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3.6. Hubs

We identified 31 connector hubs, defined as the top 30" 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 30™ percentile for within module strength
that had a participation coefficient in the bottom 70" 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.
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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 1Q (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 Cl. 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 1Q 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 1Q 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.

5. Acknowledgments

The authors were supported by the Medical Research Council program grant MC-A0606-
5PQ41. We would like to thank all members of the CALM Team for their help with
recruitment, data collection, and data management, as well as all of the children and parents
for their participation in the study. The CALM Team includes lead investigators Duncan Astle,
Kate Baker, Susan Gathercole, Joni Holmes, Rogier Kievit and Tom Manly. Data collection is
assisted by a team of researchers and PhD students that includes Danyal Akarca, Joe Bathelt,
Marc Bennett, Giacomo Bignardi, Sarah Bishop, Erica Bottacin, Lara Bridge, Diandra Brkic,
Annie Bryant, Sally Butterfield, Elizabeth Byrne, Gemma Crickmore, Edwin Dalmaijer, Fanchea
Daly, Tina Emery, Laura Forde, Grace Franckel, Delia Furhmann, Andrew Gadie, Sara
Gharooni, Jacalyn Guy, Erin Hawkins, Agnieszka Jaroslawska, Sara Joeghan, Amy Johnson,
Jonathan Jones, Silvana Mareva, Elise Ng-Cordell, Sinead O'Brien, Cliodhna O'Leary, Joseph
Rennie, Ivan Simpson-Kent, Roma Siugzdaite, Tess Smith, Stephani Uh, Maria Vedechkina,
Francesca Woolgar, Natalia Zdorovtsova, Mengya Zhang. The authors wish to thank the many
professionals working in children’s services in the South-East and East of England for their
support, and to the children and their families for giving up their time to visit the clinic. We
would also like to thank the radiographers who support the excellent paediatric scanning at
the MRC CBSU


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637; this version posted September 23, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

References

Abbott, A. E., Nair, A., Keown, C. L., Datko, M., Jahedi, A., Fishman, I., & Miller, R. A. (2016).
Patterns of Atypical Functional Connectivity and Behavioral Links in Autism Differ
between Default, Salience, and Executive Networks. Cerebral Cortex, 26(10).
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhv191

Archibald, L. M. D., Oram Cardy, J., Joanisse, M. F., & Ansari, D. (2013). Language, Reading,
and Math Learning Profiles in an Epidemiological Sample of School Age Children. PLoS
ONE, 8(10). https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0077463

Astle, D. E., Barnes, J. J., Baker, K., Colclough, G. L., & Woolrich, M. W. (2015). Cognitive
training enhances intrinsic brain connectivity in childhood. Journal of Neuroscience,
35(16), 6277-6283. https://doi.org/10.1523/INEUROSCI.4517-14.2015

Astle, D. E., Luckhoo, H., Woolrich, M., Kuo, B.-C., Nobre, A. C., & Scerif, G. (2015). The
neural dynamics of fronto-parietal networks in childhood revealed using
magnetoencephalography. Cerebral Cortex, 25(10), 3868—3876.

Barkley, R. A., & Murphy, K. R. (2010). Impairment in occupational functioning and adult
ADHD: The predictive utility of executive function (EF) ratings versus EF tests. Archives
of Clinical Neuropsychology, 25(3). https://doi.org/10.1093/arclin/acq014

Bassett, D. S., & Bullmore, E. T. (2017). Small-World Brain Networks Revisited. In
Neuroscientist (Vol. 23, Issue 5). https://doi.org/10.1177/1073858416667720

Bathelt, J., Gathercole, S. E., Butterfield, S., team, C., & Astle, D. E. (2018). Children’s
academic attainment is linked to the global organization of the white matter
connectome. Developmental Science, 21(5), e12662.

Bathelt, J., Holmes, J., Astle, D. E., Holmes, J., Gathercole, S., Astle, D., Manly, T., & Kievit, R.
(2018). Data-Driven Subtyping of Executive Function—Related Behavioral Problems in
Children. Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 57(4).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2018.01.014

Bathelt, J., Johnson, A., Zhang, M., & Astle, D. E. (2019). The cingulum as a marker of
individual differences in neurocognitive development. Scientific Reports, 9(1), 1-16.

