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Figure 2-1: Model estimates of the full model for the effect of image category and covariates (Table 1, Eq. 1) on d’
and LDI. Values indicate the positive (blue) or negative (red) mean estimate of the posterior distribution and whiskers
represent the 50% (thick, inner) and 95% (thin, outer) CI. The effect of image category (F>NF) and Gender (M<F) on
memory performance measures seemed to be evident as their 95% CI did not include Zero.
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Figure 2-2: Odds ratios of the full model for the effect of image category and covariates on response accuracy (Table
1, Eq. 3). Values indicate the positive (blue) or negative (red) median odds ratio (exponentiated regression coefficients)
and whiskers represent the 50% (thick, inner) and 95% (thin, outer) CI. The effect of image category (F>NF), image
status (similar<old, new>old), normed complexity and Gender (M <F) on response accuracy were evident as their 95%
CI did not include Zero.



Table 2-1: Full and null Bayesian linear regression models (BLRMs) for the effect of image category on d’.

full model null model
Predictors for d' Estimates Estimates
Intercept 1.23 1.26
{0.73-1.73) (0.72-1.78)
Category (F = NF) 0.67
{0.16 —1.17)
Age -0.00 -0.00
(-0.02 = 0.01) {(-0.02 = 0.01)
Gendear (M = F) 026 0.26
(-0.48 — -0.04) {-0.48 — -0.04)
Timepoint (FU = BL) 0.07 0.07
(-0.05-0.18) (-0.05-0.19)
Intervention (Fiber = 0.04 0.04
Placebo) (-0.08 - 0.15) {-0.08 - 0.14)
Timepoint * Intervention -0.03 -0.03
(-0.19-0.13) {0.19-0.13)
Random Effects
a2 0.39 0.29
Ton 0.02 g5 0.04 g
0.05 Subject 0.04 Subject
T 0.28 get categoryF 1.25 get CategoryF
0.03 Subject. CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF
0.00 Subject.hunger_mean_total 0.00 Subject.hunger_mean_tatal
0.03 Subject.Wanting_catneutral 0.03 Subject.\Wanting_catnsutral
0.04 Subject. Wanting_catwanted 0.04 Subject Wanting_catwanied
0.73 subject nA_UF_mean 0.79 subject ntaA_UF_mean
0.27 Subject. CategoryF :n(A_UF_mean 0.29 Subject.CategoryF:QA_UF_mean
0.0 Subject.hunger_mean_total:nQA_UF_mean 0.01 Subject.hunger mean_totalnlA UF_mean
0.34 Subject. Wanting_catneutral:nQA_UF_mean 0.32 Subject Wanting_camneutrallA_UF_mean
0.68 Subject Wanting_catwanted:nQA_LUF_mean 0.70 Subject Wanting_catwanted:nQA_LIF_mean
Po1
Po1
GG 0.36 0.18
N 55 gubject 55 gupjeer
4 sor 4 st
Observations 1022 1022
Marginal B2 / Conditional A2 0.204 / 0.426 0.032/70.425



Table 2-2: Full and null BLRMs for the effect of image category on LDI.

full model null model
Predictors for LDI Estimates Estimales
Intercept 1.08 1.12
{0.53 - 1.57) (0.57 - 1.66)
Category (F = NF) 0.73
{0.15-1.25)
Age -0.01 -0.01
(-0.02 = 0.01) {(-0.02 = 0.01)
Gendear (M = F) -0.29 0.29
(-0.51 — -0.08) {-0.51 —-0.07)
Timepoint (FU = BL) 0.07 0.07
(-0.06 — 0.19) (-0.05-0.13)
Intervention (Fiber = 0.05 0.05
Placebo) (-0.07 = 0.17) {-0.07 -017)
Timepaint * Intervention -0.01 -0.00
-0.17 -0.47) {0.18-017)
Random Effects
a2 0.46 0.46
Ton 0.02 g5 0.04 g
0.05 Subject 0.06 Subject
™ 0.31 get categary? 1.45 set CateganyF
0.03 Subject, CategoryF 0.03 Subject CategoryF
0.00 Subject.hunger_mean_iotal 0.00 Subject hunger_mean_tolal
0.02 Subject. Wanting_catneutral 0.02 Subject.\Wanting_catneutral
0.04 Subject. Wanting_catwanted 0.04 Subject. Wanting_catwanted
0.79 subject,nQA_UF_mean 0.79 subject ncaA_UF_mean
0.33 Subject. CategoryF :n(A_UF_mean 0.3z Subject.CategoryF:QA_UF_mean
0.0 Subject.hunger_mean_total:nQA_UF_mean 0.01 Subject.hunger mean_totalnlA UF_mean
0.25 Subject. Wanting_catneutral:nQA_UF_mean 0.23 Subject Wanting_camneutrallA_UF_mean
0.68 Subject. Wanting_catwanted:nQA_LF_mean 0.66 Sulbject Wanting_catwanted:nQA_UF_mean
Po1
Po1
GG 0.34 0.18
N 55 gubject 55 gupjeer
4 sor 4 st
Observations 1011 1011
Marginal B2 / Conditional B2 0.213/0.415 0.039/0.414



Table 2-3: Full and null BLRMs for the effect of image category on response accuracy.

full model null model
Predictors for response accuracy Odds Ratios Odds Ratios
Intercept 3.87 8.17
(2.23 -6.81) (5.03-13.49)
Category (F > NF) 1.76
(1.45-2.16)
Wanting 1.05 1.05
(1.02-1.07) (1.03 -1.08)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.64 0.64
(0.50 - 0.84) (0.49 —0.85)
Image Status (new = old) 5.39 5.11
(3.94 - 7.47) (3.70 - 7.25)
Normed Complexity 0.35 0.08
(0.16 — 0.83) (0.04 - 0.15)
Gender (M > F) 0.82 0.82
(0.69 - 0.98) (0.68 — 0.98)
Age 1.00 1.00
(0.98 —1.01) (0.99 -1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 1.00 1.00
(0.90-1.09) (0.91 —1.09)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.04 1.04
(0.95-1.14) (0.96 —1.14)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.01 1.00
(0.89 -1.14) (0.88 —1.14)
Random Effects
g2 3.29 3.29
Too 0.55 Image 0.58 Image
0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject
Tt 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.08 Subject.CategoryF
0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting

0.66 Subject. Statussimilar 0.66 Subject.Statussimilar
0.89 Subject. Statusnew 0.89 Subject.Statusnew

Po1

Po1

ICC 0.24 0.23

N 56 Subject 56 Subject
640 Image 640 Image

Observations 28395 28395

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.080/0.198 0.072/0.197
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Figure 3-1: Odds ratios of the full model for the effect of normed complexity and covariates on response accuracy
(Table 1, Eq. 5). Values indicate the positive (blue) or negative (red) median odds ratio (exponentiated regression
coefficients) and whiskers represent the 50% (thick, inner) and 95% (thin, outer) CI. The effect of normed complexity
on response accuracy was evidently different between image categories as the interaction’s 95% CI did not include
Zero.
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Figure 3-2: Predicted and actual response accuracy depending on normed complexity of each image category
separately. Points show the averaged response accuracy of each image over its normed complexity and lines with 95%-
CI depict predictions based on full models. Higher normed complexity seemed to evidently predict lower response
accuracy of (A) food items but not of (B) non-food/art items.



Table 3-1: Full and null BLRMs for the effect of normed image complexity on response accuracy.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for response accuracy Odds Ratios Odds Ratios Odds Ratios
Intercept 2.76 3.92 2.49
(1.44-5.21) (2.25 - 6.86) (1.61-3.81)
Category (F > NF) 3.10 1.76 2.07
(1.69 —5.59) (1.42-2.13) (1.78 —2.43)
Wanting 1.05 1.05 1.05
(1.02-1.07) (1.02-1.07) (1.02-1.07)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.65 0.64 0.64
(0.50 - 0.84) (0.49 - 0.83) (0.50 - 0.83)
Image Status (new > old) 5.37 5.38 5.33
(3.93 - 7.44) (3.93 - 7.40) (3.90-7.31)
normed Complexity 0.77 0.35
(0.25-2.39) (0.15-0.78)
Gender (M > F) 0.82 0.82 0.82
(0.68 —0.99) (0.68 —-0.98) (0.68 —-0.98)
Age 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.99 -1.01) (0.99 -1.01) (0.99 -1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.91-1.10) (0.91-1.09) (0.91-1.09)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.04 1.04 1.04
(0.95-1.14) (0.96-1.14) (0.96-1.14)
Category (F = NF) * normed 0.18
Complexity (0.03 -0.96)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.88-1.14) (0.88-1.14) (0.88-1.14)
Random Effects
o2 3.29 3.29 3.29
Too 0.55 Image 0.55 Image 0.56 Image
0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject
T 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF
0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting
0.65 Subject.Statussimilar 0.65 Subject.Statussimilar 0.65 Subject.Statussimilar
0.88 Subject.Statusnew 0.89 Subject.Statusnew 0.88 Subject.Statusnew

0.07 Subject.complexity_norm 0.08 Subject.complexity_norm 0.08 Subject.complexity_norm

Po1

Po1

ICC 0.24 0.24 0.24

N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
640 mage 640 mage 640 mage

Observations 28395 28395 28395

Marginal R2/ Conditional R2 0.081/0.198 0.081/0.198 0.079/0.198



Table 3-2: Full and null BLRMs for the effect of normed image complexity on response accuracy of food images.

full model null model
Predictors for response accuracy Odds Ratios Odds Ratios
Intercept 10.30 6.23
(5.30-19.79) (3.37 - 10.98)
Wanting 1.03 1.03
(1.00-1.07) (1.00-1.07)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.78 0.78
(0.53-1.16) (0.54 -1.13)
Image Status (new = old) 6.08 6.19
(4.00 - 9.56) (4.03 —9.78)
Calorie Quartile (cal2 > call) 1.08 1.03
(0.79 —1.48) (0.75-1.43)
Calorie Quartile (cal3 > cal1) 1.28 1.24
(0.95-1.77) (0.92 —1.70)
Calorie Quartile (cal4 > cal1) 1.38 1.36
(1.01 -1.89) (0.99 —1.88)
Normed Complexity 0.13
(0.03 - 0.49)
Gender (M > F) 0.68 0.68
(0.53 -0.87) (0.53 - 0.87)
Age 0.99 0.99
(0.98 —1.01) (0.98 —1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 1.02 1.02
(0.88-1.17) (0.88 —1.17)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.1 1.11
(0.96 —1.26) (0.96 —1.26)
Timepoint * Intervention 0.95 0.95
(0.78 -1.16) (0.78 —1.16)
Random Effects
g2 3.29 3.29
Too 0.70 Image 0.72 Image
0.28 Subject 0.28 Subject
Tt 0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting

1.21 Subject. Statussimilar 1.21 Subject.Statussimilar
11 Subject. Statusnew 1.12 Subject.Statusnew
0.1 Subject. Typecal2 0.1 Subject.Typecal2
0.09 Subject. Typecal3 0.09 Subject.Typecal3
0.03 Subject. Typecal4 0.03 Subject.Typecald

Po1

Po1

ICC 0.30 0.31

N 56 Subject 56 Subject
320 Image 320 Image

Observations 14213 14213

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.043/0.205 0.038/0.205



Table 3-3:Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of normed image complexity on response accuracy of art (non-food)
images.

full model null model
Predictors for response accuracy Odds Ratios QOdds Ratios
Intercept 6.75 3.17
(2.66 — 17.46) (1.84 - 5.55)
Wanting 1.07 1.07
(1.04-1.11) (1.04—-1.11)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.56 0.57
(0.43-0.73) (0.43-0.75)
Image Status (new > old) 519 5.16
(3.74 - 7.39) (3.61-7.42)
Type (plants > animals) 0.81 0.79
(0.58-1.12) (0.57 -1.07)
Type (objects > animals) 0.95 0.94
(0.74 -1.22) (0.73-1.21)
Style (DalA > Azulejos) 0.57 0.74
(0.37 - 0.90) (0.51—1.06)
Style (Hundertwasser > 0.58 0.69
Azulejos) (0.39-0.87) (0.48 - 0.97)
Style (Klimt > Azulejos) 0.87 0.87
(0.61-1.23) (0.61-1.25)
Style (Munch > Azulejos) 0.71 0.90
(0.45-1.09) (0.63 -1.30)
Style (Picasso > Azulejos) 0.74 0.88
(0.51-1.08) (0.63—1.24)
Style (Pointilism > Azulejos) 0.76 0.83
(0.54-1.10) (0.58-1.18)
Style (popart > Azulejos) 0.73 0.80
(0.50 —1.05) (0.56-1.13)
Normed Complexity 0.22
(0.05-1.01)
Gender (M > F) 0.87 0.87
(0.72 -1.05) (0.72 - 1.05)
Age 1.00 1.00
(0.98 —1.01) (0.98 —1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 0.98 0.98
(0.87 -1.11) (0.87 -1.11)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.01 1.01
(0.80-1.13) (0.80-1.13)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.03 1.03
(0.87 —1.22) (0.87 -1.22)
Random Effects
o2 3.29 3.29
Too 0.45 Image 0.45 Image
0.06 Subject 0.06 Subject
Ti1 0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting
0.52 Subject.Statussimilar 0.53 Subject.Statussimilar
0.85 Subject.Statusnew 0.84 Subject.Statusnew
0.02 Subject. Typeplants 0.02 Subject. Typeplants
0.02 Subject. Typeabjects 0.02 Subject. Typeobjects
0.02 sybject Styledali 0.02 subject Styledali
0.02 Subject.Stylehundertwasser 0.02 Subject.Stylehundertwasser
0.02 sypject Stylekiimt 0.02 sypject Styleklimt
0.01 Subject.Stylemunch 0.01 Subject.Stylemunch
0.01 Subject.Stylepicasso 0.01 Subject.Stylepicasso
0.02 Subject.Stylepointilism 0.02 Subject.Stylepointilism
0.08 Subject.Stylepopart 0.08 Subject.Stylepopart
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.21 0.21
N 56 Subject 56 Subject
320 Image 320 Image
Observations 14182 14182

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.090/0.186 0.089/0.186
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Figure 3-3: Predicted and actual response accuracy depending on object size of each image category separately.
Points show the averaged response accuracy of each image over its object size and lines with 95%-CI depict
predictions based on full models. Higher object size seemed to evidently predict lower response accuracy of (A) food
images but not higher response accuracy of (B) non-food/art images.



