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ABSTRACT  

Diffusion-weighted magnetic resonance imaging (dMRI) is sensitive to microstructural changes in the brain that occur 
with normal aging and Alzheimer’s disease (AD). There is much interest in which dMRI measures are most strongly 
correlated with clinical measures of AD severity, such as the clinical dementia rating (CDR), and biological processes 
that may be disrupted in AD, such as brain amyloid load measured using PET. Of these processes, some can be targeted 
using novel drugs. Since 2016, the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI) has collected dMRI data from 
three scanner manufacturers across 58 sites using 7 different protocols that vary in angular resolution, scan duration, and 
in the number and distribution of diffusion-weighted gradients. Here, we assessed dMRI data from 730 of those 
individuals (447 cognitively normal controls, 214 with mild cognitive impairment, 69 with dementia; age: 74.1±7.9 
years; 381 female/349 male). To harmonize data from different protocols, we applied ComBat, ComBat-GAM, and 
CovBat to dMRI metrics from 28 white matter regions of interest. We ranked all dMRI metrics in order of the strength 
of clinically relevant associations, and assessed how this depended on the harmonization methods employed. dMRI 
metrics were associated with age and clinical impairment, but also with amyloid positivity. All harmonization methods 
gave comparable results while enabling data integration across multiple scanners and protocols.  
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1. INTRODUCTION  
Alzheimer’s disease (AD) is the most prevalent form of dementia, affecting over 50 million people worldwide – a 
number which is expected to grow to 82 million in the next decade.1 Brain imaging techniques such as magnetic 
resonance imaging (MRI) and positron emission tomography (PET) are now widely used to track and monitor AD 
progression; with the recent approval of anti-amyloid treatments for AD, there is a great need to better understand risk 
factors that influence the component biological processes of brain aging and AD, and to screen people for enrolment in 
clinical trials. Although the definition of AD has recently evolved to include measures of amyloid and tau proteins, 
assessed using PET or lumbar puncture to assess CSF,2 the high invasiveness, cost, and limited availability of these 
procedures has stimulated interest in other imaging measures that track AD progression, specifically variants of MRI, 
such as diffusion MRI, ASL, and resting state functional MRI. Even so, the relation between neurodegeneration and 
microstructural brain differences on MRI to brain amyloid load and clinical measures of disease severity is not fully 
understood.  

Biomarkers help to understand and track biological processes involved in brain aging and AD by providing proxy 
measures of relevant pathophysiology.3 Among the many subtypes and variants of MRI used in AD research, diffusion-
weighted MRI (dMRI) provides insight into microstructural brain changes that occur with aging and dementia, 

 
* Data used in preparing this article were obtained from the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI) database 
(adni.loni.usc.edu). As such, many investigators within the ADNI contributed to the design and implementation of ADNI and/or 
provided data but did not participate in analysis or writing of this report. A complete listing of ADNI investigators can be found at: 
http://adni.loni.usc.edu/wpcontent/uploads/how_to_apply/ADNI_Acknowledgement_List.pdf  
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especially in the white matter (WM), that are not detectable with standard anatomical MRI. Diffusion tensor imaging 
(DTI) has been used as an overall in vivo proxy measure for WM tissue integrity, which also declines with normal 
aging.4 AD progression is associated with neuronal and glial cell loss, loss of long and short range axonal connections, 
and myelin degeneration. DTI-derived metrics, including fractional anisotropy (FA), mean (MD), radial (RD) and axial 
diffusivity (AxD), are frequently used to quantify WM microstructure. Recent innovations with multi-shell diffusion 
protocols have also been developed to model and assess intra- and extracellular diffusion, neurite dispersion, and 
diffusion kurtosis (e.g., NODDI5, MAP-MRI6, and DKI7). 

The Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI) is a large-scale, longitudinal, multisite initiative that evaluates 
imaging, clinical and molecular biomarkers of AD;8 the imaging component includes various MRI modalities, such as 
diffusion MRI. In response to the criticism that studies with small sample sizes may lead to non-reproducible effects,9 
there has been a shift in neuroimaging research towards pooling datasets, increasing sample sizes, and including 
historically excluded populations.10 Since its launch in 2004, ADNI has become a valuable public dataset that has been 
widely analyzed in hundreds of publications.11 In its second phase (ADNI2), a diffusion imaging protocol was added at 
around one third of acquisition sites, all of which used General Electric (GE) scanners. To increase the number of dMRI 
scans made available, additional vendor-specific dMRI protocols were implemented for GE, Siemens and Philips 
scanners during ADNI’s third phase (ADNI3).12 Consequently, in addition to site, a new potential “confound” was 
introduced into the study’s dMRI data – that of scanner manufacturer and acquisition protocol. 

Determining the best way to harmonize multisite data is now a prime focus in neuroimaging.13 In prior studies,14–16 we 
showed that while it is possible to combine dMRI data from multiple centers using a random effects design to model 
effects of protocol, there is growing interest in novel ways to mitigate site- and protocol-related effects in multisite 
research.16 Harmonized preprocessing protocols may help to reduce some variability,17–19 but multisite studies such as 
ADNI are affected by ‘site’ or ‘batch’ effects, including but not limited to: (1) technical factors (e.g., acquisition site, 
scanner manufacture, scanner model and coil), and (2) cohort factors, i.e., differences or selection biases in the 
individuals assessed at each site. 

1.1 Relevant Prior Work 

Since our previous work,16 there have been numerous developments in the field of MRI harmonization.20,21 Some 
methods harmonize image-derived data at the statistical level, for example, by modeling site as a random effect. Other 
methods adjust the raw scan data, using generative adversarial methods such as CycleGANs or StarGANs that adjust 
scans to appear as if they were collected using a different scanner or protocol. Moyer et al.22 harmonized multisite 
diffusion MRI data by using a variational autoencoder to compute a site-invariant embedding of the raw data. They then 
reconstructed data to match that collected at any site by combining the latent space vector with a site-dependent code. 
Dinsdale and colleagues23 showed that such a site-invariant embedding can boost task performance on machine learning 
tasks that use multisite data, such as brainAGE estimation. Liu et al.24 used a StarGAN method to separate the ‘content’ 
and ‘style’ of a set of images, to interconvert T1-weighted MRI data across sites and scanners. Zuo et al.25 recently 
developed CALAMITI, which uses multimodal data from the same individual to learn the manifold of different MR 
contrasts. By disentangling participant and site effects, the authors adjusted individual data to match any given scanning 
protocol. Direct GAN-based adjustments of scans are under intense investigation; even so, approaches that statistically 
adjust measures derived from images are currently more widely used, as they can also be applied when the raw scan data 
cannot readily be shared due to privacy constraints, or when the amount of data may be insufficient to train a GAN to 
produce stable corrections. 

ComBat, which was originally proposed by Johnson et al.26 as a batch adjustment method for genomics data, falls into 
the latter category. ComBat uses an empirical Bayes framework to fit a set of covariates to the data, and applies a linear 
shift-and-scale transform to the residuals of the model to match a reference distribution, before adding back the covariate 
effects to yield an adjusted set of data for each site. Variations stemming from the original ComBat have been developed 
for neuroimaging data, three of which are assessed here: (1) ComBat was initially adapted for neuroimaging data by 
Fortin et al.27, otherwise referred to as neuroComBat; (2) to model age trends more accurately, Pomponio et al.28 
proposed ComBat-GAM, which uses a generalized additive model (GAM); (3) CovBat, proposed by Chen at al.29, aims 
to remove site or scanner effects in the mean, variance, and spatial covariance of the derived measures. These methods 
try to regress out effects induced by site; other approaches such as hierarchical Bayesian regression model, each site’s 
data distribution using a hyperprior, which models the distribution of the site means and variances.30,31  
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While we previously applied ComBat to the dMRI metrics available from an initial ADNI3 dataset16 which was 43% of 
the current sample size, more recent methods such as ComBat-GAM and CovBat have not yet been applied to ADNI3 
dMRI indices, to the best of our knowledge. Here we extend our work16 by applying a new dMRI preprocessing protocol 
on the updated cohort and exploring the harmonization capabilities, at an ROI level, of ComBat, ComBat-GAM and 
CovBat which all aim to remove site-effects but preserve clinically relevant between-subject biological variability. Our 
goal was (1) to understand how harmonization choices affect associations between dMRI and clinically relevant 
measures of disease burden in dementia, and (2) to top up the sample from our prior reports, to include the much larger 
sample now available. 