Baum, G. L,, Ciric, R., Roalf, D. R., Betzel, R. F., Moore, T. M., Shinohara, R. T., Kahn, A. E.,
Vandekar, S. N., Rupert, P. E., Quarmley, M., Cook, P. A,, Elliott, M. A., Ruparel, K., Gur,
R. E., Gur, R. C,, Bassett, D. S., & Satterthwaite, T. D. (2017). Modular Segregation of
Structural Brain Networks Supports the Development of Executive Function in Youth.
Current Biology, 27(11). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2017.04.051

Behzadi, Y., Restom, K., Liau, J., & Liu, T. T. (2007). A component based noise correction
method (CompCor) for BOLD and perfusion based fMRI. Neurolmage, 37(1).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.04.042

Best, J. R., Miller, P. H., & Naglieri, J. A. (2011). Relations between executive function and
academic achievement from ages 5to 17 in a large, representative national sample.
Learning and Individual Differences, 21(4). https://doi.org/10.1016/].lindif.2011.01.007

Biederman, J., Petty, C. R., Fried, R., Black, S., Faneuil, A., Doyle, A. E., Seidman, L. J., &


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637; this version posted September 23, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Faraone, S. V. (2008). Discordance between psychometric testing and questionnaire-
based definitions of executive function deficits in individuals with ADHD. Journal of
Attention Disorders, 12(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/1087054707305111

Blondel, V. D., Guillaume, J. L., Lambiotte, R., & Lefebvre, E. (2008). Fast unfolding of
communities in large networks. Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and
Experiment, 2008(10). https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/2008/10/P10008

Booth, J. N., Boyle, J. M. E., & Kelly, S. W. (2010). Do tasks make a difference? Accounting for
heterogeneity of performance of children with reading difficulties on tasks of executive
function: Findings from a meta-analysis. British Journal of Developmental Psychology,
28(1). https://doi.org/10.1348/026151009X485432

Bullmore, E., & Sporns, O. (2009). Complex brain networks: Graph theoretical analysis of
structural and functional systems. In Nature Reviews Neuroscience (Vol. 10, Issue 3).
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2575

Cai, W., Chen, T., Szegletes, L., Supekar, K., & Menon, V. (2018). Aberrant Time-Varying
Cross-Network Interactions in Children With Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder
and the Relation to Attention Deficits. Biological Psychiatry: Cognitive Neuroscience
and Neuroimaging, 3(3). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bpsc.2017.10.005

Cavada, C., Compaiiy, T., Tejedor, J., Cruz-Rizzolo, R. J., & Reinoso-Suarez, F. (2000). The
Anatomical Connections of the Macaque Monkey Orbitofrontal Cortex. A Review.
Cerebral Cortex, 10(3), 220-242. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/10.3.220

Chudasama, Y., & Robbins, T. W. (2006). Functions of frontostriatal systems in cognition:
comparative neuropsychopharmacological studies in rats, monkeys and humans.
Biological Psychology, 73(1), 19-38.

Ciric, R., Wolf, D. H., Power, J. D., Roalf, D. R., Baum, G. L., Ruparel, K., Shinohara, R. T.,
Elliott, M. A., Eickhoff, S. B., Davatzikos, C., Gur, R. C., Gur, R. E., Bassett, D.S., &
Satterthwaite, T. D. (2017). Benchmarking of participant-level confound regression
strategies for the control of motion artifact in studies of functional connectivity.
Neurolmage, 154. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2017.03.020

Coghill, D., & Sonuga-Barke, E. J. S. (2012). Annual research review: Categories versus
dimensions in the classification and conceptualisation of child and adolescent mental
disorders - Implications of recent empirical study. In Journal of Child Psychology and
Psychiatry and Allied Disciplines (Vol. 53, Issue 5). https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-
7610.2011.02511.x

Cole, M. W., Braver, T.S., & Meiran, N. (2017). The task novelty paradox: Flexible control of
inflexible neural pathways during rapid instructed task learning. Neuroscience &
Biobehavioral Reviews, 81, 4-15.

Cole, M. W,, Ito, T., & Braver, T.S. (2015). Lateral prefrontal cortex contributes to fluid
intelligence through multinetwork connectivity. Brain Connectivity, 5(8), 497-504.

