
Neuromagnetic speech discrimination 
responses are associated with reading-related 
skills in dyslexic and typical readers  
 

 

Thiede, A.1, Parkkonen, L.2,7, Virtala, P.1, Laasonen, M. 3, 4, 5, Mäkelä, J.P.6, Kujala, T.1 

 

1 Cognitive Brain Research Unit, Department of Psychology and Logopedics, Faculty of Medicine, University of 

Helsinki 

2 Department of Neuroscience and Biomedical Engineering, School of Science, Aalto University 

3 Department of Psychology and Logopedics, Faculty of Medicine, University of Helsinki 

4 Phoniatric Unit, Helsinki University Hospital 

5 Department of Psychology and Speech-Language Pathology, University of Turku 

6 BioMag Laboratory, HUS Medical Imaging Center, Helsinki University Central Hospital 

7Aalto Neuroimaging, Aalto University 

 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted January 2, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2019.12.29.19016113doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

https://doi.org/10.1101/2019.12.29.19016113
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


1 

Abstract 

Dyslexia is currently thought to be based on poor phonological processing. We investigated neural speech-sound 

discrimination in adults with or without dyslexia by recording mismatch fields (MMF) with 

magnetoencephalogram (MEG) and by determining their association with reading-related skills. We expected 

weak and atypically lateralized MMFs in dyslexics, and associations between reading-related skills and MMF 

strength. Responses were recorded to a repeating pseudoword /ta-ta/ with occasional changes in vowel identity, 

vowel duration, or syllable frequency from 43 adults, 21 with confirmed dyslexia. Phonological processing, 

reading, working memory, and IQ were additionally assessed. Speech-sound changes elicited MMFs and late 

MMFs in bilateral auditory cortices, with no group differences in source strengths. MMFs and/or late MMFs to 

vowel identity and duration changes were left-lateralized. Better verbal working memory was associated with 

stronger left-hemispheric MMF sources across groups, suggesting the relevance of verbal working memory for 

speech processing. Faster and more accurate technical reading was associated with stronger right-hemispheric 

MMF sources in dyslexics, which might suggest a right-hemispheric compensatory mechanism for language 

processing. In conclusion, contrary to prior work, our results did not support deficient speech-sound processing 

in dyslexia. However, in line with previous studies, we showed left-lateralized MMFs to speech sound changes 

and their association with reading-related skills, promoting the use of MMFs in investigating reading-related 

brain processes.  

 

Keywords: dyslexia, magnetoencephalography (MEG), speech processing, mismatch field (MMF), reading skills, 

verbal working memory  
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1 Introduction 

Developmental dyslexia has been associated with several structural and functional brain abnormalities and 

significant difficulties in phonological processing [1,2], which may result from poor phonological representations 

or their accessibility [1,3]. Also working memory, especially verbal short-term memory is impaired in some 

dyslexics [4,5].  

Acoustic–phonological processes pertinent for speech functions can be investigated with mismatch 

negativity (MMN) with electroencephalography (EEG) or magnetoencephalography [MEG; 6]. MMN is an event-

related component elicited by rare changes in a stream of repeating sounds [7], reflecting neural sound 

discrimination [8]. The primary MMN generators are located in bilateral temporal cortices [e.g., 9], with the left 

than right generator having a stronger contribution to speech processing [e.g., 10, 11]. MMNs recorded in 

kindergarten [12] and infancy [13] were shown to be associated with language and reading outcomes at school. 

Furthermore, intervention of preschoolers at risk of dyslexia increased the MMN concurrently with the 

improvement of pre-reading skills [14].  

MMNs to non-speech and speech-sound changes were shown to be diminished and delayed in children 

and adults with dyslexia [for reviews, see 15–17], and even in infants and children having a familial risk of dyslexia 

[for a review, see 18]. However, not all studies were able to consistently show such results  [e.g., 19].   

Also abnormal MMN lateralization to tone changes in dyslexia has been suggested [20, see, however, 

21]. Only few studies have investigated lateralization of speech-elicited MMNs in dyslexia or dyslexia risk, the 

results being mixed. Left-lateralized MMN to phoneme changes in kindergarten was found to predict good and 

right-lateralized MMN poor reading skills at school [22]. Some studies report no differences in the lateralization 

of the speech-elicited MMN between dyslexic and control groups [20,21].  

