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Abstract 

Introduction: Plasma amyloid-β (Aβ), phosphorylated tau (p-tau), and glial fibrillar acid 

protein (GFAP) can identify Alzheimer's disease (AD) pathophysiology with high accuracy. 

However, comparing their performance in the same individuals remains under-explored. 

Methods: We compared the predictive performance of plasma Aβ42/40, p-tau(at threonine 

181 and 231), neurofilament light (NfL), and GFAP to identify Aβ- and tau-PET positivity in 

138 cognitive unimpaired (CU) and 87 cognitive impaired (CI) individuals.  

Results:  In CU, plasma p-tau231 had the best performance to identify both Aβ- and tau-PET 

positivity. In CI, plasma GFAP showed the best predictive accuracy to identify both Aβ and 

tau-PET positivity.  

Discussion: Our results support plasma p-tau231 as a marker of early AD pathology and, that 

GFAP best identifies both PET Aβ and tau abnormalities in the brain of CI individuals. These 

findings highlight that the performance of blood-based protein biomarkers to identify the 

presence of AD pathophysiology is disease-stage dependent. 
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1. Introduction 

The pathological hallmarks of Alzheimer’s disease (AD) are brain deposits of amyloid-β (Aβ) 

plaques and tau neurofibrillary tangles [1]. Measuring Aβ and tau levels in living subjects can 

increase clinicians' diagnostic accuracy when assessing cognitively impaired (CI) patients [2] 

and can inform the risk of progression to dementia in cognitively unimpaired (CU) individuals 

[3]. Reduction of Aβ42/40 and increased tau [both total (t-tau) and phosphorylated tau (p-tau)] 

levels are the cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) biomarker signature of AD [4].  Similarly, positron 

emission tomography (PET) imaging can also be used for the visual identification and 

quantification of Aβ [5] and tau [6] aggregates. Although Aβ and tau can be accurately 

identified by CSF and PET [4, 7], these biomarker modalities' costs, accessibility and relative 

invasiveness limit their use in clinical practice and trials. Thus, there is an urgent need for 

accessible and cost-effective blood methods to accurately identify these key AD processes. In 

fact, several studies demonstrated that Aβ, p-tau, neurofilament light (NfL), and glial fibrillary 

acidic protein (GFAP) levels are highly associated with the presence of AD hallmark 

proteinopathies in the human brain [8-19].  

 

Plasma Aβ can be quantified by immunoprecipitation coupled to mass spectrometry (IP-MS) 

and by novel ultrasensitive immunoassay techniques [20-23], including fully automated 

clinical chemistry instruments [24]. Both methods can detect with relatively high precision 

individuals with abnormal brain Aβ burden or those at high risk of future conversion to Aβ-

PET positivity [11, 20, 21, 23, 25]. More recently, plasma levels of tau protein phosphorylated 

at threonine 181 (p-tau181), 217 (p-tau217), and 231 (p-tau231) have shown high accuracy to 

detect both tau and Aβ pathologies [8, 11, 13]. Analysis of these three p-tau epitopes has shown 

comparable diagnostic accuracy for AD dementia, whereas p-tau-217 and p-tau231 has been 

suggested as a marker of early AD pathology [8, 11, 13, 26]. Although p-tau epitopes directly 

measure tau pathology, the fact that some epitopes become hyperphosphorylated in response 

to initial Aβ aggregation [27] suggesting that these markers would be more accurate than 

plasma Aβ to detect brain amyloidosis [8, 13]. NfL is a well-validated biomarker for tracking 

neurodegeneration and neuronal injury that has been shown to correlate with Aβ and tau but is 

not specific to AD, as abnormal levels are also described in several other neurodegenerative 

disorders [19, 28-31]. Studies have recently shown that plasma GFAP, a marker of astrocyte 

reactivity, can detect with high accuracy Aβ-PET positivity [10, 16, 32]. The high correlation 
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has been attributed to the fact that astrocytes may show increased expression of GFAP in 

regions surrounding Aβ plaques [14, 33]. Although several studies have shown a strong 

correlation between the markers mentioned above and brain Aβ and tau levels, no previous 

study has directly compared the plasma performance of all these markers in the same 

individuals. 

 

Here, we compared the performance of plasma Aβ, p-tau, GFAP, and NfL alone and in 

combination with demographics to identify both brain Aβ and tau pathology measured with 

PET in CU and CI individuals. We hypothesize that the performance of each biomarker will 

depend on the patient’s disease clinical stage.   

