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ABSTRACT 

This study investigated the factor structure of attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) by comparing the fit of a 

single-factor model, a correlated model with two or three factors, and a bifactor model with one general and two or three 

specific factors. Different three-factor solutions that varied with regard to the specification of the item “talks excessively” 

as impulsivity or hyperactivity were also tested. Parent ratings on the ADHD-Rating Scale (ADHD-RS-IV) were collected 

in a sample of 2044 schoolchildren (1st to 3rd grade) from the general population and in a clinical sample of 165 children 

and adolescents with ADHD referred to a public regional child and adolescent psychiatric hospital. Confirmatory factor 

analyses found a satisfactory fit for most models in both samples. However, a correlated three-factor model where “talks 

excessively” was included as an indicator of impulsivity and especially the bifactor version of this model with one general 

and three specific factors fit the data slightly better in the general population. In the clinical sample, a number of models 

performed equally well (the same version of the correlated three-factor model and all the bifactor models). Overall, the 

factor structure of ADHD seems to be better characterized by a bifactor model with a strong general factor and two or 

three weaker specific factors. Due to the strong general factor, we suggest emphasizing the ADHD-RS-IV total score 

rather than the subscale scores in clinical practice. 
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INTRODUCTION  

Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) is a neurodevelopmental disorder defined by the presence of inattention, 

hyperactivity, and impulsivity across settings and to a degree that impairs daily functioning [1, 2]. The understanding of 

how these symptom dimensions are organized has changed considerably as the diagnostic systems have evolved over 

time [3]. ADHD was initially conceptualized as having three separate symptom dimensions of inattention, hyperactivity, 

and impulsivity in the third edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-III), but as a 

unidimensional construct in DSM-III-R. In both DSM-IV and DSM-5, ADHD is specified as having two symptom 

dimensions of inattention and combined hyperactivity/impulsivity [3]. In contrast, the tenth edition of the WHO’s 

International Classification of Diseases (ICD-10) [1] specify ADHD (Hyperkinetic Disorder) as having a three-factor 

structure. The factor structure underlying ADHD has far-reaching implications not only for the diagnostic 

conceptualization and assessment of the disorder (e.g., using one or more scores to determine the presence of the disorder), 

but also for studies of etiology, risk factors, and epidemiology. 

These nosological and diagnostic developments have been based on factorial studies of the underlying structure of 

ADHD symptoms. Studies have tested correlated, non-hierarchical factor models typically consisting of two or three 

factors where symptom items are specified to load on only one of these factors. While some studies of the correlated 

factor models have suggested that the three-factor model has the best fit [4–7], the two-factor structure of ADHD has 

generally been supported and preferred by many because of the strong interrelatedness of hyperactivity and impulsivity 

[8–13]. More recently, bifactor models [14] specifying a general ADHD factor accounting for the shared variance between 

all 18 symptom items, and two or three specific factors accounting for the unique residual variance within the factor not 

accounted for by (and independent of) the general factor (e.g., [15–17]), are gaining support [16]. In these models, each 

symptom loads on the general factor and on one of the specific factors, and the correlations between all specified factors 

are restricted to zero (i.e., orthogonality) [14, 16]. Studies have quite consistently supported bifactor models of ADHD 

over traditional correlated models across diverse ages, informants, measures, and samples (e.g., [18–26]).  

Uncertainty remains as to whether hyperactivity and impulsivity are better represented as one or two (specific) factors 

(e.g.,  [22]). Most studies support a bifactor model with two specific factors [16], although quite a few studies failed to 

compare this model with a bifactor model with three specific factors [9, 22, 27–31]. Of those that have, some studies have 

found the bifactor model with three specific factors to have a better fit in young children [21, 32] and adults [24, 25, 33]. 

Another issue yet to be resolved is where the item “talks excessively” should be placed. Some studies have included it as 

an indicator of hyperactivity (e.g., [6, 21, 22, 34, 35]), others of impulsivity (e.g., [24, 25, 32, 33, 36]), reflecting 
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differences between DSM-IV/DSM-5 and ICD-10, respectively. Crucially, the placement of this item may explain the 

mixed findings in the literature regarding the structure of impulsiveness and hyperactivity and the overall factor solution 

favored. To the best of our knowledge, no published study with children or adolescents has addressed the role of the “talks 

excessively” symptom in determining the factor structure of ADHD. Finally, studies of bifactor models have been 

criticized for relying almost exclusively on traditional fit statistics to determine model fit [37–39] and relatively few 

studies have examined the bifactor models of ADHD using additional psychometric indices [16]. Such indices are 

important to address, especially in light of the weak and poorly-defined specific Hyperactivity/impulsivity factor found 

after these indices were estimated in a recent review of 18 bifactor studies of ADHD [16]. 

This study had two objectives. First, to explore if the factor structure of ADHD is better represented by a single-factor 

model, a correlated multi-factor model (with two or three factors), or a bifactor model (with one general and two or three 

specific factors) in a large general population sample of young schoolchildren and in a clinical sample of children and 

adolescents with ADHD from a previous study [40]. In this context, we also tested whether “talks excessively” is better 

conceptualized as an impulsivity (ICD-10) or as a hyperactivity symptom (DSM) by comparing different three-(bi)factor 

models. Second, to establish Danish norms for the ADHD-Rating Scale IV Home version (ADHD-RS-IV)  [41, 42] using 

a much larger general population sample than has previously been possible for the age range of 6–9 [43]. Although the 

ADHD-RS-IV is the only questionnaire targeting all ADHD symptoms in children/adolescents that has been validated in 

Denmark [43], the available Danish norms do not include percentiles and were based on only 74 to 123 parent reports 

across the different gender by age group combinations emphasizing the need for updated norms in a larger sample.  

 

METHODS  

General population sample 

An electronic survey was conducted to obtain a representative sample of Danish schoolchildren attending 1st, 2nd, and 

3rd grade. The survey was conducted in two phases with responses collected from May 2016 to August 2017 in the Aarhus 

Municipality, Denmark (municipal population of 331,332 people by the second quarter of 2016 [44]). A flow chart 

illustrating the inclusion of participants is available in Online Resource 1.  

In phase I, the survey invitation was distributed through an existing web-based intranet facility used for 

communication between home and school to parents of children attending 1st, 2nd, and 3rd grade at public schools in the 

municipality. The Department for Children and Young People provided written information about the survey in a weekly 

newsletter to school principals and vice principals of all 46 public schools in the municipality. Next, all schools were 
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contacted, out of which 21 schools participated (five schools declined, and 20 schools did not reply). An invitation letter 

to parents was then either posted on the web-based intranet (n=20) or handed out (n=1).  

