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ABSTRACT

Eating disorders (EDs) are multifaceted psychiatric disorders characterized by varying behaviors,
traits, and cognitive profiles thought to drive symptom heterogeneity and severity. Non-invasive
neuroimaging methods have been critical to elucidate the neurobiological circuitry involved in
ED-related behaviors, but often focused on a limited set of regions of interest and/or symptoms.
The current study harnesses multivariate methods to map microstructural and morphometric
patterns across the entire brain to multiple domains of behavior and symptomatology in patients.
Diffusion-weighted images, modeled with restriction spectrum imaging, were analyzed for 91
adolescent patients with an ED and 48 healthy controls. Partial least squares analysis was applied
to map 38 behavioral measures (encompassing cognition, temperament, and ED symptoms) to
restricted diffusion in white matter tracts and subcortical structures across 65 regions of interest.
The first significant latent variable explained 46.9% of the covariance between microstructure
and behavior. This latent variable retained a significant brain-behavior correlation in held-out
data, where an ‘undercontrolled’ behavioral profile (e.g., higher emotional dysregulation, novelty
seeking; lower effortful control and interoceptive awareness) was linked to increased restricted
diffusion across white matter tracts, particularly those joining frontal, limbic, and thalamic
regions. Individually-derived brain and behavior scores for this latent variable were higher in
patients with binge-purge symptoms, compared to those with only restrictive eating symptoms.
Findings demonstrate the value of applying multivariate modeling to the array of brain-behavior
relationships inherent to the clinical presentation of EDs, and their relevance for providing a
neurobiologically-informed model for future clinical subtyping and prediction efforts.
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INTRODUCTION

Eating disorders (EDs), including anorexia nervosa (AN) and bulimia nervosa (BN),
comprise serious psychiatric conditions characterized by dysregulated eating behaviors and
significant concerns around weight and body shape. The onset of EDs typically occurs during
adolescence [1], a critical time period for cognitive and brain development. There has been a
growing appreciation for the role of neurobiology in the etiology and maintenance of EDs [2-5],
yet clear brain-based biomarkers remain undefined.

The majority of non-invasive neuroimaging studies in EDs have turned to diagnostic
‘case-control’ frameworks, but have failed to find robust and reproducible neural markers that
are either predictive of EDs or prognostic indicators of treatment outcomes. Case-control designs
operate under the misleading assumptions that the group mean is representative of individual
patients, and that diagnostic categories will map onto biological mechanisms [9]. In reality,
diagnostic categories pool across heterogeneous clinical and behavioral presentations of a given
disorder, clouding efforts to uncover meaningful biological differences between groups that are
needed to push our neurobiological understanding of EDs forward. Understanding individual
patient differences and how they map onto neuroimaging-derived measures also requires
methods that move beyond assigning a symptom or behavior to one or a limited set of brain
regions [10, 11]. The current work takes a departure from conventional diagnostic and univariate
study designs, and instead adopts a data-driven approach to parse apart the heterogeneity of
clinical presentations of EDs and to magnify associations with an array of neuroanatomical
measures.

Acknowledging and incorporating the array of behavioral and cognitive factors
contributing to ED symptomatology into study designs is key in understanding the factors that
may contribute to chronic and non-remitting illness courses in many patients [6, 12, 13]. For
instance, specific profiles of temperament (e.g., harm avoidant, perfectionistic, inhibited
behavior) and emotional dysregulation have been shown to be present before ED onset and even
persist after recovery [14]. Under- vs. over-controlled ED subtypes, which tend to characterize
patients with binge-purge and restricting symptoms, respectively, have been described to more
succinctly capture personality profiles of patients with EDs that are independent of diagnostic
classification [15-17]. The genetic basis of the traits contributing to these personality profiles
are, in part, expressed through alterations in neurotransmission and neurocircuitry [18-21],
which in turn may predispose an individual to an ED later in life. Other behaviors and cognitions
may reflect more transient states due to illness, such as body image concerns and severity of
disordered eating behaviors. Behavioral predispositions to ED symptoms are also linked to
internal sensations, such as interoceptive awareness [22], or cognitive performance that may
improve with treatment, such as working memory and executive functioning [23-25]. Capturing
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the interplay between various personality and symptom constructs in EDs with neuroimaging
data may be critical to parse apart the heterogeneity of EDs in a neurobiologically-informed
manner.

Many of the above-mentioned behaviors and symptoms have neurobiological
underpinnings. However, it is unclear how these behavioral and clinical profiles collectively map
onto brain structure in adolescent ED patients, which could be elucidated with multivariate
methods that map onto features derived from non-invasive brain magnetic resonance imaging
(MRI). The majority of neuroimaging studies in ED patients have focused on structural
morphometry, such as cortical thickness and volumes [26]. There is strong evidence to suggest
that alterations in these morphological measures are largely due to undernutrition and are
reversed upon weight restoration [27—29]. There have been far fewer studies applying diffusion
imaging to understand the neurobiology of EDs compared to structural MRI studies [26, 30].
However, diffusion imaging provides an important opportunity to understand how white matter
tissue microstructure may predispose and/or contribute to maintenance of ED symptoms, given
the ongoing development of white matter microstructure throughout adolescence. There is also
evidence of sex differences in white matter development (e.g., earlier maturation in females
compared to males) [31], suggesting microstructural markers may be important features to study
to understand the higher prevalence rates of EDs in females [32]. Existing diffusion studies in
adolescents with EDs have yielded discrepant findings, particularly with fractional anisotropy
(FA; degree of oriented diffusion along tracts), with studies reporting both increases and
decreases in FA across various tracts [33—35]. Some reports have failed to find significant case-
control differences altogether [36, 37].

Compared to the commonly used diffusion tensor model, advances in diffusion-weighted
imaging acquisitions can offer a more fine-grained interpretation of diffusion within intra- and
extra-cellular tissue compartments, as well as more accurate modeling of crossing fibers and
microstructure beyond major white matter tracts [38, 39]. One report found reduced neurite
density in fibers joining the ventral tegmental area and nucleus accumbens in young patients
with AN compared to controls [40]. However, the study was limited by its focus on two tracts of
interest. One advanced diffusion model, restriction spectrum imaging (RSI) [38] offers additional
neurobiological insight beyond the classic diffusion tensor model as it differentiates between
intracellular and extracellular tissue compartments, and can also model diffusion emanating from
multiple directions within a voxel. RSI has shown success in detecting meaningful associations
with cancer [41, 42], neurological disorders [43-46], sex at birth [47], environmental exposures
[48], and typical [39] and atypical brain development [49]. This model also allows for the
investigation of microstructural properties of deeper subcortical structures [39, 50]. Subcortical
structures are key regions of interest in ED-related brain circuitry, and have typically been
studied with structural and functional imaging to better understand altered reward processing and
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learning [51-54]. RSI of brain microstructure has not yet been applied to the study of EDs, and
could provide important mechanistic insights into ED pathophysiology.

The lack of consensus among the above-mentioned studies using diffusion-weighted
imaging in EDs could be largely attributed to underpowered studies (N~20-30 individuals per
group), as well as adoption of univariate statistics to test case-control differences. Univariate
methods have dominated the statistical landscape of not just ED neuroimaging research, but
psychiatry at large. Univariate statistics can either lead to inflated rates of false positive findings
that are hard to replicate in underpowered samples [55], or yield small effect sizes that do not
survive correction for multiple comparisons [10, 56-58]. One of the above-mentioned studies
reported null case-control findings with diffusion, but instead found that multivariate pattern
detection was more fruitful in predicting ED status [37]. Shifting from classical univariate
statistics to a multivariate framework may help us understand individual-level differences, which
in turn, will be necessary for precision psychiatry efforts [10, 59].

