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Abstract

Everyday dietary decisions have important short-term and long-term conse-

quences for health and well-being. How do we decide what to eat, and what

physiological and neurobiological systems are involved in those decisions?

Here, we integrate findings from thus-far separate literatures: (a) the cognitive

neuroscience of dietary decision-making, and (b) growing evidence of gut–
brain interactions and especially influences of the gut microbiome on diet and

health outcomes. We review findings that suggest that dietary decisions and

food consumption influence nutrient sensing, homeostatic signaling in the gut,

and the composition of the gut microbiome. In turn, the microbiome can influ-

ence host health and behavior. Through reward signaling pathways, the micro-

biome could potentially affect food and drink decisions. Such bidirectional

links between gut microbiome and the brain systems underlying dietary

decision-making may lead to self-reinforcing feedback loops that determine

long-term dietary patterns, body mass, and health outcomes.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Eating decisions are among the most frequent types of decisions, made every day. Any single food decision by itself—
whether one has a salad or a burger for lunch—might seem less important for overall weight management, but over time
these decisions can cumulate into substantial weight gain, metabolic disorders such as diabetes, and even premature death.

Unhealthy diets, overeating, and obesity significantly increase the risk of chronic diseases such as cardiovascular
disease, type 2 diabetes, hypertension, coronary heart disease, and several types of cancer (Chu et al., 2018; Y. C. Wang
et al., 2011). Since 1975 obesity rates in the world have nearly tripled, and the substantial direct and indirect costs of
the health consequences put a considerable strain on healthcare and other economic resources. Estimates for these
costs in industrialized countries run as high as nearly US$425 billion annually (OECD, 2019). Against this background,
it is crucial to better understand the factors that drive individual differences in dietary decision-making and ultimately
cause weight gain and other negative health outcomes.

How do we decide what to eat? Eating decisions are shaped by the context of the choice situation as well as the internal
state of the decision maker. For instance, decisions will be different when we are in a large food court with a great variety of
options to choose from than when we get lost on a hiking trip with little or no food on hand. They will also be affected by
internal factors such as hunger, stress, and negative mood. Importantly, like many other types of decisions, food decisions
involve making trade-offs among various attributes of the food options, which can act on various goals of the decision
maker. For example, if the decision maker gets lost on a hiking trip and is extremely hungry, the short-term goal might be
to find any kind of food that is high in energy, no matter whether it is very tasty or not (thus maximizing calorie intake to
restore energy homeostasis and not taste pleasure). Food decisions often also require weighting different attribute trade-offs
over time—for example, the decision maker might be looking for an immediate reward and choose the chocolate cake over
the fruit salad. But if chosen consistently over time, the fruit salad option would help to maximize long-term rewards in the
form of better health and well-being. The psychology and cognitive neuroscience of decision-making, also known as decision
neuroscience or neuroeconomics, has advanced our understanding of the brain signatures of reward-based or value-based
decision-making and how they determine behavior (Rangel et al., 2008; Weber & Johnson, 2009).

Yet this research has so far often ignored physiological factors, including homeostatic processes such as signals from
the gut and nutrients, as well as the potential role of the gut microbiota composition, which has been studied in nutri-
tion science and microbiology. Recent evidence points to an important role of the gut microbiome—the combination of
bacteria and other microorganisms living in our gut—for the host's health and homeostatic as well as reward processes
(García-Cabrerizo et al., 2021; Long-Smith et al., 2020; Torres-Fuentes et al., 2017). The gut, together with the micro-
biome that inhabits it, is therefore often considered our “second brain.” Methodological advances in sequencing and
bioinformatic tools (Gevers et al., 2012) have enabled a growing awareness of the communication among our intestinal
bacteria, the brain, and behavior (Gupta et al., 2020; Mayer, 2011; Williams & Elmquist, 2012).

For the study of dietary decision-making and its control, this implies an interesting yet understudied bi-directional
communication between the nutrients we eat and how we choose them. In addition, what we eat also shapes the bacte-
ria in the host gut, and a growing area of research has investigated how the bacteria in the gut affect the health, well-
being, and behavior of the host through communication with the host's brain (Bravo et al., 2011; Desbonnet et al., 2010;
Johnson & Foster, 2018; Mayer et al., 2014). However, these bi-directional interactions between the gut microbiome
and the brain have not yet been integrated systematically in the study of how we choose what and how much to eat
(García-Cabrerizo et al., 2021; E. Mayer et al., 2014; Torres-Fuentes et al., 2017; Van de Wouw et al., 2017).

Taken together, although several disciplines study dietary decision-making from their own perspectives, it still remains
poorly understood why we choose what and how much we eat. One hurdle is the insufficient dialogue among these areas
of research (Berthoud, 2011; Rangel, 2013). Here, we propose an interdisciplinary perspective that integrates findings from
(a) the psychology and cognitive neuroscience of decision-making with (b) research in nutrition science and microbiology.
The goal of this article is to give a brief overview of the current state of the art in these complementary perspectives on
dietary decision-making and how they could be integrated in order to advance our understanding of dietary decision-
making and its control. We then point to open questions that could guide future research on dietary decision making.

2 | PHYSIOLOGY AND BRAIN SYSTEMS UNDERLYING FOOD CHOICES

Since energy intake is crucial for survival and keeping the organism in good health, multiple physiological systems have
evolved to regulate food intake and metabolism. Here, we organize our discussion of the regulation of eating and
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dietary decisions into two broad systems: (a) homeostatic drivers that regulate eating based on energy needs and the
availability of macronutrients and micronutrients (reviewed in Section 2.1) and (b) cognitive and affective factors that
arise from interactions between the environment and the central nervous system (CNS), and that determine how we
assign value to food at time of choice and how we regulate these signals (reviewed in Section 2.2). Importantly, these
two types of drivers of dietary decision-making do not act in isolation but interact strongly with each other—to the
point that a separation into different systems may be artificial. These interactions are discussed in Section 2.3.

2.1 | Homeostatic regulation of eating

The human body is metabolically dependent not only on oxygen, water, and micronutrients, but also on energy-supplying
nutrients in the form of carbohydrates, fat, and proteins (Plata-Salam�an, 1991; Tortora & Derrickson, 2018). These macro-
nutrients must be stored, since food intake is irregular but energy consumption, which maintains basic cellular processes,
is a continuous process. Body weight and the amount of fat tissue have to be kept relatively stable over longer periods in
the adult human organism. If not matched by energy expenditure, an increased energy supply will lead to weight gain and
adiposity, with multiple negative health consequences (Plata-Salam�an, 1991). Thus, to ensure energy balance, the human
organism has established several mechanisms to regulate food intake in the short term and long term.

Physiologically, the feeling of hunger should trigger food intake, while the feeling of satiety should end food intake.
Ideally, this control mechanism should guarantee that an adult's body weight is kept relatively constant. However, the
increasing prevalence of obesity, especially in Western societies, suggests that the control mechanisms of hunger and
satiety are failing (H. Zheng & Berthoud, 2007). The regulation of hunger and satiety and their control of eating behav-
ior has therefore become one of the central topics of nutritional physiology in recent years (Heisler & Lam, 2017; Plata-
Salam�an, 1991; Stengel & Taché, 2012; Tremblay & Bellisle, 2015).

Sensations of hunger and satiety are communicated from the body to the brain by several neural, hormonal, and meta-
bolic signals (Figure 1), which are modulated by a large number of factors (Plata-Salam�an, 1991; Stengel & Taché, 2012;
Zanchi et al., 2017). Of particular interest for this review are two types of signals: (a) various gastrointestinal peptide hor-
mones and (b) various neurotransmitters and neuromodulators of the central nervous system and of peripheral systems
that are involved in this complex regulation of hunger and satiety. They are described in the following two sections.

FIGURE 1 The homeostatic regulation of eating behavior. (a) Energy intake and expenditure need to be balanced in order to maintain

a healthy body weight. Energy (food) intake is regulated by hunger and satiety signals. Becoming overweight is the consequence of a

dysregulation of these systems and a resulting excessive energy intake. (b) The energy-rich macronutrients and their metabolism in the

gastrointestinal tract control energy intake by causing feelings of hunger and satiety in the CNS either directly or via metabolic and

hormonal signals. Orexigenic signals (e.g., ghrelin) promote eating and feelings of hunger, while anorexigenic (e.g., insulin, leptin, CCK,

GLP-1, and PYY) signals decrease eating and promote feelings of satiety. Additionally, the gut microbiota interacts with the gut metabolism

and thereby also influences the regulation of hunger and satiety. CCK, cholecystokinin; GLP-1, glucagon-like peptide 1; PYY, peptide YY
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2.1.1 | The role of gastrointestinal peptide hormones for the regulation of food intake
decisions

The primary goal of the homeostatic system of food intake is to ensure sufficient energy supply. Such regulation is
based on two-way communication: Macronutrients and their metabolites serve as sources of energy (see Box 1). But
macronutrients themselves also have regulatory effects: The transfer of nutrients into the blood (i.e., their resorption) is
accompanied by the secretion of numerous hormones. These hormones in turn influence the blood level of various
nutrients, thus regulating further hormone release via a negative feedback mechanism.

The gastrointestinal peptide hormones, which are released after food intake, contribute significantly to the periph-
eral regulation of food intake. The paraventricular and ventromedial nuclei of the hypothalamus and structures

BOX 1 How energy supply and storage affect hunger and satiety

Numerous studies have experimentally investigated the effects of insulin and glucose on the regulation of hun-
ger and satiety (Bornet et al., 2007; Woods, 2013). As the main component of dietary carbohydrates, glucose is
an immediately usable, energy-supplying substrate. Not all cells are necessarily dependent on glucose as an
energy source, but under physiological conditions the brain “prefers” glucose as an energy source. According to
the glucostatic theory of food intake (Bernstein & Grossman, 1956; Bornet et al., 2007; J. Mayer, 1952), the CNS
availability of glucose therefore acts as a primary signal to regulate food intake. However, since in animal
experiments low blood glucose (hypoglycemia) does not necessarily trigger the beginning of food intake and
high blood glucose does not necessarily lead to its termination, it is not clear whether the blood glucose level
acts as a direct or indirect signal to the central nervous system. What is known is that insulin plays a role in this
regulation, which lowers not only the level of blood glucose but also the concentration of free fatty acids,
ketone bodies, and amino acids in the blood plasma. This leads to the assumption that the regulation of food
intake is driven not by blood glucose levels but by the intensity of the glucose metabolism in the brain.
According to this idea, an increased glucose metabolism in the brain after a meal triggers the feeling of satiety.
In addition to the central metabolism of glucose, the availability of glucose and glucose catabolites in the liver
may also play a role and could be signaled to the brain via the vagus nerve. While glucose concentration and
glucose utilization have an impact on food intake, they are not the only regulatory control system of hunger
and satiety (J. Mayer, 1966, 1996).

The main energy storage of the organism, the adipose tissue, is also involved in the regulation of hunger
and satiety. Depending on its size, the adipose tissue produces various signals that regulate energy supply,
according to the lipostatic theory (Cammisotto et al., 2010; Kiess et al., 2000; Speakman et al., 2002). These
include metabolites from the adipose tissue, such as free fatty acids and glycerine, which are produced when fat
depots are mobilized and which have an effect on hunger and satiety. Since both fat and glucose metabolism
are under the control of insulin, glucostatic and lipostatic regulatory systems also interact with each other.

Amino acids are also involved in the energy homeostasis, since they are directly used to supply energy in
certain metabolic situations. Amino acids also have a number of metabolites, such as amines, purines, and
pyrimidines, including several neurotransmitter precursors that fundamentally control the feeling of hunger
and satiety (e.g., tryptophan, a serotonin precursor). Further, it has been shown that the concentration of amino
acids in the blood plasma is inversely correlated to food intake (Hajishafiee et al., 2020; Peters & Harper, 1981),
suggesting that the central nervous system can detect the level of circulating amino acids. While the energetic
aspect of the amino acids is probably of minor relevance for the regulation of hunger and satiety, the types and
relative abundance of amino acids in plasma seem to have a regulatory effect. In particular, the level of
branched chain amino acids (BCAA) might have an effect on hunger and satiety. In participants of higher
weight, the administration of relatively small amounts of a mixture of amino acids resulted in a reduction in
food intake (Peters & Harper, 1985; Solon-Biet et al., 2019). Administration of tryptophan alone reduced the
amount of food consumed in lean participants (Birdsall, 1998; Reilly et al., 1997; Wurtman & Wurtman, 1995).
The regions of the brain that respond to changes in plasma amino acid levels appear to be outside the hypothal-
amus in brain regions such as the amygdala and the prepiriform cortex (Reilly et al., 1997; Torii et al., 1998).
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associated with the fourth ventricle are likely to be involved in this control mechanism via the functioning of a number
of neurotransmitters and neuromodulators, including noradrenaline, endorphins, and neuropeptide Y. Thus, the gastro-
intestinal hormones may control food intake in the short and long term (Abdalla, 2017; Cummings & Overduin, 2007).

The peptide hormone ghrelin has a special and complex role in food intake initiation (Dost�alov�a & Haluzík, 2009; Klok
et al., 2007; Konturek et al., 2004; Pradhan et al., 2013). Most of the ghrelin in the blood is synthesized by endocrine cells in
the stomach and the proximal small intestine. Ghrelin is involved in the secretion of gastric acid (i.e., gastrointestinal motil-
ity), as well as in various cardiovascular, immunological, and reproductive processes. Ghrelin also regulates glucose homeo-
stasis, since an infusion of ghrelin results in an increased blood glucose level, decreased glucose tolerance, and insulin
secretion. Furthermore, ghrelin is involved in the regulation of body weight. Nakazato et al. (2001) found that ghrelin
increased food uptake in rats and led to a positive energy balance with an increase in body weight, especially of body fat

GLOSSARY

Value Amount of pleasure/happiness or displeasure/punishment derived from a choice option. Value can be
expected before the choice is made, experienced when choice is implemented, or remembered after
consumption. It can be stable or constructed on the spot because of a certain context. Positively signed
value is linked to concepts in psychology and neuroscience such as reward, wanting (i.e., the motivational
aspect of an expected value), and liking (i.e., the experienced value). It is also related to the concept of
utility in economics, which in addition to value also considers the probability of receiving the value of the
options for choice.

