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Abstract 
 
Objective 
Identifying brain differences associated with suicidal thoughts and behaviors (STBs) in young 
people is critical to understanding their development and generating effective approaches to 
early intervention and prevention. The ENIGMA Suicidal Thoughts and Behaviours (ENIGMA-
STB) consortium analyzed neuroimaging data harmonized across sites to examine brain 
morphology associated with STBs in youth.  
 
Methods 
First, we examined associations among regional brain structure and STBs, which were assessed 
in six samples of youth with mood disorders, using the Columbia Suicide Severity Rating Scale 
(C-SSRS; N=577). Second, we combined this sample with a larger sample (total 21 sites) in 
which STBs were assessed using various instruments. MRI metrics were compared among 
healthy controls without STBs (HC; N=688), clinical controls without STBs (CC; N=648), and 
young people with psychiatric diagnoses and current suicidal ideation (N=406). In separate 
analyses, MRI metrics were compared among HCs (N=335), CCs (N=768), and suicide 
attempters (N=254).  
 
Results 
In the homogeneous C-SSRS sample, surface area of the frontal pole was lower in young 
people with mood disorders and history of actual suicide attempts (N=163) than those without 
(N=394; FDR-p<.001; Cohen’s d=.334). When expanding to more clinically heterogeneous 
samples, we also found lower surface area of the frontal pole in those with a history of suicide 
attempts (Cohen’s d=.22).  
 
Conclusions 
Lower frontal pole surface area may represent a vulnerability for a suicide attempt; however, 
more research is needed to understand the nature of its relationship to suicide risk. 
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Introduction 
 
Suicide is a leading cause of death worldwide, with around 800,000 deaths by suicide occurring 

annually (1). Suicidal thoughts and behaviors (STBs) typically emerge during adolescence (2). 

Suicide is the second leading cause of death for young people aged between 15 and 29 (1). It 

has been estimated that between 11 and 29% of adolescents report suicidal ideation (suicidal 

thoughts), and 2-10% of adolescents attempted suicide in the past year (3). Unfortunately, the 

number of suicide attempts among children and adolescents has continued to increase sharply 

despite national and international prevention efforts (4). 

To improve targeting of prevention and intervention efforts and thereby reduce the 

number of deaths by suicide in this age group, we must increase our understanding of the 

mechanisms underlying both suicidal thoughts and suicidal behaviors (including suicide 

attempts) in young people. Neuroimaging, including magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), is a 

useful tool with which to identify biological risk markers for STBs in vivo. Many neuroimaging 

studies have been published examining the neural substrates of STBs in the past 20 years, but 

few have focused on STBs in youth (for a review, see (5)). Although several of these studies 

support lower regional brain volumes, particularly in ventral and dorsal prefrontal and also in 

temporal regions (6–9) in suicide attempters with mood disorders, negative findings have also 

been reported (10, 11). Structural brain alterations related to suicidal ideation in young people 

have inconsistently been reported in the striatum and temporal lobes (12–14).  

In addition to the small number of studies focusing on youth, neuroimaging studies 

investigating associations between structural brain measures and STBs have also been limited 

by small sample sizes (5). There are multiple limitations associated with small sample sizes. 

First, small sample sizes decrease power (i.e., the probability of identifying true effects), 

increase the probability of false-negative effects, and inflate the effect size estimate when an 

actual effect is observed (15). Second, there may be small yet clinically significant associations 

between STBs and brain structure. To reliably identify these effects, larger samples are needed. 

Another significant limitation of previous work is that clinical controls are often not included, 
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making it difficult to understand if alterations are specific to STBs or reflect mental health 

disorders in general (5).  

To address these limitations, the suicide project within the ENIGMA Major Depressive 

Disorder (ENIGMA-MDD) consortium pooled data from 18 different studies worldwide to 

examine associations between brain morphology and suicide attempt in MDD patients (16, 17). 

While prior structural imaging studies of STBs primarily assessed regional volumes, the 

ENIGMA studies also examined cortical surface area and thickness, which is essential as unique 

genetic and environmental factors are implicated in the development of these cortical features. 

