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Abstract
The complexity of autism’s phenotypic spectra is well-known, yet most genetic research uses case-control status as the target trait. It is
unclear whether clinical autism instruments such as the Social Communication Questionnaire (SCQ), Repetitive Behaviors Scale-Revised
(RBS-R), and Developmental Coordination Disorder Questionnaire (DCDQ) are more genetically informative than case-control. We
employed the SPARK autism cohort (N = 5,696) to illuminate the genetic properties of these twelve subscales. In comparison to the
heritability of autism case-control at 0.12, the RBS-R subscales were increased, ranging from 0.18 to 0.35 (all p < 0.05). Heritability of
the DCDQ subscales ranged from 0.09 to 0.10 and the SCQ subscales from 0.03 to 0.09 (all p > 0.05). We also found evidence for
genetic correlations among the RBS-R, SCQ, and DCDQ. GWAS followed by estimation of polygenic scores (PGS) in ABCD revealed
significant associations with CBCL social and thought problems, while the autism case-control PGS did not significantly associate. In
phenotypic correlation analyses, the autism case-control PGS did not positively predict the subscales in SPARK, and sex-stratified
correlations showed no effect in males and a surprising negative effect in females. Notably, other PGS did predict the subscales, with the
strongest being educational attainment negatively correlated, while ADHD and major depression were positively correlated. Overall, our
analyses suggest that clinical subscales are more genetically powerful than case-control, and that of the three instruments investigated,
the RBS-R shows the greatest evidence of common genetic signal in both autistic and general population samples.

1

Introduction

Autism is a common and complex umbrella diagnosis affecting 1 in 59 children in the US [1], with comparable prevalence worldwide [2].
It has a strong genetic basis, with pedigree heritability estimated at 80% [3] and SNP heritability estimated at 0.12 [4]. The DSM-5
defines autism by two core domains of symptomatology: the social domain, which includes social communication difficulties, and the
non-social domain which encompasses restricted and repetitive behaviors/interests [5]. However, other symptom domains are also
characteristic and clinically meaningful in autism, including fine motor development [6], executive functioning [7], sleep [8], eating [9],
and sensory issues [10]. Impaired fine motor skills are of particular interest due to being clinically detectable at twelve months, preceding
deficits in the two core domains of autism, which emerge around two years of age [11]. Together, these multiple symptom domains imply
that an accurate description of autism would be inherently multidimensional, rather than a simple binary diagnostic indicator. Because
autism is strongly genetic, if these multiple symptom domains surpass the binary diagnosis in terms of their genetic signal, there may be
broader implications for issues ranging from nosology to early identification [12] and individualized intervention [13].
Between autistic individuals there is extreme variance in these core and comorbid symptom domains, manifesting as heterogeneity in
clinical presentation [14]. Clinical psychiatry has responded to this heterogeneity by developing numerous instruments to measure the
social communication difficulties, restricted and repetitive behaviors/interests, and motor skills that are clinically relevant to autism.
Those instruments with the heaviest clinical use, such as the ADOS [15] and the ADI-R [16], represent the gold standard in diagnosis.
However, these rigorous assessments require lengthy and intensive interactions between patients and clinicians, and do not scale well to
the power requirements of genetic studies. SPARK [17], a US-based study of autism with over 250,000 participants, collects a variety of
background history and phenotypic information using online surveys. In this online setting, several clinically validated screening
instruments have been used by SPARK to characterize participants, including the Social Communication Questionnaire (SCQ) [18], the
Repetitive Behavior Scale-Revised (RBSR-R) [19], and the Developmental Coordination Disorder Questionnaire (DCDQ) [20]. All three
of these instruments and their subscales measure clinically relevant, quantitative traits that have important utility in the diagnosis of
autism. Further investigation into the genetic characteristics of these clinical instruments could give insight into their best use cases as
well as their potential limitations, potentially illuminating future autism diagnostic strategies and inherent biology.
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Most genetic research on autism has favored diagnostic status as the target trait [4]. This is to be expected due to the relative ease
of scaling a binary diagnostic phenotype to a large sample collected over many sites worldwide. Still, the traditional case-control
approach in autism genetics is at odds with observations established by psychiatry and epidemiology in two major ways –– first by
treating autism as a binary and homogeneous condition, and secondly by treating those without an autism diagnosis as true controls,
despite the fact that autism is under-diagnosed (especially in females [21] and racial/ethnic minorities [22]) and many individuals
without an autism diagnosis have autistic traits [23] [24]. While the case-control method has been successful in identifying a number of
genes and biological processes associated with autism, variation in these genes has been found to represent broad neuropsychiatric risk
with little specificity to autism [25]. As a result, studies relying on case-control status are inherently reducing statistical power, adding
noise to the biological signal of core autism traits, and limiting the specificity of the results.
Somewhat ironically, genetic investigation of quantitative autism traits has gained the most traction in studies of the general
population, yielding important insights. Most prominent are the recent genome-wide association studies (GWAS) in general population
samples of systemizing behavior, an indicator of restricted and repetitive behaviors/interests, (N = 51,564) [26] and empathy, an
indicator of social communication abilities, (N = 46,861) [27]. They did not observe significant genetic correlations between systemizing
and empathy, but did find greater systemizing and lower empathy were both significantly genetically correlated with autism (PGC) [26].
Another study in a general population (N = 1,981) derived five autism trait factors, three of which were significantly associated with
autism polygenic scores (PGS) [28]. These results suggest common genetic variation does play a significant role in dimensional autism
traits that case-control autism studies are inherently overlooking. However, the interchangeability from general population samples to
autistic cohorts is unknown. Results from genetic studies of autism traits in autistic cohorts are limited by sample size and the
availability of clinically validated instruments as phenotypes. One study in N = 2,509 autistic individuals found significant heritabilities
and autism PGS associations with their autism traits, but the phenotypes were derived factors based on items from the Autism
Diagnostic Interview-Revised, not clinically established subscales measuring distinct symptomatology [29]. The genetic etiology of
autism traits in autistic samples is relatively indeterminate, especially with traits that have established clinical, psychological, and
epidemiological usage in autism like the SCQ, RBS-R, and DCDQ subscales.
This analysis sought to investigate fundamental questions regarding the genetic etiology of dimensional autism traits captured by
twelve subscales from three of the primary autism clinical assessments. First, these subscales are designed to measure autism traits that
are meaningful at the clinical level, but are they measuring signal that is also meaningful at the genetic level in autistic individuals?
Second, how heritable and genetically distinct are these quantitative traits, especially in an all-autistic cohort? Third, is the genetic
signal discovered in this autistic cohort generalizable to related traits in a general population sample? Fourth, what are the pleiotropic
relationships of these subscale traits with neuropsychiatric conditions, cognition, and dimensions of personality? Lastly, considering the
observed sex differences that are pervasive in autism and other neuropsychiatric conditions, how do sex and PGS interact? We leveraged
the SPARK autism cohort [17] to address these questions in N = 5,696 autistic children who all had the three DCDQ subscales, six
RBS-R subscales, three SCQ subscales, and genetic data. An overview of our analyses is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Study overview.
Twelve quantitative, clinical autism subscale traits were measured in N = 5,696 autistic children in the SPARK cohort: three
DCDQ subscales, six RBS-R subscales, and three SCQ subscales. These traits were investigated both at the phenotype and
genomic level, including SNP (h2 ) heritabilities, intra-cohort genetic correlations, genome-wide association studies (GWAS),
and polygenic scores (PGS) associations with thirteen psychiatric, cognitive, and personality traits. Additionally, the GWAS
were used to calculate PGS in a general population childhood cohort, ABCD (N = 6,559). These PGS were then compared
to the autism case-control PGS in predicting two CBCL syndrome behavior traits shown to be elevated in autistic children.
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2
2.1