Conners, C. K. (2013). Conners 3rd Edition Parent Short-Form. North Tonawanda, NY: Multi-
Health Systems.

Costa Dias, T. G,, lyer, S. P., Carpenter, S. D., Cary, R. P., Wilson, V. B., Mitchel, S. H., Nigg, J.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637; this version posted September 23, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

T., & Fair, D. A. (2015). Characterizing heterogeneity in children with and without ADHD
based on reward system connectivity. Developmental Cognitive Neuroscience, 11.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2014.12.005

Cox, R. W. (1996). AFNI: Software for analysis and visualization of functional magnetic
resonance neuroimages. Computers and Biomedical Research, 29(3).
https://doi.org/10.1006/cbmr.1996.0014

Demetriou, E. A., Lampit, A., Quintana, D. S., Naismith, S. L., Song, Y. J. C., Pye, J. E., Hickie, I.,
& Guastella, A. J. (2018). Autism spectrum disorders: A meta-analysis of executive
function. Molecular Psychiatry, 23(5), 1198-1204. https://doi.org/10.1038/mp.2017.75

Diamond, A. (2013). Executive functions. Annu Rev Psychol, 64, 135-168.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143750

Dunn, L. M., & Dunn, D. M. (2007). Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. Pearson Education.

Eisenberg, N., Michalik, N., Spinrad, T. L., Hofer, C., Kupfer, A., Valiente, C., Liew, J.,
Cumberland, A., & Reiser, M. (2007). The relations of effortful control and impulsivity
to children’s sympathy: A longitudinal study. Cognitive Development, 22(4), 544-567.

Esteban, O., Markiewicz, C. J., Blair, R. W., Moodie, C. A,, Isik, A. |., Erramuzpe, A., Kent, J. D.,
Goncalves, M., DuPre, E., Snyder, M., Oya, H., Ghosh, S. S., Wright, J., Durnez, J.,
Poldrack, R. A., & Gorgolewski, K. J. (2019). fMRIPrep: a robust preprocessing pipeline
for functional MRI. Nature Methods, 16(1). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-018-0235-4

Fan, L., Li, H., Zhuo, J., Zhang, Y., Wang, J., Chen, L., Yang, Z., Chu, C., Xie, S., Laird, A. R., Fox,
P.T., Eickhoff, S. B., Yu, C., & Jiang, T. (2016). The Human Brainnetome Atlas: A New
Brain Atlas Based on Connectional Architecture. Cerebral Cortex, 26(8).
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhw157

Finc, K., Chojnowski, M., & Bonna, K. (2019). fMRIDenoise: automated denoising, denoising
strategies comparison, and functional connectivity data quality control.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo0.3236245

Francx, W., Oldehinkel, M., Oosterlaan, J., Heslenfeld, D., Hartman, C. A., Hoekstra, P. J.,
Franke, B., Beckmann, C. F., Buitelaar, J. K., & Mennes, M. (2015). The executive control
network and symptomatic improvement in attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder.
Cortex, 73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2015.08.012

Frazier, T. W., Demaree, H. A., & Youngstrom, E. A. (2004). Meta-analysis of intellectual and
neuropsychological test performance in attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder.
Neuropsychology, 18(3). https://doi.org/10.1037/0894-4105.18.3.543

Frederickson, N. L., & Furnham, A. F. (2004). Peer-assessed behavioural characteristics and
sociometric rejection: Differences between pupils who have moderate learning
difficulties and their mainstream peers. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 74(3),
391-410.

Fuster, J. M. (2001). The prefrontal cortex—an update: time is of the essence. Neuron, 30(2),
319-333.

Gathercole, S. E., Woolgar, F., Kievit, R. A., Astle, D. E., Manly, T., & Holmes, J. (2016). How


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637; this version posted September 23, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Common are WM Deficits in Children with Difficulties in Reading and Mathematics?
Journal of Applied Research in Memory and Cognition, 5(4), 384—-394.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2016.07.013

Gazzaniga, M., Ivry, R., & Mangun, G. (2014). Cognitive neuroscience: The biology of the
mind (4th edition). WW Norton & Company, New York.

Hastie, T., Tibshirani, R., & Friedman, J. (2009). The Elements of Statistical Learning; Data
Mining, Inference and Prediction. Springer, New York.

