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Abstract 27 

Introduction: Major depressive disorder (MDD) remains challenging to treat, with many patients failing 28 

to respond adequately to existing therapies. Patients with MDD have heterogeneous subsets of symptoms 29 

with differing underlying neural aberrations. Treatment response may improve if treatments become more 30 

individualised. We recently showed preliminary evidence that normalisation of a neural network and a 31 

corresponding reduction in related symptoms can be achieved using a Brain Machine Interface (BMI) 32 

called real-time fMRI functional connectivity neurofeedback (FCNef). However, the robustness of this 33 

effect, and the best FCNef parameters for optimising therapeutic outcomes remained unknown. Methods: 34 

We ran additional participants, with a final dataset of N = 68, in our FCNef protocol. Functional 35 

connectivity between the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC) and posterior cingulate cortex/precuneus 36 

(PCC) was targeted with the goal of reducing brooding rumination symptoms. Core FCNef parameters 37 

(experimental schedule and reward) were manipulated between participants. Results: We replicated 38 

findings that normalisation of DLPFC-PCC connectivity with FCNef correlates significantly with 39 

reductions in brooding rumination, but not with changes in anxiety, which is associated with different 40 

neural circuits. The difference between these correlations was significant, highlighting the precision of 41 

this effect. Finally, we found that successful DLPFC-PCC normalisation and corresponding changes in 42 

brooding rumination depended on specific FCNef parameters. The most effective protocol involved 43 

consecutive training days with greater external reward. Conclusions: These results highlight the potential 44 

of FCNef for precision medicine in psychiatry and underscore the importance of optimising parameters to 45 

enhance feasibility of BMI-based clinical interventions. 46 
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1. Introduction 54 

The World Health Organization estimates that major depressive disorders will become the top 55 

cause of global disease burden by 2030 [1]. Of patients who do receive treatment, an estimated 30-50% 56 

do not respond fully [2,3]. Patients with the same clinical diagnosis can have heterogeneous subsets of 57 

symptoms that relate to different underlying neural mechanisms [4]. Nonetheless, they usually receive 58 

relatively homogenous treatment. For example, all or most clinical practice guidelines recommend 59 

selective serotonin reuptake inhibitors as first-line treatment for depression [5]. To improve response 60 

rates, individual differences clearly need to be considered. Future treatment may become more 61 

individualised using Brain-Machine Interfaces (BMIs) to identify and target underlying patient neural 62 

aberrations. However, medical regulatory approval presents serious challenges to this [6]. To date, only a 63 

handful of BMIs have received approval from local medical regulatory agencies for human trials [7–9], 64 

and even fewer have received full market authorisation [10,11]. A key step toward approval of a given 65 

BMI technique by regulatory agencies is demonstrating the optimality of chosen parameters. Here, we 66 

extend previous results to better examine the robustness of a promising form of BMI called Functional-67 

Connectivity Neurofeedback (FCNef) [12], and to systematically investigate a specific set of its 68 

parameters. 69 

FCNef is a functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) neurofeedback technique in which 70 

participants receive real-time feedback about the current state of functional connectivity between targeted 71 

brain regions (measured as the correlation between time-courses of BOLD activity from these regions). 72 

This feedback is used to train participants to make a targeted functional connection more positive or 73 

negative, a result that has been demonstrated in multiple studies [12–19]. Showing promise for precision 74 

medicine, recent FCNef studies have reported precise correspondence between normalisation of 75 

functional connections and reductions in specifically related symptoms [12,17,18,20]. Consistent with 76 

these results, we previously found that normalisation of functional connectivity between the dorsolateral 77 

prefrontal cortex (DLPFC) and the precuneus/posterior cingulate cortex (PCC) that occurred with FCNef 78 

was related to reductions in brooding rumination, but not anxiety symptoms. Importantly, these effects 79 

persisted at least 1-2 months after FCNef [12]. Nonetheless these results were reported from only a small 80 

sample. We have since continued to collect data and here we examine the robustness of these effects by 81 

testing for their replication in the newly collected data. Furthermore, because combining the new and old 82 

data provides sufficient statistical power to properly compare correlation coefficients, for the first time, 83 

we are able to directly examine the specificity of this effect. 84 
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Given its potential use as a medical tool, FCNef should maximise health outcomes while 85 

minimising patient burden. Here, we operationalised FCNef success as the normalisation of DLPFC/PCC 86 

functional connectivity and a related reduction in brooding (but not anxiety) symptoms. We sought to find 87 

parameters that would best enhance this, while also keeping participant fatigue to a minimum (because 88 

preliminary testing in a clinical sample caused fatigue-related drop-out of one out of six patients [21]). To 89 

accomplish our objective, we focused on the following parameters: (1) Reward schedule: During real-90 

time neurofeedback tasks, feedback has conventionally been provided simply as scores that reflect how 91 

similar the induced brain activity is to the target brain activity [22–24]. However, recent evidence 92 

suggests that target neural activity may be better reinforced during neurofeedback when external reward, 93 

such as money, is also used [25]. Here, we manipulated how bonus money was assigned to feedback 94 

scores so that different groups of participants could earn less/more overall external reward. (2) 95 

Experimental schedule. Most FCNef studies [15], including our own [12,19], have required participants to 96 

come in for multiple consecutive days of experimentation. This can be exhausting and requires motivation 97 

and organisation skills that can be diminished in psychiatric disorders [26]. Therefore, we tested whether 98 

a more flexible schedule, over non-consecutive days, could yield similar results to the consecutive 99 

training schedule.  100 

Overall, we ran 68 participants in our FCNef for depression paradigm while manipulating reward 101 

schedule (low/high) and experimental schedule (consecutive/non-consecutive training days). Our goals 102 

were twofold: (1) using a larger sample size to examine the robustness of our previously reported results 103 

and more precisely examine the specificity of the FCNef effect, and (2) to fine-tune underlying 104 

parameters. 105 

2. Methods 106 

2.1. Participants 107 

Participants were screened twice using the Beck Depression Inventory-II (BDI) questionnaire 108 

[27] (see Supplementary Methods for more detail). Only those with an average score ≥ 8, who indicated 109 

no intention of committing suicide, who spoke Japanese, who held no current clinical diagnosis, and who 110 

were not currently receiving treatment for a psychiatric illness were invited to participate. Overall, 69 111 

people passed the screening and participated in the main experiment. However, experimental data of one 112 

participant was subsequently excluded from data analysis because it was revealed, subsequent to 113 

experimentation, that that subject held a current clinical diagnosis. Of the 68 participants whose data were 114 
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used for analyses, the average BDI score over the two screening measurements was 14.33, with a standard 115 

deviation (STD) of 5.26. This puts them generally in the category of “mild depression” [27]. For this 116 

reason and because these participants lacked current clinical diagnoses, we considered them “subclinical”. 117 

2.2. Experimental Conditions 118 

We wished to examine the overall success of our paradigm and to determine whether it is 119 

influenced by reward and experimental schedules. However, due to financial and time constraints (it takes 120 

10 days of experimentation to screen and run just one participant in this paradigm), we could only run 121 

participants in three experimental groups: those with consecutive days of experimentation and a high-122 

reward schedule (hereafter, “Consec/High-Rew”), those with consecutive days of experimentation and a 123 

low-reward schedule (hereafter, “Consec/Low-Rew”), and those with non-consecutive days of 124 

experimentation and a low-reward schedule (hereafter, “Non-Consec/Low-Rew”) (see Table 1 for sample 125 

size details). Participants in the three groups did not differ significantly in baseline levels of our main 126 

measures of interest: (1) DLPFC-PCC resting-state functional-connectivity (rs-FC), (2) BDI scores, and 127 