The current study harnesses various methodological advances to parse heterogeneous
clinical and behavioral profiles of EDs to patterns of brain microstructure in a well-powered
transdiagnostic sample of adolescent girls. This includes: 1) a multivariate data-driven
framework to map individual variability in brain-behavior patterns; 2) restriction spectrum
imaging to map both white matter and subcortical tissue microstructure; 3) adolescent patients
early in the course of illness, which could help mitigate effects of illness chronicity; and 4) a
detailed survey of temperament, cognitive and other behavioral traits in both patients and
controls, alongside ED symptoms in patients across two timepoints (baseline and one-year
follow-up). Our objectives were three-fold. First, we aimed to map patterns of tissue
microstructure across both white matter and subcortical structures to clinical and behavioral
profiles in a well-powered and well-characterized sample of adolescent girls with an ED. Next,
we derived individual-level scores to investigate the degree to which an individual patient’s data
maps onto statistically robust patterns of brain and behavior. Finally, we tested the clinical utility
of these derived scores, and investigated whether individual-level scores mapped onto clinically-
derived diagnostic subtypes (e.g., binge-purge vs restrictive subtypes of EDs) and/or could be
predictive of future clinical symptoms. Given the multivariate and data-driven nature of the
proposed analysis, no a priori hypotheses were made about specific brain-behavior profiles that
would emerge.
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METHODS

Sample.

Female adolescents with an ED, meeting criteria for a DSM-V restricting or binge-purge type
eating disorder [60] [61], were recruited from the University of California, San Diego Eating
Disorders Treatment and Research Program. ED diagnosis was determined by meeting DSM-V
criteria through the Kiddie Schedule for Affective Disorders and Schizophrenia (KSADS-5) [62,
63], a semi-structured interview performed by a trained research assistant, under the supervision
of a doctoral level psychologist. The ED-restricting subtype comprised patients with DSM-V
diagnoses that included primarily restriction of food intake (Anorexia Nervosa-Restrictive
subtype [AN-R], Atypical AN [AAN], and Avoidant Restrictive Food Intake Disorder
[ARFID]); ED-binge purge subtype included patients with diagnoses characterized by binge
and/or purge symptoms (Bulimia Nervosa [BN], AN-BN, AN with binge-purge symptoms [AN-
BP], AN with purge symptoms [AN-P], Purging Disorder (PD), and Other Specified Feeding
Disorder [OSFED] with PD features). HCs were recruited from the San Diego community and
did not have any ED symptomatology or Axis | psychiatric disorder, as determined by the Eating
Disorders Examination (EDE) and KSADS-5, respectively. See Supplement for additional
exclusion criteria. All study procedures were approved by the University of California, San
Diego's Institutional Review Board (170664) and informed consent/assent was obtained prior to
initiation of study procedures.

Clinical and behavioral measures.

We included measures from five domains: i) cognition, including cognitive flexibility, inhibition,
abstract reasoning and verbal skills; ii) temperament, including reward and punishment
sensitivity; iii) interoceptive awareness, including measures of body trust and attending to bodily
sensations; iv) emotion recognition and regulation; and v) ED-related symptom severity,
including cognitive concerns around weight, shape and eating, as well as physical symptoms
such as restricting food intake, purging, and excessive exercise. See Table 1 and Supplementary
Table 1 for a full list of included instruments and variables.

Image processing and derived variables.

MRI Images were collected on a 3.0 T GE MR750 scanner equipped with quantum gradients
providing echo planar capability, using a Nova Medical 32 channel head coil (maximum gradient
strength: 50 mT/m, slew rate: 200 T/m/s). The following protocol was administered to acquire
structural T1-weighted images and multi-shell diffusion: a three-plane localizer scan; a whole
brain, sagittally acquired (0.8 mm slice thickness, FOV=256 mm) T1-weighted (MPRAGE
PROMO, TE=3.656 ms, flip angle=8°, matrix=320, 2x in-plane acceleration) and separate T2-
weighted (3D CUBE, 0.8 mm slice thickness, FOV= 256 mm, TE=60 ms, variable flip angle,
matrix=320, 2x in-plane acceleration) sequence for alignment and morphometry; and two DTI
scans (FOV=240 mm, slice thickness = 1.7 mm, matrix = 140 x 140, b=1500/3000 s/mm?; 102
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diffusion directions; multiband factor=3), which were further used for restriction spectrum
imaging (RSI) modeling.

Data were processed using the Adolescent Brain Cognitive Development (ABCD) Study
pipeline, as described in [64]. See Supplement for additional details on image processing and
derivation of region-of-interest inputs. Our main investigation focuses on restricted normalized
directional (RND) diffusion across white matter tracts and subcortical structures. More details of
the RSI model are included in Supplementary Materials and in previous publications [38, 39,
42]. Briefly, restricted diffusion describes water within intracellular spaces confined by cell
membranes with a non-Gaussian pattern of displacement, where RND models diffusion
emanating from multiple directions within a voxel. We measured RND in 35 white matter tracts
from AtlasTrack [65] and 30 subcortical regions from the probabilistic subcortical segmentation
(aseg) in Freesurfer [66]. See Supplementary Tables 2 and 3 for a full list of all regions of
interest (ROISs).

Partial Least Squares model and statistics.

We used Partial Least Squares (PLS) to study the relationship between restricted diffusion
patterns across white matter tissue and subcortical structures, and behavioral measures described
above in our patient sample. PLS analysis is a multivariate statistical technique that identifies
weighted patterns of variables in two sets of data that maximally covary with each other [67-70].
PLS is advantageous in that it does not rely on statistical independence of input variables and can
handle collinearity between features . In the present analysis, one variable set corresponded to
age-corrected restricted diffusion across 65 regions of interest, and the other to 38 behavioral
(clinical, cognitive, temperament) measures. The two variable sets were normalized by z-scoring
the variables across columns and correlated with each other across patients. The resulting
correlation matrix was then subjected to singular value decomposition to identify latent clinical-
anatomical dimensions (i.e., latent variables) that capture the maximal covariance between the
two variable sets. See Figure 1 for a schematic of our PLS analysis workflow.
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Figure 1. PLS analysis workflow.

Inference and validation of the statistical model were performed using nonparametric
methods, as previously described [70—72]: i) statistical significance of overall patterns was
assessed by permutation tests [73]; ii) feature (voxel, clinical-cognitive measure) importance was
assessed by bootstrap resampling [74]; and iii) out-of-sample correlations between projected
scores were assessed by cross-validation [71, 75]. More details of the analysis and inferential
methods are described in supplementary material.

Clinical applications of PLS analysis.

To see whether behavioral patterns may relate to restricting vs binge-eating/purging subtypes of
EDs, which are often described in clinical settings, brain and behavior scores from significant
latent variables were compared between these two subtypes. To further explore the potential
clinical utility of derived latent variables, we also investigated whether restricted diffusion
(‘brain’) scores derived from significant latent variables at baseline were associated with ED
symptom severity scores at one-year follow-up, controlling for baseline ED severity scores.

Supplementary analyses with PLS.

We ran three supplementary analyses with PLS to see whether results of brain-behavior pattern
mapping were specific to RND measures in ED patients. This included analyses with: i)
fractional anisotropy MRI-derived features; ii) cortical thickness and subcortical volume
features; and iii) brain (RND)-behavior patterns in controls. In all cases, behavioral measures
remained the same, with the exception of the analysis in healthy controls, where we did not
include ED symptom data.
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RESULTS

Sample.

Ninety-one adolescents meeting criteria for a DSM-V eating disorder (mean age = 16.1 years
old, range = 13.1-18.2) were included. We also carried out a supplementary analysis with 48
healthy control (HC) volunteers (mean age = 16.2 years old, range =13.5-17.9). See Table 1 for
sample characteristics and descriptive statistics of included behavioral measures.

