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Abstract Recent advances in brain imaging technology, coupled with large-scale
brain research projects, such as the BRAIN initiative in the U.S. and the European
Human Brain Project, allow us to capture brain activity in unprecedented details. In
principle, the observed data is expected to substantially shape our knowledge about
brain activity, which includes the development of new biomarkers of brain disorders.
However, due to the high dimensionality, the analysis of the data is challenging, and
selection of relevant features is one of the most important analytic tasks. In many
cases, due to the complexity of search space, evolutionary algorithms are appropriate to solve the aforementioned task. In this chapter, we consider the feature selection task from the point of view of classification tasks related to functional magnetic
resonance imaging (fMRI) data. Furthermore, we present an empirical comparison
of conventional LASSO-based feature selection and a novel feature selection approach designed for fMRI data based on a simple genetic algorithm.
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1 Introduction
Advanced brain imaging technology allows us to capture brain activity in unprecedented details. The observed data is expected to substantially shape our knowledge
about the brain, its disorders, and to contribute to the development of new biomarkers of its diseases, including mild cognitive impairment (MCI). MCI represents a
transitional state between the cognitive changes of normal aging and very early
dementia and is becoming increasingly recognized as a risk factor for Alzheimer
disease (AD) [14].
The brain may be studied at various levels. At the neural level, the anatomy of
neurons, their connections and spikes may be studied. For example, neurons responding to various visual stimulii (such as edges) as well as neurons recognizing
the direction of audio signals have been identified [49, 50]. Despite these spectacular results, we note that C. Elegans, having only 302 neurons in total, is the only
species for which neural level connections are fully described [43]. Furthermore, in
this respect, C. Elegans is extremely simple compared with many other species. For
example, the number of neurons in the human brain is approximately 100 billion
and each of them has up to 10,000 synapses [16]. Imaging neural circuits of that
size is difficult due to various reasons, such as diversity of cells and limitations of
traditional light microscopy [27].
While neurons may be considered as the elementary components of the brain, at
the other end, psychological studies focus on the behavior of the entire organism.
However, due to the large number of neurons and their complex interactions, it is
extremely difficult to establish the connection between low-level phenomena (such
as the activity of neurons) and high-level observations referring to the behavior of
the organism. In fact, such connections are only known in exceptional cases: for
example, deprivation to visual stimuli causes functional blindness due to modified
brain function, in other words: the brain does not “learn” how to see, if no visual
input is provided [20, 46].
In order to understand how the brain activity is related to phenotypic conditions,
many recent studies follow an “explicitly integrative perspective” resulting in the
emergence of the new domain of “network neuroscience” [2]. While there are brain
networks of various spatial and temporal scale, in this study we focus on networks
describing functional connectivity between brain regions. Two regions are said to
be functionally connected if their activations are synchronized. When measuring
the activity of a region, usually, the aggregated activity of millions of neurons is
captured as function of time. Spatial and temporal resolution (number of regions
and frequency of measurements) depend on the experimental technology. In case of
functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI), the spatial resolution is currently
around fifty-thousand voxels (i.e., the brain activity is measured in approximately
fifty-thousand cubic areas of the brain), while the temporal resolution is between
0.5 and 2 seconds. Roughly speaking, the raw data consists of approximately fiftythousand time series, each one corresponding to one of the voxels in which the brain
activity is measured.
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Fig. 1 Schematic illustration of data acquisition and preprocessing.
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When analyzing fMRI data, after the necessary preprocessing steps, voxels are
organized into regions of interest (ROIs). The time series of the voxels belonging to a ROI are aggregated into a single time series representing the activation of
the ROI as function of time. Next, functional connectivity strength between ROIs
can be calculated. This process is illustrated in Fig. 1. Traditionally, functional connectivity strength is described with linear correlation coefficients between the time
series associated with the ROIs. However, according to recent results, more complex relationships can be represented with other time series distance measures such
as dynamic time warping (DTW) [30].
The functional brain network can be represented with the connectivity matrix
of the aforementioned ROIs, i.e., by the functional connectivity strength between
each pair of ROIs. Functional connectivity matrices show remarkable similarity between subjects, however some connectivity patterns may be characteristic to various
conditions and disorders such as gender, age, IQ, and schizophrenia, addiction or
cognitive impairment, see e.g. [28, 29] and the references therein.
While the connectivity features can be seen as a compact representation of brain
activity compared with the raw data, the dimensionality of the resulting data is still
very high, making feature selection essential for subsequent analysis. Therefore,
in this study we consider the task of feature selection, which can be described as
follows: given a set of features, the goal is to select a subset of features that is
appropriate for the subsequent analysis tasks, such as classification of instances.
In many cases, due to the complexity of search space, evolutionary algorithms are
appropriate to solve this task.
In the last decade, extensive research has been performed on evolutionary algorithms for feature selection. In this chapter, we will consider the feature selection
task with special focus on its applications to functional magnetic resonance imaging
(fMRI) data. Furthermore, we will present an empirical comparison of conventional
feature selection based on the “Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator”
(LASSO) and a novel feature selection approach designed for fMRI data based on
a minimalistic genetic algorithm (mGA). Finally, we point out that feature selection is essential for the successful classification of fMRI data which is a key task in
developing new biomarkers of brain disorders.