(3) brooding scores (measured on a subscale of the Rumination Response Scale [28,29]) (see 128 

Supplementary Table 7). However, we found that baseline anxiety levels (measured with the trait anxiety 129 

subscale of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory [30]) differed significantly between the Consec/Low-Rew 130 

and Non-Consec/Low-Rew groups (see Supplementary Table 7). This is unlikely to have had a large 131 

impact on results because: (a) the rs-FC we targeted is not thought to relate to anxiety, and (b) results 132 

showed that differences in FCNef success were not greatest between these two groups (as can be seen 133 

further down). 134 

Participant group assignments were determined by concurrent availability of participants, 135 

experimenters, and MR machine facilities. This allocation method reflects real-world constraints in 136 

neuroimaging research, though we acknowledge it could have introduced potential self-selection effects. 137 

To address possible allocation bias, we conducted analyses to compare baseline demographic 138 

measurements between groups (age, sex): No meaningful differences were found (see Supplementary 139 

Results). It should be noted that data of 19 participants (9/21 from the Consec/High-Rew group and 10/23 140 

from the Consec/Low-Rew group) have been reported elsewhere [12]. Further details about recruitment, 141 

participant demographics, and payment can be found in the Supplementary Methods. 142 

 143 
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 144 

Table 1. Sample sizes for three groups of participants. 145 

This table shows the sample sizes for: (1) participants run in consecutive days of FCNef with the high-reward 146 
schedule (the “Consec/High-Rew group”), (2) those run in consecutive days of FCNef with the low-reward schedule 147 
(the “Consec/Low-Rew group”), and (3) those run over non-consecutive days of FCNef with the low-reward 148 
schedule (the “Non-Consec/Low-Rew group”). No participants were run over non-consecutive days of FCNef with 149 
the high-reward schedule (no “Non-Consec/High-Rew” group). Sample sizes are shown for the main experiment 150 
and for one- and two-month follow-up tests. There were fewer participants for the follow-up tests for the 151 
Consec/High-Rew group because the long-term tests were not included in the earliest stages of this experiment, so 152 
only 12 participants from this group were invited back. 153 

 154 

2.3. Experimental procedure, materials, and imaging data acquisition 155 

An outline of the experimental procedure is shown in Figure 1 alongside details of the FCNef 156 

task. These were largely the same as in our previous report [12], except for specific experimental 157 

conditions of interest. These experimental conditions are described in the sub-section below entitled 158 

“Differences in experimental conditions.” The protocol and imaging data acquisition details are identical 159 

to those in our previous report [12] and are summarised in the Supplementary Methods. 160 

 Details of the symptom questionnaires can be found in the Supplementary Methods, but overall 161 

general depressive symptoms were measured with the BDI [27]. Brooding rumination symptoms were 162 

measured with a subscale of the Rumination Response Scale (RRS) [28,29], and trait anxiety symptoms 163 

were measured with the trait anxiety subscale of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI-Y2) [30]. As 164 

can be seen in Figure 1, because there would be limited clinical meaning, these symptom questionnaire 165 

scores were not measured on all days of the main experiment. Instead, they were only measured on the 166 

first day (Day 0) and last day (Day 4) of the main experiment and during one- and two-month follow-up 167 

tests.  168 

 169 

Group

Consec/High-Rew 21 11 9
Consec/Low-Rew 23 20 17
Non/Low-Rew 24 22 20
Total 68 53 46

1-Month Follow-
up Sample Size

2-Month Follow-
up Sample Size

Main Experiment 
Sample Size
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Figure 1. Experimental procedure and example FCNef trial. 171 

a. The order of events on each day of experimentation. Questionnaires = the Beck Depression Inventory-II [27], 172 
the Rumination Response Scale [28], and the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory [30]. Anatomical = T1-weighted 173 
structural MRI. N-back = a well-known executive control task [54], used here as a functional localiser[12]. b. An 174 
example FCNef trial. During the rest period, participants were to simply relax. During the induction period, they 175 
were asked to “somehow” manipulate their brain activity to get the best possible feedback. Participants were told 176 
that different strategies of brain activity manipulation might work for different people. Unbeknown to participants 177 
(nothing changed on screen), there was a 2s calculation period at the end of the induction period. During FCNef, 178 
DLPFC-PCC connectivity (from the induction period) was calculated during the calculation period and this 179 
determined the feedback presented during the feedback period. During SHAM, however, feedback was just random. 180 
Feedback was presented on screen as a green circle and participants had been clearly instructed that the larger this 181 
was, the more monetary reward they would receive on that trial. During FCNef, they were instructed to try to make 182 
the green circle bigger than the red circle that was also presented on screen. The circumference of this red circle 183 
represented the participant's baseline DLPFC-PCC connectivity (the average from SHAM). During SHAM, there 184 
was no red circle and participants were simply instructed to try to make the green circle as big as possible. Modified 185 
with permission from Taylor et al. (2022)[12]. 186 

 187 

2.4. Differences in experimental conditions 188 

The following parameters were manipulated, such that some participants were run under 189 

conditions different from those reported in our previous papers [12,19]. 190 

2.4.1. Reward schedule: 191 

All participants received a baseline reward bonus of ¥500 on each day of the SHAM and FCNef 192 

sessions. This is the maximum reward they could receive in the SHAM task, but they could get an 193 

additional reward bonus in the FCNef task depending on their average FCNef scores from that day. 194 

Importantly, two calculation methods were used to determine this additional reward bonus. Participants in 195 

the low-reward schedule conditions could achieve an additional reward bonus of ¥100 for each average 196 

FCNef score point over 75. Instead, participants in the high-reward schedule condition could achieve an 197 

additional reward bonus of ¥50 for each average FCNef score point over 50. See Supplementary Table 2 198 

for specific examples. The way in which scores were calculated in the SHAM and FCNef tasks was 199 

identical across conditions. This was the same method as in our previous report [12] and is described in 200 

the Supplementary Methods.  201 
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2.4.2. Experimental schedule: 202 

Two groups of participants completed Days 0-4 over 5 consecutive days (Monday-Friday). The 203 

third group completed Days 0-4 over 5 non-consecutive days, which took place over a period of several 204 

weeks to months (mean of 18.5 days ± STD of 15.3 days).  205 

2.4.3. Induction time-window: 206 

Consistent with earlier versions of our FCNef for depression paradigm [12,19], about half of the 207 

participants from each group completed FCNef and SHAM with a 40 sec induction time-window (see 208 

Supplementary Table 1). Because re-analysis of pilot data suggested it would not affect results (see 209 

Supplementary Results, Supplementary Table 3, and Supplementary Figure 1), the other half of 210 

participants completed FCNef and SHAM with a 20 sec induction time-window. We included this 211 

manipulation with the goal of improving our paradigm. Using a 20 sec time-window reduces the overall 212 

experiment by about 10 mins each day, which could be crucial for patients who tire easily. Indeed, when 213 

we checked the data of our three groups of participants, we found that our measure of FCNef success did 214 

not change in any meaningful way that depended on the induction time-window (see Supplementary 215 