2. METHODS 
2.1 Participants 

Baseline ADNI3 demographic, cognitive and neuroimaging data analyzed in this article were obtained from the ADNI 
database (ida.loni.usc.edu). Subjects who were missing basic clinical information or had poor-quality imaging data, such 
as scans with severe motion, distortion, or ringing, were not included in the final sample of N=730. Clinical scores 
known to characterize AD, specifically the Clinical Dementia Rating sum-of-boxes (CDR-sob)32, and amyloid beta (Aβ) 
status were obtained where available. Aβ-status, i.e., positive (Aβ+) or negative (Aβ–), was determined by either mean 
18F-florbetapir (Aβ+ defined as >1.11)33,34 or florbetaben (Aβ+ defined as >1.20)35,36 PET cortical SUVR uptake, 
normalized by using a whole cerebellum reference region. The overall sample included 447 cognitively normal controls 
(CN; 185 male / 262 female; 55.1–95.3 years old; mean age: 73.2±0.75 years; 115 Aβ+ / 225 Aβ-; 0.07±0.27 CDR-sob), 
214 participants with mild cognitive impairment (MCI; 123 male / 91 female; 55.1–93.2 years old; mean age: 75.1±8.1 
years; 79 Aβ+ / 87 Aβ-; 1.39±1.10 CDR-sob) and 69 with dementia (41 male / 28 female; 55.2–96 years old; mean age: 
77.4±8.9 years; 51 Aβ+ / 9 Aβ-; 5.45±2.77 CDR-sob). Table 1 summarizes participant demographic information and 
cognitive measures, stratified by acquisition protocol. 

Table 1. Participant demographics. ‘Site N’ denotes the number of sites across North America using the dMRI acquisition 
protocol specified (protocols are further detailed in Table 2). 

Protocol Total N Diagnosis M F Age 
(Mean±SD) 

CDR-sob 
(Mean±SD) 

Amyloid Site N CN MCI Dementia Aβ+ Aβ- 
S55 270 175 71 24 120 150 74.4±7.9 0.93±2.0 103 117 18 
S31 96 59 27 10 39 57 72.0±8.5 0.96±1.8 26 49 10 
S127 112 68 36 8 53 59 73.7±7.6 0.78±1.5 35 58 14 
P36 46 20 23 3 24 22 73.1±6.9 0.84±1.1 12 27 5 
P33 56 37 14 5 34 22 75.7±7.7 1.03±2.1 19 21 6 

GE36 42 21 17 4 24 18 72.2±7.1 1.29±2.7 13 22 4 
GE54 108 67 26 15 55 53 76.1±8.1 1.16±2.0 37 57 10 
Total 730 447 214 69 349 381 74.1±7.9 0.97±1.9 245 351 58 

 
Table 2. ADNI3 dMRI acquisition protocols. 

Protocol Scanner Volumes Matrix Acquisition 
Time (min:sec) Vendor Model b0 DWI Total 

GE36 GE Basic Widebore 25x 4 b=0 s/mm2 32 b=1000 s/mm2 36 256x256 9:52 
GE54 GE Basic 25x 6 b=0 s/mm2 48 b=1000 s/mm2 54 7:09 
P33 Philips Basic Widebore 1 b=0 s/mm2 32 b=1000 s/mm2 33 

128x128 
7:32 

P36 Philips Basic Widebore R3 1 b=0 s/mm2 

3 b=2 s/mm2 32 b=1000 s/mm2 36 6:54 

S31 Siemens Basic VB17 1 b=0 s/mm2 30 b=1000 s/mm2 31 

116x116 

7:02 
S55 Siemens Basic Skyra E11 & Prisma D13 7 b=0 s/mm2 48 b=1000 s/mm2 55 9:18 

S127 Siemens Advanced Prisma VE11C 13 b=0 s/mm2 
6 b=500 s/mm2 

48 b=1000 s/mm2 

60 b=2000 s/mm2 
127 7:25* 
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2.2 MRI Data Acquisition 