In phase II, the invitation was distributed via an online secure digital mailbox (“e-Boks”) linked to the Danish personal 

registration number to parents of children aged 7, 8, and 9 (by February 1, 2017) who resided in Aarhus Municipality. 

Only one parent/caregiver (randomly chosen if more than one parent had the same registered address as the target 

child(ren)) received the invitation to participate. A total of 9286 parents of 9831 children received the invitation (222 

parents of 243 children did not receive the invitation as they did not have “e-Boks”). The majority of parents had one 

child in the age group (94.2 %) followed by two and three children (5.8 %). The invitation encouraged parents to complete 

the survey for all of their children within the designated age range and grade level.  

Survey responses were included if the child attended the target grade and if the ADHD-RS-IV was completed. In case 

of duplicate responses for the same child across phases, the survey response used to select the child for further studies 

was selected if applicable. Otherwise, the more complete response was selected, and if both responses were complete, the 

more recent response was selected. Parents of 465 children in phase I and of 1690 children in phase II responded of which 

18 and 51 parents did not complete the ADHD-RS-IV. After adjusting for duplicates between phases (n=42), the final 

sample consisted of 2044 parent reports of children aged 6–11 years (92 % aged 7–9).  

 

Background information in the general population sample 

Background information regarding grade repetition, special educational need support, referrals, and psychiatric diagnoses 

was collected. To examine the sample’s representativeness, information on socio-economic status (SES), income, and 

immigration background was also collected. SES was defined as; (a) the length of education in years on average for both 

parents/caregivers (range: 0–17.5) and (b) the highest educational level of parents (i.e., if information was available for 

both parents, the highest education level of the two was reported). Moreover, the annual pre-tax household income was 

reported and categorized as either (i) below or (ii) equal to or above the average annual pre-tax income per household for 

families with children in Aarhus of 805,131 DKK (≈107,762 euros) in 2016 [45] operationalized as (i) ≤799,999 or (ii) 

≥800,000 DKK. Information on immigration background was based on three questions regarding country of birth adapted 

from the Danish Health Behaviour in School-aged Children survey (e.g., [46, 47]). The immigration background of the 

child was categorized as immigrant, descendant (i.e., second generation immigrant), or Danish origin using the definitions 

employed by Statistics Denmark [48] operationalized and described elsewhere [46, 47].  
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Clinical ADHD sample  

A clinical sample of children and adolescents with ADHD from a previous study [40] was included to investigate whether 

the results from the general population could be replicated in a well-diagnosed clinical sample. This sample consisted of 

209 children with ADHD referred to the child and adolescent psychiatric hospital in Aarhus from January 2011 to January 

2013. For detailed procedures and sample characteristics consult Virring et al. [40]. The ADHD-RS-IV was collected as 

part of the standard diagnostic assessment at the psychiatric hospital. Since the current study was based on parent report 

alone, 19 out of 209 children were excluded due to teacher report on the ADHD-RS-IV only (n=6) or unknown 

respondents (n=13). In addition, 25 children were excluded due to completely or partially (>30 %) missing ADHD-RS-

IV. Thus, the ADHD sample included in the current study consisted of 165 children and adolescents aged 6–14 at the 

time of assessment. Eighty percent had a combined ADHD presentation, 18 % the inattentive presentation, and 2 % the 

hyperactive/impulsive presentation [40]. All diagnoses were assessed according to DSM-IV criteria using the 

Development and Well-Being Assessment [49].  

 

Measures 

The ADHD-RS-IV Home version was used in both samples. It has 18 items covering the symptom criteria for ADHD as 

outlined in DSM-IV [41, 42]. Parents rated the frequency of each symptom within the past six months on a four-point 

Likert scale ranging from ”Never or rarely” (0), “Sometimes” (1), “Often” (2) to “Very often” (3) with higher scores 

indicating greater degree of ADHD symptomatology and severity [42]. According to the scale developers, nine items 

cover deficits in attention and can be summed to generate an Inattention subscale (range: 0–27), whereas the remaining 

nine items cover hyperactivity and impulsivity and can be summed to yield a Hyperactivity/impulsivity subscale (range: 

0–27) [42]. A total score can be derived by summing all 18 items (range: 0–54). 

 

Statistical analyses 

Factor structure  

Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFAs) were used to investigate the factor structure of ADHD in the general population 

sample (N=2044) and in the ADHD sample (N=147). First, four correlated models were specified and estimated: a single-

factor and unidimensional model including all 18 ADHD-RS-IV items, a two-factor model including an Inattention factor 

(9 items) and a Hyperactivity/impulsivity factor (9 items) in line with DSM-IV and DSM-5 (Corr-2), and two three-factor 

models with an Inattention factor (9 items) and separate Hyperactivity (5–6 items) and Impulsivity (3–4 items) factors 
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(two versions of Corr-3). The three-factor models differed solely based on the allocation of the item “talks excessively”. 

In the DSM-based version of the three-factor model (Corr-3 (talk-hy)), “talks excessively” was included as an indicator 

of hyperactivity, whereas this item was an indicator of impulsivity in the ICD-10 three-factor model (Corr-3 (talk-imp)). 

Finally, three orthogonal bifactor alternatives were specified: All with one general ADHD factor, one with two specific 

factors (Bi-2s) and two with three specific factors differing based on the allocation of the item “talks excessively (Bi-3s 

(talk-hy) and Bi-3s (talk-imp)). 

In the CFAs, items were treated as ordinal and the mean and variance adjusted weighted least squares (WLSMV) 

estimator was applied in all models. The chi-square statistics (χ2) was used to evaluate the global fit of each model with 

lower and non-significant test statistic indicating adequate fit (p > 0.05). However, because the χ2 test is sensitive to 

sample sizes [50], additional goodness of fit indices were applied and emphasized in the evaluation of model fit, namely 

the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) [51], the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) [52], and the Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA) [53] including the 90 % confidence interval. Following the guidelines by Hu and Bentler [54, 

55], CFI and TLI values ≥ 0.95 and RMSEA < 0.06 are indicative of good model fit. Fit improvement for nested models 

(e.g., Corr-2 vs. Corr-3 (talk-imp)) was evaluated using the Satorra-Bentler χ2 difference test (ΔS-B χ2). 

