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Parr et al., 2021; Parr et al., 2022 

Estimated using time-averaged
& normalized T2*w image

Associated w/functional
reward circuits and behavior

Accumulates via processes
such as dopamine synthesis
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Microbiome remains age-dependent in middle childhood & adolescence

Moderated by adversity exposure
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We saw this with 6 bacteria in Clostridia class

Renormalizing effect?
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Is the gut microbiome responding differently?
r = .123
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Takeaways:
Microbiome remains age & adversity-dependent throughout
middle childhood/adolescence
Higher SCFA-producing bacteria ~ lower internalizing sx
IA-exposed kids w/more of certain Clostridia: higher tissue iron
IA-exposed kids w/healthy diet have more beneficial bacteria
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