Very few MMN studies on dyslexia have so far used spatially accurate methods to determine response 

strengths or lateralization. Renvall and Hari [23] reported weaker left-hemispheric mismatch fields (MMFs, used 

here) or magnetic mismatch negativity (MMNm) to tone frequency changes in adult dyslexic than non-dyslexic 
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readers. To our knowledge, the only previous study comparing MMFs in dyslexic and control participants to 

speech-sound changes (/ba/ vs. /da/) failed to find group differences [24]. The present study addresses this 

apparent niche in dyslexia research by utilizing MEG, and improves the source localization with the help of 

individual head models from anatomical MRIs. 

We investigated neural speech discrimination in dyslexia and its association with reading-related skills 

by recording MMFs to several relevant speech-sound changes (vowel, vowel duration, syllable frequency) in a 

phonotactically legal pseudoword. Furthermore, we used an extensive neuropsychological test battery tapping 

different cognitive domains including reading, phonological processing, intelligence quotient (IQ), and working 

memory. We expected to find diminished and/or delayed MMF source amplitudes in dyslexic participants. Based 

on previous studies on lateralization, no clear prediction could be made on group laterality differences. 

Furthermore, better outcomes in reading-related neuropsychological tests were expected to correlate with 

stronger MMFs. 

 

2 Material and Methods 

2.1 Participants 

Forty-three healthy Finnish participants (21 dyslexics, 22 controls) aged 19–45 years without history of 

neurological diseases participated in the study. The inclusion criteria for the dyslexic group were a diagnostic 

dyslexia statement (from a psychologist, special education teacher or similar), or a history of reading difficulties 

in childhood (see below) combined with below-norm performance in either speed or accuracy [below one 

standard deviation from age-matched standardized control data, see 2] in two or more reading subtests [word 

list reading, pseudoword list reading, text reading, 25]. Inclusion criteria for control participants were no report 

of dyslexia or co-occurring language disorders confirmed by within-norm performance in speed and accuracy in 

at least two reading subtests. General exclusion criteria were attention deficit disorders (see below), 
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performance IQ below 80, metal in the body, and an individualized school curriculum. Participants gave their 

written informed consent, and all procedures employed conformed to the Declaration of Helsinki. The 

Coordinating Ethics Committee (Hospital District of Helsinki and Uusimaa) approved the study protocol. The 

study has been pre-registered in ClinicalTrials.org (ID NCT02622360). 

2.2 Questionnaires and neuropsychological test battery 

All participants filled questionnaires before brain imaging measurements including Finnish versions of the adult 

reading history questionnaire [ARHQ; 26] and the adult ADHD self-report scale [ASRS; 27], paired with interviews. 

The neuropsychological tests included phonological processing [accuracy in Pig Latin, 25,span length in Nonword 

span, 28,speed in second trial of Rapid alternate stimulus naming RAN, 29], technical reading [speed and accuracy 

in word list reading and pseudoword list reading, 25], intelligence [verbal, performance and full IQ calculated 

from subtests Similarities and Vocabulary, Block design and Matrix reasoning, and all four, respectively, in the 

Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale III, 30] and working memory [visual working memory (Visual Series) and verbal 

working memory (Letter-Number Series subtest) in Wechsler Memory Scale III, WMS-III, 31]. Composite scores 

were computed for phonological processing and technical reading by converting the raw scores of all subtests to 

z-scores and averaging them, and for working memory functions by following the procedure advised in WMS-III. 

The control group had more education than the dyslexic group and outperformed the dyslexic group in 

technical reading, phonological processing, working memory, and verbal and performance IQ (Table 1, Figure S 

1). As dyslexic readers are known to underperform in verbal, but not necessarily in performance IQ [5], the full 

IQ was taken into account in the correlation analysis as a control variable, and analyses including group 

comparisons were repeated with groups matched for performance IQ (see Section 2.6). 