Three additional psychometric indices were used to evaluate the bifactor models [16]: the explained common variance 

(ECV) [56, 57], the omega hierarchical (ωh) [58, 59] and subscale (ωs) [17, 60] coefficients, and the H coefficient [61, 

62]. An ECV value for the general factor approaching or close to 1 (e.g., greater than 0.70) indicate higher degree of 

unidimensionality and a strong general factor relative to the specific factors [16, 17, 57, 63]. ECV for each specific factor 

was also reported. The ωh and ωs evaluates model-based reliability (e.g., [16, 60]). Elsewhere, it has been proposed that 

ω values of at least 0.50 is required as the minimum acceptable level and may even be considered necessary to allow 

meaningful interpretation of the (specific/general) factor, while ω coefficient values closer to 0.75 are preferred [16, 60, 

64]. In addition, ωh values higher than 0.80 indicate that the total score of the rating scale in question can be interpreted 

as essentially unidimensional because most of the variance are accounted for by a single common source, i.e., by the 

general factor [16, 63]. The H coefficient evaluates construct replicability and how well a latent (specific/general) factor 

is captured and represented by a set of items [16, 62, 63]. H values smaller than 0.70 indicate that the latent factor is 

poorly-defined and likely to be unstable and change across samples and studies, values from 0.70–0.79 are in the 

acceptable range, whereas values equal to or above 0.80 indicate a good and well-defined latent factor that is likely to 

show stability across samples and studies [16, 63].  
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Finally, factor scores were estimated for the best-fitting bifactor model and regression analyses were applied to 

investigate age and gender differences within each sample.  

 

Establishing norms 

Norms were estimated based on the summed ADHD-RS-IV scores in the general population sample. The general 

population had no missing ADHD-RS-IV data, while eighteen children in the ADHD sample had one or two missing 

items and their scores were therefore calculated as the average of answered and non-missing items multiplied with the 

number of items. As the distribution of scores was skewed right, percentiles (80, 90, 93, and 98) were presented in line 

with the US standardization of ADHD-RS-IV [42] for the total and subscale scores, and also for the individual 

hyperactivity (five items) and impulsivity (four items) scores. Gender-and-age-stratified percentiles were presented along 

with means, standard deviations, and medians for girls and boys aged 6–9. Differences in ADHD-RS-IV scores, age, and 

sex distribution between the two samples were analyzed using independent t-tests or chi-square (χ2) test. 

 

Statistical software 

The CFAs were carried out in R version 3.6.1 [65] using the lavaan package [66], and factor scores were derived using 

the lavPredict function (EBM method). ECV estimates and the ω coefficients (calculated using the model-implied 

covariance matrix in the denominator) were obtained from the BifactorIndicesCalculator package (omega_H  and 

ECV_SG) [67]. All remaining analyses were conducted in Stata version 16.1 [68]. 

 

RESULTS 

Sample characteristics 

Sample characteristics for the general population sample are provided in Table 1. The general population sample consisted 

of 1099 boys and 945 girls with a mean age of 8.23 (SD=0.92). There was an almost equal distribution of 1st (36.2 %), 

2nd (34.9 %), and 3rd (28.9 %) graders. Around 2 % had repeated a grade level and 7.2 % received some sort of special 

educational need support (i.e., educational support, teaching assistance, or attending a special class/school). The majority 

were classified as being of Danish origin (95.0 %), but children with descendant (4.3 %) and immigrant background (0.7 

%) were also represented. Parents had on average 15.07 (SD=2.01) years of education with medium-cycle and long-cycle 

higher education as the most common educational level. Five percent of the children had been referred to the child and 
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adolescent psychiatric hospital and 3.8 % were reported to have at least one psychiatric disorder. Almost 2 % were 

reported to have an ADHD/ADD diagnosis. 

The clinical ADHD sample consisted of 129 boys and 36 girls with a mean age of 9.76 (SD=1.88). In this sample, 

53.3 % had at least one comorbid disorder (primary comorbidity: 59.1 % externalizing disorder, 23.9 % internalizing 

disorder, 6.8 % autism spectrum disorder, and 10.2 % tics disorder / Tourette’s syndrome), and 14.5 % had more than one 

comorbid disorder. The ADHD sample was on average 1.53 (95 % CI: 1.23–1.82) years older (t(170.31)=10.30, 

p<0.0001) and included a higher proportion of boys (78.2 % vs. 53.8 %; χ²(1)=36.86, p<0.001) than the general population 

sample.  

 

[Table 1 approximately here] 
 

 

Factor structure  

Fit indices for all CFA models are presented in Table 2 and bifactor indices are shown in Table 3. Standardized factor 

loadings for all models are available in Online Resource 2. 

 

[Table 2 and 3 approximately here] 
 

General population sample 

All correlated factor models showed good model fit in terms of CFI and TLI (all >0.95, see Table 2). Only the correlated 

three-factor models fit the data well according to RMSEA (<0.06). Difference testing also favored the correlated three-

factor models over the two-factor model (Corr-2 vs. Corr-3 (talk-hy): ΔS-B χ2(2)=165.36, p<0.0001; Corr-2 vs. Corr-3 

(talk-imp): ΔS-B χ2(2)=265.54, p<0.0001), although the two-factor model fit better than the single-factor model (ΔS-B 

χ2(1)=429.20, p<0.0001). The latent factors of the models were highly correlated (ranging from 0.67 to 0.85, revisit Table 

2).  

All bifactor models fit the data well (all CFI/TLI > 0.95 and RMSEA < 0.06; for non-significant and/or negative factor 

loadings see Online Resource 2). The bifactor indices suggested that all bifactor models had a strong and reliable general 

factor and relatively weak specific factors (see Table 3). The general factor explained between 73%–83% of the common 

variance (Bi-2s and Bi-3s models), while the specific Inattention factor explained 4–16 % (Bi-2s and both Bi-3s), the 

Hyperactivity/impulsivity factor explained 18% (Bi-2s), and the separate Hyperactivity and Impulsivity factors explained 

2–3 % and 3–8 % of the common variance (Bi-3s models), respectively. Only the general factors reached an ω coefficient 

value above the threshold allowing for meaningful interpretation and this coefficient even indicated unidimensionality 
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(ωh>0.80). Finally, H values were in the good range for the general factor (H=0.96–0.98), in the acceptable range for the 

specific Inattention factor (H=0.72) in the Bi-3s (talk-imp) model only (but not in Bi-2s and Bi-3s (talk-hy)), and below 

the acceptable range for the specific Impulsivity (H=0.30–0.57) and especially for the Hyperactivity factor (H=0.26–0.27) 

in the Bi-3s models. The specific Hyperactivity/impulsivity factor in the Bi-2s model was within the acceptable range 

(H=0.76). 

Based on fit indices alone, the correlated ICD-10 three-factor, Corr-3 (talk-imp), and the bifactor version of this 

model, Bi-3s (talk-imp), were marginally better than the remaining models. Difference testing clearly supported a three-

factor model as the better model (compared to a two-factor version). However, the strong interrelatedness between factors 

and results from the bifactor indices suggested that a strong general factor accounted for most of the common variance in 

ADHD-RS-IV items with two or three (talk-imp) weak specific factors. Regarding “talks excessively”, this item had a 

significant factor loading (λ=0.50) on the Impulsivity factor in the Bi-3s (talk-imp) model, but a very low, negative, and 

non-significant (λ=-0.07) factor loading on the Hyperactivity factor in the Bi-3s (talk-hy) model. 

