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a b s t r a c t 

Reading comprehension is a complex task that depends on multiple cognitive and linguistic processes. According 
to the updated Simple View of Reading framework, in adults, individual variation in reading comprehension can 
be largely explained by combined variance in three component abilities: (1) decoding accuracy, (2) fluency, and 
(3) language comprehension. Here we asked whether the neural correlates of the three components are different 
in adults with dyslexia as compared to typically-reading adults and whether the relative contribution of these 
correlates to reading comprehension is similar in the two groups. We employed a novel naturalistic fMRI reading 
task to identify the neural correlates of individual differences in the three components using whole-brain and 
literature-driven regions-of-interest approaches. Across all participants, as predicted by the Simple View frame- 
work, we found distinct patterns of associations with linguistic and domain-general regions for the three com- 
ponents, and that the left-hemispheric neural correlates of language comprehension in the angular and posterior 
temporal gyri made the largest contributions to explaining out-of-scanner reading comprehension performance. 
These patterns differed between the two groups. In typical adult readers, better fluency was associated with 
greater activation of left occipitotemporal regions, better comprehension with lesser activation in prefrontal and 
posterior parietal regions, and there were no significant associations with decoding. In adults with dyslexia, bet- 
ter fluency was associated with greater activation of bilateral inferior parietal regions, better comprehension was 
associated with greater activation in some prefrontal clusters and lower in others, and better decoding skills were 
associated with lesser activation of bilateral prefrontal and posterior parietal regions. Extending the behavioral 
findings of skill-level differences in the relative contribution of the three components to reading comprehension, 
the relative contributions of the neural correlates to reading comprehension differed based on dyslexia status. 
These findings reveal some of the neural correlates of individual differences in the three components and the 
underlying mechanisms of reading comprehension deficits in adults with dyslexia. 
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Reading a connected text involves multiple cognitive and linguistic
rocesses. According to the Simple View of Reading ( Gough and Tun-
er, 1986 ; Hoover and Gough, 1990 ), individual differences in reading

omprehension are explained by two main skills: word decoding (i.e.,
ccuracy of identifying words in print) and language comprehension
i.e., ability to understand spoken language). Although Decoding Accu-
acy and Fluency were not differentiated in the original model in chil-
ren, the theory has since been expanded to include Fluency, measured
y the rate of decoding words or naming stimuli, as an additional con-
ributor, particularly in adulthood ( Silverman et al., 2013 ; Tighe and
chatschneider, 2016 ; Tilstra et al., 2009 ). In the current manuscript,
e differentiate between the two constructs and refer to accuracy as
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ecoding and fluency as Fluency. Support for the Simple View of Read-
ng comes from numerous studies demonstrating that decoding and lan-
uage comprehension are correlated but separable skills, together ac-
ounting for a large variance in reading comprehension performance
cross development ( Aaron et al., 1999 ; Catts et al., 2003 ; de Jong and
an der Leij, 2002 ; Hoover and Gough, 1990 ; Singer and Crouse, 1981 ).
he current study examined the neural correlates of decoding, fluency,
nd language comprehension and examined whether those correlates
ere dissociable in the brain during naturalistic reading, as posited by

he Simple View of Reading framework. 
An important prediction of the Simple View model is that the inde-

endence of word decoding and language comprehension will be partic-
larly evident at the lower end of comprehension performance. Indeed,
t has been shown that despite the positive and reciprocal association
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etween decoding and language comprehension in typical readers (i.e.,
etter decoding is associated with better language comprehension and
ice versa), the correlation between the two skills weakens with lower
ecoding skills ( Hoover and Gough, 1990 ; Singer and Crouse, 1981 ;
tanovich et al., 1984 ). Additionally, several studies have demonstrated
hat the relative contribution of language comprehension to reading
omprehension increases with better decoding skills, both develop-
entally across grades ( Catts et al., 1999 , 2003 , 2005 ; ; Hoover and
ough, 1990 ; Storch and Whitehurst, 2002 ; Vellutino et al., 1994 ) and
cross skill levels within one age group ( Hoover and Gough, 1990 ). 

An outstanding question exists, however, as to whether the relative
ontribution of the components to reading comprehension also differs
n individuals with reading impairment. Developmental dyslexia (here-
fter “dyslexia ”) is an unexplained difficulty in learning to read, affect-
ng approximately 10–12% of all individuals (Lyon, 1995). It is an out-
ome of multiple risk and protective factors ( Ozernov-Palchik et al.,
016 ; Pennington, 2006 ; van Bergen et al., 2014 ), but frequently
riginates from a deficit in phonological awareness (the ability to
dentify and manipulate speech sounds) ( Stanovich and Siegel, 1994 ;
ellutino et al., 1996 ; Wagner et al., 1997 ). This difficulty results in
lower and less accurate decoding. It has been suggested that slow flu-
ncy and labored decoding constrain comprehension during reading in
ndividuals with dyslexia ( Crain and Shankweiler, 1990 ), but since be-
avioral evidence is limited in differentiating the underlying mecha-
isms of performance, there has been insufficient evidence in support
f this hypothesis. Given that the associations among the Simple View
onstructs differ based on decoding skill levels, it is plausible that the
eurocognitive mechanisms underlying these skills, and the relations
mong them, will differ in individuals with dyslexia. For example, indi-
iduals with dyslexia have demonstrated greater reliance on language
omprehension skills during reading, suggesting the use of linguistic
ontext to bootstrap the decoding deficits that accompany this disorder
 Nation and Snowling, 1998 ; Perfetti and Roth, 1981 ; Stanovich and
iegel, 1994 ). A compensatory account of dyslexia has been proposed
hat suggests increased reliance on language skills for reading compre-
ension in individuals with dyslexia to compensate for decoding diffi-
ulty ( Snowling, 2005 ; Stanovich, 1980 ). Accordingly, reading compre-
ension will likely suffer in individuals with dyslexia who do not have
hese cognitive and linguistic resources available to them. Since simi-
ar reading comprehension performance and similar patterns of associ-
tion among variables may have vastly distinct underlying neurocog-
itive mechanisms, using neuroimaging measures to study the Simple
iew components separately in adults with and without dyslexia can
eveal these differences. 

Although much is known about the neurocognitive basis of impaired
ingle-word decoding in dyslexia, very little is known about the neu-
ocognitive basis of impaired reading comprehension in dyslexia. This
epresents a major gap in knowledge because it is the comprehension
mpairment that places the greatest burden on people with dyslexia
hroughout their education. The current study evaluated whether the
roportional contributions of decoding, fluency, and language compre-
ension to reading comprehension performance, as well as the neural
orrelates of these components, differ in adults with dyslexia as com-
ared to typical readers. The neural correlates of variation in the three
kills have yet to be directly compared within the same individuals, but
here are separate literatures examining which neural systems are re-
ated to decoding, fluency, and language comprehension performance.
etter decoding skills have been associated with increased activation

n the left temporoparietal, occipitotemporal, and inferior frontal re-
ions ( Martin et al., 2015 ), and reduced activation in these regions has
een consistently demonstrated in individuals with dyslexia ( Pugh et al.,
008 ; Richlan et al., 2011 , 2013 ). 

Language comprehension is supported by a distributed network of
ortical regions including areas along the middle and superior temporal
yri and inferior frontal cortex that are known to play a role in language
rocessing ( Binder et al., 2009 ; Chai et al., 2016 ; Ferstl and von Cra-
on, 2001 ; Horowitz-Kraus et al., 2013 ; Huettner, 1989 ; Price, 2012 ),
n addition to parietal, prefrontal, and posterior medial regions (e.g.,
ingulate cortex and precuneus) associated with attention and updat-
ng ( Gernsbacher and Kaschak, 2003 ; Price, 2012 ; L. C. Robertson and
vry, 2000 ; Roe et al., 2018 ; St George et al., 1999 ; Yarkoni, et al.,
008b ). Increased reading fluency has been associated with increased
ecruitment of the left-hemispheric occipitotemporal (i.e., visual word
orm) region ( Benjamin and Gaab, 2012 ; Langer et al., 2015 ). To dis-
ociate the neural substrates of individual variation in each skill, we
irectly compared the neural correlates of these skills within the same
ndividuals. 

To evoke reading comprehension processes, we designed a novel
aragraph-reading task during imaging, which is a departure from the
any prior studies employing single words or, more rarely, single sen-

ences in isolation ( Aboud et al., 2016 ; Richlan et al., 2011 ; Roe et al.,
018 ; Ryherd et al., 2018 ). Most of these tasks involved meta-cognitive
udgments about words or sentences, such as making judgments about
hyming, spelling, or semantic plausibility (e.g., Price et al., 1997 ;
imrodt et al., 2009 ). Despite the substantial contribution of these stud-

es to understanding how the neural mechanisms that support read-
ng differ in relation to specific skills, tasks requiring overt decisions
r responses raise the likelihood that the neural responses observed
eflect secondary, task-specific executive and motor demands in addi-
ion to reading processes. Such tasks, therefore, may be of limited util-
ty in elucidating how the semantic, syntactic, and phonological pro-
esses interact in a naturalistic context to support reading comprehen-
ion ( Rayner, 1998 ; Wehbe et al., 2014 ; Yarkoni, et al., 2008 ). Addition-
lly, reading text sequentially, one word or a few words at a time, creates
nnatural breaks and can hinder comprehension as it occurs during nor-
al ecological conditions of reading connected text. Thus, a naturalis-

ic paragraph reading design is ideal for investigating regions involved
uring comprehension in relation to individual differences in reading
omprehension skills. 

The current study applied a self-paced naturalistic fMRI task of read-
ng text in 37 adults with and without dyslexia to examine the following:
) whether decoding, fluency, and language comprehension make sim-
lar contributions to variance in reading comprehension in adults with
r without dyslexia; 2) whether individual differences in decoding, flu-
ncy, and language comprehension are associated with distinct neural
atterns of correlation during reading; 3) whether these neural corre-
ates differ based on dyslexia status; 4) which of the neural correlates
ontributes to unique variance in reading comprehension skills across
he groups and within each group. 

This study is the first to investigate in-scanner connected-text read-
ng in relation to individual differences in decoding, fluency, and com-
rehension skills. Using an unconstrained reading-aloud paradigm pro-
ides ecological validity as well as the ability to probe multiple aspects
f reading as they unfold implicitly in natural reading. Based on the be-
avioral evidence, we hypothesized that decoding and fluency would
e associated with distinct neural substrates of reading compared with
anguage comprehension. We also predicted that decoding and fluency
ould involve the ventral reading systems and comprehension would

nvolve brain regions implicated in semantic knowledge and cognitive
ontrol. Because of evidence of increased reliance on linguistic and cog-
itive systems in dyslexia, we expect that the neural correlates of the
ndividual Simple View of Reading components would be different in in-
ividuals with dyslexia. Finally, we predicted that the neural substrates
f each of the components would contribute to unique variance in pre-
icting individual differences in reading comprehension. 

ethods 

articipants 

Adults ( n = 18 with dyslexia, n = 19 typical readers, age 18–41
ears, M = 26.6, SD = 6.3) participated in the study. The original sam-
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Fig. 1. Timing of the scanner naturalistic reading task. The task included 7 blocks, with a randomized order of conditions. During the Arrow condition, the arrow 

screen alternating with a blank screen were repeated 8 times. 
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le included 60 participants, but 12 participants were determined inel-
gible during the behavioral session, 3 participants were subsequently
xcluded due to incidental findings in MRI, and 8 participants (5 with
yslexia, 3 typical readers) were excluded due to an unacceptable num-
er of scans with motion outliers (see Neuroimaging Processing). The de-
ographic information for all participants is reported in Supplemental
able 1. All participants met eligibility criteria including: being a native
peaker of American English; right-handed; born after at least 36 weeks
estation; no sensory or perceptual difficulties other than corrected vi-
ion; no history of head or brain injury or trauma; no neurological, neu-
opsychological, or developmental disorder diagnoses; no medications
ffecting the nervous system; nonverbal IQ standard score > 85 (Wech-
ler Adult Intelligence Scale Matrices subtest, Wechsler, 1981 ). Hearing
ests were completed for all participants, and one participant with atyp-
cal hearing was excluded. The study was approved by the Committee
n the Use of Humans as Experimental Subjects (COUHES) at the Mas-
achusetts Institute of Technology. All participants provided informed
ritten consent in order to participate. 