Materials and methods
SPARK cohort description

SPARK [17] is a United States-based nationwide autism study. The parent or legal guardian of the child with autism provided informed
consent and completed the psychometric instruments on behalf of their child. This study was approved by the Western IRB (IRB#
20151664). The SPARK Version 5 phenotype data release was used, and the Version 3 Freeze and Version 4 genotype data releases were
used. We restricted the participants in our analysis with the following criteria: has an autism diagnosis, is verbal (based on response to
the first item in the Social Communication Questionnaire (SCQ)), was between the ages of 3 and 17 at the time the instrument was
completed, passed the SPARK validity check for each instrument, and had full subscale scores for each of the twelve traits, and only one
participant per family ID. The cohort was further filtered to participants in which genetic data was available that passed our quality
control and that clustered in the majority European cluster based on SNPs (genetic clustering described in further detail in the later
section). After this filtering, 5,696 SPARK participants remained.

2.2

Dimensional autism trait phenotype measures

The Social Communication Questionnaire (SCQ) [18] is a well-established questionnaire of 40 yes/no items used as an autism screening
tool in clinics [30]. We restricted the cohort to individuals with a ’yes’ for the item 1 gate question: ”uses phrases or sentences”. Item
numbers 2, 9, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, and 40 were reverse scored as recommended
by the scale publisher. This was done to ensure that a 1 indicated increased severity for all the items used to calculate the subscales.
The three SCQ subscales were calculated as outlined in [31]: communication, reciprocal social interaction, and stereotyped behavior.
The Restricted and Repetitive Behavior Scale-Revised (RBS-R) [19] is a 4 point questionnaire of 44 items that has been shown to be
associated with several clinical features of autism [32]. The RBS-R has six subscales : compulsive behavior, self-injurious behavior,
restricted behavior, ritualistic behavior, sameness behavior, and stereotyped behavior. These six subscales were calculated by SPARK
and provided with the data release. The Developmental Coordination Disorder Questionnaire (DCDQ) [20] is a 5 point questionnaire of
15 items that is used clinically to screen for developmental coordination disorder [33]. The DCDQ has three subscales: control during
movement, fine motor/handwriting, and general coordination. These three subscales were calculated by SPARK and provided with the
data release. The subscale scores within these scales were calculated as recommended by the scale publisher, including omitting the
individual on a subscale due to missingness of item-level data within the subscale. In addition, the DCDQ was not completed if the
proband was unable to move their hands. For the sake of consistent interpretation across the scales, the DCDQ scores were reversed so
that higher scores indicated more coordination problems. In the sample of N = 5,696 participants, these subscores were residualized for
age in months using linear regression, then centered to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. These normalized scores were
used as the phenotypes in all analyses.

2.3

Phenotypic correlations and heterogeneous outgroups

The phenotypic correlations between subscale traits were calculated with the non-parametric Spearman method. P-values were
corrected using the Benjamini-Hochberg FDR [34] method. The heterogenous outgroups for each pair of traits were defined by the
participant trait value being > 1 in one trait (1 standard deviation above the mean) and < 1 in the other trait (1 standard deviation
below the mean).

2.4

Genotype quality control and imputation

The SNPs used in this study were based on the combined SPARK 2019 Version 3 Freeze and 2020 Version 4 release. These SNPs were
merged using PLINK [35], then lifted from hg38 over to hg19. The SNP QC process was based on the recommendations by [36] using
PLINK [35] and R [37]. First, 25,840 SNPs and 86 individuals were removed due to global missing rate greater than 20%. Second, the
more stringent threshold of 5% global missing rate was used again which removed an additional 30,845 SNPs and 711 individuals. Third,
102,530 SNPs were removed because the minor allele frequency was less than 1%. Fourth, 47,825 SNPs were removed due to the HWE
p-value less than 1 × 10−10 . Fifth, 1,180 individuals were removed because of missing rate greater than 5% on any autosome. Sixth,
1,115 individuals were removed due to their heterozygosity rate not within 3 standard deviations of the cohort mean heterozygosity.
After this QC, the remaining SPARK cohort was merged and clustered with the 1,000 Genomes Phase 3. Clustering was based on the
first 10 components from multi-dimensional scaling of the combined kinship matrix of the cohort and 1,000 Genomes. This combined
cohort was clustered into 5 groups, representing the 5 distinct super-populations. 3,963 individuals were removed due to being more
than 3 standard deviations away from any of the 5 mean multi-dimensional scaling components. In total, 36,154 individuals and 409,281
quality controlled (QC’d) SNPs remained. These remaining individuals and SNPs were imputed to the 1,000 Genomes Phase 3 ALL
reference panel using the Genipe pipeline [38]. 29,443 individuals clustered in the majority European cluster. Genipe performed LD
calculation and pruning with PLINK [35], genotype phasing with SHAPEIT [39], and genotype imputation by IMPUTE2 [40] using
default parameters.

3/21

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.30.21262845; this version posted September 17, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

2.5

Additive SNP-based heritabilities

BOLT [41] version 2.3.5 was used to perform SNP-heritabilities, genetic correlations, and genome-wide association studies. Additive
SNP-based heritabilities (h2 ) were calculated separately for the 12 traits using BOLT-REML on the QC’d SNPs. BOLT accounts for
population stratification and relatedness, so genetic principal components were not used as covariates. However, sex at birth was used
as a covariate. The BOLT-REML output provides the mean variance estimate (h2 ) and the standard error. The 95% confidence
intervals and p-values were then calculated based on the estimate and standard error.

2.6

Intra-cohort genetic correlations

Genetic correlations (rg) were calculated between the 12 traits using BOLT-REML on the QC’d SNPs. Sex at birth was used as a
covariate. The BOLT-REML output provides the mean variance estimate (rg) and the standard error. The 95% confidence intervals and
p-values were then calculated based on the estimate and standard error.

2.7

Genome-wide association studies

Genome wide association studies (GWAS) were performed separately for the 12 traits using the BOLT-LMM option --lmmForceNonInf
on the QC’d and imputed SNPs. Sex at birth was used as a covariate. The summary statistics for each GWAS were then filtered to only
include SNPs in which the imputation quality score (INFO) was ≥ 0.8, effect allele frequency ≥ 1% and ≤ 99%, unambiguous, and has
an rsid. The SNPs were also processed so that the effect allele was the reference allele on the correct strand using Genomic Ranges [42].
After this quality control, each GWAS had 6,133,162 SNPs. Lead SNPs were pruned using the PLINK [35] command --clump with
default parameters and 1000 Genomes European as the LD reference. The lead SNPs were mapped to genes using MAGMA [43]
distance-based annotation.

