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Abstract 

Background: Cognitive reserve (CR) explains interindividual differences in the impact of 

neurodegenerative burden on cognitive and daily functioning. A residual model was proposed 

to estimate CR more accurately compared to static measures, such as years of education. 

However, the functional brain correlates of residual CR markers (CRM) remain unexplored. 

Methods: From the DELCODE cohort, 318 participants with resting-state functional and 

structural MRI data were included and stratified using cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) biomarkers 

according to the A(myloid-β, Aβ)/T(au)/N(eurodegeneration) classification scheme, resulting 

in 112 Aβ-negative healthy controls and 206 Aβ-positive patients in the Alzheimer’s disease 

(AD) spectrum.. CRM was calculated utilizing residuals obtained from a multilinear 

regression model using global cognition as dependent variable and demographic and disease 

burden measures as predictors. Associations between the CRM and intrinsic network 

connectivity (INC) in resting-state networks associated with cognition were explored, 

including the default mode network (DMN), frontoparietal network (FPN), salience network 

(SAL) and dorsal attention network (DAN). Moreover, the association between memory 

performance-associated regional INC and CRM was assessed.  

Results: CRM was positively associated with INC in the DMN in the entire cohort. In a 

subgroup analysis, the A+T+N+ group revealed an anti-correlation between SAL and DMN. 

Furthermore, CRM was positively associated with the anti-correlation between the memory-

related regions in the FPN and the DMN in the A+ and A+T/N+ subgroups. 

Conclusions: CRM is associated with alterations of functional connectivity in resting-state 

networks of cognitive function, particularly the DMN and the FPN. Our results provide 

evidence on individual functional network differences associated with CRM in the AD 

continuum. 
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Introduction 

The concept of cognitive reserve (CR) refers to the capacity and flexibility of cognitive and 

brain processes that help to attenuate the impact of brain aging or pathology on cognitive 

function or daily activities, for example in Alzheimer’s disease (AD) (1). The related concepts 

of brain reserve (2) and brain maintenance describe different, complementary aspects of 

resilience (3). Key mechanisms underlying CR include the brain’s ability to maintain neural 

functions more succesfully, to recruit compensatory networks, or to use existing networks 

more efficiently (4). 

Years of formal education (1,5) and occupational complexity (6) are used frequently as CR 

proxy measures (7), but they are static and only reflect selected aspects of intellectual 

attainment. Dynamic predictors, including residualized cognitive performance (i.e., residual 

CR marker (CRM)) that quantifies the discrepancy between the observed cognitive 

performance and the performance estimated based on the neuropathological burden of a 

person may offer more granular data resulting in more detailed insights into the nature of CR 

(3). Residual approaches were shown to be relatively reliable and were studied not only in 

cross-sectional (8,9) but also in longitudinal studies (10–12). A residual CR measure 

considers demographical and disease-related confounders multidimensionally and may 

therefore be more comprehensive and informative at the individual level compared to 

traditional markers such as education (3).  

Resting-state networks (RSNs) such as the default mode network (DMN), involved in 

cognition, self-reference, social cognition, or autobiographical memory (i.e., inwardly 

directed cognition) (13–15), and networks associated with externally directed cognitive 

processing, including the dorsal attention (DAN), salience (SAL), and frontoparietal network 

(FPN) (13,16–19), are affected by AD pathology and correlate with disease progression. 

Spatial links exist between AD pathology and functional connectivity (FC) changes, 

particularly in the posterior DMN and FPN (20). Moreover, the inter-network connectivity 
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among RSNs is also affected in AD, especially between DMN and DAN (13) as well as SAL 

(21). As AD progresses, functional network changes affect predominantly intra-network 

connectivity, and to a lesser extent inter-network connectivity (16). 

Studies showed positive associations between residual markers of CR and the graph-

theoretical measurement of network efficiency and FC (8,9). FC alterations were also related 

to CR using a quantified proxy score considering educational attainment, mainly in DMN 

regions (22), and were associated with lower metabolic activity in the DMN and the DAN 

(23). Furthermore, increasing evidence suggests a crucial role of the FPN in CR, including 

global connectivity of the left frontal cortex (LPC) in resting-state fMRI, a hub region within 

the FPN (24–26). Compared to node-to-node connectivity analyses, whole network intrinsic 

connectivity analysis following the data-driven independent component analysis (27) allows 

FC analysis more broadly within and across networks (16). 

A biologically-based definition of the AD diagnosis has been proposed in a recent 

research framework using a binary biomarker status (presented or absent) for (A)myloid-β 

(Aβ), (T)au and (N)eurodegeneration (i.e., the ATN classification) as biomarker-based 

diagnostic profiles, prompting the switch from a symptom-based to a biological definition of 

AD (28).FC alterations appear already in the preclinical and early clinical stages of AD (29), 

also showing meaningful effects of CR on the individual clinical progression trajectories 

(30,31). While the characterization of a residual CRM is improving in dementia populations 

(32), there is a need to operationalize them in early disease and to explore their associations 

with intrinsic network connectivity (INC) of cognitive RSNs. Here we aimed to examine the 

associations of a residual CRM with FC alterations within and between network connectivity 

in the AD continuum, using a biomarker-based approach for diagnosis and staging. 

 

Materials and Methods 
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Data from the prospective, observational German Center for Neurodegenerative Diseases 

(Deutsches Zentrum für Neurodegenerative Erkrankungen, DZNE)-Longitudinal Cognitive 

Impairment and Dementia Study (DELCODE) (33) was used for the present analyses. 

 

Participants 

All eligible DELCODE participants were included if they had available clinical dementia 

rating (CDR), neuropsychological tests, cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) biomarker analyses and 

apolipoprotein E (APOE) genotyping results and relevant structural and functional MRI data. 

We classified each participant following the A/T/N classification scheme using binarized CSF 

biomarker measurements of Aβ for A, total tau (tTau) for N and phosphorylated-tau181 

(pTau) for T (34). To restrict the cohort to participants in the AD continuum and healthy 

controls, we excluded participants classified as A-T/N+ (i.e., suspected non-AD pathology) 

and A-T-N- with a global CDR rating of higher than 0 (i.e. non-AD cognitive impairment). 

