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Abstract 
The relationship between symbolic thinking and language abilities is a topic of intense debate. 
We have recently discovered three distinct phenotypes of language comprehension, which we 
defined as command, modifier and syntactic phenotypes (Vyshedskiy et al., 2024). Individuals in 
the command phenotype were limited to comprehension of simple commands, while those in 
the modifier phenotype showed additional comprehension of color, size, and number modifiers. 
Finally, individuals in the most-advanced syntactic phenotype added comprehension of spatial 
prepositions, verb tenses, flexible syntax, possessive pronouns, complex explanations, and 
fairytales. In this report we analyzed how these three language phenotypes differed in their 
symbolic thinking as exhibited through their drawing abilities. In a cohort of 39,654 autistic 
individuals 4- to 21-years-of-age, parents reported that ‘drawing, coloring and art’ was 
manifested by 36.0% of participants. Among these individuals, representational drawing was 
manifested by 54.1% of individuals with syntactic-, 27.7% of those with modifier-, and 10.1% of 
those with command-phenotype (all pairwise differences between the phenotypes were 
statistically significant, p < 0.0001). The ability to draw a novel image per parent’s description 
(e.g. a three-headed horse) was reported by 34.6% of individuals with syntactic-, 7.9% of those 
with modifier-, and 1.9% of individuals with command-phenotype (all pairwise differences 
between the phenotypes were statistically significant, p < 0.0001). These results show strong 
association between the representational drawing ability and the syntactic-language-
comprehension-phenotype, suggesting a potential benefit of drawing interventions in language 
therapy.  
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Introduction 
Drawing has been commonly used as a window into participants’ symbolic abilities (Beyn & 
Knyazeva, 1962; Levine et al., 1985; Thomas & Silk, 1990). Representational drawing – 
preplanned by the child and recognizable by parents – first appears in typical children around 3 
to 4 years of age (Freeman, 1993; Golomb, 2003; Krampen, 2013; Thomas & Silk, 1990). 
Children with ASD, however, often experience impairments in representational drawing. In one 
of the first studies to test representational drawing in ASD, Scott and Baron-Cohen (Scott & 
Baron-Cohen, 1996) compared autistic individuals 8 to 16 years of age with controls matched on 
verbal mental age of around 4.5 years of age, calculated using the Test of Reception of Grammar 
(TROG) (Bishop, 2005). All participants passed the pre-test by copying the geometric forms. 
First, participants were asked to draw a picture of a man. When they had completed the 
drawing, the experimenter asked participants to draw another picture of a man, but this time to 
“draw a man that does not exist; an impossible man.” Second, participants were asked to draw a 
picture of a house. When they had completed the drawing, the experimenter asked participants 
to draw another picture of a house, but this time to “draw a house that does not exist; an 
impossible house.” Children with autism were significantly worse than matched controls in their 
ability to introduce “unreal” changes to their representations of people and houses: only 7.7% 
of participants with autism successfully drew an impossible house, and 8.3% an impossible man, 
compared to 100% and 86.8%, respectively, for the control group. Scott and Baron-Cohen 
concluded that children with autism have a deficit in imagining unreal objects, the phenomenon 
termed mindblindness by Baron-Cohen (Baron-Cohen, 1997). Leevers and Harris (Leevers & 
Harris, 1998) and later Allen and Craig (Allen & Craig, 2016) challenged this interpretation, 
suggesting instead that children with ASD may specifically struggle with executing new and 
complex visuo-spatial plans. Other studies confirm differences in representational drawing 
between children with ASD and typical children. For example, Low et al. reported that children 
with ASD produced fewer representational drawings compared to a typical children (Low et al., 
2009). Craig et al. reported deficits in children with ASD compared to typical children when 
asked to draw unreal objects, such as ‘a man with two heads’ (Craig et al., 2001).  