ehavioral measures 

All participants completed a comprehensive battery of standard-
zed reading, language, and cognitive assessments, as well as a back-
round questionnaire. In the current analyses, we included four stan-
ardized tests that capture the separate components of reading com-
rehension: decoding, fluency, and language comprehension. Reading
omprehension comprised the outcome variable for the behavioral anal-
ses. The decoding construct was measured by the Word Attack subtest
f the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test - Revised/Normative Update
 Woodcock, 2011 ); the language comprehension construct was mea-
ured by the Listening Comprehension subtest of WRMT-R/NU; and
eading comprehension was measured by the reading comprehension
ubtest of the Gray Oral Reading Test-4 (GORT; Wiederholt et al., 2001 ).
he fluency construct was measured by the Letters subtest of Rapid
utomatized Naming (RANL; Wolf and Denckla, 2005 ) because letter
aming does not involve semantic processing or word decoding. Addi-
ional standardized and background measures, including measures used
o characterize participants as having dyslexia, are reported in Table 1 .
articipants were included in the dyslexia group (Dys) based on a report
f life-long reading difficulty and/or clinical diagnosis and based on a
erformance below the 25th percentile on at least two out of four stan-
ardized subtests of timed or untimed word or nonword reading (Test of
ord Reading Efficiency’s Sight Word Efficiency and Phonemic Decod-

ng Efficiency (TOWRE; Torgesen et al., 2012 ); WRMT’s Word ID and
ord Attack). Participants were included in the typical reader group

Typ) based on performance at or above the 25th percentile on all four
f the above subtests. 

euroimaging acquisition 

Imaging was performed using a Siemens 3T MAGNETOM Trio, a Tim
ystem (Siemens Medical Solutions, Erlangen, Germany), and a com-
ercial Siemens 32 channel head coil. Structural data were collected
sing MPRAGE with 2530 ms TR, FOV = 256, 1 × 1 × 1 mm resolu-
ion. Functional data were collected with 3 × 3 × 3.6 mm resolution,
000 ms TR, 30 ms TE, 90° flip angle, 64 × 64 base resolution, and 32
lices approximately parallel to the AC/PC line with coverage of the en-
ire cortex. Prior to each scan, four images were acquired and discarded
o allow longitudinal magnetization to reach equilibrium. PACE, an on-
ine prospective motion correction algorithm ( Thesen et al., 2000 ), was
mplemented to reduce the effect of motion artifacts on functional data.

aturalistic reading task 

The task consisted of three conditions, with seven 16-second blocks
or each condition. Participants read expository (i.e., texts written to
onvey factual information on a topic) paragraphs out loud in their nor-
al reading voice and rate inside the MRI scanner. Words in each para-

raph were developed and matched based on the age of acquisition, fre-
uency, and imageability. For the control blocks, participants verbally
ndicated whether arrows on the screen were pointing up or down (i.e.,
y saying “up ” or “down ”) to control for motor artifacts related to speech
roduction. Participants’ speech was recorded with an MRI-compatible
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Table 1 

Participant characteristics for Typ and Dys groups. Bolded constructs indicate the 
measures used in the brain analyses. For all measures standard scores are reported. 

Construct Typical Dyslexia Significance 

Age (years) 26.14 ± 6.15 27.07 ± 6.53 n.s. 

Nonverbal IQ 114.28 ± 13.41 107.96 ± 15.18 n.s. 

Word ID 108.75 ± 7.55 89.92 ± 9.96 < 0.001 

Word Attack 102 ± 8.37 77.25 ± 9.61 < 0.001 

Sight Word Efficiency 109.1 ± 13.99 89.15 ± 9.38 < 0.001 

Phonemic Decoding 104.33 ± 7.62 83.29 ± 8.61 < 0.001 

Vocabulary 114.44 ± 7.77 107.71 ± 8.05 0.003 

Reading Comprehension 10.26 ± 1.97 7.77 ± 1.48 < 0.001 

Blending Words 12.17 ± 2.62 10.60 ± 2.96 0.045 

Elision 9.9 ± 1.88 8.12 ± 2.51 0.005 

Memory for Digits 10.65 ± 2.11 9.76 ± 3.05 n.s. 

Language Comprehension 107.42 ± 7.24 101.39 ± 7.41 0.052 

RAN-Letters 109.52 ± 5.44 101.61 ± 5.93 < 0.001 

RAN 2-Set 114.21 ± 8.91 103 ± 7.25 < 0.001 
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icrophone. Participants were also presented with a fixation cross and
ere asked to keep still and relax during the fixation condition. 

ehavioral analyses 

We used multiple regression to examine whether the three Sim-
le View constructs (Language Comprehension, Word Attack, RAN Let-
ers) contribute unique variance to reading comprehension. The models
lso included sex and age as control variables. The initial model in-
luded all participants who completed behavioral data ( n = 60). The
odels in dyslexia and typical participants included only participants
ho were also included in the neuroimaging analysis ( n = 37). The
hapiro test was used to evaluate whether variables violated the nor-
ality assumptions, and if the test was significant, permutated linear
odels were implemented using lmPerm ( Wheeler et al., 2016 ). Mul-

icollinearity among the variables in the regression models was evalu-
ted using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) from the olsrr package in
 ( Hebbali, 2018 ). In order to select the most parsimonious model in
xplaining reading comprehension from the three constructs, stepwise
egression and variable relative importance analyses were conducted
ith 1,000 permutations. 

n-scanner performance 

To ensure the validity of the in-scanner task, audio recordings of
articipants reading the stories inside the scanner were analyzed for all
articipants with adequate in-scanner recordings ( n = 36). Two measures
ere calculated: 1) task-fluency: a total score was derived from the total
f number of words read for each of the stories; 2) task-accuracy: a mean
core of number of words read accurately (using GORT scoring proce-
ures) across the stories by a researcher blind to group assignment. To
alidate the in-scanner measure, pairwise Pearson correlation analyses
ere conducted relating the scores to the GORT accuracy and fluency
easures. 

euroimaging processing and data analysis 

We preprocessed the fMRI data using FEAT (FMRI Expert Analy-
is Tool) Version 6.00, part of FSL version 5.0.2 (FMRIB’s Software Li-
rary, www.fmrib.ox.ac.uk/fsl ) ( Smith et al., 2004 ). High-resolution T1-
eighted structural images were skull stripped. The functional data was

hen registered to the high-resolution structural image using Boundary
ased Registration (BBR) algorithms ( Greve and Fischl, 2009 ). We used
MRIB’s Linear Image Registration Tool (FLIRT; Jenkinson et al., 2002 )
o register the structural data to standard space (2 mm MNI152). The
ollowing pre-modeling processing included the following steps: spatial
moothing with a Gaussian kernel of FWHM 5 mm; grand-mean inten-
ity normalization by a single multiplicative factor; high pass temporal
ltering. Statistical analysis was carried out with FILM using a double-
amma HRF model. The model included 6 motion regressors, their tem-
oral derivatives, and nuisance regressors that modeled out single TR’s
dentified to have excessive motion according to a framewise displace-
ent (FD) > 0.9 mm ( Siegel et al., 2014 ). Participants ( N = 8) who

ost more than 40% of frames (i.e., 70) due to FD censorship were ex-
luded from the analysis. There were no significant group differences
n the total number of outliers ( t (31.7) = 1.42, p = 0.17) and the cor-
elation between number of outliers and out-of-scanner GORT reading
omprehension was not significant ( r (34) = 0.07, p = 0.68). We carried
ut second-level analyses using a fixed effects model ( Woolrich, 2008 ;
oolrich et al., 2004 ) with a cluster-forming threshold of z > 3.1 and

 cluster probability of p < 0.05, using Gaussian random field theory
 Worsley, 2001 ). Brain regions are reported in MNI coordinates and
dentified using the Harvard-Oxford atlas in the FMRIB software. For vi-
ualization of the statistical maps, we projected the data onto a standard
olume using Mango software ( http://rii.uthsc sa.edu/mango). Coordi-
ates and voxel size of group analysis results were obtained using the
SL version 5.0.2 Cluster tool. 

hole-brain analyses 

Across all participants, we ran a voxel-wise regression to examine
he relation between Decoding (WA), Language Comprehension (LC),
nd Fluency (RANL), and whole-brain activation during passage reading
ersus arrows contrast. These scores were entered separately as covari-
tes to a third-level group analysis using FLAME stage 1 (z > 3.1, P’s <
.05; Woolrich, 2008 ; Woolrich et al., 2004 ) with Sex and Age as nui-
ance covariates. In order to identify the activation overlap at a group
evel among the three constructs, we performed a pair-wise conjunction
nalysis to determine the regions that were significantly active (z = 3.1)
 Nichols et al., 2005 ). 

hole-brain ROI regression analyses 

We evaluated whether the regions associated with individual dif-
erences in each of the three constructs contribute uniquely and sig-
ificantly to differences in reading comprehension. We extracted mean
OLD percent signal change for passages > arrows contrast from the
lusters identified in the whole-brain regression models with each of the
hree constructs. The significant cluster values across participants were
ncluded in multivariate regression models using the same procedures
s in the behavioral analyses. 

iterature-based Functional Regions of Interest (fROIs) analyses- by group 

Based on the findings from the whole-brain analyses, re-
ions of interest were selected from masks designed to delin-

http://www.fmrib.ox.ac.uk/fsl
http://rii.uthsc
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Fig. 2. A) Whole brain reading task results for reading stories versus naming arrows contrast for all participants. Clusters for reading > arrows shown in yellow/red; 
for arrows > reading shown in blue. B) Group comparison for Typ versus Dys groups. For all results z-score thresholds represented by the colored bars. Z’s > 3.1, p’s 
< 0.05, corrected for multiple comparisons. 
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ate language and domain-general multi-demand systems ( Table 2 ).
he masks were downloaded from a publicly available website
 https://evlab.mit.edu/funcloc ). We used a set of 5 out of the 8 left-
emispheric language masks created using sentences > nonwords con-
rast ( Fedorenko et al., 2010 ). We chose left-hemispheric masks corre-
ponding to the four clusters identified in the whole-brain analyses for
he three constructs: superior temporal (L_STG), angular gyrus (L_AngG),
upramarginal gyrus (L_SMG), and middle temporal gyrus (L_MTG). We
lso selected two prefrontal regions that, although they did not show
 significant association in our whole-brain analysis, have been consis-
ently reported in previous studies in relation to decoding and language
omprehension skills: the opercular part of the inferior frontal gyrus
IFG) and inferior frontal gyrus orbitalis and its orbital part (L_IFGorb)
 Martin et al., 2015 ; Price, 2012 ). Three masks from the right hemi-
phere homologues of the left-hemispheric language-selective regions
ere also used, including right angular gyrus (R_AngG), inferior frontal
yrus (R_IFG) and inferior frontal gyrus OB (R_IFGorb). It is still unclear
hether the prefrontal regions recruited serve broader cognitive func-

ions or whether they are part of the language network ( Hancock et al.,
017 ). To delineate these possibilities, we included two prefrontal fROIs
rom the multiple demand (MD) system: posterior parietal (PostParietal)
nd the insula (Insula). The masks were derived using a hard > easy spa-
ial working memory contrast ( Blank et al., 2014 ). Finally, we selected
n additional reading-specific mask from the Neurosynth database for
he left putative visual word form area (VWFA). Mean activation values
or the significant voxels for the stories > arrows contrast were extracted
or each participant using the masks. We fit a permuted linear regres-
ion model using the lmPerm package ( Wheeler et al., 2016 ) predicting
ach of the three skills from the literature-based fROIs across both Typ
nd Dys groups as follows: 

𝑊 𝐴 ∼ 𝐴𝑔𝑒 + 𝑆𝑒𝑥 + 𝑃 𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑃 𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑡𝑎𝑙 +𝐿 𝐼 𝐹 𝐺 +𝑅 𝐼 𝐹 𝐺 +𝐿 𝐼 𝐹 𝐺𝑜𝑟𝑏+𝑅 𝐼 𝐹 𝐺𝑜𝑟𝑏 