The final cohort of 318 participants included 112 A-T-N- individuals with global CDR=0 as 

healthy controls (HC, mean age 69 ± 6, 52 females) and 206 A+ patients along the AD 

continuum (mean age 72 ± 6, 101 females), encomassing 106 A+T-N-, 28 A+T/N+ (A+T+N- 

and A+T-N+) and 72 A+T+N+ individuals. The detailed inclusion and exclusion criteria and 

study procedures of the DELCODE study are reported elsewhere (33). The following CSF 

biomarker cut-off values were obtained by Gaussian mixture modeling using the R package 

flexmix (version 2.3-15) in the DELCODE dataset from n=527 participants (sampling rate 

among entire baseline cohort: 53%): Aβ42: <= 638.7 pg/ml, tTau: > 510.9 pg/ml and 

pTau181: >= 73.65 pg/ml. 

 

MR image acquisition and preprocessing 
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Imaging was performed at nine different DZNE sites on 3T MRI scanners (Siemens 

Healthineers, Erlangen, Germany; three Verio, three TimTrio, one Prisma and two Skyra) 

using synchronized acquisition parameters. T1-weighted anatomical imaging was acquired in 

a 5-minute magnetization-prepared rapid gradient echo (MPRAGE) scan with the following 

parameters: field of view (FOV) 256×256 �mm, isotropic voxel size: 1�mm, echo time (TE) 

4.37� ms, flip angle (FA) 7°, repetition time (TR) 2500 �ms, number of slices 192. Resting-

state functional MRI was acquired in a 7-minute 54-second run (180 volumes, FOV: 

224x224x165mm, isotropic voxel size: 3.5mm, TE: 30ms, TR: 2580ms, FA: 80, parallel 

imaging acceleration factor 2). All scans were visually inspected for completeness, cuts, 

subject motion and other artifacts (such as blurring, echoes and ghosting). Images were 

classified as usable, questionable or unusable, and only images that were classified as usable 

were included. 

All T1-weighted images were processed in FreeSurfer (v6, 

http://surfer.nmr.mgh.harvard.edu/) using the recon-all pipeline, including registration to 

Montreal Neurological Institute (MNI) standard space, intensity normalization, brain 

extraction, tissue type classification, surface reconstruction and probabilistic anatomical 

labeling (35). Segmentations were visually checked for accuracy and corrected as needed. 

Cortical thickness was estimated in FreeSurfer (Desikan-Killiany) atlas segmentations. A 

mean cortical thickness score in a composite region comprising the most vulnerable regions to 

atrophy in AD was calculated. This composite score was used to adjust the subsequent 

analyses for inter-individual differences in the degree of cortical atrophy. The composite 

region included the entorhinal cortex, temporal pole, inferior and middle temporal gyri, 

inferior and superior parietal cortices, precuneus and posterior cingulate cortex (36). 

Functional connectivity analysis was performed using the CONN-fMRI Functional 

Connectivity Toolbox (v17, www.nitrc.org/projects/conn) and SPM12 

(www.fil.ion.ucl.ac.uk/spm/), implemented in MATLAB (Release2017b, 
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https://de.mathworks.com/products/new_products/release2017b.html). The default 

preprocessing pipeline for volume-based analyses was used, comprising realignment, slice-

time correction, segmentation and structural and functional normalization. The Artifact 

Detection Toolbox (ART)-based outlier detection (https://web.mit.edu/swg/software.htm) and 

smoothing using a Gaussian kernel of 6 mm at FWHM (23) was applied. Denoising was 

performed using the default pipeline based on linear regression of potential confounding 

effects of white matter and CSF (37), estimated subject-motion parameters (38), outlier scans 

and scrubbing, followed by applying a band-pass filter (below 0.008 Hz or above 0.09 Hz) 

(39). Afterward, the distribution of FC correlation values was directly compared to an 

associated null-hypothesis distribution that has shown a 95.5% match with null-hypothesis, 

indicating a lack of noticeable associations between quality control and FC (40). 

 

Clinical characteristics, cognitive testing and assessment of CSF biomarkers 

The clinical severity of dementia symptoms was quantified using the CDR-sum of boxes 

(CDR-sb). Cognitive performance was assessed using the Mini-mental-state examination 

(MMSE) and domain-specific cognitive composite scores for episodic memory, executive 

functioning, visual memory, language and working memory (41). A global cognitive 

composite score was calculated by averaging each domain-specific score, as reported in detail 

elsewhere (33). CSF biomarkers were assessed using established commercially available 

analysis kits: V-PLEX Aβ Peptide Panel 1 (6E10) Kit (K15200E), V-PLEX Human tTau Kit 

(K151LAE) (Meso Scale Diagnostics LLC, Rockville, MD, USA) and Innotest Phospho-

Tau(181P) (Fujirebio Germany GmbH, Hannover, Germany) (33). 

 

Assessment of static parameters of cognitive reserve  

Individual lifestyle differences defined as static CR proxies were assessed using the total 

years of formal education and a validated German version (42) of the Lifetime Experiences 
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Questionnaire (LEQ) total score, reflecting activities across the lifespan (educational, 

occupational, managerial history, social and intellectual activities) (43). The LEQ total score 

was derived as a weighted sum score of three sub-scores for different stages of life (early 

adulthood (LEQ-e, age 13 to 30 years), mid-life (LEQ-m, age 30 to 65 years) and late-life 

(LEQ-l, age 65 and older). Participants younger than 65 years were excluded from analyses 

comprising the LEQ total (n=132) or LEQ-l scores (n=118). 

 

Quantitative residual cognitive reserve marker 

In order to estimate a residual CRM for each participant, we calculated a stepwise regression 

model including the global cognitive composite score as the dependent variable and 

demographic (age and sex), genetic risk and neurodegenerative burden as predictors (8), 

adjusting for study sites. Estimates of neurodegenerative burden included binarized APOE ε4 

allele carrier status, CSF biomarker levels (Aβ42, tTau and pTau181), mean cortical thickness 

of predefined brain regions vulnerable to atrophy in AD and mean bilateral hippocampal 

volume (Fig. S1-A, adjusted R2=0.54). Sex and pTau181 level were excluded due to 

insignificant predictive value and high collinearity in the stepwise method. 