These important studies, however, were limited by a small number of participants. In 2015 we 
published a language training app for children (Dunn, Elgart, Lokshina, Faisman, Khokhlovich, et 
al., 2017b, 2017a; Dunn, Elgart, Lokshina, Faisman, Waslick, et al., 2017; Vyshedskiy et al., 2020; 
Vyshedskiy & Dunn, 2015), which invites parents to complete their child’s evaluations. As a 
result, we accumulated over 200,000 longitudinal evaluations, mostly from children diagnosed 
with ASD. This gives us an opportunity to study representational drawing in a large number of 
ASD children. Parents were surveyed on the following three questions concerning children’s 
drawing proclivities. One question polled caregivers on the child’s general non-representational 
art proclivity: “[My child] does drawing, coloring, art.” Two other questions surveyed caregivers 
on their child’s representational drawing: “[My child] draws a VARIETY of RECOGNIZABLE images 
(objects, people, animals, etc.)” and “[My child] can draw a NOVEL image following YOUR 
description (e.g. a three-headed horse).” The answer choices were: “very true,” “somewhat 
true,” and “not true.”  
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The goal of this article was to investigate the relationships between representational drawing 
and the three language comprehension phenotypes. Discovered recently, these three robustly 
distinct language comprehension phenotypes were defined as command, modifier and 
syntactic. Specifically, individuals in the command phenotype were limited to comprehension of 
simple commands, those in the modifier phenotype showed additional comprehension of color, 
size, and number modifiers; and finally, individuals in the most-advanced syntactic phenotype 
added comprehension of spatial prepositions, verb tenses, flexible syntax, possessive pronouns, 
complex explanations, and fairytales (Vyshedskiy et al., 2024). To study the association between 
the representational drawing ability and language phenotypes we focus on participants 
reported to “do drawing, coloring, art.” These participants clearly demonstrated both an 
interest in and the physical ability to engage in “drawing, coloring, art.” If the representational 
drawing ability is unrelated to language phenotypes, then equal proportion of these 
participants in each language phenotype should be expected to exhibit the representational 
drawing ability. Conversely, if one language phenotype shows a significant association with the 
representational drawing ability, this will suggest the possibility that some of neurological 
mechanisms underlying this phenotype are shared with those involved in representational 
drawing.  
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 Language comprehension items (verbatim) Abbreviations used in 
dendrograms 

1 Knows own name Knows own name 

2 Responds to ‘No’ or ‘Stop’ Resp to no and stop 

3 Responds to praise Responds to praise 

4 Can follow some commands Can follow commands 

5 Understands some simple modifiers (i.e., green apple vs. 
red apple or big apple vs. small apple) 

Underst color and size 

6 Understands several modifiers in a sentence (i.e., small 
green apple) 

Underst two modifiers 

7 Understands size (can select the largest/smallest object out 
of a collection of objects) 

Underst size superlatives 

8 Understands NUMBERS (i.e., two apples vs. three apples) Understands numbers 

9 Understands spatial prepositions (i.e., put the apple ON 
TOP of the box vs. INSIDE the box vs. BEHIND the box) 

U. spatial prepositions 

10 Understands verb tenses (i.e., I will eat an apple vs. I ate an 
apple) 

Understands verb tenses 

11 Understands simple stories that are read aloud Underst simple stories 

12 Understands elaborate fairy tales that are read aloud (i.e., 
stories describing FANTASY creatures) 

Underst elabor fairytales 

13 Understands possessive pronouns (i.e., your apple vs. her 
apple) 

U. possessive pronouns 

14 Understands the change in meaning when the order of 
words is changed (i.e., understands the difference between 
'a cat ate a mouse' vs. 'a mouse ate a cat') 

Underst flexible syntax 

15 Understands explanations about people, objects or 
situations beyond the immediate surroundings (e.g., “Mom 
is walking the dog,” “The snow has turned to water”). 

U. abstract explanations 

Table 1. Language comprehension items as they were posed to parents. Answer choices were as 
follows: very true (0 points), somewhat true (1 point), and not true (2 points). Items 1 to 4 were 
assessed as a part of the Autism Treatment Evaluation Checklist (ATEC) (Rimland & Edelson, 
1999a) ; the rest of items were a part of the Mental Synthesis Evaluation Checklist (MSEC) 
(Braverman et al., 2018a). 
 