Valuation system Brain systems that correlate with the magnitude of value. Their role is thought to be the integration of various
attributes of the choice options. Current meta-analyses suggest that the two most prominent brain regions
of the valuation system are the ventromedial prefrontal cortex (vmPFC) and ventral striatum (vStr). Note
that there are other brain regions, such as the amygdala and insula, that are also involved in the coding of
taste-related and emotional information during dietary decisions but not in their direct integration during
decision-making.

Control system Brain systems that are involved in the detection of conflict/temptation and the exercise of cognitive regulation
and control. These brain systems are most prominently the anterior cingulate cortex (ACC) and the
dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (dlPFC).

Homeostatic system The body mechanism that aims to maintain a stable, relatively constant internal environment (e.g., with
respect to energy and body temperature levels) since people's ability to adjust to conditions that are optimal
for survival is crucial from a biological perspective.

Hormones Signaling and messenger molecules that regulate body functions. They can be released by hormone-producing
cells into the surrounding tissue (paracrine secretion) or into the blood vessels (endocrine secretion).

Neurotransmitters Chemical messengers that allow communication between nerve cells.

Glucostatic theory The idea that the brain monitors blood glucose levels and induces food intake when blood glucose levels are
low.

Lipostatic theory The theory that adipose tissue, the main energy storage of an organism, produces various signals depending
on its relative mass, including metabolites and hormones, that interact with the brain and control eating
behavior.

Metabolites Substances that arise as intermediate or end products of metabolic processes in an organism.

Microbiota versus
microbiome

The term “intestinal microbiota” refers to the entirety of all bacteria and other microorganisms (viruses,
fungi, yeasts, and archaea) in the intestine. The term “intestinal microbiome” refers to the entirety of all
microbial genes (DNA) in the human intestine. The two terms are often used synonymously.

Microbiome diversity The degree to which the microbiome is composed of many different (versus very few) bacterial species.
Higher diversity can be reflected in a higher number of species, more balanced prevalence of different
species, or higher phylogenetic diversity among those species.

Gut–brain axis Bi-directional communication between the central and enteric nervous systems, linking emotional and
cognitive centres of the brain with peripheral intestinal functions.

Microbiota–gut–brain
axis

Network of connections involving multiple biological systems that allows communication among gut bacteria,
the gastrointestinal tract, and the brain. It is crucial in maintaining homeostasis of the gastrointestinal,
central nervous, and microbial systems and—as first evidence suggests—also for reward processing in these
systems.
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mass. However, after numerous and often conflicting studies in humans, it is still under debate to what extent ghrelin
might be useful for treating obesity in humans (Boguszewski et al., 2010; Kojima & Kangawa, 2005).

Cholecystokinin (CCK) is a well-investigated peripheral satiety hormone. The secretion of CCK is stimulated by eating
a mixed diet, and the CCK concentration in the blood increases within a few minutes after food intake (Plata-
Salam�an, 1991). CCK has multiple effects, both at the level of the gastrointestinal tract and in the brain. The effects of CCK
have been shown to be mediated by the vagus nerve, since severing the vagus nerve results in a suppression of CCK effects
on satiation, at least for low doses (García-Cabrerizo et al., 2021). Several studies found that intravenously administered
CCK causes a reduction in food intake of up to 16% in lean and higher weight participants (Cummings & Overduin, 2007;
Gibbs et al., 1973; Murphy et al., 2006). In contrast, people with bulimia have low CCK plasma levels and respond poorly
to administration of CCK (Geracioti et al., 1989; Hadley & Walsh, 2003; Hannon-Engel, 2012).

The hypothalamus produces other regulatory peptides, including neuropeptide Y (NPY), galanin, corticotropin-
releasing hormone (CRH), melanocyte-stimulating hormone (MSH), and glucagon-like peptides-1 (GLP-1), that are cru-
cial for the control of food intake (Williams et al., 2001; Williams & Elmquist, 2012). GLP-1 is one of the neuropeptides
that reduces food intake by acting directly on the brain. Both the place of synthesis of GLP-1 and its receptors have been
found in hypothalamic areas that are related to the regulation of food intake. It is assumed that the satiating effect of
GLP-1 results from an interaction with NPY, the most potent stimulator of food intake: Possible interactions between
GLP-1 and leptin are the object of ongoing research in neurobiology (Cummings & Overduin, 2007; Murphy
et al., 2006; Zac-Varghese et al., 2010).

2.1.2 | The role of neurotransmitters and neuromodulators for the regulation of food
intake decisions

Via the central nervous system, energy consumption and the selection of macronutrients are also influenced by several
neurotransmitters and neuromodulators, including serotonin (5-hydroxytryptamine), norepinephrine, and various
endogenous opioids. The effects of serotonin are the best known to date and suggest a bi-directional relationship
between diet and serotonin metabolism (Leibowitz & Shor-Posner, 1986; Meguid et al., 2000; Shor-Posner et al., 1986).
Serotonin is synthesized from the amino acid L-tryptophan. Thus, all processes that influence the plasma level of trypto-
phan and its uptake through the blood–brain barrier also have an effect on the biosynthesis of serotonin.

The availability of tryptophan depends to a large extent on whether the food is high in protein or high in carbohy-
drates (Strang et al., 2017; Wurtman & Wurtman, 1995). When someone eats protein-rich food, the serotonin level in
the brain is low because the flow of tryptophan—the starting point for serotonin synthesis—is blocked. In contrast, con-
sumption of carbohydrates leads to an increase in tryptophan levels and thus to increased serotonin synthesis. To a cer-
tain extent, the same effect can also be achieved by administering isolated tryptophan. In turn, and as a negative
feedback mechanism, serotonin concentration in the brain influences the preference for protein or carbohydrate. In
animal experiments the physiological relevance of this idea has been confirmed (Bendotti & Samanin, 1987; Lawton &
Blundell, 1993; Morrison et al., 2012): After a meal rich in carbohydrates, rats prefer proteins in their subsequent food
intake and vice versa. After a diet rich in carbohydrates, an increased serotonin concentration can be measured in the
brains of the test animals.

A vast literature in neurophysiology has described the pathways by which these hormones and metabolites commu-
nicate with the brain circuits in the brainstem and the hypothalamus, which together can be described as the “homeo-
static system” (see Figure 2 and for reviews, see Dagher, 2012; Morton et al., 2014; Williams & Elmquist, 2012).

More specifically, this homeostatic system includes the hypothalamic arcuate nucleus and nucleus of the solitary
tract, the paraventricular nucleus (PVN), and the lateral hypothalamic area (see Figure 2; for detailed reviews, see Roh
et al., 2016; G. Williams et al., 2001).

2.2 | Brain systems underlying (dietary) decision-making

The idea of the homeostatic eating model described above is that we eat when our energy resources are depleted and
abstain from eating or stop eating when our energy levels are replenished. Yet eating behavior is also influenced by
many other factors, such as the availability of food (e.g., in an all-you-can-eat restaurant), social and cultural context
(e.g., at typical mealtimes), and internal cognitive and affective factors (e.g., boredom, stress, or dietary goals). For
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instance, we often continue to eat until our plate is empty, no matter how the portion size relates to our caloric needs
(Wansink et al., 2005). We also often eat when we are not even hungry, such as when snacking on peanuts at a party
(Berridge, 2004). We also tend to eat differently and typically less healthily when we are stressed (Adam & Epel, 2007;
Tomiyama, 2018). Of note, the effects of acute and chronic stress on diet and weight gain are complex and bi-direc-
tional, with changes in glucose metabolism also affecting the hypothalamic–pituitary–adrenal (HPA) activity
(Sinha, 2018). Together, these examples illustrate the role of motivational, affective, and social factors for dietary deci-
sion making and its control. In the next section we review which brain systems encode the value of rewards, including
foods, at time of choice and their modulation by motivational, affective, and social factors to alter and regulate dietary
decision-making.

2.2.1 | The brain's valuation system

How do we choose between sandwiches at lunchtime? How is this decision different from choosing which pair of jeans
to buy, which stock to invest in, and so forth? Such choices play a prominent role in our everyday life, which explains
why decision-making is studied in a variety of ways in different disciplines, including economics, psychology, behavioral
ecology, and computer science. One idea common to many of these disciplines is that decision-making is guided by sub-
jective representations of value (Rangel et al., 2008). Economic concepts such as “value,” “utility,” and “efficiency” pro-
vide a biologically sound framework for describing different kinds of choice behavior (Glimcher, 2004, 2010).

Within this framework of value-based decision-making, receiving rewards and avoiding punishments can be viewed
as a proximate goal that, once reached, tends to enhance survival and reproductive success (Rangel et al., 2008). What
do we know about valuation signals in choice situations? In disciplines ranging from value learning in computer sci-
ence (Sutton & Barto, 1998) to expected utility theory in economics (von Neumann & Morgenstern, 2007), prospect the-
ory in psychology (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), and information-processing theories in consumer psychology
(Bettman, 1979), most decision theories share the following idea: At the time of decision-making, the relevant attributes
of the options for choice (such as tastiness and healthiness of food in our case) are integrated into a subjective value
(SV) signal, one for each option, that can be formalized most simply as follows:

SV¼
X

i
wi �attributeið Þ, ð1Þ

where, wi denotes the weight assigned to each attribute i.
Value signals are subjective because people differ with respect to how much they think a ham sandwich is tasty

(i.e., affecting the attribute level), and one person might put more emphasis on healthiness than another (i.e., affecting
the weight put on the attribute). These valuation signals indicate how much value a decision maker expects to derive
from the consumption of each food offered in a given choice situation. Much of the foundational research in neu-
roeconomics has focused on localizing brain systems that compute and represent these expected subjective valuation
signals at the time of decision-making (for reviews see Bartra et al., 2010; Clithero & Rangel, 2014; Levy &
Glimcher, 2012, but see also Hayden & Niv, 2020). There is a growing consensus suggesting that the ventromedial

FIGURE 2 Schematic representation of the several brain circuits, including

the homeostatic system (green), valuation system (red), and cognitive control

system (yellow) that interactively regulate eating behavior. Metabolic signals are

forwarded to the brain by circulating hormones and the vagus nerve and are

processed in the hypothalamus. The metabolic signals that arrive in the

hypothalamus are integrated with reward signals that are generated in the

valuation system and are modulated by the cognitive control system. ACC,

anterior cingulate cortex; dlPFC, dorsolateral prefrontal cortex; GLP-1,

glucagon-like peptide 1; Hyp, hypothalamus; LH, lateral hypothalamus; PVN,

paraventricular nucleus; VMH, ventromedial hypothalamus; vmPFC,

ventromedial prefrontal cortex; vStr, ventral striatum
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prefrontal cortex (vmPFC)—together with other structures, especially the ventral striatum (vStr) and the posterior cin-
gulate cortex (PCC)—plays a key role in encoding various aspects of subjective valuation (Bartra et al., 2010; Clithero &
Rangel, 2014; Levy & Glimcher, 2012). Similar findings have been reported in studies that feature direct neural record-
ings in animals (Padoa-Schioppa & Assad, 2008; Stalnaker et al., 2015).

The evidence indicates that these neural signals have the characteristics of a “common currency” (Platt &
Plassmann, 2014). In other words, they are both abstract and independent of the choice options' nature (i.e., whether
choices concern food in a restaurant or shares on the stock market). The neural signals encoding value at time of choice
overlap with brain regions that are involved in encoding value during consumption, often referred to as “experienced,”
“outcome” value, or “liking” (for a comparison, see Bartra et al., 2010). They likely act in concert with other brain areas,
including the insula and amygdala, which respond to food cues and other (especially primary) rewards (Gupta
et al., 2020; Tang et al., 2012). Activity in these areas is also strongly influenced by sensory cues, especially the taste and
smell of highly palatable food. However, a detailed review of work investigating valuation during actual food consump-
tion, such as taste pleasantness and “liking” encoding, is outside the scope of this review due to space constraints (for a
recent review, see De Araujo et al., 2017).

On the neurotransmitter level, the dopaminergic system appears to play an important role in encoding value at time
of choice: Dopaminergic neurons in the midbrain are well known for their role in hedonic, motivational, and reinforce-
ment processes. For example, palatable food intake, when the food's taste is unexpected or better than expected, leads
to dopamine signaling and can increase the learned value of the food item in the brain's memory system (Volkow
et al., 2017). Increased dopaminergic signaling due to such palatable food intake can act as motivator or reinforcer and
lead someone to repeatedly choose a piece of cake over a fruit salad each day at lunchtime (Nicola et al., 2005;
Rangel, 2013; Volkow et al., 1996; Wise, 2004). That means that dopamine signaling is essential in a person's active
seeking of a particular rewarding food and thus in the computation of its expected value, as opposed to being involved
in encoding the taste pleasure of eating the rewarding food and thus in the computation of its outcome value
(De Araujo et al., 2017; Pecina et al., 2003; Robinson & Berridge, 2004; Volkow et al., 2002).