ED (n=91) HC (n=48) Group differences
Domain/Measure Variable Mean (SD)/n (%) Mean (SD)/n (%) t/x? statistic p-value
Sociodemographic/
anthropometric Age 16.06 (1.38) 16.22 (1.22) -0.68 0.50
Education, years 9.38 (1.43) 9.56 (1.56) -0.65 0.52
BMI 20.22 (2.04) 20.85 (1.97) -1.77 0.08
Race 7.50 0.06
Caucasian 73 (80.22) 30 (62.50)
Asian 8 (8.79) 4 (8.33)
Black 1(1.10) 2 (4.17)
Mixed Race/Other 9 (9.90) 12 (25.00)
Ethnicity 0.68 0.41
Hispanic 9 (9.90) 7 (14.58)
Non-Hispanic 82 (90.11) 41 (85.42)
ED-R Diagnosis (N=61) AAN 9(9.89) 0
AN-R 49 (53.85) 0
ARFID 3(3.30) 0
ED-BP Diagnosis (N=30) AAN+PD 3(3.30) 0
AN-BN 1(1.10) 0
AN-B 1(1.10) 0
AN-BP 4 (4.40) 0
AN-P 15 (16.48) 0
BN 4 (4.40) 0
OSFED 1(1.10) 0
PD 1(1.10) 0
Comorbid Diagnosis MDD 42 (46.15) 0 - -
GAD 26 (28.57) 0
PD 3(3.30) 0
Social Anxiety Disorder 31 (34.07) 0
OCD 16 (17.58) 0
PTSD 3(3.30) 0
SUD 2 (2.20) 0
Cognition: NIHTbx: DCCS Cognitive Flexibility 108.45 (8) 106.79 (8.08) 1.15 0.25
Cognition: Flanker Cognitive Inhibition 100.62 (8.28) 100.98 (7.74) -0.26 0.80
Cognition: WASI Similarities 33.11 (4.65) 33.08 (4.2) 0.03 0.97
Matrix Reasoning 22.14 (2.61) 22.02 (2.71) 0.26 0.80
Vocabulary 41.7 (4.84) 40.21 (3.6) 2.06 0.04
Block 43.78 (10.51) 46.83 (9.43) -1.74 0.08
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Temperament: TCI Self Transcendence 13.77 (7.18) 11.09 (4.94) 2.59 0.01
Cooperativeness 31.95 (5.93) 34.4 (5.75) -2.37 0.02
Self Directedness 22.13 (8) 33.19 (7.65) -7.98 <0.0001
Persistence 5.44 (2.05) 4.88 (1.73) 1.68 0.10
Reward Dependence 16.03 (3.53) 16.29 (3.39) -0.43 0.67
Harm Avoidance 25.04 (6.29) 14.04 (7.55) 8.64 <0.0001
Novelty Seeking 16.83 (6.28) 20.01 (5.21) -3.18 0.0019
Temperament: ATQ Inhibitory Control 4.39 (0.86) 4.46 (0.84) -0.49 0.62
Attentional Control 3.14 (0.96) 4.45 (1.04) -7.26 <0.0001
Activation Control 4.15 (0.98) 5(0.98) -4.89 <0.0001
Effortful Control 3.97 (0.76) 4.66 (0.76) -5.07 <0.0001
Temperament: BISBAS Motivational Bias -0.29 (0.57) 0.65 (0.51) -9.84 <0.0001
Behavioral Inhibition 25.12 (2.87) 19.98 (3.16) 9.41 <0.0001
Reward Responsiveness  16.51 (2.5) 17.5 (1.68) -2.79 0.01
Interoception: MAIA Trust 1.55 (1.31) 4.09 (1) -12.79 <0.0001
Body 1.41 (1.06) 2.4 (1.25) -4.65 <0.0001
Self Regulation 1.73 (1.06) 3.09 (1) -7.49 <0.0001
Emotionally Aware 2.64 (1.11) 2.99 (1.08) -1.80 0.07
Attention Regulation 2.01 (0.97) 3.14 (1.05) -6.16 <0.0001
Not Worrying 2.42 (1.03) 3.19 (0.92) -4.52 <0.0001
Not Distracting 2.14 (1.08) 2.8 (1.01) -3.57 <0.0001
Noticing 2.91 (1.01) 3.05 (1.08) -0.75 0.46
Emotion: DERS Erlnfg;glrfgisl'\:ggulation 114.65 (24.97) 6317 (1405 1555  <0.0001
Emotion: TAS Alexithymia Total 57.7 (11.66) 44.17 (10.14) 7.10 <0.0001
ED symptoms: EDE Weight Concern 3.75 (1.66) 0.11 (0.19) 20.70 <0.0001
Shape Concern 4.12 (1.72) 0.14 (0.19) 21.80 <0.0001
Eating Concern 1.97 (1.32) 0.03(0.2) 13.75 <0.0001
Restraint 1.94 (1.53) 0 (0) 12.08 <0.0001
EDE Total Score 2.94 (1.37) 0.70 (0.085) 19.95 <0.0001
ED Symptoms: EPSI Excessive Exercise 7.48 (6.35) 3.5 (3.66) 4.69 <0.0001
Restricting 11.18 (6.13) 2.56 (2.77) 11.39 <0.0001
Purging 3.08 (4.45) 0.04 (0.29) 6.48 <0.0001
Binge Eating 5.96 (6.48) 5.1 (4.26) 0.93 0.35
Follow-up sample (N=72) EDE Total Score 1.54 (1.26) - - -
Interval (months)
between timepoints 12.54 (0.84) - - -

Table 1. Demographic and behavioral descriptive statistics for included participants. Abbreviations: ED-
R, Eating Disorder - restrictive subtype; ED-bp, Eating Disorder - binge purge subtype; HC, Healthy
Control; DCCS NIHTbx: Dimensional Change Card Sort task from the National Institutes of Health
Cognitive Toolbox [76]; Flanker: Flanker task [77]; WASI, Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence
(WASI) [78]; TCI, Temperament and Character Inventory (TCI) [79]; ATQ, The Adult Temperament
Questionnaire [80]; BISBAS, Behavioral Inhibition and Behavioral Activation Scales [81]; MAIA,
Multidimensional Assessment of Interoceptive Awareness [82]; EDE, Eating Disorders Examination [83,
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84]; Eating Pathology Symptoms Inventory [85]; DERS, Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale [86];
TAS, Toronto Alexithymia Scale [87]; BMI, Body Mass Index. AAN, Atypical Anorexia Nervosa. AN,
Anorexia Nervosa. ARFID, Avoidant/Restrictive Food Intake Disorder. AN-B, Anorexia Nervosa-Binge
subtype. AN-BP, Anorexia Nervosa-Binge Purge subtype. AN-R, Anorexia Nervosa-Restricting subtype.
BN, Bulimia Nervosa. OSFED, Other Specified Feeding Disorder. PD, Purging Disorder. MDD, Major
Depressive Disorder. OCD, Obsessive Compulsive Disorder. PTSD, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder.
SUD, Substance Use Disorder.

Microstructural-behavioral patterns in adolescent eating disorders.

Multivariate analysis with PLS identified two statistically significant latent variables (LVs)
mapping patterns of behavior (including temperament, cognition, interoceptive awareness and
emotion regulation) to age-corrected restricted diffusion across white matter tracts and
subcortical structures (LV-1: permuted p<5e-8; LV-2: permuted p=0.035; Figures 2A, 3A;
Supplementary Figure 1A). These two patterns explained 46.9% and 13.5% of the covariance,
respectively, between restricted diffusion and behavior. We emphasize results from LV-1 in the
main text, given the high degree of covariance LV-1 captures between brain and behavior, as
well as its more reliable signature compared to LV-2, evidenced by out-of-sample cross
validation analyses (see “LV-1 brain-behavior correlations” section below).