 

2. Methods 

2.1 Study participants  

We assessed 225 individuals [138 CU elderly adults, 53 mild cognitive impairment (MCI) 

subjects and 34 AD dementia patients] from the Translational Biomarkers of Aging and 

Dementia (TRIAD) cohort of McGill University, Canada [34]. The participants underwent 

clinical and neuropsychological assessments, including Mini-Mental State Examination 

(MMSE) and the Clinical Dementia Rating (CDR). CU participants had a CDR score of 0 and 

no objective cognitive impairment. Participants with Mild cognitive impairment (MCI) had 

subjective and objective cognitive impairments CDR score of 0.5, and preserved activities of 

daily living. Alzheimer’s disease patients had a CDR score between 0.5 and 2 and met the 

National Institute on Aging and the Alzheimer’s Association criteria for probable Alzheimer’s 

disease determined by a physician [35]. For this study, individuals with a diagnosis of AD or 

MCI were classified as CI. Details on the information gathered from participants can be found 

here: https://triad.tnl-mcgill.com/. 

 

2.2 Neuroimaging  

Study participants had magnetic resonance imaging 3D T1-weighted MRI (3 T Siemens), tau 

[18F]MK6240 PET and Aβ [18F]AZD4694 PET scans with a brain-dedicated Siemens High 

Resolution Research Tomograph at the Montreal Neurological Institute. The acquisition and 

processing of the images followed standard protocols [34]. Braak stages were calculated 

according to previously described methods [36]. We considered individuals tau-PET positive 

(T+) if they were Braak stage II or above. Global [18F]AZD4694 standardized uptake value 

ratio (SUVR) value was estimated from the precuneus, prefrontal, orbitofrontal, parietal, 
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temporal, anterior and posterior cingulate cortices [37]. We used the published [18F]AZD4694 

cut-off value of 1.55 global SUVR [34] to classify the participants as Aβ positive (A+) or Aβ 

negative (A-).  

 

2.3 Plasma measurements 

Plasma p-tau181, p-tau231 and NfL were measured using in-house Single molecule array 

(Simoa) methods on an HD-X instrument (Quanterix, Billerica, MA, USA) at the Clinical 

Neurochemistry Laboratory, University of Gothenburg, Mölndal, Sweden  [8, 38, 39]. Plasma 

GFAP was measured by the Simoa method using the commercial single-plex assay (No. 

102336), while the plasma Aβ42, Aβ40 were quantified using a multiplexed assay. In addition, 

plasma Aβ42 and Aβ40 were measured using an IP-MS method with a previously described 

method [40].  

 

2.4 Statistical analysis 

Statistical analyses were performed using R statistical software version 4.0.5 (http://www.r-

project.org/). The demographic characteristics considered in the statical analysis were sex, age, 

and apolipoprotein E4 (APOE ε4) carriage status. Voxel-wise statistics were conducted using 

MATLAB software version 9.2 (http://www.mathworks.com) with the VoxelStats package 

[41].  Descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations, were calculated for CU 

and CI groups, and comparisons were performed using Student t-tests for continuous variables 

and chi-square tests for the categorical ones. The association between the plasma biomarkers 

was assessed using Pearson correlations and linear regressions. In the ROI-based multiple 

regression models, partial residuals generated with the R function termplot were used to 

graphically represent the investigated associations [42]. Model goodness-of-fit was evaluated 

using R-square analyses. Building from basic demographics including age, sex, and APOE ε4 

genotype as predictors, we sequentially added plasma biomarkers in all possible combinations 

and evaluated models’ performance alone and in combination with demographics. We assessed 

and compared the discriminative performances of each model using receiver operating 

characteristic (ROC) and area under the curve (AUC) with the DeLong test. Statistical 

significance was set as p<0.05 after considering Bonferroni correction for multiple comparison 

tests. 

 

3. Results 
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3.1 Participant Characteristics and Biomarker profile 

In the CU group, 23.1% of individuals were A+ and 17.0% were T+. In the CI group, 81.0% 

were Aβ+ and 72.0 % were Tau+. The concentrations of p-tau231 and GFAP were 1.5-fold 

higher in the CI compared to the CU group (P < 0.0001). Similarly, p-tau181 concentrations 

were 1.7-fold higher in the CI group (P < 0.0001) and NfL concentrations were 1.2-fold higher 

in the CI group (P = 0.01). Simoa and IP-MS Aβ42/40 were not significantly different between 

diagnostic groups. We also compared the groups regarding their A and T status, and the results 

remain similar. Demographic and biomarkers characteristics of the population are summarized 

in Table 1. 