 

Clinical ADHD sample  

With the exception of the single-factor model, all correlated factor models provided a good fit to the data (see Table 2). 

Difference testing suggested that the correlated two-factor model was a significant improvement in fit over the single-

factor model (ΔS-B χ2(1)=33.63, p<0.0001), but that the three-factor models were a significant improvement compared 

to the two-factor model (Corr-2 vs. Corr-3 (talk-hy): ΔS-B χ2(2)=9.49, p<0.01; Corr-2 vs. Corr-3 (talk-imp): ΔS-B 

χ2(2)=17.71, p<0.001). In addition, only the Corr-3 (talk-imp) model had a non-significant χ2 statistics. Again, the latent 

factors of the two- and three-factor models were highly correlated (ranging from 0.63 to 0.85).  

All bifactor models in the ADHD sample fit the data well (see Table 2; see Online Resource 2 for non-significant 

and/or negative factor loadings). The bifactor indices suggested the presence of a relatively strong general factor in all 

models explaining between 64%–68% of the common variance and specific factors each explaining only 3–23% (revisit 

Table 3). The general factor demonstrated a good level of reliability (ωh=0.77–0.80) and good construct replicability (all 

H>0.80) in all models. The specific Inattention factor in the ADHD sample also had acceptable construct replicability 

(H=0.75–0.77) and approached acceptable model-based reliability (ωs=0.43–0.49). Specific factors involving 

hyperactivity and impulsivity (separately or in combination) had psychometric bifactor indices below recommended 

thresholds indicating weak specific factor(s).  
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Based on fit indices alone, the correlated ICD-based three-factor, Corr-3 (talk-imp), and all the bifactor models were 

marginally better than the remaining models. Difference testing supported a three-factor solution compared to a two-

factor version. Again, factors in the correlated models were highly correlated and results from the additional bifactor 

indices suggested that a strong general factor accounted for most of the common variance in items, although some support 

for a specific Inattention factor was also found in this sample. In this sample, the item “talks excessively” had a significant 

loading (λ=0.46) on the Impulsivity factor in the Bi-3s (talk-imp) model, but a negative and non-significant loading on 

the Hyperactivity factor (λ=-0.23) in the Bi-3s (talk-hy) model. 

 

Gender and age differences in factor scores 

Factor scores from the Bi-3s (talk-imp) model were used to examine age and gender differences. In the general population 

sample, boys had higher factor scores on the general factor and two specific factors (Fgeneral(1,2042)=63.76, p<0.0001; 

FInattention(1,2042)=10.41, p=0.001; FHyperactivity(1,2042)=9.23, p=0.002) compared to girls. Girls were found to have higher 

Impulsivity factor scores compared to boys (F(1,2042)=33.24, p<0.0001). On average, older children had higher 

Inattention (F(1,2042)=16.40, p<0.001) and lower Hyperactivity factor scores (F(1,2042)=20.57, p<0.0001). There was 

no significant age effect on the general (F(1,2042)=2.93, p=0.087) or the Impulsivity factor score (F(1,2042)=2.07, 

p=0.150). In the ADHD sample, there were no gender differences on the general (F(1,145)=0.02, p=0.895), Inattention 

(F(1,145)=2.63, p=0.107), or Impulsivity factor scores (F(1,145)=1.73, p=0.190), while boys had higher Hyperactivity 

factor scores compared to girls (F(1,145)=12.14, p<0.001). On average, older children had greater Inattention 

(F(1,145)=8.66, p=0.004) and lower general factor scores (F(1,145)=5.90, p=0.016). There was no significant age effect 

on the Hyperactivity (F(1,145)=2.38, p=0.125) or Impulsivity factor score (F(1,145)=0.19, p=0.665). Moreover, no 

significant interaction effects of age and gender on the factor scores emerged in any of the samples (analyses not shown). 

 

Normative data based on summed scores   

Table 4 presents gender-and-age-stratified normative data for the general population sample (age 6–9) based on summed 

ADHD-RS-IV scores. Means, standard deviations, and medians for the ADHD-RS-IV scores stratified according to 

gender and age in the ADHD sample and comparison on summed ADHD-RS-IV scores between samples are available in 

Online Resource 3. In short, children in the ADHD sample were reported to have significantly higher scores on all 

summed ADHD-RS-IV scores compared to the general population sample. 

 

[Table 4 approximately here] 
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DISCUSSION 

This study examined the underlying structure of ADHD in a large general population sample of schoolchildren and in a 

clinical sample of children with ADHD. While all models except for the single-factor model (both samples) and the 

correlated two-factor model (general population sample) provided good fit, the correlated three-factor model with “talks 

excessively” included in the Impulsivity factor and the bifactor version of this model were found to be marginally better 

in the general population sample. Results were largely replicated in the ADHD sample, although the fit indices indicated 

excellent fit for all bifactor models, possibly due to the smaller sample size in combination with the high number of 

parameters in these models.  

 

Bifactor vs. correlated models 

In keeping with much prior research (e.g., [18–26]), the traditional goodness of fit indices showed that the bifactor models 

provided a better fit than the correlated models in both samples. Recently, some concerns have been raised about relying 

on or overemphasizing traditional goodness of fit indices as these indices may favor the less constrained model possessing 

more parameters such as the bifactor model and due to the potential tendency to overfit data ascribed to the bifactor 

models [37–39]. Instead, reliance on bifactor-specific psychometric indices for model evaluation has been recommended 

[16, 38]. When we applied such indices in the current study, a strong and well-defined general ADHD factor emerged. 

The specific factors, on the other hand, did not appear to contribute much to the model above and beyond the general 

ADHD factor. In fact, these factors may represent residual error or nuisance variance with questionable clinical utility 

and practical value [15, 26]. Specifically, the combined or separate specific Hyperactivity and Impulsivity factor(s) 

generally proved to be weak and poorly-defined in both samples. The specific Inattention factor contributed with more 

unique information and was more reliable in the clinical sample than in the general population sample. That is, the bifactor 

indices for this factor were above or approached acceptable thresholds in the ADHD sample, but only reached acceptable 

construct replicability in one of the bifactor models (Bi-3s (talk-imp)) in the general population sample but otherwise 

presented as a weak factor with all inattention items having a higher loading on the general than on the specific Inattention 

factor. These results are in line with a review that estimated bifactor indices for 31 bifactor models of ADHD derived 

from 18 studies [16]. They also found evidence for a strong general factor with psychometrical meaningful and reliable 

properties while the specific factors were shown to be weak and poorly-defined (especially Hyperactivity/impulsivity), 

although the specific Inattention factor appeared to have some merit in clinical (but not in general population) samples 