Findings showed a lower volume of the thalamus and pallidum and a smaller surface area of the 

inferior parietal lobe in adults with MDD and a history of suicide attempts (N=679) compared to 

MDD individuals without a history of suicide attempt (N=5,484). However, these studies did not 

examine MRI correlates of suicidal ideation. In addition, studies within ENIGMA-MDD are limited 

to individuals with MDD, while STBs are transdiagnostic phenomena, and the extent of 

neurobiological mechanisms underlying STBs that are common to or may differ across 

psychiatric disorders is unknown. Finally, these previous studies did not examine structural brain 

alterations in children and adolescents.  

Therefore, we established the transdiagnostic ENIGMA Suicidal Thoughts and 

Behaviours (ENIGMA-STB) consortium, which allows investigation of neural correlates of STBs 

across a range of psychiatric conditions, leveraging many samples worldwide. This large dataset 

enables assessment of structural brain alterations that are common across groups (e.g., groups 

with a variety of psychiatric conditions including mood disorders, anxiety disorders, post-

traumatic stress disorder [PTSD], addiction, and obsessive-compulsive disorder [OCD]), but also 

alterations that are specific to subgroups, such as males or females. For this ENIGMA-STB 

study, we focused specifically on young persons, as there is limited information concerning the 

mechanisms underlying STBs in youth, even though suicide is a leading cause of death in this 

population. We first pooled data from six studies that were more homogeneous, as all used the 

Columbia Suicide Severity Rating Scale (C-SSRS) (providing data on the intensity of suicidal 
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ideation and suicide attempts defined specifically as “actual attempts,” i.e., with at least some 

intent to die) to assess STBs. This sample aimed to investigate differences in structural MRI 

measures between young persons with a lifetime history of an actual suicide attempt compared 

to those without and associations with the intensity of current suicidal ideation. To examine how 

well the observed associations generalize to different STB measures and across psychiatric 

conditions, we conducted an additional large-scale mega-analysis combining the C-SSRS data 

with data from additional studies that included young people with different psychiatric conditions 

and that employed different STB instruments (total of 21 studies). In these analyses in the larger 

sample, we aimed to identify structural brain alterations in young persons with (1) a lifetime 

history of a suicide attempt; and (2) current (in the past week, two weeks, or month) suicidal 

ideation (but no history of attempt), compared to healthy controls (HC) and clinical controls (CC; 

individuals who have a psychiatric disorder but no current ideation or lifetime attempt). Based on 

previous findings in adolescents, we predicted that a lifetime history of suicide attempts would be 

associated with structural alterations in the prefrontal cortex (6, 8, 9), temporal cortex, and 

caudate (12, 13).  

 

Methods 
 
Samples  

This mega-analysis pooled data from 21 international studies from ten countries to examine the 

association between STBs and brain structure in young people ages 8-25 years. Demographic 

characteristics of the research participants at different sites are presented in Tables 1 and 2 and 

Figures 1 and 2, while the inclusion/exclusion criteria for the different studies are presented in 

Table S1. All sites obtained ethics approval from their local institutional review boards and ethics 

committees. All participants who were 18 years old and over provided written informed consent, 

and those aged under age 18 years provided written informed assent in addition to written 

informed consent from a parent/guardian at the local recruitment institution.  
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Image processing and harmonization 
 
Structural T1-weighted brain MRI scans were acquired at each site. Information regarding the 

acquisition parameters, software versions, and scanner characteristics for the different sites is 

presented in Table S2. The T1-weighted images were analyzed locally using harmonized 

analysis and quality control protocols for FreeSurfer (18) (http://surfer.nmr.mgh.harvard.edu/), 

developed by the ENIGMA consortium and freely available 

(http://enigma.ini.usc.edu/protocols/imaging-protocols/). The ENIGMA FreeSurfer protocol 

provides tools for quality control of the segmented cortical and subcortical phenotypes. Each site 

visually inspected the segmentation and excluded regions that were not appropriately 

segmented. To reduce the number of statistical tests and avoid issues related to left-right flipping 

that may have occurred at the various sites, we combined regional measures across both 

hemispheres by taking the mean of the left and right hemisphere regions. We examined the 

volume of eight subcortical regions and cortical thickness and surface area of 34 regions, 

defined by the Desikan-Killiany atlas (19). In addition, two global measures were calculated: 

mean cortical thickness and total surface area across both hemispheres, creating a total of 78 

brain measures.  