 

3.2 Correlations Between Plasma Biomarkers 

Pearson correlations coefficients between plasma biomarkers are shown in Figure 1. In the CU 

group, associations between plasma p-tau181 and p-tau231 measures (P < 0.0001), as well as 

GFAP with NfL (P < 0.0001) were statistically significant after multiple comparison 

correction. Aβ42/40 (Simoa and IP-MS) were not associated with each other or any other 

plasma marker. In the CI group, the correlation between p-tau, GFAP and NfL measures were 

significant (P < 0.0001). Aβ42/40 (Simoa/IP-MS) were not associated with each other or the 

other plasma markers. 

 
3.3 Voxel-wise association of Aβ-PET SUVR with plasma biomarkers  

We performed voxel-wise linear regression between plasma markers and Aβ-PET SUVR in 

the CU and CI groups accounting for demographics.  In the CU group, voxel-wise regression 

showed a significant positive association between Aβ-PET SUVR and plasma p-tau (p-

tau231>p-tau181) and GFAP concentrations in the temporal and frontal cortices (Figure 2A). 

No significant voxel-wise associations were found between Aβ-PET and plasma Aβ42/40 

(Simoa) and NfL concentrations. Aβ42/40 (IP-MS) concentrations showed significant positive, 

rather than negative, association with Aβ-PET SUVR in the temporal cortex (Supplemental 

Figure 2).  In the CI group, voxel-wise regressions presented a significant positive association 

between Aβ-PET SUVR with plasma p-tau231 (but not p-tau181) and GFAP concentrations 

across the whole brain cortex after correction for multiple comparisons (Figure 2A). P-tau181 

concentrations showed significant positive association with Aβ-PET in the precuneus and 

temporal cortex. No significant associations were observed between Aβ-PET with plasma 

Aβ42/40 measured by Simoa and IP-MS or NfL concentrations in CI individuals after multiple 

comparison corrections. 
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3.4 Voxel-wise association of tau-PET SUVR with plasma biomarkers 

In the CU group, voxel-wise regression indicated a significant positive association between 

tau-PET SUVR and p-tau231 in small clusters in the precuneus and temporal cortices and p-

tau181 in the entorhinal cortex, after correction for multiple comparisons (Figure 2B). No 

significant association was observed between Aβ-PET and plasma Aβ42/40 (Simoa/IP-MS), 

GFAP, and NfL concentrations in CU individuals. In the CI group, voxel-wise regressions 

indicated a significant positive association between tau-PET SUVR with plasma p-tau231 and 

GFAP concentrations across the brain cortex (Figure 2B). The p-tau181 and NfL 

concentrations showed widespread significant positive association with tau PET SUVR in the 

precuneus, frontal, and temporal cortices (P < 0.05). No significant association was found 

between tau-PET SUVR and plasma Aβ42/40 (measured by Simoa and IP-MS) in CI 

individuals.  

 

3.5 ROI-wise association of Aβ-PET SUVR with plasma biomarkers 

In the CU group, we found a significant positive association between p-tau231, p-tau181 and 

GFAP concentrations and global Aβ-PET SUVR values (Figure 3A). No significant 

association was found between global Aβ-PET SUVR values and Aβ42/40 (Simoa and IP-MS) 

and NfL values. The model using p-tau231 concentrations plus demographics as predictors 

explained the highest variability in the global Aβ-PET SUVR values (R-squared: 0.33). In the 

CI group, p-tau231, ptau181, and GFAP concentrations were significantly positive associated 

with global Aβ-PET SUVR. No significant association was found between global Aβ-PET 

SUVR and Aβ42/40 (Simoa and IP-MS) and NfL. P-tau231 concentration plus demographics 

explained the highest variability in the global Aβ-PET SUVR values (R-squared: 0.30), closely 

followed by GFAP plus demographics (R-squared: 0.28) (Supplemental Table 1). Additional 

analysis adding to the model tau-PET SUVR as a covariate was performed, and the association 

between Aβ-PET SUVR and p-tau231 and GFAP in the CU group remained significant. 

However, it was insignificant in the CI group (Supplemental Table 2). 