Table 3-4:Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of object size on response accuracy of food images.

full model null model
Predictors for response accuracy Odds Ratios Odds Ratios
Intercept 17.57 10.30
(7.69 — 40.24) (5.30-19.79)
Wanting 1.03 1.03
(1.00-1.07) (1.00-1.07)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.80 0.78
(0.54 -1.14) (0.53 -1.16)
Image Status (new > old) 5.86 6.08
(3.86 — 9.06) (4.00 — 9.56)
Calorie Quartile (cal2 > call) 1.14 1.08
(0.84 - 1.56) (0.79 —1.48)
Calorie Quartile (cal3 > call) 1.35 1.28
(1.00-1.86) (0.95-1.77)
Calorie Quartile (cal4 > cal1) 1.42 1.38
(1.03 -1.94) (1.01 —1.89)
Object size 0.25
(0.08 - 0.76)
Normed Complexity 0.09 0.13
(0.02 -0.37) (0.03 — 0.49)
Gender (M > F) 0.68 0.68
(0.53 -0.87) (0.53 - 0.87)
Age 0.99 0.99
(0.98 —1.01) (0.98 —1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 1.02 1.02
(0.88-1.17) (0.88 —1.17)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.1 1.11
(0.97 -1.27) (0.96 —1.26)
Timepoint * Intervention 0.95 0.95
(0.78 - 1.16) (0.78 —1.16)
Random Effects
g2 3.29 3.29
Too 0.68 Image 0.70 Image
0.29 Subject 0.28 Subject
Tt 0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting

1.23 Subject. Statussimilar 1.21 Subject.Statussimilar
1.13 Subject. Statusnew 11 Subject.Statusnew
0.10 Subject. Typecal2 0.1 Subject.Typecal2
0.09 Subject. Typecal3 0.09 Subject.Typecal3
0.03 Subject. Typecal4 0.03 Subject.Typecald

Po1

Po1

ICC 0.30 0.30

N 56 Subject 56 Subject
320 Image 320 Image

Observations 14213 14213

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.044/0.205 0.043/0.205



Table 3-5: Full and null BLRMs for the effect of object size on response accuracy of art (non-food) images.

full model null model
Predictors for response accuracy Odds Ratios Odds Ratios
Intercept 4.53 6.75
(1.40-13.63) (2.66 — 17.46)
Wanting 1.07 1.07
(1.04-1.11) (1.04-1.11)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.57 0.56
(0.43-0.74) (0.43-0.73)
Image Status (new > old) 5.10 5.19
(3.64 - 7.36) (3.74-7.39)
Type (plants > animals) 0.80 0.81
(0.58-1.09) (0.59-1.12)
Type (objects > animals) 0.96 0.95
(0.74 -1.23) (0.74 - 1.22)
Style (DalA > Azulejos) 0.64 0.57
(0.39-1.04) (0.37 - 0.90)
Style (Hundertwasser > 0.61 0.58
Azulejos) (0.41-0.93) (0.39-0.87)
Style (Klimt > Azulejos) 0.88 0.87
(0.61-1.24) (0.61-1.23)
Style (Munch > Azulejos) 0.76 0.71
(0.48-1.21) (0.45-1.09)
Style (Picasso > Azulejos) 0.81 0.74
(0.54 -1.22) (0.51-1.08)
Style (Pointilism > Azulejos) 0.77 0.76
(0.53-1.11) (0.54 - 1.10)
Style (popart > Azulejos) 0.76 0.73
(0.62-1.11) (0.50-1.05)
Object size 1.85
(0.82 — 4.29)
Normed Complexity 0.33 0.22
(0.06 —1.80) (0.05-1.01)
Gender (M > F) 0.87 0.87
(0.72-1.05) (0.72-1.05)
Age 1.00 1.00
(0.98-1.01) (0.98-1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 0.98 0.98
(0.88-1.11) (0.87-1.11)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.01 1.01
(0.90-1.13) (0.90-1.13)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.03 1.03
(0.87-1.21) (0.87 - 1.22)
Random Effects
a2 3.29 3.29
Too 0.45 Image 0.45 Image
0.08 Subject 0.06 Subject
T 0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject. Wanting
0.52 Subject Statussimilar 0.52 Subject Statussimilar
0.84 Subject. Statusnew 0.85 Subject. Statusnew
0.02 Subject. Typeplants 0.02 Subject. Typeplants
0.02 Subject. Typeobjects 0.02 Subject. Typeobjects
0.02 Subject. Styledali 0.02 Subject. Styledali
0.02 Subject. Stylehundertwasser 0.02 Subject. Stylehundertwasser
0.02 Subject Styleklimt 0.02 Subject Styleklimt
0.01 Subject.Stylemunch 0.01 Subject.Stylemunch
0.01 Subject. Stylepicasso 0.01 Subject. Stylepicasso
0.02 Subject.Stylepointilism 0.02 Subiject.Stylepointilism
0.08 Subject. Stylepopart 0.08 Subject. Stylepopart
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.21 0.21
N 56 Subject 56 Subject
320 Image 320 Image
Observations 14182 14182

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.091/0.187 0.090/0.186



Table 4-1: Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of z-scored subjective arousal image on response accuracy.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for response accuracy Odds Ratios Odds Ratios COdds Ratios
Intercept 243 2.44 2.41
(1.59 -3.68) (1.60-3.72) (1.59 - 3.67)
Category (F > NF) 212 210 2.08
(1.80-2.47) (1.79 — 2.46) (1.78 — 2.45)
Wanting 1.05 1.05 1.05
(1.02-1.07) (1.02-1.07) (1.02-1.07)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.66 0.65 0.65
(0.50 - 0.85) (0.50 —0.85) (0.50 — 0.85)
Image Status (new = old) 543 5.36 5.40
(3.97 - 7.60) (3.92 — 7.50) (3.96 — 7.45)
Arousal 1.00 0.94
(0.87 —1.14) (0.87 —1.01)
Gender (M > F) 0.81 0.81 0.81
(0.67 — 0.96) (0.67 —0.98) (0.67 —0.97)
Age 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.99 -1.01) (0.99 -1.01) (0.99-1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 1.01 1.01 1.01
(0.92-1.11) (0.92 -1.11) (0.92-1.11)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.04 1.04 1.04
(0.95-1.13) (0.95-1.14) (0.95-1.14)
Category (F > NF)} * Arousal 0.91
(0.77 —1.06)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.01 1.01 1.01
(0.89 -1.14) (0.89 —1.15) (0.89-1.14)
Random Effects
g2 3.29 3.29 3.29
Too 0.56 Image 0.57 Image 0.57 Image
0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject
Tt 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF
0.00 Subject. Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting

0.65 Subject. Statussimilar 0.65 Subject.Statussimilar 0.65 Subject.Statussimilar
0.89 Subject. Statusnew 0.89 Subject.Statusnew 0.90 Subject.Statusnew
0.00 Subject.z_Arousal 0.00 Subject.z_Arousal 0.00 Subject.z_Arousal

Po1

Po1

ICC 0.24 0.24 0.24

N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
629 Image 629 Image 629 Image

Observations 27917 27917 27917

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.080/0.199 0.080/0.199 0.079/0.199



Table 4-2:Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of z-scored subjective valence image on response accuracy.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for response accuracy Odds Ratios Odds Ratios COdds Ratios
Intercept 2.51 2.50 2.53
(1.63-3.81) (1.64 —3.75) (1.66 — 3.85)
Category (F > NF) 210 2.09 2.08
(1.79 - 2.44) (1.78 — 2.46) (1.78 — 2.44)
Wanting 1.05 1.05 1.05
(1.02-1.07) (1.02 -1.08) (1.02-1.07)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.65 0.65 0.64
(0.49 - 0.85) (0.50 —0.85) (0.50 - 0.83)
Image Status (new = old) 5.39 5.41 5.29
(3.96 — 7.43) (3.95-7.53) (3.87 —7.34)
Valence 1.05 0.92
(0.84 —1.31) (0.84 —1.00)
Gender (M > F) 0.82 0.82 0.82
(0.68 — 0.98) (0.69 —0.99) (0.69 —0.98)
Age 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.98 —1.01) (0.99 -1.01) (0.99-1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.91 -1.09) (0.91 —1.09) (0.91-1.09)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.04 1.04 1.04
(0.96 —1.14) (0.96 —1.14) (0.96 —1.14)
Category (F > NF) * Valence 0.86
(0.67 -1.10)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.88 —1.14) (0.88 —1.14) (0.88 —1.14)
Random Effects
g2 3.29 3.29 3.29
Too 0.55 Image 0.55 Image 0.56 Image
0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject
Tt 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF
0.00 Subject. Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting

0.65 Subject. Statussimilar 0.65 Subject.Statussimilar 0.65 Subject.Statussimilar
0.88 Subject. Statusnew 0.88 Subject.Statusnew 0.89 Subject.Statusnew
0.00 Subject.z_Valence 0.00 Subject.z_Valence 0.00 Subject.z_Valence

Po1

Po1

ICC 0.24 0.24 0.24

N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
640 Image 640 Image 640 Image

Observations 28395 28395 28395

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.080/0.198 0.080/0.198 0.079/0.198



Table 4-3:Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of z-scored subjective recognizability image on response accuracy.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for response accuracy Odds Ratios Odds Ratios QOdds Ratios
Intercept 2.50 2.47 2.44
(1.64 —3.80) (1.62 — 3.86) (1.61-3.71)
Category (F > NF) 2.10 2.10 2.08
(1.79-2.47) (1.80 — 2.46) (1.78 — 2.43)
Wanting 1.05 1.05 1.05
(1.02-1.07) (1.02-1.07) (1.02-1.07)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.65 0.65 0.65
(0.51 -0.85) (0.50 — 0.84) (0.50 - 0.85)
Image Status (new = old) 5.33 5.33 5.39
(3.91-7.43) (3.84 — 7.36) (3.94 - 7.55)
Recognizability 0.91 0.90
(0.76 — 1.08) (0.82 —0.99)
Gender (M > F) 0.82 0.83 0.83
(0.69-0.99) (0.69 —0.98) (0.69-0.99)
Age 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.99 -1.01) (0.99 -1.01) (0.99-1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.91 -1.09) (0.91-1.09) (0.91-1.09)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.04 1.04 1.04
(0.96 —1.14) (0.95-1.14) (0.96-1.14)
Category (F > NF) * 0.99
Recognizability (0.81-1.22)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.01 1.01 1.00
(0.88 —1.14) (0.89—1.14) (0.89-1.14)
Random Effects
g2 3.29 3.29 3.29
Too 0.55 Image 0.55 Image 0.56 Image
0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject
Tt 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF
0.00 Subject. Wanting 0.00 Subject Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting
0.65 Subject.Statussimilar 0.65 Subject Statussimilar 0.65 Subject.Statussimilar
0.88 Subject.Statusnew 0.89 Subject. Statusnew 0.88 Subject.Statusnew

0.00 Subject.z_Recognizability 0.00 Subject.z_Recognizability 0.00 Subject.z_Recognizability

Po1

Po1

ICC 0.24 0.24 0.24

N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
640 Image 640 Image 640 Image

Observations 28395 28395 28395

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.080/0.198 0.080/0.198 0.079/0.198
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Figure 5-1: Memory performance depending on subjective hunger. Actual and predicted A) target recognition d’ and
B) lure discrimination LDI depending on subjective hunger level. Single subjects are colour-coded. Points show the
actual data and lines with 95%-CI depict predictions based on full model. Neither d’ nor LDI were affected by the
subjective hunger level. The estimates of the main effect of the null model (Table 1, Eq. 9) suggested that the subjective
hunger level did not affect memory performance in general.

Table 5-1: Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of subjective hunger level on d’.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for d' Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 1.31 1.32 1.28
(0.75—-1.86) (0.79 - 1.87) (0.78 - 1.78)
Category (F > NF) 0.80 0.77 0.77
(0.28 — 1.34) (0.26 — 1.23) (0.21-1.27)
Subj Hunger Level -0.01 -0.01
(-0.05-0.04) (-0.05-0.04)
Age -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(-0.02 -0.02) (-0.02-0.01) (-0.02-0.02)
Gender (M > F) -0.23 -0.23 -0.23
(-0.44 —-0.02) (-0.46 — -0.01) (-0.45 --0.02)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 0.01 0.01 0.01
(-0.10-0.13) (-0.10-0.12) (-0.11-0.12)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 0.06 0.06 0.05
(-0.05-0.17) (-0.06 —0.17) (-0.06 — 0.16)
Category (F > NF) * Subj Hunger -0.00
Level (-0.06 — 0.05)
Timepoint * Intervention -0.04 -0.04 -0.03
(-0.20-0.12) (-0.20-0.12) (-0.19-0.12)
Random Effects
a2 0.14 0.14 0.14
Too 0.04 Set 0.04 Set 0.04 Set
0.09 Subject 0.09 Subject 0.09 Subject
T 0.24 Set.CategoryF 0.26 Set.CategoryF 0.31 Set.CategoryF
0.04 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.66 0.67 0.68
N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
4 get 4 get 4 get
Observations 360 360 360

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.382/0.696 0.377 / 0.696 0.378/0.697



Table 5-2: Full and null BLRMs for the effect of subjective hunger level on LDI.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for LD/ Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 1.04 1.05 1.04
(0.47 - 1.62) (0.51 -1.62) (0.53 -1.57)
Category (F > NF) 0.85 0.85 0.85
(0.22 - 1.41) (0.34 - 1.38) (0.29 — 1.48)
Subj Hunger Level -0.00 -0.00
(-0.05-0.05) (-0.05-0.05)
Age -0.00 -0.01 -0.01
(-0.02 -0.01) (-0.02-0.01) (-0.02-0.01)
Gender (M > F) -0.27 -0.27 -0.27
(-0.50 —-0.04) (-0.50 — -0.04) (-0.49 — -0.04)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 0.05 0.06 0.05
(-0.07 - 0.19) (-0.07 - 0.18) (-0.08 - 0.18)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 0.09 0.08 0.08
(-0.04 - 0.21) (-0.04-0.21) (-0.04-0.21)
Category (F > NF) * Subj Hunger 0.00
Level (-0.06 — 0.07)
Timepoint * Intervention -0.08 -0.08 -0.08
(-0.26 — 0.10) (-0.26 - 0.10) (-0.25-0.10)
Random Effects
a2 0.17 0.17 0.17
Too 0.04 ggt 0.04 ggt 0.04 gqt
0.10 Subject 0.10 Subject 0.10 Subject
Tt 0.30 Set.CategoryF 0.28 Set.CategoryF 0.34 Set.CategoryF
0.05 Subject.CategoryF 0.05 Subject.CategoryF 0.05 Subject.CategoryF
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.63 0.62 0.65
N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
4 et 4 et 4 et
Observations 360 360 360

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.398/0.677 0.402/0.677 0.396/ 0.676
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Figure 5-2: Model estimates of the full model for the effect of subjective hunger level and covariates (Table 1, Eq. 8)
on d’ and LDI. Values indicate the positive (blue) or negative (red) mean estimate of the posterior distribution and
whiskers represent the 50% (thick, inner) and 95% (thin, outer) CI. The subjective hunger level did not differently
daffect image categories nor did it affect memory performance. Only the effect of image category (F>NF) and Gender
(M<F) on memory indices seemed to be evident as its 95% CI did not include Zero.
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Figure 5-3: Memory performance depending on subjective hunger level per MRI task. Actual and predicted A+B)
target recognition d’ and C+D) lure discrimination LDI depending on subjective hunger level during A+C) Wanting
task and B+D) Memory task. Single subjects are colour-coded. Points show the actual data and lines with 95%-CI
depict predictions based on null model 1 (Table 1, Eq. 8). Neither d’ nor LDI were dffected by the subjective hunger

level during any of the tasks.
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Figure 5-4: Actual and predicted A) target recognition d’ and B) lure discrimination LDI depending on ghrelin
serum levels per image category. Points show the actual data and lines with 95% CI depict predictions based on full
model. Neither d’ nor LDI were dffected by ghrelin serum levels. The estimates of the interaction of the full model (cf.
Table 1, Eq. 8) indicated that the image categories were not differently influenced by ghrelin levels and the estimates
of the main effect suggested that ghrelin serum levels did not affect memory performance indices independent of
category. For better visualization, the outlier 1274 pmol/l is not displayed.