Before the statistical analysis, neuroimaging measures were harmonized across sites using the 

ComBat algorithm in R (20, 21), with age, sex, and psychiatric diagnosis included as covariates 

in the model. ComBat uses an empirical Bayes approach to adjust for variability between 

scanners while still preserving biological variability related to age, sex, and diagnosis. All brain 

measures included in the statistical analyses were ComBat-corrected. After correction, within-

site outliers (measures greater than three standard deviations away from the mean of that 

region) were excluded from the analysis.  

 
 
Statistical analysis 
 
Analysis in the Columbia Suicide Severity Rating Scale (C-SSRS) sample 
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We first examined associations between brain structure and STBs in a subsample of six cohorts, 

all of which used an instrument designed specifically to assess suicidal ideation and suicide 

attempt, the C-SSRS (see Table 3). These cohorts included participants with MDD or bipolar 

disorder (BD) diagnoses (N=577, age range 11-25) (healthy control samples were excluded from 

analyses due to no or limited C-SSRS data). Multiple linear regression analyses were conducted 

in R, and age, sex and age-by-sex interactions were included as covariates in all analyses. 

Intracranial volume (ICV) was included as an additional covariate in analyses of subcortical 

volume and cortical surface area. Because we had estimated and controlled for the contribution 

of site and scanner using ComBat prior to conducting the analysis, these measures were not 

included as covariates. In the regression models, the structural brain measures (the average 

across the left and right hemispheres) were the dependent variables. For suicidal ideation 

analyses, the continuous C-SSRS measure of recent and lifetime intensity of suicidal ideation 

were included as predictors. This variable was coded 0-5 (0: no ideation; 1: passive ideation; 2: 

non-specific active ideation; 3: active ideation with a method, but no plan or intent; 4: active 

ideation with intent, but no plan; 5: active ideation with a plan and intent). We also examined 

differences in brain structure between individuals with and without a lifetime history of an actual 

suicide attempt. Finally, we compared brain morphology between individuals with a lifetime 

history of suicidal ideation (but no lifetime history of an actual attempt) and those with a lifetime 

history of an actual attempt. Effect size estimates were calculated using the Cohen’s d metric for 

group comparisons and the standardized beta for associations with the continuous recent or 

lifetime intensity of suicidal ideation measure. 

 

Analysis in the larger ENIGMA-STB sample 

We subsequently evaluated whether the significant findings in the C-SSRS sample would be 

observed in the larger and less homogeneous ENIGMA-STB sample. To this aim, we first 

restricted the larger ENIGMA-STB sample to individuals with a current or lifetime diagnosis of 

MDD or BD and healthy controls. In this larger sample, various instruments were used to assess 
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current suicidal ideation and lifetime history of suicide attempts across cohorts. An overview of 

these instruments is presented in Table S3, and the approach used to harmonize these 

measures across cohorts is described in Supplemental Note 1. In short, history of lifetime 

suicidal attempt (yes/no) was determined using either the C-SSRS (22) or the corresponding 

item from the Kiddie Schedule for Affective Disorders and Schizophrenia (K-SADS) or the 

Structured Clinical Interview for DSM-IV or DSM-5 (SCID) (23, 24). Current suicidal ideation (in 

the past week, two weeks or month; yes/no) was determined using the C-SSRS, a diagnostic 

interview, or items from depression severity rating scale, such as the Beck Depression Inventory 

(25) or the Hamilton Depression Rating Scale (26).  