LV-1 behavioral pattern.

Figure 2A shows the loadings of each included behavioral measure to LV-1 (i.e., correlation
coefficients between each behavioral variable and LV-1), indicating the contribution of a given
behavioral measure. The strongest loadings emerged with interoceptive awareness, particularly
with self-regulation (r=-0.36), where four of the seven included interoceptive measures reliably
contributed to the LV-1 patterns based on bootstrap resampling. Seven of the 14 included
temperament measures reliably contributed to LV-1 too, with the strongest associations
emerging with lower self-directedness (r=-0.25) and higher novelty seeking (r=0.24). Other
notable loadings included lower performance on matrix reasoning (r=-0.17) and more
difficulties with emotion recognition (r=0.29) and regulation (r=0.17). ED symptom severity did
not reliably contribute to LV-1.

LV-1 microstructural pattern.

Figure 2B shows the brain regions, across white matter tracts and subcortical structures, that
contributed reliably to LV-1 as indexed by bootstrap ratios (95% confidence intervals). The
majority of white matter tracts highly contributed to LV-1, suggesting a global contribution of
white matter microstructure to LV-1, which was further confirmed by a high loading of cerebral
white matter microstructure, defined by the aseg subcortical atlas. The strongest white matter
tract loadings were found for the corpus callosum (including forceps major and minor) and
bilaterally across frontal-striatal tracts, limbic tracts (parahippocampal portion of cingulum,
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fornix, uncinate fasciculus), and anterior thalamic radiations. For subcortical structures,
microstructure of the ventral diencephalon and thalamus bilaterally contributed to LV-1.
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Figure 2. LV-1 results for brain measures derived from RND. Panel A: Behavioral loadings, shown with
correlation coefficients, of each included behavioral measure on LV-1. Reliable loadings are color-coded
by behavioral domain, where error bars indicate bootstrap-estimated standard errors. Loadings with error
bars crossing zero were interpreted as non-significant loadings and are in grey. Panel B: The contribution
of RND within individual brain ROIs to LV-1, plotted as bootstrap ratios (ratios between ROI weights
and bootstrap-estimated standard errors), which can be interpreted as z-scores. The gradient depicts
bootstrap ratios for regions with a bootstrap ratio > |1.96| (corresponding to 95% confidence interval),
whereas ROIs falling under this threshold are grey. Note, adjacent brain maps visualized with ggseg omit
some ROIs and are used for visualization purposes only. See Supplementary Tables 2 and 3 for ROI
abbreviations. Panel C: The projection of individual patient data onto each of the weighted patterns in
Panels A and B shows that brain and behavior scores are positively correlated. This suggests that patients
who display the behavioral pattern in Panel A also tend to show increased RND in the significant brain
regions in Panel B. Panel D: Correlations between brain-behavior scores in the full sample (same as Panel
C) and in held-out data using the cross-validation scheme described in methods.

LV-1 Brain-behavior correlations.
Figure 2C shows the correlation between individual behavioral and microstructural brain scores
(r=0.47, p<0.0001). The mean out-of-sample correlation was assessed through cross validation
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with 100 randomized splits of the data into 75% train and 25% test (r=0.21, p=0.04) (Figure
2D).

Summary of LV-2 brain-behavior results.

Results for LV-2 with restricted diffusion are depicted in Figure 3. Behavioral loadings (Figure
3A) yielded a pattern of lower cognitive flexibility and inhibition (r~-0.20), lower effortful
control (r=0.15), and higher scores on self-transcendence, shape concern, and purging (r~0.10).
Interoceptive awareness and emotion-related measures did not contribute reliably to LV-2.
Restricted diffusion measures revealed a contribution of various subcortical structures bilaterally,
including basal ganglia, hippocampus, and lateral ventricles to LV-2 (Figure 3B). No white
matter tracts contributed to LV-2. Although this LV was statistically significant after
permutation testing (permuted p=0.035) and yielded significant brain-behavior score correlations
(r=0.38, p<0.0001) (Figure 3C), we interpret this LV with caution given its low out-of-sample
correlation performance (r=-0.035, p=0.52) (Figure 3D).
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Figure 3. LV-2 results for brain measures derived from RND. Panel A: Behavioral loadings, shown with
correlation coefficients, of each included behavioral measure on LV-1. Reliable loadings are color-coded
by behavioral domain, where error bars indicate bootstrap-estimated standard errors. Loadings with error
bars crossing zero were interpreted as non-significant loadings and are in grey. Panel B: The contribution
of RND within individual brain ROIs to LV-1, plotted as bootstrap ratios (ratios between ROl weights
and bootstrap-estimated standard errors), which can be interpreted as z-scores. The gradient depicts
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bootstrap ratios for regions with a bootstrap ratio > |1.96| (corresponding to 95% confidence interval),
whereas ROIs falling under this threshold are grey. Note, adjacent brain maps visualized with ggseg omit
some ROIs and are used for visualization purposes only. See Supplementary Tables 2 and 3 for ROI
abbreviations. Panel C: The projection of individual patient data onto each of the weighted patterns in
Panels A and B shows that brain and behavior scores are positively correlated. This suggests that patients
who display the behavioral pattern in Panel A also tend to show increased RND in the significant brain
regions in Panel B. Panel D: Correlations between brain-behavior scores in the full sample (same as Panel
C) and in held-out data using the cross-validation scheme described in methods. Note, this LV needs to be
interpreted with caution, given that it does not replicate in held-out data.

LV-1 captures meaningful differences in ED subgroups.

Next, we investigated whether the brain-behavior patterns identified by our significant LVs were
driven more strongly by patients presenting with a binge-purge (n=30) vs. restricting (n=61)
diagnostic subtype. For LV-1, relationships between individually-derived restricted diffusion and
behavior scores were statistically significant across both groups (EDr: r=0.43, p=5.69e-4; EDbp:
r=0.41, p=0.022) (Figure 4A). Similarly, brain-behavior correlations remained significant for
both groups for LV-2 (EDr: r=0.40, p=1.29e-3; EDbp: r=0.50, p=5.10e-3). However, patients
with the binge-purge subtype had higher scores across both LV-derived behavior (t(89)=-2.32,
p=0.022) (Figure 4B) and restricted diffusion scores (t(89)=-3.66, p=4.26e-4) (Figure 4C).
These group differences were not found for LV-2 (brain: t(89)=0.49, p=0.63; behavior:
(89)=0.81, p=0.42).
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Figure 4. Stratifying LV-1 derived brain (RND) and behavior scores by patients with binge purge
(EDbp; n=30) vs. restrictive (EDr; n=61) diagnostic subtype. Panel A: Brain-behavior correlations
stratified by the two patient subgroups. Patient subgroup differences in behavior (Panel B) and brain
scores (Panel C).
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Association of LV brain scores with ED symptom severity scores at one-year follow-up.

We also investigated the potential prospective clinical utility of the uncovered restricted
diffusion brain patterns, by associating LV-derived individual brain scores and ED symptom
severity (assessed by global EDE-Q scores) one year later (n=72), controlling for baseline EDE-
Q global scores. LV-2 derived brain scores, but not LV-1, were nominally associated with one-
year ED symptom severity (r=0.25, p=0.03) (Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Brain scores (Panel A: LV-1; Panel B: LV-2), derived from PLS analysis with RND brain
measures, and associations with EDE-Q scores one year later, controlling for baseline EDE-Q scores, for
72 patients with complete baseline and follow-up data.

Specificity of LV-1 results to adolescent patients and restricted diffusion.