[16].  
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While the bifactor models were characterized by relatively weak specific factors [16], factors in all correlated models 

were found to be highly correlated (r=0.63–0.85). This is in line with previous studies reporting the association between 

the Hyperactivity and Impulsivity factors to be higher than 0.80 in the three-factor model [4–6, 15, 20–22, 27, 30, 69], 

and ranging from 0.56 to 0.98 for the Inattention and the Hyperactivity/impulsivity factors in the two-factor model [6, 9, 

20, 21, 27, 30, 31, 69]. This degree of interrelatedness questions whether the factors should be separated  and may blur 

or even hamper a clear-cut interpretation of the correlated model [16, 22]. As the bifactor indices showed that most of the 

variance in each individual ADHD-RS-IV item is shared with the other ADHD-RS-IV items consistent with previous 

studies (e.g. [16, 26]), a bifactor model with a strong general factor and two or three weaker specific factors appears to 

be a better representation of the factor structure of ADHD irrespective of the potentially inflated goodness of fit indices 

due to the model complexity.  

 

Talks excessively 

To date, studies have varied with regard to the specification of the symptom “talks excessively” when examining the 

structure of ADHD – sometimes including it as a symptom of hyperactivity, sometimes of impulsivity. Three studies of 

adults from a community [25], a psychiatric outpatients [33] and an ADHD sample [24] have previously investigated 

competing three-(bi)factor models differing on the allocation of “talks excessively”. These studies found support for the 

ICD-10 organization of hyperactivity and impulsivity symptoms. Here we extend these findings to young schoolchildren 

in the general population and to children and adolescents with ADHD. Of the investigated correlated models, the three-

factor model where “talks excessively” was included as an impulsivity item was supported as a marginally better model 

in both samples. The same result was obtained for the bifactor version of this model in the general population sample, but 

a similar fit of the bifactor models was found in the ADHD sample for reasons stated above. The bifactor loadings of this 

item in both samples with positive and significant loadings on the specific Impulsivity factor compared to non-significant 

and negative loadings on the specific Hyperactivity factor further support the “talks excessively” item as belonging to the 

impulsivity construct. 

 

Two or three (specific) factors?  

Our results generally (albeit marginally) supported three rather than two factors, and the ICD-10 organization of these 

factors. We speculated whether the inconsistent findings from previous studies regarding the number of specific factors 

(e.g., two vs. three) may be explained by the differences in how these factors have been specified. Indeed, studies 
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comparing the Bi-2s and Bi-3s (talk-imp) models have supported the latter [24, 25, 32, 33] or an incomplete bifactor 

model with specific factors for Inattention and Impulsivity only [23, 36], whereas more mixed findings have been reported 

when compared to the Bi-3s (talk-hyp) model. These studies, including studies not directly reporting which factor the 

item “talks excessively” belonged to but that focused on or used a DSM-IV/5 specific diagnostic interview or rating scale, 

have supported the (i) Bi-2s model [18, 19, 70–72], the (ii) Bi-3s (talk-hyp) model [21], or (iii) both models [34]. 

Additionally, two studies proposed a (iv) second-order model [6] or a (v) correlated three-factor model [35] as the final 

model instead of the bifactor models. In the present study, the Bi-3s (talk-hyp) model generally had a lower fit than all 

models in the general population sample or showed equivalent degree of good fit as the remaining bifactor models in the 

ADHD sample. Thus, the results would have been less clear if only the Bi-3s (talk-hyp) model had been tested, and future 

studies should include models based on the ICD-10 structure. 

 

Clinical implications 

Although the bifactor models with a strong general factor may appear more in line with the unitary construct of ADHD 

previously applied in DSM-III-R [26] than with the two or three separate symptom dimensions currently applied in DSM-

5 and ICD-10, a unidimensional single-factor model was not supported in the present study. The fact that the general and 

the specific factor scores were found to display different patterns of association with gender and age further supports the 

conclusion that the underlying structure is not simply unidimensional. This is in line with recent suggestions that at least 

one specific factor in addition to inattention is needed to model the residual dependence between items [15]. However, 

and as suggested elsewhere [23, 36], the bifactor model seems to support a more dimensional diagnostic approach and an 

emphasis on the overall level of ADHD rather than counting and adding up symptoms within each of the two or three 

interrelated symptom dimensions.  

Based on the findings from the bifactor studies, the use of the summed total score has been recommended [16, 20, 31, 

36] as well as the summed Inattention score in clinical samples [16]. However, summed scores, such as the ADHD-RS-

IV total score and especially the subscale scores, are unweighted and not synonymous with the orthogonal general or the 

specific factor(s) in a bifactor model, whereas weighted factor scores are [26, 69, 72]. Nonetheless, Willoughby et al. [31] 

found that a general factor score derived from a bifactor model in 1st graders was strongly associated with both the 

summed total, inattention, and hyperactivity/impulsivity scores and with symptom counts using the Disruptive Behavior 

Disorders Rating Scale [73]. The specific Inattention and Hyperactivity/impulsivity factor scores, in turn, only explained 

modest variation in summed scores [31]. Although we did provide norms for the ADHD-RS-IV summed subscale scores 
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proposed by the scale developers, we suggest attaching more importance to the ADHD-RS-IV total score in clinical 

practice to approximate the general factor indicative of an overall liability for ADHD [26]. In addition to using the total 

score or alternatively an overall symptom count, Goh et al. [72] proposed the implementation of specific factor scores in 

clinical practice. Future research should investigate the clinical usefulness and relevance of bifactor scores [69], and 

whether weighted bifactor scores could be used to establish norms enabling the clinical assessment of a child’s placement 

on the general and specific (Inattention) factor(s). If so, then computerized algorithms are needed [16, 72] to ease the 

practical and clinical interpretation of the factor score profiles once investigated throughout.  

For now, only normative data for summed ADHD-RS-IV scores was presented in the present study. The scores 

defining the percentiles (and T-score if calculated) were generally found to be higher compared to the non-published 

percentiles made available by the authors of the Danish validation study of ADHD-RS-IV [43]. This may be due to the 

considerable larger sample size in the current study (e.g., 1016 in the present study vs. 104 boys aged 6–9 in the validation 

study [43]) that may better capture the dispersion of ADHD-RS-IV scores in the population. Overall, our results indicate 

that the Danish norm currently applied in clinical practice may result in over-identification of children aged 6–9 as having 

clinically significant ADHD symptoms. 

 

Strengths and limitations 

The strengths of the study are the large general population sample (N=2044) with a narrow age band, the use of a validated 

ADHD questionnaire, and the inclusion of a well-diagnosed ADHD sample to allow for comparison, although the sample 

size (N=147–165) was relatively small.  