2.7.1

ABCD cohort description

The ABCD cohort [44] is a typically-developing cohort was not recruited on the presence or absence of neuropsychiatric conditions.
Release 2 data was used. The cohort was further filtered to participants in which genetic data was available that passed our quality
control and that clustered in the majority European cluster based on SNPs (genetic clustering described in further detail in the later
section). After this filtering, 6,559 ABCD participants remained.

2.7.2

ABCD behavior trait phenotype measures

Two Child Behavior Checklist [45] Syndrome subscales were calculated and provided by ABCD. The two subscales items we used in our
analyses were social problems and thought problems. The baseline intake year 1 scores were used. In the cohort of N = 6,559
participants, these scales were residualized for age in months using linear regression, then centered to have a mean of 0 and a standard
deviation of 1. These normalized scores were used as the phenotypes in all analyses.

2.7.3

ABCD genotype quality control and imputation

The ABCD cohort was genotyped on the Affymetrix NIDA SmokeScreen Array and was processed through standard QC steps before
release, including removing SNPs with low call rate and individuals with potential contamination problems or high missing data. The
SNP QC process was based on the recommendations by [36] using PLINK [35] and R [37] with the same parameters used for the
SPARK genotyping QC. In total, 399,016 SNPs and 9,324 individuals passed QC. After this QC, the remaining cohort was merged and
clustered with the 1,000 Genomes Phase 3. Clustering was based on the first 10 components from multi-dimensional scaling of the
combined kinship matrix of the cohort and 1,000 Genomes. This combined cohort was clustered into 5 groups, representing the 5
distinct super-populations. For genotype imputation, ambiguous SNPs were also removed, leaving 372,694 SNPs. These remaining
individuals and SNPs were imputed to the 1,000 Genomes Phase 3 ALL reference panel using the Genipe pipeline [38]. 6,659 individuals
clustered in the European cluster. Genipe performed LD calculation and pruning with PLINK [35], genotype phasing with
SHAPEIT [39], and genotype imputation by IMPUTE2 [40] using default parameters.

2.7.4

ABCD polygenic scores generation and statistical analyses

Polygenic scores (PGS) were calculated using PRSice [46] using default parameters from the processed summary statistics for the twelve
dimensional autism trait GWAS and the autism (PGC) [4] GWAS. PGS were calculated at the 0.05 SNP GWAS threshold for all
individuals in the majority European cluster. The PGS were then filtered to only include individuals in the analysis and then centered
to have a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1. PGS prediction was assessed by a main effect linear model: lm(trait ~ sex + PGS)).
The sex is male coded as 1 and female coded as 0.
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2.8

SPARK polygenic scores generation and statistical analyses

Polygenic scores (PGS) were calculated using PRSice [46] using default parameters from three consortia (Psychiatric Genomics
Consortium (PGC), Social Science Genetic Association Consortium, (SSGAC) and Genetics of Personality Consortium (GPC)) from the
following base GWAS: cognitive performance (SSGAC 2018) [47], educational attainment (SSGAC 2018) [47], ADHD (PGC 2018) [48],
anorexia (PGC 2019) [49], autism (PGC 2019) [4], bipolar disorder (PGC 2018) [50], major depression (PGC 2018) [51], schizophrenia
(PGC 2018) [50], agreeableness (GPC 2010) [52], conscientiousness (GPC 2010) [52], extraversion (GPC 2010) [52], neuroticism (SSGAC
2018) [53], and openness (GPC 2010) [52]. All base GWAS summary statistics SNPs were also processed so that the effect allele was the
reference allele on the correct strand using Genomic Ranges [42]. PGS were calculated at the 0.05 SNP GWAS threshold for all
individuals in the majority European cluster. The PGS were then filtered to only include individuals in the analysis and then centered
to have a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1.
PGS were analyzed by two complementary methods: linear modeling and non-parametric Spearman correlations. Prediction was
assessed by two linear models: the main effect model lm(trait ~ sex + PGS) and the sex interaction model: lm(trait ~ sex + PGS +
PGS : sex). The sex is male coded as 1 and female coded as 0. The PGS : sex is the PGS by sex interaction term. Correlations were
assessed by performing Spearman correlations, both within the cohort (N = 5,696) and sex-stratified (N = 4,559 males and N = 1,139
females). For the grouped difference in means (proband vs. parent) of the PGS, the cohort was filtered to male probands in which their
father also had genetic data available (N = 572 male probands and N = 572 fathers) and female probands in which their mother also
had genetic data available (N = 248 female probands and N = 248 mothers). The PGS were re-normalized to have a mean of 0 and a
standard deviation of 1 to include the parents in this analysis.

3
3.1

Results
Investigation of phenotypic heterogeneity

This study leveraged the SPARK autism cohort [17], a United States-based nationwide cohort of autistic individuals and their parents
and siblings. For our analyses of the autism subscale traits, we only included autistic children. The demographic summary of the
SPARK cohort used for this analysis is shown in Table 1.
variable

% or mean (SD)

% male

80%

cognitive imp.

10%

dx age

5 (2.7)

DCDQ age

9.8 (3.2)

RBS-R age

9.7 (3.3)

SCQ age

9.2 (3.3)

DCDQ coordination

13.9 (4.3)

DCDQ handwriting

9.9 (4.4)

DCDQ movement

15.2 (5.9)

RBS-R compulsive

5.3 (4.3)

RBS-R injurious

3.4 (3.8)

RBS-R restricted

4.1 (2.8)

RBS-R ritualistic

6.2 (4.1)

RBS-R sameness

9.5 (6.4)

RBS-R stereotyped

5.3 (3.4)

SCQ communication

6.5 (2.4)

SCQ interaction

7.5 (3.7)

SCQ stereotyped

6.4 (2.1)

Table 1.

Autism subscale traits and
demographic summary of SPARK participants.
Ages in years. 15 participants did not have cognitive impairment data.

The autism traits used as the phenotypes were three subscales from the Developmental Coordination Disorder Questionnaire
(DCDQ): coordination (general coordination), handwriting (fine motor handwriting), and movement (control during movement), six
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subscales from the Repetitive Behavior Scale-Revised (RBS-R): compulsive, injurious (self injurious), restricted, ritualistic, sameness,
and stereotyped, and three subscales from the Social Communication Questionnaire (SCQ): communication, interaction (reciprocal
social interaction), and stereotyped behavior. The raw subscales values are shown in Table 1. The phenotypes used for all analyses were
these raw subscale values that were then residualized for age and then centered to have a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1.
The Spearman correlations of the twelve autism subscales traits are shown in the red triangle in Figure 2A. All 12 of the traits were
significantly correlated with each other after FDR correction, although most correlations were modest. As expected, correlations were
strongest between traits within the same core domain. The highest Spearman correlation coefficient (ρ) was between RBS-R ritualistic
and RBS-R sameness ρ = 0.72. The weakest correlation was between DCDQ handwriting and RBS-R injurious ρ = 0.14. The
percentage of individuals within each pair of traits that are in the heterogeneous outgroup (defined as above 1 standard deviation from
the mean in one trait and less than 1 standard deviation below the mean in the other trait) are shown in the purple triangle in Figure
2A. The DCDQ handwriting and RBS-R ritualistic pair of traits had a correlation of ρ = .18 as well as the highest percentage of
participants in the heterogeneous outgroup, with N = 238 participants being in the outgroup (3.7%). This example in particular
highlights how individuals can have discrepancies in their autistic traits, with some autistic individuals having strong difficulties in one
core domain while having few difficulties in another. In comparison to the pair of traits most strongly correlated with each other,
RBS-R sameness and RBS-R ritualistic had N = 4 individuals in the heterogeneous outgroup (0.062%).