2.2.2 | The brain's cognitive control system

A related question of important current debate in psychology and cognitive neuroscience (Berkman et al., 2017;
Shenhav et al., 2013; Vosgerau et al., 2020) is how choices are made between options whose attributes reflect conflicting
goals or temptations—such as choosing between an apple and a piece of chocolate cake when dieting—and how that
decision context differs from deciding to spend money today instead of saving it and delaying consumption. Daily life is
rife with various goal-oriented choices to be made between complex options that are associated with conflicting attri-
butes. Conflict typically arises when some attributes are associated with concrete and immediately rewarding outcomes
(e.g., the tastiness of chocolate cake) and others are associated with abstract and delayed ones (e.g., the healthiness of
an apple). A normatively “good” decision requires computing predicted value signals that weigh both types of attributes
properly, which involves discounting future outcomes at an appropriate rate (i.e., given the state of the decision maker).
Current neuroeconomic theories (Hare et al., 2009; McClure, 2004; McClure et al., 2007) suggest the involvement of at
least two brain systems in self-control, with major hubs in the prefrontal cortex: the brain's valuation system and the
brain's cognitive control system—most prominently, the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (dlPFC), which is presumed to
implement control based on a conflict signal from the dorsal anterior cingulate (Botvinick et al., 2004; Buhle
et al., 2013; Egner & Hirsch, 2005; Ochsner et al., 2012).

Related work on dietary self-regulation has established that participants can be trained to focus on one of the two
conflicting goals—for example, a health goal that leads to better food choices (Giuliani et al., 2014; Kober et al., 2010;
Siep et al., 2012; Sun & Kober, 2020; Yokum & Stice, 2013). Other research has shown that more general up-regulation
and down-regulation of positive thoughts about healthy food and negative thoughts about unhealthy foods can result in
healthier choices (Hare et al., 2009, 2011; Hutcherson et al., 2012). Dietary self-control behavior has been predicted
based on correlations between such cognitive regulation processes and (a) the extent to which the dlPFC–vmPFC net-
work is jointly activated (Hare et al., 2009, 2011; Hutcherson et al., 2012; Lopez et al., 2017) and (b) individual differ-
ences in gray matter density in the vmPFC and dlPFC (Schmidt et al., 2018).

Cognitive control of dietary decisions is susceptible to different states and context factors. For instance, acute stress
reduces the influence of health goals compared with taste aspects on food choices, and this behavioral shift is paralleled
by a decrease in dlPFC–vmPFC connectivity and an increase in vStr–vmPFC activity (Maier et al., 2015), in line with a
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large body of evidence that links stress to altered eating patterns and to increased risk for weight gain and obesity
(Adam & Epel, 2007; Pagoto et al., 2009; Sinha, 2018). Further, recent evidence points to a modulatory role of serotonin
in dietary decision-making and in self-control and patience more broadly (Vlaev et al., 2017). Administration of a single
dose of the serotonin reuptake inhibitor citalopram (compared with placebo) led to an increase in healthy compared
with unhealthy food choices, suggesting that serotonin may amplify the consideration of long-term (e.g., health) goals
(Vlaev et al., 2017). These findings are in line with previous results, which showed that optogenetic stimulation of sero-
tonergic neurons increased patience for food rewards in mice (Miyazaki et al., 2014). In contrast, depletion of the
serotonin precursor tryptophan increased sweet food consumption in higher-weight but not lean female individuals
(Pagoto et al., 2009). Future research could further investigate the role of serotonin in food preferences and (dietary)
self-control, and how those might be interrelated.

2.3 | Interactions between the homeostatic and value-based drivers of food choices

Homeostatic and value-based systems do not act independently but interact strongly with each other in determining
food choice (Berthoud, 2011; Rangel, 2013). As described above, serotonin is influenced by nutrient levels and influ-
ences appetite for carbohydrates versus proteins, and at the same time may interact with cognitive control mechanisms
and affect how health attributes influence food valuation.

Dopamine, another neurotransmitter, plays an even more central role for the brain's valuation system
(Rangel, 2013; Rangel et al., 2008). At the same time, the dopamine system also interacts in several ways with the
homeostatic system. Dopaminergic neurons in the ventral tegmental area (VTA) express receptors for homeostatic hor-
mones, including leptin, ghrelin, GLP-1, and insulin (Figlewicz et al., 2003; Labouèbe et al., 2013; Skibicka et al., 2011).
Thus, peripheral leptin, insulin, and GLP-1 can directly inhibit dopaminergic neurons from the VTA, while ghrelin can
stimulate dopaminergic neurons (Ferrario et al., 2016; Labouèbe et al., 2013; X.-F. Wang et al., 2015). For example, eat-
ing a piece of cake causes leptin levels to rise and ghrelin levels to fall. Increased leptin levels lead to a stronger inhibi-
tion of dopaminergic neurons in the VTA. Similarly, decreased ghrelin levels lead to less stimulation of dopaminergic
neurons in the VTA. In consequence, dopaminergic neurons are less active after consumption of a piece of cake. The
reduced activity in the reward circuitry decreases the reinforcing value of the cake and reduces the likelihood of eating
a second piece of cake (Narayanan et al., 2010; Palmiter, 2007; Volkow et al., 2011). These examples emphasize that gut
hormones also control eating behavior beyond their effects on the hypothalamus. In addition, peripheral hormones also
exert an indirect effect on the reward circuitry by stimulating areas of the hypothalamus (e.g., the lateral hypothalamus)
that send projections to the VTA (Bonnavion et al., 2016).

Interactions between dopamine and homeostatic hormones can also work in the opposite direction. The anticipa-
tion of a non-food-related reward such as a drug reduces leptin levels in the plasma (You et al., 2016). Similarly, ghrelin
levels before and after a meal are not purely dependent on nutritional status but are affected by the anticipation of a
food reward (Drazen et al., 2006; V. Ott et al., 2012). Marketing labels highlighting the properties (indulgent
vs. sensible) of a consumed food affect ghrelin levels (Crum et al., 2011).

In line with these observations, recent findings suggest that the rewarding and thus reinforcing properties of
food stimuli do not arise solely from perceived taste pleasantness. Instead, internal homeostatic and nutritive sig-
nals (i.e., the presence of macronutrients, including glucose and fat, in the gut) also affect the central dopamine
release and reward processing (De Araujo et al., 2017). For instance, a recent study by Thanarajah et al. (2019)
used combined fMRI and PET to investigate the time course of regional changes in dopamine response during
and after consumption of a milkshake. They showed both an immediate and a delayed (15–20 min after consump-
tion) peak in dopaminergic brain responses. Areas including the vmPFC, orbitofrontal cortex, vStr, insula, and
hypothalamus showed immediate dopamine response, whereas delayed peaks in dopamine response were found
in putamen, vStr, amygdala, anterior insula, and subcortical areas (Thanarajah et al., 2019). The authors
suggested that this delayed response in dopamine indicates that the nutritive value of food is able to reinforce its
consumption independent of the experienced “liking” (e.g., taste and smell). An observed negative correlation of
immediate and delayed dopaminergic response further points to an interaction of brain and gut for food valua-
tion. However, other recent work points to a more complex picture and suggests that nutrient content, perceived
taste (e.g., sweetness), and metabolic signals interact in unexpected and non-linear ways with brain reward sig-
nals (Veldhuizen et al., 2017).
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3 | MICROBIOTA–GUT–BRAIN INTERACTIONS

We have outlined how homeostatic information about nutrients from the gastrointestinal tract can influence brain
responses and dietary decision-making. In this section, we describe how the gut microbiota—the bacteria and other
organisms that live in our intestinal tract—influence host health and well-being. We then discuss how the gut micro-
biota might interact with homeostatic and value-based drivers of dietary decision-making via the so-called “microbiota–
gut–brain axis” (Foster & Neufeld, 2013; García-Cabrerizo et al., 2021; Mayer et al., 2015; Wang & Wang, 2016).

3.1 | The role of the gut microbiome for human health and well-being

With up to 1013 bacteria and more than a hundred different bacterial species, the human gastrointestinal tract
houses the majority of physiologically relevant microbiota (Chatelier et al., 2013). Most of these bacteria live in sym-
biosis with their host. The totality of all microorganisms that colonize humans, including their genetic material, is
called the microbiome. Our understanding of the complexity and diversity of the microbiome results mainly from
recent advances in sequencing technology that enable a detailed analysis of all bacteria and viruses colonizing
humans (Bella et al., 2013).

The development of the human microbiome is a complex process that is crucial for the physiology of the human
body. It begins at birth, when the fetal intestine is colonized with microorganisms from the birth canal and from
the mother's skin. In the course of life, the microbiome is influenced strongly by the host's diet, but also by genetics,
age, gender, environment, stress, and health (Huttenhower et al., 2012; Rodríguez et al., 2015). Of these factors, diet
has a particularly important influence on the composition of the gut microbiome (for reviews see Ezra-Nevo
et al., 2020; Tengeler et al., 2018). Non-digestible but fermentable dietary fibers are a major energy source for gut
bacteria. In a mouse model representing the human gut ecosystem, Turnbaugh et al. (2009) demonstrated an altered
bacterial gene expression and metabolic potential after a change from a low-fat to a high-fat diet. Diets including
high amounts of plant-based proteins have different effects on the gut microbiome and bacterial byproducts than
diets with more animal-based proteins (Singh et al., 2017). Dietary supplements such as prebiotics (non-digestible
fiber) and probiotics (live bacteria) as well as antibiotic treatment can also modulate the gut microbial composition
(Preidis & Versalovic, 2009).

It is known that gut microorganisms play an important role in maintaining health and also in the pathogenesis of a
wide variety of diseases (Cani, 2018; Chatelier et al., 2013; Gupta et al., 2020; Shreiner et al., 2015). Intestinal microor-
ganisms contribute to the human metabolism in several ways. First, they ferment dietary fibers that are indigestible for
humans into short-chain fatty acids (SCFA) and thus supply their host with energy. Second, they have important hor-
monal properties, modulate the immune system, and support the intestinal barrier function (Wasilewski et al., 2015).

There is preliminary evidence that the gut microbiome has an impact on cognitive and emotional processing via the
gut–brain axis and can play an important role for brain functioning (Dinan & Cryan, 2017; Foster & Neufeld, 2013). For
example, animal studies have shown that modulation of the microbiota affects signaling along the gut–brain axis and
can affect anxiety and eating behavior (Foster et al., 2017). Studies in humans have found a distinct gut microbial pat-
tern in patients with anxiety, depression, attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, autism spectrum disorder, and other
mental illnesses (Dinan & Cryan, 2015; Fattorusso et al., 2019; Madan et al., 2020; Simpson et al., 2020). More specific
to eating decisions, cardiometabolic diseases (CMDs) and obesity have been associated with changes in the composition
of the gut microbiota (Aron-Wisnewsky & Clement, 2015; Shoaie et al., 2015). Several studies point at changes in micro-
biota composition after bariatric surgery in patients with obesity, suggesting links between gut microbiota alterations
and metabolic improvement observed after surgery (Aron-Wisnewsky et al., 2012).

Taken together, it is likely not only that our food choices affect the composition of our gut microbiota, but also that
the gut microbiota may in turn affect brain responses to food and how we choose what we eat. Yet little is known
regarding the mechanisms at play.

3.2 | How could the microbiome affect dietary decision-making?

Growing evidence suggests a crucial role for the gut microbiota in the development of obesity (Chatelier et al., 2013;
Torres-Fuentes et al., 2017; Turnbaugh et al., 2006, 2009). But what could be the mechanisms underlying this link
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among gut microbiota, unhealthy food choices, and overeating? In what follows, we describe how the gut microbiome
may influence brain function and dietary behavior. Generally, the gut microbiome and the brain communicate bi-
directionally via the systemic and neural pathways that comprise the microbiota–gut–brain axis (for an overview, see
Figure 3). Information that reaches the brain via circulation of the blood (i.e., the systemic pathways) includes the
effects of microbial metabolites, interactions with gut peptides, neurotransmitter synthesis, and modulation of
the immune system. The vagus nerve, one of the cranial nerves, is the principal neural pathway of gut-to-brain commu-
nication (Cryan & Dinan, 2012). How each of these communication pathways might affect dietary decision-making is
discussed in the following sections.

3.2.1 | Microbial metabolites

The gut microbiome composition could influence (food) reward processing and decision-making via metabolites such
as short-chain fatty acids (SCFA) (García-Cabrerizo et al., 2021), a major product of gut microbial fermentation (Den
Besten et al., 2013). Evidence linking SCFA metabolism and reward processing comes from animal and human studies
and various reward domains. For example, one study found that antibiotic treatment in mice led to a reduction of gut

FIGURE 3 A reinforcing feedback loop of dieting behavior, gut microbiome, and food reward processing. Gut microbial diversity

strongly depends on the nutrient composition in the gut. Thus, gut microbial composition varies with dietary patterns. In turn, gut microbial

signaling via bacterial metabolites, gut peptides, neurotransmitters, and immune pathways affects dietary decision-making in the CNS.

Several behaviors that are relevant for dietary decisions (e.g., impulsivity, reward seeking) are sensitive to gut microbial changes. 5-HT,

serotonin; CCK, cholecystokinin; CNS, central nervous system; DA, dopamine; GLP-1, glucagon-like peptide 1; Phe, phenylalanine; SCFA,

short-chain fatty acids; Trp, tryptophan
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bacteria and increased sensitivity to cocaine reward, but administering bacterial fermentation products such as SCFA
reversed these effects (Kiraly et al., 2016). In humans, an intervention that increased levels of the SCFA propionate
reduced the valuation of high-energy foods in humans (Byrne et al., 2016). Propionate also reduced activity in the brain
reward circuit (dorsal and ventral striatum) and decreased subjective appeal of high-energy food and energy intake
(Byrne et al., 2016).

Providing further support for the hypothesis that gut metabolites can affect processing in brain areas related to
reward and decision-making, a recent exploratory study (Osadchiy et al., 2018) found an association of gut
microbiota-derived metabolites with the connectivity of the extended reward circuit in humans. More specifically,
the authors found that microbial-derived fecal indole metabolites (enzymatically converted from the dietary amino
acid tryptophan) were positively correlated with functional and anatomical connectivity between the central hub of
the brain's reward and motivation system (i.e., the nucleus accumbens) and regions shown to be involved in taste
processing (i.e., the amygdala and anterior insula; Berridge & Robinson, 2016; Ikemoto & Panksepp, 1999;
Yiannakas & Rosenblum, 2017).