2.3 Stimuli 

The repetitive “standard” stimulus was a Finnish 300-ms-long pseudoword /ta-ta/ (75.3%) with the stress on the 

first syllable. Occasional “deviant” stimuli (8.3% of each type) included a change in vowel duration (lengthening 
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of second /a/ from 71 to 158 ms), vowel identity (adding /o/ to the second syllable from a natural recording of 

/ta-to/, pitch-controlled), or syllable frequency (shifting the F0 of the second syllable from 175 to 225 Hz) in the 

second syllable (edited with Adobe Audition CS6, 5.0, Build 708 and Praat 5.4.01). Stimuli were presented 

pseudo-randomly (at least one standard always following a deviant) in two ≈12.6 min recording blocks, each 

containing 946 stimuli and starting with five standard stimuli. The stimulus-onset asynchrony (SOA) was 

800±50 ms (randomly alternating between 750, 760, 770, …, 840, 850 ms).  

The stimuli were presented with Presentation Software (Neurobehavioural Systems Ltd., Berkeley, CA, 

USA) binaurally via plastic tubes and silicon earphones at a comfortable level (≈70–80 dB SPL). During stimulation, 

participants were sitting, instructed to keep the head still and to attend to a silenced movie projected (Panasonic 

PT-D7500E; Panasonic, Kadoma, Osaka, Japan) to a back-projection screen (MEGIN Oy, Helsinki, Finland) located 

150 cm from the participant’s head.  

2.4 MEG/EEG and MRI procedure 

MEG/EEG was recorded using a 306-channel Elekta Neuromag TRIUX (MEGIN Oy, Helsinki, Finland) whole-head 

MEG system (sampling rate 1 kHz and pass-band 0.03–330 Hz) in a magnetically shielded room (Euroshield/ETS 

Lindgren Oy, Eura, Finland) in BioMag Laboratory in Helsinki University Central Hospital (duration 2–3 h). Prior 

to the measurement, the positions of five head position indicator (HPI) coils and additional head surface points 

(EEG electrodes) were determined in relation to the nasion and both preauricular points with an Isotrak 3D-

digitizer (Polhemus Inc., Colchester, USA). The head position with respect to the MEG sensor array was 

continuously monitored. Vertical and horizontal electro-oculograms (EOG) were recorded.  

The anatomical T1-weighted images (MPRAGE) were acquired on a 3T MAGNETOM Skyra whole-body 

MRI scanner (Siemens Healthcare, Erlangen, Germany) with a 32-channel head coil at AMI centre of Aalto 

Neuroimaging (duration 30 min), Aalto University (176 slices, slice thickness 1 mm, voxel size 1 mm x 1 mm x 1 

mm, field of view 256 mm x 256 mm).  The images were checked for incidental findings by a physician. 
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2.5 Source modeling 

Preprocessed MEG and MRI data (MEG: removal of artefacts, filtering, epoching; MRI: standard procedure, see 

Supplementary Methods, Data preprocessing and code at https://github.com/athiede13/neural_sources) were 

coregistered, individual generators computed in a cortically-constrained source space and mimimum-norm 

source estimates (MNE) computed and morphed to an average brain template. Functional regions of interest 

(ROI) were selected based on the most consistent activity across participants in anatomical regions comprising 

the auditory cortices. Maximum MMF source amplitudes and latencies were extracted for statistical analysis 

within selected time windows around group average peak latencies (300–400 ms for MMF, 450–650 ms for late 

MMF) within the ROI in both hemispheres. For a full description of the source modeling, see Supplementary 

Methods, Source modeling. 

2.6 Statistical analysis 

SPSS version 25.0.0.1 (IBM, Armonk, New York, USA), R [32] and RStudio version 1.1.453 [33] were used. Group 

and laterality effects and their interactions on MMF source amplitudes and latencies were tested for significance 

with one-sample t-tests and analyzed with two-way repeated-measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) with group 

(control, dyslexic) as between-subjects factor and laterality (left, right) as within-subjects factor, separately for 

the three deviants and the two time windows.  