𝐿𝐶 ∼ 𝐴𝑔𝑒 + 𝑆𝑒𝑥 + 𝑃 𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑃 𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑡𝑎𝑙 + 𝐼𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑙𝑎 + 𝑉 𝑊 𝐹 𝐴 + 𝑅 𝑆 𝑇 𝐺 + 𝐿 𝐴 𝑛𝑔𝐺 

+ 𝑅 𝐴 𝑛𝑔𝐺 + 𝐿 𝐿 𝑂𝑐𝑐 + 𝐿 𝐼 𝐹 𝐺 + 𝑅 𝐼 𝐹 𝐺 + 𝐿 𝐼 𝐹 𝐺𝑜𝑟𝑏 + 𝑅 𝐼 𝐹 𝐺𝑜𝑟𝑏 

𝑅𝐴𝑁𝐿 ∼ 𝑉 𝑊 𝐹 𝐴 + 𝐿 𝑆 𝑀𝐺 + 𝐿 𝐿 𝑂𝑐𝑐 

For each of the six models, we implemented a stepwise regression
nalysis to identify the optimal set of predictors for each construct sep-
rately in the Typ and the Dys groups. Predictors with high VIF were
xcluded from each model on a model-by-model basis. 

esults 

ehavioral 

The two groups were similar in terms of sex (10 females in Typ and
1 females in Dys) and age ( p ’s > 0.98). There were significant differ-
nces in age between male and female participants ( t (40.57) = -2.48,
 = 0.02), with older male participants. Additionally, across both groups,
ales performed above females on many of the reading behavioral mea-

ures. Sex differences on measures of language and reading, as well as in
he brain, have been reported across multiple studies (e.g., Lietz, 2006 ;
eilly, Neumann, & Andrews, 2019 ; Rutter et al., 2004 ; Shaywitz et al.,
995 ). This topic is beyond the scope of the current study but is dis-
ussed elsewhere (e.g., Krafnick & Evans, 2019 ). We therefore included
ge and Sex in the models. 

Age, Sex, and the three constructs of Language Comprehension (LC),
luency (RANL), and Decoding (WA), were combined in a stepwise re-
ression model with 1,000 permutations to identify whether, in accor-
ance with the Simple View of Reading, each of the three constructs
ontributed independent and significant variance in explaining read-
ng comprehension. The R 

2 for the entire model was 0.49 ( p < .001)
nd the best set of predictors included the three constructs in order
f their relative importance: (1) Language Comprehension (contribut-
ng 41% of R 

2 , 𝜂p 2 = 0.151), (2) Decoding (contributing 38% of R 

2 ,
p 2 = 0.139), and (3) Fluency (contributing 19% of R 

2 , 𝜂p 2 = 0.177).
orrelations among the three constructs revealed a significant positive
ssociation between Fluency and Decoding ( r (52) = 0.6, p < 0.001),
 nonsignificant association between Fluency and Language Compre-
ension ( r (52) = 0.14, p = 0.3), and a borderline significant associa-
ion between Language Comprehension and Decoding ( r (52) = 0.26,
 = 0.06). Although the three constructs were moderately correlated,
he VIF values for all variables ranged from 1.09 to 1.64, suggesting that
ulticollinearity is not an issue of concern for these regression models

 O’brien, 2007 ). 
To test whether the constructs of reading comprehension are differ-

nt based on dyslexia status, the models described above were repeated
n the Dys and Typ groups in the final neuroimaging sample (n = 18
nd 19, respectively, excluding participants who were not eligible to be
art of either of the two groups based on their reading performance).
or Typ, the overall model explained 36.3% of total variance in read-
ng comprehension, with Language Comprehension accounting for 82%
 𝜂p 2 = 0.26) of total variance and making the only significant contribu-
ion to the model. For Dys, the model accounted for 28.3% of total vari-
nce with Language Comprehension contributing 28% ( 𝜂p 2 = 0.189),
ecoding, 8% ( 𝜂p 2 = 0.04); and Fluency, 5% ( 𝜂p 2 = 0.08) of total vari-
nce. 

n-scanner performance 

Correlational analyses confirmed the construct validity of the in-
canner task. Task-fluency scores were significantly associated with
ORT fluency scores ( r (36) = 0.73, p < 0.001) and task-accuracy scores

https://evlab.mit.edu/funcloc
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Table 2 

Regions of significant activation in stories > arrows whole-brain contrasts. 

Area No. of voxels t value Coordinates fROI labels 

X Y Z 

Group-level 

(stories > arrows) 

Left occipitotemporal cortex 

(including cerebellum) 

17654 8.43 − 20 − 96 − 6 –

Left inferior frontal gyrus 9995 7.5 − 56 − 8 0 

Left superior/middle frontal 7098 7.16 60 − 4 0 

Left paracingulate 1491 6.34 − 8 12 66 

Left caudate/putamen 1172 5.57 − 2 14 0 

Left medial frontal cortex 417 4.77 − 4 50 − 10 

(arrows > stories) 

Right angular gyrus 4110 7.23 62 − 40 38 

Posterior cingulate 2680 5.85 − 6 − 24 28 –

Left supramarginal gyrus 1401 6.99 − 58 − 48 42 

Right lingual gyrus 1084 5.75 6 − 80 − 4 
Left lateral occipital/middle 

temporal gyrus cortex 

415 5.18 − 52 − 74 10 

Left lingual gyrus 402 4.84 − 20 − 56 − 8 
Left precuneus 230 4.55 − 12 − 66 30 

Right anterior parahippocampal 

cortex 

225 6.06 20 − 2 − 36 

Typ vs. Dys –

Left occipitotemporal 135 4.51 − 42 − 54 -6 

Fluency 

Left supramarginal 160 4.32 − 56 − 44 38 L_SMG 

Left occipitotemporal cortex 147 4.29 − 44 − 46 − 16 VWFA 

Left lateral occipital 138 4.73 − 54 − 66 4 L_Occ 

Decoding 

Right precuneus 156 4.78 10 − 80 38 PostParietal 

Left precuneus 139 5.13 − 2 − 72 56 

Language Comprehension 

Left precuneus/cingulate 2336 5.32 − 4 − 16 30 PostParietal 

Right insula 956 4.88 28 0 8 Insula 

Left occipitotemporal cortex 257 4.37 − 22 − 52 − 2 VWFA 

Right posterior temporal gyrus 222 5.07 68 − 34 − 2 R_PostTemp 

Left angular 217 4.22 − 54 − 46 38 L_Ang 

Left lateral occipital/middle 

temporal gyrus 

216 4.08 -44 -78 14 L_MTG 

Left putamen 198 4.41 − 28 − 2 12 –

Right angular gyrus 172 4.08 46 − 50 40 R_Ang 

Decoding & Language 

Comprehension Conjunction 

Right cuneus 150 4.49 6 − 78 40 –

Left superior parietal lobe 52 4.76 − 4 − 70 58 –

Right precuneus 17 3.6 4 − 62 60 –

Language Comprehension & 

Fluency Conjunction 

Left angular/supramarginal gyrus 46 4.08 − 56 − 46 38 –

Left middle temporal gyrus 4 3.19 − 52 − 70 4 –
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ere significantly associated with GORT accuracy ( r (36) = 0.65, p <
.001). Additionally, both in-scanner measures significantly correlated
ith GORT comprehension scores (accuracy: r (36) = 0.52, p < 0.001;
uency: r (36) = 0.65, p < 0.001). 

hole-brain 

To examine the activation induced by the reading task, we conducted
 one-sample t -test for stories > arrows for the entire group ( Fig. 2 A).
his contrast yielded significant activation in the left-hemisphere ven-
ral occipitotemporal and inferior frontal regions (occipital fusiform
yrus, inferior temporal gyrus, inferior frontal gyrus). Additional ac-
ivations included right middle/superior frontal regions, basal ganglia
caudate, putamen), and paracingulate and cingulate regions. The Typ
roup, as compared to Dys group, showed significantly greater activa-
ion in left occipitotemporal region, which includes the putative VWFA
 Fig. 2 B). There were no significant clusters with greater activation in
ys as compared to Typ. 
For the whole-brain correlation with each of the three constructs,
here were significant negative correlations with Language Comprehen-
ion and Decoding, and a significant positive correlation with Fluency
 Table 2 , Fig. 3 ). There were no significant clusters for the opposite
elationships. Better Language Comprehension was significantly asso-
iated with less activation in bilateral posterior temporal and inferior
arietal (including angular gyrus) and posterior parietal regions, insula,
recuneus, and putamen. Better Decoding was significantly associated
ith less activation in medial and lateral posterior parietal cortex, in-

luding in the cuneus and precuneus. Finally, better Fluency was signif-
cantly associated with greater activation in left dorsal temporoparietal
nd ventral occipitotemporal regions, including the visual word form
rea. 

The conjunction analysis for each pair of the constructs revealed
verlapping regions of significant correlation between Language Com-
rehension and Decoding in posterior parietal regions. There were over-
apping regions of correlated activation for Language Comprehension
nd Fluency in the left supramarginal/angular gyrus cluster and in a
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Fig. 3. A–C: Regions in which there were significant correlations between activations (stories > arrows) and individual differences in performance on (A) Fluency 
(Rapid Automatized Naming Letters); (B) Language Comprehension (LC), and (C) Decoding (Word Attack). Positive correlations in yellow/red and negative corre- 
lations in blue. Whole brain results for all participants. Z’s > 3.1, p’s < 0.05, corrected for multiple comparisons. (D) The two LC clusters (blue) that accounted for 
significant and unique variance in Reading Comprehension scores and a plot demonstrating the relative importance using the LMG method of each variable with 
95% bootstrap confidence intervals. 
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mall middle temporal cluster. There were no significantly overlapping
lusters between Fluency and Decoding. 

hole-brain ROIs 

Overall, 11 ROIs were extracted for the significant clusters identified
n the whole-brain regression analyses (3 clusters for Fluency, 2 clusters
or Decoding, and 6 clusters for Language Comprehension). All clusters
ere added into a regression model with Reading Comprehension as the
redicted variable and Sex and Age as the control variables ( Fig. 3 -D).
or all variables, the variance inflation factor (VIF) values were below
0 except one of three Fluency clusters. This cluster, which was in the
eft supramarginal gyrus, was excluded from the regression models. The
hapiro–Wilk test revealed that some of the ROI values were not nor-
ally distributed (W’s < 0.95, p ’s < .02). Accordingly, the lmPerm pack-

ge ( Wheeler, et al., 2016 ) in R was used to calculate permuted linear
egression for all analyses. The R 

2 for the entire model was 0.21 ( p <
001) and the best set of predictors included two of the Language Com-
rehension ROIs (lc3-left middle temporal gyrus: 21.25% of R 

2 ; lc4-left
ngular gyrus: 42.74% of R 

2 ). 

iterature-based fROIs by group 

The Shapiro–Wilk test revealed that several of the fROI’s were not
ormally distributed and permuted linear regressions were calculated
or all analyses with a stepwise approach to select the best model fit.
IF was evaluated for each model and clusters that exceeded the value
f 10 were excluded from the particular model. For the Typ group, Flu-
ncy was significantly predicted by VWFA activation only, accounting
or 10.37% of the variance ( 𝜂p 2 = 0.12), with higher Fluency asso-
iated with increased activation in VWFA. Three fROIs had to be ex-
luded in the Language Comprehension model due to high VIF: Insula,
_lOcc, and R_IFG. Language Comprehension was significantly predicted
y Age (r 2 = 0.13, 𝜂p 2 = .11), Sex (r 2 = 0.28, 𝜂p 2 = 0.19), PostParietal
r 2 = 0.28, 𝜂p 2 = 0.05), VWFA (r 2 = 0.11, 𝜂p 2 = .06), R_Ang (r 2 = 0.12,
p 2 = 0.19), and R_IFGorb (r 2 = 0.04, 𝜂p 2 = 0.08). Increased recruitment
f these regions was associated with lower Language Comprehension
cores. For the Decoding model, R_IFGorb had to be excluded due to a
igh VIF. Decoding was significantly predicted by Age only (r 2 = 0.17,
p 2 = 0.18). 