To investigate whether findings might generalize beyond STBs in mood disorders and to provide 

additional power to potentially detect any differences not identified in the analyses with the 

smaller samples, we examined the association between current suicidal ideation and lifetime 

history of suicide attempt in the overall ENIGMA-STB sample pooled from 21 international 

cohorts (N=2,431). Because only nine sites had information on suicidal ideation and suicide 

attempt, and previous work in adults has documented differences between the neural correlates 

of ideation and attempt (27), we conducted separate analyses for suicidal ideation and suicide 

attempt to optimize the sample size for each analysis. To examine suicidal attempts, we 

compared three groups: 1) healthy controls, without a current or lifetime psychiatric diagnosis or 

lifetime history of suicide attempt (‘healthy controls’ N=335); 2) ‘clinical controls’, with a current 

or lifetime psychiatric diagnosis, but no lifetime history of suicide attempt (N=768); and 3) 

‘clinical attempters’; young people with a current or lifetime psychiatric diagnosis and lifetime 

history of suicide attempt (N=254). To examine current suicidal ideation, we created three 

groups: 1) HC without a current or lifetime psychiatric diagnosis or lifetime history of suicide 

attempt or current suicidal ideation (N=688); 2) CC with a current or lifetime psychiatric 

diagnosis but no current suicidal ideation or lifetime history of suicide attempt (N=648); and 3) 

young people with a current or lifetime psychiatric diagnosis and current suicidal ideation, but no 

lifetime history of suicide attempt (N=406). Young people without a psychiatric diagnosis but with 
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a history of lifetime suicide attempts or current ideation were excluded from the analysis, as the 

sample was too small to analyze separately (N=40 and N=45, respectively).  

Similar to the analyses in the C-SSRS sample, group differences in subcortical volume, cortical 

thickness, and cortical surface area were compared using multiple linear regression models in R. 

Because we were specifically interested in differences between individuals with current suicidal 

ideation or past suicide attempt(s) versus HC or CC, we included a group predictor variable to 

compare the suicide attempt group to either CC or to HC (in two-group comparisons). In 

analyses of current suicidal ideation, a group predictor was included to compare the ideation 

group to either CC or HC. Covariates in the models included age, sex, and age-by-sex 

interaction. In addition, we corrected for ICV when analyzing subcortical volumes and cortical 

surface area measures. We calculated effect size estimates using Cohen’s d metric. 

 

Secondary analyses 

In addition to evaluating the main effect of current suicidal ideation or a history of suicide 

attempts, we conducted the above-mentioned analyses in the larger ENIGMA-STB sample 

separately for males and females, including age and ICV as covariates.  

Data on lifetime psychiatric diagnosis were available in a subsample of participants (N=655 in 

the ideation analysis and N=842 in the attempt analysis), as some sites only assessed current 

disorders. Because there were numerous combinations of lifetime diagnoses and comorbidities 

with low frequencies per combination, we categorized them into six main lifetime diagnosis 

types: MDD, BD, anxiety disorders, PTSD, OCD, and psychotic disorders. The primary type of 

diagnosis per group is shown in Figure 3. In secondary analyses, this variable was included as 

an additional covariate. Given the vast combination of diagnoses and comorbidities and the low 

number of participants with mental health conditions other than MDD and BD, these analyses 

were underpowered to perform group-by-diagnosis interaction analyses.  

All p-values were corrected for multiple comparisons (for the 78 brain measures) using the 

Benjamini Hochberg correction in R to ensure an FDR<0.05. 
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Results  
 
Associations with suicidal ideation and attempts in the C-SSRS sample 

There were no significant associations between lifetime or recent intensity of ideation and 

cortical thickness, cortical surface area, and subcortical volume measures (N=438 and 510 

respectively; Table S4 and S5).  

 

The surface area of the frontal pole was smaller in young people with a lifetime history of a prior 

suicide attempt (N=168) than in those without (N=407; FDR p-value < .001; Cohen’s d: -0.334; 

Table S6 and Figure 4). Finally, there were no significant differences between those with lifetime 

ideation (but no history of a prior suicide attempt) (N=200) and those with a lifetime history of an 

attempt (N=168; Table S7). 

 

Associations with current suicidal ideation and history of attempt in the larger ENIGMA-

STB sample 

In the larger ENIGMA-STB sample of participants with a diagnosis of MDD or BD and healthy 

controls (N HC=335, N CC=545, N attempt=225), surface area of the frontal pole was smaller in 

the attempt group than in the CC (Cohen’s d = -0.22, uncorrected-p = 0.005) and HC (Cohen’s d 

= -0.18, uncorrected-p = 0.035) groups.  