Methods 

Participants 
Participants were children and adolescents using a language therapy app that was made 
available gratis at all major app stores in September 2015 (Dunn, Elgart, Lokshina, Faisman, 
Khokhlovich, et al., 2017b, 2017a; Dunn, Elgart, Lokshina, Faisman, Waslick, et al., 2017; 
Vyshedskiy et al., 2020; Vyshedskiy & Dunn, 2015). Once the app was downloaded, caregivers 
were asked to register and to provide demographic details, including the child’s diagnosis and 
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age. Caregivers completed the Autism Treatment Evaluation Checklist (ATEC) (Rimland & 
Edelson, 1999b), and an evaluation of language comprehension using the Mental Synthesis 
Evaluation Checklist (MSEC) (Braverman et al., 2018b). Inclusion criteria were the same as in the 
previous study (Vyshedskiy et al., 2024): parent-reported ASD diagnosis (a good reliability of 
such parent-reported diagnosis has been previously demonstrated (Jagadeesan et al., 2022)), 
absence of seizures (that commonly result in intermittent, unstable language comprehension 
deficits (Forman et al., 2022)), absence of serious and moderate sleep problems (that are also 
associated with intermittent, unstable language comprehension deficits (Levin et al., 2022)), age 
range of 4 to 21 years (the lower age cutoff was chosen to ensure that participants were 
exposed to all variety of items listed in Table 1 (Arnold & Vyshedskiy, 2022); the upper age 
cutoff was chosen to avoid analysis of participants who may be linguistically declining due to 
aging). These enrollment criteria resulted in 39,654 participants. Then we selected participants 
for this study based on their general proclivity for art. This, in turn, was determined by their 
caregiver answering “very true” to the question “[My child] does drawing, coloring, art” (part of 
ATEC subscale 3; the other answer choices were “somewhat true,” and “not true”). Thus, the 
study included 14,279 participants (36.0% of the original cohort). When caregivers have 
completed several evaluations, the last evaluation was used for analysis. The average age was 
6.4±2.4 years (range of 4 to 21 years), 72% participants were males. All caregivers consented to 
anonymized data analysis and publication of the results. The study was conducted in 
compliance with the Declaration of Helsinki (World Medical Association, 2013a). Using the 
Department of Health and Human Services regulations found at 45 CFR 46.101(b)(4), the 
Biomedical Research Alliance of New York LLC Institutional Review Board (IRB) determined that 
this research project is exempt from IRB oversight.  

Representational drawing assessment 
Two questions surveyed parents on their children’s representational drawing ability: “[My child] 
draws a VARIETY of RECOGNIZABLE images (objects, people, animals, etc.);” and “[My child] can 
draw a NOVEL image following YOUR description (e.g. a three-headed horse).” The answer 
choices were: “very true,” “somewhat true,” and “not true.”  

Clustering analysis to determine language comprehension phenotype 

All fifteen available language comprehension items were included in the cluster analysis to 
determine the language comprehension phenotype (Table 1). Unsupervised hierarchical 
clustering was performed using Ward’s agglomeration method with a Euclidean distance metric 
as in the previous study (Vyshedskiy et al., 2024). Two-dimensional heatmap was generated 
using the “pheatmap” package of R, freely available language for statistical computing.  

 

Results 
Compared to the previous investigation (Vyshedskiy et al., 2024), this study focused on 
participants who demonstrated a general proclivity for art, as determined by their caregiver 
answering “very true” to the question “[My child] does drawing, coloring, art”  (N=14,279; 
36.0% of the original cohort). Other participants may not have been exposed to “drawing, 
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coloring, and art,” may have physical disability, or may not have been interested in this activity 
and therefore were excluded from analysis. 

Caregivers evaluated 15 language comprehension abilities (Table 1). To explore their co-
occurrence, we used two common clustering methods: Unsupervised Hierarchical Cluster 
Analysis (UHCA) and Principal Component Analysis (PCA). Clustering techniques automatically 
organize abilities based on their co-occurrence. If two linguistic abilities are mediated by the 
same underlying mechanism, then, the breakdown of this mechanism should result in the 
absence of both abilities, causing them to be grouped into the same cluster. Importantly, the 
clustering analysis was devoid of any design or hypothesis, as the process is entirely driven by 
the data. 