3.2.2 | Gut peptides

Peripheral ghrelin levels are sensitive to nutrition and to the composition of the gut microbiome and may thus consti-
tute another pathway for gut–brain interactions in dietary decision-making. Both a 12-week dietary intervention with
oligo-fructose (Parnell & Reimer, 2009) and changes in gut microbial composition resulting from antibiotic treatment
(Yanagi et al., 2017) led to a reduction of plasma ghrelin. As outlined above, both neurophysiological and behavioral
reward sensitivity is modulated by peripheral ghrelin levels; for example, higher ghrelin levels are associated with
higher reward sensitivity and impulsivity (Ralevski et al., 2017).

3.2.3 | Neurotransmitters

Gut microbiota produce a variety of neurotransmitters and neurotransmitter precursors (Wasilewski et al., 2015) that
could influence brain functioning and behavior. These include dopamine and serotonin, which are involved in reward-
related decision-making (Fischer & Ullsperger, 2017; Gonz�alez-Arancibia et al., 2019; Strandwitz, 2018) and in interac-
tions of valuation signals with homeostatic processes, as described above. For example, a recent study (Aarts
et al., 2017) found an increased abundance of Bifidobacterium in stool probes of ADHD patients compared with con-
trols; this was associated with an increased availability of a gut microbial enzyme that is involved in the synthesis of the
dopamine precursor phenylalanine. Using fMRI, Aarts et al. (2017) further showed that the increased abundance of this
enzyme was related to decreased ventral striatum activity during reward anticipation.

As described in Section 2.2, serotonin has been associated with healthier food choices and reduced consumption of
sweet food (Miyazaki et al., 2014; Pagoto et al., 2009; Vlaev et al., 2017). While the link between serotonin and sweet
food consumption seems to be moderated by body weight (Pagoto et al., 2009), it is interesting to note that gut microbial
composition differs between lean participants and those with obesity (Ley et al., 2006). This association of serotonin
levels and food choice suggests that bacterial modulation of tryptophan and serotonin levels (Clarke et al., 2013;
O'Mahony et al., 2015; Yano et al., 2015) could mediate the effects of the gut microbiome on eating behavior. Trypto-
phan and serotonin levels might be especially sensitive to nutritional and microbial changes, as around 90% of the
body's serotonin is synthesized in the gastrointestinal tract (Yano et al., 2015).

3.2.4 | Immune modulators

The modulation of the immune system is another important pathway of the gut–brain axis (Fung, 2020). Gut bacteria
can activate the innate immune system and induce the release of pro-inflammatory and anti-inflammatory cytokines
(for a review, see Zheng et al., 2020). These inflammatory markers can reach the brain, trigger neuroinflammatory reac-
tions, and modulate serotonin and dopamine levels (Felger & Treadway, 2017; Miller et al., 2013), and as a consequence
might have broad impact on reward processing and (dietary) decision-making (Bradley et al., 2019; Treadway
et al., 2019). For instance, patients treated with the inflammatory cytokine tumor necrosis factor alpha (TNF-alpha)
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have decreased activity in the ventral striatum during a gambling task, as well as changes in dopamine functioning in
the same region (Capuron et al., 2012). In mice, treatment with lipopolysaccharide—a bacterial endotoxin that pro-
motes inflammation—decreased the willingness to invest effort for food while reward sensitivity remained unchanged
(Vichaya et al., 2014), and similar alterations in incentive motivation have been observed in humans (Lasselin
et al., 2017). Thus, systemic inflammation is a further candidate mediator of bacterial effects on reward-seeking and eat-
ing behavior, but few studies have investigated the entire causal chain from gut microbiome composition via inflamma-
tion to value-based decision-making.

3.2.5 | Vagus nerve

Another route by which gut-derived nutritive signals might reach the brain is through neural signaling via the vagus
nerve. As part of the autonomic nervous system, sensory fibers of the vagal nerve connect the gut and brain. Nerve end-
ings in the gastrointestinal tract are able to sense nutrient-related chemicals (including ghrelin, GLP-1, and CCK; Brow-
ning et al., 2017). These gut-derived nutrient signals are forwarded to the central nervous system and elicit neural,
endocrine, and behavioral reactions for the regulation of eating behavior (Howland, 2014; Le Roux et al., 2005; Waise
et al., 2018). Extensive research in rodents has demonstrated that signaling of the vagus nerve affects the brain's
reward-learning circuitry (De Araujo et al., 2012; Han et al., 2018; Suarez et al., 2018). For example, vagal afferent sig-
naling increased reward sensation and motivation in mice and induced dopamine release from the substantia nigra
onto the dorsal striatum (Han et al., 2018).

In humans, a recent study demonstrated the involvement of interoceptive gut-to-brain signals in reward processing
via transcutaneous auricular vagus nerve stimulation (taVNS). In this study, taVNS decreased reward-learning in a
go/no-go task (Kühnel et al., 2020). Another study found that when human participants worked for food and money
rewards, taVNS did not increase subjective wanting per se or effort maintenance but boosted the desire to work for
rewards, particularly those rewards that were wanted less (Neuser et al., 2020).

4 | TOWARD AN INTERDISCIPLINARY MODEL OF DIETARY
DECISION-MAKING

The goal of this review was to provide a brief and interdisciplinary overview of dietary decision-making—what makes
us eat what we eat. Advances have been made in multiple fields, and we specifically focused here on (a) the physiology
of the homeostatic system, (b) the neuroeconomics of dietary decision-making, and (c) emerging evidence for a role of
the gut microbiome in reward-based dietary decision-making. While these research areas have been largely separate
from each other, there is a growing recognition of the need for more interdisciplinary research to understand dietary
decisions and obesity from a more integrative perspective (Gupta et al., 2020; Rangel, 2013).

We highlighted emerging findings that suggest important interactions among dietary decision-making, neurophysi-
ology, and gut microbiome composition. More specifically, it is becoming increasingly clear that homeostatic and
peripheral physiological factors have important effects on dopaminergic and serotonergic function and the brain's
processing of food rewards. So far, few studies to our knowledge have directly tested the effects of gut microbiome com-
position and its metabolites on brain responses to food cues and the brain circuits underlying dietary decision-making.
Yet the microbiome is well positioned to influence these responses, potentially via its effects on metabolites, amino
acids, and/or direct vagal communication with the brain.

What are the potential brain networks that could mediate such microbiome effects on dietary decision-making?
Hypothetically, these interactions may take place via various brain systems and circuits. First, as discussed above, the
gut microbiome may influence dietary decision-making via its effects on homeostatic signals and regulators. In this
case, the composition of the gut microbiome may covary with processing in hypothalamic and other subcortical circuits.
Second, via its effects on dopaminergic processing and on reward processing, the microbiome may directly or indirectly
shape wanting and responses in the brain valuation system, including ventral striatum and vmPFC. In this case, we
would expect that changes in microbiome composition are reflected in changes in how these brain areas respond to
food cues. Third, given the importance of dopamine not only for value-based decision-making but also for cognitive
control (Cools & D'Esposito, 2011; Ott & Nieder, 2019), the microbiome, especially via its effects on systemic inflamma-
tion, may also affect self-control and the cognitive regulation of food choices based on long-term (e.g., health) goals. In
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this case, microbiome composition may covary with the processing in frontoparietal circuits associated with cognitive
control and self-regulation, especially dlPFC. Finally, a fourth possibility is that the microbiome may influence sensory
and interoceptive processing—for instance, how attuned we are to homeostatic but also gustatory and interoceptive sig-
nals. We note that these four potential levels of microbiome–brain interactions in dietary decision-making are not nec-
essarily exhaustive and certainly not mutually exclusive, but could provide a framework for future studies.

While we highlight potential mechanisms by which the composition of the microbiome may affect dietary decision-
making, the reverse pathway—the effects of dietary decision-making on the composition of the gut microbiome—is
supported by a large body of evidence and thus is at least equally important (Cotillard et al., 2013; David et al., 2015).
Given this bi-directional relationship, it is conceivable that obesity and other eating-related disorders reflect maladap-
tive “vicious circles” between unhealthy eating patterns that are reinforcing and are reinforced by a maladaptive com-
position of the gut microbiome, increased levels of inflammation, and a perturbation of basic homeostatic regulation
mechanisms. From an evolutionary perspective it is plausible that intestinal microbes can manipulate the reinforcing
properties of food and consequently eating behavior to favor the fulfillment of their own nutritional needs and survival
(Alcock et al., 2014; Johnson & Foster, 2018; Leit~ao-Gonçalves et al., 2017). Thus, there is a need for future research to
investigate potential links between gut microbiome and reward processing specifically in response to food stimuli.
Future research in this area and future review pieces like this one need to integrate in more depth the microbiota–gut–
brain axis communication during food consumption, particularly the impact of this communication for experienced
value and “flavor liking” signals.

In sum, many questions remain unanswered thus far and need to be addressed to further advance our understand-
ing of the complexity of eating behavior and obesity. Future studies could further experimentally manipulate the com-
position of the gut microbiome to test causal effects on the gut–brain axis and behavioral measures of dietary decision-
making—food consumption and its control—in both human and animal models. An especially important point will be
to characterize the mechanisms that might mediate gut microbial effects on brain responses and behavioral outcomes,
and how they may be targeted to improve individual decision-making, long-term dietary patterns, and health.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
H.P. has received funds for this work from the Agence National de la Recherche Tremplin ERC. D.S.S. is supported by
the Diet-Body–Brain (DietBB) Competence Cluster in Nutrition Research funded by the Federal Ministry of Education
and Research, Germany (grant number: 01EA1809B). M.C.S. is funded by the Federal Ministry of Education and
Research, Germany (grant number: FKZ01EA1707). L.K. has received funding from INSEAD's Research and Develop-
ment Funds and Campus France (PRESTIGE/Marie-Sklodowska-Curie Fellowship, PRESTIGE-2018-2-0023).

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
The authors have declared no conflicts of interest for this article.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Hilke Plassmann: Conceptualization; writing-original draft; writing-review & editing. Daniela Schelski: Conceptual-
ization; visualization; writing-original draft; writing-review & editing. Marie-Christine Simon: Conceptualization;
writing-original draft; writing-review & editing. Leonie Koban: Conceptualization; writing-original draft; writing-
review & editing.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no new data were created or analyzed in this study.

ORCID
Hilke Plassmann https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9680-0763
Daniela Stephanie Schelski https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1541-0702
Leonie Koban https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3121-6491

RELATED WIREs ARTICLE
Decision neuroscience: Neuroeconomics

14 of 22 PLASSMANN ET AL.

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9680-0763
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9680-0763
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1541-0702
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1541-0702
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3121-6491
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3121-6491
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcs.73


REFERENCES
Aarts, E., Ederveen, T. H. A., Naaijen, J., Zwiers, M. P., Boekhorst, J., Timmerman, H. M., Smeekens, S. P., Netea, M. G., Buitelaar, J. K.,

Franke, B., van Hijum, S. A. F. T., & Vasquez, A. A. (2017). Gut microbiome in ADHD and its relation to neural reward anticipation.
PLoS One, 12(9), e0183509. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0183509

Abdalla, M. M. I. (2017). Central and peripheral control of food intake. Endocrine Regulations, 51(1), 52–70. https://doi.org/10.1515/enr-
2017-0006

Adam, T. C., & Epel, E. S. (2007). Stress, eating and the reward system. Physiology & Behavior, 91(4), 449–458. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
physbeh.2007.04.011

Alcock, J., Maley, C. C., & Aktipis, C. A. (2014). Is eating behavior manipulated by the gastrointestinal microbiota? Evolutionary pressures
and potential mechanisms. BioEssays, 36(10), 940–949. https://doi.org/10.1002/bies.201400071

Aron-Wisnewsky, J., & Clement, K. (2015). The gut microbiome, diet, and links to cardiometabolic and chronic disorders. Nature Reviews
Nephrology, 12(3), 169–181. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrneph.2015.191

Aron-Wisnewsky, J., Doré, J., & Clement, K. (2012). The importance of the gut microbiota after bariatric surgery. Nature Reviews Gastroenter-
ology & Hepatology, 9(10), 590–598. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrgastro.2012.161

Bartra, O., McGuire, J. T., & Kable, J. W. (2010). The valuation system: A coordinate-based meta-analysis of BOLD fMRI experiments exam-
ining neural correlates of subjective value. NeuroImage, 76, 412–427. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.02.063

Bella, J. M. D., Bao, Y., Gloor, G. B., Burton, J. P., & Reid, G. (2013). High throughput sequencing methods and analysis for microbiome
research. Journal of Microbiological Methods, 95(3), 401–414. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mimet.2013.08.011

Bendotti, C., & Samanin, R. (1987). The role of putative 5-HT1A and 5-HT1B receptors in the control of feeding in rats. Life Sciences, 41(5),
635–642. https://doi.org/10.1016/0024-3205(87)90418-8

Berkman, E. T., Hutcherson, C. A., Livingston, J. L., Kahn, L. E., & Inzlicht, M. (2017). Self-control as value-based choice. Current Directions
in Psychological Science, 26(5), 422–428. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417704394

Bernstein, L. M., & Grossman, M. I. (1956). An experimental test of the glucostatic theory of regulation of food intake. Journal of Clinical
Investigation, 35(6), 627–633. https://doi.org/10.1172/jci103318

Berridge, K. C. (2004). Motivation concepts in behavioral neuroscience. Physiology & Behavior, 81(2), 179–209. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
physbeh.2004.02.004

Berridge, K. C., & Robinson, T. E. (2016). Liking, wanting, and the incentive-sensitization theory of addiction. American Psychologist, 71(8),
670–679. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000059

Berthoud, H.-R. (2011). Metabolic and hedonic drives in the neural control of appetite: Who is the boss? Current Opinion in Neurobiology, 21
(6), 888–896. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2011.09.004