Figure 2. Phenotypic heterogeneity of autism subscale traits.
A The lower triangle in red is showing the Spearman ρ across traits. All traits
were significantly correlated with each other after FDR correction. The upper
triangle in purple is showing the % of individuals that are in the heterogeneous
outgroup (defined as being > 1 SD in one trait and < 1 SD in the other trait).
B The two traits with the highest percentage in the heterogeneous outgroup
(purple).

3.2

SNP-based heritability

Additive SNP-based heritability (h2 ) was calculated separately for the 12 autism subscale traits and are shown in Figure 3A. The mean
h2 estimate point is plotted with the whiskers representing the 95% confidence intervals (CI). SNP heritability was calculated using
BOLT-REML.
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Figure 3. SNP heritabilities and genetic correlations.
A) SNP heritabilities (h2 ). The mean h2 estimate is plotted with the whiskers representing the 95% confidence intervals.
For comparison, the PGC autism heritability is also shown.
B Intra-cohort genetic correlations (rg). The mean rg estimate is plotted with the whiskers representing the 95% confidence
intervals. The rg value is plotted only if the correlation is nominally significant (unadjusted p-value < 0.05)
The overall heritability trend is the RBS-R traits having the highest heritabilities ranging from mean h2 estimates of 0.18 to 0.35,
the DCDQ traits having moderate heritabilities from 0.09 to 0.10, and the SCQ traits having the lowest heritabilities from 0.03 to 0.09.
Despite large confidence intervals due to the sample size, all six RBS-R traits were significantly heritable: RBS-R compulsive h2 = 0.21
(CI: 0.06 – 0.36), RBS-R injurious h2 = 0.35 (CI: 0.20 – 0.51), RBS-R restricted h2 = 0.21 (CI: 0.07 – 0.36), RBS-R ritualistic h2 = 0.18
(CI: 0.03 – 0.32). RBS-R sameness h2 = 0.20 (CI: 0.06 – 0.35), and RBS-R stereotyped h2 = 0.20 (CI: 0.06 – 0.34). Notably, all of these
significantly heritable traits has also have a mean estimated heritability higher than the autism (PGC) heritability h2 = 0.12 (CI: 0.10 –
0.14), although the 95% confidence intervals around our trait estimates are substantially greater due to much smaller sample size.
However, the lower 95% confidence bound for RBS-R injurious at 0.20 is above the upper bound for autism (PGC) at 0.14, indicating
RBS-R injurious is significantly more heritable than autism (PGC).

3.3

Genetic correlations

The genetic correlations (rg) are shown in Figure 3B, with the mean rg point plotted and the whiskers representing the 95% confidence
intervals. Genetic correlations were calculated using BOLT-REML, so the standard error (and hence significance of the estimate) are
dependent on the heritability of that trait. Therefore, only nominally significant (unadjusted p-value < 0.05) are reported in the results
and figure. The overall trend was the strongest genetic correlations were within the same core domain. However, a few traits in different
domains were significantly genetically correlated. DCDQ coordination was genetically correlated with RBS-R compulsive rg = 1 (CI:
0.20 – 1), RBS-R injurious rg = 0.76 (CI: 0.05 – 1) RBS-R restricted rg = 0.76 (CI: 0.04 – 1), RBS-R ritualistic rg = .92 (CI: 0.02 – 1)
RBS-R sameness rg = 1 (CI: 0.31 – 1), and RBS-R stereotyped rg = 1 (CI: 0.36 – 1). DCDQ handwriting was genetically correlated
with RBS-R sameness rg = 1 (CI: 0.27 – 1) and DCDQ movement was genetically correlated with RBS-R stereotyped rg = 0.90 (CI:
0.06 – 1). SCQ interaction was genetically correlated with RBS-R stereotyped rg = 1 (CI: 0.04 – 1). SCQ stereotyped was genetically
correlated with RBS-R compulsive rg = 1 (CI: 0.19 – 1), RBS-R restricted rg = 1 (CI: 0.27 – 1), RBS-R ritualistic rg = 1 (CI: 0.11 – 1),
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RBS-R sameness rg = 1 (CI: 0.25 – 1), and RBS-R stereotyped rg = 1 (CI: 0.31 – 1).

3.4

Genome-wide association studies

Genome-wide association studies (GWAS) were conducted separately for the twelve autism subscale traits and the Manhattan plots are
shown in Figure 4A. The table of top SNPs with a p < 5 × 10−7 are shown in Table 2.

Figure 4. Autism subscale trait GWAS and PGS performance in external cohort.
A Manhattan plots for the twelve GWAS. The dashed line is the genome-wide significance line
at −log10 (5 × 10−8 ).
B PGS for the twelve traits were calculated in the ABCD cohort and used to predict two
CBCL Syndrome subscales shown to be elevated in autistic individuals–– social problems and
thought problems. The PGS for autism case-control (PGC) was used as a comparison. The β
estimate from the main effects model is shown with the 95% confidence interval. The dashed
line is the β estimate for the autism case-control (PGC) PGS. The traits in which the lower
95% confidence bound do not intersect with the β estimate from the autism case-control (PGC)
are purple, those that do overlap but are still nominally significant are brown, and traits that
were not significant are in gray.
The SNP rs10960087 reached genome-wide significance in the SCQ stereotyped GWAS (p = 2.5 × 10−8 ), but it did not map within
100 kb of any gene. However, it is roughly 120 kb downstream of DMRT2, a gene which has been associated with ADHD [54]. The SNP
rs6691952 was associated with RBS-R restricted (p = 6.9 × 10−8 ) and is an intron of HHAT. HHAT has been previously associated with
schizophrenia [55]. The SNP rs113171849 was associated with RBS-R stereotyped (p = 1.7 × 10−7 ) and is intronic of RBFOX3.
RBFOX3 is a splicing factor highly expressed in the brain and produces the neuronal nuclei (NeuN) antigen that is used as a marker for
post-mitotic neurons [56]. The gene has been shown to regulate neuron and synapse growth in mice [57] and has also been implicated to
several neurodevelopmental conditions, including autism [58] and cognitive impairment [59]. The SNP rs62321572 was associated with
RBS-R injurious (p = 3.0 × 10−7), which is within 50 kb of the genes USO1 and PPEF2, and the region containing these two genes has
been associated with specific language impairment in a CNV analysis [60]. The SNP rs79146782 is was associated with RBS-R injurious
(p = 4 × 10−7 ) and is in an intron of the ASIC2 gene, which is involved with sodium channel activity [61] and is highly expressed in
neurons. ASIC2 has also been associated with autism [62]. The SNP rs62148876 was associated with SCQ stereotyped (p = 4 × 10−7 )
and is in an intron of the LTBP1 gene. LTBP1 has been associated with depression and Alzheimer’s disease [63].