Figure 1A depicts the dendrogram generated by UHCA. The height of the branches indicates the 
distance between clusters, which is an indicator of greater dissimilarity. As in the previous study, 
three clusters have inter-cluster distances that are significantly larger than the distances 
between subgroups. The right-most cluster includes knowing the name, responding to ‘No’ or 
‘Stop’, responding to praise, and following some commands (items 1 to 4 in Table 1). This cluster 
is identical to the command-language-comprehension-cluster identified in the previous study of 
31,845 autistic individuals with the addition of the ‘responds to praise’ item that was not 
previously analyzed (Vyshedskiy et al., 2024). The cluster in the middle includes understanding 
color and size modifiers, several modifiers in a sentence, size superlatives, and numbers (items 5 
to 8 in Table 1). This cluster is identical to the previously identified modifier-language-
comprehension-cluster. The left-most cluster includes understanding of spatial prepositions, 
verb tenses, flexible syntax, possessive pronouns, explanations about people and situations, 
simple stories, and elaborate fairy tales (items 9 to 15 in Table 1). This cluster is identical to the 
previously identified syntactic-language-comprehension-cluster. 

The PCA (Figure 1B) also demonstrates a clear separation between the same three clusters. The 
command items (knowing the name, responding to ‘No’ or ‘Stop’, responding to praise, and 
following some commands) are clustered in the top left corner. The modifier items 
(understanding color and size modifiers, several modifiers in a sentence, size superlatives, and 
numbers) are clustered in the lower middle. The syntactic items (understanding of spatial 
prepositions, verb tenses, flexible syntax, possessive pronouns, explanations about people and 
situations, simple stories, and elaborate fairy tales) are clustered in the top right corner.  

The three-cluster solution was stable across multiple seeds as well as consistent across different 
age groups (4 to 6 years of age, Figure S1; 6 to 21 years of age, Figure S2;), and across different 
time points (first evaluation, Figure S3; last evaluation, Figure 1). 

Next, we calculated UHCA and PCA of the 15 language comprehension abilities along with the 
draws representationally item defined as a “very true” response to the query “[My child] draws 
a VARIETY of RECOGNIZABLE images (objects, people, animals, etc.)” (Figure 2). Both UHCA and 
PCA grouped the draws representationally item with the syntactic items indicating their 
common co-occurrence.  
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Furthermore, we calculated UHCA and PCA of the 15 language comprehension abilities along 
with the draws to description item defined as a “very true” response to the query “[My child] 
can draw a NOVEL image following YOUR description (e.g. a three-headed horse)” (Figure 3). 
Both UHCA and PCA grouped the draws to description item with the syntactic items indicating 
their common co-occurrence. 

As a control we calculated UHCA and PCA of the 15 language comprehension abilities along with 
the hyperactivity item, which is not expected to be related to any particular language ability and 
therefore should cluster into its own group. As expected, both UHCA and PCA clustered the 
hyperactivity item into its own group at a significant distance from the three language clusters, 
validating the effectiveness of both clustering techniques (Figure 4). 

Having established that the representational drawing ability co-occurred with the cluster of 
syntactic language comprehension abilities, we aimed to assess the proportion of individuals in 
each language comprehension phenotype which exhibits representational drawing ability. To 
assign language comprehension phenotypes we utilized unsupervised hierarchical clustering 
analysis of all 14,279 participants (Figure 5, the dendrogram on top). The two-dimensional 
heatmap clearly shows the same three language comprehension phenotypes as were identified 
in the previous study of participants with language deficits (Vyshedskiy et al., 2024). Columns 
represent all the 14,279 participants and rows represent the 15 linguistic abilities. Blue indicates 
the presence of a linguistic ability (parent’s response=very true); white indicates an intermittent 
presence of a linguistic ability (parent’s response=somewhat true); and red indicates the lack of 
a linguistic ability (parent’s response=not true). The three clusters of participants match the 
three language comprehension abilities clusters. The cluster of participants termed “Syntactic 
Language Phenotype” shows the predominant blue color that indicated good skills across all 
three (syntactic, modifier, and command) language comprehension items (26.0% of 
participants, Table 2). The cluster of participants marked as “Command Language Phenotype” 
shows the predominant blue color indicating good skills only among the command-items 
(18.9%). The third cluster of participants marked “Modifier Language Phenotype” shows the 
predominant blue color indicating good skills only across modifier- and command-items 
(55.2%). The three phenotypes were stable across different seeds, age groups (4 to 6 and 6 to 
21 years of age, Figures S4 and S5, respectively), and time points (first and last evaluations; 
Figures S6 and 2, respectively). 

