical layers are grouped in different ways: with rough grouping into 

three groups up to a finer grouping into eight groups. Definitions of the layer connections also vary, examining a wide 
spectrum of connections, including input and output, feedback and feedforward, interlaminar and intralaminar connections 

and many more. With regards to the outlooks applied to the subject of cortical layer connectivity, the subject is typically 

approached on a local or region-specific level, focusing on a limited cortical region instead of a whole-brain level.   

Our systematic review offers a simplified way to overcome some of these limitations by standardizing the reviewing process 

of reported laminar connections and their analysis. We unify and generalize our approach by adopting a granularity-based 

approach to both cortical layer grouping into infragranular, granular and supragranular layers, as well as cortical atlas 

selection, using the von Economo granularity atlas. By doing so, we can estimate connection probabilities of all reported 

cortical laminar connections. We offer a data-derived way to quantitatively and qualitatively model cortical laminar 

connectivity in a unified whole-brain manner.   

Nowadays, exploration of the brain’s connectivity (also known as connetomics) has become a vast subject of research in 

the neuroimaging community. Despite the growing interest in connectomics, an inherent bias still exists in the field, due to 

the definition of the cortex as one homogeneous unit. Overcoming this bias demands expanding the basic unit used for 
connectome analysis to a more descriptive representation of the heterogeneous laminar substructure of the cortex. 

So far, neuroimaging research has explored three main types of brain connectivity:  

a. Structural connectivity: represents the anatomical links, or fiber bundles, connecting different cortical regions. 

Structural connectivity can be measured using DWI tractography (other non-MRI based techniques include retrograde 

tracing, such as the large-scale macaque study conducted by Ercsey-Ravasz et al. 2013).   

b. Functional connectivity: represents time series correlation between different cortical regions. Functional connectivity 

can be measured using BOLD fMRI.  

c. Effective connectivity:  represents the influence one cortical region exerts over another. It is based on a network model 

of causal dynamics that best explains the functional signals (state-dependent), while being constrained by the anatomy 

of structural connectivity (Friston et al. 2003, Friston et al. 2019).  

Cortical laminar connectivity represents a possible fourth type of brain connectivity that takes into account the heterogenous 
laminar structure of the cortex. It could be considered a model expansion of whole-brain structural connectivity, similarly 

to the way in which effective connectivity is a model expansion of functional connectivity. The division into laminar-level 

connectivity can help in refining observations and results from global tractography connectomics using graph indices. For 
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example, rich-club organization and connectivity hubs (van den Heuvel and Sporns 2011, 2013) can be further explored 

using the laminar connectivity distinction and help shed more light on why the brain organizes this way.  

We propose a unified whole-brain method to model cortical layer connectivity that is applicable to the limitations of MRI 

methodologies. Our model offers a way to integrate two neuroimaging datasets: global white matter connectivity 

(tractography) extracted from diffusion weighted imaging, and cortical grey matter structure (cortical laminar analysis) 

extracted from T1 imaging. The model incorporates macroscale white matter connections from tractography with presumed 

microscale connections on the cortical layer level, based on measured cortical laminar composition.   

Our model utilizes the granularity-based approach to cortical layer grouping into infragranular, granular and supragranular 

layers, offering a robust laminar categorization of the cortex. While the model does not offer individual region-specific 

models of cortical circuitry, it offers a more generalized whole-brain microcircuit model that is adapted regionally based 

on an atlas of granularity indices. In other words, the model is both simplified and generalized using assumptions regarding 

circuity in differently granulated brain regions.  

Standardization of the approach towards both cortical layers as well as cortical columns enabled the formation of our whole-

brain model of cortical layer connectivity, which in turn enables us to bridge the gap between two branches of neuroimaging 

and offers a uniform way to approach and model mesoscale-level connectivity. Use of our offered framework could 

potentially expand the current study of connectomics and introduce new ways to model multilayered (or multidimensional) 

networks of brain connectivity.  

Though this study may not include a neuroscientific breakthrough result, what it does offer is a novel modelling concept 
and an accompanying detailed framework for applying it. Our proposed model demonstrates that MRI limitations can be 

overcome to explore connectomics on the laminar level. Follow-up region-specific studies, focusing for example on the 

motor or visual cortices, could propose neuroscientific validation by comparison to published results, such as Felleman and 

Van Essen’s extensive work on the hierarchical structure of the visual cortex (Felleman and Van Essen 1991). Each such 

validation study could apply our framework with certain adaptations to the model.  
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