Bettman, J. (1979). An information processing theory of consumer choice. Addison-Wesley.
Birdsall, T. C. (1998). 5-Hydroxytryptophan: A clinically-effective serotonin precursor. Alternative Medicine Review, 3(4), 271–280.
Boguszewski, C. L., Paz-Filho, G., & Velloso, L. A. (2010). Neuroendocrine body weight regulation: Integration between fat tissue, gastroin-

testinal tract, and the brain. Endokrynologia Polska, 61(2), 194–206.
Bonnavion, P., Mickelsen, L. E., Fujita, A., de Lecea, L., & Jackson, A. C. (2016). Hubs and spokes of the lateral hypothalamus: Cell types, cir-

cuits and behaviour. Journal of Physiology, 594(22), 6443–6462. https://doi.org/10.1113/jp271946
Bornet, F. R. J., Jardy-Gennetier, A.-E., Jacquet, N., & Stowell, J. (2007). Glycaemic response to foods: Impact on satiety and long-term weight

regulation. Appetite, 49(3), 535–553. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2007.04.006
Botvinick, M. M., Cohen, J. D., & Carter, C. S. (2004). Conflict monitoring and anterior cingulate cortex: An update. Trends in Cognitive Sci-

ences, 8(12), 539–546. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2004.10.003
Bradley, K. A., Stern, E. R., Alonso, C. M., Xie, H., Kim-Schulze, S., & Gabbay, V. (2019). Relationships between neural activation during a

reward task and peripheral cytokine levels in youth with diverse psychiatric symptoms. Brain, Behavior, and Immunity, 80, 374–383.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2019.04.014

Bravo, J. A., Forsythe, P., Chew, M. V., Escaravage, E., Savignac, H. M., Dinan, T. G., Bienenstock, J., & Cryan, J. F. (2011). Ingestion of Lac-
tobacillus strain regulates emotional behavior and central GABA receptor expression in a mouse via the vagus nerve. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 108(38), 16050–16055. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1102999108

Browning, K. N., Verheijden, S., & Boeckxstaens, G. E. (2017). The vagus nerve in appetite regulation, mood, and intestinal inflammation.
Gastroenterology, 152(4), 730–744. https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2016.10.046

Buhle, J. T., Silvers, J. A., Wager, T. D., Lopez, R., Onyemekwu, C., Kober, H., Weber, J., & Ochsner, K. N. (2013). Cognitive reappraisal of
emotion: A meta-analysis of human neuroimaging studies. Cerebral Cortex, 24(11), 2981–2990. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bht154

Byrne, C. S., Chambers, E. S., Alhabeeb, H., Chhina, N., Morrison, D. J., Preston, T., Tedford, C., Fitzpatrick, J., Irani, C., Busza, A., Garcia-
Perez, I., Fountana, S., Holmes, E., Goldstone, A. P., & Frost, G. S. (2016). Increased colonic propionate reduces anticipatory reward
responses in the human striatum to high-energy foods. American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 104(1), 5–14. https://doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.
115.126706

Cammisotto, P. G., Levy, É., Bukowiecki, L. J., & Bendayan, M. (2010). Cross-talk between adipose and gastric leptins for the control of
food intake and energy metabolism. Progress in Histochemistry and Cytochemistry, 45(3), 143–200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proghi.
2010.06.001

Cani, P. D. (2018). Human gut microbiome: Hopes, threats and promises. Gut, 67(9), 1716–1725. https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2018-316723

PLASSMANN ET AL. 15 of 22

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0183509
https://doi.org/10.1515/enr-2017-0006
https://doi.org/10.1515/enr-2017-0006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2007.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2007.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/bies.201400071
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrneph.2015.191
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrgastro.2012.161
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.02.063
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mimet.2013.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/0024-3205(87)90418-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417704394
https://doi.org/10.1172/jci103318
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2004.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2004.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2011.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1113/jp271946
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2007.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2004.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2019.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1102999108
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2016.10.046
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bht154
https://doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.115.126706
https://doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.115.126706
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proghi.2010.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proghi.2010.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2018-316723


Capuron, L., Pagnoni, G., Drake, D. F., Woolwine, B. J., Spivey, J. R., Crowe, R. J., Votaw, J. R., Goodman, M. M., & Miller, A. H. (2012).
Dopaminergic mechanisms of reduced basal ganglia responses to hedonic reward during interferon alfa administration. Archives of Gen-
eral Psychiatry, 69(10), 1044–1053. https://doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2011.2094

Chatelier, E. L., Nielsen, T., Qin, J., Prifti, E., Hildebrand, F., Falony, G., Almeida, M., Arumugam, M., Batto, J.-M., Kennedy, S., Leonard, P.,
Li, J., Burgdorf, K., Grarup, N., Jørgensen, T., Brandslund, I., Nielsen, H. B., Juncker, A. S., Bertalan, M., … Pedersen, O. (2013). Richness
of human gut microbiome correlates with metabolic markers. Nature, 500(7464), 541–546. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12506

Chu, D.-T., Nguyet, N. T. M., Dinh, T. C., Lien, N. V. T., Nguyen, K.-H., Ngoc, V. T. N., Tao, Y., Son, L. H., Le, D.-H., Nga, V. B.,
Jurgo�nski, A., Tran, Q.-H., Tu, P. V., & Pham, V.-H. (2018). An update on physical health and economic consequences of overweight
and obesity. Diabetes & Metabolic Syndrome: Clinical Research & Reviews, 12(6), 1095–1100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dsx.2018.05.004

Clarke, G., Grenham, S., Scully, P., Fitzgerald, P., Moloney, R. D., Shanahan, F., Dinan, T. G., & Cryan, J. F. (2013). The microbiome-gut-
brain axis during early life regulates the hippocampal serotonergic system in a sex-dependent manner. Molecular Psychiatry, 18(6), 666–
673. https://doi.org/10.1038/mp.2012.77

Clithero, J. A., & Rangel, A. (2014). Informatic parcellation of the network involved in the computation of subjective value. Social Cognitive
and Affective Neuroscience, 9(9), 1289–1302. https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nst106

Cools, R., & D'Esposito, M. (2011). Inverted-U–shaped dopamine actions on human working memory and cognitive control. Biological Psy-
chiatry, 69(12), e113–e125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2011.03.028

Cotillard, A., Kennedy, S. P., Kong, L. C., Prifti, E., Pons, N., Chatelier, E. L., Almeida, M., Quinquis, B., Levenez, F., Galleron, N.,
Gougis, S., Rizkalla, S., Batto, J.-M., Renault, P., ANR MicroObes Consortium, Doré, J., Zucker, J. D., Clément, K., & Ehrlich, S. D.
(2013). Dietary intervention impact on gut microbial gene richness. Nature, 500(7464), 585–588. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12480

Crum, A. J., Corbin, W. R., Brownell, K. D., & Salovey, P. (2011). Mind over milkshakes: Mindsets, not just nutrients, determine ghrelin
response. Health Psychology, 30(4), 424–429. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023467

Cryan, J. F., & Dinan, T. G. (2012). Mind-altering microorganisms: The impact of the gut microbiota on brain and behaviour. Nature Reviews.
Neuroscience, 13, 1–12.

Cummings, D. E., & Overduin, J. (2007). Gastrointestinal regulation of food intake. Journal of Clinical Investigation, 117(1), 13–23. https://
doi.org/10.1172/jci30227

Dagher, A. (2012). Hormones, hunger, and food addiction. In K. D. Brownell & M. S. Gold (Eds.), Food and addiction (pp. 200–205). Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/med:psych/9780199738168.003.0030

David, L. A., Maurice, C. F., Carmody, R. N., Gootenberg, D. B., Button, J. E., Wolfe, B. E., Ling, A. V., Devlin, A. S., Varma, Y.,
Fischbach, M. A., Biddinger, S. B., Dutton, R. J., & Turnbaugh, P. J. (2015). Diet rapidly and reproducibly alters the human gut micro-
biome. Nature, 505(7484), 559–563. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12820

De Araujo, I. E., Ferreira, J. G., Tellez, L. A., Ren, X., & Yeckel, C. W. (2012). The gut–brain dopamine axis: A regulatory system for caloric
intake. Physiology & Behavior, 106(3), 394–399. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2012.02.026

De Araujo, I. E., Schatzker, M., & Small, D. M. (2017). Rethinking food reward. Annual Review of Psychology, 71(1), 139–164. https://doi.org/
10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011643

Den Besten, G., van Eunen, K., Groen, A. K., Venema, K., Reijngoud, D.-J., & Bakker, B. M. (2013). The role of short-chain fatty acids in the
interplay between diet, gut microbiota, and host energy metabolism. Journal of Lipid Research, 54(9), 2325–2340. https://doi.org/10.
1194/jlr.r036012

Desbonnet, L., Garrett, L., Clarke, G., Kiely, B., Cryan, J. F., & Dinan, T. G. (2010). Effects of the probiotic Bifidobacterium infantis in the
maternal separation model of depression. Neuroscience, 170(4), 1179–1188. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2010.08.005

Dinan, T. G., & Cryan, J. F. (2015). The impact of gut microbiota on brain and behaviour. Current Opinion in Clinical Nutrition and Metabolic
Care, 18(6), 552–558. https://doi.org/10.1097/mco.0000000000000221

Dinan, T. G., & Cryan, J. F. (2017). Gut instincts: Microbiota as a key regulator of brain development, ageing and neurodegeneration. Journal
of Physiology, 595(2), 489–503. https://doi.org/10.1113/jp273106

Dost�alov�a, I., & Haluzík, M. (2009). The role of ghrelin in the regulation of food intake in patients with obesity and anorexia nervosa. Physio-
logical Research, 58(2), 159–170. https://doi.org/10.33549/physiolres.931448

Drazen, D. L., Vahl, T. P., D'Alessio, D. A., Seeley, R. J., & Woods, S. C. (2006). Effects of a fixed meal pattern on ghrelin secretion: Evidence
for a learned response independent of nutrient status. Endocrinology, 147(1), 23–30. https://doi.org/10.1210/en.2005-0973

Egner, T., & Hirsch, J. (2005). Cognitive control mechanisms resolve conflict through cortical amplification of task-relevant information.
Nature Neuroscience, 8(12), 1784–1790. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1594

Ezra-Nevo, G., Henriques, S. F., & Ribeiro, C. (2020). The diet-microbiome tango: How nutrients lead the gut brain axis. Current Opinion in
Neurobiology, 62, 122–132. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2020.02.005

Fattorusso, A., Genova, L. D., Dell'Isola, G. B., Mencaroni, E., & Esposito, S. (2019). Autism spectrum disorders and the gut microbiota.
Nutrients, 11(3), 521. https://doi.org/10.3390/nu11030521

Felger, J. C., & Treadway, M. T. (2017). Inflammation effects on motivation and motor activity: Role of dopamine. Neuropsychopharmacology,
42(1), 216–241. https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2016.143

Ferrario, C. R., Labouèbe, G., Liu, S., Nieh, E. H., Routh, V. H., Xu, S., & O'Connor, E. C. (2016). Homeostasis meets motivation in the battle
to control food intake. Journal of Neuroscience, 36(45), 11469–11481. https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.2338-16.2016

Figlewicz, D. P., Evans, S. B., Murphy, J., Hoen, M., & Baskin, D. G. (2003). Expression of receptors for insulin and leptin in the ventral teg-
mental area/substantia nigra (VTA/SN) of the rat. Brain Research, 964(1), 107–115. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0006-8993(02)04087-8

16 of 22 PLASSMANN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2011.2094
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12506
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dsx.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1038/mp.2012.77
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nst106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2011.03.028
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12480
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023467
https://doi.org/10.1172/jci30227
https://doi.org/10.1172/jci30227
https://doi.org/10.1093/med:psych/9780199738168.003.0030
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12820
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2012.02.026
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011643
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011643
https://doi.org/10.1194/jlr.r036012
https://doi.org/10.1194/jlr.r036012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2010.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1097/mco.0000000000000221
https://doi.org/10.1113/jp273106
https://doi.org/10.33549/physiolres.931448
https://doi.org/10.1210/en.2005-0973
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1594
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2020.02.005
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu11030521
https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2016.143
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.2338-16.2016
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0006-8993(02)04087-8


Fischer, A. G., & Ullsperger, M. (2017). An update on the role of serotonin and its interplay with dopamine for reward. Frontiers in Human
Neuroscience, 11, 484. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2017.00484

Foster, J. A., & Neufeld, K.-A. M. (2013). Gut–brain axis: How the microbiome influences anxiety and depression. Trends in Neurosciences,
36(5), 305–312. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2013.01.005

Foster, J. A., Rinaman, L., & Cryan, J. F. (2017). Stress and the gut-brain axis: Regulation by the microbiome. Neurobiology of Stress, 7, 124–
136. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ynstr.2017.03.001

Fung, T. C. (2020). The microbiota-immune axis as a central mediator of gut-brain communication. Neurobiology of Disease, 136, 104714.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nbd.2019.104714

García-Cabrerizo, R., Carbia, C., O'Riordan, K. J., Schellekens, H., & Cryan, J. F. (2021). Microbiota-gut-brain axis as a regulator of reward
processes. Journal of Neurochemistry, 1–30. https://doi.org/10.1111/jnc.15284

Geracioti, T. D., Kling, M. A., Joseph-Vanderpool, J. R., Kanayama, S., Rosenthal, N. E., Gold, P. W., & Liddle, R. A. (1989). Meal-related cho-
lecystokinin secretion in eating and affective disorders. Psychopharmacology Bulletin, 25(3), 444–449.