Hastings, P. D., Rubin, K. H., & DeRose, L. (2005). Links among gender, inhibition, and
parental socialization in the development of prosocial behavior. Merrill-Palmer
Quarterly (1982-), 467—-493.

Hawkey, E. J., Tillman, R., Luby, J. L., & Barch, D. M. (2018). Preschool Executive Function
Predicts Childhood Resting-State Functional Connectivity and Attention-
Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder and Depression. Biological Psychiatry: Cognitive
Neuroscience and Neuroimaging, 3(11). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bpsc.2018.06.011

Hawkins, E., Gathercole, S., Astle, D. E., Holmes, J., & Team, C. (2016). Language problems
and ADHD symptoms: how specific are the links? Brain Sciences, 6(4), 50.

Ho, N. F., Chong, J. S. X., Koh, H. L., Koukouna, E., Lee, T. S., Fung, D., Lim, C. G., & Zhou, J.
(2015). Intrinsic affective network is impaired in children with attention-
deficit/hyperactivity disorder. PLoS ONE, 10(9).
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0139018

Hobson, C. W., Scott, S., & Rubia, K. (2011). Investigation of cool and hot executive function
in ODD/CD independently of ADHD. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 52(10),
1035-1043.

Holmes, C. J., Kim-Spoon, J., & Deater-Deckard, K. (2016). Linking executive function and
peer problems from early childhood through middle adolescence. Journal of Abnormal
Child Psychology, 44(1), 31-42.

Holmes, J., Bryant, A., & Gathercole, S. E. (2019). Protocol for a transdiagnostic study of
children with problems of attention, learning and memory (CALM) 17 Psychology and
Cognitive Sciences 1701 Psychology 17 Psychology and Cognitive Sciences 1702
Cognitive Sciences 11 Medical and Health Sciences 1117 Public Health and Health
Services. BMC Pediatrics, 19(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12887-018-1385-3

Holmes, J., Guy, J., Kievit, R. A., Bryant, A., Mareva, S., & Gathercole, S. E. (2020). Cognitive
dimensions of learning in children with problems in attention, learning, and memory.
Journal of Educational Psychology.

Holmes, J., Mareva, S., Bennett, M. P., Black, M., & Guy, J. (2020). Higher-Order Dimensions
of Psychopathology in a Neurodevelopmental Transdiagnostic Sample.

Hulvershorn, L. A., Mennes, M., Castellanos, F. X., Di Martino, A., Milham, M. P., Hummer, T.
A., & Roy, A. K. (2014). Abnormal amygdala functional connectivity associated with
emotional lability in children with attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Journal of
the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 53(3).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2013.11.012


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637; this version posted September 23, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Karalunas, S. L., Fair, D. A., Musser, E. D., Aykes, K., lyer, S. P., & Nigg, J. T. (2014). Subtyping
attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder using temperament dimensions: Toward
biologically based nosologic criteria. JAMA Psychiatry, 71(9).
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2014.763

Ketelaars, M. P., Cuperus, J., Jansonius, K., & Verhoeven, L. (2010). Pragmatic language
impairment and associated behavioural problems. International Journal of Language &
Communication Disorders, 45(2), 204-214.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3109/13682820902863090

Krishnan, A., Williams, L. J., McIntosh, A. R., & Abdi, H. (2011). Partial Least Squares (PLS)
methods for neuroimaging: a tutorial and review. Neuroimage, 56(2), 455—475.

Kushki, A., Anagnostou, E., Hammill, C., Duez, P., Brian, J., laboni, A., Schachar, R., Crosbie,
J., Arnold, P., & Lerch, J. P. (2019). Examining overlap and homogeneity in ASD, ADHD,
and OCD: a data-driven, diagnosis-agnostic approach. Translational Psychiatry, 9(1), 1-
11.

Lancichinetti, A., & Fortunato, S. (2012). Consensus clustering in complex networks.
Scientific Reports, 2. https://doi.org/10.1038/srep00336

Liew, J., Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T. L., Eggum, N. D., Haugen, R. G., Kupfer, A., Reiser, M. R,,
Smith, C. L., Lemery-Chalfant, K., & Baham, M. E. (2011). Physiological regulation and
fearfulness as predictors of young children’s empathy-related reactions. Social
Development, 20(1), 111-134.