3.4.1

Polygenic scores derived from autism subscale trait GWAS and their associations in ABCD

Polygenic scores (PGS) from the twelve autism subscale trait GWAS, plus autism case-control (PGC) as a comparison, were calculated
in the ABCD cohort (N = 6,559) to test the generalizations of the genetic associations. The prediction of the PGS were assessed in two
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rsid

CHR

P

subscale
−8

genes (0kb)

genes (50 kb)

rs10960087

9

2.5 × 10

SCQ stereotyped

rs6691952

1

6.9 × 10−8

RBS-R restricted

HHAT

rs113171849

17

1.7 × 10−7

RBS-R stereotyped

RBFOX3

rs75258581

12

1.8 × 10−7

RBS-R injurious

rs112584395

5

2.9 × 10−7

RBS-R injurious

rs62321572

4

3.0 × 10−7]

RBS-R injurious

USO1, PPEF2

rs559463201

17

3.9 × 10−7

RBS-R sameness

ERN1, TEX2

rs7820520

8

4.0 × 10−7

SCQ stereotyped

rs79146782

17

4.2 × 10−7

RBS-R injurious

ASIC2

rs62148876

2

4.6 × 10−7

SCQ stereotyped

LTBP1

genes (100kb)

KCNH1

LMNTD1

INTS10

NAAA

CSGALNACT1

Table 2.

Top lead SNPs from GWAS.
SNPs with p < 5 × 10−7 . Genes mapped to the SNPs within the gene, 50 kb, or 100 kb are shown.

behavior traits from the Child Behavior Checklist [45] Syndrome Scales that have previously been shown to be three standard
deviations higher in autistic children compared to undiagnosed children: social problems and thought problems [64]. The demographic
summary of the ABCD cohort used for this analysis and the raw subscale values are shown in Table 3. The two subscale values were
residualized for age using linear regression and then normalized to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1.
variable

% or mean (SD)

% male

50%

age

9.9 (0.6)

CBCL social problems

52.6 (4.5)

CBCL thought problems

54 (5.9)

Table 3.

Autism related behavior traits
and demographic summary of ABCD participants.
Ages in years, and SD in parentheses.

PGS performance was assessed using the main effects model lm(trait ~ sex + PGS), with the β estimate from this model shown in
Figure 4B, along with the 95% confidence interval around the β. The autism (PGC) PGS β estimate is shown with the dashed line, and
the autism subscale traits in which the lower 95% confidence bound is above this mean are highlighted in purple.
The autism (PGC) PGS β estimate was not significant in predicting social problems (β = 0.02 [CI: 0.00 – 0.04] p = 0.09) nor
thought problems (β = 0.01 [CI: -0.01 – 0.04] p = 0.32). However, five RBS-R traits were significant in predicting social problems:
RBS-R compulsive β = 0.04 (CI: 0.01 – 0.06), RBS-R sameness β = 0.03 (CI: 0 – 0.05), and RBS-R stereotyped β = 0.04 (CI: 0.02 –
0.06), with two of the five traits having their lower 95% confidence bound not overlapping with the autism (PGC) β: RBS-R injurious β
= 0.05 (CI: 0.03 – 0.07) and RBS-R restricted β = 0.05 (CI: 0.03 – 0.08). All six RBS-R traits and SCQ interaction were significant in
predicting thought problems: RBS-R compulsive β = 0.03 (CI: 0.01 – 0.05), RBS-R injurious β = 0.04 (CI: 0.01 – 0.06), RBS-R
ritualistic β = 0.03 (CI: 0.01 – 0.06), and SCQ interaction β = 0.03 (CI: 0.01 – 0.06), with three of the seven traits having their lower
95% confidence bound not overlapping with the autism (PGC) β: RBS-R restricted β = 0.05 (CI: 0.02 – 0.07), RBS-R sameness β =
0.05 (CI: 0.02 – 0.07), and RBS-R stereotyped β = 0.04 (CI: 0.02 – 0.06).

3.5

Polygenic scores main effects in SPARK

In order to assess pleiotropy of the autism subscale traits with neuropsychiatric conditions, cognitive traits, and behavior, we calculated
polygenic scores (PGS) in the SPARK cohort from 13 publicly available GWAS. PGS at SNP threshold 0.05 were used for all analyses
in associations with the phenotypes. PGS main effect analyses were performed with two approaches: linear models of main effects
lm(trait value ~ sex + PGS) and Spearman correlations. The PGS main effects from the linear models are shown in Figure 5A, with
the β estimate and 95% confidence interval around the β. Figure 5B is showing Spearman correlation ρ for the trait with the highest
number of nominally significant PGS effects, RBS-R sameness. The ρ for both full cohort and sex-stratified correlations are in Table 4.
We used the following convention reporting p-values in this results section: no asterisk indicates not significant, one asterisk indicates
nominal significance and two asterisks indicates significance after FDR correction across the twelve traits and thirteen PGS.
The overall trend of significant PGS effect estimates were highest with RBS-R traits, moderate with DCCQ traits, and lowest with
SCQ traits. The strongest effects were seen in educational attainment (SSGAC) PGS negatively associated with eleven autism traits,
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Figure 5. PGS main effects in predicting autism subscale traits in SPARK.
A The PGS β estimate from the main effects modeling is plotted with the 95% confidence interval.
Names are cog = cognitive performance, edu = educational attainment, AN = anorexia nervosa, MDD = major depression disorder,
SCZ = schizophrenia, agree = agreeableness, consc = conscientiousness, extra = extraversion, neurot = neuroticism, open = openness.
B Spearman correlations of PGS with RBS-R sameness.