 

Independent component analysis of functional MRI 

We applied an independent component analysis (ICA) to determine the spatial extent of the 

RSNs (27) on preprocessed resting-state fMRI data using the CONN toolbox. The number of 

independent components to extract was set a priori to 20 (44). To identify RSNs from the ICA 

components, the obtained group ICA components were spatially compared to templates 

derived from Yeo 7-networks (45). Following group ICA, subject-specific independent 

component maps of the DMN, SAL, DAN and FPN were back-reconstructed using the 

GICA3 algorithm (46). Subsequently, we binarized the group component maps of the 

according networks at a threshold of z-score >2. 
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Intrinsic network functional connectivity analysis of resting-state networks 

Intrinsic connectivity measures were analyzed using node centrality at each voxel, described 

as the strength of connectivity between a given voxel (node) and each voxel in the remainder 

of the grey matter. The arithmetic details of this approach, provided in the CONN-fMRI 

Functional Connectivity Toolbox (v17, www.nitrc.org/projects/conn), are reported elsewhere 

(47). The results were defined in anatomical and network regions using Harvard-Oxford Atlas 

(48) and binarized masks from the independent component analysis respectively. 

 

Seed-to-voxel functional connectivity of memory-related seed regions 

Using the associations between FC and MEM (see below for statistical description), we 

identified regions-of-interest using binary masking based on the significant regions with 

MEM-related FC changes (separately) for each RSN. Masked regions were used as seed 

regions for every voxel in the brain. Seed-based connectivity analyses were computed using 

the Fisher-z-transformed bivariate correlation coefficients between a seed region’s blood-

oxygen-level-dependent (BOLD) time-series and each individual voxel BOLD time-series. 

 

Statistical analyses 

All statistical analyses were performed using SPSS, version 25.0 (IBM Corp., Somers, NY). 

The Bonferroni method was used to correct for multiple comparisons for analyses of 

demographical and clinical data, and a false discovery rate (FDR) (49) correction was applied 

to FC data. Kruskal-Wallis tests and Chi-square tests were used to compare baseline 

sociodemographic, clinical and genetic variables between the study groups. Analysis of 

Covariance (ANCOVA) was used to compare cortical thickness composite scores and 

hippocampal volumes, INC of each cognitive RSN, CSF biomarkers and CRM between the 

groups, adjusting for age and sex (additional adjustments were made for years of education in 
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comparisons of cognitive assessments and for imaging sites in comparisons of INC), as 

appropriate. 

 Multilinear regression models were performed to explore the association of CRM with 

static CR Proxies (i.e., years of education and LEQ-total), in the whole sample and the A+ 

group separately, adjusted for age, sex, study sites and A/T/N diagnostic subgroups. Results 

were reported with standardized beta coefficients (b) considered significant when p<0.05 

(two-tailed). 

The associations between FC and MEM were tested, adjusting for age, sex, cortical 

thickness and imaging sites. Similarly, the associations between CRM and INC in the resting-

state FC networks were tested at voxel-level using general linear models (separately) in the 

entire sample, in A+, and in A/T/N subgroups. Likewise, the associations between CRM and 

any MEM-related connectivity seeds for each resting-state network were (separately) tested 

using general linear models (separately) in the A+ and in A/T/N groups. Models were 

adjusted for age, sex, site, cortical thickness composite score and in the A+ also for A/T/N 

group. All models were adjusted for age, sex, imaging site, cortical thickness and A/T/N 

status. Results were considered significant when p<0.05 in Gaussian random field theory (50) 

for INC, indicating a significance when cluster-level FDR-corrected p<0.05 and voxel-level 

p<0.001. 

 

Results 

The characteristics of the study groups are shown in Table 1. HC were younger than A+ 

participants, while the groups did not differ in years of education or CRM. A+ individuals 

were more frequently APOE ε4 allele carriers, had lower mean hippocampal volumes and 

mean cortical thickness, lower CSF Aβ42, higher CSF tTau, and pTau181, higher global CDR 

scores and lower MMSE as well as lower global cognitive composite scores, as expected. 
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Validation of CRM with educational attainment and lifetime experiences 

CRM predicted years of education when analyzing the entire cohort (Fig. S1B, b=0.24, 

p<0.001, adjusted-R2= 0.17) and the HC (b=0.25, p<0.001, adjusted-R2= 0.13) and A+ 

subgroups separately (b=0.25, p=0.01, adjusted-R2= 0.2). Furthermore, higher CRM was 

associated with higher LEQ-total scores in the entire sample (Fig. S1-C, b=0.24, p<0.001, 

adjusted-R2= 0.14) and in the HC (b=0.23, p=0.01, adjusted-R2= 0.11) and A+ subgroups 

(b=0.26, p=0.04, adjusted-R2= 0.13). 

 

Associations of intrinsic network connectivity with MEM 

To validate the relationships between INC of RSNs and MEM, we tested the associations 

between INC of any RSNs and MEM separately. In the entire cohort, a positive association 

between INC in the DMN and MEM was revealed. Furthermore, higher MEM scores were 

associated with higher anti-correlation between DMN and SAL (Table 2 and Fig. 1-A). In 

the FPN and the SAL, however, MEM scores were negatively associated with FC in frontal 

and parietal brain regions (Table 2 and Fig. 1-B and C). 

 

Associations between CRM and intrinsic connectivity within cognitive resting-state 

networks 

Higher CRM scores were associated with higher INC within the DMN, particularly in the 

posterior cingulate cortex and the precuneus (Table 3 and Fig. 2-A). Additionally, a positive 

association between the FPN and frontal regions not defined in cognitive RSNs was revealed 

(Table 3 and Fig. 2-B) when tested in the entire cohort. In a subgroup analysis, CRM was 

associated with a higher anti-correlation between the FPN and DMN in A+T-N- and between 

the SAL and the DMN in the A+T/N+ group (Table 3, Fig. 2-B and C). We found a negative 

association of INC with CRM in the FPN and in the frontal pole within the A+T/N- group and 
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a negative association between CRM and ICN in the SAL in occipital regions in the A+T/N+ 

groups, showing no spatial overlap with the cognitive RSNs. 

 

Associations between CRM and FC of MEM-related seed regions 

A seed-to-voxel analysis revealed a negative association of FC between MEM-related regions 

within the FPN and right parietal regions belonging to the DMN and the FPN (Table 4, Fig. 

3-B) in the A+ group. Furthermore, the MEM-seed in the FPN showed higher anti-correlation 

associated with CRM in the precuneus within the DMN in the A+T/N+ group (Table 4, Fig. 

3-B). We found no associations of CRM with seed connectivity of MEM-related INC regions 

derived from the DMN, SAL or DAN. 