 

3.6 ROI-wise association of tau-PET SUVR with plasma biomarkers 

In the CU group, p-tau231 was significantly associated with entorhinal tau-PET SUVR. No 

significant association was found with Aβ42/40 (Simoa and IP-MS), p-tau181, GFAP, and NfL 

(Figure 3B). P-tau231 concentration plus demographics was the combination that best explains 

variability in the entorhinal tau-PET SUVR (R-squared: 0.15). In the CI group, entorhinal 
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cortex SUVR was significantly associated with p-tau231, p-tau181, NfL, and GFAP. No 

significant association was found with Aβ42/40 (Simoa and IP-MS) values. P-tau231 plus 

demographics explained the highest variability in the entorhinal tau-PET SUVR (R-squared: 

0.45), closely followed by GFAP plus demographics (R-squared: 0.44). Additional analysis 

adding to the model Aβ-PET SUVR as a covariate was performed, and the association between 

tau-PET SUVR and GFAP in the CI group remains significant while in the CU were not 

significant (Supplemental Table 2). 

 

3.7 Prediction of Aβ-PET positivity with plasma biomarker concentrations 

Plasma p-tau231 (alone or accounting for demographic characteristics) demonstrated higher 

performance in predicting A+ than demographics alone in the CU group (P < 0.0001; Figure 

4A). On the other hand, Aβ42/40 (Simoa and IP-MS), p-tau181, GFAP, and NfL (alone or 

accounting for demographic characteristics) did not show a significantly better predictive 

performance than demographics alone (95% confidence interval range: 0.615 – 0.811). DeLong 

test comparisons showed that the model including p-tau231 and demographics (AUC = 87.7%) 

was significantly better predictor than models including the other plasma makers (Aβ42/40 

(Simoa and IP-MS), p-tau181, GFAP, and NfL) alone (Table 2) or in combination with 

demographics (Supplemental Table 3). In the CI group, GFAP (alone or accounting for 

demographic characteristics) and p-tau231 (alone or accounting for demographic 

characteristics) showed higher performance than when only including demographics alone (P 

< 0.0001; Figure 4B) to detect Aβ positivity. On the other hand, Aβ42/40 (Simoa and IP-MS), 

p-tau181, and NfL, (alone or accounting for demographic characteristics) did not show a better 

predictive performance than demographics alone (95% confidence interval range: 0.551 – 

0.793).  DeLong test comparison showed that the model including GFAP plus demographics 

(AUC = 93.6%) was significantly in predicting A+ better than the Aβ42/40 (Simoa and IP-MS) 

p-tau231, p-tau181, and NfL alone (Table 2) or accounting for demographics (Supplemental 

Table 3). 

 
3.8 Prediction of tau-PET positivity with plasma biomarker concentrations 

In the CU group, p-tau231 (alone or accounting for demographic characteristics) and Aβ42/40 

(IP-MS) accounting for demographics presented a higher performance in predicting tau-PET 

positivity than demographics alone (P < 0.05; Figure 4C) to detect tau-PET positivity. In 

contrast, Aβ42/40 (Simoa), p-tau181, and NfL (alone or accounting for demographic 

characteristics) did not show a better a better predictive performance than demographics alone 
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(95% confidence interval range: 0.579-0.761). DeLong test comparisons showed that the model 

including p-tau231 and demographics (AUC = 79.6%) was a significantly better predictor of 

tau-PET positivity than a model including with Aβ42/40 (measured by Simoa and IP-MS), 

GFAP, and NfL alone (Table 2) or accounting for demographics (Supplemental Table 3). In 

the CI group, the models including GFAP, p-tau231, and p-tau181 (alone or accounting for 

demographic characteristics), NfL accounting for demographics showed a higher performance 

than demographics alone (P < 0.0001; Figure 4D) to predict tau-PET positivity. In contrast, 

Aβ42/40 (Simoa and IP-MS) and NfL (alone or accounting for one or two demographics 

characteristics) did not show a better predictive performance than demographics alone (95% 

confidence interval range: 0.615-0.867). DeLong test comparisons showed that the model 

including GFAP plus demographics (AUC = 94.4%) was significantly better in predicting tau-

PET positivity than the performance of models including Aβ42/40 (Simoa and IP-MS), p-

tau231, p-tau181, and NfL alone (Table 2) or with demographics (Supplemental Table 3). 

 

4. Discussion  

In this study, we compared plasma Aβ42/40 (Simoa/IP-MS), p-tau, GFAP, and NfL biomarkers 

in the same individuals to identify Aβ- and tau-PET abnormality in the aging and AD dementia. 

We demonstrated that plasma p-tau, GFAP, and NfL significantly correlated with each other, 

while plasma Aβ42/40 (Simoa/IP-MS) did not correlate with the other plasma markers. Our 

main findings were that plasma p-tau231 showed the best discriminative accuracy to both Aβ- 

and tau-PET positivity in CU, whereas plasma GFAP had the best discriminative accuracy to 

both Aβ- and tau-PET positivity in CI. In addition, we also demonstrated that including 

demographics (age, sex, and APOE ε4) increases the discriminative performance of the plasma 

markers. 