 

Current suicidal ideation 

In the larger transdiagnostic ENIGMA-STB sample (not restricted to MDD or BD diagnosis) no 

brain structure measure differed significantly between young people with current suicidal 

ideation (N=406) and HC (N=688; Table S8) or CC (N=648; Table S9) groups. No differences 

were observed when additionally adjusting for primary diagnosis (Table S10), nor when 

conducting separate analyses in males and females (N HC=187, N CC=153, N ideation=116 in 

males; N HC=383, N CC=322, N ideation=219 in females; Tables S11, S12, S13, and S14).  

 

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

The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 29, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.27.21264068doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.27.21264068


 

13 

Lifetime history of suicide attempt 

In the larger transdiagnostic ENIGMA-STB sample (not restricted to MDD or BD diagnosis), MRI 

measures also did not differ significantly between the suicide attempt group (N=254) and HC 

(N=335; Table S15) or CC (N=768; Table S16) groups. No differences were observed when 

correcting for primary diagnosis (Table S17) or conducting separate sex-stratified analyses (N 

CC=170, N attempt=45 in males; N HC=174, N CC=398, N attempt=174 in females; Tables S18, 

S19, and S20).  

 

Discussion 

In this study we examined the associations between STBs and structural MRI measures in 

young people in a combined sample from the ENIGMA-STB consortium. In a more 

homogeneous subsample (N=577) including participants from six cohorts assessed with the 

same well-validated instrument specifically developed to assess STBs (the C-SSRS) and 

including only young people with MDD or BD (age range 11-25 years), we found a significantly 

smaller surface area in the frontal pole in those with, compared to without, a lifetime history of 

suicide attempts. We also found a lower surface area in the frontal pole in suicide attempters 

compared to CCs in the larger ENIGMA-STB sample restricted to individuals with MDD or BD 

and healthy controls, but in which different assessments for STBs were used across sites. The 

effect size in the C-SSRS sample was larger than the effect size in this larger ENIGMA-STB 

sample (Cohen’s d = -0.334 versus -0.22). The larger effect size for the association between 

attempt and surface area of the frontal pole in the C-SSRS sample compared to the larger 

ENIGMA-STB sample could be related to any of several sources of heterogeneity, including the 

more specific and consistent definition used for suicide attempts in the C-SSRS group and 

clinical heterogeneity.  

 

The frontal pole is the rostral-most aspect of the prefrontal cortex and plays an essential role in 

higher-order functions involved in emotion and other behavioral regulation, notably, decision-
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making and cognitive inhibition, and social cognition processes (e.g., self-referential processes) 

implicated in STBs (28–31). The development of surface area and cortical thickness are 

genetically independent and are the result of different neurobiological mechanisms (32); thus, 

they may represent different features of development and aging. Because cortical surface area 

is highly heritable (33) and is less affected by environmental factors during development and in 

later life, than is the cortical thickness (34), alterations in frontal pole surface area may represent 

a pre-existing vulnerability for suicidal behavior in adolescents. Longitudinal studies are needed 

to elucidate whether structural alterations, in particular cortical surface area, in this region 

precede the onset of STBs. A previous longitudinal study, structural alterations in the frontal pole 

(amongst other frontal regions) was associated with a family history of bipolar disorder, which is 

also associated with increased risk of developing STBs (35). In another longitudinal study of a 

sample of 46 adolescents and young adults with mood disorders, decreases in rostral prefrontal 

volume were found to be associated with future suicide attempts, although thickness and surface 

area were not studied separately (9). Together with the findings of this study, results suggest 

that decreases in rostral PFC surface area warrant further study as potential predictors of and 

targets for the prevention of suicide. Alterations in functional connectivity between the rostral 

prefrontal cortex from an amygdala seed region have also previously been observed in young 

people with a history of suicide attempt (6). While future studies are needed to directly assess 

structural and functional associations, this suggests that the structural abnormalities observed 

herein may be related to functional dysconnectivity in brain systems that subserve behaviors 

such as emotional regulation implicated in STBs.  