The representational drawing ability, as determined by a caregiver answering “very true” to the 
question “[My child] draws a VARIETY of RECOGNIZABLE images (objects, people, animals, 
etc.),” is indicated by short black vertical marks above the heatmap (marked 
Representational_drawing). Representational drawing was manifested by 54.1% of individuals 
with syntactic-, 27.8% of those with modifier-, and 10.1% of participants with command-
phenotype (Table 3, all pairwise differences between the phenotypes were statistically 
significant, t-test: p < 0.0001). Age did not significantly affect this distribution. Among 
participants of 4- to 6-years-of-age, representational drawing was manifested by 48.5% of 
individuals with syntactic-, 24.6% of those with modifier-, and 10.1% of those with command-
phenotype (Table S1, all pairwise differences between the phenotypes were statistically 
significant, p < 0.0001); among participants of 6- to 21-years-of-age, representational drawing 
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was manifested by 63.7% of individuals with syntactic-, 35.1% of those with modifier-, and 
16.9% of those with command-phenotype (Table S2, all pairwise differences between the 
phenotypes were statistically significant, p < 0.0001). 

Another question concerned with drawing-to-description ability was posed as follows: “[My 
child] can draw a NOVEL image following YOUR description (e.g. a three-headed horse).” The 
drawing-to-description ability was manifested by 34.6% of individuals with syntactic-, 7.9% of 
those with modifier-, and 1.9% of participants with command-phenotype (Table 4; all pairwise 
differences between the phenotypes were statistically significant, p < 0.0001). Age did not 
significantly affect this distribution. Among participants of 4- to 6-years-of-age, representational 
drawing was manifested by 28.4% of individuals with syntactic-, 6.6% of those with modifier-, 
and only 1.9% of individuals with command-phenotype (Table S3, all pairwise differences 
between the phenotypes were statistically significant, p < 0.0001); among participants of 6- to 
21-years-of-age, representational drawing was manifested by 45.2% of individuals with 
syntactic-, 11.7% of those with modifier-, and 3.3% of those with command-phenotype (Table 
S4, all pairwise differences between the phenotypes were statistically significant, p < 0.0001). 
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Figure 1. Clustering analysis of language comprehension items. (A) The dendrogram 
representing the hierarchical clustering of language comprehension abilities. (B) Principal 
component analysis of the 15 language comprehension abilities shows a clear separation 
between command, modifier, and syntactic items. 
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Figure 2. Clustering analysis of 15 language comprehension items along with the draws 
representationally item “My child draws a VARIETY of RECOGNIZABLE images (objects, people, 
animals, etc.)” (14,279 participants, 4 to 21 years of age, last evaluation). (A) The dendrogram 
representing the hierarchical clustering. The draws representationally item was clustered with 
syntactic items. (B) Principal component analysis clustered draws representationally item was 
clustered with syntactic items. 
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Figure 3. Clustering analysis of 15 language comprehension items along with the draws to 
description item “My child can draw a NOVEL image following YOUR description (e.g. a three-
headed horse)” (14,279 participants, 4 to 21 years of age, last evaluation). (A) The dendrogram 
representing the hierarchical clustering. The draws to description item was clustered with 
syntactic items. (B) Principal component analysis clustered draws to description item was 
clustered with syntactic items. 
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Figure 4. Clustering analysis of language comprehension items along with the hyperactive item 
(14,279 participants, 4 to 21 years of age, last evaluation). (A) The dendrogram representing the 
hierarchical clustering. The hyperactive item was clustered into its own group. (B) Principal 
component analysis shows a clear separation between language clusters (command, modifier, 
and syntactic) and the hyperactive item. 
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Figure 5. Two-dimensional heatmap relating participants to their language comprehension 
abilities. The 15 language comprehension abilities are shown as rows. The dendrogram 
representing language comprehension abilities is shown on the left. Participants are shown as 
14,279 columns. The dendrogram representing participants is shown on the top. Blue color 
indicates the presence of a linguistic ability (the “very true” answer), red indicates the lack of a 
linguistic ability (the “not true” answer), and white indicates the “somewhat true” answer. The 
representational drawing ability is indicated by short black vertical marks above the heatmap 
(marked Representational_drawing). 
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 Syntactic 
Language 
Phenotype 