Information on the (i) highest completed education, (ii) income, and (iii) immigration status were collected in the 

general population sample to compare with statistics available at Statistics Denmark. The distribution of the (i) highest 

completed education of individuals aged 30–49 in Aarhus by October 1st 2016 was: 12.7 % primary education, 6.8 % 

upper secondary education or qualifying educational programs, 23.7 % vocational education & training, 6.7 % short-

cycle, 23.6 % medium-cycle, and 26.5 % long-cycle higher education (or PhD) [74]. In the general population sample, 

the highest completed education (based on the highest level of one out of two parents) was skewed towards medium- and 

long-cycle higher education. However, if available information for all parents were included (n=3776), the distribution, 

in the same order as above, was 3.3 %, 2.0 %, 15.8 %, 9.2 %, 33.2 %, and 36.3 % (and 0.1 % no education), thereby 

representing the various education levels and slightly approaching the distribution in Aarhus, although fewer with 

primary, upper secondary, and vocational education were represented. Regarding (ii) income, approximately half of the 
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survey responders had a pre-tax household income below and the other half above the average income of families with 

children in Aarhus [45]. Finally, (iii) the ancestry of children aged 7–9 by the second quarter of 2016 in Aarhus were 83.1 

% with Danish origin, 13.7 % descendants, and 3.2 % immigrants according to Statistics Denmark [44]. Although children 

with descendant and immigrant background were represented, they only comprised 5 % in the general population sample. 

This may partially be due to the limited Danish language proficiency of some parents of children with 

descendant/immigrant background. Moreover, in the absence of information regarding citizenship, Danish origin was 

defined as having at least one parent born in Denmark irrespective of the birth country of the child [46, 47], potentially 

including some children with descendant status as Danish origin. Overall, the sample seem representative, although 

comprising fewer children with descendants/immigrant background and parents with lower SES. 

 

Conclusion 

Overall, our study supported a bifactor model with a general factor and two or three (ICD-10) specific factors. Scrutiny 

of the bifactor-specific ancillary indices suggested the presence of a strong general factor but weak specific factors, 

although there was some support for a specific Inattention factor in the ADHD sample. We recommend applying the 

ADHD-RS-IV total score in clinical practice until more research on the clinical usefulness of factor scores have been 

conducted. 
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Table 1. Sample characteristics of the general population sample 

 
Boys  

(n=1099) 

Girls  

(n=945) 

Total sample 

(n=2044) 

Survey respondent(s), n (%)    

   Mother 780 (71.0 %) 684 (72.4 %) 1464 (71.6 %) 

   Father 249 (22.7 %) 209 (22.1 %) 458 (22.4 %) 

   Both parents 49 (4.5 %) 40 (4.2 %) 89 (4.4 %) 

   Other (e.g. co-mother, adoptive parents) 21 (1.9 %) 12 (1.3 %) 33 (1.6 %) 

Child age, M (SD) 8.22 (0.93) 8.25 (0.90) 8.23 (0.92) 

Grade level, n (%)    

   1st grade 418 (38.0 %) 322 (34.1 %) 740 (36.2 %) 

   2nd grade 377 (34.3 %) 336 (35.6 %) 713 (34.9 %) 

   3rd grade 304 (27.7 %) 287 (30.4 %) 591 (28.9 %) 

Grade repetition, n (%) 23 (2.1 %) 15 (1.6 %) 38 (1.9 %) 

Referrals, n (%)    

   Educational Psychological Counseling 129 (11.7 %) 72 (7.6 %) 201 (9.8 %) 

   Child and Adolescent Psychiatry 65 (5.9 %) 38 (4.0 %) 103 (5.0 %) 

Special educational need supporta, n (%) 88 (8.0 %) 59 (6.2 %) 147 (7.2 %) 

At least one psychiatric diagnosisb, n (%) 51 (4.6 %) 26 (2.8 %) 77 (3.8 %) 

   ADHD/ADD, n (%) 25 (2.3 %) 14 (1.5 %) 39 (1.9 %) 

   ASD, n (%) 23 (2.1 %) 12 (1.3 %) 35 (1.7 %) 

Child immigration background, n (%)    

   Danish origin 1049 (95.5 %) 893 (94.5 %) 1942 (95.0 %) 

   Immigrant 9 (0.8 %) 6 (0.6 %) 15 (0.7 %) 

   Descendant 41 (3.7 %) 46 (4.9 %) 87 (4.3 %) 

Parental years of educationc, M (SD) 15.10 (1.99) 15.03 (2.02) 15.07 (2.01) 

Parental highest educationd, n (%)    

   Primary education 9 (0.9 %) 7 (0.8 %) 16 (0.8 %) 

   Upper secondary education 6 (0.6 %) 5 (0.6 %) 11 (0.6 %) 

   Vocational education and training 91 (8.7 %) 84 (9.6 %) 175 (9.1 %) 

   Short-cycle higher education 69 (6.6 %) 58 (6.6 %) 127 (6.6 %) 

   Medium-cycle higher education 339 (32.5 %) 282 (32.3 %) 621 (32.4 %) 

   Long-cycle higher education 529 (50.7 %) 437 (50.1 %) 966 (50.4 %) 

Annual household income – above averagee, n(%) 427 (46.3 %) 370 (48.4 %) 797 (47.2 %) 

 

Notes: M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; ADHD = Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder; ADD = Attention Deficit Disorder; ASD = autism 

spectrum disorder. a Forty-four children were at time of the survey under assessment at the Pedagogical Psychological Counseling Center but were not 
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included here due to the unknown reason for and outcome of the referral.  b Due to small cell counts, the frequency of other diagnoses than ADHD and 

ASD were not reported. These diagnoses include disruptive behavioral disorders, specific and mixed specific developmental disorders, elective mutism, 

intellectual disabilities, tic disorders, Tourette’s syndrome, sleep disorders, emotional and anxiety disorders, and obsessive-compulsive disorder. 

Comorbidity between ADHD and ASD were reported for 11 children. c Based on n=1915 survey respondents in total (parents of 1043 boys and 872 

girls). The length of education in years was based on one parent/caregiver only for 66 cases where the child had no or limited contact to the biological 

father or mother (e.g., donor, deceased), only had one parent/caregiver or when paternal/maternal educational information was insufficient to convert 

into years. d Based on n=1916 survey respondents (parents of 1043 boys and 873 girls). e Data available for 1687 survey respondents (parents of 922 

boys and 765 girls).  