Table 5-3: Full and null BLRMs for the effect of serum ghrelin levels on d’.

full model null model 1 null model 2 null model 3 null model 4
Predictors for d' Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 1.41 1.41 1.38 1.37 1.36
(0.89 —1.95) (0.88 — 1.93) (0.85-1.91) (0.84 - 1.87) (0.85-1.87)
Category (F > 0.63 0.63 0.64 0.66 0.66
NF) (-0.02-1.11) (0.13-1.16) (0.09 - 1.26) (0.17 - 1.16) (0.10 - 1.25)
Wanting 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.04
Category (-0.16 - 0.18) (-0.16 -0.18) (-0.07 - 0.15) (-0.07 - 0.15) (-0.07 - 0.15)
(neutral >
unwanted)
Wanting -0.16 -0.16 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10
Category (-0.34 - 0.02) (-0.34 - 0.02) (-0.23 - 0.02) (-0.23-0.01) (-0.23 -0.01)
(wanted >
unwanted)
Serum ghrelin -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
levels (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00)
Gender (M > F) -0.30 -0.30 -0.30 -0.29 -0.29
(-0.53 - -0.08) (-0.54 - -0.07) (-0.51 - -0.08) (-0.52 - -0.07) (-0.51 --0.07)
Age -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.01
(-0.02 - 0.01) (-0.02 - 0.01) (-0.02 - 0.01) (-0.02 - 0.01) (-0.02 - 0.01)
Timepoint (FU > 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
BL) (-0.05-10.18) (-0.05-10.18) (-0.05-10.18) (-0.05-0.18) (-0.05-10.18)
Intervention 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02
(Fiber = (-0.08 - 0.14) (-0.09-0.14) (-0.09-0.14) (-0.09-0.14) (-0.08 - 0.14)
Placebo)
Category (F > 0.00 0.00 0.00
NF) * Serum (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00)
ghrelin levels
Wanting 0.00 0.00
Category (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00)
(neutral >
unwanted) *
Serum ghrelin
levels
Wanting 0.00 0.00
Category (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00)
(wanted >
unwanted)*
Serum ghrelin
levels
Timepoint * -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02
Intervention (-0.19-0.14) (-0.18-0.14) (-0.19-0.14) (-0.19-0.14) (-0.19-0.14)
Category (F > -0.00
NF) * Wanting (-0.00 - 0.00)
Category
(neutral >
unwanted) *
Serum ghrelin
levels
Category (F > -0.00
NF) * Wanting (-0.00 - 0.00)
Category
(wanted >
unwanted)*
Serum ghrelin
levels
Random Effecis
02 0.40 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.39
Too 0.03 gt 0.03 get 0.03 gt 0.02 got 0.03 gt
0.10 Subject 0.10 Subject 0.09 Subject 0.09 Subject 0.09 Subject
Ti1 0.33 Set.CategoryF 0.30 Set.CategoryF 0.44 Set.CategoryF 0.27 Set.CategoryF 0.33 Set.CategoryF
0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF
0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
Subject.Wanting_catneutral  Subject.Wanting_catneutral ~ Subject.Wanting_catneutral  Subject.Wanting_catneutral  Subject.Wanting_catneutral
0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
Subject.Wanting_catwanted Subject.Wanting_catwanted Subject.Wanting_catwanted Subject.Wanting_catwanted Subject.Wanting_catwanted
0.00 Subject.serum_GHRL 0.00 Subject.serum_GHRL 0.00 Subject.serum_GHRL 0.00 Subject.serum_GHRL 0.00 Subject.serum_GHRL
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.47 0.46 0.51 0.44 0.47
N 54 Subject 54 Subject 54 Subject 54 Subject 54 Subject
4 get 4 get 4 Set 4 Set 4 set
Observations 986 986 986 986 986
Marginal R2 / 0.212/0.416 0.210/0.416 0.210/0.415 0.208/0.414 0.208/0.414

Conditional R2



Table 5-4: Full and null BLRMs for the effect of serum ghrelin levels on LDI.

full model null model 1 null model 2 null model 3 null model 4
Predictors for LD/ Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 1.21 1.20 1.21 1.19 1.15
(0.69-1.75) (0.67 - 1.74) {0.68—1.75) (0.66—1.71) (0.63—1.65)
Category (F > 0.70 0.70 0.69 0.72 0.72
NF) (0.11-1.26) (0.14 - 1.28) (0.10-1.20) (0.17 - 1.26) (0.19-1.23)
Wanting 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
Category (-0.13-0.21) (-0.14-0.21) (-0.07 - 0.16) (-0.07 - 0.15) (-0.07 - 0.15)
(neutral >
unwanted)
Wanting -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
Category (-0.21-0.18) (-0.21-0.18) (-0.16 -0.11) (-0.15-0.10) (-0.15-0.11)
(wanted >
unwanted)
Serum ghrelin -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
levels (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00)
Gender (M > F) -0.33 -0.33 -0.33 -0.33 -0.31
(-0.56 —-0.10) (-0.56 - -0.09) (-0.56 —-0.10) (-0.56 —-0.10) (-0.54 —-0.09)
Age -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(-0.03-0.01) (-0.03-0.01) (-0.03-0.01) (-0.02-10.01) (-0.03-10.01)
Timepoint (FU > 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
BL) (-0.07-0.19) (-0.07-0.19) (-0.07-0.19) (-0.07-0.18) (-0.06 - 0.19)
Intervention 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05
(Fiber > (-0.08 - 0.16) (-0.08-0.17) (-0.08-0.17) (-0.08-0.17) (-0.07-0.17)
Placebo)
Category (F > 0.00 0.00 0.00
NF) * Serum (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00)
ghrelin levels
Wanting 0.00 0.00
Category (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00)
(neutral >
unwanted) *
Serum ghrelin
levels
Wanting 0.00 -0.00
Category (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 - 0.00)
(wanted >
unwanted)*
Serum ghrelin
levels
Timepoint * -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00
Intervention (-0.19-0.17) (-0.19-0.18) (-0.19-0.17) (-0.18-0.17) (-0.18-0.17)
Category (F > -0.00
NF) * Wanting (-0.00 — 0.00)
Category
(neutral >
unwanted) *
Serum ghrelin
levels
Category (F > -0.00
NF) * Wanting (-0.00 - 0.00)
Category
(wanted >
unwanted)*
Serum ghrelin
levels
Random Effects
o2 0.47 0.47 0.46 0.46 0.46
Too 0.02 ggt 0.02 ggt 0.02 ggy 0.02 ggy 0.03 ggy
0.1 Subject 0.11 Subject 0.1 Subject 0.11 Subject 0.10 Subject
T 0.35 Set.CategoryF 0.31 Set.CategoryF 0.32 Set.CategoryF 0.31 Set.CategoryF 0.33 Set.CategoryF
0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF
0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Subject. Wanting_catneutral ~ Subject.Wanting_catneutral  Subject.Wanting_catneutral ~ Subject.Wanting_catneutral ~ Subject. Wanting_catneutral
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08
Subject Wanting_catwanted ~Subject.Wanting_catwanted Subject.Wanting_catwanted Subject.Wanting_catwanted Subject. Wanting_catwanted
0.00 Subject.serum_GHRL 0.00 Subject.serum_GHRL 0.00 Subject.serum_GHRL 0.00 Subject.serum_GHRL 0.00 Subject.serum_GHRL
Po
Po1
ICC 0.43 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.43
N 54 Subject 54 Subject 54 Subject 54 Subject 54 Subject
4 5at 4 gat 4 gat 4 gat 4 Set
Observations 975 975 975 975 975
Marginal R2 / 0.220/ 0.406 0.218/0.405 0.217/0.404 0.217/0.403 0.216/0.403

Conditional R2
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Figure 6-1: Predicted A) target recognition d’ and B) lure discrimination LDI depending on wanting category.
Predictions based on full model (Table 1, Eq. 11) with 95% CI. Neither d’ nor LDI were predicted by wanting category.
The estimates of the full model for the interaction indicated that the image categories were not differently influenced
by wanting category. The estimates for the main effect suggested that the wanting category did not affect memory

performance indices in general.
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Figure 6-2: Model estimates of the full model (Table 1, Eq. 11) for the effect of wanting category and covariates on d’
and LDI. Values indicate the positive (blue) or negative (red) mean estimate of the posterior distribution and whiskers
represent the 50% (thick, inner) and 95% (thin, outer) ClIs. Neither d’ nor LDI are evidently different between wanting
categories. Only the effect of image category (F>NF) and Gender (M<F) on memory performance measures seemed to

be evident as their 95% CI did not include Zero.



Table 6-1: Full and null BLRMs for the effect of wanting categories on d’.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for d' Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 1.29 1.31 1.29
(0.79 -1.77) (0.79-1.78) (0.81-1.79)
Category (F > NF) 0.73 0.68 0.68
(0.27 —1.33) (0.09-1.18) (0.19-1.17)
Wanting Category (neutral > 0.09 0.04
unwanted) (-0.05—0.23) (-0.07 - 0.14)
Wanting Category (wanted > -0.08 -0.10
unwanted) (-0.23 - 0.07) (-0.22 - 0.02)
Age -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(-0.02 - 0.01) (-0.02 - 0.01) (-0.02—0.01)
Gender (M > F) -0.28 -0.29 -0.28
(-0.50 —-0.07) (-0.49 - -0.07) (-0.50 —-0.07)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 0.07 0.07 0.07
(-0.04 —0.18) (-0.05-0.18) (-0.05-0.18)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 0.04 0.03 0.03
(-0.07 —-0.14) (-0.07 - 0.14) (-0.08 - 0.14)
Category (F > NF) * Wanting Category -0.11
(neutral > unwanted) (-0.30-0.07)
Category (F > NF) * Wanting Category -0.04
(wanted > unwanted) (-0.25-0.17)
Timepoint * Intervention -0.03 -0.03 -0.03
(-0.18 - 0.13) (-0.19-0.13) (-0.19-0.13)
Random Effects
a2 0.39 0.39 0.39
Too 0.02 Set 0.02 Set 0.02 Sat
0.09 Subject 0.09 Subject 0.09 Subject
Ti1 0.29 Set.CategoryF 0.32 Set.CategoryF 0.27 Set.CategoryF
0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.02 Subject.CategoryF 0.02 Subject.CategoryF
0.04 Subject. Wanting_catneutral 0.04 Subject. Wanting_catneutral 0.05 Subject Wanting_catneutral
0.06 Subject.Wanting_catwanted 0.06 Subject.Wanting_catwanted 0.06 Subject Wanting_catwanted
0.02 0.02 0.02
Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catneutral  Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catneutral  Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catneutral
0.11 0.10 0.10
Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catwanted Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catwanted Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catwanted
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.45 0.45 0.39
N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
4 get 4 get 4 get
Observations 1046 1046 1046
Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.216/0.430 0.213/0.428 0.206/0.427



Table 6-2: Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of wanting categories on LDI.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for LD/ Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 1.07 1.1 1.12
(0.57 —1.57) (0.61 —1.60) (0.63 - 1.60)
Category (F > NF) 0.81 0.74 0.74
(0.28 —1.41) (0.20 — 1.29) (0.19—1.26)
Wanting Category (neutral > 0.10 0.04
unwanted) (-0.04 — 0.25) (-0.07 - 0.15)
Wanting Category (wanted > 0.03 -0.01
unwanted) (-0.14—0.21) (-0.14-0.12)
Age -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(-0.03 —0.01) (-0.02 - 0.01) (-0.02—0.01)
Gender (M > F) -0.30 -0.31 -0.30
(-0.51 —-0.09) (-0.52 - -0.09) (-0.52 - -0.09)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 0.06 0.07 0.07
(-0.06 —0.19) (-0.05-0.19) (-0.06 —0.19)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 0.056 0.05 0.05
(-0.06 — 0.16) (-0.06 —0.17) (-0.07-0.18)
Category (F > NF) * Wanting Category -0.13
(neutral > unwanted) (-0.33-0.07)
Category (F > NF) * Wanting Category -0.08
(wanted > unwanted) (-0.31 —0.14)
Timepoint * Intervention -0.00 -0.01 -0.01
(-0.18 —0.16) (-0.18 - 0.16) (-0.18—-0.17)
Random Effects
a2 0.45 0.45 0.45
Too 0.03 Set 0.02 Set 0.03 Sat
0.10 Subject 0.10 Subject 0.10 Subject
Ti1 0.31 Set.CategoryF 0.32 Set.CategoryF 0.31 Set.CategoryF
0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF 0.03 Subject.CategoryF
0.03 Subject. Wanting_catneutral 0.03 Subject. Wanting_catneutral 0.03 Subject Wanting_catneutral
0.13 Subject.Wanting_catwanted 0.13 Subject.Wanting_catwanted 0.12 Subject Wanting_catwanted
0.02 0.02 0.02
Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catneutral  Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catneutral  Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catneutral
0.15 0.14 0.14
Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catwanted Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catwanted Subject.CategoryF:Wanting_catwanted
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.43 0.43 0.38
N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
4 get 4 get 4 get
Observations 1035 1035 1035
Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.222/0.428 0.220/0.426 0.218/0.424
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Figure 7-1: Odds ratios for the effect of single item wanting, image category and covariates on response accuracy:
A) full model (Table 1, Eq. 13), B) null model 1 (Table 1, Eq. 14). Values indicate the positive (blue) or negative (red)
median odds ratio (exponentiated regression coefficients) and whiskers represent the 50% (thick, inner) and 95% (thin,
outer) CI. A) The interaction of wanting with image category shows a tendency that the response accuracy for NF (art)
images might be slightly more enhanced by wanting but B) shows that, in general, single item wanting seemed to be
evidently enhancing response accuracy as its 95% CI did not include Zero.



Table 7-1: Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of single image wanting ratings on response accuracy.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for response accuracy Odds Ratios Odds Ratios COdds Ratios
Intercept 3.75 3.96 4.44
(2.15-6.42) (2.25 -6.83) (2.62 —7.64)
Category (F > NF) 2.01 1.75 1.82
(1.57 - 2.55) (1.43-2.15) (1.48 —2.21)
Wanting 1.07 1.05
(1.04-1.11) (1.02-1.07)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.64 0.64 0.62
(0.49 -0.82) (0.49 —0.84) (0.47 —0.81)
Image Status (new = old) 5.37 5.39 5.18
(3.90 - 7.34) (3.94 — 7.49) (3.73—7.28)
normed Complexity 0.35 0.35 0.34
(0.16 — 0.83) (0.15-0.82) (0.15-0.78)
Gender (M > F) 0.82 0.82 0.84
(0.69 -0.97) (0.68 — 0.98) (0.70 —1.00)
Age 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.99 -1.01) (0.99 -1.01) (0.99-1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 1.00 1.00 0.99
(0.91 -1.09) (0.91 —1.09) (0.91-1.09)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.04 1.04 1.04
(0.95-1.14) (0.96 —1.14) (0.96 —1.14)
Wanting * Category (F > NF) 0.96
(0.92 -1.00)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.01 1.00 1.00
(0.89 -1.14) (0.89 —1.14) (0.88 —1.14)
Random Effects
g2 3.29 3.29 3.29
Too 0.55 Image 0.55 Image 0.55 Image
0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject 0.14 Subject
Tt 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF
0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting

0.65 Subject. Statussimilar 0.66 Subject.Statussimilar 0.66 Subject.Statussimilar
0.89 Subject. Statusnew 0.89 Subject.Statusnew 0.89 Subject. Statusnew

Po1

Po1

ICC 0.24 0.24 0.23

N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
640 Image 640 Image 640 Image

Observations 28395 28395 28395

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.081/0.198 0.080/0.198 0.081/0.197



Table 7-2: Full BLRM for the effect of food wanting ratings on response accuracy accounted for normed complexity.

full model
Predictors for response accuracy Odds Ratios

Intercept 11.07
(5.75-21.93)

Wanting 1.03
(1.00-1.07)

Image Status (similar > old) 0.79
(0.54 -1.15)

Image Status (new = old) 6.06
(3.98 - 9.67)

Calorie Quartile (cal2 > call) 1.09
(0.80 -1.49)

Calorie Quartile (cal3 > cal1) 1.27
(0.95-1.73)

Calorie Quartile (cal4 > cal1) 1.37
(1.01 -1.91)

Normed Complexity 0.13
(0.03 - 0.51)

Gender (M > F) 0.66
(0.52 - 0.84)

Age 0.99
(0.97 —1.01)

Timepoint (FU > BL) 1.03
(0.89-1.18)

Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 112
(0.98 —1.28)

Timepoint * Intervention 0.94
(0.77 - 1.14)

Random Effects

g2 3.29

Too Image 0.70

T00 Subject 0.31

T11 Subject Wanting 0.00

T11 Subject. Statussimilar 1.18

T11 Subject. Statusnew 1.09

T11 Subject. Typecal2 0.10

T11 Subject. Typecal3 0.09

T11 Subject. Typecal4 0.04

T11 Subject.complexity_norm 0.49

Po1

Po1

ICC 0.30

N Subject 57

N image 320

Observations 14293

Marginal R2 / Gonditional R2 0.043 /0.205



Table 7-3: Full BLRM for the effect of art wanting ratings on response accuracy accounted for normed complexity.