Lin, H., Lin, Q,, Li, H., Wang, M., Chen, H., Liang, Y., Bu, X., Wang, W., Yi, Y., Zhao, Y., Zhang,
X., Xie, Y., Du, S., Yang, C., & Huang, X. (2018). Functional Connectivity of Attention-
Related Networks in Drug-Naive Children With ADHD. Journal of Attention Disorders.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1087054718802017

Lin, H. Y., Tseng, W. Y. |, Lai, M. C., Matsuo, K., & Gau, S. S. F. (2015). Altered resting-state
frontoparietal control network in children with attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder.
Journal of the International Neuropsychological Society, 21(4).
https://doi.org/10.1017/5135561771500020X

Livingston, E. M., Siegel, L. S., & Ribary, U. (2018). Developmental dyslexia: emotional impact
and consequences. Australian Journal of Learning Difficulties, 23(2), 107-135.

Marek, S., & Dosenbach, N. U. F. (2018). The frontoparietal network: function,
electrophysiology, and importance of individual precision mapping. Dialogues in Clinical
Neuroscience, 20(2), 133—140. https://doi.org/10.31887/DCNS.2018.20.2/smarek

Martinussen, R., Hayden, J., Hogg-Johnson, S., & Tannock, R. (2005). A meta-analysis of
working memory impairments in children with attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder.
Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 44(4).
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.chi.0000153228.72591.73

Masi, A., DeMayo, M. M., Glozier, N., & Guastella, A. J. (2017). An overview of autism
spectrum disorder, heterogeneity and treatment options. Neuroscience Bulletin, 33(2),
183-193.

McClelland, M. M., Acock, A. C., & Morrison, F. J. (2006). The impact of kindergarten


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637; this version posted September 23, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

learning-related skills on academic trajectories at the end of elementary school. Early
Childhood Research Quarterly, 21(4). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2006.09.003

Menon, V. (2011). Large-scale brain networks and psychopathology: A unifying triple
network model. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 15(10), 483-506.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].tics.2011.08.003

Morecraft, R. J., Geula, C., & Mesulam, M. (1992). Cytoarchitecture and neural afferents of
orbitofrontal cortex in the brain of the monkey. Journal of Comparative Neurology,
323(3), 341-358.

Moriguchi, Y., Shinohara, I., Todo, N., & Meng, X. (2020). Prosocial behavior is related to
later executive function during early childhood: A longitudinal study. European Journal
of Developmental Psychology, 17(3), 352—-364.

Padoa-Schioppa, C., & Conen, K. E. (2017). Orbitofrontal Cortex: A Neural Circuit for
Economic Decisions. Neuron, 96(4), 736-754.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2017.09.031

Parhiala, P., Torppa, M., Eklund, K., Aro, T., Poikkeus, A.-M., Heikkila, R., & Ahonen, T.
(2015). Psychosocial Functioning of Children with and without Dyslexia: A Follow-up
Study from Ages Four to Nine. Dyslexia, 21(3), 197-211.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/dys.1486

Parkes, L., Fulcher, B., Yiicel, M., & Fornito, A. (2018). An evaluation of the efficacy,
reliability, and sensitivity of motion correction strategies for resting-state functional
MRI. Neurolmage, 171. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2017.12.073

Petrovic, P., & Castellanos, F. X. (2016). Top-down dysregulation—from ADHD to emotional
instability. Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience, 10, 70.

Pijl, S. J., & Frostad, P. (2010). Peer acceptance and self-concept of students with disabilities
in regular education. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 25(1), 93—105.