Modifier 
Language 
Phenotype 

Command 
Language 
Phenotype 

Total 

Number of participants 3711 7875 2693 14279 

Percent of Total 26.0 55.2 18.9 100.0 

Age, Mean (SD) 6.4 (2.4) 6.4 (2.5) 6.3 (2.5) 6.4 (2.4) 

Percent Male 70.5 72.6 73.1 72.2 

Table 2. Participant cluster statistics 
 
 

 Syntactic 
Language 
Phenotype 

Modifier 
Language 
Phenotype 

Command 
Language 
Phenotype 

Total 

Number of participants per 
cluster 

3711 7875 2693 14279 

Number of participants with the 
representational drawing ability 

2007 2185 272 4464 
 

Percent (%) 54.1 27.7 10.1 31.3 

Table 3. The representational drawing ability, determined by a caregiver answering “very true” 
to the question “[My child] draws a VARIETY of RECOGNIZABLE images (objects, people, 
animals, etc.).” 
 
 

 Syntactic 
Language 
Phenotype 

Modifier 
Language 
Phenotype 

Command 
Language 
Phenotype 

Total 

Number of participants per 
cluster 

3711 7875 2693 14279 

Number of participants with the 
drawing-to-description ability 

1283 622 50 1955 
 

Percent (%) 34.6 7.9 1.9 13.7 

Table 4. The drawing-to-description ability, determined by a caregiver answering “very true” to 
the question “[My child] can draw a NOVEL image following YOUR description (e.g. a three-
headed horse).” 
 

 

Discussion 
Representational drawing and language share a profound relationship, both serving as essential 
tools for symbolic communication. A deficit in one symbolic ability is commonly paralleled by a 
deficit in another (Beyn & Knyazeva, 1962; Levine et al., 1985; Thomas & Silk, 1990). Autistic 
savants attract significant attention by often breaking the conventional connection between 
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representational drawing and language: their extraordinary drawing abilities stand in stark 
contrast to their limited language skills (Pring et al., 2012).  

Relationships between representational drawing and language were never investigated in a 
large study. We recently discovered three distinct language comprehension mechanisms 
(command, modifier, and syntactic) and the three corresponding language comprehension 
phenotypes: individuals with the syntactic phenotype utilized all three mechanisms, while 
individuals with the modifier phenotype were restricted to the modifier and command 
mechanisms, and individuals with the command phenotype were confined to the command 
mechanism) (Vyshedskiy et al., 2024). The goal of this study was to relate the representational 
drawing ability to language comprehension in an unprecedentedly large cohort of 39,654 
autistic individuals. 

Parents reported that 36.0% of participants engaged in activities such as drawing, coloring, and 
art. These individuals demonstrated both an interest in and the physical ability to engage in 
these activities, making them the focus of this study. First, we conducted a clustering analysis of 
the 15 language comprehension abilities. Both unsupervised hierarchical clustering analysis 
(UHCA) and principal component analysis (PCA) confirmed the three distinct language 
comprehension mechanisms found in the previous study (Vyshedskiy et al., 2024) (Figure 1).  

Next, we conducted clustering analysis of the 15 language comprehension abilities along with 
the draws representationally item “[My child] draws a VARIETY of RECOGNIZABLE images 
(objects, people, animals, etc.) (Figure 2).” Both UHCA and PCA grouped the draws 
representationally item with the syntactic items indicating their common co-occurrence and 
therefore, suggesting that they may share a common neurological mechanism. Furthermore, we 
calculated UHCA and PCA of the 15 language comprehension abilities along with the draws to 
description item “[My child] can draw a NOVEL image following YOUR description (e.g. a three-
headed horse)” (Figure 3).” Again, both UHCA and PCA grouped the draws to description item 
with the syntactic items indicating their common co-occurrence and therefore, suggesting that 
they may share a common neurological mechanism. As a control, we conducted clustering 
analysis of the 15 language comprehension abilities along with the hyperactivity item, which is 
expected to have a mechanism completely unrelated to language comprehension. As 
anticipated, both UHCA and PCA clustered the hyperactivity item into its own group at a 
significant distance from the three language clusters, indicating no consistent co-occurrence 
between hyperactivity and language comprehension abilities (Figure 4). 

