
3.6. Hubs 

We identified 31 connector hubs, defined as the top 30th percentile for both betweenness 

centrality and participation coefficient. Connector hubs included regions within the dorsal 

attention, fronto-parietal, cerebellar and limbic networks. The PLS analysis demonstrated 

that the strength of connector hubs significantly predicted group membership for held-out 

data. The most accurate and parsimonious model included two PLS components (RMSE = 

0.472, SEM = 0.015; Accuracy = 0.322, SEM = 0.021) and significantly explained group 

membership above a null model based on 1000 shuffled samples (permuted RMSE = 0.516, 

SEM = 0.018, p = 0.011). This finding was reproduced over multiple connectome thresholds 

(see Table S14) and significant across all thresholds when computing the AUC (AUC = 2.353, 

permuted AUC = 2.564, SEM = 0.077, p = 0.002).  

The top 30% of loadings onto PLS components and group differences are displayed in Figure 

4. PLS1 largely included bilateral regions of the fronto-parietal network as well as the left 

cerebellum, right temporal pole of the limbic network, and right intraparietal sulcus of the 

dorsal attention network. Controls scored significantly higher on PLS1 compared to C1 (p = 

0.004), C2 (p = 0.034), and C3 (p = 0.002). The highest loadings for PLS2 included the right 

dorsal attention network, bilateral cerebellum, bilateral temporal poles of the limbic network, 

and the left lateral prefrontal cortex of the fronto-parietal network. C2 scored significantly 

higher on PLS2 compared to Controls (p = 0.034), C1 (p = 0.006), and C3 (p = 0.044). 

 

Figure 4. PLS components of connector hub strength that predicted group membership. The brain plots (left) 

show the 30% largest loadings of connector hubs onto each component (PLS1 top, PLS2 bottom) relative to their 

standard error over 1000 bootstrapped samples. The size of the node is proportional to its absolute loading and 

the colour corresponds to its ICN: fronto-parietal (orange), subcortical (black), dorsal attention (green), and 

limbic (cream). The boxplots (right) show the bootstrapped distribution of component scores for each group and 

significant group differences assessed by a permutation test. **p<0.01, *p<0.05 
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We also identified 103 provincial hubs in the top 30th percentile for within module strength 

that had a participation coefficient in the bottom 70th percentile. Provincial hubs largely 

included regions in the default mode, somatomotor, visual, ventral attention and 

frontoparietal networks, as well as the thalamus.  The PLS analysis demonstrated that the 

strength of provincial hubs significantly predicted group membership for held-out data. The 

most accurate and parsimonious model included seven PLS components (RMSE = 0.469, SEM 

= 0.017; Accuracy = 0.336, SEM = 0.023) and significantly explained group membership above 

a null model based on 1000 shuffled samples (permuted RMSE = 0.522, SEM = 0.019, p = 

0.003). This finding was reproduced over different connectome thresholds (see Table S15) 

and significant across all thresholds when computing the AUC (AUC = 2.368, permuted AUC = 

2.6, SEM = 0.081, p = 0.005).  

Significant group differences were only observed on the first component, which is displayed 

in Figure 5 with component two (see Figure S8 for components 3-7). The top 10% of loadings 

for PLS1 largely included regions of the default-mode network, as well as the bilateral lingual 

gyri of the visual network and right orbitofrontal cortex of the limbic network. C1 scored 

significantly higher on PLS1 compared to C2 (p = 0.012) and C3 (p = 0.008), and Controls scored 

significantly higher than C3 (p = 0.030) and marginally higher than C2, however this was 

borderline significant (p = 0.054). The highest loadings for PLS2 included bilateral lateral 

temporal and parietal regions of the default-mode network, bilateral regions of the fronto-

parietal network, the parietal operculum of the somatomotor network, and the left temporal 

pole of the limbic network. Controls scored higher on PLS2 than C1 (p = 0.102) and C3 (p = 

0.098) but these differences were not statistically significant. 