2 Materials and Methods
In this section we provide details of the dataset and preprocessing (Section 2.1),
the feature selection methods we consider: LASSO (Section 2.2) and mGA (Section 2.3). Subsequently, we describe our experimental protocol in Section 2.4.
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2.1 Data and Preprocessing
We used publicly available data from the Consortium for Reliability and Reproducibility (CoRR) [52], in particular, the LMU 2 and LMU 3 datasets [3, 4]. The
datasets contain fourty-nine subjects (22 males, age (mean ± SD): 68.6 ± 7.3
years, 25 diagnosed with mild cognitive impairment (MCI)), each subject participated at several resting-state fMRI measurement sessions, thus the total number
of measurement sessions is 146. In each measurement session, besides high resolution anatomical images, 120 functional images were collected over 366 sec,
resulting in time-series of length 120 for every brain voxel. The dataset was collected at the Institute of Clinical Radiology, Ludwig-Maximilians-University, Munich, Germany. For further details on how the data was obtained we refer to the
web page of the data: http://fcon_1000.projects.nitrc.org/indi/
CoRR/html/lmu_2.html.
Preprocessing of the raw data includes motion-correction, identification of gray
matter (GM) voxels, and the application of low-pass and high-pass filters. For a
detailed description of the preprocessing pipeline, see [30].
We used the Willard functional atlas of FIND Lab, consisting of 499 functional
regions of interest (ROIs) [34] to obtain 499 functionally meaningful averaged
blood-oxygen-level dependent (BOLD) signals in each measurement. This allows
us to calculate ROI-based functional connectivity as follows: we calculate the pairwise dynamic time warping (DTW) distances [36] between the aforementioned 499
BOLD signals, resulting in 499 × 498/2 = 124251 connectivity features. We obtained these connectivity features for each of the 146 measurement sessions, leading
to a dataset of 146 instances and 124251 features. From the publicly available phenotypic data, mild cognitive impairment (MCI) was selected as classification target.
Given the relatively low amount of instances, selection of relevant features (i.e.,
the ones that are characteristic for the presence or absence of mild cognitive impairment) is a highly challenging task to any of the feature selection techniques.

2.2 Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator
The Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator is widely used for the analysis
of high-dimensional data, including brain imaging data. Therefore, we review this
technique next.
We are given a dataset X ∈ RN×d containing N instances with d features. Each
instance xi (the i-th row of X) is associated with a label yi , the vector y contains all
the labels: y = (y1 , . . . , yN ). We aim at finding a function f (x) in the form f (x) =
d

∑ θ ( j) x( j) , where x( j) is the j-th component of vector x, and ∀ j : θ ( j) ∈ R, so that

j=1

the function fits the data, i.e., f (xi ) ≈ yi for all (xi , yi ) pairs. For simplicity, we use
θ = (θ (1) , . . . , θ (d) ) to denote the vector of all the parameters.
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The above task can be considered as an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression
problem, where the objective is to find the parameter vector θ ∗ that minimizes the
sum of squared errors:
2
1
θ ∗ = arg min ||y − Xθ ||2
(1)
θ N
In the case when N ≥ d (and matrix X has a full column rank), i.e., when we have
more training instances than features, the optimal θ ∗ vector exists and is unique.
However, if the number of features exceeds the number of available training instances, matrix X loses its full column rank, therefore the solution is not unique
anymore. In this case, the model tends to overfit the dataset X, in the sense that it
fits not only to the “regularities” of the data, but also to measurement noise while it
is unlikely to fit to unseen instances of a new dataset X0 .
To be able to choose the “correct” parameter vector from the numerous possibilities, one must assume some knowledge about the parameters, and use that in the
optimization. The most common solution of this problem is to add a regularization
term to the function we try to minimize, called objective function. In case of the
well-known ridge-regression method [17] we assume that the Euclidean-norm (L2 norm) of the θ vector is small, and the objective is to find the parameter vector θ ∗
that minimizes the sum of squared errors and the regularization term:
θ ∗ = arg min
θ