Clustering analysis of participants confirmed the three distinct language comprehension 
phenotypes identified in the previous study (Vyshedskiy et al., 2024) and enabled us to assess 
the proportion of individuals in each language comprehension phenotype who exhibit the 
representational drawing ability. The representational drawing ability, defined by a caregiver 
answering “very true” to the question “[My child] draws a VARIETY of RECOGNIZABLE images 
(objects, people, animals, etc.),” was manifested by 54.1% of individuals with syntactic-, 27.8% 
of those with modifier-, and 10.1% of participants with command-phenotype. The drawing-to-
description ability, determined by a caregiver answering “very true” to the question “[My child] 
can draw a NOVEL image following YOUR description (e.g. a three-headed horse),” was 
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manifested by 34.6% of individuals with syntactic-, 7.9% of those with modifier-, and 1.9% of 
participants with command-phenotype. The strong association between the representational 
drawing ability and syntactic language was observed in both examined age ranges: 4 to 6 and 6 
to 21 years of age. 

Limitations 
One limitation of this study is that it cannot draw conclusions on the underlying nature of 
differences in representational drawing ability between language phenotypes. A deeper analysis 
with more extended surveys is necessary for this purpose. As an example, drawing contours of 
some animals can be automated through repetitive training. In this case the process of drawing 
is similar to writing a signature. There is little pre-planning and the complete contour of an 
animal can appear on paper in a single move. We attempted to address the potential influence 
of automated drawing by emphasizing the word VARIETY in the question “My child draws a 
VARIETY of RECOGNIZABLE images (objects, people, animals, etc.),” but we simply do not know 
how many individuals in our cohort have been trained to draw automatically. 

Another drawing technique that we observed in autistic individuals was synthesis of elements 
directly on paper, rather than a mental pre-planning. Figure 6 shows a drawing by a verbal 
adolescent male diagnosed with ASD. This individual has a solid modifier-language-
comprehension-phenotype. He understands colors, sizes, and numbers, but does not 
understand spatial prepositions, verb tenses, flexible syntax, possessive pronouns, complex 
explanations, and fairytales. His Vineland-II IQ standard score measured annually since he was 5 
years of age is around 70. He is fond of drawing cats. When he was asked to draw “a cat with 
three heads,” he immediately began following the instruction. He started by drawing a cat with 
a single head, then added one head at a time until there were three heads drawn on paper, 
while counting aloud and using his finger to point to each head while counting. We surmise that 
such synthesis on paper is somewhat analogous to performing arithmetic on paper. Just as it is 
easier to add two- or three-digit numbers on paper than to do so mentally, synthesis on paper 
simplifies complex processes by providing a visual aid.  

Clinical implications 
Drawing holds significant therapeutic value in working with children with ASD, providing a non-
verbal outlet for self-expression and communication (Schweizer et al., 2014). Through drawing, 
therapists can engage children in meaningful communication, allowing them to express their 
inner worlds, preferences, and emotions visually. Artistic activities can also aid in developing 
fine motor skills, sensory integration, and spatial awareness, which are areas of challenge for 
many children with ASD. Moreover, drawing promotes relaxation and can serve as a calming 
activity during therapy sessions, fostering a positive therapeutic environment. By harnessing the 
power of drawing, therapists can enhance communication, promote emotional regulation, and 
support the overall development of children with ASD (Di Renzo et al., 2017). The findings of 
this study imply an intriguing potential for drawing interventions. If representational drawing 
indeed shares some neurological mechanisms with syntactic language processing, it could 
potentially support the acquisition of syntactic language skills. Currently, controlled randomized 
studies exploring representational drawing interventions are lacking. However, the results from 
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case studies consistently align with this hypothesis (Schweizer et al., 2014; Servi, 2024; Wright 
et al., 2020). 

 

Figure 6. A drawing of “a cat with three heads” by a verbal adolescent male with a modifier-
language-comprehension-phenotype. 
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