Figure 5. PLS components of provincial hub strength that predicted group membership. The brain plots (left) 

show the 10% largest loadings of provincial hubs onto each component (PLS1 top, PLS2 bottom) relative to their 

standard error over 1000 bootstrapped samples. The size of the node is proportional to its absolute loading and 

the colour corresponds to its ICN: default-mode (red), visual (purple), limbic (cream), fronto-parietal (orange), 

and somatomotor (blue). The boxplots (right) show the bootstrapped distribution of component scores for each 

group and significant group differences assessed by a permutation test. **p<0.01, *p<0.05, +p<0.06 
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4. Discussion 

We tested whether a large mixed sample of children at neurodevelopmental risk could be 

grouped according to their behavioural profiles. Consensus community detection within a 

network analysis identified three groups with distinct behavioural profiles. These groups were 

characterised by principal difficulties with hot executive function (C1), cool executive function 

(C2), and learning (C3). Next, we created functional connectomes for a subset of these 

children and tested whether group membership could be predicted by different aspects of 

functional brain organisation. Whilst there were no group differences in global organisational 

properties, multivariate patterns of connectivity at the level of ICNs, nodes, and hubs 

significantly predicted group membership in held-out data.  

4.1. Behavioural profiles 

Ratings of inattention, cool executive function difficulties, and learning problems were in the 

‘elevated’ or ‘very elevated’ range for all groups and significantly higher than the comparison 

sample. However, the degree of difficulties in specific behavioural domains were distinct 

between the three behavioural profiles capturing principal difficulties with hot executive 

function (C1), cool executive function (C2), and learning problems (C3). These profiles were 

largely consistent with previously identified profiles in a smaller sample from the same cohort 

of children (Bathelt, Holmes, et al., 2018).  

The largest group, C1, were uniquely characterised by ratings of aggressive behaviour in the 

very elevated range, which exceeded all other groups. This was accompanied by the highest 

ratings of hyperactivity/impulsivity and poor peer relationships. Within the wider literature 

these difficulties seem to co-occur and are more related to tasks tapping hot executive 

function, particularly emotion regulation and impulse control (Zelazo & Carlson, 2012). High 

rates of peer relation difficulties are not surprising in this group given the robust association 

between emotion regulation and prosocial behaviour in children (Eisenberg et al., 2007; 

Hastings et al., 2005; Liew et al., 2011; Moriguchi et al., 2020), and links between behavioural 

difficulties and pragmatic language (Hawkins et al., 2016; Ketelaars et al., 2010), which 

together may influence how these children form social networks. Although hot and cool 

executive function are often closely associated (Zelazo & Carlson, 2012), this group had the 

lowest ratings of inattention and cool executive function difficulties, and their IQ was age-

appropriate. C1 also had the lowest ratings of learning problems and they performed 

significantly higher on the maths and reading tasks compared to the other data-driven 

profiles. Despite relatively fewer cognitive difficulties, this group included the highest 

proportion of overall diagnoses, ADHD, and autism relative to some of the data-driven 

profiles, and significantly less children with dyslexia than expected compared to C2 and C3. 

Approximately one third of children in C1 had a diagnosis of ADHD, but the relatively high 

occurrence of autism in this group, age-appropriate IQ (Frazier et al., 2004), and numerous 

ADHD diagnoses in the other two groups suggests that this group does not simply reflect 

ADHD . This group appear to be primarily characterised by behavioural difficulties, rather than 

cognitive difficulties. C1 also included a greater proportion of boys than all other groups. 

Previously, boys have generally been shown to have greater externalising and social 

difficulties than girls in this sample (J. Holmes, Mareva, et al., 2020) and the higher rates of 
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neurodevelopmental diagnoses in boys is consistent with the wider literature (e.g. Russell et 

al., 2014). Within the context of this particular cohort, C1 appears to capture those with the 

most pronounced difficulties in hot executive function.  