Gevers, D., Pop, M., Schloss, P. D., & Huttenhower, C. (2012). Bioinformatics for the human microbiome project. PLoS Computational Biol-
ogy, 8(11), e1002779. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002779

Gibbs, J., Young, R. C., & Smith, G. P. (1973). Cholecystokinin decreases food intake in rats. Journal of Comparative and Physiological Psy-
chology, 84(3), 488–495. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0034870

Giuliani, N. R., Mann, T., Tomiyama, A. J., & Berkman, E. T. (2014). Neural systems underlying the reappraisal of personally craved foods.
Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 26(7), 1390–1402. https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00563

Glimcher, P. W. (2004). Decisions, uncertainty, and the brain: The science of neuroeconomics. Bradford Books.
Glimcher, P. W. (2010). Foundations of neuroeconomic analysis. Oxford University Press.
Gonz�alez-Arancibia, C., Urrutia-Piñones, J., Illanes-Gonz�alez, J., Martinez-Pinto, J., Sotomayor-Z�arate, R., Julio-Pieper, M., & Bravo, J. A.

(2019). Do your gut microbes affect your brain dopamine? Psychopharmacology, 236(5), 1611–1622. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00213-019-
05265-5

Gupta, V. K., Kim, M., Bakshi, U., Cunningham, K. Y., Davis, J. M., Lazaridis, K. N., Nelson, H., Chia, N., & Sung, J. (2020). A predictive
index for health status using species-level gut microbiome profiling. Nature Communications, 11(1), 4635. https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41467-020-18476-8

Hadley, S., & Walsh, B. (2003). Gastrointestinal disturbances in anorexia nervosa and bulimia nervosa. Current Drug Target—CNS & Neuro-
logical Disorders, 2(1), 1–9. https://doi.org/10.2174/1568007033338715

Hajishafiee, M., Ullrich, S. S., Steinert, R. E., Poppitt, S. D., Luscombe-Marsh, N. D., Horowitz, M., & Feinle-Bisset, C. (2020). Effects of
intragastric tryptophan on acute changes in the plasma tryptophan/large neutral amino acids ratio and relationship with subsequent
energy intake in lean and obese men. Food & Function, 11(8), 7095–7103. https://doi.org/10.1039/d0fo00773k

Han, W., Tellez, L. A., Perkins, M. H., Perez, I. O., Qu, T., Ferreira, J., Ferreira, T. L., Quinn, D., Liu, Z.-W., Gao, X.-B., Kaelberer, M. M.,
Boh�orquez, D. V., Shammah-Lagnado, S. J., de Lartigue, G., & de Araujo, I. E. (2018). A neural circuit for gut-induced reward. Cell, 175
(3), 665–678. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2018.08.049

Hannon-Engel, S. (2012). Regulating satiety in bulimia nervosa: The role of cholecystokinin. Perspectives in Psychiatric Care, 48(1), 34–40.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6163.2011.00304.x

Hare, T. A., Camerer, C. F., & Rangel, A. (2009). Self-control in decision-making involves modulation of the vmPFC valuation system. Sci-
ence, 324(5927), 646–648.

Hare, T. A., Malmaud, J., & Rangel, A. (2011). Focusing attention on the health aspects of foods changes value signals in vmPFC and
improves dietary choice. Journal of Neuroscience, 31(30), 11077–11087. https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.6383-10.2011

Hayden, B., & Niv, Y. (2020). The case against economic values in the orbitofrontal cortex (or anywhere else in the brain). PsyArXiv. https://
doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/7hgup

Heisler, L. K., & Lam, D. D. (2017). An appetite for life: Brain regulation of hunger and satiety. Current Opinion in Pharmacology, 37, 100–
106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.coph.2017.09.002

Howland, R. H. (2014). Vagus nerve stimulation. Current Behavioral Neuroscience Reports, 1(2), 64–73. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40473-014-
0010-5

Hutcherson, C. A., Plassmann, H., Gross, J. J., & Rangel, A. (2012). Cognitive regulation during decision making shifts behavioral control
between ventromedial and dorsolateral prefrontal value systems. Journal of Neuroscience, 32(39), 13543–13554. https://doi.org/10.1523/
jneurosci.6387-11.2012

Huttenhower, C., Gevers, D., Knight, R., Abubucker, S., Badger, J. H., Chinwalla, A. T., Creasy, H. H., Earl, A. M., FitzGerald, M. G.,
Fulton, R. S., Giglio, M. G., Hallsworth-Pepin, K., Lobos, E. A., Madupu, R., Magrini, V., Martin, J. C., Mitreva, M., Muzny, D. M.,
Sodergren, E. J., … White, O. (2012). Structure, function and diversity of the healthy human microbiome. Nature, 486(7402), 207–214.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11234

Ikemoto, S., & Panksepp, J. (1999). The role of nucleus accumbens dopamine in motivated behavior: A unifying interpretation with special
reference to reward-seeking. Brain Research Reviews, 31(1), 6–41. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0165-0173(99)00023-5

Johnson, K. V.-A., & Foster, K. R. (2018). Why does the microbiome affect behaviour? Nature Reviews Microbiology, 16(10), 647–655. https://
doi.org/10.1038/s41579-018-0014-3

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory: Analysis of decision under risk. Econometrica, 47(2), 263–291.

PLASSMANN ET AL. 17 of 22

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2017.00484
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2013.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ynstr.2017.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nbd.2019.104714
https://doi.org/10.1111/jnc.15284
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002779
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0034870
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00563
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00213-019-05265-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00213-019-05265-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-18476-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-18476-8
https://doi.org/10.2174/1568007033338715
https://doi.org/10.1039/d0fo00773k
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2018.08.049
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6163.2011.00304.x
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.6383-10.2011
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/7hgup
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/7hgup
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.coph.2017.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40473-014-0010-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40473-014-0010-5
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.6387-11.2012
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.6387-11.2012
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11234
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0165-0173(99)00023-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41579-018-0014-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41579-018-0014-3


Kiess, W., Müller, G., Galler, A., Reich, A., Deutscher, J., Klammt, J., & Kratzsch, J. (2000). Body fat mass, leptin and puberty. Journal of
Pediatric Endocrinology and Metabolism, 13, 717–722. https://doi.org/10.1515/jpem.2000.13.s1.717

Kiraly, D. D., Walker, D. M., Calipari, E. S., Labonte, B., Issler, O., Pena, C. J., Ribeiro, E. A., Russo, S. J., & Nestler, E. J. (2016). Alterations
of the host microbiome affect behavioral responses to cocaine. Scientific Reports, 6(1), 35455. https://doi.org/10.1038/srep35455

Klok, M. D., Jakobsdottir, S., & Drent, M. L. (2007). The role of leptin and ghrelin in the regulation of food intake and body weight in
humans: A review. Obesity Reviews, 8(1), 21–34. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-789x.2006.00270.x

Kober, H., Mende-Siedlecki, P., Kross, E. F., Weber, J., Mischel, W., Hart, C. L., & Ochsner, K. N. (2010). Prefrontal–striatal pathway under-
lies cognitive regulation of craving. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 107(33), 14811–14816. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.
1007779107

Kojima, M., & Kangawa, K. (2005). Ghrelin: Structure and function. Physiological Reviews, 85(2), 495–522. https://doi.org/10.1152/physrev.
00012.2004

Konturek, S. J., Konturek, J. W., Pawlik, T., & Brzozowski, T. (2004). Brain-gut axis and its role in the control of food intake. Journal of Phys-
iology and Pharmacology: An Official Journal of the Polish Physiological Society, 55(1 Pt 2), 137–154.

Kühnel, A., Teckentrup, V., Neuser, M. P., Huys, Q. J. M., Burrasch, C., Walter, M., & Kroemer, N. B. (2020). Stimulation of the vagus nerve
reduces learning in a go/no-go reinforcement learning task. European Neuropsychopharmacology, 35, 17–29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
euroneuro.2020.03.023

Labouèbe, G., Liu, S., Dias, C., Zou, H., Wong, J. C. Y., Karunakaran, S., Clee, S. M., Phillips, A. G., Boutrel, B., & Borgland, S. L. (2013).
Insulin induces long-term depression of ventral tegmental area dopamine neurons via endocannabinoids. Nature Neuroscience, 16(3),
300–308. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3321

Lasselin, J., Treadway, M. T., Lacourt, T. E., Soop, A., Olsson, M. J., Karshikoff, B., Paues-Göranson, S., Axelsson, J., Dantzer, R., &
Lekander, M. (2017). Lipopolysaccharide alters motivated behavior in a monetary reward task: A randomized trial.
Neuropsychopharmacology, 42(4), 801–810. https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2016.191

Lawton, C. L., & Blundell, J. E. (1993). 5-HT manipulation and dietary choice: Variable carbohydrate (Polycose) suppression demonstrated
only under specific experimental conditions. Psychopharmacology, 112, 375–382. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02244936

Le Roux, C. W., Neary, N. M., Halsey, T. J., Small, C. J., Martinez-Isla, A. M., Ghatei, M. A., Theodorou, N. A., & Bloom, S. R. (2005). Ghrelin
does not stimulate food intake in patients with surgical procedures involving vagotomy. Journal of Clinical Endocrinology & Metabolism,
90(8), 4521–4524. https://doi.org/10.1210/jc.2004-2537

Leibowitz, S. F., & Shor-Posner, G. (1986). Brain serotonin and eating behavior. Appetite, 7, 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0195-6663(86)
80049-6

Leit~ao-Gonçalves, R., Carvalho-Santos, Z., Francisco, A. P., Fioreze, G. T., Anjos, M., Baltazar, C., Elias, A. P., Itskov, P. M.,
Piper, M. D. W., & Ribeiro, C. (2017). Commensal bacteria and essential amino acids control food choice behavior and reproduction.
PLoS Biology, 15(4), e2000862. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2000862

Levy, D. J., & Glimcher, P. W. (2012). The root of all value: A neural common currency for choice. Current Opinion in Neurobiology, 22(6),
1027–1038. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2012.06.001

Ley, R. E., Peterson, D. A., & Gordon, J. I. (2006). Ecological and evolutionary forces shaping microbial diversity in the human intestine. Cell,
124(4), 837–848. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2006.02.017

Long-Smith, C., O'Riordan, K. J., Clarke, G., Stanton, C., Dinan, T. G., & Cryan, J. F. (2020). Microbiota-gut-brain axis: New therapeutic
opportunities. Annual Review of Pharmacology and Toxicology, 60(1), 477–502. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-pharmtox-010919-023628

Lopez, R. B., Chen, P.-H. A., Huckins, J. F., Hofmann, W., Kelley, W. M., & Heatherton, T. F. (2017). A balance of activity in brain control
and reward systems predicts self-regulatory outcomes. Social Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 12(5), 832–838. https://doi.org/10.
1093/scan/nsx004

Madan, A., Thompson, D., Fowler, J. C., Ajami, N. J., Salas, R., Frueh, B. C., Bradshaw, M. R., Weinstein, B. L., Oldham, J. M., &
Petrosino, J. F. (2020). The gut microbiota is associated with psychiatric symptom severity and treatment outcome among individuals
with serious mental illness. Journal of Affective Disorders, 264, 98–106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2019.12.020

Maier, S. U., Makwana, A. B., & Hare, T. A. (2015). Acute stress impairs self-control in goal-directed choice by altering multiple functional
connections within the brain's decision circuits. Neuron, 87(3), 621–631. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2015.07.005

Mayer, J. (1952). The glucostatic theory of regulation of food intake and the problem of obesity. Bulletin of the New England Medical Center,
14(2), 43–49.

Mayer, J. (1966). Some aspects of the problem of regulation of food intake and obesity. New England Journal of Medicine, 274(12), 662–673.
https://doi.org/10.1056/nejm196603242741207

Mayer, J. (1996). Glucostatic mechanism of regulation of food intake. Obesity Research, 4(5), 493–496. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1550-8528.
1996.tb00260.x

Mayer, E. A. (2011). Gut feelings: The emerging biology of gut–brain communication. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 12(8), 453–466. https://
doi.org/10.1038/nrn3071

Mayer, E. A., Knight, R., Mazmanian, S. K., Cryan, J. F., & Tillisch, K. (2014). Gut microbes and the brain: Paradigm shift in neuroscience.
Journal of Neuroscience, 34(46), 15490–15496. https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.3299-14.2014

Mayer, E. A., Tillisch, K., & Gupta, A. (2015). Gut/brain axis and the microbiota. Journal of Clinical Investigation, 125(3), 926–938. https://
doi.org/10.1172/jci76304

18 of 22 PLASSMANN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1515/jpem.2000.13.s1.717
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep35455
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-789x.2006.00270.x
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1007779107
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1007779107
https://doi.org/10.1152/physrev.00012.2004
https://doi.org/10.1152/physrev.00012.2004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroneuro.2020.03.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroneuro.2020.03.023
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3321
https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2016.191
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02244936
https://doi.org/10.1210/jc.2004-2537
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0195-6663(86)80049-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0195-6663(86)80049-6
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2000862
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2012.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2006.02.017
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-pharmtox-010919-023628
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsx004
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsx004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2019.12.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2015.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1056/nejm196603242741207
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1550-8528.1996.tb00260.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1550-8528.1996.tb00260.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3071
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3071
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.3299-14.2014
https://doi.org/10.1172/jci76304
https://doi.org/10.1172/jci76304


McClure, S. M. (2004). Separate neural systems value immediate and delayed monetary rewards. Science, 306(5695), 503–507. https://doi.org/
10.1126/science.1100907

McClure, S. M., Ericson, K. M., Laibson, D. I., Loewenstein, G., & Cohen, J. D. (2007). Time discounting for primary rewards. Journal of Neu-
roscience, 27(21), 5796–5804. https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.4246-06.2007

Meguid, M. M., Fetissov, S. O., Varma, M., Sato, T., Zhang, L., Laviano, A., & Rossi-Fanelli, F. (2000). Hypothalamic dopamine and serotonin
in the regulation of food intake. Nutrition, 16(10), 843–857. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0899-9007(00)00449-4

Miller, E. M., Shankar, M. U., Knutson, B., & McClure, S. M. (2013). Dissociating motivation from reward in human striatal activity. Journal
of Cognitive Neuroscience, 26(5), 1075–1084. https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00535