full model
Predictors for response accuracy ~ Odds Ratios

Intercept 6.22
(2.44 - 16.28)
Wanting 1.08
(1.04-1.11)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.55
(0.42-0.72)
Image Status (new > old) 5.07
(3.67 —7.23)
Type (plants > animals) 0.81
(0.59-1.10)
Type (objects > animals) 0.96
(0.75-1.22)
Style (DalA > Azulejos) 0.58
(0.37 - 0.90)
Style (Hundertwasser > 0.59
Azulejos) (0.40 — 0.87)
Style (Klimt > Azulejos) 0.89
(0.62-1.24)
Style (Munch > Azulejos) 0.72
(0.46 — 1.09)
Style (Picasso > Azulejos) 0.76
(0.50 — 1.09)
Style (Pointilism > Azulejos) 0.77
(0.53-1.10)
Style (popart > Azulejos) 0.74
(0.50 - 1.07)
normed Complexity 0.23
(0.05 - 1.09)
Gender (M > F) 0.88
(0.73 — 1.06)
Age 1.00
(0.98 - 1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 0.99
(0.88-1.12)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.01
(091 -1.14)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.03
(0.87 - 1.21)
Random Effects
a2 3.29
Too Image 0.45
T00 Subject 0.03
T11 Subject Wanting 0.00
T11 Subject.Statussimilar 0.53
T11 Subject Statusnew 0.83
T11 Subject. Typeplants 0.02
T11 Subject. Typeobjects 0.02
T11 Subject. Styledali 0.02
T11 Subject.Stylehundertwasser 0.02
T11 Subject.Styleklimt 0.03
T11 Subject. Stylemunch 0.01
T11 Subject.Stylepicasso 0.01
T11 Subject.Stylepaintilism 0.02
T11 Subject Stylepopart 0.08
T11 Subject.complexity_norm 0.30
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.21
N Subject 57
N jmage 320
Observations 14262

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.091/0.187
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Figure 8-1: Predicted response accuracy for low, medium and high wanting ratings separately. Predictions based on
the full model (Table 1, Eq. 17). Mean predictions and their 95% CI are depicted. The interaction of wanting with status
(similar>old) suggested that discrimination accuracy of similar images was not moderated by wanting ratings.
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Figure 8-2: Odds ratios of the full model for the effect of wanting rating, images status (new, old, similar), image
category (F, NF) and covariates on response accuracy considering. Values indicate the positive (blue) or negative
(red) median odds ratio(exponentiated regression coefficients) and whiskers represent the 50% (thick, inner) and 95%
(thin, outer) CI. Similar images are evidently worse discriminated among art compared to food images and
discrimination performance of similar images is not moderated by wanting as the interactions’95% CI did not include
Zero. Memory accuracy is highest for new and lowest for similar images.



Table 8-1: Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of single image wanting ratings of new, old and similar images

respectively on response accuracy.

full model null model 1 null model 2 null model 3
Predictors for response accuracy QOdds Ratios Odds Ratios Odds Ratios Odds Ratios
Intercept 3.64 3.25 3.75 3.96
(2.10-6.37) (1.89-5.72) (2.15-6.42) (2.25 -6.83)
Category (F > NF) 1.63 1.99 2.01 1.75
(1.19-2.20) (1.55-2.53) (1.57 — 2.55) (1.43-2.15)
Wanting 1.1 1.1 1.07 1.05
(1.07-1.15) (1.07 -1.15) (1.04-1.11) (1.02-1.07)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.71 0.85 0.64 0.64
(0.52-0.99) (0.64-1.13) (0.49-0.82) (0.49-0.84)
Image Status (new = old) 5.26 5.44 5.37 5.39
(3.44 —7.95) (3.78-8.01) (3.90-7.34) (3.94 —7.49)
normed Complexity 0.33 0.37 0.35 0.35
(0.15-0.75) (0.16 —0.85) (0.16 - 0.83) (0.15-0.82)
Gender (M > F) 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82
(0.69 - 0.98) (0.69-0.98) (0.69-0.97) (0.68 — 0.98)
Age 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.99 -1.01) (0.99-1.01) (0.99-1.01) (0.99 -1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.91 -1.09) (0.91 -1.09) (0.91-1.09) (0.91 -1.09)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04
(0.96 —1.14) (0.95-1.14) (0.95-1.14) (0.96 —1.14)
Wanting * Category (F > NF) 0.97 0.97 0.96
(0.93-1.01) (0.93-1.01) (0.92 - 1.00)
Wanting * Image Status (similar > old) 0.91 0.92
(0.87 - 0.95) (0.88 —0.96)
Wanting * Image Status (new > old) 1.00 1.00
(0.93 -1.07) (0.93-1.07)
Category (F > NF) * Image Status (similar > 1.52
old) (1.13-2.05)
Category (F > NF) * Image Status (new > old) 1.07
(0.74 -1.57)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.00
(0.88 —1.14) (0.89-1.14) (0.89-1.14) (0.89 —-1.14)
Random Effects
a2 3.29 3.29 3.29 3.29
Too 0.55 Image 0.56 Image 0.55 Image 0.55 Image
0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject 0.13 Subject
Tt 0.06 Subject.CategoryF 0.06 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF
0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting 0.00 Subject.Wanting
0.64 0.65 0.65 0.66
Subject.Statussimilar Subject.Statussimilar Subject.Statussimilar Subject.Statussimilar
0.89 Subject.Statusnew 0.90 Subject.Statusnew 0.89 Subject.Statusnew 0.89 Subject.Statusnew
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24
N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
640 Image 640 Image 640 Image 640 Image
Observations 28395 28395 28395 28395
Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.086/0.199 0.080/0.198 0.081/0.198 0.080/0.198
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Figure 8-3: Predicted response accuracy for old, similar and new images per image category. Predictions based on
the full model (Table 1, Eq. 17). Mean predictions and their 95% CI are depicted. The interaction of category with
status (similar>old) suggested that discrimination accuracy of similar images was evidently different between food
and art images.
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Figure 10-1: Memory performance depending on microstructural coherence of UF and its sub-bundle. Actual and
predicted A+C) target recognition d’ and B+D) lure discrimination LDI depending on normalized quantitative
anisotropy (nQA) of the uncinate fasciculus (UF, A&B) and its sub-bundle (C&D). Points show the actual data and
lines with 95%-CI depict predictions based on null models (Table 1, Eq. 22 & Table 2, Eq. 27). Neither d’ nor LDI were
dffected by the microstructural coherence of the UF, reflected in nQA, or by its sub-bundle.
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Figure 10-2: Model estimates of the full model (Table 1, Eq. 21) for the effect of microstructural properties of the UF
and covariates on d’ and LDI. Values indicate the positive (blue) or negative (red) mean estimate of the posterior
distribution and whiskers represent the 50% (thick, inner) and 95% (thin, outer) CIs. The UF neither moderated effects
of wanting category, subj. hunger level or image category on memory performance, nor predicted its microstructural
coherence d’ or LDI. Only the effect of image category (F>NF) on memory performance measures seemed to be
evident as its 95% CI did not include Zero.



d LDl

73 qs54
Category (F > NF)- °n 1=
- -0.p9 0f4
Subjective Hunger Level- ‘
-0.40 o.lzs
Wanting Category (neutral > unwanted)+ =i ol
042 53
Wanting Category (wanted > unwanted)- =i 1=
-3.10 -3.54
nQA(sub-UF)- o | o |
0.p5 038
Gender (M > F)+ |
-0po -0pt
Age-
o.L7 o.lw
Timepoint (FU > BL)+
) ) o.|;4 0 Ias
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo)-
-0 lso |1.08
Category (F > NF) * nQA(sub-UF)+ —KE— —EKa—
o 51 80
Subjective Hunger Level * nQA(sub-UF)- o— 10—
3.08 1.60
Wanting Category (neutral > unwanted) * nQA(sub-UF)- KE— ——
.23 -3.08
Wanting Category (wanted > unwanted) * nQA(sub-UF)+ —im— —Em—
0p4 -0po0
Timepoint * Intervention- I |

45 40 5 0 5 10 -i5 -0 -5 0 5 10
Estimates Estimates

Figure 10-3: Model estimates of the full model (Table 2, Eq. 26) for the effect of microstructural properties of the
sub-bundle of the UF and covariates on d’ and LDI. Values indicate the positive (blue) or negative (red) mean
estimate of the posterior distribution and whiskers represent the 50% (thick, inner) and 95% (thin, outer) CIs. The sub-
bundle of the UF, which connects OFC and MTL, neither moderated effects of wanting category nor of subj. hunger
level nor of image category on memory performance, nor predicted its microstructural coherence d’ or LDI. Only the
effect of Gender (M<F) on memory performance measures seems to be evident as its 95% CI do not include Zero.



Table 10-1-1: Full and null (1-7) BLRMs for the effect of microstructural coherence of the UF on d’.

full model null model 1 null model 2 null model 3 null model 4 null model 5 null model 6 null model 7
Freatctors for Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 184 1.41 122 2.10 159 1.70 0.74 1.13
(-050~4.19) (-0.86-3.60) (-0.08-2.53) (021-438) (0.39-2.85) (0.51-3.88) (-0.41-1.91) 0.11-2.15)
Category (F 150 150 154 068 068 067 1.48 067
>NF) (0:34-2.71) (032-2.73) (0.34-2.72) 0.20-1.17) (0.18-1.22) (040—1.14) (0.27-2.69) (0.06-1.16)
Subjective 044 045 001 0.2 0.01 043 -0.01 0,01
Hunger (-057-0.30) (057-027) (-0.05-0.04) (054-0.31) (-0.05- 0.04) (0.55-0.29) (-0.05-0.04) (-0.05-0.04)
Level
Wanting -1.04 0.05 -1.05 -1.00 4.03 0.04 0.05 0.04
Category (224-0.19) (-0.06-0.15) (227-0.22) (221-021) (2.23-0.20) (0.07-0.15) (-0.07-0.15) (-0.07-0.15)
(neutral >
unwanted)
Wanting 059 -0.10 065 -059 059 -0.10 -0.10 0,10
Category (193-0.72) (0.22-001) (2.02-0.68) (1.91-0.74) (1.93-0.79) (0.22-0.02) (-0.23-0.02) (0.22-0.02)
(wanted >
unwanted)
NQA(UF) 212 -0.69 017 311 .12 -1.65 1.91 053
(-10.77 - 6.28) (-8.78-7.55) (-4.10-4.38) (-11.40 - 5.20) (-5.02-2.73) (-9.63 - 6.42) (-1.74 - 5.48) (251-3.43)
Age -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(-0.02-0.01) (-0.02-0.02) (0.02-0.01) (0.02-0.02) (0.02-0.01) (0.02-001) (-0.02-0.02) (-0.02-0.02)
Gender (M> 027 -0.27 027 -0.26 -0.26 027 -0.27 -0.27
A (-0.50--0.04) (-0.50 --0.05) (-0.50--0.04) (-0.49--0.04) (-0.49--0.04) (-0.49--0.05) (-0.49--0.04) (-0.49--0.05)
Timepoint 0.07 0.07 007 0,07 007 0.07 0.07 0.07
(FU>BL) (-0.04-0.18) (-0.04-0.19) (-0.05-0.18) (0.05-0.19) (-0.04-0.18) (-0.04-0.19) (-0.04-0.18) (-0.04-0.18)
Intervention 004 004 0.04 0.04 004 0.04 0.04 004
(-0.08-0.15) (0.07-0.15) (0.07-0.15) (0.07-0.15) (0.07-0.15) (0.07-0.15) (-0.07-0.15) (-0.07-0.15)
Placebo)
Category (F -3.06 -3.02 316 -3.01
>NF)* (-7.04-0.89) (7.20-0.95) (7.23-0.83) (-6.89-1.05)
NQA(UF)
Subjective 051 056 042 048
Hunger (1.14-2.17) (1.04-2.16) (122-2.02) (1.18-2.11)
Level *
NQA(UF)
Wanting 397 405 385 398
Category (-0.48-8.39) (-0.64-8.55) (058-8.32) (-0.57-8.36)
(neutral >
unwanted) *
nQA(UF)
Wanting 1.81 2,00 1.80 1.80
Category (-2.99-6.65) (291-7.06) (8.12-6565) (3.20- 6.69)
(wanted >
unwanted) *
NQA(UF)
Timepoint * -0.03 -0.03 004 -0.04 -0.04 0,04 -0.04 0.04
Intervention (0.19-0.13) (0.20-0.13) (020-0.12) (0.20-0.13) (0.21-0.12) (0.20-0.13) (-020-0.12) (020-0.12)
Random Effects
o2 039 039 039 039 039 039 039 039
00 0,03 5ot 002 54t 0,02 o1 0.02 54 0.02 551 0,02 5ot 00250t 0035t
0.08 supjoct 0.05 supject 0.05 supjoct 0.05 supjoct 0.05 subjoct 0.05 supject 0.05 subject 0.05 supjoct
™ 0.29 set CategoryF 0.26 set CategoryF 0.30 se CategoryF 0.26 set CategoryF 0.27 st CategoryF 0.30 se CategoryF 0.28 st CategoryF 0.32 set CategoryF
0.03 syjpct Categoryr 003 Subject CatogoryF 0.03 supject CategoryF 0.03 supject CategoryF 0.03 subjoct CategoryF 0.03 supject CategoryF 0.03 subject Category™ 0.03 Supjoct CategoryF
. 0.00 supject hung * total 0.00 subject hunger_mean_total 0.00 Subjoct hunger_mean_total 0.00 subjoct hunger_mean_total 0.00 subject hunger_mean_total 0.00 Subject hunger_mean total 0.00 spject hunger
Subject hunger_mean_total
0.03 0,03 Subjot Wanting_catnoutral 0.02 Sutjoct Wanting_catnoutral 0.02 susjoo Waning_oatnoutea 0.02 SupjoctWantng_catnoutral 0.03 supjoctWaning_catnoutral 0.03 subjoct Waniing_catneutal 0.03 Subjot Wanting_catnoutral
SubjectWaning._catneutral
008 antng caanied 0.04 subject Wanting._catwanted 0.04 subject Wanting_catwanted 0.04 Subjoct Waning_camwanted 0.04 supjoct Wanting_catwanted 0.04 subject Wanting_cawanted 0.04 Supject Wanting camwanted 0.04 Subject Wanting_catwanted
ubject Waning_catwan
106 0.77 SupjectnaA_UF_mean 0.77 subjectn0A_UF_mean 0.77 SupjctnQA_UF_mean 0.83 subjectnQA_UF_mean 0.83 supjectnQA_UF_mean 0.71 SubjectnQA_UF_mean 0.75 Supject naA_UF_mean
ubjectnOA_UF_mean
0.30 Subject CategoryF:nQA UF_mean  0-29 Subject CategonyF:nQA UF_mean 030 \UF_mean 028 _UF_mean 028 _UF_mean 031 Subject GategoryFnGA_UF_mean 028 Subject CategoryF:nQA_UF_mean
001 001 001 001 001 0.01 001
Subject hunger_mean_total:nQA_UF_mean  Subject hunger_mean totalnQA_UF_mean ~ Subjecthunger_mean_totalnQA_UF_mean  Subject hunger_mean_totalnGA_UF _mean  Subjecthunger_mean tolalnQA_UF_mean ~ Subjecthunger_mean total:xA UF_mean  Subject hunger_mean_totalnGA_UF_mean
0 028 0.28 028 029 . 30
\_UF_maan \_UF_mean ¥ \ UF_mean AralnQA_UF_mean \_UF_mean  Subject Wanting.c UF_mean i \_UF_maan
059 062 061 061 059 063 059
\_UF_mean \ UF_mean ¥ \ UF_mean \ UF_mean \_UF_mean Subject Waniing ¢ \_UF_mean i \_UF_mean
P01
Por
Icc 046 043 048 044 0.44 044 0.44 045
N 55 Subject 55 subject 55 Subject 55 Subject 95 Subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject
4 set 4ot 4 sat 4 set 4 set 4 set 4 st 4 st
Gbservations 1022 1022 1022 1022 1022 1022 1022 1022
Marginal R2/ 0.217/0.423 0.213/0.430 0217/0.431 0.215/0.430 0.215/0.429 0.208/0.428 0.21070.429 0.210/0.428

Conditional
R2



Table 10-1-2: Null (7-14) BLRM:s for the effect of microstructural coherence of the UF on d’.