 

We observed that plasma Aβ42/40 assays measured by both Simoa, and IP-MS did not 

correlate with other plasma markers and showed only a moderate ability to identify Aβ- and 

tau-PET positivity in CU and CI individuals. Specifically, we demonstrated that the addition 

of Aβ42/40 (Simoa and IP-MS) did not increase the predictive performance of demographics 

(age, sex, and APOE ε4) to identify Aβ- or tau-PET positivity. These results add to the 

conflicting literature in which some studies suggest that plasma Aβ42 or Aβ42/40 ratio 

strongly correlated with brain Aβ (AUC = 88 to 97%) [21, 25], while others suggest only a 

moderate association between plasma and PET assessments of Aβ [43, 44]. Moreover, previous 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
perpetuity. 

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 22, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.21.22271198doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.21.22271198


 11 

research revealed that IP-MS performed better than Simoa in terms of Aβ estimates [23], 

whereas we found similar discriminative accuracy using both techniques. Several biological 

and analytical factors may contribute to the divergence of our results. For example, biological 

factors such as peripheral Aβ expression accounts to >50% of the global plasma Aβ [45] and 

the modest fold-change between CU and CI in plasma (10–20%) compared to CSF Aβ (40–

60%) may lead to the high susceptibility of plasma Aβ measures to small variabilities in pre-

analytical approaches and cohorts characteristics [20, 21, 44]. In addition, differences in the 

analytical performance of distinct techniques used to measure plasma Aβ can also play a role 

in the difference in performance found across studies [23]. We have shown lack of robust 

correlation between plasma Aβ values and the other AD-related plasma markers. It is important 

to emphasize that although previous studies have shown a higher performance of plasma Aβ 

to detect brain Aβ than the presented here, to the best of our knowledge, no previous studies 

have shown a robust correlation between plasma Aβ and other plasma markers such as p-tau 

and GFAP. Altogether, these findings suggest that more studies are needed to elucidate the 

robustness of blood based Aβ assays to identify AD pathophysiology. 

 

We show that plasma GFAP, compared to Aβ, p-tau, and NfL, better discriminates both Aβ- 

and tau-PET positivity in CI individuals. These results align with recent findings showing that 

GFAP levels progressively increase with AD progression [10, 16, 17]. Furthermore, the 

significant positive association between GFAP and Aβ-PET in CU individuals found in our 

study corroborated recent findings showing that GFAP levels are increased in individuals at 

risk of AD dementia [10, 46]. Interestingly, in CI group the GFAP levels were also highly 

associated with tau-PET positivity, independent of Aβ, in our study. Specifically, GFAP 

outperformed the p-tau markers to predict tau-PET positivity in the CI group. Because it has 

already been demonstrated that the association of GFAP with tau pathology is mediated by Aβ 

pathology [10], we speculate that the high performance of GFAP to predict tau-PET positivity 

is related to the fact that ~70% of the tau-positive individuals are also Aβ positive. However, 

we cannot exclude the possibility that GFAP’s performance to identify tau-PET positivity is 

due to its increase in response to tau tangles deposition [47]. In addition, our findings and 

results from recent studies showing that plasma GFAP is closely linked to AD pathophysiology 

[10, 17, 46] suggest that this biomarker has the potential to be used for the categorization of 

individuals concerning their underlying pathological profiles in biomarker classification 

methods such as the AT(N) scheme [37, 48].  
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The study's main strength is the use of a well-characterized single cohort of individuals that 

underwent state-of-art harmonized biomarker acquisitions and quantifications However, our 

findings should be viewed considering some limitations. The cohort used in this study is 

composed of individuals motivated to participate in a dementia study, potentially being a 

source of self-selection bias. Moreover, this study includes mostly White individuals, limiting 

the generalizability of our results to Black and Latinx populations. Previous studies suggest a 

negative association between Aβ42/40 values and Aβ-PET uptake [49]. Here, we found a 

positive association between Aβ42/40 IP-MS values and Aβ-PET in CU individuals. Future 

studies are being planned to elucidate the underpinnings of this unexpected positive 

association. Although previous studies suggest that plasma p-tau217 assays show better 

performance to detect AD dementia than p-tau181 and measurements of the plasma p-tau217 

epitope were not available in our population. However, we have recently shown that plasma p-

tau231 outperforms CSF p-tau217 to identify early changes in Aβ-PET [50].  