Acquisition parameters for available ADNI3 dMRI data (as of December 2020) are shown in Table 2. All dMRI were 
acquired with an isotropic 2x2x2 mm3 voxel size. Diffusion-weighted and anatomical T1-weighted (T1w) MRI MP-
RAGE data (independent of scanner vendor and model: isotropic voxel size of 1x1x1mm3, 208x240x256mm3 matrix, 
TE= 2.98 ms, TR=2300 ms, TI=900 ms, 11o flip angle, scan duration: 6 mins 20 secs) were acquired on 3.0 Tesla 
scanners from Siemens, Philips or GE sites across 58 centers in North America. More information on the ADNI MRI 
protocols may be found here: http://adni.loni.usc.edu/methods/documents/mri-protocols/.   
 
2.3 MRI Data Preprocessing 

Building on the preprocessing protocol previously developed by the ADNI Diffusion MRI Core, as described in Nir at 
al.14, we updated our preprocessing pipeline (Figure 1) after assessing37 new tools that have now become available and 
may reduce common sources of noise and artifacts and improve model fit. 

 
Figure 1. MRI preprocessing pipeline flowchart. 

 

Raw dMRI were first denoised using DiPy’s38 principal component analysis (PCA)39 denoising algorithms. For data that 
were zero-padded in k-space (i.e., GE) noise was estimated using a local PCA (LPCA)39 algorithm. For data with an 
original acquisition matrix (i.e., Siemens and Philips) noise was estimated using the Marchenko-Pastur Estimation based 
denoising (MPPCA)40,41. Gibbs artifacts37 were corrected for using MRtrix’s42 degibbs43, and extracerebral tissue was 
removed using FSL’s44–46 BET. Eddy correction was performed using FSL’s eddy_cuda47 tool with repol outlier48 and 
“slice-to-volume" correction49, and bias field inhomogeneity was corrected with MRtrix’s dwibiascorrection ANTS 
function. To match the single-shell data, shells with b=500 and b=2000 s/mm2 were at this stage removed from the 
multi-shell protocol (i.e., S127) dMRI thus leaving the scans with 13 b=0 and 48 b=1000 shells. All metrics assessed 
were derived from b0 and b=1000 shells. 

ADNI3 dMRI data is not acquired with reversed phase-encode blips, thus the eddy_cuda top-up tool could not be used. 
To compensate for this, we used registrations to T1w anatomical images to further correct for echo-planar imaging (EPI) 
distortions in the diffusion images. All ADNI3 T1w images available on the ADNI database were initially preprocessed 
– including gradient warp and intensity inhomogeneity correction – by vendor product on the scanner at acquisition time. 
The ADNI-preprocessed T1w data were skull stripped using HD-BET50, and run through FreeSurfer’s51 standardized 
pipeline (version 5.3) for further processing. 

The subject-level preprocessed average B0 image was linearly aligned to the subject’s respective T1w using boundary-
based registration (BBR)52 with the WM mask extracted with FreeSurfer. This output matrix was then applied to the 
preprocessed dMRI volumes. A three-channel ANTS53,54 non-linear registration, driven equally by B0, DTI and MD, and 
FA images, was used to warp dMRI to the T1w image. The linear and non-linear registrations were concatenated and 
inverted and applied to unregistered dMRI to both EPI correct images and bring them back to their native space with 
only one interpolation. The EPI-corrected DWI were then run through FSL’s bias field inhomogeneity correction using 
MRtrix’s dwibiascorrection. All outputs were visually inspected before inclusion in our final dataset, including any 
masks which were further manually edited when needed.  

2.4 White Matter Tract Atlas ROI Summary DTI Metrics 

Standard diffusion tensor derived metrics – FA, AxD, MD, RD – were computed using DiPy’s DTI weighted least 
squares function.  
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The JHU ICBM-DTI-8155 atlas FA was first warped to each subject’s FA using FSL’s flirt with 12 degrees of freedom 
followed by a nonlinear ANTS56 registration. The transformations were applied to stereotaxic JHU WM atlas labels55 
(JHU MNI single subject WMPM1; Table 3) using nearest neighbor interpolation. A robust mean was calculated across 
voxels within each of 28 ROI using an iterative M-estimator from the ‘WRS2’ package in R.57,58  
 

Table 3. Measures from 27 ROIs (averaged across left and right hemispheres) and the full WM were assessed. 