Posner, J., Rauh, V., Gruber, A,, Gat, I., Wang, Z., & Peterson, B. S. (2013). Dissociable
attentional and affective circuits in medication-naive children with attention-
deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Psychiatry Research - Neuroimaging, 213(1).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pscychresns.2013.01.004

Posner, J., Siciliano, F., Wang, Z., Liu, J., Sonuga-Barke, E., & Greenhill, L. (2014). A
multimodal MRI study of the hippocampus in medication-naive children with ADHD:
What connects ADHD and depression? Psychiatry Research - Neuroimaging, 224(2).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pscychresns.2014.08.006

Power, J. D., Barnes, K. A., Snyder, A. Z., Schlaggar, B. L., & Petersen, S. E. (2012). Spurious
but systematic correlations in functional connectivity MRI networks arise from subject
motion. Neurolmage, 59(3). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.10.018

Power, J. D., Schlaggar, B. L., Lessov-Schlaggar, C. N., & Petersen, S. E. (2013). Evidence for
hubs in human functional brain networks. Neuron, 79(4).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2013.07.035

Qian, X., Castellanos, F. X., Uddin, L. Q., Loo, B. R. Y., Liu, S., Koh, H. L., Poh, X. W. W., Fung,


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637; this version posted September 23, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

D., Guan, C., Lee, T. S,, Lim, C. G., & Zhou, J. (2019). Large-scale brain functional
network topology disruptions underlie symptom heterogeneity in children with
attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Neurolmage: Clinical, 21.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nicl.2018.11.010

Raichle, M. E. (2015). The restless brain: how intrinsic activity organizes brain function.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 370(1668),
20140172-20140172. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2014.0172

Ramus, F., Marshall, C. R., Rosen, S., & Van Der Lely, H. K. J. (2013). Phonological deficits in
specific language impairment and developmental dyslexia: Towards a multidimensional
model. Brain, 136(2). https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/aws356

Rottschy, C., Langner, R., Dogan, I., Reetz, K., Laird, A. R., Schulz, J. B., Fox, P. T., & Eickhoff,
S. B. (2012). Modelling neural correlates of working memory: a coordinate-based meta-
analysis. Neuroimage, 60(1), 830—846.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.11.050

Rubinov, M., & Sporns, O. (2010). Complex network measures of brain connectivity: Uses
and interpretations. Neurolmage, 52(3).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.10.003

Rubinov, M., & Sporns, O. (2011). Weight-conserving characterization of complex functional
brain networks. Neurolmage, 56(4). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.03.069

Russell, G., Rodgers, L. R., Ukoumunne, O. C., & Ford, T. (2014). Prevalence of parent-
reported ASD and ADHD in the UK: findings from the Millennium Cohort Study. Journal
of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 44(1), 31-40.

Schaefer, A., Kong, R., Gordon, E. M., Laumann, T. O., Zuo, X.-N., Holmes, A. J., Eickhoff, S.
B., & Yeo, B. T. T. (2018). Local-Global Parcellation of the Human Cerebral Cortex from
Intrinsic Functional Connectivity MRI. Cerebral Cortex, 28(9).
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhx179

Schilbach, L., Eickhoff, S. B., Rotarska-Jagiela, A., Fink, G. R., & Vogeley, K. (2008). Minds at
rest? Social cognition as the default mode of cognizing and its putative relationship to
the “default system” of the brain. Consciousness and Cognition, 17(2), 457-467.

Shannon, B. J., Raichle, M. E., Snyder, A. Z., Fair, D. A., Mills, K. L., Zhang, D., Bache, K.,
Calhoun, V. D., Nigg, J. T., Nagel, B. J., Stevens, A. A., & Kiehl, K. A. (2011). Premotor
functional connectivity predicts impulsivity in juvenile offenders. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 108(27).
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1108241108

Sheffield, J. M., Repovs, G., Harms, M. P., Carter, C. S., Gold, J. M., MacDonald Ill, A. W.,
Ragland, J. D., Silverstein, S. M., Godwin, D., & Barch, D. M. (2015). Fronto-parietal and
cingulo-opercular network integrity and cognition in health and schizophrenia.
Neuropsychologia, 73, 82-93.

Silverstein, M. J., Faraone, S. V, Leon, T. L., Biederman, J., Spencer, T. J., & Adler, L. A. (2020).
The relationship between executive function deficits and DSM-5-defined ADHD
symptoms. Journal of Attention Disorders, 24(1), 41-51.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637; this version posted September 23, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Siperstein, G. N., Parker, R. C., Bardon, J. N., & Widaman, K. F. (2007). A national study of
youth attitudes toward the inclusion of students with intellectual disabilities.
Exceptional Children, 73(4), 435—-455.

Siugzdaite, R., Bathelt, J., Holmes, J., & Astle, D. E. (2020). Transdiagnostic brain mapping in
developmental disorders. Current Biology, 30(7), 1245-1257.