Results and Supplementary Tables 4-6). Therefore, in the main text of this report, we did not split the data 216 

by induction time-window because (a) it is hard to draw strong conclusions about null effects, and (b) 217 

splitting the data further like this would make sample sizes in each cell even smaller, making it hard to 218 

draw conclusions about other parameters of interest. 219 

2.5. Data analyses 220 

2.5.1. Correlations to extend previously reported results 221 

We previously reported correlations between rs-FC and symptom changes using data from 19 222 

participants who were run over consecutive days of FCNef [12]. Ten of these participants were run with 223 

the high-reward schedule and the other nine were run with the low-reward schedule, but overall their 224 

combined data showed promising results. Since then, we have collected data from 25 more participants 225 

under the same experimental conditions (consecutive days of FCNef with low/high-reward schedules), 226 

which gives us an overall dataset with 44 participants run under these conditions (see Table 1). Note that 227 

this does not include the data of the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group, which has also been collected since 228 

our previous report. This is because this group was run with a different experimental parameter to our 229 

previous report (non-consecutive days of experimentation) and so its data cannot contribute directly to our 230 

replication test. One goal of collecting this additional data was to assess the robustness of previously 231 
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reported results in a larger dataset. Before doing this in the 44 participants, however, we first re-ran 232 

relevant correlations using only data of the additional 25 participants to ensure that we were not 233 

introducing bias by adding new data to the existing pool. After this test, we then re-ran the previously 234 

reported correlations with the larger pooled dataset. To check the adequacy of the sample size for 235 

statistical tests, we conducted post-hoc power analyses with G*Power version 3.1.9.7 (Franz Faul, Kiel 236 

University, Germany). The significance threshold was set at α = 0.05, and we input relevant correlational 237 

values to calculate statistical power. 238 

2.5.2. Linear Mixed Effect (LME) models to examine parameters of interest 239 

We ran multiple LME models to examine how multiple measures related to FCNef success were 240 

impacted by our manipulated parameters (see Table 2). Dependent variables (DVs) in these models were 241 

taken from the task (e.g. average task score) or from the resting-state scans (e.g. changes in resting-state 242 

functional connectivity from before to after FCNef). All 3 groups of participants (N = 68) were included 243 

in these analyses so we could best examine parameters of interest. 244 

We were unable to run a Non/High-Rew group (see Table 1). This means we could not run full 245 

factorial analyses to investigate all possible interactions between parameters that we manipulated, 246 

although we had no reason to expect interactions anyway. Instead, in all models reported here, we 247 

included “Group” as a categorical Independent Variable (IV) with 3 levels. By nature, this type of 248 

analysis compares the variance related to the second two levels with the variance related to the first level 249 

(the reference), so it is important to consider what data will be input at what level. Here, we decided to set 250 

the Consec/High-Rew group as the first level because this group had parameters that we used in the initial 251 

pilot experiment [19] and we wanted to examine whether changes to these initial parameters would 252 

improve or worsen FCNef success. 253 

In addition to Group, the LME models also included other relevant IVs, which differed between 254 

models depending on the DV. In models examining how brain changes predicted symptom changes, this 255 

was changes in resting-state functional connectivity from before to after FCNef. In other models, this was 256 

the relevant experimental days. 257 

 For each DV, to explore the data, we ran LME models with and without the interaction term 258 

between IVs. We then tested these against one another to see which best fit the data.  259 

No interaction term:     ‘DV~X+Group+(1|Subject)’ 260 

With interaction term: ‘DV~X*Group+(1|Subject)’ 261 
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Likelihood ratio tests were used to compare models with and without interaction terms for all 262 

DVs. If there was a significant difference between models, the best-fit model was always selected based 263 

on the lowest Akaike Information Criterion (AIC, a measure of goodness of fit, which can be used to 264 

assess a model’s relative quality [31]). If there was no significant difference between models then the 265 

simplest model, that without interaction, was selected as best-fit. Detailed information about the best-fit 266 

of each of these pairs of models can be found in tables in the Supplementary Results (Supplementary 267 

Tables 8, 9, 11-17, 19-24), with all significant main effects and interactions from the best-fit models 268 

additionally being reported in the Results Section below. 269 

2.5.3. Follow-up statistical testing 270 

Significant main effects and interactions from the best-fit models, as well as effects that we had 271 

specific hypotheses about, were followed up with t-tests or correlations. We applied False Discovery Rate 272 

(FDR) correction [32] whenever there were multiple comparisons. We had strong directional hypotheses 273 

that symptoms would decrease from before to after FCNef and that rs-FC would become more negative, 274 

aligning with patterns observed in healthy individuals. Therefore, we conducted the related t-tests using a 275 

one-tailed approach. Similarly, based on our strong directional hypothesis that symptoms would decrease 276 

as rs-FC became more negative (indicating a positive correlation between changes in symptoms and 277 

changes in rs-FC), we also used a one-tailed approach for the related correlation analyses. 278 

3. Results 279 

3.1. Extension of past results 280 

3.1.1. Previously reported data 281 

In our previous publication [12], we reported correlations between rs-FC and symptom changes 282 

using combined data of 9 participants from the current Consec/High-Rew group and 10 participants from 283 

the current Consec/Low-Rew group. We found a significant positive relationship between general 284 

depression change and rs-FC change (r = 0.78, pFDR = 0.0001, 95% CI [0.51, 0.91]) and between brooding 285 

change and rs-FC change (r = 0.43, pFDR = 0.048, 95% CI [-0.27, 0.74]), but a non-significant negative 286 

relationship between anxiety change and rs-FC change (r = 0.11, pFDR = 0.32, 95% CI [-0.36, 0.54]) (note 287 

that we previously only reported correlation coefficients and uncorrected p-values). Because we 288 

specifically hypothesised that changes in DLPFC-PCC rs-FC from before to after FCNef should relate to 289 

changes in brooding but not anxiety symptoms, here we calculated Z-tests to compare these correlation 290 

coefficients [33]. These were run with one tail due to our directional hypothesis, and no significant 291 
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difference was found (z = 0.88, p = 0.16). A post-hoc power analysis was conducted using correlation 292 

coefficients used for this Z-test (r = 0.43 and r = 0.11) and the coefficient for the correlation between 293 

brooding and anxiety changes (r = -0.03). This revealed a post-hoc power of 0.25, suggesting that the 294 

sample size (N = 19) was statistically insufficient to detect an effect of this magnitude. 295 

3.1.2. Newly collected data 296 

We have since collected more data for each of these groups (12 more participants for the 297 

Consec/High-Rew group and 13 more participants for the Consec/Low-Rew group) with the goal of 298 

testing robustness of the aforementioned findings in a larger dataset. To ensure that we were not adding 299 

bias or overestimating effects, before testing results for the pooled larger dataset, we first ran a replication 300 

test using just the newly collected data (N = 25). Consistent with the aforementioned results, we found a 301 

positive relationship between general depression change and rs-FC change (r = 0.26, pFDR = 0.16, 95% CI 302 

[-0.16, 0.60]) and between brooding change and rs-FC change (r = 0.40, pFDR = 0.08, 95% CI [-0.01, 303 

0.69]), although these did not reach significance here. We found a non-significant negative relationship 304 

between anxiety change and rs-FC change (r = -0.17, pFDR = 0.80, 95% CI [-0.53, 0.24]). 305 