1
N

2

2

||y − Xθ ||2 + λ ||θ ||2



(2)

where λ ∈ R is a hyperparameter controlling the regularization, i.e., in case of λ = 0
the method is equivalent to the OLS, but as we increase the λ value, the L2 -norm of
the θ vector has to decrease to minimize the objective function.
However, in cases when we can hypothesize that only some of all the available
features have influence on the labels, the above regularization based on the L2 norm of θ may not lead to an appropriate solution θ ∗ . In particular, ridge-regression
method results in low absolute value weights for the features, while it tends to “distribute” the weights between features, i.e., in most cases almost all of the features
will receive nonzero weights. In contrast, regularization with L1 -norm usually results in zero weights for many features, therefore this method can be seen as a feature selection technique: it selects those features for which the associated weights
are not zero, while the others are not selected. This method is called LASSO [42].
Formally, LASSO’s objective is to find the parameter vector θ ∗ that minimizes
the sum of squared errors and the L1 regularization term:
θ ∗ = arg min
θ

1
N

2

||y − Xθ ||2 + λ ||θ ||1



(3)

where λ ∈ R is a hyperparameter controlling the sparsity of the resulting model, i.e.
the number of weights that are set to zero.
As mentioned above, in brain imaging studies the number of instances is usually much lower than the number of features, therefore LASSO may be used. Indeed, it has been shown to be successful for classification tasks related to brain
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networks [28, 29, 35] in cases where the number of features is 10 to 50 times larger
than the number of instances. In [28] and [29] the features selected by LASSO,
i.e., functional connectivity strength values, did not only lead to good classification
performance, but the selected connections showed remarkable stability through the
rounds of cross-validation and resulted in well-interpretable networks that contain
connections that differ the most between groups of subjects. The task we consider
in this study is even more challenging compared with the tasks considered in [28]
and [29], because the number of features is more than 800 times higher than the
number of available instances.

2.3 Minimalist Genetic Algorithm for Feature Selection
Evolutionary Algorithms (EAs) represent a simple and efficient class of nature
inspired optimization techniques [10, 18]. In essence, EAs are population based
stochastic techniques that mimic natural evolution processes to find the solution for
an optimization problem. The main advantages of these approaches are their low
complexity in implementation, their adaptability to a variety of problems without
having specific domain knowledge, and effectiveness [13, 31, 37].
There are many variants of EAs with different operators (e.g. selection, recombination, mutation, etc.) and control parameters such as population size, crossover
and mutation probabilities [12]. A set of random solutions is evolved with the help
of some variation operators and only good solutions will be kept in the population
with the help of selection for survivor operators. Solutions are evaluated by using
a fitness function constructed depending on the problem. In most cases it represents the objective of the optimization problem, and guides the search to optimal
solutions by preserving during the selection process solutions with high (for maximization problems) fitness values. Based on the encoding and operators used, the
main classes of evolutionary algorithms are considered to be: Genetic algorithms,
Genetic programming (tree structure encoding), Evolution strategies (real-valued
encoding), and Evolutionary programming (typically uses only mutation) [12].
Genetic algorithms (GAs) use binary encoding and specific mutation and crossover operators [12]. A potential solution evolved within a GA is referred to as an
individual, encoded as a chromosome which is composed of genes - and represented
in its simplest form as a string of 0 and 1. Encoding/decoding of an individual is
problem dependent.
As the feature selection problem aims at selecting the relevant features from a
large number of features [45], evolutionary algorithms seem to be an appropriate
choice for tackling it because they can deal with the search space generated by the
high number of features [21, 45]. Evaluation is performed by using either the classification accuracy or some convex combination between various indicators, such
as classification accuracy, number of features, overall classification performance,
class specific accuracy, and Pearson correlation [6, 39, 44, 47]. Multi-objective op-
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timization algorithms have also been used to find trade-offs between the number of
features and classification accuracy as two conflicting objectives [19, 25].
Genetic Algorithms are a natural choice for approaching the feature selection
problem due to the encoding used: in the binary string each value shows if the corresponding feature is selected or not. Consequently, there are many studies that employ various variants of genetic algorithms for solving feature selection problems in
fields such as computer science, engineering, medicine, biochemistry, genetics and
molecular biology, chemistry, decision sciences, physics and astronomy, pharmacology, toxicology and pharmaceutics, chemical engineering, business, management
and accounting, agricultural and biological sciences, materials science, earth and
planetary sciences, social sciences and humanities. For example, in [24] a genetic
algorithm is used to select the best feature subset from 200 time series features and
use them to detect premature ventricular contraction - a form of cardiac arrhythmia.
In [7] a genetic algorithm was used to reduce the number of features in a complex
speech recognition task and to create new features on machine vision task. In [33],
a genetic algorithm optimizes a weight vector used to scale the features.
Recently, genetic algorithms have been used for feature selection and classification of brain related data. Problems approached include brain tumor classification
[15, 26], EEG analysis [22, 23], and seizure prediction [9]. Genetic algorithms are
designed as stand-alone feature selection methods [32] or as part of a more complex
analysis combined with simulated annealing [23, 26], neural networks [9, 15, 41]
or support vector machines [22, 26, 41]. To the best of our knowledge, genetic
algorithms have not yet been used for feature selection on fMRI data.
In the following we propose a minimalist version of a genetic algorithm for mining features in the brain data. The Minimalist Genetic Algorithm (mGA) evolves one
binary string encoded individual by using only uniform mutation for a given number
of generations in order to improve the classification accuracy while restricting the
number of selected features. In what follows, the mGA is described in detail.
Encoding
mGA uses bit string representation of length L = 124251 – equal to the total number
of features – where 1 means that a feature is selected, and 0 means that the certain
feature is not selected:
010
. . 100}
| .{z