Miyazaki, K. W., Miyazaki, K., Tanaka, K. F., Yamanaka, A., Takahashi, A., Tabuchi, S., & Doya, K. (2014). Optogenetic activation of dorsal
raphe serotonin neurons enhances patience for future rewards. Current Biology, 24(17), 2033–2040. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2014.
07.041

Morrison, C. D., Reed, S. D., & Henagan, T. M. (2012). Homeostatic regulation of protein intake: In search of a mechanism. American
Journal of Physiology: Regulatory, Integrative and Comparative Physiology, 302(8), R917–R928. https://doi.org/10.1152/ajpregu.00609.
2011

Morton, G. J., Meek, T. H., & Schwartz, M. W. (2014). Neurobiology of food intake in health and disease. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 15(6),
367–378. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3745

Murphy, K. G., Dhillo, W. S., & Bloom, S. R. (2006). Gut peptides in the regulation of food intake and energy homeostasis. Endocrine Reviews,
27(7), 719–727. https://doi.org/10.1210/er.2006-0028

Nakazato, M., Murakami, N., Date, Y., Kojima, M., Matsuo, H., Kangawa, K., & Matsukura, S. (2001). A role for ghrelin in the central regula-
tion of feeding. Nature, 409(6817), 194–198. https://doi.org/10.1038/35051587

Narayanan, N. S., Guarnieri, D. J., & DiLeone, R. J. (2010). Metabolic hormones, dopamine circuits, and feeding. Frontiers in Neuroendocri-
nology, 31(1), 104–112. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yfrne.2009.10.004

Neuser, M. P., Teckentrup, V., Kühnel, A., Hallschmid, M., Walter, M., & Kroemer, N. B. (2020). Vagus nerve stimulation boosts the drive to
work for rewards. Nature Communications, 11(1), 3555. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-17344-9

Nicola, S. M., Taha, S. A., Kim, S. W., & Fields, H. L. (2005). Nucleus accumbens dopamine release is necessary and sufficient to promote the
behavioral response to reward-predictive cues. Neuroscience, 135(4), 1025–1033. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2005.06.088

Ochsner, K. N., Silvers, J. A., & Buhle, J. T. (2012). Functional imaging studies of emotion regulation: A synthetic review and evolving model
of the cognitive control of emotion. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 1251(1), E1–E24. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.
2012.06751.x

OECD. (2019). The heavy burden of obesity: The economics of prevention. OECD Health Policy Studies, OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.
1787/67450d67-en

O'Mahony, S. M., Clarke, G., Borre, Y. E., Dinan, T. G., & Cryan, J. F. (2015). Serotonin, tryptophan metabolism and the brain-gut-
microbiome axis. Behavioural Brain Research, 277, 32–48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2014.07.027

Osadchiy, V., Labus, J. S., Gupta, A., Jacobs, J., Ashe-McNalley, C., Hsiao, E. Y., & Mayer, E. A. (2018). Correlation of tryptophan metabolites
with connectivity of extended central reward network in healthy subjects. PLoS One, 13(8), e0201772. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0201772

Ott, V., Friedrich, M., Zemlin, J., Lehnert, H., Schultes, B., Born, J., & Hallschmid, M. (2012). Meal anticipation potentiates postprandial
ghrelin suppression in humans. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 37(7), 1096–1100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2011.10.007

Ott, T., & Nieder, A. (2019). Dopamine and cognitive control in prefrontal cortex. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 23(3), 213–234. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.12.006

Padoa-Schioppa, C., & Assad, J. A. (2008). The representation of economic value in the orbitofrontal cortex is invariant for changes of menu.
Nature Neuroscience, 11(1), 95–102. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn2020

Pagoto, S. L., Spring, B., McChargue, D., Hitsman, B., Smith, M., Appelhans, B., & Hedeker, D. (2009). Acute tryptophan depletion and sweet
food consumption by overweight adults. Eating Behaviors, 10(1), 36–41. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eatbeh.2008.10.010

Palmiter, R. D. (2007). Is dopamine a physiologically relevant mediator of feeding behavior? Trends in Neurosciences, 30(8), 375–381. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2007.06.004

Parnell, J. A., & Reimer, R. A. (2009). Weight loss during oligofructose supplementation is associated with decreased ghrelin and increased
peptide YY in overweight and obese adults. American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 89(6), 1751–1759. https://doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.2009.
27465

Pecina, S., Cagniard, B., Berridge, K. C., Aldridge, J. W., & Zhuang, X. (2003). Hyperdopaminergic mutant mice have higher “wanting” but
not “liking” for sweet rewards. Journal of Neuroscience, 23(28), 9395–9402.

Peters, J. C., & Harper, A. E. (1981). Protein and energy consumption, plasma amino acid ratios, and brain neurotransmitter concentrations.
Physiology & Behavior, 27(2), 287–298. https://doi.org/10.1016/0031-9384(81)90271-7

Peters, J. C., & Harper, A. E. (1985). Adaptation of rats to diets containing different levels of protein: Effects on food intake, plasma and brain
amino acid concentrations and brain neurotransmitter metabolism. Journal of Nutrition, 115(3), 382–398. https://doi.org/10.1093/jn/115.
3.382

Plata-Salam�an, C. R. (1991). Regulation of hunger and satiety in man. Digestive Diseases, 9(5), 253–268. https://doi.org/10.1159/
000171310

PLASSMANN ET AL. 19 of 22

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1100907
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1100907
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.4246-06.2007
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0899-9007(00)00449-4
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00535
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2014.07.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2014.07.041
https://doi.org/10.1152/ajpregu.00609.2011
https://doi.org/10.1152/ajpregu.00609.2011
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3745
https://doi.org/10.1210/er.2006-0028
https://doi.org/10.1038/35051587
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yfrne.2009.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-17344-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2005.06.088
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2012.06751.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2012.06751.x
https://doi.org/10.1787/67450d67-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/67450d67-en
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2014.07.027
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0201772
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0201772
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2011.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn2020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eatbeh.2008.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2007.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2007.06.004
https://doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.2009.27465
https://doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.2009.27465
https://doi.org/10.1016/0031-9384(81)90271-7
https://doi.org/10.1093/jn/115.3.382
https://doi.org/10.1093/jn/115.3.382
https://doi.org/10.1159/000171310
https://doi.org/10.1159/000171310


Platt, M. L., & Plassmann, H. (2014). Multistage valuation signals and common neural currencies. In P. W. Glimcher & E. Fehr (Eds.), Neu-
roeconomics: Decision making and the brain (pp. 237–258). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-416008-8.00013-9

Pradhan, G., Samson, S. L., & Sun, Y. (2013). Ghrelin. Current Opinion in Clinical Nutrition and Metabolic Care, 16(6), 619–624. https://doi.
org/10.1097/mco.0b013e328365b9be

Preidis, G. A., & Versalovic, J. (2009). Targeting the human microbiome with antibiotics, probiotics, and prebiotics: Gastroenterology enters
the metagenomics era. Gastroenterology, 136(6), 2015–2031. https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2009.01.072

Ralevski, E., Shanabrough, M., Newcomb, J., Gandelman, E., Hayden, R., Horvath, T. L., & Petrakis, I. (2017). Ghrelin is related to personal-
ity differences in reward sensitivity and impulsivity. Alcohol and Alcoholism, 53(1), 52–56. https://doi.org/10.1093/alcalc/agx082

Rangel, A. (2013). Regulation of dietary choice by the decision-making circuitry. Nature Neuroscience, 16(12), 1717–1724. https://doi.org/10.
1038/nn.3561

Rangel, A., Camerer, C., & Montague, P. R. (2008). A framework for studying the neurobiology of value-based decision making. Nature
Reviews Neuroscience, 9(7), 545–556. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2357

Reilly, J. G., McTavish, S. F. B., & Young, A. H. (1997). Rapid depletion of plasma tryptophan: A review of studies and experimental method-
ology. Journal of Psychopharmacology, 11(4), 381–392. https://doi.org/10.1177/026988119701100416

Robinson, T. E., & Berridge, K. C. (2004). Incentive-sensitization and drug “wanting”. Psychopharmacology, 171(3), 352–353. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s00213-003-1602-z

Rodríguez, J. M., Murphy, K., Stanton, C., Ross, R. P., Kober, O. I., Juge, N., Avershina, E., Rudi, K., Narbad, A., Jenmalm, M. C.,
Marchesi, J. R., & Collado, M. C. (2015). The composition of the gut microbiota throughout life, with an emphasis on early life. Microbial
Ecology in Health and Disease, 26(1), 26050. https://doi.org/10.3402/mehd.v26.26050

Roh, E., Song, D. K., & Kim, M.-S. (2016). Emerging role of the brain in the homeostatic regulation of energy and glucose metabolism. Exper-
imental & Molecular Medicine, 48(3), e216. https://doi.org/10.1038/emm.2016.4

Schmidt, L., Tusche, A., Manoharan, N., Hutcherson, C., Hare, T., & Plassmann, H. (2018). Neuroanatomy of the vmPFC and dlPFC predicts
individual differences in cognitive regulation during dietary self-control across regulation strategies. Journal of Neuroscience, 38(25),
5799–5806. https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.3402-17.2018

Shenhav, A., Botvinick, M. M., & Cohen, J. D. (2013). The expected value of control: An integrative theory of anterior cingulate cortex func-
tion. Neuron, 79(2), 217–240. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2013.07.007

Shoaie, S., Ghaffari, P., Kovatcheva-Datchary, P., Mardinoglu, A., Sen, P., Pujos-Guillot, E., Wouters, T. d., Juste, C., Rizkalla, S., Chilloux, J.,
Hoyles, L., Nicholson, J. K., MICRO-Obes Consortium, Doré, J., Dumas, M. E., Clement, K., Bäckhed, F., & Nielsen, J. (2015). Quantify-
ing diet-induced metabolic changes of the human gut microbiome. Cell Metabolism, 22(2), 320–331. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmet.2015.
07.001

Shor-Posner, G., Grinker, J. A., Marinescu, C., Brown, O., & Leibowitz, S. F. (1986). Hypothalamic serotonin in the control of meal patterns
and macronutrient selection. Brain Research Bulletin, 17(5), 663–671. https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-9230(86)90198-x

Shreiner, A. B., Kao, J. Y., & Young, V. B. (2015). The gut microbiome in health and in disease. Current Opinion in Gastroenterology, 31(1),
69–75. https://doi.org/10.1097/mog.0000000000000139

Siep, N., Roefs, A., Roebroeck, A., Havermans, R., Bonte, M., & Jansen, A. (2012). Fighting food temptations: The modulating effects of
short-term cognitive reappraisal, suppression and up-regulation on mesocorticolimbic activity related to appetitive motivation.
NeuroImage, 60(1), 213–220. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.12.067

Simpson, C. A., Diaz-Arteche, C., Eliby, D., Schwartz, O. S., Simmons, J. G., & Cowan, C. S. M. (2020). The gut microbiota in anxiety and
depression—A systematic review. Clinical Psychology Review, 83, 101943. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2020.101943

Singh, R. K., Chang, H.-W., Yan, D., Lee, K. M., Ucmak, D., Wong, K., Abrouk, M., Farahnik, B., Nakamura, M., Zhu, T. H., Bhutani, T., &
Liao, W. (2017). Influence of diet on the gut microbiome and implications for human health. Journal of Translational Medicine, 15(1),
73. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12967-017-1175-y

Sinha, R. (2018). Role of addiction and stress neurobiology on food intake and obesity. Biological Psychology, 131, 5–13. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.biopsycho.2017.05.001

Skibicka, K. P., Hansson, C., Alvarez-Crespo, M., Friberg, P. A., & Dickson, S. L. (2011). Ghrelin directly targets the ventral tegmental area to
increase food motivation. Neuroscience, 180, 129–137. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2011.02.016

Solon-Biet, S. M., Cogger, V. C., Pulpitel, T., Wahl, D., Clark, X., Bagley, E. E., Gregoriou, G. C., Senior, A. M., Wang, Q.-P., Brandon, A. E.,
Perks, R., O'Sullivan, J., Koay, Y. C., Bell-Anderson, K., Kebede, M., Yau, B., Atkinson, C., Svineng, G., Dodgson, T., … Simpson, S. J.
(2019). Branched-chain amino acids impact health and lifespan indirectly via amino acid balance and appetite control. Nature Metabo-
lism, 1(5), 532–545. https://doi.org/10.1038/s42255-019-0059-2

Speakman, J. R., Stubbs, R. J., & Mercer, J. G. (2002). Does body mass play a role in the regulation of food intake? Proceedings of the Nutrition
Society, 61(4), 473–487. https://doi.org/10.1079/pns2002194

Stalnaker, T. A., Cooch, N. K., & Schoenbaum, G. (2015). What the orbitofrontal cortex does not do. Nature Neuroscience, 18(5), 620–627.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3982

Stengel, A., & Taché, Y. (2012). Gastric peptides and their regulation of hunger and satiety. Current Gastroenterology Reports, 14(6), 480–488.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11894-012-0291-3

Strandwitz, P. (2018). Neurotransmitter modulation by the gut microbiota. Brain Research, 1693, 128–133. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.
2018.03.015

20 of 22 PLASSMANN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-416008-8.00013-9
https://doi.org/10.1097/mco.0b013e328365b9be
https://doi.org/10.1097/mco.0b013e328365b9be
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2009.01.072
https://doi.org/10.1093/alcalc/agx082
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3561
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3561
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2357
https://doi.org/10.1177/026988119701100416
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00213-003-1602-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00213-003-1602-z
https://doi.org/10.3402/mehd.v26.26050
https://doi.org/10.1038/emm.2016.4
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.3402-17.2018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2013.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmet.2015.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmet.2015.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-9230(86)90198-x
https://doi.org/10.1097/mog.0000000000000139
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.12.067
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2020.101943
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12967-017-1175-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2017.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2017.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2011.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42255-019-0059-2
https://doi.org/10.1079/pns2002194
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3982
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11894-012-0291-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2018.03.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2018.03.015