 

Discussion 

The present study provides further evidence on the neural underpinnings of CR estimated 

using residualized cognitive performance. In Aβ positive individuals higher CRM is 

associated with INC changes within and between cognitive RSNs, particularly the DMN, the 

FPN and the SAL. The CRM was associated with commonly used socio-behavioral CR 

proxies, including years of education, and the LEQ total score, assessing mental activity 

levels over the lifespan. Our experiment extends previous research by including the aspect of 

biomarker-defined A/T/N groups, revealing neural correlates of residual CRM, especially in 

the earlier AD stages (A+T/N- and A+T/N+). This finding supports previous findings 

suggesting that reserve has its largest impact in the transitional stage between physiological 

aging and advanced neurodegeneration (2,51). 

The observed positive associations between INC changes and memory scores are in 

line with the literature, showing similar associations in the DMN, particularly in the posterior 

cingulate cortex and precuneus (44,52). We found an increase in network connectivity in the 

DMN and FPN with higher performance in the memory domain and higher connectivity 

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 January 19, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026


between networks of the posterior DMN regions and the FPN. We also found negative 

associations between memory composite scores and between-network connectivity for SAL-

DMN and SAL-FPN and between the FPN and the anterior DMN, while no association was 

observed between memory and INC in the DAN. 

Higher INC in the DMN might contribute to CR when disruptions in the functional 

network due to AD-related neurodegenerative changes occur. Therefore, the associations 

between CRM and INC within the DMN may suggest inter-individual variability in network 

properties, pointing towards a possible neural representation of CR. Previous studies provided 

evidence on more efficient networks underpinning higher CR, particularly involving regions 

in the DMN (22,53,54) and FPN (25,55). We observed higher INC in the DMN in subjects 

with higher CR when tested in the entire cohort. Here, A/T/N groups revealed different 

associations between INC and CRM, with a higher anti-correlation between DMN and SAL 

only found in the A+T+N+ group. The INC of the FPN showed a lower FC in the medial 

frontal region, also part of the DMN (52), suggesting a possible association between CRM 

and DMN-FPN anti-correlation. In line with this conclusion, a previous study suggested a 

CR-related higher anti-correlation between DMN and left frontal cortex (i.e, Brodmann area 

6/44), a hub region of FPN (24). 

Our findings support a major role of the FPN in CR and, more precisely, in neural 

compensation. In previous work, an association between CR proxies such as education and 

functional connectivity of FPN were relatively stronger in MCI (51), with no association 

between the activity of FPN and increased compensation, as no temporary changes in FPN 

activity were observed with disease progression (25). Similarly, the results of the present 

study show differences between the entire cohort and A+ individuals, suggesting 

compensatory changes. A recent interventional study identified the effects of cognitive 

intervention, showing improved FPN activity and better maintenance of DMN activity in 

amnestic MCI after a vision-based speed of processing training (56). This pilot study provides 
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an approach to explaining the neural underpinnings of CR and demonstrates the practical 

value of the concept for developing effective intervention strategies against cognitive decline. 

Other non-invasive stimulation techniques, such as transcranial magnetic stimulation and 

focused ultrasound pulse stimulation, may have similar beneficial effects on RSNs (57,58). 

A limitation of our work is the cross-sectional study design, precluding firm 

conclusions on causality. However, due to relatively large group sizes, our results are 

sufficiently powered to support the validity of the observed associations. Future studies with 

longitudinal datasets are needed to examine causal relationships between functional network 

measures and residual CRM. We recommend a further characterization of residual CRM in 

biomarker-stratified cohorts in future studies. As the residual approach has been studied using 

different statistical approaches and/or modalities (26), it is less established compared to socio-

behavioral proxies of CR; this shortcoming should be addressed in future studies. However, 

we conducted regression analyses to investigate the associations between CRM and education 

and lifelong experiences to validate the residual approach. 

To conclude, our results advance the understanding of the neurobiological substrates 

of CR by delineating mechanisms of the neural implementation in functional RSNs. The 

detailed characterization of CRM-related network differences among individuals with AD 

pathology and controls will be relevant for the design of future clinical trials and preventive 

strategies in AD. 

  

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 January 19, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026


 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The DZNE-Longitudinal Cognitive Impairment and Dementia Study (DELCODE) study was 

funded by the German Center for Neurodegenerative Diseases (Deutsches Zentrum für 

Neurodegenerative Erkrankungen, DZNE), reference number BN012.  

 

DISCLOSURES 

Ersin Ersoezlue, Boris-Stephan Rauchmann, Maia Tatò, Julia Utecht, Carolin Kurz, Jan 

Häckert, Selim Guersel, Lena Burow, Gabriele Koller, Sophia Stöcklein, Daniel Keeser, Boris 

Papazov, Marie Totzke, Tommaso Ballarini, Frederic Brosseron, Katharina Buerger, Peter 

Dechent, Laura Dobisch, Michael Ewers, Klaus Fliessbach, Wenzel Glanz, John Dylan 

Haynes, Michael T Heneka, Daniel Janowitz, Ingo Kilimann, Luca Kleineidam, Christoph 

Laske, Franziska Maier, Matthias H Munk, Oliver Peters, osef PrillerAlfredo Ramirez, Sandra 

Röske, Nina Roy, Klaus Scheffler, Anja Schneider, Björn H Schott, Annika Spottke, Eike 

Jakob Spruth, Stefan Teipel, Chantal Unterfeld, Michael Wagner, Xiao Wang, Jens Wiltfang, 

Steffen Wolfsgruber, Renat Yakupov and Emrah Düzel report no disclosures. Frank Jessen 

received fees for consultation from Eli Lilly, Novartis, Roche, BioGene, MSD, Piramal, 

Janssen and Lundbeck. Josef Priller received fees for consultation, lectures and patents from 

Neurimmune, Axon, Desitin and Epomedics. Robert Perneczky received speaker honoraria 

and fees for consultation from Janssen, Roche, Biogen, Eli Lilly, Abbott, Schwabe and 

Grifols. 

 

 

  

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 January 19, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026


References 
 
1. Perneczky R, Drzezga A, Diehl-Schmid J, Schmid G, Wohlschläger A, Kars S, et al. 

(2006): Schooling mediates brain reserve in Alzheimer’s disease: findings of fluoro-
deoxy-glucose-positron emission tomography. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 77: 1060–
1063. 