For the Dys group, Fluency was significantly predicted by Age
r 2 = 0.07, 𝜂p 2 = 0.004), Sex (r 2 = 0.19, 𝜂p 2 = 0.25), and L_SMG
r 2 = 0.1, 𝜂p 2 = 0.1). Better Fluency was associated with increased
ctivation of this region. Several fROI’s had to be removed from the
anguage Comprehension model due to high VIF: PostParietal, Insula,
nd R_SMG. Language Comprehension was significantly predicted by
_IFG (r 2 = 0.1, 𝜂p 2 = 0.04) and L_IFGorb (r 2 = 0.18, 𝜂p 2 = 0.2). Better
anguage Comprehension was associated with increased activation of
_IFGorb and decreased activation of L_IFG. Due to high VIF, R_IFGob
as removed from the Decoding model. Decoding was predicted by Post-
arietal (r 2 = 0.09, 𝜂p 2 = 0.05), L_IFG (r 2 = 0.04, 𝜂p 2 = 0.01), L_IFGob
r 2 = 0.4, 𝜂p 2 = 0.48), and R_IFG (r 2 = 0.16, 𝜂p 2 = 0.14). Increased
ctivation of these regions was associated with lower Decoding. 

To test which fROIs explained significant variance in reading com-
rehension performance in Dys and Typ groups, we included clusters
hat were significant in the six Decoding, Language Comprehension,
nd Fluency models in a stepwise regression model predicting Reading
omprehension separately in each group. In the Typ group, after remov-

ng several clusters due to high VIF (Insula, R_SMG, R_IFG), the overall
odel explained 49.58% of variance in Reading Comprehension scores
ith Sex explaining 30% of total variance ( 𝜂p 2 = 0.03), with higher

cores for males. The significant fROIs included: PostParietal explaining
4% ( 𝜂p 2 = 0.21), L_IFGorb explaining 6% ( 𝜂p 2 = 0.001), and L_IFG ex-
laining 14% ( 𝜂p 2 = 0.14). For Dys, after the high VIF variables were
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Fig. 4. A) Correlations between Language Comprehension, Fluency, and Decoding scores and the fROIs and among the fROIs separately by group. B) fROIs that 
demonstrated a significant association in the stepwise regression model for each of the subskills for the Typ group (red), Dys group (blue). 

Fig. 5. Association with reading comprehension for the best set of fROI predictors for Dys – Posterior Parietal (right panel) and for Typ – Posterior Parietal, Left IFG 

(left panel), and Left IFGorb (not shown). 
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emoved (L_SMG, Insula, R_SMG), the model accounted for 55.83% of
otal variance with the only significant predictor PostParietal explaining
5% of total variance ( 𝜂p 2 = 0.13). 

iscussion 

The current study investigated, in adults with and without dyslexia,
ow brain activation during a naturalistic passage reading task was re-
ated to out-of-scanner components of reading comprehension as pro-
osed by the Simple View of Reading: decoding accuracy, decoding flu-
ncy, and language comprehension. Consistent with the Simple View
ramework, the three constructs explained unique and significant vari-
nce in reading comprehension. We found distinctive patterns of activa-
ion in relation to individual differences in fluency and language com-
rehension. The activation related to decoding accuracy, however, was
ntirely overlapping with some of the regions associated with language
omprehension. Activation in the inferior parietal and middle temporal
anguage-comprehension ROIs made the largest contribution to read-
ng comprehension. Importantly, confirming the validity of our fMRI
aradigm, the stories > arrows contrast involved the expected dorsal
nd ventral reading regions. When examining the neural correlates of
he three constructs in each of the groups using literature-based regions
f interest, we found evidence that the neural substrates of comprehen-
ion differ in adults with and without dyslexia and the relative behav-
oral contribution of the three components to reading comprehension
as different as well. Our results suggest that during naturalistic read-

ng, individuals with dyslexia recruit cognitive and linguistic systems to
upport word decoding, thereby diverting resources from, and poten-
ially impeding, comprehension processes. These findings reveal the un-
erlying mechanisms of reading comprehension deficits of adults with
yslexia. 

ehavioral findings 

The behavioral results confirmed the basic tenants of the Simple
iew of Reading and demonstrated a unique and significant contribu-
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Fig. 6. A diagram adapted from Perfetti and Stafura, 2014 shows the simpli- 
fied framework of the process of text comprehension for typical readers (in red) 
and for individuals with dyslexia (blue), supported by the current neuroimag- 
ing evidence. In contrast to the original model, Linguistic System in the current 
model refers to the non-phonological linguistic processes (e.g., semantic, syn- 
tactic). The figure represents the process of reading from word processing to 
reading comprehension. In typical readers word identification is automatic and 
once word meaning is retrieved, cognitive resources (represented as the domain- 
general cognitive networks) are recruited to support linguistic comprehension. 
Alternatively, in individuals with dyslexia, word identification is not automatic 
and cognitive resources are deployed to support processes related to decoding 
(mapping words to their phonemic representations), subsequently compromis- 
ing processes related to comprehension. 
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ion of fluency, decoding, and language comprehension to reading com-
rehension. The model that included the three variables in addition to
ex and age accounted for 50% of variance in reading comprehension
erformance. This percentage represents the lower end of the range
f explained variance reported in previous studies of adults (46–70%
f variance; Braze et al., 2016 ; Landi, 2010 ; Talwar et al., 2018 ). Be-
avioral studies investigating reading comprehension components have
ommonly used latent factors drawing on multiple indicators to rep-
esent each of the three constructs, rather than single assessments. It
s therefore possible that such factors explain more variance in reading
omprehension than was explained in the current study. The sample size
nd the relatively limited battery of assessments in the current study pre-
ludes applying a factor analysis approach to identifying components of
he decoding, fluency, and language comprehension subskills. Neverthe-
ess, our behavioral findings support the validity of examining the three
onstructs in relation to neural activation during reading in adults. 

There were significant differences in reading comprehension be-
ween the typical readers and individuals with dyslexia and the pro-
ortional contributions of fluency, decoding, and language comprehen-
ion components differed between the two groups. Consistent with the
rediction of the Simple View framework that at higher levels of decod-
ng, reading comprehension will be primarily explained by language
omprehension, the only significant contributor to reading comprehen-
ion skills in typical readers was language comprehension. Indeed, it
as been previously demonstrated that in higher grades and in adult-
ood, factors subsumed by language comprehension such as inference
aking, vocabulary, and background knowledge make large contribu-

ions to reading comprehension (see Ahmed et al., 2016 ). In contrast,
n adults with dyslexia all three factors made significant contributions
o explaining reading comprehension, with language comprehension ex-
laining the largest percentage of variance. It has been suggested that
he contribution of decoding to reading comprehension in adults with
yslexia is due to the slow and impaired word reading that creates a
ottleneck for comprehension of texts because of additional cognitive
emands ( Crain and Shankweiler, 1990 ). 

ssociations and dissociations among neural correlates of the Simple View 

f Reading 

ecoding correlates 

Across all participants, we found a negative correlation between de-
oding accuracy (Word Attack scores) and activation in bilateral poste-
ior parietal and precuneus regions. Separate analyses by group using a
iterature-based posterior parietal multi-domain fROI, revealed that the
egative association between posterior parietal regions and decoding
as driven by the dyslexic group only. Additional correlates of decoding

n the dyslexic group included bilateral IFG and right IFG orbitalis. Pos-
erior parietal/precuneus regions have been implicated in attentional
odulation of complex tasks ( Cavanna and Trimble, 2006 ). The pre-

uneus has been frequently invoked in studies of language comprehen-
ion ( Binder et al., 2009 ; Price, 2012 ) and reading ( Chyl et al., 2018 ;
imrodt et al., 2009 ; Roe et al., 2018 ; Ryherd et al., 2018 ; Schulz et al.,
008 , 2009 ; Shaywitz et al., 2002 ), and there is evidence to suggest
t represents the extent to which attentional resources are allocated to
hese tasks ( Kuperberg et al., 2003 ; Schulz et al., 2008 , 2009 ). Consis-
ent with the current findings, several studies have demonstrated nega-
ive associations between activation in the precuneus and out-of-scanner
eading ( Chyl et al., 2018 ; Rimrodt et al., 2009 ; Ryherd et al., 2018 ).
umulatively, these findings suggest that adults with poorer decoding
kills invoked the attentional regions during reading to a greater extent
han adults with better decoding skills. Importantly, the current study
s the first study employing a connected-text paradigm in relation to in-
ividual differences in the subcomponents of reading. Previous studies
hat have identified the neural systems underlying reading in relation
o decoding skills used single-word or sentence-reading tasks. The cur-
ent findings, therefore, provide initial evidence of a relation between
ctivation in the precuneus and individual differences in decoding skill
s applied to reading connected text. 

The increased importance of prefrontal regions for reading in in-
ividuals with dyslexia has been highlighted by previous studies (see
ancock et al., 2017 ). Several meta-analyses have documented in-
reased activation in these regions in individuals with dyslexia relative
o controls during phonological tasks ( Maisog et al., 2008 ; Richlan et al.,
013 ). Hyperactivation in these regions has been interpreted as com-
ensatory. In order to establish a compensatory role for these systems,
owever, it is important to demonstrate their engagement in relation
o behavioral performance ( Hancock et al., 2017 ). The few studies that
ave done this have demonstrated both positive and negative associa-
ions between bilateral inferior frontal regions and reading-related skills
 Bach et al., 2010 ; Horowitz-Kraus et al., 2013 ; Ingvar et al., 2002 ;
atael et al., 2018 ; Rumsey et al., 1994 ; Ryherd et al., 2018 ). We found
hat individuals with worse Word Attack scores in the dyslexic group
ecruited the bilateral inferior frontal regions to a greater extent. The in-
erior frontal gyrus, bilaterally, represents the anterior language system
nvolved in language comprehension and production, but has also been
ssociated with domain-general cognitive and perceptual functions in-
luding attention, working memory, inhibitory control, planning/goal-
irected behaviors, fluid intelligence, and consciousness ( Hancock et al.,
017 ). Inferior frontal regions have been implicated in the resolution
f phonological ambiguity via top-down modulation of activity in pos-
erior phonological systems ( Burton et al., 2000 ; Gow et al., 2008 ;
yers, 2007 ; Zatorre et al., 1996 ). These regions were also associated
ith better Language Comprehension skills in the dyslexic group. To-
ether, the current findings provide novel evidence for the increased
nvolvement of language comprehension and cognitive systems during
eading to compensate for poor decoding skills in dyslexia. 
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anguage comprehension correlates 

We found increased activation of regions that are part of the cingulo-
percular networks (i.e. cuneus, cingulate, insula) as well as basal gan-
lia regions to be associated with worse language comprehension per-
ormance in the whole-brain analysis. These regions have been shown to
upport executive functions (e.g., inhibitory control, attentional selec-
ion, conflict resolution, maintenance and manipulation of task sets) for
oth linguistic and non-linguistic tasks (e.g., Duncan and Owen, 2000 ;
edorenko et al., 2013 ; Hugdahl et al., 2015 ; see Fedorenko, 2014 ).
he few previous studies investigating the neural correlates of indi-
idual differences in language comprehension also found increased en-
agement of these attentional and cognitive control systems during
eading ( Roe et al., 2018 ; Ryherd et al., 2018 ). Furthermore, cingu-
ate and precuneus regions have been associated with updates in and
ntegration of the reader’s mental model during discourse comprehen-
ion ( Gernsbacher and Kaschak, 2003 ; Robertson et al., 2000 ; St George
t al., 1999 ; Whitney et al., 2009 ; Yarkoni et al., 2008 ). 