 

 

 

Table 2 Fit indices for the CFAs 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: ADHD = Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder; CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis; df = degree of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; 

TLI = Tucker–Lewis Index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CI = confidence interval; Corr-2 = Correlated two-factor model; Corr-

3 = Correlated three-factor model; talk-hy = The item “talks excessively” is specified to load on the Hyperactivity factor; talk-imp = The item “talks 

excessively” is specified to load on the Impulsivity factor; Bi-2s = Bifactor model with one general and two specific factors; Bi-3s = Bifactor model 

with one general and three specific factors; G = General ADHD factor; IN(s) = (Specific) Inattention factor; HY-IMP(s) = (Specific) 

Hyperactivity/impulsivity factor; HY(s) = (Specific) Hyperactivity factor; IMP(s) = (Specific) Impulsivity factor. a The correlation between IN and HY-

IMP=0.78. b The correlations between factors were: IN-HY=0.80, IN-IMP=0.68, and HY-IMP=0.85. c The correlations between factors were: IN-

HY=0.80, IN-IMP=0.67, and HY-IMP=0.78. d Correlation between IN and HY-IMP=0.68. e The correlation between factors were: IN-HY=0.64; IN-

IMP=0.68, and HY-IMP=0.85. f The correlation between factors were: IN-HY=0.63; IN-IMP=0.67, and HY-IMP=0.76. **p<0.001. *p<0.01. 

 

 

Model χ2 (df) CFI TLI RMSEA [90 % CI] 

General population sample (N=2044)     

Single-factor  3040.66 (135)** 0.976 0.973 0.103 [0.099-0.106] 

Corr-2: IN, HY/IMP a  1356.92 (134)** 0.990 0.989 0.067 [0.064-0.070] 

Corr-3 (talk-hy): IN, HY, IMP b 1054.29 (132)** 0.992 0.991 0.058 [0.055-0.062] 

Corr-3 (talk-imp): IN, HY, IMP c 737.67 (132)** 0.995 0.994 0.047 [0.044-0.051] 

Bi-2s: G, INs, HY/IMPs 755.47 (117)** 0.995 0.993 0.052 [0.048-0.055] 

Bi-3s (talk-hy): G, INs, HYs, IMPs 806.14 (117)** 0.970 0.961 0.054 [0.050-0.057] 

Bi-3s (talk-imp): G, INs, HYs, IMPs 586.19 (117)** 0.996 0.995 0.044 [0.041-0.048] 

ADHD sample (N=147)     

Single-factor 353.75 (135)** 0.958 0.952 0.105 [0.092-0.119] 

Corr-2: IN, HY/IMP d  198.35 (134)** 0.988 0.986 0.057 [0.040-0.074] 

Corr-3 (talk-hy): IN, HY, IMP e 181.55 (132)* 0.990 0.989 0.051 [0.031-0.068] 

Corr-3 (talk-imp): IN, HY, IMP f 156.71 (132) 0.995 0.994 0.036 [0.000-0.056] 

Bi-2s:  G, INs, HY/IMPs   101.27 (117) 1.000 1.000 0.000 [0.000-0.025] 

Bi-3s (talk-hy): G, INs, HYs, IMPs 108.58 (117)  1.000 1.000 0.000 [0.000-0.034] 

Bi-3s (talk-imp): G, INs, HYs, IMPs   101.79 (117) 1.000 1.000 0.000 [0.000-0.025] 
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Table 3 Bifactor indices 

 

Notes: ADHD = Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder; Bi-2s = Bifactor model with one general and two specific factors; Bi-3s = Bifactor model with 

one general and three specific factors; talk-hy = The item “talks excessively” is specified to load on the specific Hyperactivity factor; talk-imp = The 

item “talks excessively” is specified to load on the specific Impulsivity factor; G = General ADHD factor; IN = Inattention; HY=Hyperactivity; IMP = 

Impulsivity; ECV = explained common variance; ωh = coefficient omega hierarchical; ωs = coefficient omega subscale; H = H coefficient. a N=2044. b 

N=147. 

 

 

Table 4 Normative ADHD-RS-IV Home version data for schoolchildren aged 6–9 from the general population  

 
n M SD Mdn 

80th 

percentile 

90th 

percentile 

93th 

percentile 

98th 

percentile 

Girls aged 6–9         

Total score 879 8.70 7.95 7 13 18 21 33 

Inattention  879 4.44 4.62 3 7 10 12 19 

Hyperactivity/impulsivity 879 4.26 4.07 3 7 9 11 17 

Hyperactivity alonea 879 1.75 2.28 1 3 5 5 9 

Impulsivity aloneb 879 2.51 2.27 2 4 5 6 9 

Boys aged 6–9         

Total score 1016 11.11 8.79 9 17 23 26 36 

Inattention  1016 5.91 4.95 5 10 13 14 20 

Hyperactivity/impulsivity 1016 5.20 4.62 4 8 12 13 19 

Hyperactivity alonea 1016 2.59 2.75 2 4 6 8 11 

Impulsivity aloneb 1016 2.62 2.35 2 4 6 6 9 

 

Notes: n = sample size; M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; Mdn = Median; ADHD-RS-IV = Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder–Rating Scale 

IV. a This score is comprised by five items (i.e., “fidgets/squirms”, ”leaves seat”, “runs about”, “difficulty playing quietly”, and “on the go”). b This 

score is comprised by four items (i.e. ,“talks excessively”, “blurts out answers”, “difficulty awaiting turns”, and “interrupts or intrudes”). 

Model ECV ωh ωs H 

 G IN HY IMP G IN HY IMP G IN HY IMP 

General population sample a             

Bi-2s 0.78 0.04 0.18 0.87 0.00 0.36 0.96 0.32 0.76 

Bi-3s (talk-hy) 0.83 0.12 0.02 0.03 0.91 0.23 0.04 0.13 0.98 0.68 0.27 0.30 

Bi-3s (talk-imp) 0.73 0.16 0.03 0.08 0.85 0.31 0.06 0.33 0.96 0.72 0.26 0.57 

ADHD sample b             

Bi-2s 0.68 0.23 0.08 0.80 0.49 0.01 0.93 0.77 0.49 

Bi-3s (talk-hy) 0.66 0.22 0.09 0.03 0.78 0.46 0.14 0.11 0.92 0.76 0.56 0.23 

Bi-3s (talk-imp) 0.64 0.21 0.09 0.06 0.77 0.43 0.24 0.18 0.92 0.75 0.55 0.40 
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Online Resource 1: Sample flowchart 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: a The invitation to the survey was posted at the web-based intranet facility at 20 schools and handed out as a paper version on one school. b 

Estimated based on (a) the pupil numbers informed by the school leader, (b) the pupil number available at the webpage of the schools, or (c) based on 

the pupil number from the previous school year when the children were attending kindergarten, 1st or 2nd grade derived from the quality reports 

available at the school webpage. c If the child had more than one parent at the same address, one parent was randomly selected to receive the survey. d 

The survey ended immediately if the parents had stated the grade level of the child as “other” than 1st, 2nd and 3rd grade.   