‘null model 7 null model 8 null model 9 null model 10 ‘null model 11 ‘null model 12 null model 13 null model 14
Frediors for Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 113 1.29 11 1.09 1.10 127 125 123
(©11-2.15) (073-182) (0.08-2.12) ©11-2.11) (0.08-2.10) 071189 (075-1.75) ©073-1.73)
Category (F 067 068 068 067 067 067 067 067
>NF) (0.06-1.16) (014-1.15) (©0.18-1.32) ©0.16-115) ©0.16-1.26) (©0.14-125) 0.47-120) ©0.16-117)
Subjective 001 001 001 001
Hunger (0.05-0.04) (0.05-0.04) (:0.05-0.04) (0.05-0.04)
Level
Wanting 004 0.04 004 004
(0.07-0.15) (007-0.15) (0.07-0.15) (0.06-0.15)
(neutral >
unwanted)
Wanting 010 0,10 2010 0.10
Category (022-0.02) (022-0.02) (0.23-0.02) (0.22-001)
(wanted >
unwanted)
nQA(UF) 053 053 056 050
(251-3.43) (2.30-3.46) (2.45-356) (252-3.49)
Age 000 -0.00 -0.00 0,00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 2000
(0.02-0.02) (0.02-001) (0.02-001) (0.02-0.01) (0.02-0.02) (002-001) (0.02-0.01) (0.02-0.01)
Gender (M > 027 027 027 027 027 -0.26 026 026
) (:0.49--0.05) (0.49°-0.04) (0.51--0.04) (:0.49--0.04) (0.50--0.04) (:0.48--0.04) (:0.49--0.05) (0.48--0.04)
Timepoint 007 007 007 007 007 007 007 007
(FU>BL) (:0.04-0.18) (0.04-0.18) (0.04-0.18) (0.04-0.19) (0.05-0.18) (0.05-0.18) (0.04-0.18) (0.05-0.18)
Intervention 004 0.04 004 004 004 0.04 004 004
(Fiber > (0.07-0.15) (0.07-0.15) (0.07-0.15) (0.07-0.14) (0.07-0.15) (0.08-0.15) (0.07-0.15) (0.08-0.15)
Placebo)
Timepoint * -0.04 004 004 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 004 003
Intervention (-0.20-0.12) (-0.20-0.13) (-0.20-0.12) (-0.20-0.13) (-0.20-0.12) (-0.20-0.13) (-0.19-0.12) (-0.19-0.13)
Random Effects
02 039 039 039 039 039 039 039 039
00 0035y 00254 002, 00254 0025 004 5 002 0025
0.05 et 0.05 sy6j0e 0.5 supj0c 0.05 5000 0.05 et 0.05 sy6j0e 0.05 sypj0c 0.05 5000
Ty 0.32 551 CategoryF 0.27 set CategoryF 0.35 Set CategoryF 0.26 o1 CategoryF 0.32 o1 CategoryF 0.35 set CategoryF 0.27 set CategoryF 0.28 et CategoryF
0.03 subject CategoryF 0.03 subject CategoryF 0.03 s 0.03 subject CategoryF 0.03 suject CategoryF 0.03 supject CategoryF 0.03 subject CategoryF

0.00 subjoct hunger_mean_total
0.03 Subjoct Wanting_catneutral
0.04 Subject Wanting_catwanted
0.75 Subject.nGA_UF_mean

028 supjct

joryFnQA_UF_mean

0.01
‘Subject hunger_mean_total:nGA_UF_mean

0.00 supjoct hungor_mean_total
0.03 subject Waniing_catneutral
0.04 Supjoct Waniing_catwanted
0.79 subjectnA_UF_mean

029 LUFmean 027

0.0 Subject Wanting._catneutral

0.04 subject Wanting_catwanted
077 subject.nQA_UF_mean

0.00 sbjoct hunger_mean_total
0.03 Subject Wanting_catneutral
0.04 sypject Wanting_catwanted
0.79 SubjectnA_UF_mean

0.00 Subjoct hungor_mean_total
0.03 Subject Wanting_catneutral
0.04 Subject Wanting_catwanted
0.73 SubjectnQA_UF_mean
0.28

0.00 stjoct hungor_mean total
0.03 subject Wanting._catneutral
0.04 Subject Waniing_catwanted
0.77 Subject.n0A_UF_mean

0.01 0.01
‘Subjecthunger_mean_totalnGA_UF_maan  Subject hunger_mean_totalnGA_UF_mean
0

\_UF_mean

0.27 nQA_UF_mean

.01

0.
Subject hunger_mean_totalnGA_UF_mean

030 \_UF_mean

0.01
‘Subject hunger_mean_total:nGA_UF_mean

\_UF_mean

0.01
Subject hunger_mean_totalnGA_UF_mean

0.00 subjoct hunger_mean_total
0.03 subject Wanting_catneuiral
0.04 subject Waning_catwanted
0.72 subjectnQA_UF_mean

028

0.00 subjoct hunger_mean_total
0.03 Subject Wanting_catneutral
0.04 sypject Wanting_catwanted
0.73 SubjectnA_UF_mean

001
Subject hunger_mean_totalnQA_UF_mean

\_UF_mean

027 \_UF_mean

0.01
‘Subject hunger_mean_total:n0A_UF_mean

030 030
L UF_mean ) \_UF_mean X X \_UF_mean \_UF_mean X \_UF_mean ¥ \_UF_mean \ UF_mean
059 060 .67 056 068 .67 59 068
‘Subject Wanting_catwanted:iQA_UF_mean  Subject Wanting_ UF_mean x X \UF_mean X UF_mean X UF_mean x _UF_mean ¥ UF_mean
por
Po1
icc 045 039 044 041 042 042 038 036
N 55 subject 5 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject
4 sat 4 set 4 sat 4 sat 4 sat 4 set 4 sat 4 sat
Observations 1022 1022 1022 1022 1022 1022 1022 1022
Marginal R2/ 0.210/0.428 0.210/0.427 0.208/0.426 0.208/0.427 0.205/0.426 0.203/0.426 0.209/0.427 0.204/0.426

Conditional
R2



Table 10-2-1: Full and null (1-7) BLRMs for the effect of microstructural coherence of the UF on LDI.

Predictors for
LDI

full model

Estimates

null model 1

Estimates

null model 2

Estimates

null model 3

Estimates

null model 4

Estimates

null model §

Estimates

null model 6

Estimates

null model 7

Estimates

Intercept
Category (F
>NF)

Subjective
Hunger
Level
Wanting
Category
(neutral >
unwanted)
Wanting
Category
(wanted >
unwanted)

NQA(UF)
Age

Gender (M >
A

144
(-1.25-3.68)
133
(0.08-2.64)

-0.08
(-0.54-0.36)
-0.76
(-1.96 - 0.55)
-0.00
(1.35-1.37)

-0.27
(-9.40-8.49)
-0.01
(:0.02-0.01)

-0.31
(-0.53--0.07)

093
(1.53-3.42)
135
(0.08 - 2.66)

-0.10
(056 -0.37)

0.05
(-0.07-0.16)
001
(0.14-0.12)

0.40
(8.76-9.57)
-0.01
(-0.02-0.01)

-0.30
(-0.53--0.07)

074
(064-2.18)
134
(0.04-2.70)

-0.00
(-0.05-0.05)

-0.76
(-2.08-0.55)
-0.02
(143-1.39)

1.18
(-343-5.80)

-0.01
(:0.02-0.01)

-0.30
(-0.54--0.07)

1.37
(-1.00-3.74)
074
(0.23-1.25)

-0.07
(-0.53-0.37)

-0.75
(2.04-052)
0.01
(1.39-1.41)

113
(-9.89-7.60)
001
(-0.02-0.01)

-030
(-0.53--0.06)

1.05
(0.21-2.35)
073
(0.08-1.24)

-0.00
(-0.05- 0.05)

0.74
(-2.03-0.51)
001
(1.39 - 1.44)

0.10
(-4.00 - 4.07)
-0.01
(-0.02-0.01)

030
(-0.53--0.07)

114
(1.19-3.50)
073
(0.43-1.24)

-0.08
(053 -0.37)
0.05
(-0.07-0.16)
0.01
(0.15-0.12)

-0.32
(-9.07-8.15)
-0.01
(-0.02-0.01)

-0.31
(-0.54--0.08)

0.50
(0.73-1.72)
1.33
(0.08-2.60)

-0.00
(-0.05 - 0.05)
0.05
(-0.07 -0.16)
-0.01
(0.14-0.12)

2.05
(-1.71-6.04)
-0.01
(-0.02-0.01)

-0.30
(-052--0.07)

0.80
(-0.28~1.90)
073
(0.17-1.30)

-0.00
(-0.05-0.05)
0.05
(-0.06-0.16)
001
(0.14-0.12)

1.03
(225-4.24)
-0.01
(:0.02-0.01)

-0.30
(-0.53--0.08)

Timepoint 0.07 007 007 0,07 007 0.07 0.07 007
(FU > BL) (-0.08-0.20) (0.05-0.19) (-0.06-0.19) (0.05-0.20) (:0.05-0.19) (0.05-0.20) (-0.05 -0.20) (-0.06-0.19)
Intervention 006 0.06 0.06 0,06 0.06 005 0.06 0.06
(-0.06-0.18) (0.06-0.17) (0.07-0.18) (-0.06-0.18) (-0.06-0.18) (0.07-0.18) (-0.06-0.18) (-0.06-0.18)
Placebo)
Category (F 221 -2.26 224 -2.20
>NF)* (6.54-2.07) (6.74-2.03) (-6.83-1.99) (-6.53 - 2.09)
NQA(UF)
Subjective 029 036 025 0.30
Hunger (-1.39-2.04) (-142-2.14) (-1.42-201) (-1.41-2.03)
Level *
NQA(UF)
Wanting 297 2.97 2.96 294
Category (182-7.42) (1.86-7.66) (177-7.72) (1.74-7.60)
(neutral >
unwanted) *
nQA(UF)
Wanting 0.04 -0.01 0.1 0.12
Category (5.09-4.93) (:5.09-5.20) (5.23-5.09) (5.38-5.10)
(wanted >
unwanted) *
NQA(UF)
Timepoint * -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01
Intervention (0.19-0.18) (0.18-0.17) (0.19-0.17) (0.18-0.17) (0.19-0.17) (0.19-0.17) (-0.19-0.16) (-0.19-0.16)
Random Effects
o2 046 046 046 046 0.46 048 0.46 046
00 0,02 54t 002 54t 0,02 o1 0,03 5o 0.02 551 0,02 5ot 00250t 0025
0.07 supjoct 0.05 supject 0.05 supjoct 0.05 supjoct 0.05 subjoct 0.08 supject 0.08 subject 0.06 supject
i 0.35 set CategoryF 0.29 set CategoryF 0.36 et CategoryF 0.32 set CategoryF 0.34 set CategoryF 0.32 se CategoryF 0-30 set CategoryF 0.33 set CategoryF
0.04 sypjpct CategoryF 004 Subject CatogoryF 0.04 supject CategoryF 0.03 supject CategoryF 0.03 subjoct CategoryF 0.03 supject CategoryF 0.04 subject Category® 0.03 Supjoct CategoryF
. 0.00 supject hung total 0.00 subject hunger_mean_total 0.00 Subjoct hunger_mean_total 0.00 subjoct hunger_mean_total 0.00 subject hunger_mean_total 0.00 Subject hunger_mean total 0.00 spject hunger
Subjecthungar_mean_total
0.02 0.02 Subjot Wanting_catnoutral 0.02 Sutjoct Wanting_catnoutral 0.02 susjoo Waning_oatnoutea 0.02 SupjoctWantng_catnoutral 0.02 Supjoct Waning_catnoutral 0.02 subjoct Waniing_catneutal 0.02 Subjot Wanting_catnoutral
SubjectWaning._catneutral
0T antng cawanted 0.05 subject Wanting_catwanted 0.04 subject Wanting_catwanted 0.05 subjoct Waning_cawanted 0.03 sujoct Wanting_catwanted 0.05 subject Wanting_cawanted 0.05 supject Wanting cawanted 0.05 Subject Wanting._catwanted
ubject Waning_catwan
100 0.91 SupjectnGA_UF_mean 0.8 subjectn0A_UF_mean 0.86 subjectnaA _UF_mean 0.81 subjectnQA_UF_mean 0.80 supjectnQA_UF_mean 0.78 supjectn@A_UF_mean 0.78 Supject nGA_UF_mean
ubjectnOA_UF_mean
0.34 Supject CategoryF:nQA UF_mean -3 Subject CategonyF-nQA UF_mean 031 U mean 034 _UF_mean 031 _UF_mean  0-34 Subject GategoryFnGA_UF_mean 0.3 Subject CategoryF:nQA_UF_mean
0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Subject hunger_mean_total:nQA_UF_mean  Subject hunger_mean totalnQA_UF_mean ~ Subjecthunger_mean_totalnQA_UF_mean  Subject hunger_mean_totalnGA_UF _mean  Subjecthunger_mean tolalnQA_UF_mean ~ Subjecthunger_mean total:xA UF_mean  Subject hunger_mean_totalnGA_UF_mean
3 0.23 3 023 0.23
\_UF_maan \_UF_mean ¥ \ UF_mean AralnQA_UF_mean \_UF_mean  Subject Wanting.c UF_mean \_UF_maan
071 076 7 071 068 061 070
\_UF_mean \ UF_mean ¥ \ UF_mean \ UF_mean \_UF_mean Sublect Waning ¢ \_UF_mean \_UF_mean
P01
Por
icc 0.43 0.40 0.44 0.43 043 0.42 0.40 0.41
N 55 Subject 55 subject 55 Subject 55 Subject 95 Subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject
4 set 4ot 4 sat 4 set 4 set 4 set 4 st 4 st
Gbservations 1011 1011 1011 1011 1011 011 011 1011
Marginal R2/ 0.225/0.412 0220/0.419 0.224/0.420 0.222/0.418 0.220/0.418 0.218/0.417 022070417 0219/0.417

Conditional
R2



Table 10-2-2;: Null (7-14) BLRM:s for the effect of microstructural coherence of the UF on LDI.