Strang, S., Hoeber, C., Uhl, O., Koletzko, B., Münte, T. F., Lehnert, H., Dolan, R. J., Schmid, S. M., & Park, S. Q. (2017). Impact of nutrition
on social decision making. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 114(25), 6510–6514. https://
doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1620245114

Suarez, A. N., Hsu, T. M., Liu, C. M., Noble, E. E., Cortella, A. M., Nakamoto, E. M., Hahn, J. D., de Lartigue, G., & Kanoski, S. E. (2018).
Gut vagal sensory signaling regulates hippocampus function through multi-order pathways. Nature Communications, 9(1), 2181. https://
doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-04639-1

Sun, W., & Kober, H. (2020). Regulating food craving: From mechanisms to interventions. Physiology & Behavior, 222, 112878. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2020.112878

Sutton, R. S., & Barto, A. G. (1998). Reinforcement learning. MIT Press.
Tang, D. W., Fellows, L. K., Small, D. M., & Dagher, A. (2012). Food and drug cues activate similar brain regions: A meta-analysis of func-

tional MRI studies. Physiology & Behavior, 106(3), 317–324. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2012.03.009
Tengeler, A. C., Kozicz, T., & Kiliaan, A. J. (2018). Relationship between diet, the gut microbiota, and brain function. Nutrition Reviews, 76

(8), 603–617. https://doi.org/10.1093/nutrit/nuy016
Thanarajah, S. E., Backes, H., DiFeliceantonio, A. G., Albus, K., Cremer, A. L., Hanssen, R., Lippert, R. N., Cornely, O. A., Small, D. M.,

Brüning, J. C., & Tittgemeyer, M. (2019). Food intake recruits orosensory and post-ingestive dopaminergic circuits to affect eating desire
in humans. Cell Metabolism, 29(3), 695–706. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmet.2018.12.006

Tomiyama, A. J. (2018). Stress and obesity. Annual Review of Psychology, 70(1), 703–718. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010418-
102936

Torii, K., Kondoh, T., Mori, M., & Onoc, T. (1998). Hypothalamic control of amino acid appetite. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences,
855(1), 417–425. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.1998.tb10601.x

Torres-Fuentes, C., Schellekens, H., Dinan, T. G., & Cryan, J. F. (2017). The microbiota–gut–brain axis in obesity. The Lancet Gastroenterol-
ogy & Hepatology, 2(10), 747–756. https://doi.org/10.1016/s2468-1253(17)30147-4

Tortora, G. D., & Derrickson, B. H. (2018). Principles of anatomy and physiology (15th ed.). Wiley.
Treadway, M. T., Cooper, J. A., & Miller, A. H. (2019). Can't or won't? Immunometabolic constraints on dopaminergic drive. Trends in Cogni-

tive Sciences, 23(5), 435–448. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2019.03.003
Tremblay, A., & Bellisle, F. (2015). Nutrients, satiety, and control of energy intake. Applied Physiology, Nutrition, and Metabolism, 40(10),

971–979. https://doi.org/10.1139/apnm-2014-0549
Turnbaugh, P. J., Hamady, M., Yatsunenko, T., Cantarel, B. L., Duncan, A., Ley, R. E., Sogin, M. L., Jones, W. J., Roe, B. A., Affourtit, J. P.,

Egholm, M., Henrissat, B., Heath, A. C., Knight, R., & Gordon, J. I. (2009). A core gut microbiome in obese and lean twins. Nature, 457
(7228), 480–484. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07540

Turnbaugh, P. J., Ley, R. E., Mahowald, M. A., Magrini, V., Mardis, E. R., & Gordon, J. I. (2006). An obesity-associated gut microbiome with
increased capacity for energy harvest. Nature, 444(7122), 1027–1031. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature05414

Van de Wouw, M., Schellekens, H., Dinan, T. G., & Cryan, J. F. (2017). Microbiota-gut-brain axis: Modulator of host metabolism and appe-
tite. Journal of Nutrition, 147(5), 727–745. https://doi.org/10.3945/jn.116.240481

Veldhuizen, M. G., Babbs, R. K., Patel, B., Fobbs, W., Kroemer, N. B., Garcia, E., Yeomans, M. R., & Small, D. M. (2017). Integration of sweet
taste and metabolism determines carbohydrate reward. Current Biology, 27(16), 2476–2485. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2017.07.018

Vichaya, E. G., Hunt, S. C., & Dantzer, R. (2014). Lipopolysaccharide reduces incentive motivation while boosting preference for high reward
in mice. Neuropsychopharmacology, 39(12), 2884–2890. https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2014.141

Vlaev, I., Crockett, M. J., Clark, L., Müller, U., & Robbins, T. W. (2017). Serotonin enhances the impact of health information on food choice.
Cognitive, Affective, & Behavioral Neuroscience, 17(3), 542–553. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-016-0496-2

Volkow, N. D., Fowler, J. S., Gatley, S. J., Logan, J., Wang, G. J., Ding, Y. S., & Dewey, S. (1996). PET evaluation of the dopamine system of
the human brain. Journal of Nuclear Medicine, 37(7), 1242–1256.

Volkow, N. D., Wang, G., Fowler, J. S., Logan, J., Jayne, M., Franceschi, D., Wong, C., Gatley, S. J., Gifford, A. N., Ding, Y., & Pappas, N.
(2002). “Nonhedonic” food motivation in humans involves dopamine in the dorsal striatum and methylphenidate amplifies this effect.
Synapse, 44(3), 175–180. https://doi.org/10.1002/syn.10075

Volkow, N. D., Wang, G. J., Fowler, J. S., Tomasi, D., & Baler, R. (2011). Food and drug reward: Overlapping circuits in human obesity and
addiction. In C. Carter & J. Dalley (Eds.), Brain imaging in behavioral neuroscience (Current topics in behavioral neurosciences) (Vol. 11,
pp. 1–24). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/7854_2011_169

Volkow, N. D., Wise, R. A., & Baler, R. (2017). The dopamine motive system: Implications for drug and food addiction. Nature Reviews Neuro-
science, 18(12), 741–752. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn.2017.130

von Neumann, J., & Morgenstern, O. (2007). Theory of games and economic behavior. Princeton University Press.
Vosgerau, J., Scopelliti, I., & Huh, Y. E. (2020). Exerting self-control ≠ sacrificing pleasure. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 30(1), 181–200.

https://doi.org/10.1002/jcpy.1142
Waise, T. M. Z., Dranse, H. J., & Lam, T. K. T. (2018). The metabolic role of vagal afferent innervation. Nature Reviews Gastroenterology &

Hepatology, 15(10), 625–636. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41575-018-0062-1
Wang, X.-F., Liu, J.-J., Xia, J., Liu, J., Mirabella, V., & Pang, Z. P. (2015). Endogenous glucagon-like peptide-1 suppresses high-fat food intake

by reducing synaptic drive onto mesolimbic dopamine neurons. Cell Reports, 12(5), 726–733. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.celrep.2015.06.062
Wang, Y. C., McPherson, K., Marsh, T., Gortmaker, S. L., & Brown, M. (2011). Health and economic burden of the projected obesity trends

in the USA and the UK. The Lancet, 378(9793), 815–825. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(11)60814-3

PLASSMANN ET AL. 21 of 22

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1620245114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1620245114
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-04639-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-04639-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2020.112878
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2020.112878
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2012.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1093/nutrit/nuy016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmet.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010418-102936
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010418-102936
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.1998.tb10601.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/s2468-1253(17)30147-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2019.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1139/apnm-2014-0549
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07540
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature05414
https://doi.org/10.3945/jn.116.240481
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2017.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2014.141
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-016-0496-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/syn.10075
https://doi.org/10.1007/7854_2011_169
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn.2017.130
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcpy.1142
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41575-018-0062-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.celrep.2015.06.062
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(11)60814-3


Wang, H.-X., & Wang, Y.-P. (2016). Gut microbiota-brain axis. Chinese Medical Journal, 129(19), 2373–2380. https://doi.org/10.4103/0366-
6999.190667

Wansink, B., Painter, J. E., & North, J. (2005). Bottomless bowls: Why visual cues of portion size may influence intake. Obesity Research, 13
(1), 93–100. https://doi.org/10.1038/oby.2005.12

Wasilewski, A., Zieli�nska, M., Storr, M., & Fichna, J. (2015). Beneficial effects of probiotics, prebiotics, synbiotics, and psychobiotics in
inflammatory bowel disease. Inflammatory Bowel Diseases, 21(7), 1674–1682. https://doi.org/10.1097/mib.0000000000000364

Weber, E. U., & Johnson, E. J. (2009). Mindful judgment and decision making. Annual Review of Psychology, 60(1), 53–85. https://doi.org/10.
1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163633

Williams, G., Bing, C., Cai, X. J., Harrold, J. A., King, P. J., & Liu, X. H. (2001). The hypothalamus and the control of energy homeostasis: Dif-
ferent circuits, different purposes. Physiology & Behavior, 74(4–5), 683–701. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0031-9384(01)00612-6

Williams, K. W., & Elmquist, J. K. (2012). From neuroanatomy to behavior: Central integration of peripheral signals regulating feeding
behavior. Nature Publishing Group, 15(10), 1350–1355. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3217

Wise, R. A. (2004). Dopamine, learning and motivation. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 5(6), 483–494. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn1406
Woods, S. C. (2013). Metabolic signals and food intake. Forty years of progress. Appetite, 71, 440–444. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2012.

08.016
Wurtman, R. J., & Wurtman, J. J. (1995). Brain serotonin, carbohydrate-craving, obesity and depression. Obesity Research, 3(S4), 477S–480S.

https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1550-8528.1995.tb00215.x
Yanagi, H., Tsuda, A., Matsushima, M., Takahashi, S., Ozawa, G., Koga, Y., & Takagi, A. (2017). Changes in the gut microbiota composition

and the plasma ghrelin level in patients with Helicobacter pylori-infected patients with eradication therapy. BMJ Open Gastroenterology,
4(1), e000182. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgast-2017-000182

Yano, J. M., Yu, K., Donaldson, G. P., Shastri, G. G., Ann, P., Ma, L., Nagler, C. R., Ismagilov, R. F., Mazmanian, S. K., & Hsiao, E. Y. (2015).
Indigenous bacteria from the gut microbiota regulate host serotonin biosynthesis. Cell, 161(2), 264–276. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.
2015.02.047

Yiannakas, A., & Rosenblum, K. (2017). The insula and taste learning. Frontiers in Molecular Neuroscience, 10, 335. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fnmol.2017.00335

Yokum, S., & Stice, E. (2013). Cognitive regulation of food craving: Effects of three cognitive reappraisal strategies on neural response to pal-
atable foods. International Journal of Obesity, 37(12), 1565–1570. https://doi.org/10.1038/ijo.2013.39

You, Z.-B., Wang, B., Liu, Q.-R., Wu, Y., Otvos, L., & Wise, R. A. (2016). Reciprocal inhibitory interactions between the reward-related effects
of leptin and cocaine. Neuropsychopharmacology, 41(4), 1024–1033. https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2015.230

Zac-Varghese, S., Tan, T., & Bloom, S. R. (2010). Hormonal interactions between gut and brain. Discovery Medicine, 10(55), 543–552.
Zanchi, D., Depoorter, A., Egloff, L., Haller, S., Mählmann, L., Lang, U. E., Drewe, J., Beglinger, C., Schmidt, A., & Borgwardt, S. (2017). The

impact of gut hormones on the neural circuit of appetite and satiety: A systematic review. Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 80, 457–
475. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2017.06.013

Zheng, H., & Berthoud, H.-R. (2007). Eating for pleasure or calories. Current Opinion in Pharmacology, 7(6), 607–612. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.coph.2007.10.011

Zheng, D., Liwinski, T., & Elinav, E. (2020). Interaction between microbiota and immunity in health and disease. Cell Research, 30(6), 492–
506. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41422-020-0332-7

How to cite this article: Plassmann H, Schelski DS, Simon M-C, Koban L. How we decide what to eat: Toward
an interdisciplinary model of gut–brain interactions. WIREs Cogn Sci. 2021;e1562. https://doi.org/10.1002/
wcs.1562

22 of 22 PLASSMANN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.4103/0366-6999.190667
https://doi.org/10.4103/0366-6999.190667
https://doi.org/10.1038/oby.2005.12
https://doi.org/10.1097/mib.0000000000000364
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163633
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163633
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0031-9384(01)00612-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3217
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn1406
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2012.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2012.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1550-8528.1995.tb00215.x
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgast-2017-000182
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.02.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.02.047
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnmol.2017.00335
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnmol.2017.00335
https://doi.org/10.1038/ijo.2013.39
https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2015.230
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2017.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.coph.2007.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.coph.2007.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41422-020-0332-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcs.1562
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcs.1562

	How we decide what to eat: Toward an interdisciplinary model of gut-brain interactions
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  PHYSIOLOGY AND BRAIN SYSTEMS UNDERLYING FOOD CHOICES
	2.1  Homeostatic regulation of eating
	2.1.1  The role of gastrointestinal peptide hormones for the regulation of food intake decisions
	2.1.2  The role of neurotransmitters and neuromodulators for the regulation of food intake decisions

	2.2  Brain systems underlying (dietary) decision-making
	2.2.1  The brain's valuation system
	2.2.2  The brain's cognitive control system

	2.3  Interactions between the homeostatic and value-based drivers of food choices

	3  MICROBIOTA-GUT-BRAIN INTERACTIONS
	3.1  The role of the gut microbiome for human health and well-being
	3.2  How could the microbiome affect dietary decision-making?
	3.2.1  Microbial metabolites
	3.2.2  Gut peptides
	3.2.3  Neurotransmitters
	3.2.4  Immune modulators
	3.2.5  Vagus nerve


	4  TOWARD AN INTERDISCIPLINARY MODEL OF DIETARY DECISION-MAKING
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	  CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	  AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	  DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