Effect sizes for the first 15 LVs for all supplementary analyses can be found in Supplementary
Figure 1. We observed a similar pattern of results when we used FA instead of RND (LV-1 in
Supplementary Figure 2; LV-2 in Supplementary Figure 3). However, the two significant LVs
with FA showed weaker associations compared to RND, most prominently for subcortical
structures and ED symptoms for LV-2. Further, both LVs did not survive out-of-sample
correlation tests with fractional anisotropy-derived brain measures (Supplementary Figures 2D,
3D). Similar to RND, FA-derived brain scores significantly differed between EDbp and EDr
subgroups for LV-1 (t(89)=-3.22, p=1.80e-3), but not LV-2 (t(89)=-1.09, p=0.28). Unlike RND,
LV-2 with FA measures was not significantly associated with one-year clinical symptoms
(r=0.19, p=0.12) (Supplementary Figure 4). Although we found two significant LVs when
mapping the same behavioral measures to cortical thickness and subcortical volumes
(Supplementary Figure 1C), brain-behavior correlations in patients were not significant
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(Supplementary Figure 5), and did not survive out-of-sample cross-validation testing (LV1: out-
of-sample r=-0.020, permuted p=0.53; LV2: out-of-sample r=-0.0051, permuted p=0.53).
Finally, we did not find significant LVs when assessing restricted diffusion-behavior patterns in
healthy controls (Supplementary Figure 1D).

DISCUSSION

The current report harnesses a detailed collection of clinical, cognitive, and behavioral
data in adolescent EDs with advanced diffusion imaging techniques, and reveals multivariate
patterns across both brain and behavior that may capture clinically meaningful constructs. Our
strongest multivariate associations were found with brain measures derived from restricted
diffusion, where the first two latent variables explained 60.4% of the variance between brain and
behavior. Notably, the first latent variable (46.9%) showed a significant out-of-sample brain-
behavior correlation. Altogether, this first latent variable mapped a statistically robust behavioral
profile of lower scores on abstract reasoning, effortful control, and interoceptive awareness,
alongside higher emotional dysregulation and novelty seeking, to increased restricted diffusion
across white matter tracts, particularly those joining frontal, limbic, and thalamic regions. This
work emphasizes the power of using a multivariate and data-driven approach to showcase how
distributed patterns of brain measures are collectively associated with different behavioral
profiles in adolescent ED patients. Detection of such heterogeneity between neuroanatomical and
behavioral patterns may otherwise have been missed with univariate statistics and a
circumscribed focus on only a select few features within a ‘case-control’ framework; a
framework that has often been adopted in ED research and other domains of psychiatric
neuroimaging.

Brain measures derived from diffusion weighted imaging, particularly the RSI model,
showed the strongest associations with behavior compared to structural morphometry measures.
Given the similarity in derived latent variables with RND and FA, this work helps extend the
interpretation of altered orientation of diffusion (as measured by FA) to intracellular tissue
compartments (RND), likely reflecting differences in diffusion along neurites. LV-1 results with
RND were replicated in out-of-sample correlation testing, which was not the case for results
derived from FA. Finally, stronger patterns of associations arose with subcortical structures with
RND compared to FA, particularly for LV-2. The observed pattern of increases in restricted
diffusion, which was robustly correlated with an array of ED-related traits, may be driven by a
number of biological processes. For instance, increases in RND can be observed with neuronal
or glial cell death, increased lipid catabolism, shrinkage of glial cells, movement of intracellular
fluid into extracellular spaces due to changes in oncotic pressure/dehydration, and/or alterations
in endocrine signals (gonadal, thyroid, cortisol) [26, 39].
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Importantly, the neurodevelopmental context of our sample needs to be considered in
interpreting these findings. Microstructural markers are developing dynamically throughout
childhood and adolescence, both within white matter and subcortical structures [31, 39], and can
be shaped in response to environmental and activity-dependent experiences. Thus, diffusion
imaging-based markers may be well-situated to study the neurobiology underlying ED-related
behaviors in adolescence. In the current study, we found increased RND and FA in more
anterior/frontal regions associated with more ED-related behaviors. Of developmental relevance,
increases in these microstructural markers are often associated positively with age in
adolescence, with some evidence for a posterior to anterior gradient across development in
childhood and adolescence [88]. It is possible that our findings, particularly for frontal and
anterior subcortical microstructure, may reflect an accelerated maturation in microstructure in
ED patients, and in turn, contributing to differences in emotion regulation, interoceptive
awareness, abstract reasoning and temperamental traits compared to healthy controls. We did not
find any robust brain-behavior links with structural MRI markers (cortical thickness, subcortical
volumes); it is possible that these imaging measures are better at distinguishing broad case-
control differences [27, 53] rather than the contribution of brain architecture to heterogeneous
behaviors in adolescence. We controlled for age in the current analyses, thus further work
mapping deviations in neurodevelopmental trajectories in EDs from typically developing
adolescents are warranted.

The highest behavioral loadings for LV-1 included measures of interoceptive awareness
and temperament, particularly lower self-regulation, which reflects a poorer ability to regulate
psychological distress through focusing attention on body sensations [89]. Lower effortful
control, emotion recognition and regulation, poor abstract reasoning, and high novelty seeking
also contributed to this behavioral profile. Altogether, this pattern parallels that of an
‘undercontrolled’ or dysregulated personality profile that has been described in temperament-
based clustering of ED patients [15, 90, 91] and is more often observed in ED patients with binge
and/or purge symptoms [16]. Our results show that patients with a binge-purge diagnostic
subtype have both higher brain and behavior LV- scores compared to the ED-restricting subtype.
It should be noted, however, that this latent variable still captured significant brain-behavior
associations in each subtype individually, suggesting that this brain-behavior pattern is capturing
a transdiagnostic phenotype. Further, the high covariance explained between microstructure and
‘undercontrolled’ behavior in LV-1 may be reflecting the strong biological basis of uncovered
traits (e.g., temperament, interoceptive awareness). This is further supported by previous work in
our group, where we found evidence for shared genetic architecture between restricted diffusion
measures across the brain and risk-taking behaviors [92].

We also found a significant positive association between higher restricted diffusion

across subcortical structures, as indexed by LV-2 brain scores at baseline, and higher ED
symptoms one year later. However, this association did not survive correction for multiple
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comparisons, and these brain scores were derived from a latent variable that did not replicate in
our cross-validation scheme. It should also be noted that there are many factors that are
contributing to a patient’s ED symptoms after one year that were not accounted for in this study.
It remains important for future studies to capture more dynamic changes in both brain and
behavior, particularly in efforts to predict symptoms that rapidly fluctuate over the course of the
illness, such as disordered eating behaviors. Temperament-based measures also have the capacity
to change over the course of treatment; for instance, our group has previously found that changes
in motivational bias rather than just baseline reward/punishment sensitivity was predictive of
clinical symptoms at discharge [93]. Restricted diffusion is also notably changing during
adolescence [39], and prediction of clinical symptoms may benefit from inclusion of
neurodevelopmental trajectories, as opposed to a single imaging time point.

Other factors should be considered when interpreting this work. First, only female
participants were included. EDs among males are relatively rare [94] and have a different clinical
presentation [95, 96]. Our work contributes to a growing emphasis on the importance of
prioritizing efforts to understand women’s health and sex differences in mental health [97, 98].
Opportunities in ongoing and emerging large-scale data collection efforts will also help address
brain-behavior associations in adolescent males compared to females with EDs, such as the
Adolescent Brain Cognitive DevelopmentSM (ABCD®) Study. We also included a relatively
small number of healthy controls, which could explain why we did not find any significant latent
variables when mapping brain and behavior in this sample. Although our included sample of ED
patients was better powered than many previously published neuroimaging studies, a larger
sample would be required to look at more fine-grained neuroimaging patterns across the brain,
beyond the pre-defined regions of interest included in the current investigation. However, we
included all regions of interest available through the included atlases to maintain a data-driven
approach. Finally, our sample included patients with various ED diagnoses, including patients
with avoidant/restrictive food intake disorder (ARFID), purging disorder and other specified
feeding disorder (OSFED). We believe that our chosen multivariate approach helps address this
heterogeneity, given that our goal was not to distinguish patients based on diagnostic category,
but rather to characterize behavioral and brain-based patterns transdiagnostically across EDs in
adolescence.