3.1.3. Pooled data 306 

Overall, we consider the previously reported effects to be replicated in the newly collected data 307 

because confidence intervals overlapped and effect sizes were comparable. When we next pooled these 308 

data (total N = 44) we found a significant correlation between general depression change and rs-FC 309 

change (r = 0.48, pFDR = 0.002, 95% CI [0.21, 0.68]), and between brooding change and rs-FC change (r 310 

= 0.42, pFDR = 0.004; 95% CI [0.13, 0.64]), but not between anxiety change and rs-FC change (r = -0.03, 311 

pFDR = 0.57; 95% CI [-0.32, 0.27]). Demonstrating the specificity achieved when targeting the 312 

DLPFC/PCC functional connection, we found a significant difference between coefficients from brooding 313 

change/rs-FC change and anxiety change/rs-FC change correlations (z = 2.15, p = 0.016) (see Figure 2). A 314 

post-hoc power analysis was conducted using correlation coefficients employed in this Z-test (r = 0.42 315 

and r = -0.03) and the coefficient for the correlation between brooding and anxiety changes (r = 0.23). 316 

This revealed a power of 0.79, suggesting that the sample size (N = 44) was sufficient to detect an effect 317 

of this magnitude with high probability. 318 

 319 
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 320 

Figure 2. Comparison of rs-FC/Brooding and rs-FC/anxiety correlations 321 

Promising for precision medicine, changes in DLPFC-PCC resting state functional connectivity (rs-FC) from before 322 
to after FCNef were significantly correlated with changes in brooding, but not anxiety symptoms. Pooling 323 
participants from consecutive conditions (to be consistent with conditions used in our previous report) provided us 324 
with the statistical power to compare these correlation coefficients. The significant difference found, highlights the 325 
precision of FCNef targeting this functional connection. Note that this same data, but split by condition, is presented 326 
again in Figure 5a and 5b. ** = pFDR < 0.01, * = p < 0.05. 327 
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3.2. Parameter Investigations 335 

 336 

 337 

Table 2. The models used to examine dependent variables from the FCNef experiment.  338 

Models with and without interactions between independent variables (IVs) were compared to see which would best 339 
predict each dependent variable (DV). Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) are displayed in columns labelled ‘+’ (for 340 
models without interactions) and ‘x’ (for models with interactions). These are highlighted in bold in cases in which 341 
likelihood ratio testing showed the corresponding model to be significantly better fit than the alternative model. If 342 
there was no significant difference, then the model without the interaction was selected as best-fit because it was the 343 
simplest. FCNef Day = Days 1-4; Subject = experimental participant; STD = standard deviation; First/last FCNef 344 
Day = Days 0 and 4; Post-Day = Day 4, and the 1- and 2-month follow-up test days; Changes = data from the day 345 
indicated in brackets (e.g. D4) minus data from Day 0; rs-FC = resting state functional connectivity between the 346 
DLPFC-PCC. 347 

 348 

3.2.1. FCNef scores 349 

In the total dataset (N = 68), while comparing groups, we first examined whether mean FCNef 350 

scores increased significantly across training days, because this would indicate that participants 351 

successfully modified the target functional connection in the trained direction. Additionally, we assessed 352 

whether variance in FCNef scores decreased significantly across training days, because this would 353 

indicate that participants had gained better control of the DLPFC-PCC functional connection. 354 

The best-fit LME model to predict means of average daily FCNef scores was the model with no 355 

interaction (Table 2 and Supplementary Table 8). This model showed a significant main effect of FCNef 356 

day (p = 0.0009). In short, mean scores increased over training days (see Figure 3), which indicates that 357 

Analyses Formulae AICs
DV IV1 IV2 Random Intercept  +  x

FCNef Scores Mean FCNef Score ~ FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 2109.2 2108.7
STD FCNef Score ~ FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 1599.8 1593

Symptoms General Depressive Scores ~ first/last FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 776.72 779.13
Brooding Scores ~ first/last FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 681.4 682.68
Anxiety Scores ~ first/last FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 913.86 914.62
General Depressive Score Changes (D4, 1M, 2M) ~ Post-Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 926.03 925.45
Brooding Score Changes (D4, 1M, 2M) ~ Post-Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 766.01 769.92
Anxiety Score Changes (D4, 1M, 2M) ~ Post-Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 1095.7 1095

rs-FC rs-FC ~ first/last FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) -22.99 -23.67
rs-FC Changes (D4, 1M, 2M) ~ Post-Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) -58.77 -55.47

Symptom Change/ General Depressive Score Changes (D4) ~ rs-FC Change  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 316.57 -153.29
rs-FC Change Brooding Score Changes (D4) ~ rs-FC Change  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 287.8 287.52
Relationship Anxiety Score Changes (D4) ~ rs-FC Change  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 408.46 410.45
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participants could do the task. There was also a significant effect of the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group (p = 358 

0.046): Overall scores were lower for this group than for the reference Consec/High-Rew group (see 359 

Figure 3a), who were the only group capable of raising their scores significantly above baseline. 360 

The best-fit model to explain variance in FCNef scores did include the interaction term (see Table 361 

2 and Supplementary Table 9). This model showed a significant main effect of FCNef day (p < 0.0001), 362 

which was qualified by a significant interaction between the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group and FCNef day 363 

(p = 0.001). This interaction indicates that changes in FCNef score variance over FCNef days did not 364 

follow the same trajectory for the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group as it did for the reference Consec/Low-365 

Rew group; As can be seen in Figure 3b- the variance decreased over days for the reference group, but not 366 

for the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group. No such significant interaction was found between the 367 

Consec/Low-Rew group and FCNef Day (p = 0.11), which indicates that the Consec/Low-Rew group’s 368 

trajectory did not differ from that of the reference group. Indeed, the data for the Consec/Low-Rew group 369 

lay between that of the other two groups, showing a trend for a decrease in variance over days (see Figure 370 

3b). 371 

 372 

 373 

 374 

 375 

 376 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 25, 2025. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.03.24304187doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.03.24304187
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


FCNef for Precision Psychiatry 

 

16 
 

 377 

Figure 3. Means and Standard Deviations of FCNef scores  378 

(a) Mean daily FCNef scores. Investigative t-tests were conducted separately for each group to examine whether 379 
scores on each FCNef day were higher than a baseline score of 50 (which was the average score given during 380 
SHAM on Day 0). Scores improved significantly over FCNef days only for the Consec/High-Rew group. The Group 381 
Comparison inset shows the mean ± standard error of mean daily scores overlaid for the different groups. (b) Daily 382 
STDs in FCNef scores. Investigative t-tests were conducted separately for each group to examine whether variance 383 
in scores on each subsequent day of FCNef was lower than that on the Day 1 of FCNef. Score variance decreased 384 
significantly over FCNef days only for the Consec/High-Rew group, but a similar trend was found for the 385 
Consec/Low-Rew group. The Group Comparison inset shows the mean ± standard error of STD daily scores 386 
overlaid for the different groups; This highlights the Group x Day interaction found in the best-fit model for the 387 
Non-Consec/Low-Rew group relative to the reference Consec/High-Rew group. *** represents p = 0.001, ** 388 
represents pFDR < 0.01, * represents pFDR < 0.05, # represents pFDR < 0.1, STD = standard deviation. 389 