SCP Superior cerebellar peduncle CGH Cingulum (hippocampus)  
MCP Middle cerebellar peduncle Fx/ST Fornix (crus) / Stria terminalis  
ICP Inferior cerebellar peduncle SLF Superior longitudinal fasciculus 
PCT Pontine crossing tract SFO Superior fronto-occipital fasciculus  
ML Medial lemniscus SS Sagittal stratum  
CP Cerebral peduncle EC External capsule  
CST Corticospinal tract  UNC Uncinate fasciculus 
ALIC Anterior limb of internal capsule PTR Posterior thalamic radiation  
PLIC Posterior limb of internal capsule TAP Tapetum  
RLIC Retrolenticular part of internal capsule Fx Fornix  
ACR Anterior corona radiata GCC Genu of corpus callosum 
SCR Superior corona radiata BCC Body of corpus callosum  
PCR Posterior corona radiata SCC Splenium of corpus callosum 
CGC Cingulum (cingulate gyrus)  Full WM Full white matter 

 
 
2.5 ROI Harmonization Methods using ComBat Variations 

The three ComBat variations, including ComBat27, ComBat-GAM28 and CovBat29, were separately applied to the 
participants’ ROI-level FA, AxD, MD and RD data in order to harmonize derived measures across acquisition protocols 
(Figure 2A). Site-level adjustments using data harmonization methods were not attempted at this stage as many sites had 
N<10 subjects. Across all three ComBat variants, age, sex, age*sex and disease severity were designated as biological 
variables 

2.5.1 ComBat 

ComBat was implemented using R scripts (https://github.com/Jfortin1/neuroCombat_Rpackage/) running on RStudio 
(ver. 1.4.1717) and R (ver. 3.6.1).  

2.5.2 ComBat-GAM 

Quadratic effects of age were additionally included in the model. The ComBat-GAM approach was implemented using 
Python (ver. 3.8) scripts (https://github.com/rpomponio/neuroHarmonize). 

2.5.3 CovBat 

A 95% parametric variance threshold was set for CovBat. CovBat was implemented using R scripts 
(https://github.com/andy1764/CovBat_Harmonization) running on RStudio (ver. 1.4.1717) and R (ver. 3.6.1). 

 

 
Figure 2. ROI and statistical harmonization method permutations applied to the data for assessment. Four ROI and four 
statistical approaches were evaluated, resulting in 16 total permutations. 
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2.6 Statistical Analyses  

2.6.1 Assessing Effects of Age, Cognitive Measures and Amyloid Positivity on dMRI Indices  

Across all participants, the effects of age, CDR-sob and Aβ-status were assessed on the ‘raw’ (i.e., un-harmonized) and 
ComBat-harmonized ROI dMRI indices using multiple linear regressions. In all statistical models age, sex, age*sex, 
CDR-sob and Aβ-status were included as fixed effects. The effect of age was additionally assessed only in the subset of 
cognitively normal participants (N=447) using only sex and age*sex as fixed effects covariates. We corrected for 
multiple comparisons across ROIs using the false discovery rate procedure (FDR; q=0.05).59 For continuous variables, 
i.e., age and CDR-sob, effect sizes were calculated as d-value=(2*t-value)/sqrt(degrees of freedom). Cohen’s D effect 
sizes are reported for dichotomous variables, i.e., Aβ-status.  

2.6.2 Statistical Harmonization Methods using Random Effects  

In addition to harmonizing data at the ROI level, linear mixed-effects models (LME) were also used to model acquisition 
site and dMRI protocol at the statistical level using the ‘lme’ package in R. For the ‘raw’ ROIs and each of the three 
variations of ComBat-harmonized ROIs, in addition to the aforementioned fixed effects variables, three random effects 
grouping variables were used: (1) dMRI acquisition protocol, (2) acquisition site, or (3) site nested in dMRI protocol 
(protocol|site) (Figure 2B). For the remainder of the paper, we use the following notation to identify the harmonization 
permutation evaluated: ROI-Harmonization Method (Random Variable), where ROI-Harmonization Method is one of 
four methods identified in Figure 2A and Random Variable is one of four variables listed in Figure 2B (e.g., 
CovBat(None)). 