 

The absence of a significant finding (besides the frontal pole) in the larger, more heterogeneous 

sample is potentially consistent with prior reports in the literature. A prior ENIGMA-MDD study 

found significant differences in brain structure in adults with major depressive disorder and a 

history of suicide attempts (17). However, the sample size of that study was larger (18,925 

participants of whom 694 had attempted suicide, compared to 1,357 participants of whom 254 
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attempted suicide in the current study), so we may still have been underpowered to detect these 

small effect sizes. In addition, the previous ENIGMA-MDD suicide study focused on adults 

(versus young people in the current study) and included only people with MDD and HC, whereas 

here, we included a transdiagnostic sample. Thus, in the larger overall sample of this study, 

more substantial heterogeneity was introduced by including a variety of mental health conditions. 

A recent study that examined the association between STBs and brain structure in over 6,000 

younger children aged 9-10 years in the Adolescent Brain Cognitive Development (ABCD) study 

did not reveal significant structural alterations on the frontal cortex in association with STBs (36). 

This may be related to the fact that the ABCD study is a general population sample with only a 

few children diagnosed with mood disorders, and STBs were less common and severe. Given 

the important role of puberty-related developmental processes in STBs, this sample may have 

been too young to detect these brain alterations (37). Moreover, the rostral frontal cortex is one 

of the last brain regions to mature. It is still undergoing dynamic changes during childhood, 

adolescence, and young adulthood (38), which may also interact with other sources of 

heterogeneity in the sample, such as sex, childhood abuse, family history of suicide attempts, 

and psychopathology. 

 

Our findings highlight the importance in the study of the neurobiology of STBs of considering 

sources of heterogeneity in the methods and in the demographic and clinical features of the 

sample. The study shows the importance of using well-validated and detailed phenotyping of 

STBs, such as the C-SSRS, when pooling data. Therefore, a strength of this study includes the 

large sample sizes that allowed the examination of more detailed and homogeneous 

phenotypes. An additional strength of the study is the use of harmonized protocols for image 

processing and quality control. We should note the limitations of this study. First, different 

instruments were used to assess STBs across cohorts for analyses in the larger ENIGMA-STB 

sample, although we used a detailed process to harmonize measures across studies. Moreover, 

when multiple instruments were used to assess suicidal ideation (thoughts) or attempts within 

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

The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 29, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.27.21264068doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.27.21264068


 

16 

one cohort, we defined STBs in that sample using instruments that showed strong correlations 

with the instruments used by other cohorts to assess STBs (39). Future multi-site collaborations 

would be improved by prospective harmonization in data collection and/or measurement. A 

second limitation was the cross-sectional study design. Although the findings are consistent with 

a prior report on future suicide attempts (9), we cannot determine whether brain structure 

increases the risk for STBs or whether prior attempts affect brain structure. It is important to note 

that segmentation of the surface area of the frontal pole showed moderate test-retest reliability 

(40). Finally, while including participants from many international studies, the samples mainly 

included Caucasian participants from high-income countries.  

 

In conclusion, by harmonizing neuroimaging data from research groups worldwide, we found 

that a deficit in the surface area of the frontal pole was related to suicide attempts in young 

people, which we suggest represents a pre-existing vulnerability to suicide attempts. Future 

studies focusing on the frontal pole may elucidate the functional and structural neurobiological 

mechanisms through which this region contributes to the development of STBs in young people 

and is a promising candidate to be a target for the early prevention of suicide. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for studies included in the ideation analysis 
Presented here are age (median, minimum, maximum) and sex for the three groups (HC: 
healthy controls, CC: clinical controls, Ideation: group with current suicidal ideation) for the 
different sites included in the analysis on suicidal ideation.  
 

Site Age 
HC 
(years) 

Age 
CC 
(years) 

Age 
ideatio
n 

% 
female 
HC 

% 
female 
CC 

% 
female 
ideatio
n 

Total 
N HC 

Total 
N CC 

Total 
N 
Ideatio
n 

Boystown 
(USA) 

17.0 
(14-18) 

16.0 
(12-19) 

16.0 
(12-18) 

22.2 30.7 63.0 9 114 27 

DEP-ARREST-
CLIN - MOODS 
(France) 

21.0 
(20-25) 

 

 22.0 
(18-25) 

54.5  70.0 11 0 10 

EPISCA 
(Netherlands) 

14.0 
(13-19) 

16.0  
(13-20) 

16.0 
(12-20) 