Altogether a multivariate approach captured a high degree of covariance (46.9%)
between microstructure connecting frontal, limbic and thalamic regions, and temperament
profiles in adolescent patients with an eating disorder. Our results emphasize the value of
applying multivariate methods to more accurately and reproducibly model the array of brain-
behavior relationships inherent to the heterogeneous clinical presentation of eating disorders.
These behavioral and brain-based patterns may also be important in differentiating between
clinical subgroups of patients and in future prediction-based frameworks of clinical outcomes in
eating disorders.

18/25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857; this version posted November 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to thank all participants who were involved in the study. The authors
would also like to thank Miki Carrico for initial quality control of the imaging data. Dr. Anders
M. Dale is Founding Director, holds equity in CorTechs Labs, Inc. (DBA Cortechs.ai), and
serves on its Board of Directors and the Scientific Advisory Board. He is an unpaid consultant
for Oslo University Hospital. The terms of these arrangements have been reviewed and approved
by the University of California, San Diego in accordance with its conflict-of-interest policies. All
other authors have no conflicts of interest.

FUNDING

This work was supported by the National Institutes of Mental Health: R0O1IMH113588 (ABG,
CEW) and K99MH132886 (CM). This work was also supported by a postdoctoral fellowship
from the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (GS).

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

CM, ABG, and CEW contributed to the design of the study. MM, CFN, ABG and CEW
contributed to collection and curation of the data. CM, DJH, DP, and AMD contributed to image
processing through restriction spectrum imaging. CM and GS wrote the code to analyze and
visualize the data. CEW and AMD provided mentorship for the project. CM, CEW, and ABG
provided funding for the study. All authors contributed to interpretation of the results, and
reviewed and provided feedback on the manuscript.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The data included in this manuscript is available on the NIH Data Archive (NDA), under the
NDA Study “Neurocircuitry of Temperament and Motivated Behavior in Adolescent Eating
Disorders” (#2736).

19/25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857; this version posted November 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

REFERENCES

1. Marin O. Developmental timing and critical windows for the treatment of psychiatric
disorders. Nat Med. 2016;22:1229-1238.

2.  Kaye W, Wagner A, Frank G, Bailer U, Wonderlich S, Mitchell JE, et al. Review of brain
imaging in anorexia and bulimia nervosa. Annual Review of Eating Disorders Part 2. 2006.
p.1-18.

3. Schmidt U, Campbell I. Treatment of eating disorders can not remain ‘brainless’: the case
for brain-directed treatments. Eur Eat Disord Rev. 2013;21:425-427.

4. Bulik CM, Coleman JRI, Hardaway JA, Breithaupt L, Watson HJ, Bryant CD, et al.
Genetics and neurobiology of eating disorders. Nat Neurosci. 2022;25:543-554.

5.  Frank GKW, Shott ME, DeGuzman MC. The Neurobiology of Eating Disorders. Child
Adolesc Psychiatr Clin N Am. 2019;28:629-640.

6. Solmi M, Monaco F, Hgjlund M, Monteleone AM, Trott M, Firth J, et al. Outcomes in
people with eating disorders: a transdiagnostic and disorder-specific systematic review,
meta-analysis and multivariable meta-regression analysis. World Psychiatry. 2024;23:124—
138.

7. Tozzi F, Thornton LM, Klump KL, Fichter MM, Halmi KA, Kaplan AS, et al. Symptom
fluctuation in eating disorders: correlates of diagnostic crossover. Am J Psychiatry.
2005;162:732-740.

8. Yao S, Larsson H, Norring C, Birgegard A, Lichtenstein P, D’Onofrio BM, et al. Genetic
and environmental contributions to diagnostic fluctuation in anorexia nervosa and bulimia
nervosa. Psychol Med. 2021;51:62—-69.

9. Segal A, Tiego J, Holmes AJ, Andre, Fornito A. Embracing variability in the search for
biological mechanisms of psychiatric illness. Trends Cogn Sci. 2024;S1364-
6613(24)00253-5.

10. Makowski C, Nichols TE, Dale AM. Quality over quantity: powering neuroimaging
samples in psychiatry. Neuropsychopharmacology. 2024;50:58-66.

11. Noble S, Curtiss J, Pessoa L, Scheinost D. The tip of the iceberg: a call to embrace anti-
localizationism in human neuroscience research. Imaging Neuroscience. 2024;2:1-10.

12. Demmler JC, Brophy ST, Marchant A, John A, Tan JOA. Shining the light on eating
disorders, incidence, prognosis and profiling of patients in primary and secondary care:
national data linkage study. Br J Psychiatry. 2020;216:105-112.

13. Streatfeild J, Hickson J, Austin SB, Hutcheson R, Kandel JS, Lampert JG, et al. Social and
economic cost of eating disorders in the United States: Evidence to inform policy action. Int
J Eat Disord. 2021;54:851-868.

14. Kaye W. Neurobiology of anorexia and bulimia nervosa. Physiol Behav. 2008;94:121-135.

15. Turner BJ, Claes L, Wilderjans TF, Pauwels E, Dierckx E, Chapman AL, et al. Personality
profiles in Eating Disorders: further evidence of the clinical utility of examining subtypes
based on temperament. Psychiatry Res. 2014;219:157-165.

16. Claes L, Mitchell JE, Vandereycken W. Out of control? Inhibition processes in eating
disorders from a personality and cognitive perspective. Int J Eat Disord. 2012;45:407-414.

17. Claes L, Vandereycken W, Luyten P, Soenens B, Pieters G, Vertommen H. Personality
prototypes in eating disorders based on the Big Five model. J Pers Disord. 2006;20:401—
416.

18. Hill L. Temperament impact on eating disorder symptoms and habit formation: a novel
model to inform treatment. J Eat Disord. 2024;12:40.

20/25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857; this version posted November 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

19. Sanchez-Roige S, Gray JC, MacKillop J, Chen C-H, Palmer AA. The genetics of human
personality. Genes Brain Behav. 2018;17:€124309.

20. Kaye WH, Wagner A, Fudge JL, Paulus M. Neurocircuity of eating disorders. Curr Top
Behav Neurosci. 2011;6:37-57.

21. Murray S, Kaye WH. Brain Neurotransmitters and Eating Disorders. In: Robinson P, Wade
T, Herpertz-Dahlmann B, Fernandez-Aranda F, Treasure J, Wonderlich S, editors. Eating
Disorders: An International Comprehensive View, Cham: Springer International Publishing;
2023. p. 1-19.

22. Brown TA, Vanzhula IA, Reilly EE, Levinson CA, Berner LA, Krueger A, et al. Body
mistrust bridges interoceptive awareness and eating disorder symptoms. J Abnorm Psychol.
2020;129:445-456.

23. Lozano-Serra E, Andrés-Perpifia S, Lazaro-Garcia L, Castro-Fornieles J. Adolescent
Anorexia Nervosa: cognitive performance after weight recovery. J Psychosom Res.
2014;76:6-11.

24. Brooks S, Prince A, Stahl D, Campbell IC, Treasure J. A systematic review and meta-
analysis of cognitive bias to food stimuli in people with disordered eating behaviour. Clin
Psychol Rev. 2011;31:37-51.