2. Guo L-H, Alexopoulos P, Wagenpfeil S, Kurz A, Perneczky R, Alzheimer’s Disease 
Neuroimaging Initiative (2013): Brain size and the compensation of Alzheimer’s disease 
symptoms: a longitudinal cohort study. Alzheimers Dement 9: 580–586. 

3. Stern Y, Arenaza-Urquijo EM, Bartrés-Faz D, Belleville S, Cantilon M, Chetelat G, et al. 
(2020): Whitepaper: Defining and investigating cognitive reserve, brain reserve, and 
brain maintenance. Alzheimers Dement 16: 1305–1311. 

4. Perneczky R, Kempermann G, Korczyn AD, Matthews FE, Ikram MA, Scarmeas N, et al. 
(2019): Translational research on reserve against neurodegenerative disease: consensus 
report of the International Conference on Cognitive Reserve in the Dementias and the 
Alzheimer’s Association Reserve, Resilience and Protective Factors Professional Interest 
Area working groups. BMC Med 17: 47. 

5. Perneczky R, Häussermann P, Drzezga A, Boecker H, Granert O, Feurer R, et al. (2009): 
Fluoro-deoxy-glucose positron emission tomography correlates of impaired activities of 
daily living in dementia with Lewy bodies: implications for cognitive reserve. Am J 
Geriatr Psychiatry 17: 188–195. 

6. Spreng RN, Drzezga A, Diehl-Schmid J, Kurz A, Levine B, Perneczky R (2011): 
Relationship between occupation attributes and brain metabolism in frontotemporal 
dementia. Neuropsychologia 49: 3699–3703. 

7. Chapko D, McCormack R, Black C, Staff R, Murray A (2018): Life-course determinants of 
cognitive reserve (CR) in cognitive aging and dementia - a systematic literature review. 
Aging Ment Health 22: 915–926. 

8. Lee DH, Lee P, Seo SW, Roh JH, Oh M, Oh JS, et al. (2019): Neural substrates of 
cognitive reserve in Alzheimer’s disease spectrum and normal aging. Neuroimage 186: 
690–702. 

9. Marques P, Moreira P, Magalhães R, Costa P, Santos N, Zihl J, et al. (2016): The 
functional connectome of cognitive reserve. Hum Brain Mapp 37: 3310–3322. 

10. Beyer L, Schnabel J, Kazmierczak P, Ewers M, Schönecker S, Prix C, et al. (2019): 
Neuronal injury biomarkers for assessment of the individual cognitive reserve in 
clinically suspected Alzheimer’s disease. NeuroImage Clin 24: 101949. 

11. Reed BR, Mungas D, Farias ST, Harvey D, Beckett L, Widaman K, et al. (2010): 
Measuring cognitive reserve based on the decomposition of episodic memory variance. 
Brain 133: 2196–2209. 

12. van Loenhoud AC, van der Flier WM, Wink AM, Dicks E, Groot C, Twisk J, et al. 
(2019): Cognitive reserve and clinical progression in Alzheimer disease: A paradoxical 
relationship. Neurology 93: e334–e346. 

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 January 19, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026


13. Brier MR, Thomas JB, Snyder AZ, Benzinger TL, Zhang D, Raichle ME, et al. (2012): 
Loss of intranetwork and internetwork resting state functional connections with 
Alzheimer’s disease progression. J Neurosci 32: 8890–8899. 

14. Greicius MD, Srivastava G, Reiss AL, Menon V (2004): Default-mode network activity 
distinguishes Alzheimer’s disease from healthy aging: evidence from functional MRI. 
Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 101: 4637–4642. 

15. Smallwood J, Bernhardt BC, Leech R, Bzdok D, Jefferies E, Margulies DS (2021): The 
default mode network in cognition: a topographical perspective. Nat Rev Neurosci 22: 
503–513. 

16. Chhatwal JP, Schultz AP, Johnson KA, Hedden T, Jaimes S, Benzinger TLS, et al. 
(2018): Preferential degradation of cognitive networks differentiates Alzheimer’s disease 
from ageing. Brain 141: 1486–1500. 

17. He X, Qin W, Liu Y, Zhang X, Duan Y, Song J, et al. (2014): Abnormal salience network 
in normal aging and in amnestic mild cognitive impairment and Alzheimer’s disease. 
Hum Brain Mapp 35: 3446–3464. 

18. Weiler M, de Campos BM, Teixeira CV de L, Casseb RF, Carletti-Cassani AFMK, 
Vicentini JE, et al. (2017): Intranetwork and internetwork connectivity in patients with 
Alzheimer disease and the association with cerebrospinal fluid biomarker levels. J 
Psychiatry Neurosci 42: 366–377. 

19. Li R, Wu X, Fleisher AS, Reiman EM, Chen K, Yao L (2012): Attention-related networks 
in Alzheimer’s disease: a resting functional MRI study. Hum Brain Mapp 33: 1076–
1088. 

20. Mutlu J, Landeau B, Gaubert M, de La Sayette V, Desgranges B, Chételat G (2017): 
Distinct influence of specific versus global connectivity on the different Alzheimer’s 
disease biomarkers. Brain 140: 3317–3328. 

21. Zhou J, Greicius MD, Gennatas ED, Growdon ME, Jang JY, Rabinovici GD, et al. 
(2010): Divergent network connectivity changes in behavioural variant frontotemporal 
dementia and Alzheimer’s disease. Brain 133: 1352–1367. 

22. Bozzali M, Dowling C, Serra L, Spanò B, Torso M, Marra C, et al. (2015): The impact of 
cognitive reserve on brain functional connectivity in Alzheimer’s disease. J Alzheimers 
Dis 44: 243–250. 

23. Bastin C, Yakushev I, Bahri MA, Fellgiebel A, Eustache F, Landeau B, et al. (2012): 
Cognitive reserve impacts on inter-individual variability in resting-state cerebral 
metabolism in normal aging. Neuroimage 63: 713–722. 

24. Franzmeier N, Göttler J, Grimmer T, Drzezga A, Áraque-Caballero MA, Simon-Vermot 
L, et al. (2017): Resting-State Connectivity of the Left Frontal Cortex to the Default 
Mode and Dorsal Attention Network Supports Reserve in Mild Cognitive Impairment. 
Front Aging Neurosci 9: 264. 

25. Franzmeier N, Düzel E, Jessen F, Buerger K, Levin J, Duering M, et al. (2018): Left 
frontal hub connectivity delays cognitive impairment in autosomal-dominant and 
sporadic Alzheimer’s disease. Brain 141: 1186–1200. 