Partial Pearson correlations were computed between MMF source amplitudes and neuropsychological 

test scores, controlling for the effect of full IQ. In order to reduce the amount of tests, correlations were analyzed 

in three steps both separately for the two groups and across groups; (1) MMF source amplitudes at two 

hemispheres averaged across all deviants with three neuropsychological composite scores, if significant, then (2) 

separately for MMFs to each deviant, if significant, then (3) separately for each subcomponent of the 

neuropsychological composite scores. Despite a potential risk of circular inference [34], this stepwise procedure 

was chosen to output the most meaningful associations from a neuroscientific and neuropsychological 
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perspective. A correction for multiple comparisons is addressed here unlike in many brain-behavior correlational 

studies [35]. 

Lateralization indices (LI) for the MMF source amplitudes were computed as LI = (left –right)/(left + right). 

An LI ≤ –0.20 was considered as right-dominance, LI ≥ 0.20 as left-dominance, and LI between those values as 

bilateral [36]. LI values were compared between groups with independent-samples t-tests. 

To ensure that the IQ difference would not explain the results, statistical analyses comparing groups 

were repeated for a sample in which the groups were matched for performance IQ (N = 37, 19 in control group, 

18 in dyslexic group). The profile of the matched groups did not otherwise differ from the original sample. 

 

3 Results 

MEG source estimates in both groups (Figure 1) revealed that all speech-sound changes elicited MMFs in the 

auditory cortices. Peak activations were located in the left middle temporal cortex (BA21 and BA22) and the right 

superior temporal cortex (BA41 and BA22). The source waveform indicated two responses, referred to as MMF 

and late MMF. Both responses were statistically significantly larger than zero for both groups and for all deviants 

(for all p < .002). 

A significant laterality main effect was found for the MMF source amplitudes to the vowel deviant, 

indicating larger left- than right-hemispheric MMFs (F(1,41) = 19.12, p = 8.2*10–5, padj = 4.9*10–4, mean 

difference MD = 14 pAm). For the late MMF source amplitudes, significant laterality main effects were found for 

duration (F(1,41) = 10.05, p = .003, padj = .018, MD = 9 pAm) and vowel deviants (F(1,41) = 11.62, p = .001, 

padj = .006, MD = 11 pAm), indicating larger late MMFs in the left than right hemispheres. A significant laterality 

main effect for the late duration MMF latency was found, with a faster right- than left-hemispheric response 

(F(1,41) =  4.12, p = .049, however, not significant after Bonferroni-correction, padj = .294, MD = 16 ms). Full 

ANOVA statistics are reported in in Table S 1. 
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Lateralization indices (LIs) indicate that the MMF was left-lateralized for the frequency deviant in the 

control (con) group (mean LI 0.21, SD 0.63) and bilateral in the dyslexic (dys) group (0.08, 0.36). Both groups had 

bilateral MMFs for the duration deviant (con: 0.05, 0.34; dys: -0.03, 0.33) and left-lateralized MMF for the vowel 

deviant (con: 0.20, 0.43; dys: 0.23, 0.38). LIs for the late MMF were consistent across groups. It was right-

lateralized for the frequency deviant (con: -0.53, 9.02; dys: -1.83, 7.69) and left-lateralized for duration (con: 

1.45, 6.12; dys: 0.29, 1.69) and vowel (con: 0.52, 1.63; dys: 0.88, 2.38) deviants. LIs for MMF and late MMF did 

not significantly differ between the groups (p > .40). 

Source amplitudes of MMF and late MMF correlated with neuropsychological test scores (Figure 2, for 

complete statistics, see Table S 2). Larger MMF source amplitudes in the left hemisphere were weakly correlated 

with better working memory skills across all deviants and across both groups (r = 0.24, padj = .033). Separate 

correlation tests for the deviants revealed a moderate correlation across groups for the left duration MMF with 

working memory skills (r = 0.38, padj = .036). Separate working memory subtest analysis (visual and verbal) only 

showed a significant moderate correlation between the left duration MMF and the verbal component (r = 0.45, 

padj = .006). Within the control group, left MMFs across all deviants correlated moderately with working memory 

skills (r = 0.36, padj = .020). In separate tests for the deviants, however, none remained significant. Within the 

dyslexic group, larger right MMFs (r = 0.35, padj = .039) and right late MMFs (r = 0.41, padj = .008) across all 

deviants correlated moderately strongly with better technical reading skills. In separate tests for the deviants, 

however, none remained significant. 