(4)

length: L=124251

Initialization
In the first generation a random initial solution is generated by assigning each gene a
value of 1 with probability pin . The probability pin controls number of selected features in the initial individual, it is problem dependent, and thus can be set according
to domain knowledge.
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Evaluation of the fitness function
The aim of the search is to maximize the classification accuracy while avoiding
overfitting. Thus we construct a fitness function based on accuracy, considering also
as a penalization the proportion of the selected features to the length of the chromosome (individual). By combining both accuracy and number of selected features,
we hope to achieve a trade-off between them and to avoid overfitting. In particular,
the fitness f of individual I is computed as:
nI
(5)
L
where A(I) is the classification accuracy and nI is the number of features selected in
I (the number of 1s in the binary representation). We divide the number of selected
features nI by the total length of the chromosome to keep the two terms in Eq. (5)
in [0, 1] and maintain a balance between them.
f (I) = A(I) −

Mutation
mGA uses the uniform random mutation for variation by which each gene is modified with a probability pm . In detail, for each gene a random number between 0
and 1 is generated following a uniform distribution; if this value is less than the
given mutation probability pm , the value of the gene is modified (from 1 to 0 or
conversely).
In the following example, the second gene of individual I in the left is modified
from 0 to 1 as the second random number generated is 0.001:
I = 01 . . . 10 −−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ I 0 = 00 . . . 10.

(6)

rand():0.236,0.001,...,0.385,0.798

Outline of mGA
The main steps of mGA are outlined in Algorithm 1. First, a random initial solution
I is generated. Then, the following steps are repeated until the stopping criterion is
met: (i) creation of an offspring I 0 by the application of mutation to the individual I
representing the current solution, (ii) if the offspring has a higher fitness value, we
keep it as the new current solution, otherwise we do not change the current solution.
The process stops after a predefined number of iterations, denoted by MaxGen.
Parameters
mGA uses the following parameters: pin : the probability of each gene being set to 1
when generating the random individual in the first generation, pm : the probability
used for uniform mutation and the number of generations (MaxGen).
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Algorithm 1 Outline of mGA
Initialize random individual (I);
Evaluate I;
nrGen = 0;
while nrgen < MaxGen do
Apply mutation to I → I 0 ;
Evaluate I 0 ;
if f (I 0 ) > f (I) (I 0 better than I) then
I = I0;
end if
nrgen + +;
end while