3. RESULTS 
3.1 ROI Harmonization Methods using ComBat Variations 

Box plots of subject-level dMRI indices, split by dMRI protocol and diagnostic group, revealed that the three ComBat 
methods yielded largely similar results (Figure 3); the mean and variance of the average full WM MD and FA values 
were similar regardless of ROI-harmonization approach. In CN, the mean FA remained stable at 0.35 before and after 
harmonizing with each of the ComBat variations, but the range of values from 0.22–0.42 to 0.20–0.41. Respectively, in 
MCI, the mean FA remained stable at 0.34, and the range shifted from 0.32–0.42 to 0.26–0.41. In the dementia group, 
the mean FA remained stable at 0.33 and the range shifted from 0.22–0.42 to 0.25–0.39. As with FA, the mean full WM 
MD remained stable at 0.0008 and with a range of values between 0.0007–0.0009 before and after harmonizing with 
Combat and CovBat, but shifted to a mean of 0.0006 and range of 0.0005–0.0008 with ComBat-GAM. In MCI, we see 
similar results in the mean and range for full WM MD which remained stable at 0.008 and 0.007-0.009, but dropped to a 
0.0006 mean and 0.0005–0.0008 range with ComBat-GAM. In the dementia group, the mean MD of full WM remained 
stable at 0.0008 but dropped to 0.0007 with ComBat-GAM. Pairwise t-tests between the four datasets (‘raw’, ComBat, 
ComBat-GAM, CovBat) did reveal significant differences (p<2.20x10-16) in all 28 ComBat-GAM harmonized MD and 
RD indices when compared to ‘raw’, ComBat or CovBat harmonized indices (Figure 4). FA was the most stable across 
comparisons, although 16 ROIs were significantly different when comparing ComBat and ComBat-GAM (p=0.003–
0.004). 
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Figure 3. Scatter plot of subject-level average MD and FA in the full white matter, split by dMRI protocol, ComBat 
harmonization method, and diagnostic group. The effects of ComBat and its variants on the dMRI group means are 
apparent, especially for FA, and in MCI and CN participants, who make up the majority of the ADNI3 cohort (right panels, 
last two rows). 

 

 
Figure 4. For each DTI measure, paired t-tests between ‘raw’ and harmonized dMRI ROIs across all subjects were run, with 
significant differences (p-values < 0.05) denoted in color. Each color represents a dMRI index: FA (gold), AxD (cyan), MD 
(dark green), RD (dark blue). The last column summarizes the total number of significant ROI differences for each 
comparison. 

 

In CN participants, pairwise comparisons of dMRI indices from each protocol were compared before and after ComBat 
harmonization; protocol, age, sex, age*sex, Aβ-status and CDR-sob were modeled as fixed effects. While significant 
protocol differences were detected across pairwise protocol comparisons using the ‘raw’ dMRI ROIs, after 
harmonization using any of the three ComBat approaches, almost no protocol differences were detected (Table 4). The 
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greatest number of ROI differences remained between the FA and RD derived from S127 and P33, regardless of ComBat 
variation. 

Table 4. Total number of ROIs that were significantly different in pairwise comparisons of dMRI indices derived from each 
protocol, before and after ComBat harmonization. 

 
 