Additionally, there was a negative correlation with clusters of ac-
ivation in the bilateral middle temporal gyrus and angular gyrus.
hese regions are thought to be part of a distributed semantic system
cross modalities (e.g., speech and text) and stimuli (language, faces)
 Hartwigsen et al., 2015 ; Price, 2012 ; Price et al., 1997 ). The engage-
ent of the semantic network for reading as a function of comprehen-

ion skills is in accordance with the behavioral literature linking poor
omprehension to deficits in semantic processing (see Landi and Ry-
erd, 2017 ). The current findings, however, indicate a negative asso-
iation between comprehension skills and the engagement of this net-
ork, showing increased recruitment of these regions in participants
ho had poorer language comprehension. These findings are consis-

ent with several previous studies that found a negative association
etween word reading skill and the engagement of the semantic net-
ork ( Rimrodt et al., 2009 ; Welcome and Joanisse, 2012 ), but not with
ther studies that found a positive association ( Aboud et al., 2016 ;
ttinger-Veenstra et al., 2016 ; Ryherd et al., 2018 ). For example, one
tudy found decreased activation for skilled comprehenders in regions
ncluding angular gyrus and middle temporal gyrus during word reading
 Welcome and Joanisse, 2012 ). In another study, there was a positive as-
ociation between comprehension skills and activation in middle tempo-
al regions and a negative association in inferior parietal regions during
entence-by-sentence passage reading ( Ryherd et al., 2018 ). Therefore,
ur findings extend the previous literature in demonstrating that dur-
ng naturalistic reading adults with lower comprehension skills engage
oth the domain-general executive systems and the language-specific
emantic system to a greater extent. 

When examining the Language Comprehension correlates by group,
owever, the semantic system identified in the whole-brain analysis was
ound to be negatively associated with comprehension skills in the typ-
cally reading group only. Furthermore, the posterior parietal area was
lso recruited to a greater extent in the typical adults with poor com-
rehension skills, but not in the dyslexic adults. In the dyslexic group,
etter Language Comprehension skills were associated with increased
ctivation of the left IFG only. Thus, the domain-general posterior cog-
itive system and the semantic system were deployed to support reading
n adults with poor comprehension but adequate decoding. 

luency correlates 

Across all participants, better Fluency was positively associated with
ncreased activation of the left ventral occipital-temporal region and left
emporoparietal regions. In the typically reading group, better Fluency
as associated with increased activation of the putative visual word

orm area (VWFA), a region that develops specialization for automatic
ord recognition with increased reading experience ( Centanni et al.,
018 ; Kronbichler et al., 2004 ; McCandliss et al., 2003 ). Accordingly,
revious studies have demonstrated an increased recruitment of VWFA
ith increased reading fluency demands ( Benjamin and Gaab, 2012 ;
anger et al., 2015 ). In the Dys group, better Fluency skills were asso-
iated with increased recruitment of the left temporoparietal systems,
omprising the dorsal phonological reading network as well as the se-
antic systems. The posterior middle temporal region has been impli-

ated in previous studies as an additional region of difference in fluency
erformance ( Meyler et al., 2007 ; Roe et al., 2018 ). 

The differentiation between the two groups in the neural correlates
f fluency is consistent with developmental theories of neural specializa-
ion for reading ( Pugh et al., 2000 ; Sandak et al., 2004 ; Younger et al.,
017 ). Less skilled readers engage the dorsal temporoparietal network
or phonological analysis and recoding, whereas skilled readers rely
n the rapid, ventral stream for orthographic computations. The au-
omaticity of the ventral system facilitates reading fluency which in
urn is thought to lead to better reading comprehension. This the-
ry is supported by metanalytic findings showing a more consistent
ecruitment of the ventral system during reading in adults as com-
ared to children ( Martin et al., 2015 ). Together, the current results
upport the notion that RAN, as a measure of fluency, represents the
utomaticity of integration across the individual components of the
eading circuit: the orthographic, phonological, and semantic systems
 Norton and Wolf, 2011 ). In individuals with dyslexia, fluency de-
ends on more efficient utilization of the dorsal system, but in typical
eaders, increased fluency depends on the automaticity of the ventral
ystem. 

ecoding & language comprehension 

We examined whether there were commonly activated voxels for de-
oding and language comprehension skills. We found that the regions
ssociated with decoding completely overlapped with the regions asso-
iated with language comprehension. Specifically, poor decoding and
oor comprehension across all participants were associated with in-
reased engagement of the domain-general posterior cognitive system
egions previously demonstrated to be involved in cognitive control dur-
ng reading ( Horowitz-Kraus et al., 2013 ; Roe et al., 2018 ). Interestingly,
n the dyslexic group the posterior parietal cognitive-control fROI was
ore activated in reading with decreasing decoding skills, but in the

ypically reading group the region was more involved with decreased
anguage comprehension skills. The overlap in neural correlates of Lan-
uage Comprehension and Decoding were also evident in left inferior
rontal regions, which supported both decoding and comprehension in
he Dys group. These results extend behavioral findings in support of
he idea that both cognitive and linguistic resources are deployed at
ifferent stages during reading based on dyslexia status: in individuals
ith dyslexia they support lower-level word identification and in typical

eaders they support higher-level comprehension. 

emantic regions explaining reading comprehension 

We found that even though behaviorally the three constructs made
ignificant and unique contributions to reading comprehension, only
he contribution of the two semantic regions, left angular gyrus and
iddle temporal gyrus, was significant. Deficits in the semantic do-
ain have been most consistently implicated in poor oral comprehen-

ion both in neuroimaging and in behavioral literature (see Landi and
yherd, 2017 ). Furthermore, the developmental behavioral literature
uggests that the unique contribution of decoding skills to variance
n reading comprehension decreases across development and with in-
reased mastery of reading ( Catts et al., 2005 ; Hoover and Gough, 1990 ;
chatschneider et al., 2004 ). Instead, in these studies, the greatest con-
ribution to reading comprehension was made by language comprehen-
ion skills as well as the shared variance between decoding and compre-
ension. Our neuroimaging findings in adults, therefore, mirror these
ehavioral results with the caveat that due to our enrollment criteria
or dyslexia, the decoding skills in the current sample are oversam-
led on the lower end of the skill distribution. Therefore, the signif-
cant behavioral contribution of decoding to reading comprehension
n our models could be due to the severity of the decoding deficits



O. Ozernov-Palchik, T. Centanni, S. Beach et al. NeuroImage 226 (2021) 117570 

i  

t  

i  

fi  

p  

a

D

 

i  

r  

t  

i  

n  

a  

t  

s  

p  

o  

i  

i  

a  

f  

i  

t  

p  

r
 

t  

c  

f  

r  

w  

g  

i  

I  

c  

s  

c  

w  

d
 

w  

(  

p  

r  

l  

i  

f  

a  

t  

w  

i  

c  

t  

p  

s  

2  

d  

m  

2  

t  

t  

w  

c

C

 

u  

d  

b  

r  

i  

T  

d  

M  

t  

a  

2  

i  

t  

s  

e  

s
 

t  

p  

e  

p  

t  

V  

a  

o  

p  

o  

t  

w  

F  

d  

b
 

fi  

a  

a  

fi  

f  

t  

s  

l  

t

D

D

 

t  

(

F

 

t  

i

A

 

I  
n our sample. Nevertheless, this is the first study to directly compare
he relative contribution of the different neural components of read-
ng to out-of-scanner reading comprehension. The findings provide the
rst neural evidence for the crucial role of the semantic network, above
honological and orthographic systems, for reading comprehension in
dults. 

ifferences in neural correlates of the Simple View of Reading in dyslexia 

An important implication of the Simple View theory is that the
nteractive relationship between language comprehension and word
eading influences reading comprehension. This interactivity implies
hat the relative contribution of the individual components to read-
ng comprehension varies based on the levels of each of the compo-
ent skills. Based on this formulation, in individuals with dyslexia,
 greater relative contribution of decoding to reading comprehension
han in typical readers would be expected. Our behavioral findings
upport this prediction. Furthermore, our neural findings provide im-
ortant insights into the underlying mechanisms of the Simple View
f Reading in dyslexia. In typical readers, consistent with the behav-
oral results, there were no significant differences in activation patterns
n relation to decoding skills. In adults with dyslexia, both linguistic
nd cognitive systems were deployed to support decoding. The inferior
rontal language system was recruited in individuals with lower decod-
ng and higher comprehension skills, suggestive of increased linguistic
op-down modulation of word identification in dyslexia, in order to com-
ensate for the impairments in the posterior left-hemispheric reading
egions. 

In addition to the significant contribution of the semantic system
o reading comprehension across all participants, the patterns of neural
ontributions to explaining variance in reading comprehension skills dif-
ered between the two groups. In the typically reading group, increased
ecruitment of the posterior parietal and left inferior frontal regions
as associated with worse reading comprehension skills. In the dyslexic
roup, the multi-domain posterior parietal region made the only signif-
cant contribution to explaining differences in reading comprehension.
ncreased recruitment of this system was associated with better reading
omprehension, but it was also recruited in relation to poor decoding
kills in the dyslexic group. This suggests that the contribution of the
ognitive mechanisms to explaining reading comprehension in adults
ith dyslexia is modulated through the recruitment of this system for
ecoding. 

Reading comprehension occurs when lower-level processes, such as
ord decoding, are integrated with higher-level comprehension systems
 Perfetti et al., 2008 ; Perfetti and Roth, 1981 ). These processes take
lace within a domain-general cognitive system with limited processing
esources. Strong decoding skills free up cognitive capacity for higher-
evel comprehension of text and for processes related to formulating
nferences while reading ( Thurlow and Broek, 1997 ). Our findings of-
er insight into neural mechanisms of poor reading comprehension in
dults with dyslexia, possibly indicating that this weakness could be due
o insufficient cognitive resources to support linguistic comprehension
hen these resources are instead recruited to support accurate read-

ng. The crucial role of these domain-general cognitive processes for
omprehension is buttressed by extensive behavioral evidence of cogni-
ive impairments in individuals with poor comprehension across multi-
le domains (e.g., planning, working memory, response inhibition, task
witching) ( Cutting et al., 2009 ; Locascio et al., 2010 ; Potocki et al.,
017 ; Protopapas et al., 2007 ; Sesma et al., 2009 ). Furthermore, evi-
ence from poor readers supports the specificity of cognitive impair-
ents for tasks involving reading, but not for other tasks ( Roe et al.,
018 ). Our neuroimaging results therefore lend support to the proposal
hat in poor readers under naturalistic reading conditions, cognitive con-
rol resources are strained by word decoding, creating a bottleneck and
eakening the contribution of these resources towards integration and

omprehension ( Hudson et al., 2005 ; Pikulski & Chard, 2005 ). 
onclusions and implications 

Our findings provide a snapshot of the neural underpinnings of nat-
ralistic reading and show how these mechanisms are related to in-
ividual abilities across different reading comprehension components
ased on the Simple View of Reading. It is possible that the central
ole of domain-general networks during reading in the current study
s the result of the expository nature of the text used for the fMRI task.
here has been some evidence showing that expository texts are more
ifficult to process ( Best et al., 2004 ; Graesser and McNamara, 2011 ;
cNamara et al., 2004 ) and place higher demands on executive func-

ions networks than narrative texts, particularly in terms of inferencing
nd planning/organizing information ( Aboud et al., 2019 ; Baretta et al.,
009 ; Eason et al., 2012 ; Miller et al., 2013 ). The Simple View of Read-
ng does not account for the interaction between reader differences and
ext characteristics and therefore these were not examined in the current
tudy. Future studies are needed to delineate neural systems supporting
xpository versus narrative text types in relation to individual reader
kills. 

Additionally, as discussed above, the nature of the interaction among
he three components changes across development, with greater inde-
endence of decoding and language comprehension found in older read-
rs. The contributions of vocabulary and background knowledge to com-
rehension also increase with age and text difficulty. Furthermore, al-
hough there is convincing evidence for the robustness of the Simple
iew model across orthographies, the relative influence of decoding
nd language comprehension on reading comprehension varies across
rthographies ( Florit and Cain, 2011 ). In more transparent orthogra-
hies, fluency plays a greater role than in English. This suggests that
ur findings are limited to inference about English-speaking adults and
hat developmental studies across orthographies are needed to examine
hether similar patterns of neural correlations are evident in children.
urther, future studies may benefit from larger samples that support ad-
itional analyses and that may reveal more about variance within and
etween typically developing and dyslexic readers. 