25. Smith KE, Mason TB, Johnson JS, Lavender JM, Wonderlich SA. A systematic review of
reviews of neurocognitive functioning in eating disorders: The state-of-the-literature and
future directions. Int J Eat Disord. 2018;51:798-821.

26. King JA, Frank GKW, Thompson PM, Ehrlich S. Structural Neuroimaging of Anorexia
Nervosa: Future Directions in the Quest for Mechanisms Underlying Dynamic Alterations.
Biol Psychiatry. 2018;83:224-234.

27. Walton E, Bernardoni F, Batury V-L, Bahnsen K, Lariviére S, Abbate-Daga G, et al. Brain
Structure in Acutely Underweight and Partially Weight-Restored Individuals With Anorexia
Nervosa: A Coordinated Analysis by the ENIGMA Eating Disorders Working Group. Biol
Psychiatry. 2022;92:730-738.

28. Bernardoni F, King JA, Geisler D, Stein E, Jaite C, Natsch D, et al. Weight restoration
therapy rapidly reverses cortical thinning in anorexia nervosa: A longitudinal study.
Neuroimage. 2016;130:214-222.

29. Seitz J, Herpertz-Dahlmann B, Konrad K. Brain morphological changes in adolescent and
adult patients with anorexia nervosa. J Neural Transm. 2016;123:949-9509.

30. Geisler D, King JA, Bahnsen K, Bernardoni F, Doose A, Miller DK, et al. Altered White
Matter Connectivity in Young Acutely Underweight Patients With Anorexia Nervosa. J Am
Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. 2022;61:331-340.

31. Lebel C, Deoni S. The development of brain white matter microstructure. Neuroimage.
2018;182:207-218.

32. van Eeden AE, van Hoeken D, Hoek HW. Incidence, prevalence and mortality of anorexia
nervosa and bulimia nervosa. Curr Opin Psychiatry. 2021;34:515-524.

33. Travis KE, Golden NH, Feldman HM, Solomon M, Nguyen J, Mezer A, et al. Abnormal
white matter properties in adolescent girls with anorexia nervosa. Neuroimage Clin.
2015;9:648-659.

34. Frank GKW, Shott ME, Riederer J, Pryor TL. Altered structural and effective connectivity
in anorexia and bulimia nervosa in circuits that regulate energy and reward homeostasis.
Transl Psychiatry. 2016;6:6932—e932.

35. ChalJ, Ide JS, Bowman FD, Simpson HB, Posner J, Steinglass JE. Abnormal reward

21/25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857; this version posted November 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

circuitry in anorexia nervosa: A longitudinal, multimodal MRI study. Hum Brain Mapp.
2016;37:3835-3846.

36. Miles AE, Kaplan AS, French L, Voineskos AN. White matter microstructure in women
with acute and remitted anorexia nervosa: an exploratory neuroimaging study. Brain
Imaging Behav. 2020;14:2429-2437.

37. Pfuhl G, King JA, Geisler D, Roschinski B, Ritschel F, Seidel M, et al. Preserved white
matter microstructure in young patients with anorexia nervosa? Hum Brain Mapp.
2016;37:4069-4083.

38. White NS, Leergaard TB, D’Arceuil H, Bjaalie JG, Dale AM. Probing tissue microstructure
with restriction spectrum imaging: Histological and theoretical validation. Hum Brain
Mapp. 2013;34:327-346.

39. Palmer CE, Pecheva D, Iversen JR, Hagler DJ Jr, Sugrue L, Nedelec P, et al.
Microstructural development from 9 to 14 years: Evidence from the ABCD Study. Dev
Cogn Neurosci. 2022;53:101044.

40. Murray SB, Cabeen RP, Jann K, Tadayonnejad R, Strober M, Feusner JD. White matter
microstructure in habit and reward circuits in anorexia nervosa: Insights from a neurite
orientation dispersion and density imaging study. Acta Psychiatr Scand. 2023;147:134-144.

41. Brunsing RL, Schenker-Ahmed NM, White NS, Parsons JK, Kane C, Kuperman J, et al.
Restriction spectrum imaging: An evolving imaging biomarker in prostate MRI. J Magn
Reson Imaging. 2017;45:323-336.

42. White NS, McDonald C, Farid N, Kuperman J, Karow D, Schenker-Ahmed NM, et al.
Diffusion-weighted imaging in cancer: physical foundations and applications of restriction
spectrum imaging. Cancer Res. 2014;74:4638-4652.

43. Reas ET, Hagler DJ Jr, White NS, Kuperman JM, Bartsch H, Wierenga CE, et al.
Microstructural brain changes track cognitive decline in mild cognitive impairment.
Neuroimage Clin. 2018;20:883-891.

44. Reas ET, Hagler DJ Jr, White NS, Kuperman JM, Bartsch H, Cross K, et al. Sensitivity of
restriction spectrum imaging to memory and neuropathology in Alzheimer’s disease.
Alzheimers Res Ther. 2017;9:55.

45. Loi RQ, Leyden KM, Balachandra A, Uttarwar V, Hagler DJ Jr, Paul BM, et al. Restriction
spectrum imaging reveals decreased neurite density in patients with temporal lobe epilepsy.
Epilepsia. 2016;57:1897-1906.

46. Sowa P, Harbo HF, White NS, Celius EG, Bartsch H, Berg-Hansen P, et al. Restriction
spectrum imaging of white matter and its relation to neurological disability in multiple
sclerosis. Mult Scler. 2019;25:687—-698.

47. Pecheva D, Smith DM, Casey BJ, Woodward LJ, Dale AM, Filippi CG, et al. Sex and
mental health are related to subcortical brain microstructure. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A.
2024;121:2403212121.

48. Cotter DL, Ahmadi H, Cardenas-Iniguez C, Bottenhorn KL, Gauderman WJ, McConnell R,
et al. Exposure to multiple ambient air pollutants changes white matter microstructure
during early adolescence with sex-specific differences. Commun Med. 2024;4:155.

49. Carper RA, Treiber JM, White NS, Kohli JS, Mller R-A. Restriction Spectrum Imaging As
a Potential Measure of Cortical Neurite Density in Autism. Front Neurosci. 2016;10:610.

50. Watts R, Rader L, Grant J, Filippi CG. Genetic and Environmental Contributions to
Subcortical Gray Matter Microstructure and Volume in the Developing Brain. Behav Genet.
2023;53:208-218.

22/25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857; this version posted November 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

51. Keating C, Tilbrook AJ, Rossell SL, Enticott PG, Fitzgerald PB. Reward processing in
anorexia nervosa. Neuropsychologia. 2012;50:567-575.

52. Wierenga CE, Ely A, Bischoff-Grethe A, Bailer UF, Simmons AN, Kaye WH. Are
Extremes of Consumption in Eating Disorders Related to an Altered Balance between
Reward and Inhibition? Front Behav Neurosci. 2014;8:410.

53. Frank GKW. Neuroimaging and eating disorders. Curr Opin Psychiatry. 2019;32:478-483.

54. Donnelly B, Touyz S, Hay P, Burton A, Russell J, Caterson |. Neuroimaging in bulimia
nervosa and binge eating disorder: a systematic review. J Eat Disord. 2018;6:3.

55. Button KS, loannidis JPA, Mokrysz C, Nosek BA, Flint J, Robinson ESJ, et al. Power
failure: why small sample size undermines the reliability of neuroscience. Nat Rev
Neurosci. 2013;14:365-376.

56. Makowski C, Brown TT, Zhao W, Hagler DJ Jr, Parekh P, Garavan H, et al. Leveraging the
adolescent brain cognitive development study to improve behavioral prediction from
neuroimaging in smaller replication samples. Cereb Cortex. 2024;34:bhae223.

57. Spisak T, Bingel U, Wager TD. Multivariate BWAS can be replicable with moderate
sample sizes. Nature. 2023;615:E4-E7.