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 January 19, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026


26. Neitzel J, Franzmeier N, Rubinski A, Ewers M, Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging 
Initiative (ADNI) (2019): Left frontal connectivity attenuates the adverse effect of 
entorhinal tau pathology on memory. Neurology 93: e347–e357. 

27. Calhoun VD, Eichele T, Adalı T, Allen EA (2012): Decomposing the brain: components 
and modes, networks and nodes. Trends Cogn Sci 16: 255–256. 

28. Jack CR Jr, Bennett DA, Blennow K, Carrillo MC, Dunn B, Haeberlein SB, et al. (2018): 
NIA-AA Research Framework: Toward a biological definition of Alzheimer’s disease. 
Alzheimers Dement 14: 535–562. 

29. Palmqvist S, Schöll M, Strandberg O, Mattsson N, Stomrud E, Zetterberg H, et al. (2017): 
Earliest accumulation of β-amyloid occurs within the default-mode network and 
concurrently affects brain connectivity. Nat Commun 8: 1214. 

30. Scarmeas N, Albert SM, Manly JJ, Stern Y (2006): Education and rates of cognitive 
decline in incident Alzheimer’s disease. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 77: 308–316. 

31. Stern Y (2012): Cognitive reserve in ageing and Alzheimer’s disease. Lancet Neurol 11: 
1006–1012. 

32. Bocancea DI, van Loenhoud AC, Groot C, Barkhof F, van der Flier WM, Ossenkoppele R 
(2021, September 7): Measuring Resilience and Resistance in Aging and Alzheimer 
Disease Using Residual Methods: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. Neurology, 
vol. 97. pp 474–488. 

33. Jessen F, Spottke A, Boecker H, Brosseron F, Buerger K, Catak C, et al. (2018): Design 
and first baseline data of the DZNE multicenter observational study on predementia 
Alzheimer’s disease (DELCODE). Alzheimers Res Ther 10: 15. 

34. Jack CR Jr, Bennett DA, Blennow K, Carrillo MC, Feldman HH, Frisoni GB, et al. 
(2016): A/T/N: An unbiased descriptive classification scheme for Alzheimer disease 
biomarkers. Neurology 87: 539–547. 

35. Fischl B, Salat DH, Busa E, Albert M, Dieterich M, Haselgrove C, et al. (2002): Whole 
brain segmentation: automated labeling of neuroanatomical structures in the human 
brain. Neuron 33: 341–355. 

36. Pettigrew C, Soldan A (2019): Defining Cognitive Reserve and Implications for Cognitive 
Aging. Curr Neurol Neurosci Rep 19: 1. 

37. Behzadi Y, Restom K, Liau J, Liu TT (2007): A component based noise correction 
method (CompCor) for BOLD and perfusion based fMRI. Neuroimage 37: 90–101. 

38. Friston KJ, Williams S, Howard R, Frackowiak RS, Turner R (1996): Movement-related 
effects in fMRI time-series. Magn Reson Med 35: 346–355. 

39. Chai XJ, Castañón AN, Öngür D, Whitfield-Gabrieli S (2012): Anticorrelations in resting 
state networks without global signal regression. Neuroimage 59: 1420–1428. 

40. Ciric R, Wolf DH, Power JD, Roalf DR, Baum GL, Ruparel K, et al. (2017): 
Benchmarking of participant-level confound regression strategies for the control of 
motion artifact in studies of functional connectivity. Neuroimage 154: 174–187. 

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 January 19, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026


41. Wolfsgruber S, Kleineidam L, Guski J, Polcher A, Frommann I, Roeske S, et al. (2020): 
Minor neuropsychological deficits in patients with subjective cognitive decline. 
Neurology 95: e1134–e1143. 

42. Roeske S, Wolfsgruber S, Kleineidam L, Zulka L, Buerger K, Ewers M, et al. (2018): 
P3�591: A German version of the lifetime of experiences questionnaire (leq) to measure 
cognitive reserve: Validation results from the delcode study. Alzheimers Dement 14: 
P1352–P1353. 

43. Valenzuela MJ, Sachdev P (2007): Assessment of complex mental activity across the 
lifespan: development of the Lifetime of Experiences Questionnaire (LEQ). Psychol Med 
37: 1015–1025. 

44. Amaefule CO, Dyrba M, Wolfsgruber S, Polcher A (2021): Association between 
composite scores of domain-specific cognitive functions and regional patterns of atrophy 
and functional connectivity in the Alzheimer’s …. NeuroImage: Clinical. Retrieved from 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2213158220303703 

45. Yeo BTT, Thomas Yeo BT, Krienen FM, Sepulcre J, Sabuncu MR, Lashkari D, et al. 
(2011): The organization of the human cerebral cortex estimated by intrinsic functional 
connectivity. Journal of Neurophysiology, vol. 106. pp 1125–1165. 

46. Erhardt EB, Rachakonda S, Bedrick EJ, Allen EA, Adali T, Calhoun VD (2011): 
Comparison of multi-subject ICA methods for analysis of fMRI data. Hum Brain Mapp 
32: 2075–2095. 

47. Martuzzi R, Ramani R, Qiu M, Shen X, Papademetris X, Constable RT (2011): A whole-
brain voxel based measure of intrinsic connectivity contrast reveals local changes in 
tissue connectivity with anesthetic without a priori assumptions on thresholds or regions 
of interest. Neuroimage 58: 1044–1050. 

48. Makris N, Goldstein JM, Kennedy D, Hodge SM, Caviness VS, Faraone SV, et al. (2006): 
Decreased volume of left and total anterior insular lobule in schizophrenia. Schizophr 
Res 83: 155–171. 

49. Benjamini Y, Hochberg Y (1995): Controlling the false discovery rate: A practical and 
powerful approach to multiple testing. J R Stat Soc 57: 289–300. 

50. Worsley KJ (1996): The geometry of random images. Chance (N Y) 9: 27–40. 

51. Franzmeier N, Duering M, Weiner M, Dichgans M, Ewers M, Alzheimer’s Disease 
Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI) (2017): Left frontal cortex connectivity underlies 
cognitive reserve in prodromal Alzheimer disease. Neurology 88: 1054–1061. 

52. Dennis EL, Thompson PM (2014): Functional brain connectivity using fMRI in aging and 
Alzheimer’s disease. Neuropsychol Rev 24: 49–62. 

