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1. ISVRT 

We expected youth with ADHD only and the DMDD + ADHD group to show increased 

ISVRT and decreased processing efficiency. ISVRT was measured as the coefficient of variation 

(CoV), the standard deviation/mean RT for correct responses. Comparisons of ISVRT were 

conducted using multivariate model testing for effects of ADHD (present/absent), DMDD 

(present/absent), task condition (congruent, incongruent, neutral) and their interaction, and Age 

and IQ as covariates. In a smaller sample (n=87), we also examined associations of CoV with ARI 

and Conners’ scores (hyperactivity and inattentiveness tested in separate models), task condition 

with Age, and IQ as covariates. 

Results 

For the CoV omnibus model, the DMDD-by-ADHD-by-task condition interaction was 

marginally significant (b=0.03, p=0.05, 90%CI=[0.00, 0.06], see Table S1).  
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Table S1. Mixed model outcomes, ISVRT 

  CoV 
Predictors Estimates CI p 

(Intercept) 0.37 0.29 – 0.45 <0.001 

ADHD [1] 0.02 0.00 – 0.05 0.020 

DMDD [1] 0.03 -0.00 – 0.05 0.061 

Condition [Congruent] 0.00 -0.01 – 0.02 0.536 

Condition [Incongruent] 0.00 -0.01 – 0.01 0.968 

Age -0.01 -0.01 – -0.00 <0.001 

FSIQ -0.00 -0.00 – -0.00 0.001 

ADHD [1] * DMDD [1] -0.04 -0.07 – -0.00 0.029 

ADHD [1] * Condition 
[Congruent] 

-0.01 -0.03 – 0.01 0.197 

ADHD [1] * Condition 
[Incongruent] 

-0.02 -0.03 – 0.00 0.081 

DMDD [1] * Condition 
[Congruent] 

-0.01 -0.04 – 0.01 0.282 

DMDD [1] * Condition 
[Incongruent] 

-0.02 -0.04 – 0.00 0.117 

(ADHD [1] * DMDD [1]) * 
Condition [Congruent] 

0.02 -0.01 – 0.05 0.129 

(ADHD [1] * DMDD [1]) * 
Condition [Incongruent] 

0.03 -0.00 – 0.06 0.053 

Random Effects 
σ2 0.00 
τ00 Subject 0.00 
ICC 0.64 
N Subject 187 

Observations 561 
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Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.141 / 0.688 

a. References levels for factor contrasts are ADHD is absent, DMDD is absent, and Flanker 

condition is “Neutral.” 
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2. Associations between CoV and Drift Diffusion parameters 

Correlations between drift rate and CoV were high across conditions (neutral: r=-.74, 

p<.001; congruent: r=-.74, p<.001, incongruent: r=-.62, p<.001).  

Table S2. Correlations between CoV (ISVRT) and DDM parameter v 

DDM parameters Condition CoV 
v neutral -.74*** 
 congruent -.74*** 
 incongruent -.62*** 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001  

 

3.  Hyperactivity Model 

Table 3. Mixed model outcomes, Hyperactivity 

  v 
Predictors Estimates CI p 

(Intercept) -4.12 -8.81 – 0.57 0.089 

pARI_Factor [High] -0.60 -2.26 – 1.05 0.476 

Hyperactivity -0.09 -0.18 – -0.01 0.038 

Condition [Congruent] -0.07 -0.62 – 0.48 0.802 

Condition [Incongruent] -2.75 -3.30 – -2.21 <0.001 

Age 0.41 0.24 – 0.58 <0.001 

FSIQ 0.04 0.02 – 0.07 0.004 

pARI_Factor [High] * 
Hyperactivity 

0.06 -0.07 – 0.19 0.391 

pARI_Factor [High] * 
Condition [Congruent] 

-0.44 -1.57 – 0.70 0.451 

pARI_Factor [High] * 
Condition [Incongruent] 

0.20 -0.93 – 1.33 0.729 
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Hyperactivity * Condition 
[Congruent] 

-0.00 -0.06 – 0.06 0.990 

Hyperactivity * Condition 
[Incongruent] 

0.06 -0.00 – 0.11 0.057 

(pARI_Factor [High] * 
Hyperactivity) * 
Condition [Congruent] 

0.02 -0.07 – 0.10 0.738 

(pARI_Factor [High] * 
Hyperactivity) * 
Condition [Incongruent] 

-0.02 -0.11 – 0.07 0.704 

Random Effects 
σ2 0.84 
τ00 Subject 2.76 
ICC 0.77 
N Subject 87 

Observations 261 
Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 0.422 / 0.865 

 

a. References levels for factor contrasts low ARI score (median split), and Flanker condition is “Neutral.” 