In contrast, C2 had relatively low ratings of aggression and peer relation difficulties. C2 were 

instead characterised by particularly elevated behavioural difficulties with cool executive 

function. They were rated significantly higher on inattention and (cool) executive function 

difficulties compared to all other groups. This suggests that these children particularly 

struggle with the cognitive control needed to concentrate, redirect their attention, plan, and 

organise (Diamond, 2013). Although it should be noted that these children also scored in the 

very elevated range for hyperactivity/impulsivity. This profile is somewhat similar to the 

characteristic symptoms of combined type ADHD, yet less than a fifth of children were 

diagnosed with ADHD in the group and it was more common in C1. C2 had moderate 

difficulties on tasks tapping general cognitive ability and academic achievement, performing 

better than children in C3 but worse than those in C1. Thus, C2 appears to capture those with 

the most pronounced difficulties in cool executive function behaviours, with moderate IQ and 

learning difficulties. 

The smallest group, C3, were characterised by the highest ratings of learning problem 

behaviours, which significantly exceeded the other two groups. Their behavioural difficulties 

with cognitive control were comparable to C1; however, ratings of hyperactivity and 

aggression were within the normal range. In addition, children in C3 performed the most 

poorly on tasks tapping IQ and academic achievement. This group may represent a smaller 

proportion of the population with more selective learning and cognitive difficulties with 

relatively low rates of hyperactivity and conduct problems. Elevated difficulties with peer 

relationships in this group is perhaps more surprising; however, peer rejection is more 

common in children with learning difficulties (Frederickson & Furnham, 2004; Parhiala et al., 

2015; Pijl & Frostad, 2010; Siperstein et al., 2007; Wiener & Schneider, 2002). There are many 

potential causes of peer problems in children with learning difficulties including cognitive 

difficulties, stigma, social anxiety, and victimization for being enrolled in additional education 

programs (Livingston et al., 2018). In sum, C3 appears to capture those with the most 

pronounced cognitive and learning difficulties. 

 

4.2. Functional brain organisation 

Despite large differences in children’s behavioural profiles, no group differences in functional 

brain organisation were identified on a global level. These findings were consistent for both 

individual and group thresholds across a range of values. This suggests that across our diverse 

sample behavioural difficulties are not well explained by global differences in functional 

organisation across the whole brain, at least in so far as we were able to capture them here. 

Network organisation is similarly modular, clustered, efficient, and assortative across the 

groups. Instead, behavioural profiles were significantly predicted by specific multivariate 

patterns of functional connectivity between ICNs, nodal strength, and hub strength. These 
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associations were reproduced across multiple connectome thresholds and significant across 

all thresholds when considering the area under the curve.  

 

4.2.1. Comparison sample vs data-driven groups 

Some of the most apparent differences in functional organisation characterise all three of our 

data-driven groups, relative to the comparison sample. Comparison children scored 

significantly higher on the first PLS component of connector hub strength, compared to all 

other groups. This first PLS component predominantly loaded on to bilateral regions of the 

fronto-parietal network, which has a critical role in integrating information between networks 

to initiate and regulate cognitive control (Astle, Luckhoo, et al., 2015; Cole et al., 2015, 2017; 

Marek & Dosenbach, 2018; Sheffield et al., 2015). Connector hubs play an important role in 

global integration: as networks specialise and segregate in childhood development, hubs 

become increasingly structurally connected both within and between networks, maintaining 

efficient communication across the connectome and supporting the typical development of 

cool executive function (Baum et al., 2017). This distinction in fronto-parietal connector hubs 

between comparison children and all other groups suggests that this is a relatively generic 

feature of children at neurodevelopmental risk, not related to specific profiles of behavioural 

difficulties. That said, behavioural difficulties associated with cognitive control and learning 

were consistently elevated in all groups relative to the comparison sample. This finding 

mirrors a result from a recent study of the same cohort, which demonstrated that children 

with no or selective cognitive difficulties have more highly connected structural hubs 

(Siugzdaite et al., 2020). Structural connector hubs have also been shown to have a 

particularly important role in predicting academic progress in children from the same cohort 

(Bathelt, Gathercole, et al., 2018). Taken together, this suggests that connector hubs play a 

key and relatively non-specific role in distinguishing children at neurodevelopmental risk from 

comparison samples. This effect is remarkably consistent across the structural and functional 

connectome despite the differences in modality, pre-processing, parcellation, analysed 

sample, and analysis method. In sum, this suggests that emerging neurodevelopmental 

differences in connector hub structural connectivity may have consequences for hub function 

and cognitive development.   