null model 7 null model 8 null model 9 null model 10 null model 11 null model 12 null model 13 null model 14
Frdctors for Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 0.80 108 081 078 078 109 1.06 1.08
(0.28-1.90) (052-163) (0.31-1.88) (0.31-1.84) (0.27-1.85) (053-1.65) (057-1.57) (053-1.57)
Category (F 073 073 074 073 074 073 073 073
>NF) 0.17-1.30) 0.19-1.29) (©022-1.27) (0.19-1.32) ©0.11-1.26) 0.19-1.23) 021-1.26) (0.15-1.25)
Subjeciive -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
Hunger (0.05-0.05) (0.05-0.05) (:0.05-0.05) (0.05-0.04)
Level
Wanting 005 0.05 005 005
(0.06-0.16) (0.07-0.16) (:0.06-0.16) (0.06-0.16)
(neutral >
unwanted)
Wanting 001 -0.01 001 001
Category (0.14-0.12) (0.15-0.12) (0.14-0.12) (0.14-0.12)
(wanted >
unwanted)
nNQA(UF) 103 1.01 103 101
(2.25-4.24) (224-4.33) (2.17-4.20) (223-4.8)
Age 001 001 001 001 001 001 001 001
(0.02-0.01) (0.02-001) (0.02-0.01) (0.02-0.01) (0.02-0.01) (0.02-001) (0.02-0.01) (0.02-0.01)
Gender (M > -030 -029 030 0.30 -030 029 029 029
) (0.53--008) (052--007) (0.53--0.07) (:0.53--0.08) (053--007) (-0.53--0.06) (051--007) (0.51--0.06)
Timepoint 007 007 007 007 007 0.07 007 007
(FU>BL) (:0.06-0.19) (0.06-0.19) (:0.06-0.20) (:0.06-0.19) (0.06-0.19) (0.06-0.19) (:0.06-0.20) (:0.06-0.19)
Intervention 0,08 0.05 006 0.06 005 0.05 005 005
(Fiber > (0.06-0.18) (0.07-0.18) (-0.06-0.18) (0.06-0.18) (0.07-0.7) (0.07-0.17) (0.07-0.17) (0.07-0.17)
Placebo)
Timepoint * 001 001 001 001 001 -0.00 -0.00 001
Intervention (-0.19-0.16) (-0.18-0.17) (0.19-0.16) (-0.18-0.16) (-0.18-0.17) (-0.18-0.17) (0.18-0.17) (0.17-0.17)
Random Effects
02 045 0.46 0.46 046 0.4 0.46 0.46 046
0 002, 00254 00350 0.03 540 002, 00255 00255 00254
0.06 supject 0.06 0500 0.06 utjoc 0.06 gypject 0.05 gpj0ct 0.06 00 0.05 sutjoe 0.05 gypject
Ty 0.33 551 CategoryF 0.31 set CategoryF 0.32 st CategoryF 0.34 st CategoryF 0.33 o1 CategoryF 0.30 set CategoryF 0.31 set CategoryF 0.31 Set CategoryF
0.03 subject CategoryF 0.03 subject CategoryF 0.03 s 0.03 subject CategoryF 0.03 suject CategoryF 0.03 supject CategoryF 0.03 subject CategoryF
0.00 subjoct hunger_mean_total 0.00 Subjoct hunger_mean_total 0.00 Subject hunger_mean_total 0.00 subjoct hunger_mean_total 0.00 Subject hunger_mean._total 0.00 Sujoct hunger_mean_total 0.00 subject hunger_mean._total
0.02 sybject Wanting_catneutral 0.02 Supject Wanting_catneural 0.02 gupject Wanting_catneutral 0.02 sybject Wanting_catneutral 0.02 subject Wanting_catneutral 0.02 Supject Wanting_catneural 0.02 gupject Wanting_catneutral 0.02 sybject Wanting_catneutral
0.05 ‘Subject Wanting_catwanted 0.04 ‘Subject Wanting_catwanted 0.04 ‘Subject. Wanting_catwanted 0.05 ‘Subject Wanting_catwanted 0.04 ‘Subject Wanting_catwanted 0.04 ‘Subject Wanting_catwanted 0.05 Subject Wanting_catwanted 0.04 Subject Wanting_catwanted
0.78 Subject.nGA_UF_mean 0.82 subjectnGA_UF_mean 0.76 subject.nQA_UF_mean 0.76 SubjectnGA_UF_mean 0.79 SubjectnOA_UF_mean 0.78 subject.nA_UF_mean 0.80 subjectnQA_UF_mean 0.79 SubjectnGA_UF_mean
0.33 subject CategoryFnQA_UF_mean  0-33 _UF_mean 032 \UF_mean  0.31 \ UF_mean  0.33 _UF_mean  0.30 _UF_mean  0.34 \ UF_mean  0.33 \_UF_mean
001 001 001 001 001 001 001 001
Subjecthunger_mean_tolalnQA_UF_mean  Subjectunger_mean_totalnGA_UF_mean SubjecLhunger_mean_totainQA_UF_mean ~ Subject unger_mean_toaliGA_UF_mean  Subjecthunger_mean otainGA_UF_mean ~ Subjectunger_mean_lotalnQA_UF_mean  Subjecthunger_mean_tolanCA_UF_mean ~Subject hunger_mean tolalnQA_UF_mean
023 024 023 4 023 025
z UF_mean g % UF_mean % ¥ UF_mean
070 071 067 068 0566 .65 069 066
Subject Wanting_catwantedn0A_UF _mean Subject Wanting_ Y _UF_mean ¥ Y Y Y ¥ UF_mean
oot
Por
icc 04 037 039 041 039 035 036 034
N 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject
4 set 4 sot 4 st 4 set 4 set 4 sot 4 set 4 set
bservations 1011 o011 o011 o011 o1 o011 o011 011
Marginal R2/ 0219/0.417 0218/0.417 0218/0.415 0217/0416 0218/0.415 0214/0.415 0216/0.416 0213/0415

Conditional
R2



Table 10-3-1: Full and null (1-7) BLRMs for the effect of microstructural coherence of the sub-bundle of the UF on

.

full model null model 1 ‘null model 2 ull model 3 null model 4 null model 5 null model 5 null model 7

Fredictorsfor Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates

Intercept 181 165 143 163 144 166 119 119
(0.35-3.29) (021-3.10) (047-2.41) (0:39-3.39) (053-2.:35) (026-3.10) (0:34-2.09) (0.42-1.88)

Gategory (F
>NF)
Subjective

Wanting
Category
(neutral >
unwanted)
Wanting
Category
(wanted >
unwanted)

nQA(sub-
UF)

Gender (M >
L]

Age
Timepoint
(FU>BL)
Intervention
(Fiber >
Placebo)

Category (F
>NF)*

073
(-0.18-161)
-0.09
(-0.34-0.15)

050
3

.31)

032
(1.19-057)

-3.08
(1114 -455)
025
(0.48--0.03)
-0.00
(002-001)
0.07
(-0.05-0.18)

0.04
(-0.08-0.

15)

032
(431-381)

0.72
(-0.14-1.68)

-0.10
(0.35-0.14)

0.04
(0.07-0.15)
0.1
(022-001)

213
(992-551)
025
(0.48--0.03)
-0.00
(002-001)
0.07
(004-0.19)

0.04
(-0.07-0.15)

-0.19
(4.26-3.80)

072
(0.17-160)

0,01
(-0.05-0.04)

052
(135-0.29)
033
(123-053)

079
(485-3.33)
025
(047 --0.02)
-0.00
(002-001)
0.07
(-0.05-0.18)

0.04
(-0.07-0.15)

026
(4.30-3587)

068
(0.16-1.27)
-0.09
(-0.34-0.16)
05
31—

1
(1:31-030)

-0.32
(1.19-0.55)

315
(1094 - 4.47)
025
(047 --0.03)
-0.00
(002-001)
0.07
(004-0.19)

0.04
(-0.07-0.15)

067
(0.14-1.20)

-0.01
(-0.05-0.04)

052
(1.35-032)
-0.33
(121-054)

-0.80
(4.68-2386)
025
(047--002)
-0.00
(002-001)
0.07
(004-0.18)

0.04
(-0.07-0.15)

067
(0.47-1.17)

-0.10
(-0.34-0.15)

0.04
(007-0.16)
-0.10
(023-0.02)

219
(945-5.42)
025
(:047--003)
-0.00
(002-001)
0.07
(005-0.19)

0.04
(-0.08-0.15)

069
(-0.20-158)

-0.01
(-0.05-0.04)

0.04
(007-0.15)
0.1
(023-001)

054
(292-395)
025
(-0.48 --0.04)
0.00
(0.02-001)
0.07
(-0.04-0.18)

0.04
(-0.07-0.15)

0.07
(4.18-4.10)

067
(0.16-1.13)

-0.01
(-0.05-0.04)

0.04
(0.07-0.15)
0.10
(022-001)

050
(231-331)
025
(-047--0.03)
0.00
(0.02-001)
0.07
(-0.05-0.18)

0.04
(-0.07-0.15)

nQA(sub-
UF)
Subjective 051 057 0.49 057
Hunger (0.91-1.95) (0.90-2.07) (098-194) (:0.90-2.00)
Lovel *
nOA(sub-
F)
Wanting 3.09 3.19 3.10 325
Category (1.45-7.65) (1.36-7.88) (1.40-7.66) (1.50-7.87)
(neutral >
unwanted) *
nOA(sub-
F)
Wanting 1.21 127 124 1.28
Category (a77-6.11) (3.59-6.39) (378-6.15) (365-627)
(wanted >
unwanted) *
nOA(sub-
UF)
Timepoint * 004 004 004 004 004 003 004 0.04
Intervention (021-0.13) (020-0.12) (020-0.13) (020-0.13) (021-0.12) (020-0.13) (020-0.13) (020-0.12)
Random Effects
o 039 039 039 039 039 039 039
00 002 504 002 50y 003 50t 0.03 541 0.02 541 0.03 54 0,02 500 002500
0.04 sutjoc 0.04 sutjoe 0.04 sutjor 0.0 supject 0.04 sypject 0.04 supject 0.04 supject 0.04 supject
™ 0.30 ot CatogoryF: 0.37 ot GategoryF: 0.29 ot GategoryF 0.31 et CategoryF 0.30 et GategoryF 031 ot GatogoryF 0.29 ot GatogoryF 0.27 ot GatogoryF
0.02 stjoc CategoryF 0.03 it CategoryF 0.02 stjot CategoryF 0.02 . bjoct Categoy 0.02 bjoc Category 0.02 bjoc Category 0.02 bjoc Category 0.02 bjec CategoryF
0.00 supjoct hunger_mean total 0.00 supjoct hunger_mean total 0.00 supjoct hunger_mean.total 0.00 subjoct hunger_mean_total 0.00 subjoct hunger_mean.total .00 subjoct hunger_moan_total 0.00 subjoct hunger_moan_total 0.00 subjoct hunger_moan_total
0.02 8,tj0c Waniing_catneutral 0.02 8tjoct Waniing catneutral 0.02 8tjoct Waning_catneutral 0.0 bject Waniing_catneutal 0.02 . pject Waniing_catneutal 0.02 . bject Waniing_catneutal 0.08 Subject Waniing_catneutal 0.02 . bject Waniing_catneutal
0.05 supjoct Wanting._catwanted 0.05 supjoct Wanting._catwanted 0.05 supjoct Wanting._catwanted 0.05 Subjoct Waning_catwanted 0.05 subjoct waning_catwanted 0.05 subjoct waning catwantod 0.05 subjoct wanting catwantod 0.04 subjoct wanting catwantod
1.90 Subjactn0A sub_UF_mean 1.8 Subjactn0A._sub_UF_mean 1.94 Subject A sub_ UF_mean 1.88 SubjectnA_sub_UF_mean 1.90 Subject QA _sub_ UF_mean 1.90 SubjectnQA sub_ UF_mean 1.84 SubjectnOAsub. UF_mean 1.81 SubjectnOA.sub. UF_mean
0.72 supjoct CatogoryFinQA_sub UF_mean  0-69 Subjoct CatogoryFnQA sub_UF_mean  0.70 \sub_UF mean 071 sub_UF moan  0.69 Subjoct CatogoryFnQA sub_UF mean 072 _sub_UF moan  0.74 \_sub_UF_mean 074 Subjoct CategoryF:nQA_sub_UF_moan
003 003 003 003 003 003 003 003
Subocthungor_ maan toiaknQA sub UF.moan  Subjocthunger moan faiainGA sub, UF_mean  Subjocthungor_mean. ttainQA_sub_UF_moan  Subject ungar_mean tataknOA. sub UF_mean  Subjocthungor_ mean otalnQA_sub. UF moan  Subjocthunger moan tolaknQA sub UF_mean  Subjocthungar.moan (oalnA sub UF moan —Sujocthunger mean otaknGA sub UF_ moan
061 069 059 060 059 067 067 069
Suboct Wanting caneutralnQA sub UF.moan  Subjoct Wanting_catnoutrainGA. sub,UF_mean — SubjoctWanting catnouralnQA_sub_UF_moan  Subject Wantng_catnoutralnOA. sub. UF_mean  SubjoctWanting_caineuralnQA_sub_UF moan  Suboct Wanting_cainoutralnGA_sub UF_mean ~ Subjoct Wanting_calnoutralOA sub UF_moan — SubjoctWantng canoutanGA sub UF_ moan
1.00 096 098 103 104 092 099 104
Siboct Wanting catwantad:nOA.sub_ UF_mean  Subjoct Wanting_catwaniednQA_sub_UF_moan_SubjoctWanting catwantod:nOA sub UF_mean Subject Wanng._catwaniodinOA.sub_UF moan SubjocLWanting_catwantod:nQA sub UF mean  Subject Wantng_catuantadnOA sub. UF_maan SubjoctWanting_catvantodnQA sub UF_ mean  Subjoct Waniing_catvantedi0A.sub UF. maan
Por
Por
icc 0.46 047 045 048 044 045 044 042
N 55 Subjct 55 Subjet 55 Subjet 55 Subjct 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject
4set 4set 4set 4set 4set 4 set 4 set 4 set
Observations 1022 1022 022 022 1022 1022 1022 1022
Marginal R2/ 0.213/0.428 0213/0.427 0213/0.427 021370427 0213/0.427 0210/0.427 0211/0.427 0.209/0.426

Conditional
R2



Table 10-3-2: Null (7-14) BLRM:s for the effect of microstructural coherence of the sub-bundle of the UF on d’.

Predictors for
&

null model 7

Estimates

null model 8

Estimates

null model 9

Estimates

null model 10

Estimates

null model 11

Estimates

null model 12

Estimates

null model 13

Estimates

null model 14

Estimates

Intercept

Gategory (F
>NF)

1.19
(0.42-1.98)

067
(0.16-1.13)

1.30
(0.77-1.84)

067
(0.18-1.27)

1.19
(0.40-1.98)

067
(0.11-1.18)

1.16
(0.40-1.89)

067
(©.17-1.21)

115
(0.41-1.90)

068
(0.19-1.20)

130
(0.74-1.82)

067
(0.15-1.18)

127
(0.77-178)

067
(0.16-1.22)

1.26
(0.76-1.75)

067
(0.14-1.26)