1629 

10 

415 

32 

Phase I: March 2016 to January 2017 
 

 

 

Excluded schools 

n=5 declined 

n=20 no reply 

Receivers of the survey 
 

nschools = 21a 

nschoolchildren ≈ 4072b 

Unique responders 
 

n=465 

Excluded  

n = 18 missing 

ADHD-RS-IV 

Excluded  

n=42 duplicates 

Final sample 
 

N=2044 parents of schoolchildren attending 1st, 2nd, and 3rd grade in Aarhus Municipality, Denmark. 

Receivers of the survey 
 

n=9286 parents of 9831 

children 

Phase II: March 2017 to August 2017 

Excluded  

n=222 parents of 

243 children did 

not have e-Boks 

Unique responders 
 

n=1690 

Responders with completed 

ADHD-RS-IV 
 

n=447 

Responders with completed 

ADHD-RS-IV 
 

n=1639 

Excluded 

n = 51 missing 

ADHD-RS-IV 

Excluded 

n=95 not in 1st, 

2nd or 3rd graded 

Target group 

46 schools were asked to 

distribute a survey to parents of 

1st, 2nd, and 3rd graders at 

their web-based intranet. 

 

Target group 

9508 parentsc of 10074 

children aged 7-9 were invited 

through an online digital 

mailbox (e-Boks). 
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Online Resource 2: Standardized factor loadings 

 
Figure S1 Single-factor model in the general population sample (N=2044) 

 

Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 

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

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 16, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.15.20126789doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.15.20126789
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


25 / 39 

 

Figure S2 Correlated two-factor model in the general population sample (N=2044) 

 

Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 
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Figure S3 Correlated three-factor model with “talk excessively” as part of the  

Hyperactivity factor in the general population sample (N=2044) 

 

  

Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 
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Figure S4 Correlated three-factor model with “talk excessively” as part of the  

Impulsivity factor in the general population sample (N=2044) 

 

 

Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 

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

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 16, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.15.20126789doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.15.20126789
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


28 / 39 

 

Figure S5 Bifactor model with two specific factors in the general population sample (N=2044) 
 

 

Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 
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Figure S6 Bifactor model with three specific factors with “talk excessively” as part of the  

specific Hyperactivity factor in the general population sample (N=2044) 
 

 
Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 
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Figure S7 Bifactor model with three specific factors with “talk excessively” as part of the  

specific Impulsivity factor in the general population sample (N=2044) 
 

 

Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 
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Figure S8 Single-factor model in the ADHD sample (N=147) 

 

 

Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 
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Figure S9 Correlated two-factor model in the ADHD sample (N=147) 
 

 

Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 
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Figure S10 Correlated three-factor model with “talk excessively” as part of the  

Hyperactivity factor in the ADHD sample (N=147) 
 

 

Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 
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Figure S11 Correlated three-factor model with “talk excessively” as part of the  

Impulsivity factor in the ADHD sample (N=147) 
 

 

Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 
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Figure S12 Bifactor model with two specific factors in the ADHD sample (N=147) 
 

 

Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 
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Figure S13 Bifactor model with three specific factors with “talk excessively” as part of the  

specific Hyperactivity factor in the ADHD sample (N=147) 
 

 
Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings. 
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Figure S14 Bifactor model with three specific factors with “talk excessively” as part of the  

specific Impulsivity factor in the ADHD sample (N=147) 
 

 
Notes: Dashed lines = non-significant factor loadings (p>0.05). Gray lines = Negative factor loadings.
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Notes: n = sample size; M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation; Mdn=Median; ADHD-RS-IV= Attention-

Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder–Rating Scale IV. a This score is based on 5 items (i.e., “fidgets/squirms”, 

”leaves seat”, “runs about”, “difficulty playing quietly”, and “on the go”). b This score is based on 4 items 

(i.e., “talks excessively”, “blurts out answers”, “difficulty awaiting turns”, and “interrupts or intrudes”). 

 

Online Resource 3 

 
Table S1 Gender-and-age-stratified ADHD-RS-IV scores in the ADHD sample 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 n M SD Mdn 

Girls with ADHD aged 6-9     

Total score 17 34.47 8.13 35 

Inattention  17 18.59 5.11 20 

Hyperactivity/impulsivity 17 15.94 5.60 17 

Hyperactivity alone
a
 17 7.76 3.54 9 

Impulsivity alone
b
 17 8.18 2.53 8 

Girls with ADHD aged 10+    
 

Total score 19 28.63 11.10 29 

Inattention  19 17.05 5.28 18 

Hyperactivity/impulsivity 19 11.53 7.12 10 

Hyperactivity alone
a
 18 5.89 4.38 6.50 

Impulsivity alone
b
 19 5.79 3.52 6 

 

Boys  with ADHD aged 6-9 

    

Total score 65 30.80 10.87 30 

Inattention  65 15.45 5.62 16 

Hyperactivity/impulsivity 65 15.35 6.27 15 

Hyperactivity alone
a
 65 8.75 3.87 9 

Impulsivity alone
b
 65 6.60 3.01 6 

Boys with ADHD aged 10+    
 

Total score 64 30.38 9.39 30 

Inattention  64 17.14 5.00 18 

Hyperactivity/impulsivity 64 13.19 5.63 13 

Hyperactivity alone
a
 64 7.27 3.43 7 

Impulsivity alone
b
 64 5.94 2.87 6 
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Notes: ADHD-RS-IV= Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder–Rating Scale IV; CI = Confidence Interval; M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation.  

a N=164–165. b N=2044. c Based on 5 items (i.e., “fidgets/squirms”,” leaves seat”, “runs about”, “difficulty playing quietly”, and “on the go”). d Based 

on 4 items (i.e., “talks excessively”, “blurts out answers”, “difficulty awaiting turns”, and “interrupts or intrudes”). 

 

Table S2 Comparisons on summed ADHD-RS-IV scores between samples  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 ADHDa General 

populationb  

Mean difference  

[95 % CI] 

t test 

ADHD-RS-IV score, M (SD)     

Total score 30.76 (10.10) 10.09 (8.68) 20.68 [19.08; 22.27] t(184.08)=25.55, p<0.0001 

Inattention  16.61 (5.35) 5.30 (4.98) 11.31 [10.52; 12.11] t(2207)=27.90, p<0.0001 

Hyperactivity/impulsivity 14.13 (6.18) 4.79 (5.46) 9.35 [8.38; 10.32] t(178.03)=19.03, p<0.0001 

Hyperactivity alonec 7.76 (3.81) 2.20 (2.60) 5.56 [4.96; 6.16] t(175.37)=18.32, p<0.0001 

Impulsivity aloned 6.41 (3.03) 2.59 (2.34) 3.82 [3.35; 4.30] t(180.19)=15.84, p<0.0001 
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