 

4.2.2. Distinguishing children with hot and cool executive function difficulties  

The PLS of ICN connectivity and nodal strength primarily distinguished C1 and C2 – those with 

relatively greater difficulties in hot versus cool executive function, respectively. In fact, the 

first component of ICN connectivity only significantly differed between these two behavioural 

profiles. Notably, connections of the dorsal attention and limbic networks loaded most 

strongly on this component. The dorsal attention network is commonly implicated in tasks 

requiring cognitive control, such as top-down attention and working memory (Rottschy et al., 

2012; Vossel et al., 2014), and training working memory in childhood has been shown to 

increase functional connectivity within this network (Astle, Barnes, et al., 2015). Connectivity 

of the limbic network, including regions such as the orbitofrontal cortex, is particularly 
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associated with hot executive function (Ho et al., 2015; Hulvershorn et al., 2014; Karalunas et 

al., 2014; Posner et al., 2014). Children in C2 had positive scores on this component suggesting 

that over-connectivity between these networks may be associated with particularly elevated 

cognitive difficulties, whereas children in C1 had negative scores suggesting that under-

connectivity may indicate particularly elevated difficulties with emotional control.  

A similar distinction was observed for the first component of nodal strength, where children 

in C1 scored significantly higher than those in C2 and C3, though this distinction was greater 

for children in C2 who had highly negative scores. This component included high loadings 

from medial default-mode regions, the bilateral orbitofrontal cortex, bilateral hippocampi, 

and visual association areas. Strikingly, the same group distinction in a smaller sample of this 

cohort revealed a highly similar pattern of structural connectivity differences, which were 

localised to the orbitofrontal cortex, anterior cingulate, medial temporal lobe, visual cortex, 

and basal ganglia (Bathelt, Holmes, et al., 2018). The orbitofrontal cortex is important in hot 

executive function, emotion behaviour, and value-based decision-making (Fuster, 2001; 

Gazzaniga et al., 2014; Padoa-Schioppa & Conen, 2017). It is strongly connected to the 

hippocampus and amygdala (Cavada et al., 2000; Chudasama & Robbins, 2006; Morecraft et 

al., 1992; Zald et al., 2014), and functional connectivity between these regions is associated 

with poorer emotional control (Ho et al., 2015), mood problems (Hulvershorn et al., 2014; 

Posner et al., 2014), and temperament difficulties in childhood (Karalunas et al., 2014). 

Furthermore, data-driven subtyping of functional connectivity in this cortical-subcortical 

network has independently provided evidence for hot and cool executive function subgroups 

of children (Costa Dias et al., 2015). In the current sample, structural and functional 

connectivity of the orbitofrontal cortex, anterior cingulate, and medial prefrontal cortex were 

implicated in this group distinction. These regions contribute to the anterior default-mode 

network, which is implicated in emotion processing, self-referential thought, and social 

cognition (Raichle, 2015; Schilbach et al., 2008). These links to emotion regulation and social 

skills are notable considering the pronounced difficulties that children in C1 experienced in 

these domains.    

The medial default-mode network was further implicated in a distinction between the hot 

(C1) and cool executive function subgroups (C2, C3) on the first component of provincial hub 

strength. Specifically, C2 and C3 showed under-connectivity in these provincial hubs relative 

to C1 and the comparison sample. These regions are particularly important for integrating 

information within the default-mode network and previous work in the same cohort has 

shown that functional connectivity within the default-mode network is related to underlying 

structural connectivity differences in the cingulum (Bathelt et al., 2019). Interestingly, in this 

previous work the relationship between structure and function was only apparent for children 

with poor cognitive ability, such as those in C2 and C3, suggesting that variability in cingulum 

structural connectivity may only have significant functional consequences at the lower end of 

the spectrum. Alterations in default mode network connectivity have also been widely 

documented in a range of neurodevelopmental and mental health conditions (Menon, 2011). 