3.2 Age Effects in Cognitively Normal Participants 

To further investigate the effects of ComBat and statistical dMRI harmonization on important biologically driven dMRI 
differences, age associations were assessed in CN participants. Age effects were similar across methods and dMRI 
measures, with FA results showing the most variability. For AxD, 25 out of the 28 ROIs were consistently significant 
while the GCC and BCC were not significant across any of the 16 approaches; Fx associations were only significant in 
the Raw(Site) regression. For RD, all 28 ROIs were significant when harmonizing with any of the three ComBat 
variations, irrespective of the statistical model. However for ‘raw’ RD, all ROIs but the Fx were significant when using 
Raw(Site) or Raw(Protocol|Site), 23 ROIs were significant using Raw(Protocol), and 21 ROIs using Raw(None). For 
‘raw’ and ComBat-harmonized MD data, all 28 ROIs were significant using either site or protocol|site as a grouping 
variable. With no random effect or with protocol as the grouping variable, only the BCC and GCC were not significant; 
again, the Fx was only significant in Raw(Site) or Raw(Protocol|Site) regressions. The same 21 out of 28 ROIs were 
significantly associated with age across all ComBat-harmonized FA metrics, regardless of statistical model; the SLF was 
additionally significant in the CovBat(Protocol) and CovBat(None) regressions. Only 18 FA ROIs were significant using 
Raw(None); the GCC, BCC, and Fx/ST were no longer significant. Consistently across tests, the most significant 
associations were found with SS AxD, ALIC RD, PLIC MD and ALIC FA. Figure 5 illustrates the overall stability of 
associations across harmonization permutations by plotting the regional effects (t-values) of age in CNs on MD and FA 
in the cingulum (hippocampus) (CGH), fornix (crus) / stria terminalis (Fx/ST) and genu of corpus callosum (GCC) 
which showed the greatest effect sizes in prior ADNI3 analyses.16 Effect sizes were slightly boosted by using either 
ComBat or its variations, and by adjusting for site or protocol|site in the statistical model.  
For each of the ComBat(Site), Raw(Protocol|Site) and Raw(None) regressions, paired t-tests were used to identify 
differences between ROI t-values resulting from associations between dMRI indices and age in CN participants. When 
comparing t-values from ComBat(Site) ROI regressions and Raw(Protoco|Site) regressions, only FA t-values were 
significantly different (p=6.32x10-5); the diffusivity metrics were not. ComBat(Site) AxD (p=0.04), FA (p=9.25x10-11) 
and RD (p=0.001) ROI t-values were also different from Raw(None). Finally, we also found FA (p=9.31x10-8), MD 
(p=0.009) and RD (p=2.61x10-5) differences between Raw(Protocol|Site) and Raw(None) regressions. 
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Figure 5. Age effects on dMRI indices across ROI and statistical model harmonization permutations in CN participants. (A) 
Total number of ROIs passing the FDR threshold (q=0.05). (B) Regional effects (t-values) of age, while covarying for sex 
and age*sex, on MD and FA in the CGH, Fx/ST and GCC, testing different combinations of ROI-level harmonization 
methods and random effects in the statistical model. 

 

3.3 Assessing Effects of Age, Clinical Measures and Amyloid Status on dMRI Indices 

As there were minimal differences between the 12 ComBat and statistical harmonization permutations, absolute regional 
effects of age, CDR-sob scores and Aβ-status are plotted in Figure 6 only for Raw(Protocol|Site) and ComBat(Site) 
regressions. Overall, significance and effect sizes of associations were similar across harmonization approaches. Age 
effects were widespread, while CDR-sob effects were more limited, and Aβ-status associations were the weakest overall. 
The TAP AxD (‘raw’: d=1.15, ComBat: d=1.05) and MD (‘raw’: d=1.18, ComBat: d=1.15) and ALIC RD (raw: d=1.16, 
ComBat: d=1.15) and FA (raw: d=-1.10, ComBat: d=-1.07) were most strongly associated with age (Figure 6A). 
Notably, the Fx/ST stood out as the most strongly associated with CDR-sob (Figure 6B) for all three diffusivity metrics 
(AxD ‘raw’: d=0.8, ComBat: d=0.74; MD ‘raw’: d=1.08, ComBat: d=1.06; RD ‘raw’: d=1.11, ComBat: d=1.11), 
consistent with its role as a major commissure linking the hippocampus with the rest of the brain; the UNC was most 
strongly associated with CDR-sob for FA (‘raw’: d=0.84, ComBat: d=0.83). Aβ-positivity (Figure 6C) did not show 
many significant effects on dMRI indices, with the exception of MCP with the ‘raw’ FA, ICP, ML and CST with ‘raw’ 
AxD, and CGC and PTR with ComBat-harmonized AxD. Overall, for each harmonization approach, the largest effect 
sizes of Aβ-status on dMRI indices were yielded in the PTR (AxD raw: D=0.27, ComBat: D=0.29; MD raw: D=0.22, 
ComBat: D=0.25), CP (RD ComBat: D=0.21), and MCP (RD ‘raw’ D=-0.22; FA raw: D=0.31, ComBat: D=0.26).  
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Figure 6. Absolute value of effect sizes (d-values) for regional dMRI associations with (A) age and (B) CDR-sob, in both 
‘raw’ statistically-harmonized data or ComBat and statistically-harmonized data. Absolute Cohen’s D effect sizes for 
regional dMRI associations with (C) amyloid positivity are also plotted. ROIs surviving the FDR significance threshold 
(q=0.05) are indicated by a filled shape. While absolute values are plotted, for each panel the following ROIs had negative 
associations: all FA associations with age (A); GCC and ML AxD, and all but SCP, PLIC and RLIC FA associations with 
CDR-sob (B); and MCP, PCT, SLF, UNC MD, and MCP, PCT, Fx and UNC RD associations with amyloid positivity (C). 
We also observed negative associations with amyloid positivity in the ComBat-harmonized SCC RD and ‘raw’ CST, ML 
ICP, SLF RD, and in the ‘raw’ SLF AxD and ComBat-harmonized SFO AxD. Finally, we saw negative associations with 
CP, ALIC, PLIC, RLIC, PTR, SS, CGH, Fx/ST, SFO, TAP, and full WM in both ‘raw’ and ComBat-harmonized FA, in 
addition to the ComBat-harmonized GCC FA. 