The reported ANOVA results remained similar when repeating the analyses for performance-IQ-matched 

subsamples of control and dyslexic groups (Table S 3), and LIs did not differ significantly between groups (p > .40).  

 

4 Discussion 

Our goals were to determine whether neural speech-sound discrimination is deficient or abnormally lateralized 

in adult dyslexics, and whether the neural responses correlate with reading-related skills. This is the first time, to 
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our knowledge, that speech discrimination in dyslexic adults was evaluated with source estimates in the 

individual brain space. No group differences were found for the two responses of the MMF source amplitudes 

or latencies to vowel, vowel duration, or syllable frequency changes, contrary to our hypothesis. Previous studies 

have mostly shown diminished MMNs to speech-sound changes in dyslexia or dyslexia risk [17]. However, to our 

knowledge, the only one previous study comparing MMFs in dyslexic and control participants to speech-sound 

changes (/ba/ vs /da/) also failed to find group differences [24]. The authors suggested that this could have 

resulted from a too large stimulus difference that was too easy to discriminate for their dyslexic children. This is 

consistent with some previous observations showing diminished MMNs in dyslexia for small but not for large 

stimulus differences [e.g., 37]. The same could be the core reason for insignificant MMF source strength 

differences between groups in the present study, too, and future studies should aim to find the aspects of speech 

processing that are most sensitive to dyslexia. 

In our previous study [38] utilizing identical stimuli and a paradigm as the current one, we found absent 

and atypical MMNs in infants at risk for dyslexia. This is quite a robust finding, since only ≈40–70% of children at 

risk of dyslexia become reading impaired [39]. Those together with the current results suggest that 

neurobiological abnormalities in dyslexia are more disruptive in infancy/childhood than in adulthood [see also, 

e.g., 40, reporting diminished MMNs to a range of speech stimuli in at-risk children]. Possibly, speech 

development is originally delayed in dyslexia but speech processes become more normal by adulthood [41].  

Besides diminished MMN amplitudes, also atypical lateralization has been reported in some studies on 

dyslexia [e.g., 20,23,42] or poor reading outcome [12]. However, those results were not corroborated by our 

current findings that used spatially accurate source spaces for the estimation of neural sources from individual 

MRIs. The results on laterality effects in dyslexia and related language impairments are quite mixed [see, e.g., 

43, reporting no laterality abnormalities in a large group of language impaired]. Therefore, to illuminate the 

laterality issue in dyslexia, larger sample sizes and careful phenotyping is needed.  
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Our MMF lateralization analyses revealed in both groups stronger MMFs in the left than right 

hemisphere to vowel deviants and late MMFs to duration and vowel deviants, in line with previous studies 

suggesting left-hemispheric lateralization of speech-elicited MMFs [e.g., 10,11]. Vowel duration changes make 

phonological distinctions in Finnish language [11,44], which explains the dominant use of the left hemisphere 

also for the duration deviants. While the faster elicited late MMF to duration deviant in the right than left 

hemisphere is somewhat in contrast with the opposite laterality finding for the source strengths, we are hesitant 

to discuss it further as it did not remain significant after correction for multiple comparisons. 

Furthermore, the LIs demonstrated left-dominant frequency discrimination in controls only. This is 

consistent with an earlier finding of left-dominant processing of frequency in speech stimuli [45], suggesting that 

frequency discrimination is linguistically relevant in Finnish language [46]. As this was not seen in dyslexics, it is 

possible that at group level, only the typically reading controls could extract linguistically relevant information 

from the frequency changes. 