 390 

3.2.2. Self-report symptom scores 391 

  We analysed symptom questionnaire scores and compared these between the three groups as a 392 

secondary measure related to FCNef effects (Supplementary Table 10). We did not include symptom 393 

changes from before to after FCNef and into the long-term in our operationalisation of FCNef success 394 

because symptom reduction could occur for multiple reasons, including the placebo effect. Symptom 395 

reduction would be meaningful here only if specifically related to changes in the targeted brain activity. 396 
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Nonetheless, we monitored symptom changes to ensure they had not worsened over the course of the 397 

study. Based on preliminary results [12], we predicted that symptoms should decrease from before to after 398 

FCNef and then remain lower across post-days. Therefore, we used separate LME models to examine 399 

initial and long-term effects.  400 

3.2.2.1. Symptoms: The initial effect 401 

 For the best-fit models to predict both general depressive symptoms and brooding symptoms (see 402 

Table 2 and Supplementary Tables 11 and 12), we found main effects of first/last FCNef day (p < 0.0001 403 

for general depressive symptoms, p = 0.0003 for brooding symptoms), but no main effects of group (ps > 404 

0.05). Follow-up t-tests showed that these symptoms were lower on day 4 than on day 0 (t(67) = 4.78, 405 

pFDR < 0.0001 for general depressive symptoms; t(67) = 4.33, pFDR < 0.0001 for brooding symptoms). For 406 

the best-fit models to predict anxiety symptoms (see Table 2 and Supplementary Table 13), we found a 407 

significant main effect of first/last FCNef day (p = 0.003). A follow-up t-test showed that overall, anxiety 408 

symptoms were lower on day 4 than on day 0 (t(67) = 2.95, pFDR = 0.007). In this model there was also a 409 

significant main effect of the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group (p = 0.042), and a trend for a main effect of 410 

the Consec/Low-Rew group (p = 0.0995). Compared to the reference Consec/High-Rew group, 411 

participants in the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group had higher anxiety and participants in the Consec/Low-412 

Rew group had lower anxiety (on Days 0 and 4) (see Supplementary Table 10). If anxiety has any effect 413 

on overall FCNef success, then we should see deviations from the reference group in opposite directions 414 

for these two groups, which we did not. 415 

3.2.2.2. Symptoms: Changes in the long-term 416 

Next, we examined whether any post-changes in symptoms differed or remained stable over the 417 

long-term. For all symptom types, the best-fit model (see Table 2 and Supplementary Tables 14-17) had 418 

no significant main effect of post-day or group (ps > 0.05). This may mean that after symptoms decreased 419 

from day 0 to day 4, they remained at this new reduced level in the long-term. To examine this possibility, 420 

we used t-tests to compare symptoms from follow-up tests with symptoms from day 0. Indeed, we found 421 

that relative to symptoms from day 0, general depressive and brooding symptoms from the 1-month and 422 

2-month follow-up tests were significantly reduced (t(52) = 4.28, pFDR = 0.0001 for general depressive at 423 

1-month, t(52) = 4.28, pFDR < 0.0001 for brooding at 1-month, (t(45) = 2.24, pFDR = 0.015 for general 424 

depressive symptoms at 2-months, t(45) = 5.60, pFDR < 0.0001 for brooding symptoms at 2-months). We 425 

found a similar pattern, but non-significant, for anxiety symptoms (t(52) = 4.28, pFDR = 0.061 at 1-month, 426 

t(45) = 0.92, pFDR = 0.18 at 2-months). Overall, these results show that general depressive and brooding 427 
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symptoms significantly decreased from before to after FCNef and remained at this new reduced level in 428 

the long-term. Anxiety symptoms also decreased significantly from before to after FCNef and remained 429 

in this same direction in the long-term, albeit not significantly. There was no persuasive evidence that 430 

group, and therefore the manipulated parameters, influenced these results. 431 

3.2.3. Resting-state functional connectivity 432 

If FCNef is successful, then we predict that participant rs-FC should become more negative with 433 

FCNef, which was the trained direction, and that it should remain so across the post-days. Therefore, we 434 

used separate LME models to examine rs-FC initial and long-term effects for the three groups of 435 

participants. Note that we measured rs-FC on all days (0-4) of the main experiment. However, we only 436 

included data from days 0 and 4 in LME models to examine the initial effect. This is because rs-FC on 437 

days 1-3 may be subject to homeostatic and/or compensatory mechanisms, causing overshoots [12] or 438 

rebounds [34] in brain activity. Average rs-FC for each group for each day of experimentation can be seen 439 

in Supplementary Table 18. 440 

3.2.3.1. rs-FC: The initial effect 441 

Likelihood ratio testing showed that models to predict rs-FC from days 0 and 4 did not differ 442 

significantly, depending on whether an interaction term was included. Therefore, we selected the model 443 

without the interaction term as best-fit, because it was simpler (see Table 2 and Supplementary Table 19). 444 

This model showed a trend for a main effect of first/last FCNef day (p = 0.094), but no main effect of 445 

group (ps > 0.05). Nonetheless, Figure 4 clearly shows that rs-FC on day 4 was more negative relative to 446 

baseline for the Consec/High-Rew group, but not for the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group. rs-FC changes 447 

from day 0 to day 4 for the Consec/Low-Rew group lay in between those of the other 2 groups (see Figure 448 

4). Evidence for these between-group differences may be found at the LME model level if this experiment 449 

is run with greater sample sizes; This is suggested by the fact that the model with the interaction term 450 

trended toward being better than the model without, despite this not reaching full significance (χ2(2) = 451 

4.69, p = 0.096). The model with the interaction term had a significant first/last FCNef day x Non-452 

Consec/Low-Rew group interaction (p = 0.036) which indicates that the trajectory for rs-FC from day 0 to 453 

day 4 differed for the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group compared to the reference Consec/Low-Rew group 454 

(see Supplementary Table 20 and for visualisation of this see the Group Comparison inset in Figure 4). 455 
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3.2.3.2. rs-FC: Changes in the long-term 456 

We next examined whether any post-changes in DLPFC-PCC rs-FC differed or remained stable 457 

over time. In the best-fit model, which had no interaction term (see Table 2 and Supplementary Table 21), 458 

no significant main effect of post-day was found. This indicates that changes from baseline remained 459 

stable across post-days. A significant main effect of the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group was found (p = 460 

0.007), indicating that post-changes in rs-FC differed for the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group and the 461 

reference Consec/High-Rew group. Specifically, post-changes were more negative, which was the trained 462 

direction, for the Consec/High-Rew group versus the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group (see Figure 4). Post-463 

changes for the Consec/Low-Rew group lay between those of the other two groups (see Figure 4). 464 

 465 

 466 

 467 

 468 

 469 

 470 

 471 

 472 
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 473 

Figure 4. Long-term changes in rs-FC. 474 

Investigative t-tests revealed that for the Consec/High-Rew group, overall DLPFC-PCC resting state functional 475 
connectivity (rs-FC) was significantly more negative than baseline immediately after FCNef had been completed 476 
(D4) and one-month later (M1), and that it trended toward this even two-months later (M2). Nothing of significance 477 
was found for either of the other groups, although visually, the rs-FC appears to shift in the non-targeted direction 478 
(positive) for the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group. These results should be further explored using larger sample sizes 479 
for long-term data. Note that bars for each Group represent different sample sizes because not all participants came 480 
back for long-term testing (see Table 1). The Group Comparison inset shows the mean ± standard error of the 481 
change in rs-FC, over different post-days, overlaid for the different groups. Changes = data from each post-day 482 
minus data from Day 0; D = Day, M = Month, * represents pFDR < 0.05, # represents pFDR = 0.051. 483 