4. DISCUSSION 
Overall, we found no significant differences among the harmonization methods tested. Age effects were slightly boosted 
when applying either ComBat or its variations, and/or by adjusting for site or protocol|site in the statistical model. 
Demographic and clinical heterogeneity in the raw data is highly reduced in ADNI due to the strict inclusion and 
exclusion criteria (e.g., exclusion of individuals with substantial vascular disease). We detected differences in the 
distributions of measures derived from data acquired across sites and scanner acquisition protocols, but the consistent 
overall design of ADNI may mean that random effects modeling of site is largely sufficient, without large gains from 
more sophisticated corrections. ComBat-GAM is likely to be more advantageous for multisite studies with a wider age 
range, or a difference in the age range across centers, where nonlinear effects of age are important. Although the current 
study had a wide age range (55.1-95.9 years), the average age was comparable across acquisition protocols and 
diagnostic groups. However, the number of participants in each diagnostic group varied for the different dMRI protocols, 
especially for the dementia group (see Table 1 for example, S55 N=24 vs P33 N=3 diagnosed with dementia), making it 
more difficult to make direct comparisons of the effects of acquisition protocol and batch effects without having the 
same participants within each diagnostic group at each site. 

Current ongoing work, addressing limitations seen in the present study, includes increasing our sample size as more data 
becomes available through ADNI, assessing cross-sectional harmonization methods at the voxel level, and testing 
harmonization methods for longitudinal dMRI data60 to compare method and rank dMRI metrics for their associations 
with key measures of AD biology and severity. Future work may detect greater benefit from more sophisticated 
harmonization methods, especially as more diverse cohorts beyond ADNI, are integrated. Choice of dMRI model may 
also influence harmonization performance.27,61 The effects of harmonization on multi-shell data is also being evaluated62–
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65 in an effort to model and investigate intra- and extracellular diffusion, neurite dispersion, and diffusion kurtosis with 
relation to aging, dementia and brain amyloid load.  

Comparisons of harmonization methods are increasingly needed in the field of neuroimaging, and the development of 
these methods has proven highly valuable in the effort to assess heterogenous, multisite data. As mentioned above, 
ADNI’s participant recruitment is already relatively harmonized with strict inclusion and exclusion criteria, as it was 
designed to resemble a clinical trial population.66 ADNI’s fourth phase will aim to address this criticism and recruit 
participants that are more representative of the general population, and harmonization methods will play a crucial role in 
assessing future ADNI data. Other multisite studies without harmonized recruitment across centers – such as those 
conducted by the Enhancing NeuroImaging Genetics through Meta-Analysis (ENIGMA) and the Cohorts for Heart and 
Aging Research in Genomic Epidemiology (CHARGE) Consortia – will benefit from adding more diverse datasets with 
deeper phenotyping to better model confounds and understand selection biases. Pooling data from different centers, 
cities and countries has allowed for studies, especially those of genetics, to increase their power without the need to 
acquire more data.  
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