For example, altered connectivity between the default mode network and externally-oriented 

task-positive networks has been linked to executive function difficulties (Abbott et al., 2016), 

inattention and hyperactivity/impulsivity (Cai et al., 2018; H. Lin et al., 2018; Sripada et al., 
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2014). Our results do not distinguish which networks these default-mode regions are under-

connected to, but they instead demonstrate that these regions are generally less well 

connected. This transdiagnositic feature of functional connectivity in neurodevelopmentally 

at-risk children may extend beyond specific inter-network connections evidenced in prior 

research and highlight an altered functional role of these regions in the whole connectome.  

4.2.3. Specific Group Distinctions 

Evidence for individual group distinctions was also observed. C2 was significantly 

distinguished from all other groups on the second component of connector hub strength, 

which particularly included high loadings on the right dorsal attention network. C2 

demonstrated over-connectivity in these regions and primarily differed from other groups in 

their degree of difficulties with inattention and cool executive function. It is possible that poor 

cognitive control in this group may be related to over-connectivity of dorsal attention 

connector hubs, for example to the default-mode network (H. Lin et al., 2018). There was 

more limited evidence that C3 were distinct from all other groups, which could suggest that 

the neurobiological correlates of this group with pronounced and more selective learning 

difficulties were more heterogeneous. However, C3 was partially distinguished from the other 

groups on the third component of ICN connectivity, which included high loadings on 

connections of the subcortical, default-mode, and dorsal attention networks. Group 

differences on this component were not statistically significant, but this extra component 

increased prediction accuracy of behavioural profiles on held-out data.  

4.3. Limitations 

There are several limitations to the current work. First, we note that the comparison sample 

moved less during scanning than the other groups. We took many steps to control motion 

artefacts at the individual and group level. This included a thorough assessment of different 

resting-state fMRI pre-processing techniques, exclusion of high motion participants, 

censoring of high motion volumes, physiological and motion confound regression, and the 

inclusion of motion and mean functional connectivity in group-level analyses. Second, we 

excluded approximately a third of resting-state scans due to high movement. While this was 

necessary to ensure data quality, it may limit statistical power and may have excluded 

children who were younger, particularly anxious, or hyperactive. Importantly, however, the 

behavioural profiles were very similar in both the full sample and MRI sample. Third, while 

the Conners questionnaire is well-validated and used clinically, it does not cover all relevant 

aspects of children’s cognitive, emotional, and social behaviour. Additionally, this could lead 

to some bias in the composition of the data-driven groups. Fourth, we assessed correlations 

in the behavioural network; this measures how similar each child’s behavioural profile is to 

one another but disregards overall differences in severity of difficulties. Distance metrics that 

satisfy triangular inequality would need to be used to take into account differences in overall 

severity. Fifth, whilst held-out children’s behavioural profile could be predicted above chance 

level on the basis of their functional connectivity, these predictions were not sufficiently 

accurate to warrant use of these methods in an applied setting.  

4.4. Conclusion 
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We identified distinct data-driven behavioural profiles that transcend diagnostic categories in 

a large heterogeneous sample of children at neurodevelopmental risk. These groups were not 

associated with differences in global organisation of brain function, but were associated with 

multivariate patterns of connectivity between ICNs, nodes, and hub regions. Children with 

more pronounced hot or cool executive function difficulties were distinguished by 

connectivity in ICNs implicated in cognitive control, emotion processing, and social cognition. 

Furthermore, all of the data-driven groups differed from the comparison sample in 

connectivity of the fronto-parietal connector hubs. Our findings suggest both specific and 

more general neurodevelopmental risk factors in the functional connectome, which 

corroborate with previously reported risk factors in the structural connectome.    
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