including DCDQ coordination: β = -0.03* and ρ = -0.04**, DCDQ handwriting, β = -0.08** and ρ = -0.08**, RBS-R compulsive β =
-0.11** and ρ = -0.10**, RBS-R injurious β = -0.12** and ρ = -0.12**, RBS-R restricted β = -0.13** and ρ = -0.12**, RBS-R
ritualistic β = -0.10** and ρ = -0.09**, RBS-R sameness β = -0.12** and ρ = -0.10**, RBS-R stereotyped β = -0.10** and ρ = -0.10**,
SCQ communication β = -0.03* and ρ = -0.03*, SCQ interaction β = -0.05** and ρ = -0.05**, and SCQ stereotyped β = -0.03* and ρ
= -0.03*. This effect was also seen in most of the cognitive performance (SSGAC) PGS as well. Surprisingly, autism (PGC) PGS had
slightly negative associations with two RBS-R traits: RBS-R ritualistic β = -0.03* and ρ = -0.02, and RBS-R sameness β = -0.03* and
ρ = -0.03*. However, ADHD (PGC) was positively associated with eight traits: DCDQ handwriting β = 0.05** and ρ = 0.04**, RBS-R
compulsive β = 0.06** and ρ = 0.06**, RBS-R injurious β = 0.10** and ρ = 0.09**, RBS-R restricted β = 0.06** and ρ = 0.06**,
RBS-R ritualistic β = 0.03* and ρ = 0.03*, RBS-R sameness β = 0.06** and ρ = 0.06**, RBS-R stereotyped β = 0.07** and ρ =
0.07**, and SCQ stereotyped β = 0.03* and ρ = 0.03. Likewise, major depression (PGC) PGS was positively associated with seven
traits: DCDQ coordination β = 0.03* and ρ = 0.03*, DCDQ movement β = 0.04** and ρ = 0.04**, RBS-R injurious β = 0.04** and ρ
= 0.03*, RBS-R restricted β = 0.04** and ρ = 0.03*, RBS-R ritualistic β = 0.03** and ρ = 0.04**, RBS-R sameness β = 0.04** and ρ
= 0.04**, and RBS-R stereotyped β = 0.03* and ρ = 0.04**. Bipolar disorder (PGC) PGS was positively associated with DCDQ
movement β = 0.04** and ρ = 0.04**. Schizophrenia (PGC) PGS was negatively associated with two RBS-R traits: RBS-R injurious β
= -0.03* and ρ = -0.04** and RBS-R sameness β = -0.03* and ρ = -0.03*, and positively associated with SCQ communication β = 0.03
and ρ = 0.03. Anorexia (PGC) PGS was negatively associated with RBS-R injurious β = -0.04** and ρ = -0.04** and RBS-R sameness
β = -0.03* and ρ = -0.03*.
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trait

cog

edu

ADHD

AN

autism

bipolar

MDD

SCZ

agree

consc

extra

neurot

all

-0.05**

-0.08**

0.04**

-0.01

0

0.01

0.01

-0.02

0

0.01

-0.01

0.03*

open
0.02

M

-0.06**

-0.08**

0.05**

0.01

0.01

0

0.01

-0.02

-0.01

0.01

-0.02

0.03

0.03
-0.01

DCDQ handwriting
F

-0.04

-0.06

-0.01

-0.06*

-0.02

0.04

0.01

0

0.02

-0.02

0.02

0.05

all

0

-0.04**

0.01

0

0.01

0.02

0.03*
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0.03*

0

M

0

-0.04*

0.03

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.03*

-0.01

-0.01

0

-0.05**

0

0.02

F

-0.02

-0.05

-0.03

-0.04

0.02

0.06*

0.02

-0.03

0.01

-0.01

0.03

0.12**

-0.06

all

0

0

0

0.01

0.02

0.04**

0.04**

0

0

0

-0.02

0.02

0.05**

M

0

-0.01

0.01

0.02

0.02

0.03

0.04*

0.01

0

0.02

-0.04*

0.01

0.05**

F

0.01

0.01

-0.06*

-0.05

0.03

0.06

0.02

-0.02

0

-0.04

0.04

0.09**

0.05
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-0.04**

-0.1**

0.07**

-0.01
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-0.01

0.04**
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-0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

-0.02

DCDQ coordination

DCDQ movement

M

-0.03*

-0.1**

0.08**

0

0.01

-0.01

0.04*

-0.02

0
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0.01

0.01

-0.01

F

-0.07*

-0.13**

0.05

-0.03

-0.09**

-0.02

0.05

-0.01

-0.04

-0.02

0.01

0.03

-0.04
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-0.04**

-0.12**
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SCQ communication
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Table 4.

PGS correlations with autism subscale traits.
Spearman ρ coefficients of polygenic scores (PGS) with autism subscale traits. The full cohort (N = 5,696) and sex-stratified (N = 4,559 males and N =
1,139 females) associations are shown, with nominal p-value < 0.05 indicated with one asterisk and FDR p-value < 0.05 indicated with two asterisks.
Names are cog = cognitive performance, edu = educational attainment, AN = anorexia nervosa, MDD = major depression disorder, SCZ = schizophrenia,
agree = agreeableness, consc = conscientiousness, extra = extraversion, neurot = neuroticism, open = openness.

Several personality PGS associations were significant as well. Agreeableness (GPC) PGS was negatively associated with RBS-R
injurious β = -0.03* and ρ = -0.02 and RBS-R sameness β = -0.03* and ρ = -0.03*. Conscientiousness (GPC) PGS was positively
associated with RBS-R compulsive β = 0.03* and ρ = 0.02, RBS-R ritualistic β = 0.03* and ρ = 0.03*, and RBS-R sameness β = 0.03*
and ρ = 0.02. Extraversion (GPC) was negatively associated with DCDQ coordination β = -0.03* and ρ = -0.03*. Neuroticism
(SSGAC) PGS was positively associated with all three DCDQ traits and RBS-R restricted: DCDQ coordination β = 0.03* and ρ =
0.03*, DCDQ handwriting β = 0.03* and ρ = 0.03*, DCDQ movement β = 0.03* and ρ = 0.02, and RBS-R restricted β = 0.03* and ρ
= 0.03*. Openness (GPC) PGS was positively associated with DCDQ movement β = 0.05** and ρ = 0.05** and negatively associated
with RBS-R sameness β = -0.03* and ρ = -0.03.