 

5. Conclusion  

To conclude, our results support plasma p-tau231 as an early marker of AD pathophysiology 

in asymptomatic individuals and GFAP as a robust marker of both Aβ and tau positivity in 

symptomatic individuals. These results highlight that the performance of plasma biomarkers to 

detect brain AD pathophysiology is disease stage specific. 
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Table 1. Demographics and characteristics of the population 
 

 
CU CI 

 
CU A- CU A+ 

 
CI A- CI A+ 

 
CU T- CU T+ 

 
CI T- CI T+ 

 

 

(N=138) (N=87) P value 
(N=99) (N=41) 

P value 
(N=19) (N=72) 

P value 
(N=99) (N=41) 

P 

value (N=19) (N=72) 
P value 

Demographic  

characteristics 

 

 

            
Age, ya 71.7 (5.93) 69.8 (7.30) 0.06 70.7 (5.77) 75.4 (5.24)  < 0.0001 70.3 (6.97) 69.5 (7.16) 0.651 71.1 (6.11) 73.4 (5.09) 0.02 70.5 (7.65) 69.2 (7.49) 0.493 

Education, ya 15.4 (3.69) 14.8 (3.53) 0.346 15.6 (3.73) 14.9 (3.28) 0.210 14.0 (3.71) 14.9 (3.29) 0.323 15.2 (3.56) 15.7 (3.87) 0.487 14.0 (3.45) 15.0 (3.47) 0.271 

Female, No. (%) 95 (66.9) 48.0 (54.5) 0.756 
99.0 

(63.1%) 

34.0 

(75.6%) 
0.167 11.0 (47.8%) 

57.0 

(54.3%) 
0.028 

63.0 

(63.6%) 

29.0 

(70.7%) 
0.542 

11.0 

(57.9%) 

38.0 

(52.8%) 
0.889 

APOE ε4, number (%) 39.0 (27.5) 42.0 (47.7) 0.002 
39 

(24.8%) 

15.0 

(33.3%) 
0.345 5.0 (21.7%) 

54.0 

(51.4%) 
0.74 

23.0 

(23.2%) 

15.0 

(36.6%) 
0.159 2.0 (10.5%) 

42.0 

(58.3%) 
 < 0.0001 

Cognition                

MMSEa 29.1 (1.18) 24.9 (5.41) < 0.0001 29.3 (1.12) 29.1 (1.05) 0.445 28.3 (1.49) 23.6 (6.43)  < 0.0001 29.1 (1.09) 29.1 (1.41) 0.723 27.7 (1.59) 23.8 (5.99)  < 0.0001 

Plasma measures, 

pg/mL 
               

p-tau231a 14.7 (7.35) 22.1 (10.8) < 0.0001 12.8 (5.74) 23.4 (13.1)  < 0.0001 12.3 (7.14) 24.1 (10.3)  < 0.0001 13.9 (7.28) 18.5 (11.4) 0.021 13.6 (7.33) 24.5 (10.7)  < 0.0001 

p-tau181a 10.8 (4.93) 18.7 (8.89) < 0.0001 9.9 (4.09) 16.0 (12.1) 0.002 12.0 (6.53) 20.4 (9.45)  < 0.0001 10.4 (4.85) 13.9 (10.6) 0.05 13.4 (6.93) 20.8 (9.78)  < 0.0001 

GFAPa 215 (112) 
319.0 

(170) 
< 0.0001 

187.0 

(91.0) 

296.0 

(129) 
 < 0.0001 149.0 (63.2) 

350.0 

(160) 
 < 0.0001 

210.0 

(113) 

236.0 

(112) 
0.226 

190.0 

(87.5) 

353.0 

(168) 
 < 0.0001 

Aβ40 (Simoa)a 254 (62.3) 
247.0 

(56.5) 
0.321 

225.8 

(54.8) 

251.8 

(52.3) 
0.07 250.6 (67.8) 

269.1 

(60.6) 
0.908 

221.2 

(55.9) 

267.6 

(45.91) 
0.02 

243.6 

(59.7) 

272.7 

(62.6) 
0.586 
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Aβ42 (Simoa)a 8.99 (2.98) 9.4 (3.07) 0.213 10.3 (3.21) 8.6 (3.21) 0.113 9.5 (3.2) 8.7 (2.93) 0.404) 9.5 (3.2) 10.1 (2.93) 0.647 8.8 (3.1) 9 (3.0) 0.903 

Aβ42/Aβ40 (Simoa)a 0.05 (0.20) 0.05 (0.19) 0.26 
0.08 

(0.301) 
0.03 (0.01) 0.09 0.04 (0.010) 