 484 

3.2.4. Relationship between changes in self-report symptom scores and changes in rs-FC 485 

Finally, in the three groups of participants, we examined how changes in participant DLPFC-PCC 486 

rs-FC from before to after FCNef related to changes in general depressive, brooding, and anxiety 487 

symptoms. Here, changes were defined as day 0 data subtracted from day 4 data. If the FCNef paradigm 488 
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was successful, then we would expect changes in the DLPFC-PCC rs-FC to be positively related to 489 

changes in general depressive symptoms. This would mean that the more negative the rs-FC became, the 490 

more depressive symptoms decreased. If, as previously hypothesised [12], the targeted functional 491 

connection (FC) is specifically related to maladaptive symptoms of rumination, then we would expect 492 

changes in the DLPFC-PCC rs-FC to be positively related to changes in brooding symptoms, but not to 493 

changes in anxiety symptoms (which we used as a control). Importantly, by including Group as a factor in 494 

the models, we examined whether these effects were impacted by manipulated parameters. 495 

3.2.4.1. Relationships between symptom changes and rs-FC changes 496 

The best-fit model to explain changes in general depressive scores (see Table 2 and 497 

Supplementary Table 22) had a significant interaction between rs-FC change and group (p = 0.0001). 498 

Follow-up correlations revealed a significant positive correlation between general depression change and 499 

rs-FC change for the Consec/High-Rew group (r = 0.66, pFDR = 0.002), a positive, but non-significant 500 

relationship for the Consec/Low-Rew group (r = 0.30, pFDR = 0.13), and a negative, non-significant 501 

relationship for the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group (r = -0.41, pFDR = 0.98).  502 

The best-fit model to explain changes in brooding scores (see Table 2 and Supplementary Table 503 

23) showed no significant main effects. However, hypothesis-driven follow-up correlations revealed a 504 

significant positive correlation between brooding change and rs-FC change for the Consec/High-Rew 505 

group (r = 0.63, pFDR = 0.003), but nothing even approaching significance for the other two groups (r = 506 

0.18, pFDR = 0.31 for the Consec/Low-Rew group; r = 0.05, pFDR = 0.40 for the Non-Consec/Low-Rew 507 

group). 508 

The best-fit model to explain changes in anxiety scores (see Table 2) had no significant main 509 

effects or interactions (ps > 0.05; see Supplementary Table 22). Follow-up correlations also showed 510 

nothing of significance (r = 0.05, pFDR = 0.63 for the Consec/High-Rew group; r = -0.08, pFDR = 0.65 for 511 

the Consec/Low-Rew group; r = 0.34, pFDR = 0.63 for the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group).  512 

The relationship between symptom changes and rs-FC changes for all groups can be seen in 513 

Figure 5. Data of one participant whose general depression change was more than 3 STD lower than the 514 

group general depression change mean was excluded from the general depression change analysis (and 515 

Figure 5a). Data of another participant whose brooding change was more than 3 STD lower than the 516 

group mean was excluded from the brooding change analysis (and Figure 5b). This was because, although 517 

inclusion of these participants did not change the results, it meant the data failed to meet a crucial 518 

assumption underlying LME models (normal distribution of the residuals). 519 
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3.2.4.2. Specificity of the targeted functional connection 520 

We specifically hypothesised that changes in DLPFC-PCC rs-FC from before to after FCNef 521 

should relate to changes in brooding, but not anxiety symptoms. Z-tests to compare correlation 522 

coefficients [33], run with one tail due to our directional hypothesis, demonstrated a significant difference 523 

for the Consec/High-Rew group (z = 2.08, p = 0.019), but not for the other groups (z = 0.83, p = 0.21 for 524 

the Consec/Low-Rew group; z = 0.11, p = 0.46 for the Non-Consec/Low-Rew group).  525 

 526 

 527 

Figure 5. How changes in rs-FC relate to changes in symptomatology. 528 

Changes in DLPFC-PCC resting state functional connectivity (rs-FC) are plotted against (a) changes in General 529 
Depression Scores, (b) changes in Brooding scores, and (c) changes in Anxiety scores. Overall, promisingly for 530 
precision medicine, the Consec/High-Rew group showed significant positive correlations between changes in rs-FC 531 
and changes in related (General Depression and Brooding), but not unrelated (Anxiety) symptoms. These effects 532 
were in the same direction (reaching a trend with the uncorrected p-value for the General Depression change 533 
correlation) for the Consec/Low-Rew group. On the contrary, promising results were not found for the Non-534 
Consec/Low-Rew group, for whom the relationship between rs-FC changes and General Depression score changes 535 
were actually numerically in the opposite direction to expectation. ** represents pFDR < 0.01, # represents pUNCORR 536 
= 0.085. 537 
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539 
Table 3: Effect sizes summarized. 540 

“Expected effects” are effects that we expect to see if FCNef training is successful. Comparisons for “Increase in 541 
mean FCNef scores” and “Decrease in FCNef score STD” were t-tests comparing data from the first and the last 542 
day of FCNef (Days 1 and 4). Comparisons for “Normalization of rs-FC” were t-tests comparing rs-FC from before 543 
to after FCNef (Days 0 and 4). The two “Positive relationship…” comparisons were correlations calculated 544 
between changes in rs-FC and changes in symptoms, where “changes” were defined as Day 4 - Day 0 data. Effect 545 
sizes for each comparison are shown in the relevant cell. These are shown here as Cohen’s d (d) for t-tests and 546 
Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) for correlations. Following convention, these can be described on a scale 547 
ranging from trivial (d < |0.2| or r < |0.1|), small (0.2 ≤ |d| < 0.5 or |0.1| ≤ r < |0.3|), medium (|0.5| ≤ d < |0.8| or 548 
|0.3| ≤ r < |0.5|), to large (d ≥ |0.8| or r ≥ |0.5|). Effects in the hypothesized direction are shown in shades of blue 549 
and effects in the non-hypothesized direction are shown in shades of orange. The larger the effect size, the stronger 550 
the shade of the colour in the relevant cell. 551 

 552 

4. Discussion 553 

Overall, we found that the more participant DLPFC-PCC rs-FCs normalised over consecutive 554 

days of Functional Connectivity Neurofeedback (FCNef), the greater their corresponding decrease in 555 

brooding rumination, which we expected to relate to this functional connection. No such correlation was 556 

shown for changes in DLPFC-PCC rs-FC and anxiety, which is thought to relate to different underlying 557 

neural circuitry [35,36]. Importantly, here we found these results in new participants (run with 558 
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consecutive days of FCNef to be consistent with our past report). Combining this newly collected data 559 

with the previously reported data provided us with sufficient statistical power for direct comparison of 560 

these correlation coefficients and a significant difference was found. When we looked at data from three 561 

groups of participants (see Table 3), we found the most promising results for the group run with a higher-562 

reward schedule to reinforce the targeted shift in functional connectivity, and an experimental schedule 563 

with consecutive days. Weaker results were found for the group of participants that completed FCNef 564 

over consecutive days, but who were reinforced with a lower reward schedule. FCNef did not seem to 565 

have any effect on the group of participants who attended over non-consecutive days and that were 566 