We also aimed to determine whether reading-related measures are associated with MMF source 

strengths. We found that larger MMF source amplitudes in the left hemisphere were associated with better 

working memory skills across both groups, suggesting the relevance of efficient working memory for speech 

processing. Post-hoc analyses showed that the association was mainly driven by the MMF to the duration deviant 

and the verbal component of working memory. Studies associating verbal working memory and MMN are rare 

and yielded mixed results, one suggesting a diminished MMN predicting a working memory impairment [47], 

another one not confirming such connection [48], promoting further research on the topic. For technical reading, 

we found associations only in the dyslexic group: Larger right-hemispheric MMFs and late MMFs correlated with 

better skills. However, it is notable that lack of this association in the control group could result from the lack of 

variation in the technical reading scores due to a ceiling effect (see Figure S 1). Previously, increased left-

hemispheric MMN was associated with better word reading skills in children [12]. The correlation between 

stronger right-hemispheric MMF sources and reading skills in our dyslexic group might suggest that some 
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dyslexics have developed a right-hemispheric compensatory mechanism for speech processing that is also 

beneficial for their reading skills [49]. 

To summarize, our results support the suggestion of left-hemispheric lateralization of the MMF to 

speech-sound changes but they failed to show abnormalities in dyslexics’ neural speech-sound discrimination as 

evidenced by MMF strengths, latency, or lateralization. However, we found correlations between the MMFs to 

speech-sound changes and reading-related skills, promoting the use of MMFs in investigating reading-related 

brain processes.   
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Tables 

Table 1. Demographic and neuropsychological characterization of the study groups. 

Variable CON (N=22) DYS (N=21) comparison 

   test statistic p 

95% 
confidence 

interval 

demographic 

gender [f/m] 12/10 12/9 Χ2(1) = 0 1  

age [years] 29.9 (5.9) 31.0 (8.6) t(35) = -0.48 .633 [-5.68  3.50] 

education [years] 17.0 (2.5) 14.7 (2.5) t(40) = 3.06 **.004 [0.80  3.93] 

music education# [years] 0.25 (5.5) 0.0 (2.0) W = 283.5 .152  

neuropsychological 

full IQ 117.0 (7.0) 104.0 (9.4) t(37) = 5.18 ***8.0*10-6 [8.00  18.26] 

verbal IQ# 115.0 (10.0) 100.0 (22.0) W = 390.5 ***1.0*10-4  

performance IQ 120.0 (10.0) 110.0 (12.3) t(39) = 3.13 **.003 [3.77  17.61] 

phonological processing 0.49 (0.42) -0.33 (0.60) t(36) = 5.18 ***8.9*10-6 [0.50  1.14] 

technical reading# 0.61 (0.17) -0.34 (0.82) W = 461 ***3.8*10-12  

working memory 24.3 (4.8) 19.8 (5.0) t(41) = 3.01 **.004 [1.49  7.53] 

Notes. Mean and standard deviation (in brackets) for normally-distributed variables (Shapiro-Wilk test). Group 

comparison with independent-samples t-test. Median and interquartile range (in brackets) for non-normally-

distributed variables, indicated by the hash sign#. Group comparison with Wilcoxon Rank Sum W-test. Test 

statistics, degrees of freedom (in brackets), significance levels p, and 95% confidence intervals are reported. *p 

< .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. CON – control group, DYS – dyslexic group. 
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Figures 

 

Figure 1. Neural sources of MMF and late MMF to frequency, duration, and vowel changes as MNE's on lateral 

brain surfaces (top and bottom panel), and extracted ROI time courses (middle panel). Grey shaded areas in the 

middle panel depict the time windows of interest (first – MMF, second – late MMF). 
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Figure 2. Significant partial Pearson correlations after Bonferroni correction of MMF and late MMF source 

amplitudes with working memory and technical reading skills after regressing out FIQ. Scatter plots with linear 

regression lines (black – across both groups, blue – control group, yellow – dyslexic group) are shown for both all 

deviants pooled together (upper left and both bottom panels) and separately for one deviant (upper middle and 

right panels). Number series is one subcomponent of the working memory composite score (upper right panel). 

One outlier (dyslexic) was removed, because of the technical reading score being below three interquartile ranges. 

work mem – working memory, tech read – technical reading, dur - duration, lh – left hemisphere amplitude, rh – 

right hemisphere amplitude 
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