3.6

Polygenic scores sex interaction effects in SPARK

In order to analyze sex interactions of the autism subscale traits with neuropsychiatric, cognitive, and personality PGS, we first formally
tested for sex interaction effects by linear models with a PGS by sex interaction term lm(trait ~ sex + PGS + PGS : sex). While
this interaction modeling allows identification of significant PGS by sex interaction effects, it does not show how the interaction is
manifested within each sex. For example, a positive β estimate for the PGS by sex interaction term (note that male was coded as 1 and
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female was coded as 0) can be indicative of one of three possible mechanisms:
1. The PGS has a positive effect in males and no effect in females.
2. The PGS has a positive effect in males and negative effect in females.
3. The PGS has no effect in males and a negative effect in females.
Likewise, the three possible interpretations of a negative β estimate (female direction) for the interaction term are:
1. The PGS has a positive effect in females and no effect in males.
2. The PGS has positive effect in females and negative effect in males.
3. The PGS has no effect in females and a negative effect in males.
Therefore, to further interrogate the sex interactions, we performed sex stratified Spearman correlations across all PGS and autism
subscale traits. The β estimate from the PGS by sex interaction term is shown with the fill color in Figure 6A, with one dot indicating
the term is nominally significant. A positive β (green) indicates higher PGS by sex interaction for males, whereas a negative β (purple)
indicates higher PGS by sex interaction for females. For the significant terms, sex stratified correlations and best fit lines are shown in
Figure 6B. The correlation ρ coefficients for all PGS and traits are in Table 4. We used the following convention reporting p-values in
this results section: no asterisk indicates not significant, one asterisk indicates nominal significance and two asterisks indicates
significance after FDR correction across the twelve traits and thirteen PGS. The p-values from the sex stratified analyses are important
to understand in the context that there are four times as many males than females in the cohort.
The significant autism (PGC) PGS by sex interaction terms were in the male direction, as indicated by the positive β. Surprisingly,
sex stratified correlations revealed a negative effect in females and a roughly neutral effect in males, meaning increasing polygenic risk
for autism (PGC) had approximately no association with RBS-R traits in males and is actually associated with reduced RBS-R traits in
females. This was evident for RBS-R compulsive: male ρ = 0 and female ρ = -0.10**, RBS-R injurious: male ρ = 0 and female ρ =
-0.09**, RBS-R restricted: male ρ = 0 and female ρ = -0.09**, RBS-R ritualistic: male ρ = 0 and female ρ = -0.09**, RBS-R sameness:
male ρ = -0.01 and female ρ = -0.11*, and RBS-R stereotyped: male ρ = 0.01 and female ρ = -0.09**. To further interrogate the
complex relationship between autism (PGC) PGS and sex, we analyzed the grouped means of the male probands in which their father
also had genetic data available (N = 572 male probands and N = 572 fathers) and female probands in which their mother also had
genetic data available (N = 248 female probands and N = 248 mothers). We expected autism case-control (PGC) to perform well in
predicting case-control status in SPARK given that previous work performed an autism case-control GWAS in SPARK and found the
genetic correlation with autism case-control (PGC) to be high [65]. We found that female probands had significantly higher autism
(PGC) PGS than their mothers, and likewise male probands had significantly higher PGS than their fathers (see Table 5), with the
mean difference between between female probands vs. mothers and male probands vs. fathers being similar at 0.23 for females and 0.18
for males. However, females overall have higher PGS, with the female proband mean at 0.17 and the male proband mean at 0.03.
Likewise, the mother mean is -0.06 and the father mean is -0.14. For ADHD PGS and DCDQ movement, the interaction term was in
the male direction: male ρ = 0.01 and female ρ = -0.06*. The anorexia PGS and DCDQ movement interaction term was also in the
male direction: male ρ = 0.02 and female ρ = -0.05.
Several personality PGS by sex interaction terms were also significant. Openness (GPC) PGS were neutral for males and negative
for females– RBS-R compulsive: male ρ = 0.01 and female ρ = -0.06*, RBS-R ritualistic: male ρ = 0 and female ρ = -0.07*, and RBS-R
sameness: male ρ = -0.02 and female ρ = -0.08*. Conscientiousness (GPC) PGS correlations were much stronger for females in RBS-R
compulsive: male ρ = 0.01 and female ρ = 0.05 and RBS-R ritualistic: male ρ = 0.01 and female ρ = 0.09**. Extraversion (GPC) PGS
were positive for females and negative for males in two DCDQ traits–– DCDQ coordination: male ρ = -0.05** and female ρ = 0.03 and
DCDQ movement: male ρ = -0.04* and female ρ = 0.04. Neuroticism (SSGAC) PGS were positive for females and neutral for males in
the same two DCDQ traits–– DCDQ coordination: male ρ = 0 and female ρ = 0.12** and DCDQ movement: male ρ = 0.01 and female
ρ = 0.09**.

4

Discussion

Because autism is phenotypically complex and strongly genetic, our core motivation in this work was to characterize the genetic
properties of three widely-used and clinically valid instruments (SCQ, RBS-R, and DCDQ) and their subscales. We employed
well-established approaches such as GWAS, SNP-heritability estimation, and genetic and phenotypic correlation to characterize these
measures of core autism symptom domains. The findings from our analysis of N = 5,696 autistic children and N = 6,559 children
sampled from the general population, which are detailed below, show pronounced differences in genetic signal underlying the three
assessments we investigated. These findings also underscore the limitations in signal strength (heritability) and in generalizability of
genetic associations that are based on a binary diagnosis. Taken together, our results show that the future of autism genetics demands a
focus on multidimensional, quantitative phenotypes.
Our phenotypic correlation analysis demonstrates the quantitative and heterogeneous nature of core autism traits in an autism-only
cohort. Some traits were only moderately correlated with each other, especially subscales probing different core domains (Figure 2A). In
addition, for some traits, up to 3.7% of individuals fell into a heterogeneous outgroup, meaning they were greater than 1 standard
deviation above the mean in one trait and less than 1 standard deviation below the mean in the other trait (Figure 2B). Such
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Figure 6. PGS sex interaction effects in predicting autism subscale traits in SPARK.
A) The PGS β estimate from the sex interaction modeling is shown with the fill color, with one dot indicating the PGS
by sex interaction term was nominally significant. A positive β (green) indicates higher PGS by sex interaction for males,
whereas a negative β (purple) indicates higher PGS by sex interaction for females.
B) Sex-stratified Spearman correlations in which the PGS by sex interaction term was nominally significant. The p-values
on the plots are the nominal p-values.
discordances further demonstrate the complex and heterogeneous spectrum of autism [66]. More detailed phenotypic characterization
and new methods of integrating the phenotypic data [67] are important to further illuminate the biology of autism.
The autism subscales we investigated are positively genetically correlated to some extent, as revealed by our intra-cohort genetic
correlation analysis (Figure 3B). Specifically, we observed that several RBS-R subscales are significantly genetically correlated among
themselves, as well as with at least one SCQ trait and DCDQ trait. This is not unanticipated given that a diagnosis of autism requires
determinations of both social communication problems and restricted and repetitive behaviors/interests. However, this finding contrasts
with those from general population studies of latent autistic traits. Specifically, a recent GWAS in general population samples of
systemizing behavior, an indicator of restricted and repetitive behaviors/interests, (N = 51,564) [26] and empathy, an indicator of social
communication abilities, (N = 46,861) [27] did not observe significant genetic correlations between systemizing behavior and empathy,
but did find that greater systemizing and lower empathy were both significantly genetically correlated with autism (PGC, N =
46,350) [26]. While these autistic traits are relatively independent in the general population samples, our results indicate that in autistic
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Table 5.

Difference in grouped mean PGS between
the probands and their sex-matched parent.
The cohort was filtered to male probands in which their father
also had genetic data available (N = 572 male probands and
N = 572 fathers) and female probands in which their mother
also had genetic data available (N = 248 female probands and
N = 248 mothers).