reinforced with a lower reward schedule.                567 

4.1. FCNef for precision medicine. 568 

The current results strengthen our previous finding that when FCNef is run over consecutive 569 

days, normalisation of a target functional connection relates to a specific reduction in only related 570 

symptoms (see Figure 2). This replication of previous results with an independent sample of newly 571 

collected data shows their robustness and indicates that previous results were unlikely to have been 572 

spurious [12]. Furthermore, the finding that changes in the targeted rs-FC correlated significantly more 573 

with changes in related than unrelated symptoms highlights the precision of the FCNef technique. This 574 

brings us one step closer to a future in which patients may one day enter a clinic, have their brains 575 

scanned, and then have targeted treatment to normalise specific neural aberrations related to their own 576 

subset of symptoms. 577 

4.2. The DLPFC-PCC functional connection and rumination. 578 

Not only do our results have implications for precision medicine in general, but also specifically 579 

for understanding and treating brooding rumination symptoms. We previously hypothesised, based on 580 

both data- and hypothesis-driven evidence from past studies, that the DLPFC-PCC functional connection 581 

is likely to relate to brooding rumination [11]. Our initial study found preliminary support consistent with 582 

this proposal. Specifically, we found that changes in connectivity between these regions relate to changes 583 

in brooding rumination [12]. There has since been at least one other report that also showed increased 584 

connectivity between the PCC and PFC related to ruminative symptoms [37]. We here find even stronger 585 

support that brooding rumination relates to the DLPFC-PCC functional connection, by showing that the 586 

correlation between changes in these is significantly stronger than the correlation between changes in the 587 

same functional connection and a type of symptom thought to be unrelated (anxiety). Evidence from 588 
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previous studies using repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation to target the DLPFC [38,39] and using 589 

real-time neurofeedback to target the PCC [40], have also shown promising results for amelioration of 590 

depressive and brooding rumination symptoms. This could be because targeting these regions affects the 591 

functional connection between them, which if true, could mean that targeting the functional connection 592 

itself more directly (as we did here) could be of even further advantage. 593 

4.3. Parameter testing. 594 

The current report extends our previous report by clarifying some of the parameters under which 595 

FCNef for depression can best be achieved. These results should help guide the design of future 596 

neurofeedback and other BMI studies. When selecting parameters for neurofeedback, past studies have 597 

tended to follow convention or have gone with what seemed best in terms of cost/benefit trade-offs and/or 598 

in terms of making things easy for participants. Often, this is the only feasible way to design a BMI study 599 

because the cost of testing all possible parameters is enormous. However, our current results show that 600 

certain parameters can make a difference in BMI effectiveness. This means that without knowing the 601 

optimal parameters for a given BMI design, researchers may be finding null results simply because they 602 

are not running their designs in the most effective way. There is no simple solution to this problem, 603 

especially because optimal parameters may differ for different populations, target neural activities, 604 

experimental goals, etc. Nonetheless, the current results provide initial evidence that can be used to help 605 

future designs. Below, we discuss specific results for these parameter analyses, as well as their 606 

implications. 607 

Reward schedule. Participants run with the high-reward schedule had better FCNef success than 608 

those run with the low-reward schedule (see Table 3 and Figures 3, 4, and 5). These results support the 609 

proposal that external reward might work as reinforcement that is additional to that provided by feedback 610 

scores during neurofeedback [41]. Based on these results, we recommend using liberal external reward in 611 

future neurofeedback studies. Furthermore, because BMIs generally do not use external rewards for 612 

reinforcement, this result might be worthy of consideration beyond the realm of neurofeedback. 613 

Of course, disturbances to reward circuitry and disturbances in reward processing (usually 614 

reductions) are commonly reported in depressive and other psychiatric disorders [42–49]. This means that 615 

the effect of external reward on reinforcement of the target neural activity might be diminished when 616 

neurofeedback is conducted in patients with such disorders. Here, our results with subclinical patients did 617 

not corroborate this, but it remains worthy of further investigation in clinically depressed patients. 618 
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Experimental schedule. FCNef appears to be more effective when participants come for 619 

consecutive, as opposed to non-consecutive, days of FCNef. All expected effects were strongest in the 620 

consecutive condition with high reward, in the same direction (albeit with less strength) in the consecutive 621 

condition with low reward, and weak or in the opposite direction for the non-consecutive condition (see 622 

Table 3). Of course, the non-consecutive condition that we tested was with low reward and it would have 623 

been nice to fully balance this by also testing the non-consecutive condition with high. reward. While 624 

these results are therefore not fully conclusive, they do not appear promising for using non-consecutive 625 

days of FCNef. They indicate that, although possibly more tiring for participants, consecutive days of 626 

FCNef may be necessary to achieve positive outcomes. It is possible that consecutive days of 627 

reinforcement are needed to drive learning effectively and/or that more non-controllable confounding 628 

personal circumstances can occur between non-consecutive days of training (an idea that researchers 629 

designing future BMIs and clinical treatments ought to consider). 630 

Another point to consider is the possibility that neural plasticity related to learning might cause 631 

dynamic rs-FC fluctuations in strength and direction that occur before settling into a new pattern (similar 632 

to the rebound effect first documented by Kluetsch et al., 2014 [34]). If so, then our analyses may not 633 

have fairly tested consecutive versus non-consecutive conditions. Learning could begin from Day 1; but, 634 

post-FCNef measurements (from Day 4, and 1- and 2- months later) differed in the number of 635 

days after Day 1 for consecutive/non-consecutive conditions (and even for different participants in the 636 

non-consecutive condition). This may mean that measurements were taken at different 637 

points during ongoing dynamic rs-FC fluctuations for these different conditions. If so then comparisons 638 

between these conditions may actually have compared different snapshots of learning effects. Other 639 

researchers using neurofeedback over non-consecutive days should also consider this possibility. 640 

4.4. Limitations of the current design. 641 

One limitation of our study is that it involved participants who had only subclinical levels of 642 

depression. Nonetheless, preliminary studies using this FCNef technique with patients diagnosed with 643 

MDD have shown promise [19,21]. Results with clinical patients may be improved if the right parameters 644 

are employed. The most effective parameter that we found was high(er) monetary reward. We used 645 

money because we wanted to test the effects of reward schedule with a type of reward that is well known 646 

to strongly activate the human reward system. However, now that proof-of-concept has been provided, 647 

this idea should be further tested more creatively with other types of reward that might be more 648 

appropriate for a clinical setting. For example, revealing consecutive puzzle pieces for each successful 649 
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trial of neuromodulation (see Ramot et al., 2017 [16]). A second limitation of our study is the absence of a 650 

control group or within-subject control condition. Therefore, it is possible that our target rs-FC changed 651 

and that symptoms improved for reasons such as the placebo or Hawthorne effects. However, only 652 

changes in relevant (depressive and brooding rumination, but not anxiety) symptoms changed parallel to 653 

the targeted FC, which would be unlikely to occur merely from such nonspecific effects. A third 654 

limitation of our study is the incomplete factorial design due to practical constraints, as discussed in the 655 

Experimental Conditions section. While this limits our ability to examine potential interaction effects 656 

between the experimental schedule and reward schedule parameters, the current design still allows us to 657 

investigate main effects of these parameters separately, which was our main aim. Future research should 658 

include all factorial combinations to provide a comprehensive understanding of parameter interactions. 659 