53. Arenaza-Urquijo EM, Landeau B, La Joie R, Mevel K, Mézenge F, Perrotin A, et al. 
(2013): Relationships between years of education and gray matter volume, metabolism 
and functional connectivity in healthy elders. Neuroimage 83: 450–457. 

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 January 19, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026


54. Weiler M, Casseb RF, de Campos BM, de Ligo Teixeira CV, Carletti-Cassani AFMK, 
Vicentini JE, et al. (2018): Cognitive Reserve Relates to Functional Network Efficiency 
in Alzheimer’s Disease. Front Aging Neurosci 10: 255. 

55. Serra L, Mancini M, Cercignani M, Di Domenico C, Spanò B, Giulietti G, et al. (2017): 
Network-based substrate of cognitive reserve in Alzheimer’s disease. J Alzheimers Dis 
55: 421–430. 

56. Lin F, Heffner KL, Ren P, Tivarus ME, Brasch J, Chen D-G, et al. (2016): Cognitive and 
neural effects of vision-based speed-of-processing training in older adults with amnestic 
mild cognitive impairment: A pilot study. J Am Geriatr Soc 64: 1293–1298. 

57. Fox MD, Buckner RL, Liu H, Chakravarty MM, Lozano AM, Pascual-Leone A (2014): 
Resting-state networks link invasive and noninvasive brain stimulation across diverse 
psychiatric and neurological diseases. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 111: E4367-75. 

58. Beisteiner R, Matt E, Fan C, Baldysiak H, Schönfeld M, Philippi Novak T, et al. (2020): 
Transcranial pulse stimulation with ultrasound in Alzheimer’s disease—A new navigated 
focal brain therapy. Adv Sci 7: 1902583. 

 

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 January 19, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.17.22269026


Table 1. Demographic and clinical characteristics of the study cohort 
 
Abbreviations: HC, healthy controls; A+, Amyloid-β positive; Aβ42, Amyloid-beta 42; tTau, total tau; pTau, phosphorylated tau 181; CRM, 
cognitive reserve marker; MEM, memory cognitive composite score; MMSE, mini-mental state examination; LEQ, lifetime experiences 
questionnaire; SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error. *Total score of LEQ was available in n=186 (n=63 in HC, n=123 in A+) participants. 

    A+  
 HC (N=112) A+ (N=206) P (HC vs 

A+) 
A+T-N- 
(N=106) 

A+T/N+ (N=28) A+T+N+ (N=72) P 
(overall) 

Age (SD)a 69 (6) 72 (6) <0.001 70 (6) h 71 (6) 74 (6) e, f <0.001 
Sex (female, N/%) b 52 (46.4) 101 (49) 0.66 49 (46) 14 (50) 38 (53) 0.81 
Years of formal education (SD) a  15 (3) 14 (3) .16 14 (3) 14 (3) 14 (3) 0.22 
APOE �4-allele (carrier, N/%) b 18 (16.1) 113 (54.9) <0.001 44 (42) e, h 17 (61) e 52 (72) e, f <0.001 
Mean hippocampal volume (mm3, 
SD) c 

3149 (30) 2820 (32) <0.001 2944 (42) e, 

h 
2807 (87) e 2584 (49) e, f <0.001 

Mean cortical thickness (cm, SD) c 2.71 (0.1) 2.6 (0.01) <0.001 2.64 (0.1) e, 

h 
2.62 (0.3) e 2.53 (0.02) e, f <0.001 

CSF biomarkers        
  Aβ42 (pg/ml, SE) c 898 (18) 428 (13) <0.001 450 (12) e 419 (23) e 415 (14) e <0.001 
  tTau (pg/ml, SE) c 299 (8) 524 (22) <0.001 302 (11) g, h 584 (20) e, f 904 (33) e, f <0.001 
  pTau (pg/ml, SE) c 43 (0.7) 68 (3) <0.001 42 (1) g, h 68 (2) e, f 113 (5) e, f <0.001 
Global cognitive composite (Z-
score, SE) d 

0.4 (0.04) -0.44 (0.06) <0.001 -0.19 (0.09) 

e, h 
-0.19 (0.17) e, h -0.97 (0.1) e, f, g <0.001 

MEM (Z-score, SE) d 0.51 (0.04) -0.56 (0.07) <0.001 -0.12 (0.09) 

e, h 
-0.34 (0.19) e, h -1.29 (0.11) e, f, g <0.001 

MMSE (SE) d 29 (0.1) 27 (0.2) <0.001 28 (0.2) h 28 (0.5) h 26 (0.4) e, f, g <0.001 
CRM (Residuals, SE) c -0.007 (0.05) 0.004 (0.67) 0.83 -0.04 (0.06) 0.25 (0.14) -0.03 (0.08) 0.15 
LEQ-total a* (SD) 120 (25) 115 (27) 0.38 115 (25) 115 (28) 114 (28) 0.74 
 
aKruskal-Wallis-test, bChi-Square-test, cAnalysis of Covariance tests were conducted, adjusting for age, sex and sites. Means and frequencies are 
shown, dAnalysis of Covariance tests were conducted, adjusting for age, sex, years of education and site, eBonferroni-p<0.05 versus HC, 
fBonferroni-p<0.05 versus A+T-N-, gBonferroni-p<0.05 versus A+T/N+, hBonferroni-p<0.05 versus A+T+N+.
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Table S1 Associations between memory cognitive composite score and intrinsic network 
connectivity. Results are significant when corrected with gaussian random field theory and 
with a cluster-level FDR-corrected-p < 0.05. Models were adjusted for age, sex, site and 
cortical thickness composite score. Anatomic descriptions were made according to the atlas 
regions in Harvard-Oxford Atlas. 
Abbreviations: RSN, resting-state network; DMN, default mode network; FPN, frontoparietal 
network; SAL, salience network, DAN, dorsal attention network; FDR, false-discovery rate; 
tri-IFG, Inferior Frontal Gyrus, pars triangularis; PC, Cingulate Gyrus, posterior division; 
SFG, superior frontal gyrus: PostCG, postcentral gyrus; l, left; r, right. 
 
