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Figure S1. The mean FA skeleton and corrected P value map. Panel A shows the FA skeleton 

for the TBSS analysis. Panel B shows (1 - P value) map of “FA × Group” interaction effect on 

AVLTI after TFCE correction. Panel C shows (1 - P value) map of “FA × Group” interaction effect 

on the FS score after TFCE correction. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Text S1: 

The effect of the “FA × Group” interaction on the AVLTI.  

There were multiple significant clusters in the “FA × group” effect on the AVLTI. We created a 

scatterplot for each of the clusters and found that these clusters exhibited a very similar pattern for 

the relationship between the FA and the AVLTI in the two groups. Here, we show the region and 

scatterplot of the first three clusters. 

First cluster with 524 voxels: 

 

Figure S2.1 The effect of the “FA × Group” interaction of the first cluster with 524 

voxels on the AVLTI. The clusters showing a significant “FA × group” effect are indicated in a 

yellow-to-red color. The color represents the F statistic for this interaction. The scatterplot was 

drawn using the average FA value of the cluster. Panel A, region with a significant “FA × group” 

effect. Panel B, the scatterplot. 

Second cluster with 507 voxels: 



 

Figure S2.2 The effect of the “FA × Group” interaction of the second cluster with 507 

voxels on the AVLTI. The clusters showing a significant “FA × group” effect are indicated in a 

yellow-to-red color. The color represents the F statistic for this interaction. The scatterplot was 

drawn using the average FA value of the cluster. Panel A, region with a significant “FA × group” 

effect. Panel B, the scatterplot. 

Third cluster with 287 voxels  

 

Figure S2.3 The effect of the “FA × Group” interaction of the third cluster with 287 

voxels on the AVLTI. The clusters showing a significant “FA × group” effect are indicated in a 

yellow-to-red color. The color represents the F statistic for this interaction. The scatterplot was 

drawn using the average FA value of the cluster. Panel A, region with a significant “FA × group” 

effect. Panel B, the scatterplot. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Text S2: 

The effect of the “FS × Group” interaction on the FS score: 

There were also multiple significant clusters for the “FA × group” effect on the FS scores. Each of 

the clusters showed a very similar pattern for the relationship between the FA and the Fs score in 

the two groups. We also show the region and scatterplot of the first three clusters. 

First cluster with 953 voxels: 

 

Figure S3.1 The effect of the “FS × Group” interaction of first cluster with 953 voxels on 

the FS score. The clusters showing a significant “FS × group” effect are indicated in a 

yellow-to-red color. The color represents the F statistic for this interaction. The scatterplot was 

drawn using the average FA value of the cluster. Panel A, the region with a significant “FS × group” 

effect. Panel B, the scatterplot. 

Second cluster with 362 voxels: 



 

Figure S3.2 The effect of the “FS × Group” interaction of the second cluster with 362 

voxels on the FS score. The clusters showing a significant “FS × group” effect are indicated in a 

yellow-to-red color. The color represents the F statistic for this interaction. The scatterplot was 

drawn using the average FA value of the cluster. Panel A, the region with a significant “FS × group” 

effect. Panel B, the scatterplot. 

Third cluster with 358 voxels: 

 

Figure S3.3 The effect of the “FS × Group” interaction of the third cluster with 358 

voxels on the FS score. The clusters showing a significant “FS × group” effect are indicated in a 

yellow-to-red color. The color represents the F statistic for this interaction. The scatterplot was 

drawn using the average FA value of the cluster. Panel A, the region with a significant “FS × group” 

effect. Panel B, the scatterplot. 

 