samples they co-aggregate, both phenotypically and genetically (although the confidence intervals of our estimates are much wider due
to a much smaller cohort size than the general population samples). As suggested by [68], one mechanistic explanation is that when
both are present, these seemingly independent traits interact and heighten the risk towards a clinical manifestation that reaches the
autism diagnosis threshold. However, considering our analyses were done in an exclusively autistic cohort, it remains unknown how
genetically correlated these traits are across the entire spectrum from typically-developing to autistic.
Clinicians administering screening tools like the SCQ, the RBS-R, and the DCDQ might well wonder to what extent these
instruments are detecting behaviors and traits that have bases in biology. Our analysis of SNP-heritability of each of these scales sheds
light on such questions: A screen that is sensitive to relevant genetic factors should have higher heritability than a screen that is more
environmentally influenced or more sensitive to state vs. trait. We found that SNP heritability varied widely across the 12 subscales,
with all of the RBS-R subscales being more heritable than binary autism case-control (PGC) (Figure 3A). In contrast, the DCDQ
subscales were comparably heritable to autism diagnosis (PGC), and the SCQ subscales were lower. These results suggest that the
RBS-R is more sensitive to relevant genetic factors than either the SCQ or DCDQ.
Given the recent progress in parsing the genetics of latent autism traits in large undiagnosed samples [26] [27], we were motivated to
see if we could uncover evidence running in the other direction: could PGS based on our analysis of the twelve subscales in an
autism-only cohort be used to predict autism-like phenotypes in a general population sample of children? We calculated PGS in ABCD
(a general population sample) using our GWAS summary statistics for subscales in SPARK and correlated these estimates with two
behavioral traits from the CBCL that have previously been demonstrated to have a strong association with autism: social problems and
thought problems [64]. PGS for subscales from the RBS-R were particularly predictive of thought and social problems as yielded by the
CBCL, while the autism case-control PGS (PGC) was not significantly predictive of either (Figure 4B), despite the autism (PGC)
cohort being much more well-powered with roughly eight times as many individuals than our cohort. Consequently, the quantitative
trait PGS translated to the general population, while the PGS based on autism case-control did not. This finding would seem to
contrast a previous study (N=5,628) that found a significant PGS association (based on autism case-control) with social communication
difficulties in the general population [69]. In any case, this analysis suggests that the PGS based on RBS-R exceeds the generalization
potential of PGS based on diagnosis.
Just as the autism case-control PGS (PGC) [4] did not translate to a general population sample (ABCD) to predict autism-related
traits, it also failed to positively predict symptom severity across all twelve symptom subscales we investigated in SPARK (Figure 5A),
again highlighting the limitations of diagnosis as a target phenotype in genetic research. Because the autism case-control (PGC) GWAS
collapsed the heterogeneity in autism, it has the effect of pooling autism risk alleles broadly. It should therefore not be surprising that
the autism PGS had no positive association with autism severity among cases only: the diagnosis compresses the dynamic range of
severity into a binary indicator. It has also recently been observed that the autism PGS is not significantly predictive of the ADOS,
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ADI, RBS-R, or Social Responsiveness Scale total scores in autistic individuals [70]. A similar phenomenon was reported by researchers
using the schizophrenia (PGC) PGS to predict a quantitative schizophrenia cognition trait; they found the PGS was not predictive of
the severity of schizophrenia among cases. It was only predictive of the quantitative schizophrenia trait in controls [71]. Interestingly, we
found that when stratified by sex, the autism PGS exhibits different associations with severity in males and females. In the combined
strata, the PGS exhibits no positive correlation with autism severity. However, whereas the PGS has a correlation of roughly zero in
males, it is anti-correlated with symptom severity in females. This unexpected finding warrants some discussion of potential
explanations and, in particular, sex-specific explanations. It has been previously established that affected children (mostly sons) inherit
more genetic autism risk from their mothers [72]. Because the autism PGC cohort is heavily male-biased, the subset of risk alleles
identified using this cohort can be seen as representing disproportionate ”mother-to-son” alleles (alleles inherited from mothers to sons)
or male-specific. Alternatively, these may be alleles that are female-benign, meaning they do not contribute to female risk; or
female-protective, diminishing risk in females. The presence of these male-specific or female-benign/protective alleles can provide one
explanation for why the autism PGS predicts lower symptom severity in females. On the other hand, autistic females carry more rare
variant burden than autistic males [73]. It has been established that PGS and rare variants interact additively in autism risk [74]. It is
possible that the most severely affected autistic females in our cohort carry more rare variants that impact their severity, as recent
analyses by [75] suggest. These two explanations are, of course, not mutually exclusive. Together, they present a strong case that it is
crucial to consider sex in PGS applications, especially in sex-imbalanced cohorts where a sex-biased trait is studied [76].
Finally, we found that in SPARK, other neuropsychiatric, cognitive, and personality PGS were the significant predictors for autism
symptomatology/severity in autistic individuals (Figure 5 and Table 4), as opposed to the autism (PGC) PGS. The strongest PGS
associations we found were educational attainment (SSGAC) and cognitive performance (SSGAC) negatively predicting several autism
traits, meaning higher polygenic propensity for cognitive abilities in autistic individuals is associated with reduced symptom burden.
Interestingly, this contrasts with numerous reports of a positive genetic correlation between educational attainment and autism
case-control (PGC) [4] [77] [78]. The ADHD (PGC) and major depression (PGC) PGS both positively predicted increased autism traits
in the SPARK cohort, which is in line with previous work showing ADHD (PGC) and major depression (PGC) to be significantly
genetically correlated with autism [4]. It is possible these two PGS are measuring the spectrum and/or subgroups in autism, similar to
the schizophrenia (PGC) PGS predicting differences in neuroticism and psychological distress in a major depression cohort [79]. Beyond
neuropsychiatric and cognitive PGS, we also wanted to assess whether the Big Five personality PGS were predictive of autism traits in
autistic individuals. There is extensive research on the Big 5 personality measures and their relationship to autism [80], including one
study suggesting the Big Five personality measures can subtype autistic individuals based on severity [81], but it is unknown if the
genetic signals of personality can also subtype autistic individuals. Other work has shown there is an overlap of genetic risk factors for
neuroticism, autism, and ADHD quantitative traits [82], and the autism case-control (PGC) GWAS is positively genetically correlated
with neuroticism [4]. Indeed, several Big Five personality PGS were predictive of autism subscales (Figure 5 and Table 4). Higher
conscientiousness (GPC) PGS predicted increased RBS-R compulsive, RBS-R ritualistic, and RBS-R sameness traits. Lower
agreeableness (GPC) PGS was significantly associated with higher RBS-R injurious and RBS-R sameness traits, and neuroticism
(SSGAC) PGS was positively associated with all three DCDQ traits and RBS-R restricted. Again sex was an important variable, with
significant PGS by sex interactions observed for nine of the Big Five personality PGS. These analyses suggest that optimizing
predictors, e.g. for eventual use in personalizing care, will require the utilization of several neuropsychiatric, cognitive, and personality
PGS, as well as consideration of interactions with sex.
Overall, our results show that these clinical autism subscales, particularly the RBS-R, are measuring meaningful common genetic
signal that is more powerful, heritable, and generalizable than case-control status. Although historically the path for increased power
GWAS discovery has been a quest for ever-larger case-control sample sizes, our results indicate that investing in richer phenotypic
characterization, even at the expense of sample size, might be a better value proposition for psychiatric genetics and autism research in
particular.

4.1

Language choices

Many autistic self-advocates prefer identity-first language (i.e. autistic individuals), and some autistic individuals and their families
prefer person-first language (i.e. individuals with autism). We chose to use identity-first language for this paper. Gender is distinct from
sex and has important variance, especially in the autistic community [83] [84]. For language around sex and gender, we exclusively
considered sex (meaning sex assigned at birth) and did not consider gender in our analyses.
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