0.03 

(0.010) 
0.219 0.07 (0.28) 0.04 (0.01) 0.306 0.03 (0.01) 

0.03 

(0.009) 
0.644 

Aβ40 (IP-MS)a 279.0 (44.4) 
279.0 

(53.6) 
0.861 

252.7 

(48.4) 

279.7 

(46.7) 
0.580 300.8 (55.1) 

277.1 

(48.1) 
0.06 

260.7 

(47.7) 

278.9  

(48.9) 
0.880 

309.3 

(64.3) 

278.1 

(45.4) 
0.03 

Aβ42 (IP-MS)a 29.9 (14.0) 27.8 (13.7) 0.382 29.7 (12.6) 37.6 (36.2) 0.07 29.4 (7.6) 31.2 (14.8) 0.679 30.2 (13.8) 35.5 (30.6) 0.188 27.1 (14.5) 32.2 (14.6) 0.814 

Aβ42/Aβ40 (IP-MS)a 0.11 (0.05) 0.11 (0.05) 0.756 0.11 (0.05) 
0.104 

(0.07) 
0.709 0.09 (0.02) 

0.102 

(0.051) 
0.345 0.12 (0.05) 0.11 (0.06) 0.726 0.09 (0.02) 0.11 (0.06) 0.173 

NfL a   25.0 (16.9) 31.0 (13.2) 0.01 22.2 (9.36) 29.4 (22.1) 0.042 23.9 (8.45) 29.8 (12.1) 0.008 22.2 (9.36) 29.4 (22.1) 0.09 23.9 (8.45) 29.8 (12.1) 0.07 

Neuroimaging                

[18F]AZD4694 global 

SUVRa 
1.6 (0.35) 2.20 (0.59)  < 0.0001 1.3 (0.09) 2.0 (0.341)  < 0.0001 1.3 (0.110) 2.4 (0.451)  < 0.0001 1.4 (0.28) 1.6 (0.47) 0.009 1.5 (0.44) 2.4 (0.48)  < 0.0001 

Aβ+ (%) 23.0 81.0 - 0 100 - 0 100 - 0 100 - 0 100 - 

[18F]MK−6240 global 

SUVRa 
1.1 (0.29) 2.2 (0.99)  < 0.0001 

0.99 

(0.224) 
1.3 (0.478)  < 0.0001 0.95 (0.229) 2.4 (0.837)  < 0.0001 0.94 (0.17) 1.3 (0.42) 

 < 

0.0001 
0.93 (0.19) 2.5 (0.83)  < 0.0001 

Tau + (%) 17.0 72.0 - 0 100 - 0 100 - 0 100 - 0 100 - 

 
P values indicate the results of the analysis of variance to assesses difference between groups except for gender and APOE ε4 status where a contingency chi-square was 
performed. aMean (SD). CU = cognitively unimpaired, CI = cognitively impaired. Aβ = amyloid β. p-tau181 = tau phosphorylated at threonine 181, p-tau231 = tau 
phosphorylated at threonine 231, GFAP = glial fibrillary acidic protein, NfL = neurofilament light, MMSE Mini Mental State Examination. IP-MS = immunoprecipitation mass 
spectrometry. 
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Table 2. Performance of plasma biomarker to predict Aβ-PET and tau-PET positivity.    

 Predict Aβ-PET 

positivity  

Predict tau-PET 

positivity 

  CU CI CU CI 

Biomarker AUC AUC AUC AUC 

Unadjusted 
    

Aβ42/Aβ40 Simoa 0.695 0.616 0.596 0.534 

Aβ42/Aβ40 IP-MS 0.567 0.474 0.491 0.464 

p-Tau231  0.844b,c,d,e,f 0.789d,e 0.739e 0.832,e,f 

p-Tau181 0.712e 0.801 d,e 0.678e 0.789 d,e,f 

GFAP 0.763b,e 0.904a,b,d,e,f 0.625 0.851d,e 

NfL 0.684 0.626 0.627 0.646 

Adjusted for age 
    

Aβ42/Aβ40 Simoa 0.761 0.672 0.751e 0.682 

Aβ42/Aβ40 IP-MS 0.679 0.743 0.734 0.775 

p-Tau231  0.874b,c,d,e,f 0.784 d,e 0.801c,d,e,f 0.834d,e,f 

p-Tau181 0.749e 0.796 d,e 0.750c,d,e,f 0.772 d,e,f 

GFAP 0.697 0.924a,b,d,e,f 0.715e 0.872d,e 

NfL 0.708 0.635 0.628 0.662 

Adjusted for age, sex 
    

Aβ42/Aβ40 Simoa 0.734 0.712 0.756e 0.677 

Aβ42/Aβ40 IP-MS 0.703 0.743 0.761 0.776 

p-Tau231  0.876b, c,d,e,f 0.782 d,e 0.789c,d,e,f 0.826,e,f 

p-Tau181 0.758b,c,e 0.782 d,e 0.751c,d,e,f 0.771 d,e,f 

GFAP 0.779 0.931a,b,d,e,f 0.725e 0.819a,b,d,e,f 

NfL 0.709 0.636 0.649 0.681 

Adjusted for age, sex, APOE ε4 

status 

    