RSN Cluster (x,y,z) Cluster size 

(voxels) 
p-FDR Main atlas region 

(voxel size) 
Overlapping network ROI 
(x,y,z) 

DMN -04 -74 +40 483 <0.001 Precuneous (453) 

DMN, n=7675 (0,-51,34) 
SAL, n=3433 (-44,12,20) 

 -52 +28 +14 257 0.002 l tri-IFG (176) 

 +58 +34 +04 212 0.006 r tri-IFG (153) 

 -04 -26 +32 180 0.01 PC (153) 

 -04 -42 +46 122 0.03 Precuneous (98) 

FPN -04 +52 +36 127 0.042 l SFG (60) - 

    Precuneous (56)  

SAL -04 -46 +56 165 0.046 r PostCG - 

DAN n.s.     
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Table 3 Associations between CRM and intrinsic connectivity of resting-state networks using the general linear models in the entire cohort and in 
the A/T/N groups. Models were adjusted for age, sex, site, cortical thickness composite score and -in the entire cohort- also for A/T/N group. 
Results are significant when corrected with gaussian random field theory and with a cluster-level FDR-corrected-p < 0.05. *Network regions from 
the independent component analysis. **Atlas regions in Harvard-Oxford Atlas. 
Abbreviations: CRM, cognitive reserve marker; DMN, default mode network; FPN, frontoparietal network; SAL, salience network; ROI, region of 
interest; FDR, false discovery rate; p-FDR, FDR-corrected p-value; SFG, Superior Frontal Gyrus; FP, Frontal Pole; PC, Cingulate Gyrus, posterior 
division; ICC, Intracalcarine Cortex; l, left; r, right. 
 
 RSN Cluster (x,y,z) Cluster size (voxels) p-FDR Overlapping network ROI (x,y,z)* Main atlas region (voxel size)** 

Entire cohort DMN -04 -26 +32 170 0.02 DMN, size=7675 voxels (0,-51,34) PC (103) 
      Precuneus (38) 
 FPN -04 +56 +32 217 0.003 - l SFG (100) 
      l FP (51) 
 SAL n.s.     
 DAN n.s.     
A+T-N- DMN n.s.     
 FPN -10 +56 +14 293 <0.001 - l FP (112) 
 SAL n.s.     
 DAN n.s.     
A+T/N+ DMN n.s.     
 FPN n.s.     
 SAL +10 -84 +04 115 0.02 - r ICC (81) 
 DAN n.s.     
A+T+N+ FPN n.s.     
 DMN n.s.     
 SAL +04 -50 +28 120 0.04 DMN, size=7675 voxels (0,-51,34) PC (60) 
      Precuneus (48) 
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Table 4 Associations between CRM and memory domain score related connectivity seed for 
each resting-state network using general linear models in the A+ and in A/T/N groups. 
Models were adjusted for age, sex, site, cortical thickness composite score and -in the A+- 
also for A/T/N group. Results are significant when corrected with gaussian random field 
theory and with a cluster-level FDR-corrected-p < 0.05. *Network regions from the 
independent component analysis. **Atlas regions in Harvard-Oxford Atlas. 
Abbreviations: CRM, cognitive reserve marker; A+, Amyloid-β positive; DMN, default mode 
network; FPN, frontoparietal network; SAL, salience network; ROI, region of interest; FDR, 
false discovery rate; p-FDR, FDR-corrected p-value; 
 
 RSN with 

MEM-
related seed 
connectivity 

Cluster 
(x,y,z) 

Cluster size 
(voxels) 

p-FDR Overlapping network ROI 
(x,y,z)* 

Main atlas 
region 
(voxel 
size)** 

A+ DMN n.s.     
 FPN +52 -46 +50 779 <0.001 FPN, n=2321 voxels (44,-53,46) r AG (525) 
     DMN, n=1140 voxels (49,-

58,30) 
r sLOC 
(132) 

      r pSMG (94) 
 SAL n.s.     
 DAN n.s.     
A+T-N- DMN n.s.     
 FPN n.s.     
 SAL n.s.     
 DAN n.s.     
A+T/N+ DMN n.s.     
 FPN 0 -42 +32 120 0.01 DMN, n=7675 voxels (0,-51,34) PC (111) 
 SAL n.s.     
 DAN n.s.     
A+T+N+ DMN n.s.     
 FPN n.s.     
 SAL n.s.     
 DAN n.s.     
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Figure Legends 
 
Figure 1. Associations between memory cognitive composite score and intrinsic network 
connectivity. Results are significant when corrected with gaussian random field theory and 
with a cluster-level FDR-corrected-p < 0.05. Models were adjusted for age, sex, site and 
cortical thickness composite score. Anatomic descriptions were made according to the atlas 
regions in Harvard-Oxford Atlas. The color bar represents T-values. Detailed statistical results 
are shown in Table 2. 
Abbreviations: DMN, default mode network; FPN, frontoparietal network; SAL, salience 
network; DAN, dorsal attention network; FDR, false-discovery rate; n.s., not significant. 
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Figure 2. Associations between CRM and intrinsic connectivity of cognitive resting-state 
networks in the entire cohort and A/T/N subgroups. Models were adjusted for age, sex, site, 
cortical thickness composite score and in the entire cohort also for A/T/N group. The color 
bars represent T-values. Results are significant when corrected with gaussian random field 
theory and with a cluster-level FDR-corrected-p < 0.05. Regions that are identified in RSNs 
are defined by using the threshold of >2 z-score following the independent component 
analysis. The results are presented with anatomical descriptions and with exact p-FDR values 
in Table 3. 
Abbreviations: CRM, cognitive reserve marker; A+, Alzheimer’s disease; DMN, default 
mode network; FPN, frontoparietal network; SAL, salience network; DAN, dorsal attention 
network; FDR, false discovery rate; p-FDR, FDR-corrected p-value; n.s., not significant; L, 
left. 
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Figure 3. Associations between CRM and functional connectivity of seeds of MEM-related 
regions in each cognitive resting-state network in the entire cohort and A/T/N subgroups. 
Models were adjusted for age, sex, site, cortical thickness composite score and in the entire 
cohort also for A/T/N group. The analyses were conducted separately for each network. The 
color bar represents T-values. Results are significant when corrected with gaussian random 
field theory and with a cluster-level FDR-corrected-p < 0.05. The results are presented with 
anatomical descriptions and with exact p-FDR values in Table 4. 
Abbreviations: CRM, cognitive reserve marker; A+, Amyloid-β positive; DMN, default mode 
network; FPN, frontoparietal network; SAL, salience network; DAN, dorsal attention 
network; RSN, resting-state network; n.s., not significant. 
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