58. Marek S, Tervo-Clemmens B, Calabro FJ, Montez DF, Kay BP, Hatoum AS, et al.
Reproducible brain-wide association studies require thousands of individuals. Nature.
2022;603:654—-660.

59. Duan X, Shan X, Uddin LQ, Chen H. The future of disentangling the heterogeneity of
autism with neuroimaging studies. Biol Psychiatry. 2024;S0006-3223(24)01531-1.

60. Hebebrand J, Bulik CM. Critical appraisal of the provisional DSM-5 criteria for anorexia
nervosa and an alternative proposal. Int J Eat Disord. 2011;44:665-678.

61. American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders
(DSM-5®). American Psychiatric Publishing; 2013.

62. Kobak KA, Kratochvil CJ, Stanger C, Kaufman J. Computerized screening of comorbidity
in adolescents with substance or psychiatric disorders. Anxiety Disorders and Depression.
2013.

63. Kobak K, Kaufman J. Ksads-comp. Center for Telepsychology; Madison, WI; 2015.

64. Hagler DJ Jr, Hatton S, Cornejo MD, Makowski C, Fair DA, Dick AS, et al. Image
processing and analysis methods for the Adolescent Brain Cognitive Development Study.
Neuroimage. 2019;202:116091.

65. Hagler DJ Jr, Ahmadi ME, Kuperman J, Holland D, McDonald CR, Halgren E, et al.
Automated white-matter tractography using a probabilistic diffusion tensor atlas:
Application to temporal lobe epilepsy. Hum Brain Mapp. 2009;30:1535-1547.

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

67. Mcintosh AR, Lobaugh NJ. Partial least squares analysis of neuroimaging data: applications
and advances. Neuroimage. 2004;23 Suppl 1:5250-S263.

68. Krishnan A, Williams LJ, Mcintosh AR, Abdi H. Partial Least Squares (PLS) methods for
neuroimaging: a tutorial and review. Neuroimage. 2011;56:455-475.

69. MclIntosh AR, Misi¢ B. Multivariate Statistical Analyses for Neuroimaging Data. Annu Rev
Psychol. 2013;64:499-525.

70. Kirschner M, Shafiei G, Markello RD, Makowski C, Talpalaru A, Hodzic-Santor B, et al.
Latent Clinical-Anatomical Dimensions of Schizophrenia. Schizophr Bull. 2020;46:1426—

23/25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857; this version posted November 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

1438.

71. Mirchi N, Betzel RF, Bernhardt BC, Dagher A, MiSic B. Tracking mood fluctuations with
functional network patterns. Soc Cogn Affect Neurosci. 2019;14:47-57.

72. Shafiei G, Fulcher BD, Voytek B, Satterthwaite TD, Baillet S, Misic B. Neurophysiological
signatures of cortical micro-architecture. Nat Commun. 2023;14:6000.

73. Edgington E, Onghena P. Randomization Tests, Fourth Edition. CRC Press; 2007.

74. Efron B, Tibshirani R. Bootstrap methods for standard errors, confidence intervals, and
other measures of statistical accuracy. Stat Sci. 1986;1:54-75.

75. Rahim M, Thirion B, Varoquaux G. Multi-output predictions from neuroimaging: assessing
reduced-rank linear models. 2017 International Workshop on Pattern Recognition in
Neuroimaging (PRNI), IEEE; 2017.

76. Zelazo PD. The Dimensional Change Card Sort (DCCS): a method of assessing executive
function in children. Nat Protoc. 2006;1:297-301.

77. Eriksen BA, Eriksen CW. Effects of noise letters upon the identification of a target letter in
a nonsearch task. Percept Psychophys. 1974;16:143-149.

78. Wechsler D. Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence: WASI. 1999.

79. Cloninger CR, Svrakic DM, Przybeck TR. A psychobiological model of temperament and
character. Arch Gen Psychiatry. 1993;50:975-990.

80. Chess S, Thomas A, Behavioral Developmental Initiatives. Adult Temperament
Questionnaire. 1995.

81. Carver CS, White TL. Behavioral inhibition, behavioral activation, and affective responses
to impending reward and punishment: The BIS/BAS Scales. J Pers Soc Psychol.
1994;67:319-333.

82. Mehling WE, Price C, Daubenmier JJ, Acree M, Bartmess E, Stewart A. The
Multidimensional Assessment of Interoceptive Awareness (MAIA). PLoS ONE.
2012;7:e48230.

83. Fairburn CG, Beglin SJ. Assessment of eating disorders: interview or self-report
questionnaire? Int J Eat Disord. 1994;16:363-370.

84. Mond JM, Hay PJ, Rodgers B, Owen C, Beumont PJV. Validity of the Eating Disorder
Examination Questionnaire (EDE-Q) in screening for eating disorders in community
samples. Behav Res Ther. 2004;42:551-567.

85. Forbush KT, Wildes JE, Pollack LO, Dunbar D, Luo J, Patterson K, et al. Development and
validation of the Eating Pathology Symptoms Inventory (EPSI). Psychol Assess.
2013;25:859-878.

86. Gratz KL, Roemer L. Multidimensional assessment of emotion regulation and
dysregulation: Development, factor structure, and initial validation of the difficulties in
emotion regulation scale. J Psychopathol Behav Assess. 2004;26:41-54.

87. Bagby RM, Parker JD, Taylor GJ. The twenty-item Toronto Alexithymia Scale--1. Item
selection and cross-validation of the factor structure. J Psychosom Res. 1994;38:23-32.

88. Colby JB, Van Horn JD, Sowell ER. Quantitative in vivo evidence for broad regional
gradients in the timing of white matter maturation during adolescence. Neuroimage.
2011;54:25-31.

89. Solano Durén P, Morales J-P, Huepe D. Interoceptive awareness in a clinical setting: the
need to bring interoceptive perspectives into clinical evaluation. Front Psychol.
2024,;15:1244701.

90. Isaksson M, Ghaderi A, Wolf-Arehult M, Ramklint M. Overcontrolled, undercontrolled,

24/25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857; this version posted November 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

and resilient personality styles among patients with eating disorders. J Eat Disord.
2021;9:47.

91. Wildes JE, Marcus MD, Crosby RD, Ringham RM, Dapelo MM, Gaskill JA, et al. The
clinical utility of personality subtypes in patients with anorexia nervosa. J Consult Clin
Psychol. 2011;79:665-674.

92. Fan CC, Loughnan R, Makowski C, Pecheva D, Chen C-H, Hagler DJ, et al. Multivariate
genome-wide association study on tissue-sensitive diffusion metrics highlights pathways
that shape the human brain. Nature Communications. 2022;13:2423.

93. Abber SR, Murray SM, Brown CS, Wierenga CE. Change in motivational bias during
treatment predicts outcome in anorexia nervosa. Int J Eat Disord. 2024;57:671-681.

94. Klein DA, Walsh BT. Eating disorders. Int Rev Psychiatry. 2003;15:205-216.

95. Kinasz K, Accurso EC, Kass AE, Le Grange D. Does Sex Matter in the Clinical
Presentation of Eating Disorders in Youth? J Adolesc Health. 2016;58:410-416.

96. Raevuori A, Keski-Rahkonen A, Hoek HW. A review of eating disorders in males. Curr
Opin Psychiatry. 2014;27:426-430.

97. Jacobs EG. Only 0.5% of neuroscience studies look at women’s health. Here's how to
change that. Nature. 2023;623:667.

98. Wierenga LM, Ruigrok A, Aksnes ER, Barth C, Beck D, Burke S, et al. Recommendations
for a better understanding of sex and gender in the neuroscience of mental health. Biol
Psychiatry Glob Open Sci. 2024;4:100283.

25/25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.24.24317857
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