Subjective 001 001 001 001
Hunger .05 - 0.04) (-0.05-0.04) (-0.05-0.04) (-0.06 - 0.04)
Level
Wanting 004 004 004 004
Category (-0.07 - 0.15) (-0.07 - 0.15) (-0.07 - 0.15) (-0.07 - 0.15)
(neutral >
unwanted)
‘Wanting -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10
Category (022-0.01) (022-0.02) (022-0.02) (0.23-0.01)
(wanted
unwanted)
NQA(sub- 0.50 0.48 0.52 0.50
UF) (-2.31-3.31) (-2.34-3.29) (-2.33-3.43) (-2.26-3.27)
Gender (M > -0.25 -0.25 -0.25 -0.25 -0.25 -0.25 0.26 0.25
By 047009 047-"009) 047-009) (047009 (047009 (046009 (048--003) (047--002)
Age -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(-0.02-0.01) (-0.02-0.01) (:0.02-001) (0.02-001) (0.02-001) (-0.02-0.01) (-0.02-0.01) (-0.02-0.01)
Timepoint 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
(FU>BL) (-0.05-0.18) (-0.05-0.19) (-0.04-0.19) (-0.04-0.18) (-0.05-0.18) (-0.05-0.18) (-0.05-0.18) (-0.04-0.18)
Intervention 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
(Fiber > (-0.07-0.15) (-0.08-0.15) (-0.07-0.15) (-0.07-0.15) (-0.07-0.15) (-0.07-0.15) (-0.07-0.15) (-0.07-0.14)
Placebo)
Timepoint * -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03
Intervention (-0.20-0.12) (-0.20-0.13) (0.20-0.12) (0.20-0.12) (0.19-0.12) (-0.20-0.13) (-0.20-0.12) (-0.19-0.13)
Random Effects
o2 0.39 0.39 0.39 039 039 039 0.39 0.39
w0 0026y 0025 004 0035y 0025, 0025, 0035y 0025,
004 o 004 supjoc 004 supjoc 004 sujoc 004 sujoc 004 sujoc 004 sujoc 004 supjec
™ 027 set CategoryF 0.3 set CategoryF 0.30 et CategoryF 0.30 et CategoryF 0.31 et CategoryF 0.27 set CategoryF 0.29 set CategoryF 0.30 set CategoryF
0.02 supjoctCatogoryF 002 SupjoctCatogors 002 SupjotCatogorsF 0.02 sujoc Catogon 0.02 sujoc Catsgon 0.02 sujocCatsgon 0.02 sujoctCatsgon 0.02 susjetCatsgort
0.00 Subjcthunger mean total 0.00 Subjcthunger mean total 0.00 Subjcthunger mean ot 0.00 st runger mean tota 0.00 Supectrunger. mean s 0.00 sutjectrunger mean tota 0.0 utjecthunger mean tta 0.00 susjothunger mean ttal
0.02 sutjoct Wanting_catnetral 0.02 Supjoct Wanting_catnetal 0.03 Supjoct Wantig_catnetial 0.02 sujoct Waning_caneutra 0.03 sujoct Waning_caneuta 0.0 sujoct Waning_canewtal 0.0 susjectWaning_cameutal 0.03 susjectWansng_cameutal
0.04 Subjot Wanting cavanted 0.05 SubjotWanting cavanted 0.05 Subjct Wanting cavanted 0.05 sujoct Waning.catwartad 0.05 sutjoct Waning.catwartad 0.05 sutjoct Waning_cavantod 0.04 sujoc Wansng_cavantod 0.05 sutjoctWansng_cavaniod
181 Subect10A_sub_UF_mean 176 Siject10A_sub_UF_mean 183 Sjectn0A_sub_UF_mean 182 GjectnOA_sub_UF_mean 186 SujectnOA_sub_UF_mean 1:90 Subjctn _su_ UF_mean 182 Subjct i _su_UF_mean 181 Subjctn_sub_ UF_mean
0.74 SubjotCatogoryFnQA sub UF mean  0.71 SubjoctCatogoyFnOA sub_ UF_moan  0.68 oo UF moan 068 aub UF moan 071 SujectCategonFnOA b UF maan 070 sub UF moan 069 sub_UF_moan 0,69 SubjctCatogoryFn0A_sub UF_moan
0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Subfcthunger_mean 1otinOA_sub_UF_mean  Subjcthnger_moan {0anGA_sub_UF_moan Subectunger_mean_ oaniQA sub_UF moan Subjecthungor_mean_fainQA_sub_UE_mean Subfochunger mean (talnQA sub_UF mean Subjochurger.mean ttalnQA sub_UF_mean _ Subfechunger.mean tainQA sub_ UF_mean ~Subfethunger.moan tialnOA s UF_moan
0.69 068 073 0.67 0.76 0.77 0.68 0.75
SubjoctWaning_catneurainOA sub_UF_mean  SubjctWarting catneutatnGA_sub_UF_moan  Subect Wanting_cainouralnQA sub_UF mean Subject WantingcaoutainQA sub_UE mean  SubjoctWanting_caineutralnQA sub,UF mean Subjoct Wantg_catneutralnQA sub. UF_mean ~ SubjectWantng.catneualnOA sub UF_man ~Subfect Wanig_catneusalnOA s UF_moan
1.04 0.99 1.05 0.98 1.14 1.07 1.07 1.10
SubfctWaning_catwantednQA sub_UF meanSubject Warting catwaniednQA sub_ UF_mean Subect Wanting catwariednA sub. UF_ mean Sublect Wanting. catuarednQA sub UF_moan  SujoctWanting_cabianiednOA s UF_moan  SubjoctWantg_cavantednOA sub_UF_moan_SublectWaning cavaniodnOA_sub_UF._mean_Subfoc Wanig_catvantodnOA sub_UF.mean
Po1
Po1
icc 0.42 0.41 043 0.44 0.41 036 0.38 0.36
N 5 supject 55 sutject 55 subject 55 sutject 55 Subject 55 sueet 55 suect 55 suect
4sa 4sa dsa dsa dsa dsa s st
Observations 1022 1022 1022 1022 1022 1022 1022
Marginal R2/ 0.209/0.426 0.208/0.426 0.202/0.425 0.209/0.426 0.205/0.425 0.201/0.425 0.206 / 0.427 0.202/0.425

Conditional
R2



Table 10-4-1: Full and null (1-7) BLRM:s for the effect of microstructural coherence of the sub-bundle of the UF on

LDI.

full model null model 1 null model 2 null model 3 null model 4 null model 5 null model 6 null model 7
Predictorsfor Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercopt 166 172 105 161 096 165 107

(0.10-3.29) (0.14-3.23) (005-2.05) (0.08-3.15) (0.06-192) (0.16-3.17) (©0.15-1.7)

Gategory (F
>NF)
Subjective

Wanting
Category
(neutral >
unwanted)
Wanting
Category
(wanted >
unwanted)

NQA(sub-
UF)

Gender (M >
L]

0.54
(-0.43-150)
014
(0.41-0.13)

023
06

.61)

053
(039-1.47)

-3.49
(-12.15 - 4.97)

028
(-0.52--0.05)

0.59
(-0.34-156)

014
(0.40-0.13)

0.05
(-0.06-0.16)
-0.01
(0.14-0.12)

-3.80
(11.93-4.59)

029
(-051--0.05)

051
(0.42-1.47)

0,01
(-0.05-0.04)

025
(-1.08-059)
051
(044 1.45)

0.16
(-4.13-4.40)

028
(-051--0.05)

073
(0.18-1.25)

-0.14
(0.41-0.12)

025
(1.09-059)
051
(0.41-1.49)

315
(11,60 - 4.81)

0.28
(-052--0.05)

074
(0.19-1.26)

-0.01
(-0.05-0.04)

-0.27
(-1.13-0.59)
0.48
(0.44-143)

062
(-3.23-450)

0.29
(-051--0.06)

074
(0:23-1.29)

-0.15
(0.41-0.13)

0.05
(0.06-0.16)
-0.01
(0.14-0.12)

347
(-11.42 - 4.56)

0.28
(-051--0.06)

056
(-0.40—1.47)

-0.00
(-0.05-0.04)

0.05
(0.07-0.16)
-0.01
(0.14-0.12)

001
(-3.65-3.70)

028
(051 --0.05)

074
(0:20-1.28)

-0.01
(0.05-0.04)
0.05
(0.07-0.16)
001
(0.14-0.12)

051
(2.44-353)

028
(051 --0.05)

Age 001 001 001 001 001 001 001 001
(0.02-0.01) (0.02-001) (0.02-001) (0.02-001) (0.02-001) (0.02-0.01) (0.02-0.01) (0.02-0.01)
Timepoint 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 007 007
(FU>BL) (0.06-0.20) (0.06-0.20) (0.06-0.19) (0.05-020) (0.06-0.19) (0.05-0.19) (0.06-0.19) (0.06-0.19)
Intervention 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.05 005 005 005 006
(Fiber > (007-0.17) (007-0.17) (0.06-0.17) (0.07-0.17) (0.07-0.17) (0.07-0.17) (0.07-0.17) (0.06-0.18)
Placebo)
Category (F 1.08 0.93 125 1.00
>NF) (3.40-5.47) (3.44-527) (-3.03-5.46) (3.40-5.28)
nQA(sub-
UF)
Subjective 7 081 082 084
Hunger .39) (0.79-2.32) (0.72-2.44) (0.77-2.41)
Lovel *
nOA(sub-
F)
Wanting 159 178 171 1.80
Category (3.14-625) (3.00-6.33) (3.11-6.43) (2.99-6.64)
(neutral >
unwanted) *
nOA(sub-
F)
Wanting -3.05 297 295 280
Category (829-2.13) (8.28-2.35) (828-2.17) (8.11-2.45)
(wanted >
unwanted) *
nOA(sub-
UF)
Timepoint * 000 000 001 000 001 000 001 001
Intervention (0.19-0.18) (0.18-0.18) (0.18-0.17) (0.18-0.17) (0.19-0.17) (0.18-0.17) (0.19-0.17) (0.18-0.16)
Random Effects
o o 0.46 0.46 048 046 046 046 046
00 002 504 002 50y 002 50y 0.02 541 0.03 54 0.02 540 0,03 50r 002500
0.05 sutjoe 0.05 sutjoe 0.04 sutjor 0.0 supject 0.04 sypject 0.05 supject 0.05 supject 0.04 supject
™ 031 ot CatogoryF: 0.33 ot GategoryF: 0.35 sot GategoryF 0.31 et CategoryF 0.34 et GategoryF 031 ot GatogoryF 0.33 ot GatogoryF 031 5ot GatogoryF
0.03 it CategoryF 0.03 it CategoryF 0.03 sutjot CategoryF 0.03 ybjoc Categoy 0.03 ubjoc Category 0.03 ubjoc Category 0.03 ubjec Category 0.03 ubjec Category
0.00 supjoct hunger_mean total 0.00 supjoct hunger_mean total 0.00 supjoct hunger_mean.total 0.00 subjoct hunger_mean_total 0.00 subjoct hunger_mean.total .00 subjoct hunger_moan_total 0.00 subjoct hunger_moan_total 0.00 subjoct hunger_moan_total
0.02 8,tj0c Waniing_catneutral 0.02 8tjoct Waniing catneutral 0.02 8tjoct Waning_catneutral 0.0 bject Waniing_catneutal 0.02 . pject Waniing_catneutal 0.02 . bject Waniing_catneutal 0.02 . bject Waniing_catneutal 0.02 . bject Waniing_catneutal
0.05 supjoct Wanting._catwanted 0.05 supjoct Wanting._catwanted 0.05 supjoct Wanting._catwanted 0.05 Subjoct Waning_catwanted 0.05 subjoct waning_catwanted 0.05 subjoct waning catwantod 0.05 subjoct wanting catwantod 0.05 subjoct Wanting catwantod
209 SubjectnA sub_UF_mean 2.12 SuactnGA _sub_UF_mean 224 SuoctnGA _sub_UF_mean 217 Sutjoct n0A sub_UF _mean 2.20 upjoct 0A s UF_mean 217 Supjoct A s UF_mean 2.08 Sutject A s UF _mean 223 Supject A s UF mean
081 supjoct CatogoryFnQA_sub UF_mean  0-84 Subjoct CatogoryFnQA sub_UF_mean  0.80 \sub_UF mean 081 sub_UF moan 084 Subjoct CatogoryF:nQA sub_UF mean 080 sub_UF_moan  0.78 \_sub_UF_mean 081 Subjoct CategoryF:nQA_sub_UF_moan
003 003 003 003 003 003 003 003
Subject unger_mean fataknQA_sub_UF_mean  Subjoct unger_mean foialnQA sub_UF_mean  Subjoctunger_mean.foialnGA sub_UF_mean ~ Subjoct hunger_mean_tolalnOA sub_UF_mean ~ Subjocthunger_mean_tofalnQA sub_UF_moan ~ Subjecthunger_mean_ totalnQA sub_UF_moan  Subject hunger_moan tolaknQA sub_ UF_mean  Subjoct hunger_mean tataknQA_sub UF_mean
0.46 052 0.45 047 046 050 049 050
Suboct Wanting catneutralnQA sub UF.moan  Sibjoct Wanting_catnoutrainGA. sub,UF_mean ~ SubjoctWanting catnouralnQA_sub_UF_moan  Subject Wantng_catnoutralnOA. sub. UF_mean  SubjoctWanting_caineuralnQA_sub_UF moan  Suboct Wanting_cainoutralnQA sub UF_mean ~ Subjoct Wanting_calnoutralOA sub UF moan — SubjoctWantng cainoutaknGA sub_UF_ moan
126 126 133 132 126 130 136 146
Subject Waniing_catwantednGA_sub_UF_mean ~Subjoct Waniing_catwariednOA.sub_UF_moan SubjoctWanting_catwanednGA sub_UF_moan Subjoct Wanting_catwanfocinGA sub_UF_mean Subjoct Wanting_catwaniod:nQA_sub_ UF_mean ~ Subject Wanting_catwaniod:nQA_sub_UF_mean ~Subjoct Wariting_catwantedniQA_sub_UF_mean ~Subject Waniing_catwantednOA_sub_UF_mean
Por
Por
icc 0.42 0.42 0.43 042 043 040 042 0.40
N 55 Subjct 55 Subjet 55 Subjet 55 Subjct 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject
4set 4set 4set 4set 4set 4 set 4 set 4 set
Gbservations 1011 1011 011 011 011 011 011 011
Marginal R2/ 0.219/0.418 0221/0.417 0222/0.417 0219/0.418 0.221/0417 0219/0.417 0218/0.416 0218/0.416

Conditional
R2



Table 10-4-2: Null (7-14) BLRM:s for the effect of microstructural coherence of the sub-bundle of the UF on LDI.

null model 7 null model 8 null model 8 null model 10 null model 11 null model 12 null model 13 null model 14

Predictorsfor Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates

Itercept 098 1.08 098 096 097 109 107 107
0.18-1381) (052-165) 0.18-1.79) 0.18-1.72) (021-1.75) (0.53-1.65) (0.54-1.56) (0.54-157)

Gategory (F
>NF)

Subjective
Hunger
Level

Wanting
Category
(neutial >
unwanted)
Wanting
Category
(wanted >
unwanted)

NOA(sub-
UF)

Gender (M >
F

074
(0.20-1.28)

-0.01
(:0.05-0.04)

005

(0.07-0.16)
-0.01

(0.14-0.12)
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Figure 10-4: Memory performance depending on microstructural coherence of left and right sub-bundle of UF.
Actual and predicted A+B) target recognition d’ and C+D) lure discrimination LDI depending on normalized
quantitative anisotropy (nQA) of the A+C) left and B+D) right sub-bundle of the UF. Points show the actual data and
lines with 95%-CI depict predictions based on null models (cf. Table 2, Eq. 27). Neither d’ nor LDI were affected by
the microstructural coherence of a hemisphere-specific sub-bundle of the UF.
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Figure 11-1: Odds ratios of the full model (Table 2, Eq. 31) for the effect of microstructural properties of the UF and
covariates on response accuracy. Values indicate the positive (blue) or negative (red) mean estimate of the posterior
distribution and whiskers represent the 50% (thick, inner) and 95% (thin, outer) CIs. The UF neither moderated effects
of wanting category nor of subj. hunger level nor of image category on memory accuracy, nor predicted its
microstructural coherence memory accuracy. Only the effect of Gender (M<F) on memory accuracy seemed to be
evident as its 95% CI did not include Zero.