4.5. Future directions. 660 

Although different symptoms are likely to arise from aberrations in wider brain networks 661 

involving multiple FCs, our current FCNef approach can directly target only one FC. In that sense, 662 

connectome-based FCNef [50] or neurofeedback targeting an estimation of the dynamic weighted linear 663 

sum of FCs might be more effective. Some promise for such types of neurofeedback has been found, 664 

including when targeting an estimation of the dynamic weighted linear sum of FCs from the greater 665 

biomarker from which we identified the DLPFC-PCC FC [T. Ogawa , personal communication, 27th 666 

January, 2025; 51]. However, the authors have also reported increased difficulty for participants with 667 

regard to the credit assignment (they report that it is difficult to target multiple functional connections and 668 

to know what actually worked) and overall experimental interpretability [T. Ogawa, personal 669 

communication, 27th January, 2025]. Furthermore, FCNef itself affects broader brain networks than just 670 

the targeted functional connection anyway [15,16], so it remains possible that our simple FCNef approach 671 

might be best at ameliorating symptoms without the need for added complexity and burden for patients. 672 

Future studies should attempt to directly compare effectiveness of these types of neurofeedback. 673 

Our current results are promising for precision medicine, but they were shown with functional 674 

connectivity in fMRI, which can be costly and impractical (but not impossible) for real clinical treatment. 675 

In the future, we expect FCNef to evolve further so that it may be conducted using electroencephalogram 676 

(EEG) signatures (see Keynan et al., 2019 [52]) of target FCs or so that it may be conducted using EEG 677 

signatures of weighted linear sums of multiple FCs. If successful, then this would allow neurofeedback 678 

targeting functional connections to eventually be conducted with portable EEG headsets, possibly even 679 
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away from the clinic in the privacy of the patient’s own home (for more detailed discussion see Taylor et 680 

al., 2021 [53]).  681 

4.6. Conclusion 682 

Overall, we have extended previous results to show that normalisation of the targeted neural 683 

network (DLPFC-PCC) correlated significantly more with reductions in symptoms thought to relate to 684 

this neural circuitry (brooding rumination) than to changes in symptoms thought to relate to different 685 

neural circuitry (anxiety). This highlights the precision of the FCNef technique and brings us one step 686 

closer to a future where psychiatric treatment might be tailored to the individual patient. Here, we 687 

additionally extended our previous work by investigating parameters under which our FCNef for 688 

depression paradigm is most effective. We found that FCNef effectiveness changes depending on those      689 

parameters with which it was run. Specifics and implications of some parameter-related results may be 690 

relevant beyond neurofeedback to BMIs in general. Furthermore, some of our results highlight benefits of 691 

testing conventional parameters. Overall, these results should be informative for design of future BMI 692 

testing and for inspiring new interpretations of existing data. For example, previously found null results 693 

should be considered in the context of the parameters under which the BMI was run. More broadly, by 694 

documenting how parameter optimisation can increase beneficial outcomes and reduce patient burden, we 695 

hope to inspire more of this in the future, with the ultimate goal of bringing optimised BMIs to the 696 

medical clinic. 697 
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Table 1. Sample sizes for three groups of participants. 

This table shows the sample sizes for: (1) participants run in consecutive days of FCNef with the high-reward 

schedule (the “Consec/High-Rew group”), (2) those run in consecutive days of FCNef with the low-reward schedule 

(the “Consec/Low-Rew group”), and (3) those run over non-consecutive days of FCNef with the low-reward 

schedule (the “Non-Consec/Low-Rew group”). No participants were run over non-consecutive days of FCNef with 

the high-reward schedule (no “Non-Consec/High-Rew” group). Sample sizes are shown for the main experiment 

and for one- and two-month follow-up tests. There were fewer participants for the follow-up tests for the 

Consec/High-Rew group because the long-term tests were not included in the earliest stages of this experiment, so 

only 12 participants from this group were invited back. 

Group

Consec/High-Rew 21 11 9
Consec/Low-Rew 23 20 17
Non/Low-Rew 24 22 20
Total 68 53 46

1-Month Follow-
up Sample Size

2-Month Follow-
up Sample Size

Main Experiment 
Sample Size
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Table 2. The models used to examine dependent variables from the FCNef experiment.  

Models with and without interactions between independent variables (IVs) were compared to see which would best 

predict each dependent variable (DV). Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) are displayed in columns labelled ‘+’ (for 

models without interactions) and ‘x’ (for models with interactions). These are highlighted in bold in cases in which 

likelihood ratio testing showed the corresponding model to be significantly better fit than the alternative model. If 

there was no significant difference, then the model without the interaction was selected as best-fit because it was the 

simplest. FCNef Day = Days 1-4; Subject = experimental participant; STD = standard deviation; First/last FCNef 

Day = Days 0 and 4; Post-Day = Day 4, and the 1- and 2-month follow-up test days; Changes = data from the day 

indicated in brackets (e.g. D4) minus data from Day 0; rs-FC = resting state functional connectivity between the 

DLPFC-PCC. 

 

Analyses Formulae AICs
DV IV1 IV2 Random Intercept  +  x

FCNef Scores Mean FCNef Score ~ FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 2109.2 2108.7
STD FCNef Score ~ FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 1599.8 1593

Symptoms General Depressive Scores ~ first/last FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 776.72 779.13
Brooding Scores ~ first/last FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 681.4 682.68
Anxiety Scores ~ first/last FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 913.86 914.62
General Depressive Score Changes (D4, 1M, 2M) ~ Post-Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 926.03 925.45
Brooding Score Changes (D4, 1M, 2M) ~ Post-Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 766.01 769.92
Anxiety Score Changes (D4, 1M, 2M) ~ Post-Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 1095.7 1095

rs-FC rs-FC ~ first/last FCNef Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) -22.99 -23.67
rs-FC Changes (D4, 1M, 2M) ~ Post-Day  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) -58.77 -55.47

Symptom Change/ General Depressive Score Changes (D4) ~ rs-FC Change  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 316.57 -153.29
rs-FC Change Brooding Score Changes (D4) ~ rs-FC Change  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 287.8 287.52
Relationship Anxiety Score Changes (D4) ~ rs-FC Change  + or x Group  + (1|Subject) 408.46 410.45
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Table 3: Effect sizes summarized. 

“Expected effects” are effects that we expect to see if FCNef training is successful. Comparisons for “Increase in 

mean FCNef scores” and “Decrease in FCNef score STD” were t-tests comparing data from the first and the last 

day of FCNef (Days 1 and 4). Comparisons for “Normalization of rs-FC” were t-tests comparing rs-FC from before 

to after FCNef (Days 0 and 4). The two “Positive relationship…” comparisons were correlations calculated 

between changes in rs-FC and changes in symptoms, where “changes” were defined as Day 4 - Day 0 data. Effect 

sizes for each comparison are shown in the relevant cell. These are shown here as Cohen’s d (d) for t-tests and 

Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) for correlations. Following convention, these can be described on a scale 

ranging from trivial (d < |0.2| or r < |0.1|), small (0.2 ≤ |d| < 0.5 or |0.1| ≤ r < |0.3|), medium (|0.5| ≤ d < |0.8| or 

|0.3| ≤ r < |0.5|), to large (d ≥ |0.8| or r ≥ |0.5|). Effects in the hypothesized direction are shown in shades of blue 

and effects in the non-hypothesized direction are shown in shades of orange. The larger the effect size, the stronger 

the shade of the colour in the relevant cell. 

 

re 
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