2.4 Experimental set-up
The goal of our experiments was to compare the mGA with LASSO in terms of
their ability to select relevant features. In order to objectively compare the selected
feature sets, and to quantitatively assess their quality, we aimed to classify subjects
according to the presence or absence of mild cognitive impairment (MCI) using the
selected features. In other words: we evaluated both algorithms indirectly in context
of a classification task. Next, we describe the details of our experimental protocol.
As measurements from the same subjects are not independent, we performed
our experiments according to the leave-one-subject-out cross-validation schema. As
our dataset contains measurements from 49 subjects, we had 49 rounds of crossvalidation. In each round, the instances belonging to one of the subjects were used
as test data, while the instances of the remaining 48 subjects were used as training
data. We performed feature selection with both methods (i.e., the mGA and LASSO)
using the training data.1 Subsequently, both sets of selected features were evaluated.
For LASSO, we set the parameter λ to 0.005 in order to restrict the number of
selected features to be around the number of instances (154 ± 5.1).2 The parameter
values used for mGA are presented in Tab. 1. The values of pm and pin were set
empirically to limit the number of selected features (starting with approx. 500 and
increasing only if better sets are generated) in order to avoid overfitting caused by
selecting unnecessarily large feature sets.
Table 1 mGA Parameter settings
Parameter pm
pin MaxGen
Value 0.004 0.004 3000

1

The accuracy for the fitness function of mGA was calculated solely on the training data. In
particular we measured the accuracy of a nearest neighbor classifier in an internal 5-fold crossvalidation on the training data.
2 We note that λ = 0.001 and λ = 0.0001 led to very similar classification accuracy. For simplicity,
we only show the results in case of λ = 0.005 in Section 3.
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Fig. 2 Classification accuracy using features selected by LASSO and mGA

In order to assess the quality of a selected feature set, we classified test instances
with a simple 1-nearest neighbor [1] classifier with Euclidean distance based on the
selected features only. That is: we restrict test and training instance vectors to the
selected feature set, and for every test instance x we search for its nearest neighbor
in the training data. With nearest neighbor of the test instance x we mean the training
instance that is the closest to x according to the Euclidean distance. The predicted
label of the test instance x is the label of its nearest neighbor.
For the task-based evaluation of feature sets in context of the classification according to MCI described above, in principle, one could use various classifiers such
as recent variants of neural networks [40] or decision rules [51], however, we decided to use the nearest neighbor classifier, because our primary goal is to compare
the set of selected features and nearest neighbor relies highly on the features. Furthermore, nearest neighbor is well-understood from the theoretical point of view and
works surprisingly well in many cases [5, 8, 11].
To demonstrate how our classifiers perform compared to the chance level, we
generated 100 000 random labeling with “coin-flipping” (50-50% chance of generating the label corresponding to the presence or absence of MCI), and calculated the
accuracy values of these random classifications. The 95th percentile of this random
classifier’s accuracy-distribution is 56.8%. Therefore, we treat the classification as
significantly better than random “coin-flipping” if its accuracy exceeds the threshold
of 56.8%.

3 Results
Classification accuracy
The classification accuracy of 1-nearest neighbour classifier based on LASSOselected and mGA-selected feature sets are presented in Fig. 2.
For both LASSO-selected and mGA-selected feature sets, the classification accuracy is significantly better than the accuracy of “coin-flipping”. Furthermore, in this
task, where the number of features is extremely high compared with the number
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of instances, the mGA-based feature selection clearly outperforms LASSO-based
feature selection in terms of classification accuracy.
Stability of the selected features
A good feature selection algorithm should result not only in good classification performance, but an interpretable feature set as well. The two approaches we consider
in this study, LASSO and mGA, differs greatly in the number of selected features
(see Tab. 2). The LASSO algorithm selects about 154 features with a low standard
deviation, while the mGA algorithm chooses about 5 times more features with large
standard deviation.
Table 2 Mean ± standard deviation of selected feature set sizes through the 49 rounds of crossvalidation with the two methods
LASSO
mGA
154.3 ± 5.1
775.4 ± 249.4