Sripada, C. S., Kessler, D., Fang, Y., Welsh, R. C., Prem Kumar, K., & Angstadt, M. (2014).
Disrupted network architecture of the resting brain in attention-deficit/hyperactivity
disorder. Human Brain Mapping, 35(9), 4693—-4705.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22504

Van Wijk, B. C. M., Stam, C. J., & Daffertshofer, A. (2010). Comparing brain networks of
different size and connectivity density using graph theory. PloS One, 5(10), e13701.

Vasa, F., Bullmore, E. T., & Patel, A. X. (2018). Probabilistic thresholding of functional
connectomes: Application to schizophrenia. Neuroimage, 172, 326-340.

Vossel, S., Geng, J. J., & Fink, G. R. (2014). Dorsal and ventral attention systems: distinct
neural circuits but collaborative roles. The Neuroscientist, 20(2), 150-159.

Wahlstedt, C., Thorell, L. B., & Bohlin, G. (2009). Heterogeneity in ADHD: Neuropsychological
pathways, comorbidity and symptom domains. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology,
37(4), 551-564.

Wang, Y., Zuo, C., Xu, Q., Liao, S., Kanji, M., & Wang, D. (2020). Altered resting functional
network topology assessed using graph theory in youth with attention-
deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Progress in Neuro-Psychopharmacology and Biological
Psychiatry, 98. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pnpbp.2019.109796

Wechsler, D. (2005). Wechsler Individual Achievement Test (WIAT-Il UK). In WIAT-II UK.
https://doi.org/10.1037/t15173-000

Wechsler, D. (2011). Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence - Second Edition. Pearson.

Wiener, J., & Schneider, B. H. (2002). A Multisource Exploration of the Friendship Patterns of
Children with and Without Learning Disabilities. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology,
30(2), 127-141. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014701215315

Willcutt, E. G., & Pennington, B. F. (2000). Psychiatric comorbidity in children and
adolescents with reading disability. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 41(8),
1039-1048.

Woodcock, R. W., McGrew, K. S., & Mather, N. (2001). Woodcock-Johnson Ill tests of
achievement.

Xu, Y., Lin, Q., Han, Z., He, Y., & Bi, Y. (2016). Intrinsic functional network architecture of
human semantic processing: Modules and hubs. Neurolmage, 132.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2016.03.004

Yerys, B. E., Tung, B., Satterthwaite, T. D., Antezana, L., Mosner, M. G., Bertollo, J. R., Guy, L.,
Schultz, R. T., & Herrington, J. D. (2019). Functional Connectivity of Frontoparietal and
Salience/Ventral Attention Networks Have Independent Associations With Co-occurring


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637; this version posted September 23, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder Symptoms in Children With Autism. Biological
Psychiatry: Cognitive Neuroscience and Neuroimaging, 4(4).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bpsc.2018.12.012

Zald, D. H., McHugo, M., Ray, K. L., Glahn, D. C., Eickhoff, S. B., & Laird, A. R. (2014). Meta-
Analytic Connectivity Modeling Reveals Differential Functional Connectivity of the
Medial and Lateral Orbitofrontal Cortex. Cerebral Cortex, 24(1), 232-248.
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhs308

Zelazo, P. D., & Carlson, S. M. (2012). Hot and Cool Executive Function in Childhood and
Adolescence: Development and Plasticity. Child Development Perspectives, 6(4).
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2012.00246.x

Zhai, T., Shao, Y., Chen, G,, Ye, E., Ma, L., Wang, L,, Lei, Y., Chen, G., Li, W., Zou, F., Jin, X,, Li,
S.J., & Yang, Z. (2015). Nature of functional links in valuation networks differentiates
impulsive behaviors between abstinent heroin-dependent subjects and nondrug-using
subjects. Neurolmage, 115. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2015.04.060

Zhao, Q,, Li, H., Yu, X., Huang, F., Wang, Y., Liu, L., Cao, Q., Qian, Q., Zang, Y., Sun, L., &
Wang, Y. (2017). Abnormal resting-state functional connectivity of insular subregions
and disrupted correlation with working memory in adults with attention
deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 8(OCT).
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2017.00200


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.15.21262637
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