Despite the need for further investigations, the current study is the
rst to identify the neural correlates of the Simple View framework,
s they unfold during naturalistic reading. The Simple View has been
 predominant framework of reading comprehension, and the current
ndings support the application of the model to dyslexia and reveal dif-

erent behavioral and neural contributions to reading comprehension in
his disorder. Our findings shed light on the mechanisms of comprehen-
ion deficits in dyslexia by showing that individuals with dyslexia recruit
inguistic and cognitive brain regions to support word identification at
he potential expense of comprehension. 

eclaration of Competing Interest 

None declared 

ata and Code Availability 

The behavioral and fROI data and the analysis code used to support
he findings of this study have been deposited in a Github repository
 https://github.com/oozernov/neural _ correlates _ svr ) 

unding 

Halis Foundation for Dyslexia Research at MIT (to J.D.E.G), the Na-
ional Institutes of Health ( F32- HD100064 to O.O-P), and NIH Shared
nstrumentation grant (S10OD021569). 

cknowledgment 

We thank our participants. We thank the Athinoula A. Martinos
maging Center at the McGovern Institute for Brain Research (MIT) and

https://github.com/oozernov/neural_correlates_svr


O. Ozernov-Palchik, T. Centanni, S. Beach et al. NeuroImage 226 (2021) 117570 

A  

p  

f

A

 

S  

T

S

 

t

R

A  

A  

 

A  

 

 

A  

 

 

B  

 

B  

 

B  

B  

 

B  

 

B  

 

B  

 

B  

 

C  

 

C  

 

C  

 

C  

C  

 

 

C  

 

C  

 

 

C  

 

C  

 

d  

D  

E  

 

E  

 

F  

F  

F  

 

F  

F  

 

G  

 

G  

G  

 

G  

 

G  

 

H  

 

H  

 

H
H  

H  

 

H  

H  

H  

 

I  

 

 

J  

 

K  

K  

 

 

K  

 

 

L  

 

L  

L  

 

L  

 

L  

 

tshusi Takahashi and Steve Shannon for data collection technical sup-
ort. We thank Marina G. Monsivais, Sehyr Khan, and Karolina Wade
or scoring the behavioral data. 

uthor contributions 

O.O-P., S.D.B., T.C., T.H., and J.D.E.G. designed research. O.O-P,
.D.B, and S.M. performed research. O.O-P. analyzed the data. O.O-P.,
.H., and J.D.E.G wrote the paper with input from other co-authors. 

upplementary materials 

Supplementary material associated with this article can be found, in
he online version, at doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2020.117570 . 

eferences 

aron, P., Joshi, M., Williams, K.A., 1999. Not all reading disabilities are alike. J. Learn.
Disab. 32 (2), 120–137. doi: 10.1177/002221949903200203 . 

boud, K.S. , Bailey, S.K. , Del Tufo, S.N. , Barquero, L.A. , Cutting, L.E. , 2019. Fairy tales
versus facts: genre matters to the developing brain. Cereb. Cortex 29 (11), 4877–4888
doi:https://doi-org.libproxy.mit.edu/10.1093/cercor/bhz025 . 

boud, K.S., Bailey, S.K., Petrill, S.A., Cutting, L.E., 2016. Comprehending text versus
reading words in young readers with varying reading ability: Distinct patterns of
functional connectivity from common processing hubs. Dev. Sci. 19 (4), 632–656.
doi: 10.1111/desc.12422 . 

hmed, Y., Francis, D.J., York, M., Fletcher, J.M., Barnes, M., Kulesz, P., 2016. Val-
idation of the direct and inferential mediation (DIME) model of reading com-
prehension in grades 7 through 12. Contemp. Educat. Psychol. 44–45, 68–82.
doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.2016.02.002 . 

ach, S., Brandeis, D., Hofstetter, C., Martin, E., Richardson, U., Brem, S., 2010. Early
emergence of deviant frontal fMRI activity for phonological processes in poor begin-
ning readers. NeuroImage 53 (2), 682–693. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.06.039 . 

aretta, L., Tomitch, L.M.B., MacNair, N., Lim, V.K., Waldie, K.E., 2009. Inference making
while reading narrative and expository texts: an ERP study. Psychol. Neurosci. 2 (2),
137–145. doi: 10.3922/j.psns.2009.2.005 . 

enjamin, C.F., Gaab, N., 2012. What’s the story? The tale of reading fluency told at speed.
Hum. Brain Mapp. 33 (11), 2572–2585. doi: 10.1002/hbm.21384 . 

est, R. , Floyd, R.G. , McNamara, D.S. , 2004. Understanding the fourth-grade slump: com-
prehension difficulties as a function of reader aptitudes and text genre. 85th Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Association . 

inder, J.R., Desai, R.H., Graves, W.W., Conant, L.L., 2009. Where is the semantic system?
A critical review and meta-analysis of 120 functional neuroimaging studies. Cerebr.
Cortex 19 (12), 2767–2796. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhp055 . 

lank, I, Kanwisher, N, Fedorenko, E, 2014. A functional dissociation between language
and multiple-demand systems revealed in patterns of BOLD signal fluctuations. J.
Neurophysiol. 112 (5), 1105–1118. doi: 10.1152/jn.00884.2013 . 

raze, D., Katz, L., Magnuson, J., Mencl, W.1, Tabor, W., Dyke, J., Gong, T., Johns, C.,
Shankweiler, D., 2016. Vocabulary does not complicate the simple view of reading.
Read. Writ. 29 (3), 435–451. doi: 10.1007/s11145-015-9608-6 . 

urton, M.W. , Small, S.L. , Blumstein, S.E. , 2000. The role of segmentation in phonological
processing: an fMRI investigation. J. Cognit. Neurosci. 12 (4), 679–690 doi:The role
of segmentation in phonological processing: an fMRI investigation . 

atts, H.W., Fey, M.E., Zhang, X., Tomblin, J.B., 1999. Language basis of reading and
reading disabilities: Evidence from a longitudinal investigation. Sci. Stud. Read. 3
(4), 331–361. doi: 10.1207/s1532799xssr0304_2 . 

atts, H.W. , Hogan, T.P. , Adlof, S.M. , 2005. Developmental changes in reading and read-
ing disabilities. In: The Connections between Language and Reading Disabilities,
pp. 25–40 . 

atts, H.W., Hogan, T.P., Fey, M.E., 2003. Subgrouping poor readers on the basis of in-
dividual differences in reading-related abilities. J. Learn. Disab. 36 (2), 151–164.
doi: 10.1177/002221940303600208 . 

avanna, A.E., Trimble, M.R., 2006. The precuneus: a review of its functional anatomy
and behavioural correlates. Brain 129 (3), 564–583. doi: 10.1093/brain/awl004 . 

entanni, T.M., Norton, E.S., Park, A., Beach, S.D., Halverson, K., Ozernov-Palchik, O.,
Gaab, N., Gabrieli, J.D., 2018. Early development of letter specialization in left
fusiform is associated with better word reading and smaller fusiform face area. Dev.
Sci. 21 (5), e12658. doi: 10.1111/desc.12658 . 

hai, L.R., Mattar, M.G., Blank, I.A., Fedorenko, E., Bassett, D.S., 2016. Functional network
dynamics of the language system. Cereb. Cortex 26 (11), 4148–4159. doi: 10.1093/cer-
cor/bhw238 . 

hyl, K., Kossowski, B., D ębska, A., Ł uniewska, M., Banaszkiewicz, A., Ż elechowska, A.,
Frost, S.J., Mencl, W.E., Wypych, M., Marchewka, A., 2018. Prereader to beginning
reader: changes induced by reading acquisition in print and speech brain networks.
J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 59 (1), 76–87. doi: 10.1111/jcpp.12774 . 

rain, S. , Shankweiler, D. , 1990. Explaining failures in spoken language comprehension by
children with reading disabilities. In: Balota, D.A., d’Arcais, G.B.F., Rayner, K. (Eds.),
processes in reading . Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ, pp. 539–556 . 

utting, L.E. , Materek, A. , Cole, C.A. , Levine, T.M. , Mahone, E.M. , 2009. Effects of fluency,
oral language, and executive function on reading comprehension performance. Ann.
Dyslexia 59 (1), 34–54 . 
e Jong, P.F. , van der Leij, A. , 2002. Effects of phonological abilities and linguistic com-
prehension on the development of reading. Sci. Stud. Read. 6 (1), 51–77 . 

uncan, J. , Owen, A.M. , 2000. Common regions of the human frontal lobe recruited by
diverse cognitive demands. Trends Neurosci. 23 (10), 475–483 . 

ason, S.H. , Goldberg, L.F. , Young, K.M. , Geist, M.C. , Cutting, L.E. , 2012. Reader–text
interactions: how differential text and question types influence cognitive skills needed
for reading comprehension. J. Educat. Psychol. 104 (3), 515 . 

ttinger-Veenstra, V. , McAllister, A. , Lundberg, P. , Karlsson, T. , Engström, M. , 2016.
Higher language ability is related to angular gyrus activation increase during seman-
tic processing, independent of sentence incongruency. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 10, 
110 . 

edorenko, E. , 2014. The role of domain-general cognitive control in language compre-
hension.. Front. Psychol. 5, 335 . 

edorenko, E. , Duncan, J. , Kanwisher, N. , 2013. Broad domain generality in focal regions
of frontal and parietal cortex. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 110 (41), 16616–16621 . 

edorenko, E. , Hsieh, P.-J. , Nieto-Castañón, A. , Whitfield-Gabrieli, S. , Kanwisher, N. ,
2010. New method for fMRI investigations of language: defining ROIs functionally
in individual subjects. J. Neurophysiol. 104 (2), 1177–1194 . 

erstl, E.C. , von Cramon, D.Y. , 2001. The role of coherence and cohesion in text compre-
hension: an event-related fMRI study. Cognit. Brain Res. 11 (3), 325–340 . 

lorit, E., Cain, K., 2011. The simple view of reading: is it valid for differ-
ent types of alphabetic orthographies. Educat. Psychol. Rev. 23 (4), 553–576.
doi: 10.1007/s10648-011-9175-6 . 

ernsbacher, M.A., Kaschak, M.P., 2003. Neuroimaging studies of language produc-
tion and comprehension. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 54 (1), 91–114. doi: 10.1146/an-
nurev.psych.54.101601.145128 . 

ough, P.B., Tunmer, W.E., 1986. Decoding, reading, and reading disability. Remed. Spe-
cial Educ. 7 (1), 6–10. doi: 10.1177/074193258600700104 . 

ow Jr., D.W., Segawa, J.A., Ahlfors, S.P., Lin, F.-H., 2008. Lexical influences on speech
perception: a Granger causality analysis of MEG and EEG source estimates. Neuroim-
age 43 (3), 614–623. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.07.027 . 

raesser, A.C., McNamara, D.S., 2011. Computational analyses of mul-
tilevel discourse comprehension. Top. Cognit. Sci. 3 (2), 371–398.
doi: 10.1111/j.1756-8765.2010.01081.x . 

reve, D.N., Fischl, B., 2009. Accurate and robust brain image align-
ment using boundary-based registration. Neuroimage 48 (1), 63–72.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.06.060 . 

ancock, R., Richlan, F., Hoeft, F., 2017. Possible roles for fronto-striatal
circuits in reading disorder. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 72, 243–260.
doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.10.025 . 

artwigsen, G., Golombek, T., Obleser, J., 2015. Repetitive transcranial magnetic stimu-
lation over left angular gyrus modulates the predictability gain in degraded speech
comprehension. Cortex 68, 100–110. doi: 10.1016/j.cortex.2014.08.027 . 

ebbali, A. , 2018. Olsrr: Tools for Building OLS Regression Models, version 0.5. 1. . 
oover, W.A., Gough, P.B., 1990. The simple view of reading. Read. Writ. 2 (2), 127–160.