86.2 83.3 87.5 29 12 24 

FOR2107-
Marburg 
(Germany) 

23.0  
(18-25) 

24.0  
(18-25) 

23.0 
(18-25) 

67.2 84.4 49.1 125 32 57 

FOR2107-
Münster 
(Germany) 

23.0 
(18-25) 

22.0 
(18-25) 

23.0 
(19-25) 

71.7 77.3 50.0 106 22 26 

Houston BD 
(USA) 

14.0 
(8-25) 

14.0 
(8-25) 

14.0 
(10-24) 

54.3 31.6 66.7 81 57 9 

MDD Cohort 
(China) 

23.0 
(22-24) 

22.0  
(18-25) 

21.0  
(16-25) 

80.0 44.4 66.7 5 9 12 

Melbourne - 
YODA 
(Australia) 

 18.0 
(15-24) 

19.0 
(15-25) 

 56.1 53.3 0 41 45 

MR-IMPACT 
(UK) 

 15.0 
(12-17) 

15.0 
(11-17) 

 73.2 64.5 0 41 31 

Muenster 
Neuroimaging 
Cohort 
(Germany) 

22.0  
(17-25) 

23.0 
(16-25) 

22.0 
(17-25) 

47.5 57.9 50.0 80 19 40 

SOCAT 
(Turkey) 

23.0  
(17-25) 

 23.0 
(19-25) 

100.0  95.0 37 0 20 

Stanford TAD 
(USA) 

 17.0 
(15-18) 

16.0 
(14-18) 

 70.0 85.0 0 20 20 

Sydney Brain 
and Mind 
Centre 
(Australia) 

23.0  
(18-25) 

19.0 
(12-25) 

20.0 
(14-25) 

60.0 61.4 85.7 25 83 21 
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UCSF 
(USA) 

15.0 
(13-17) 

16.0 
(13-18) 

14.5 
(13-17) 

48.8 66.7 41.7 82 45 12 

University of 
Minnesota 
(USA) 

16.0  
(12-19) 

16.0 
(13-20) 

16.0 
(12-19) 

54.5 74.3 84.0 22 35 25 

University of 
Texas- Austin -
Bipolar Seed 
Program 
(USA) 

21.0 
(18-25) 

21.0 
(18-25) 

20.5 
(19-25) 

69.2 75.0 83.3 26 12 6 

UWashington/ 
Harvard 
(USA) 

11.0 
(8-16) 

10.5 
(8-16) 

14.5 
(8-16) 

50.0 
 

50.0 58.3 50 24 12 

Yale School of 
Medicine 
(USA) 

 20.0 
(13-25) 

17.0 
(15-23) 

 55.0 77.8 0 80 9 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

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

The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 29, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.27.21264068doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.27.21264068


 

19 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for sites included in the attempt analysis 
Presented here are age (median, minimum-maximum) and sex for the three groups (HC: healthy 
controls, CC: clinical controls, attempt: group with lifetime suicide attempt) for the different sites 
included in the analysis on lifetime history of suicide attempts.  
 

Site  Age 
HC 
(years) 

Age 
CC 
(years) 

Age 
Attem
pt 

% 
female 
HC 

% 
female 
CC 

% 
female 
Attem
pt 

Total 
N HC 

Total 
N CC 

Total 
N 
Attem
pt 

DEP-ARREST-
CLIN - MOODS 
(France) 

 22.0 
(18-25) 

19.0 
(18-23) 

 70.0 55.6 0 10 9 

Fondazione 
Santa Lucia - 
Schizophrenia 
sample (Italy) 

 23.0 
(16-25) 

24.0 
(20-25) 

 5.3 57.1 0 19 7 

Houston BD 
(USA) 

14.0 
(8-25) 

15.0 
(8-25) 

17.0 
(11-24) 

48.5 34.7 69.2 97 75 13 

Melbourne - 
Yoda 
(Australia) 

 19.0 
(15-25) 

19.0 
(15-24) 

 54.7 62.3 0 86 53 

MR-IMPACT 
(UK) 

 15.0  
(11-17) 

15.0 
(13-17) 

 68.5 89.7 0 73 39 

PAFIP1 (Spain)  22.0  
(17-25) 

22.0 
(19-24) 