Aβ42/Aβ40 Simoa 0.737 0.749 0.758e 0.798 
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Aβ42/Aβ40 IP-MS 0.706 0.743 0.786 0.820 

p-Tau231  0.877 b,c,d,e,f 0.821d,e 0.796c,d,e,f 0.921a,b,d,e,f 

p-Tau181 0.765 b,c,e 0.798 d,e 0.765c,e,f 0.890b,d,e 

GFAP 0.788,e 0.936a,b,d,e,f 0.698e 0.944a,b,d,e,f 

NfL 0.732 0.731 0.733e 0.865d,e,f 
     

DeLong test provided significant differences between groups with biomarker values: a compared to p-

tau231; compared to p-tau181; c compared to GFAP; d compared to Aβ42/Aβ40 Simoa; e compared to 

Aβ42/Aβ40 IP-MS; f compared to NfL. Complete biomarker comparisons including the combinations of 

plasma biomarker values with demographic characteristics (age, sex, APOE ε4) can be found in 

Supplementary Table 2. 
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Figure 1. Correlation coefficients and distribution of plasma biomarkers in CU and CI individuals. 
The panel on the top show the Pearson coefficients in CU (A) and CI (B) groups. The panel on 
WKH�PLGGOH�VKRZ�WKH�KLVWRJUDPV�ZLWK�WKH�GLVWULEXWLRQ�RI�HDFK�ELRPDUNHU�UHJDUGLQJ�WKHLU�$ћ�VWDWXV�
in CU (C) and CI (D) groups. * Indicates the Pearson correlation coefficients that survived to Bon-
ferroni correction for multiple comparison in each clinical group (15 tests, significant P value <  
0.003). CU = Cognitively unimpaired, CI = Cognitively impaired.  Histograms with the distribution 
of each biomarker regarding their Tau status are presented in Supplemental Figure 1.
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A    A  PET ~ Plasma Biomarker concentration  + age + sex + APOE 4

B    Tau PET ~ Plasma Biomarker concentration  + age + sex + APOE 4

P-tau231 GFAPP-tau181 NfLA 42/A 40 P-tau231 GFAPP-tau181 NfLA 42/A 40

P-tau231 GFAPP-tau181 NfLA 42/A 40 P-tau231 GFAPP-tau181 NfLA 42/A 40

CU CI

CU CI

Figure 2. 9R[HO�ZLVH�DVVRFLDWLRQV�RI�$ћ�>18)@$='�����6895�DQG�WDX�>18F]MK-6240 SUVR with plasma biomarker concentrations in CU and CI individuals. 
The figure shows voxel-wise t-statistical maps of regressions between PET SUVR and plasma markers after RFT-correction for multiple comparisons at P < 
������3DQHO�$�VKRZV�WKH�UHJLRQV�ZLWK�D�VLJQLILFDQW�SRVLWLYH�DVVRFLDWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�$ћ�>18F]AZD4694 and plasma markers in CU and CI individuals. No significant 
negative associations were found after multiple comparison correction. The panel B shows the regions indicating a significant positive association between 
WDX�>18F]MK-6240 SUVR and plasma markers in CU and CI individuals. No negative association was found between biomarkers after multiple comparison cor-
UHFWLRQ��7KH�FRYDULDWHV�LQFOXGHG�LQ�WKH�YR[HO�ZLVH�OLQHDU�UHJUHVVLRQ�PRGHOV�ZHUH�DJH��VH[�DQG�$32(�ў���$ћ������PHDVXUH�E\�6LPRD��&RJQLWLYHO\�XQLPSDLUHG��
&,� �&RJQLWLYHO\�LPSDLUHG��9R[HO�ZLVH�DVVRFLDWLRQ�RI�>18)@$='�����6895�DQG�WDX�>18)@0.������6895�ZLWK�SODVPD�$ћ������PHDVXUHG�E\�,3�06�FDQ�EH�IRXQG�
LQ�6XSSOHPHQWDU\�)LJXUH���
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