Table 11-1: Full and null BLRMs for the moderation effect of the microstructural coherence of the UF on single
image wanting regarding response accuracy.

full model null model 1 null model 2 null model 3 null model 4 null model 5 null model 6 null model 7
Predictors for
response Odds Ratios Odds Ratios Odds Ratios Odds Ratios Odds Ratios Odds Ratios Odds Ratios Odds Ratios
accuracy
Intercept 5.37 4.09 4.38 4.63 4.55 4.91 4.63 10.79
(0.57 —49.71) (0.51 —32.03) (1.47 -13.11) (1.72-13.12) (2.25-9.24) (244-9.82) (2.32-9.35) (5.97 -19.77)
Category (F 2.43 215 210 1.78 1.78 1.82 1.84
> NF) (0.86 —7.54) (0.77-5.87) (0.77 -6.07) (1.38-2.29) (1.38-2.26) (1.43-2.36) (1.43-2.35)
Subj Hunger 1.02 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.99
Level (0.68 - 1.51) (0.69-1.46) (0.94-1.03) (0.94-1.02) (0.94-1.02) (0.95-1.03)
Wanting 0.91 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05
(0.70-1.19) (1.02-1.08) (1.02-1.08) (1.02-1.08) (1.02—-1.08)
nQA(UF) . 1.41 1.10 0.90
(0.00 — 1452.38) (0.00 — 2458.08) (0.06 —21.77) (0.07 - 13.39)
Normed 0.47 0.48 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.49 0.09
Complexity (0.17-1.42) (0.17-1.38) (0.16 -1.38) (0.16-1.38) (0.16 —1.24) (0.17-1.27) (0.16 - 1.35) (0.04 - 0.20)
Gender (M > 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.81 0.81 0.81
F) (0.63-1.02) (0.63-1.03) (0.64-1.02) (0.64-1.02) (0.64-1.02) (0.65-1.02) (0.64-1.03) (0.64-1.02)
Age 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.98-1.02) (0.98-1.02) (0.98-1.02) (0.98-1.02) (0.98-1.02) (0.98-1.02) (0.98-1.02) (0.98-1.02)
Timepoint 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(FU>BL) (0.91-1.10) (0.91-1.10) (0.92-1.10) (0.92-1.10) (0.92-1.10) (0.91-1.10) (0.91-1.09) (0.91-1.09)
Intervention 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05
(Fiber > (0.96 -1.15) (0.96 -1.15) (0.97-1.15) (0.97-1.15) (0.96-1.15) (0.96 - 1.15) (0.96 - 1.15) (0.96 - 1.14)
Placebo)
Category (F 0.30 0.52 0.56
> NF) * (0.01-12.89) (0.01-18.73) (0.01 -21.40)
nQA(UF)
Subj Hunger 0.87 0.96
Level * (0.20 - 4.08) (0.22-3.95)
nQA(UF)
Wanting * 1.71
nQA(UF) (0.64 —4.41)
Timepoint * 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.99
Intervention (0.86-1.12) (0.86-1.12) (0.86-1.12) (0.86-1.12) (0.86-1.12) (0.86-1.12) (0.87-1.12) (0.88-1.13)
Random Effects
a2 3.29 3.29 3.29 3.29 3.29 3.29 3.29 3.29
Too 1.01 image 1.01 Image 1.01 Image 1.01 Image 1.00 Image 1.00 Image 1.00 Image 1.04 |mage
0.07 Subject 0.07 Subject 0.07 Subject 0.07 Subject 0.07 Subject 0.07 Subject 0.08 Subject 0.08 Subject
T 0.06 subject.CategoryF ~ 0.08 subjectCategoryF ~ 0.08 subject CategoryF ~ 0.08 subject.CategoryF ~ 0.08 subject.CategoryF ~ 0.08 subject.CategoryF ~ 0.08 subject.categoyF  0.07 subject CategoryF
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Subjecthunger_mean_total Subject.hunger_mean_total Subjecthunger_mean_total Subjecthunger mean_total Subject.hunger_mean_total Subjecthunger mean_total Subject.hunger_mean_total Subjecthunger mean_total
0.00 sybject wanting 0.00 subject wanting 0.00 subject wanting 0.00 subject wanting 0.00 subject. Wanting 0.00 subject. wanting 0.00 subject. wanting 0.00 subject. wanting
1.97 1.78 1.70 1.76 1.73 1.85 1.72 1.90
SubjectnQA_UF_mean Subject.nQA_UF_mean Subject.nQA_UF_mean Subject.nQA_UF_mean Subject.nQA_UF_mean Subject.nQA_UF_mean Subject.nQA_UF_mean Subject.nQA_UF_mean
Po
Po1
ICC 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.28 0.25 0.25 0.25
N 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject 55 subject
640 Image 640 Image 640 Image 640 Image 640 Image 640 Image 640 Image 640 Image
Observations 27764 27764 27764 27764 27764 27764 27764 27764
Marginal R2/ 0.023/0.173 0.023/0.173 0.023/0.173 0.023/0.173 0.023/0.173 0.021/0.173 0.021/0.173 0.013/0.173

Conditional
R2



Table 12-1: Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of single image liking ratings of previously encoded (old) images on

response accuracy.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for Response Accuracy QOdds Ratios COdds Ratios Odds Ratios
Intercept 2.43 2.52 3.00
(1.23 — 4.83) (1.32 - 5.02) (1.48 —6.23)
Liking 1.07 1.06
(1.02-1.13) (1.02-1.10)
Category (F > NF) 1.96 1.76 1.90
(1.38 -2.79) (1.39-2.27) (1.47 - 2.43)
Normed Complexity 1.05 1.05 1.02
(0.40 - 2.86) (0.40 —2.75) (0.38 — 2.61)
Gender (M > F) 0.90 0.91 0.92
(0.70 -1.15) (0.70-1.15) (0.70-1.19)
Age 1.00 1.00 0.99
(0.98 —1.01) (0.98 —1.01) (0.97 —1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 0.92 0.92 0.92
(0.80 -1.06) (0.80 —1.06) (0.80-1.06)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.09 1.09 1.09
(0.94 —1.25) (0.94 —1.25) (0.95-1.26)
Liking * Category (F > NF) 0.97
(0.92 —1.04)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.05 1.05 1.05
(0.86 —1.29) (0.86 —1.28) (0.86 —1.29)
Random Effects
g2 3.29 3.29 3.29
Too 0.22 |mage 0.22 jmage 0.21 |mage
0.07 Subject 0.07 Subject 0.09 Subject
11 0.00 subject Liking 0.00 subject Liking 0.01 gubject Liking
0.06 Subject.CategoryF 0.06 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF
0.00 Subject.Liking:CategoryF 0.00 Subject Liking:CategoryF 0.00 Subject.Liking:CategoryF
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.11 0.11 0.10
N 43 Subject 43 Subject 43 Subject
240 Image 240 Image 240 Image
Observations 9136 9136 9136
Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.023/0.075 0.022/0.074 0.020/ 0.074



Table 12-2; Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of single image wanting ratings of previously encoded (old) images

on response accuracy.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for Response Accuracy QOdds Ratios Odds Ratios COdds Ratios
Intercept 213 2.21 2.68
(1.13-3.98) (1.15-4.10) (1.41-5.15)
Wanting 1.10 1.09
(1.05-1.15) (1.05-1.13)
Category (F > NF) 1.85 1.78 1.81
(1.38-2.55) (1.39-2.26) (1.43-2.33)
Normed Complexity 1.08 1.08 1.03
(043 -2.75) (0.42-2.80) (0.40 - 2.65)
Gender (M > F) 0.87 0.87 0.88
(0.69 - 1.08) (0.69 - 1.09) (0.69—1.11)
Age 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.98 - 1.02) (0.98 - 1.02) (0.98 — 1.02)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 0.90 0.90 0.90
(0.78 - 1.03) (0.78 — 1.04) (0.79 - 1.03)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.02 1.02 1.02
(0.89 - 1.16) (0.89-1.17) (0.90-1.17)
Wanting * Category (F > NF) 0.99
(0.93 - 1.05)
Timepoint * Intervention 1.13 1.13 1.12
(0.94 - 1.37) (0.92 - 1.38) (0.93 - 1.36)
Random Effects
02 3.29 3.29 3.29
Too 0.23 |mage 0.23 mage 0.22 |mage
0.09 Subject 0.09 Subject 0.13 Subject
Ti1 0.00 Subject. Wanting 0.00 Subject. Wanting 0.01 Subject. Wanting
0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.07 Subject.CategoryF 0.08 Subject.CategoryF
0.00 Subject.Wanting:CategoryF 0.00 Subject.Wanting:CategoryF 0.00 Subject.Wanting:CategoryF
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.12 0.11 0.11
N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
240 Image 240 Image 240 Image
Observations 10658 10658 10658
Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.023/0.078 0.023/0.078 0.017 /0.077
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Figure 13-1: Odds ratios for the effect of calorie content of food images on response accuracy: A) null model 1 (Iable

2, Eq. 39), B) full model 1 (Table 2, Eq. 38). Values indicate the positive (blue) or negative (red) median odds ratio

(exponentiated regression coefficients) and whiskers represent the 50% (thick, inner) and 95% (thin, outer) CI. A)
Calorie content did evidently predict food memory accuracy (cal4 > call). B) However, the wanting enhancement of
memory accuracy was not different between calorie quartiles. In addition, new images were evidently better recognized

and the effect of normed complexity and Gender (M<F) seemed to be evident as their 95% CI did not include Zero.



Table 13-1: Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of calorie content on food memory accuracy.

full model null model 1 null model 2
Predictors for response accuracy QOdds Ratios QOdds Ratios COdds Ratios
Intercept 11.22 10.30 11.80
(5.44 — 22.88) (5.30 —19.79) (6.08 — 23.29)
Wanting 1.01 1.03 1.03
(0.95-1.07) (1.00-1.07) (1.00-1.07)
Image Status (similar > old) 0.79 0.78 0.79
(0.54—-1.16) (0.53 -1.16) (0.54 —1.16)
Image Status (new > old) 6.10 6.08 6.08
(3.98 — 9.86) (4.00 — 9.56) (3.99 — 9.67)
Calorie Quartile (cal2 > call) 0.99 1.08
(0.63-1.53) (0.79 —1.48)
Calorie Quartile (cal3 > call) 1.13 1.28
(0.74-1.73) (0.95-1.77)
Calorie Quartile (cal4 > cal1) 1.18 1.38
(0.76 — 1.84) (1.01 - 1.89)
Normed Complexity 0.13 0.13 0.14
(0.03-0.47) (0.03 - 0.49) (0.04 — 0.54)
Gender (M > F) 0.68 0.68 0.68
(0.53-0.87) (0.53 - 0.87) (0.53 - 0.87)
Age 0.99 0.99 0.99
(0.97 -1.01) (0.98 —1.01) (0.98 —1.01)
Timepoint (FU > BL) 1.02 1.02 1.02
(0.88-1.17) (0.88 —1.17) (0.88-1.17)
Intervention (Fiber > Placebo) 1.1 1.1 1.1
(0.97 -1.27) (0.96 —1.26) (0.96 —1.27)
Wanting * Calorie Quartile (cal2 > 1.02
calt) (0.95-1.10)
Wanting * Calorie Quartile (cal3 > 1.03
calt) (0.96-1.11)
Wanting * Calorie Quartile (cal4 > 1.04
calt) (0.96—-1.14)
Timepoint * Intervention 0.95 0.95 0.95
(0.78 -1.16) (0.78 - 1.16) (0.78 —1.15)
Random Effects
a2 3.29 3.29 3.29
Too 0.70 Image 0.70 Image 0.7 Image
0.29 Subject 0.28 Subject 0.29 Subject
Ti1 0.00 Subject. Wanting 0.00 Subject Wanting 0.00 Subject. Wanting
1.23 Subject. Statussimilar 1.21 Subject Statussimilar 1.22 Subject. Statussimilar
1.13 Subject. Statusnew 1.1 Subject Statusnew 1.13 Subject. Statusnew
0.11 Subject. Typecal2 0.1 Subject. Typecal2 0.1 Subject. Typecal2
0.09 Subject. Typecal3 0.09 Subject.Typecal3 0.09 Subject. Typecal3
0.03 Subject. Typecal4 0.03 Subject. Typecal4 0.03 Subject. Typecal4
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.30 0.30 0.30
N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
320 Image 320 Image 320 Image
Observations 14213 14213 14213
Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.043/0.206 0.043 /0.205 0.039/0.205



Table 15-1: Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of neuroticism on d’.

full model null model 1 null model 2 null model 3
Predictors for d' Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 2.16 2.07 2.27 1.85
(1.18-3.00) (1.44 —2.66) (1.81-2.73) (1.42-2.26)
Neuroticism -0.22 -0.14 -0.26
(-0.91-0.51) (-0.42 - 0.15) (-0.42--0.10)
Gender (M > F) -0.05 -0.06 -0.26 -0.24
(-0.49 - 0.43) (-0.48 - 0.37) (-0.44 —-0.08) (-0.44 —-0.05)
Age -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(-0.04 - 0.02) (-0.02 - 0.01) (-0.02 - 0.00) (-0.02 - 0.01)
Neuroticism * Gender (M > -0.20 -0.18
F) (-0.58 - 0.18) (-0.52 - 0.16)
Neuroticism * Age 0.00
(-0.02 - 0.03)
Random Effects
g2 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08
Too 0.05 subject 0.04 sypject 0.03 subject 0.11 subject
Tt 0.07 Subject.neuraticism 0.06 Subject.neuraticism 0.05 Subject.neuraticism 0.1 Subject.neurcticism
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.59
N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
Observations 180 180 180 180
Marginal R2 / Gonditional R2  0.238/ 0.641 0.232 /0.641 0.197 /0.640 0.092/0.635
Table 15-2: Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of neuroticism on LDI.
full model null model 1 null model 2 null model 3
Predictors for LD/ Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 1.72 1.77 1.91 1.58
(0.72 - 2.67) (1.12-2.38) (1.43-2.39) (1.14 —2.00)
Neuroticism -0.08 -0.13 -0.21
(-0.83 - 0.67) (-0.42 - 0.17) (-0.38 —-0.04)
Gender (M > F) -0.16 -0.15 -0.29 -0.27
(-0.59 - 0.34) (-0.59 - 0.33) (-0.47 --0.11) (-0.47 —-0.08)
Age -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(-0.04 - 0.02) (-0.02 - 0.01) (-0.02 - 0.00) (-0.02 - 0.01)
Neuroticism * Gender (M > -0.12 -0.12
F) (-0.53 -0.27) (-0.50 - 0.23)
Neuroticism * Age -0.00
(-0.03 - 0.02)
Random Effects
g2 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
Too 0.05 subject 0.05 subject 0.04 subject 0.09 subject
Tt 0.07 Subject.neuraticism 0.07 Subject.neuraticism 0.06 Subject.neuraticism 0.10 Subject.neurcticism
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.53 0.52 0.52 0.48
N 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject 56 Subject
Observations 180 180 180 180
Marginal R2 / Gonditional R2  0.205/ 0.592 0.199 /0.591 0.176 /0.590 0.106 / 0.586



Table 16-1: Full and null BLRM:s for the effect of age and gender on microstructural coherence of the UF.

full model null model 1 null model 2 null model 3 null model 4
Predictors for . . . . ,
NQA(UF) Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates
Intercept 0.27 0.27 0.29 0.27 0.27
(0.23 - 0.30) (0.23 — 0.30) (0.26 — 0.31) (0.26 — 0.28) (0.27 — 0.28)
Gender (M=F) 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.01
(-0.01 = 0.09) (-0.00 — 0.09) (-0.00—0.02) (-0.00 - 0.02)
Age 0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(-0.00 — 0.00) (-0.00 — 0.00) (-0.00 — 0.00)
Timepoint (FU > -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00
BL) (-0.01 — 0.00) (-0.00 — 0.01) (-0.01 —0.00) (-0.00-0.01) (-0.00 —0.01)
Intervention (Fiber -0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
> Placebo) (-0.01 - 0.00) (-0.00 — 0.00) (-0.01—0.00) (-0.00 — 0.00) (-0.00 — 0.00)
Gender (M>F) * -0.00 -0.00
Age (-0.00 - 0.00) (-0.00 — 0.00)
Timepoint * 0.01 0.01
Intervention (-0.00-0.01) (-0.00-0.01)
Random Effects
g2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Too 0.00 supject 0.00 supject 0.00 supject 0.00 supject 0.00 sypject
Tt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Subject.Timepoint_shortFU  Subject. Timepoint_shortFUU  Subject.Timepoint_shortFU  Subject.Timepoint_shortFU  Subject. Timepoint_shortFU
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Subject.InterventionB Subject.InterventionB Subject.InterventionB Subject.InterventionB Subject.InterventionB
Po1
Po1
ICC 0.69 0.68 0.69 0.70 0.70
N 55 Subject 55 Subject 55 Subject 55 Subject 55 Subject
Observations 176 176 176 176 176
Marginal R2 / 0.112/0.682 0.108 / 0.675 0.084/0.679 0.027 /0.677 0.004 /0.673
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Figure 16-1: Microstructural coherence of whole brain depending on age and gender. Actual and predicted
microstructural coherence of the whole brain, reflected in its nQA value, A) by age and B) by gender. Points show
actual data of the colour-coded subjects. A) Prediction line with 95%-CI is based on null model 2 (Table 2, Eq. 47). B)
Violin and boxplots present the distribution of the nQA values over both genders. Neither age nor gender predicted the
microstructural coherence of the UF.