doi: 10.1007/BF00401799 . 
orowitz-Kraus, T., Vannest, J.J., Holland, S.K., 2013. Overlapping neural circuitry for

narrative comprehension and proficient reading in children and adolescents. Neu-
ropsychologia 51 (13), 2651–2662. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2013.09.002 . 

udson, R.F., Lane, H.B., Pullen, P.C., 2005. Reading fluency assessment and instruction:
what, why, and how? Read. Teacher 58 (8), 702–714. doi: 10.1598/RT.58.8.1 . 

uettner, M.I., 1989. Neurological basis of language and reading. Learn. Indiv. Diff. 1 (4),
407–421. doi: 10.1016/1041-6080(89)90021-6 . 

ugdahl, K., Raichle, M.E., Mitra, A., Specht, K., 2015. On the existence of a generalized
non-specific task-dependent network. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 9, 430. doi: 10.3389/fn-
hum.2015.00430 . 

ngvar, M., af Trampe, P., Greitz, T., Eriksson, L., Stone-Elander, S., von Eu-
ler, C., 2002. Residual differences in language processing in compensated dyslex-
ics revealed in simple word reading tasks. Brain Lang. 83 (2), 249–267.
doi: 10.1016/S0093-934X(02)00055-X . 

enkinson, M., Bannister, P., Brady, M., Smith, S., 2002. Improved optimization for the
robust and accurate linear registration and motion correction of brain images. Neu-
roimage 17 (2), 825–841. doi: 10.1006/nimg.2002.1132 . 

rafnick, A. J., Evans, T.M., 2019. Neurobiological sex differences in developmental
dyslexia. Front. Psychol. 9, 2669. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02669 . 

ronbichler, M., Hutzler, F., Wimmer, H., Mair, A., Staffen, W., Ladurner, G., 2004.
The visual word form area and the frequency with which words are encoun-
tered: evidence from a parametric fMRI study. Neuroimage 21 (3), 946–953.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2003.10.021 . 

uperberg, G.R., Holcomb, P.J., Sitnikova, T., Greve, D., Dale, A.M., Caplan, D., 2003. Dis-
tinct patterns of neural modulation during the processing of conceptual and syntactic
anomalies. J. Cognit. Neurosci. 15 (2), 272–293. doi: 10.1162/089892903321208204 .

andi, N. , 2010. An examination of the relationship between reading comprehension,
higher-level and lower-level reading sub-skills in adults. Read. Writ. 23 (6), 701–717 .

andi, N., Ryherd, K., 2017. Understanding specific reading comprehension deficit: a re-
view. Lang. Linguist. Compass 11 (2), e12234. doi: 10.1111/lnc3.12234 . 

anger, N., Benjamin, C., Minas, J., Gaab, N., 2015. The neural correlates of reading
fluency deficits in children. Cerebr. Cortex 25 (6), 1441–1453. doi: 10.1093/cer-
cor/bht330 . 

ietz, P, 2006. A meta-analysis of gender differences in reading achievement at
the secondary school level. Studies in Educational Evaluation 32 (4), 317–344.
doi: 10.1016/j.stueduc.2006.10.002 . 

ocascio, G., Mahone, E.M., Eason, S.H., Cutting, L.E., 2010. Executive dysfunction among
children with reading comprehension deficits. J. Learn. Disabil. 43 (5), 441–454.
doi: 10.1177/0022219409355476 . 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2020.117570
https://doi.org/10.1177/002221949903200203
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0002
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12422
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2016.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.06.039
https://doi.org/10.3922/j.psns.2009.2.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.21384
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0008
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhp055
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00884.2013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-015-9608-6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0011
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532799xssr0304_2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0013
https://doi.org/10.1177/002221940303600208
https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awl004
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12658
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhw238
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12774
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0029
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-011-9175-6
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.54.101601.145128
https://doi.org/10.1177/074193258600700104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.07.027
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2010.01081.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.06.060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.10.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2014.08.027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0039
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00401799
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2013.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1598/RT.58.8.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/1041-6080(89)90021-6
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2015.00430
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0093-934X(02)00055-X
https://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.2002.1132
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02669
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2003.10.021
https://doi.org/10.1162/089892903321208204
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0049
https://doi.org/10.1111/lnc3.12234
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bht330
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2006.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219409355476


O. Ozernov-Palchik, T. Centanni, S. Beach et al. NeuroImage 226 (2021) 117570 

M  

 

M  

 

M  

 

M  

 

M  

 

 

M  

 

 

M  

N  

 

N  

 

N  

 

O  

O  

 

 

P  

 

 

P  

P  

 

P  

P  

P  

P  

 

 

P  

 

P  

 

P  

 

P  

 

 

 

P  

 

 

R  

R  

 

R  

 

R  

 

R  

 

R  

 

 

R  

R  

 

 

R  

 

 

R  

 

R  

 

S  

 

 

S  

 

S  

 

 

S  

 

 

S  

 

S  

 

 

S  

 

 

S  

 

 

S  

 

S  

 

S  

 

 

S  

S  

S  

 

S  

 

S  

 

S  

 

T  

 

T  

 

aisog, J.M., Einbinder, E.R., Flowers, D.L., Turkeltaub, P.E., Eden, G.F., 2008. A meta-
analysis of functional neuroimaging studies of dyslexia. Ann. N.Y. Acad. Sci. 1145 (1),
237–259. doi: 10.1196/annals.1416.024 . 

artin, A., Schurz, M., Kronbichler, M., Richlan, F., 2015. Reading in the brain of chil-
dren and adults: a meta-analysis of 40 functional magnetic resonance imaging studies.
Hum. Brain Mapp. 36 (5), 1963–1981. doi: 10.1002/hbm.22749 . 

cCandliss, B.D., Cohen, L., Dehaene, S., 2003. The visual word form area: ex-
pertise for reading in the fusiform gyrus. Trends Cognit. Sci. 7 (7), 293–299.
doi: 10.1016/S1364-6613(03)00134-7 . 

cNamara, D.S. , Floyd, R.G. , Best, R. , Louwerse, M. , 2004. World knowledge driving
young readers’ comprehension difficulties. In: Yasminet, Y.B. (Ed.), Proceedings of the

Sixth International Conference on Learning Sciences . Erlbaum, Mahwah, pp. 326–333 . 
eyler, A., Keller, T.A., Cherkassky, V.L., Lee, D., Hoeft, F., Whitfield-Gabrieli, S.,

Gabrieli, J.D., Just, M.A., 2007. Brain activation during sentence comprehension
among good and poor readers. Cerebr. Cortex 17 (12), 2780–2787. doi: 10.1093/cer-
cor/bhm006 . 

iller, A., Swett, K., Burns, S., Davis, N., Hoeft, F., Petrill, S.A., Cutting, L.E., 2013.
Comprehending expository texts: the dynamic neurobiological correlates of build-
ing a coherent text representation. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7, 853. doi: 10.3389/fn-
hum.2013.00853 . 

yers, E.B., 2007. Dissociable effects of phonetic competition and category typicality in a
phonetic categorization task: an fMRI investigation. Neuropsychologia 45 (7), 1463–
1473. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2006.11.005 . 

ation, K., Snowling, M.J., 1998. Individual differences in contextual facilitation: evi-
dence from dyslexia and poor reading comprehension. Child Dev. 69 (4), 996–1011.
doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.1998.tb06157.x . 

ichols, T., Brett, M., Andersson, J., Wager, T., Poline, J.-B., 2005. Valid con-
junction inference with the minimum statistic. Neuroimage 25 (3), 653–660.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.12.005 . 

orton, E.S., Wolf, M., 2011. Rapid Automatized Naming (RAN) and reading fluency: im-
plications for understanding and treatment of reading disabilities. Annu. Rev. Psychol.
63 (1), 427–452. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100431 . 

’brien, R.M., 2007. A caution regarding rules of thumb for variance inflation factors.
Quality & quantity 41 (5), 673–690. doi: 10.1007/s11135-006-9018-6 . 

zernov-Palchik, O., Yu, X., Wang, Y., Gaab, N., 2016. Lessons to be learned:
how a comprehensive neurobiological framework of atypical reading devel-
opment can inform educational practice. Curr. Opin. Behav. Sci. 10, 45–58.
doi: 10.1016/j.cobeha.2016.05.006 . 

atael, S.Z., Farris, E.A., Black, J.M., Hancock, R., Gabrieli, J.D.E., Cutting, L.E., Hoeft, F.,
2018. Brain basis of cognitive resilience: prefrontal cortex predicts better read-
ing comprehension in relation to decoding. PLoS One 13 (6). doi: 10.1371/jour-
nal.pone.0198791 . 

ennington, B.F., Ozonoff, S., 2006. From single to multiple deficit models of develop-
mental disorders.. Cognition 10 (2), 385–413. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2006.04.008 . 

erfetti, C.A. , Roth, S. , 1981. Some of the interactive processes in reading and their role
in reading skill. In: Lesgold, A., Perfetti, C. (Eds.), Interactive Processes in Reading.
Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ, pp. 269–297 . 

erfetti, C., Stafura, J., 2014. Word knowledge in a theory of reading comprehension. Sci.
Stud. Read. 18 (1), 22–37. doi: 10.1080/10888438.2013.827687 . 

erfetti, C., Yang, C.-L., Schmalhofer, F., 2008. Comprehension skill and word-to-text in-
tegration processes. Appl. Cognit. Psychol. 22 (3), 303–318. doi: 10.1002/acp.1419 . 

ikulski, J.J., Chard, D.J., 2005. Fluency: Bridge between decoding and reading compre-
hension. Read. Teacher 58 (6), 510–519. doi: 10.1598/RT.58.6.2 . 

otocki, A., Sanchez, M., Ecalle, J., Magnan, A., 2017. Linguistic and cognitive
profiles of 8-to 15-year-old children with specific reading comprehension dif-
ficulties: the role of executive functions. J. Learn. Disab. 50 (2), 128–142.
doi: 10.1177/0022219415613080 . 

rice, C.J., 2012. A review and synthesis of the first 20 years of PET and fMRI stud-
ies of heard speech, spoken language and reading. Neuroimage 62 (2), 816–847.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2012.04.062 . 

rice, C.J., Moore, C.J., Humphreys, G.W., Wise, R.J., 1997. Segregating semantic
from phonological processes during reading. J. Cognit. Neurosci. 9 (6), 727–733.
doi: 10.1162/jocn.1997.9.6.727 . 

rotopapas, A., Sideridis, G.D., Mouzaki, A., Simos, P.G., 2007. Development of lexical
mediation in the relation between reading comprehension and word reading skills in
Greek. Sci. Stud. Read. 11 (3), 165–197. doi: 10.1080/10888430701344322 . 

ugh, K.R., Frost, S.J., Sandak, R., Landi, N., Rueckl, J.G., Constable, R.T., Seiden-
berg, M.S., Fulbright, R.K., Katz, L., Mencl, W.E., 2008. Effects of stimulus difficulty
and repetition on printed word identification: an fMRI comparison of nonimpaired
and reading-disabled adolescent cohorts. J. Cognit. Neurosci. 20 (7), 1146–1160.
doi: 10.1162/jocn.2008.20079 . 

ugh, K.R., Mencl, W.E., Jenner, A.R., Katz, L., Frost, S.J., Lee, J.R., Shaywitz, S.E., Shay-
witz, B.A., 2000. Functional neuroimaging studies of reading and reading disabil-
ity (developmental dyslexia). Ment. Retard. Dev. Disabil. Res. Rev. 6 (3), 207–213.
doi: 10.1002/1098-2779(2000)6:3 . 

ayner, K., 1998. Eye movements in reading and information processing: 20 years of
research. Psychol. Bull. 124 (3), 372–422. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.124.3.372 . 

eilly, D, Neumann, D.L., Andrews, G, 2019. Gender differences in reading and writing
achievement: Evidence from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
Am. Psychol. 74 (4), 445. doi: 10.1037/amp0000356 . 

ichlan, F., Kronbichler, M., Wimmer, H., 2011. Meta-analyzing brain dys-
functions in dyslexic children and adults. Neuroimage 56 (3), 1735–1742.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.02.040 . 