 25.5 14.3 0 51 7 

PAFIP2 (Spain)  21.0 
(17-25) 

22.5 
(17-25) 

 24.1 50.0 0 58 10 

Sydney Bipolar 
Kids and 
Siblings 
(Australia) 

21.0 
(13-25) 

22.0 
(16-25) 

22.0 
(18-25) 

50.0 60.9 66.7 64 23 9 

Sydney Brain 
and Mind 
Centre 
(Australia) 

 19.0 
(13-25) 

19.0 
(15-24) 

 68.3 100 0 101 10 

UCSF 
(USA) 

15.0 
(13-17) 

16.0 
(13-18) 

16.0 
(15-17) 

48.8 61.4 71.4 82 57 14 

University of 
Minnesota 
(USA) 

16.0 
(14-20) 

16.0  
(12-19) 

17.5 
(12-19) 

66.7 78.0 62.5 12 41 8 

University of 
Texas- Austin - 
Bipolar Seed 
Program 
(USA) 

21.0 
(18-25) 

21.0 
(18-25) 

21.0 
(19-25) 

69.2 77.8 66.7 26 18 9 
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UWashington/ 
Harvard (USA) 

11.5 
(8-16) 

12.5 
(8-16) 

13.0 
(9-17) 

53.7 52.8 77.8 54 36 9 

Yale School of 
Medicine (USA) 

 19.0 
(13-25) 

19.0  
(14-25) 

 59.2 75.4 0 120 57 
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics for studies included in the C-SSRS sample 
Presented here are age (median, minimum-maximum) and sex for the six sites in the C-SSRS 
sample 
 

Site Main diagnosis 
in sample 

Age 
(years) 

% Female Total N 

Melbourne 
(YODA) 

MDD 19.0 
range 15-25 

57.6 139 

MR-IMPACT MDD 15.0 
range 11-17 

76.1 113 

Stanford TAD MDD 16.5 
range 14-18 

76.2 42 

Stanford TIGER MDD 16.0 
range 13-18 

67.6 34 

UCSF MDD 16.0 
range 13-18 

63.4 71 

Yale School of 
Medicine 

MDD + BD 19.0 
range: 13-25 

64.0 178 

 
MDD: major depressive disorder, BD: bipolar disorder 
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Figure 1. Density plot showing the age distribution per group in the larger ENIGMA-STB 
sample. In the left panel, the age distribution is shown for the groups in the analysis on 
lifetime suicide attempt. HC: healthy control group; CC: clinical control group; SA: suicide 
attempt group. In the right panel, the age distribution is shown for the groups in the analysis 
on current suicidal ideation. HC: healthy control group; CC: clinical control group; SI: current 
suicidal ideation group. All analyses are corrected for age, sex, and age-by-sex interaction 
effects. 
 
 

Figure 2. Sex distribution per group. In the left panel, the sex distribution is shown for the 
groups in the analysis on lifetime suicide attempts in the larger ENIGMA-STB sample. HC: 
healthy control group; CC: clinical control group; SA: suicide attempt group. In the right 
panel, the sex distribution is shown for the groups in the analysis on current suicidal ideation. 
HC: healthy control group; CC: clinical control group; SI: current suicidal ideation group. All 
analyses are corrected for age, sex, and age-by-sex interaction effects.  
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Figure 3. Main type of lifetime diagnosis per group. In the left panel, the main type of 
diagnosis is shown for the groups in the analysis on current suicidal ideation. HC: healthy 
control group; CC: clinical control group; SI: current suicidal ideation group. In the right 
panel, the main type of diagnosis is shown for the groups in the analysis on lifetime suicide 
attempt. HC: healthy control group; CC: clinical control group; SA: suicide attempt group; 
ANX: anxiety disorders; MDD: major depressive disorder; BD: bipolar disorder; OCD: 
obsessive-compulsive disorder; PTSD: post-traumatic stress disorder.  

 
Figure 4. Boxplot showing the mean surface area of the frontal pole in young people without 
a lifetime history of an actual suicide attempt (in red), and those with a lifetime history of an 
actual suicide attempt (in blue). Lifetime history of an actual suicide attempt was assessed 
using the C-SSRS.  
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