The selected feature sets can be examined from the point of view of stability, i.e.,
we can calculate how many times each feature was selected during the 49 rounds of
cross-validation (Fig. 3. A). As features describe connections between brain ROIs,
we can also calculate how many times each ROI was selected through the crossvalidation (Fig. 3. B).
In terms of the stability of features, the difference between the two algorithms is
undeniable (Fig. 3. A). Clearly, the feature set selected by LASSO is very stable
compared with the mGA-selected features, as there are 47 connections that were selected in at least 40 rounds (about 80%) out of all the 49 rounds of cross-validation,
while in case of the mGA algorithm, there is no feature that was selected more than
6 times. Interestingly, the distinction between the two algorithms almost disappear
if we consider the stability of selected ROIs. In Fig. 3. B one can see that both algorithms identify a limited number (less than five) hub ROIs, that have considerably
more selected connections, than the rest of the brain.
Runtime
In our experiments, the runtime of a single evaluation in mGA was ≈3.5 seconds on
an Intel R CoreTM i7-5820K CPU @ 3.30GHz × 12, 32GB RAM, with the settings
from Table 1. The total runtime is influenced by the parameter settings (MaxGen,
pm and pin ) as they control the number of evaluations and the number of selected
features involved in the evaluation of the classification accuracy in (5). Using the
MATLAB-implementation of LASSO, on average, ≈4 seconds were needed for the
selection of features in each round of the cross-validation. As mGA requires multiple evaluations, the total runtime of LASSO is much lower than that of mGA.
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Fig. 3 A, The stability of selected features for LASSO and mGA. Considering the 49 rounds of
leave-one-subject-out cross-validation, for each n = 1, . . . , 49, we count how many features appear
at least n-times among the selected features. The vertical axis shows n, while the horizontal axis
displays the number of features that appear at least n-times among the selected features. B, The
stability of selected ROIs for LASSO and mGA. Considering all 49 rounds of cross-validation, we
count how many times each ROIs is selected in total (the selection of a feature corresponds to the
selection of two ROIs; as several features are associated with the same ROI, a ROI may be selected
multiple times: e.g., if both features f1,2 = (r1 , r2 ) and f1,3 = (r1 , r3 ) were selected in all the 49
rounds of cross-validation, and no other features were selected, ROI r1 would appear 49 × 2 = 98
times in total, while r2 and r3 would appear 49 times in total). The left and right vertical axes show
nmGA and nLASSO , while the horizontal axis shows how many ROIs were selected at least nmGA times and nLASSO -times, respectively. (As mGA selects about 5 times more features in each round
of the cross-validation, there is a scaling factor of 5 between the two vertical axes.)
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4 Discussion
The results show that even in the case of extremely high number of features (number of features is more than 800 times higher than the number of instances), both
LASSO and mGA algorithms are able to classify subjects according to presence or
absence of MCI significantly better than “coin flipping”. In terms of accuracy, mGA
clearly outperformed LASSO. In contrast, the set of features selected by LASSO
is substantially more stable. With respect to the stability of selected ROIs, in our
experiments, the two algorithms resulted in very similar characteristics.
The differences regarding stability may be attributed to inherent properties of the
algorithms: if two features are similarly useful for fitting the model to the data, but
one of them is slightly better than the other, due to its regularization term, LASSO
tends to select the better feature, while mGA may select any of them with similar
probabilities.
The most frequently selected ROIs can be important from a clinical point of
view as well. The top five ROIs of the two algorithms show a significant overlap
(see Tab. 3).
Table 3 The top five selected ROIs in case of LASSO and mGA

1
2
3

LASSO
ROI ID
143
144
147

4
5

149
145

region
Cuneal Cortex
Occipital Pole, Lingual Gyrus
Left Lateral Occipital Cortex,
superior division
Cerebellum
Right Precentral Gyrus

1
2
3
4
5

mGA
ROI ID
143
144
145
24
146

region
Cuneal Cortex
Occipital Pole, Lingual Gyrus
Right Precentral Gyrus
Left Frontal Pole
Frontal Medial Cortex,
Subcallossal Cortex

The top 20% of ROIs are visualized in Fig. 4 A and B. One can note that while
the most important ROIs i.e. the hubs of the two methods are the same, the LASSO
based map is more symmetric, i.e. it respects strong homotopic (inter-hemispheric)
brain connections, while the mGA based map shows clear left hemisphere dominance. Most importantly, several out of the top 20% ROIs selected by both the
LASSO and the mGA, have been reported in meta-studies examining Alzheimers
disease and MCI [38, 48].

5 Conclusions
The analysis of brain imaging data is a challenging task, because of the high dimensionality. Selecting the relevant features is a key task of the analytic pipeline.
We considered two algorithms, the classic LASSO-based feature selection, and a
novel genetic algorithm (mGA) designed for the analysis of functional magnetic
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Fig. 4 The top 20% of selected ROIs using LASSO (A), and mGA (B). Warm colors represent
more frequently chosen ROIs (hubs).

resonance imaging (fMRI) data. We compared them in context of the recognition
of mild cognitive impairment (MCI) based on fMRI data. In terms of classification accuracy, the features selected by mGA outperformed the features selected by
LASSO. According to our observations, the set of features selected by LASSO is
more stable over multiple runs. Nevertheless, both methods provide meaningful information about the data, confirming the search potential of genetic algorithms and
providing a starting point to further and deeper analyses of brain imaging data by
heuristic methods.
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