ichlan, F., Kronbichler, M., Wimmer, H., 2013. Structural abnormalities in the dyslexic
brain: a meta-analysis of voxel-based morphometry studies. Hum. Brain Mapp. 34
(11), 3055–3065. doi: 10.1002/hbm.22127 . 
imrodt, S., Clements-Stephens, A., Pugh, K., Courtney, S., Gaur, P., Pekar, J.J., Cutting, L.,
2009. Functional MRI of sentence comprehension in children with dyslexia: beyond
word recognition. Cerebr. Cortex 19 (2), 402–413. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhn092 . 

obertson, D.A., Gernsbacher, M.A., Guidotti, S.J., Robertson, R.R., Irwin, W.,
Mock, B.J., Campana, M.E., 2000. Functional neuroanatomy of the cognitive pro-
cess of mapping during discourse comprehension. Psychol. Sc. 11 (3), 255–260.
doi: 10.1111/1467-9280.00251 . 

obertson, L.C., Ivry, R., 2000. Hemispheric asymmetries: attention to visual and auditory
primitives. Curr. Direct. Psychol. Sci. 9 (2), 59–63. doi: 10.1111/1467-8721.00061 . 

oe, M.A., Martinez, J.E., Mumford, J.A., Taylor, W.P., Cirino, P.T., Fletcher, J.M., Ju-
ranek, J., Church, J.A., 2018. Control engagement during sentence and inhibition
fMRI tasks in children with reading difficulties. Cerebr. Cortex 28 (10), 3697–3710.
doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhy170 . 

umsey, J.M., Zametkin, A.J., Andreason, P., Hanahan, A.P., Hamburger, S.D., Aquino, T.,
King, A.C., Pikus, A., Cohen, R.M., 1994. Normal activation of frontotemporal lan-
guage cortex in dyslexia, as measured with oxygen 15 positron emission tomography.
Arch. Neurol. 51 (1), 27–38. doi: 10.1001/archneur.1994.00540130037011 . 

utter, M., Caspi, A., Fergusson, D., Horwood, L. J., Goodman, R., Maughan, B., Carroll, J.,
2004. Sex differences in developmental reading disability: new findings from 4 epi-
demiological studies. Jama 291 (16), 2007–2012. doi: 10.1001/jama.291.16.2007 . 

yherd, K., Jasinska, K., Van Dyke, J., Hung, Y.-H., Baron, E., Mencl, W., Zevin, J.,
Landi, N., 2018. Cortical regions supporting reading comprehension skill for single
words and discourse. Brain Lang. 186, 32–43. doi: 10.1016/j.bandl.2018.08.001 . 

andak, R. , Mencl, W.E. , Frost, S.J. , Rueckl, J.G. , Katz, L. , Moore, D.L. , Mason, S.A. , Ful-
bright, R.K. , Constable, R.T. , Pugh, K.R. , 2004. The neurobiology of adaptive learning
in reading: a contrast of different training conditions. Cognit., Affect. Behav. Neurosci.
4 (1), 67–88 . 

chatschneider, C., Fletcher, J.M., Francis, D.J., Carlson, C.D., Foorman, B.R., 2004.
Kindergarten prediction of reading skills: a longitudinal comparative analysis. J. Ed-
ucat. Psychol. 96 (2), 265–282. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.265 . 

chulz, E., Maurer, U., van der Mark, S., Bucher, K., Brem, S., Martin, E., Bran-
deis, D., 2008. Impaired semantic processing during sentence reading in children
with dyslexia: combined fMRI and ERP evidence. Neuroimage 41 (1), 153–168.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.02.012 . 

chulz, E., Maurer, U., van der Mark, S., Bucher, K., Brem, S., Martin, E., Bran-
deis, D., 2009. Reading for meaning in dyslexic and young children: distinct
neural pathways but common endpoints. Neuropsychologia 47 (12), 2544–2557.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2009.04.028 . 

esma, H.W., Mahone, E.M., Levine, T., Eason, S.H., Cutting, L.E., 2009. The contribution
of executive skills to reading comprehension. Child Neuropsychol. 15 (3), 232–246.
doi: 10.1080/09297040802220029 . 

haywitz, B.A., Shaywitz, S.E., Pugh, K.R., Mencl, W.E., Fulbright, R.K., Skudlarski, P.,
Constable, R.T., Marchione, K.E., Fletcher, J.M., Lyon, G.R., 2002. Disruption of pos-
terior brain systems for reading in children with developmental dyslexia. Biol. Psy-
chiatry 52 (2), 101–110. doi: 10.1016/S0006-3223(02)01365-3 . 

haywitz, B. A. , Shaywltz, S. E. , Pugh, K. R. , Constable, R. T. , Skudlarski, P. ,
Fulbright, R. K. , Gore, J. C. , 1995. Sex differences in the functional
organization of the brain for language. Nature 373 (6515), 607–609
doi:https://doi-org.libproxy.mit.edu/10.1038/373607a0 . 

iegel, J.S., Power, J.D., Dubis, J.W., Vogel, A.C., Church, J.A., Schlaggar, B.L., Pe-
tersen, S.E., 2014. Statistical improvements in functional magnetic resonance imaging
analyses produced by censoring high-motion data points. Hum. Brain Mapp. 35 (5),
1981–1996. doi: 10.1002/hbm.22307 . 

ilverman, R.D., Speece, D.L., Harring, J.R., Ritchey, K.D., 2013. Fluency has
a role in the simple view of reading. Sci. Stud. Read. 17 (2), 108–133.
doi: 10.1080/10888438.2011.618153 . 

inger, M.H., Crouse, J., 1981. The relationship of context-use skills to reading:
a case for an alternative experimental logic. Child Dev. 52 (4), 1326–1329.
doi: 10.2307/1129525 , JSTOR. 

mith, S.M., Jenkinson, M., Woolrich, M.W., Beckmann, C.F., Behrens, T.E., Johansen-
Berg, H., Bannister, P.R., De Luca, M., Drobnjak, I., Flitney, D.E., 2004. Advances in
functional and structural MR image analysis and implementation as FSL. Neuroimage
23, S208–S219. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.07.051 . 

nowling, M.J. , 2005. The science of dyslexia: a review of contemporary approaches. In:
The Study of Dyslexia. Springer, pp. 77–90 . 

t George, M., Kutas, M., Martinez, A., Sereno, M.I., 1999. Semantic integration in reading:
engagement of the right hemisphere during discourse processing. Brain 122 (7), 1317–
1325. doi: 10.1093/brain/122.7.1317 . 

tanovich, K.E. , 1980. Toward an interactive-compensatory model of individual
differences in the development of reading fluency. Read. Res. Q. 32–71
https://doi-org.libproxy.mit.edu/10.2307/747348 . 

tanovich, K.E., Cunningham, A.E., Feeman, D.J., 1984. Relation between early reading
acquisition and word decoding with and without context: a longitudinal study of first-
grade children. J. Educ. Psychol. 76 (4), 668. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.76.4.668 . 

tanovich, K.E., Siegel, L.S., 1994. Phenotypic performance profile of children with read-
ing disabilities: a regression-based test of the phonological-core variable-difference
model. J. Educ. Psychol. 86 (1), 24. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.86.1.24 . 

torch, S.A., Whitehurst, G.J., 2002. Oral language and code-related precursors to read-
ing: evidence from a longitudinal structural model. Dev. Psychol. 38 (6), 934.
doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.38.6.934 . 

alwar L., A., Tighe, E., Greenberg, D., 2018. Augmenting the simple view of reading for
struggling adult readers: a unique role for background knowledge. Sci. Stud. Read. 22
(5), 351–366. doi: 10.1080/10888438.2018.1450410 . 

hesen, S. , Heid, O. , Mueller, E. , Schad, L.R. , 2000. Prospective acquisition
correction for head motion with image-based tracking for real-time fMRI.

https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1416.024
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22749
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(03)00134-7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0056
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhm006
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00853
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2006.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1998.tb06157.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100431
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-006-9018-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2016.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0198791
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2006.04.008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0067
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2013.827687
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1419
https://doi.org/10.1598/RT.58.6.2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219415613080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2012.04.062
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.1997.9.6.727
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888430701344322
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2008.20079
https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2779(2000)6:3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.3.372
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000356
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.02.040
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22127
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhn092
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00251
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00061
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhy170
https://doi.org/10.1001/archneur.1994.00540130037011
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.291.16.2007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandl.2018.08.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0086
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2009.04.028
https://doi.org/10.1080/09297040802220029
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3223(02)01365-3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/optXwBWnG4Fp7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/optXwBWnG4Fp7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/optXwBWnG4Fp7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/optXwBWnG4Fp7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/optXwBWnG4Fp7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/optXwBWnG4Fp7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/optXwBWnG4Fp7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/optXwBWnG4Fp7
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22307
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2011.618153
https://doi.org/10.2307/1129525
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.07.051
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0096
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0096
https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/122.7.1317
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0098
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0098
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.76.4.668
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.86.1.24
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.38.6.934
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2018.1450410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0103


O. Ozernov-Palchik, T. Centanni, S. Beach et al. NeuroImage 226 (2021) 117570 

 

T  

 

T  

 

T  

 

T  

v  

 

V  

 

 

 

V  

 

W  

 

 

 

W  

W  

 

W  

 

W  

W  

 

W  

W  

 

W  

W
W  

W  

 

W  

Y  

 

 

Y  

 

Y  

 

Z  

 

Magn. Reson. Med. Off. J. Int. Soc. Magn. Reson. Med. 44 (3), 457–465
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/1522-2594(200009)44:3 . 

hurlow, R., Broek, P.van den, 1997. Automaticity and inference genera-
tion during reading comprehension. Read. Writ. Q. 13 (2), 165–181.
doi: 10.1080/1057356970130205 . 

ighe, E.L., Schatschneider, C., 2016. Examining the relationships of component reading
skills to reading comprehension in struggling adult readers: a meta-analysis. J. Learn.
Disab. 49 (4), 395–409. doi: 10.1177/0022219414555415 . 

ilstra, J., McMaster, K., Van den Broek, P., Kendeou, P., Rapp, D., 2009. Simple but
complex: components of the simple view of reading across grade levels. J. Res. Read.
32 (4), 383–401. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9817.2009.01401.x . 

orgesen, J.K. , Wagner, R. , Rashotte, C. , 2012. Test of Word Reading Effi-
ciency:(TOWRE-2). Pearson Clinical Assessment . 

an Bergen, E., van der Leij, A., de Jong, P.F., 2014. The intergenerational multiple
deficit model and the case of dyslexia. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 8, 346. doi: 10.3389/fn-
hum.2014.00346 . 

ellutino, F.R., Scanlon, D.M., Sipay, E.R., Small, S.G., Pratt, A., Chen, R., Denckla, M.B.,
1996. Cognitive profiles of difficult-to-remediate and readily remediated poor readers:
Early intervention as a vehicle for distinguishing between cognitive and experiential
deficits as basic causes of specific reading disability. J. Educ. Psychol. 88 (4), 601.
doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.88.4.601 . 

ellutino, F.R. , Scanlon, D.M. , Tanzman, M.S. , Lyon, G.R. , 1994. Frames of reference for
the assessment of learning disabilities: New views on measurement issues. Paul H.
Brookes, Baltimore . 

agner, R.K., Torgesen, J.K., Rashotte, C.A., Hecht, S.A., Barker, T.A., Burgess, S.R., Don-
ahue, J., Garon, T., 1997. Changing relations between phonological processing
abilities and word-level reading as children develop from beginning to
skilled readers: a 5-year longitudinal study. Dev. Psychol. 33 (3), 468.
doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.33.3.468 . 

echsler, D. , 1981. Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale: WAIS-R Manual. Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich [for] The Psychological Corporation . 

ehbe, L., Murphy, B., Talukdar, P., Fyshe, A., Ramdas, A., Mitchell, T., 2014. Simulta-
neously uncovering the patterns of brain regions involved in different story reading
subprocesses. PLoS One 9 (11), e112575. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0112575 . 

elcome, S.E., Joanisse, M.F., 2012. Individual differences in skilled adult readers reveal
dissociable patterns of neural activity associated with component processes of reading.
Brain Lang. 120 (3), 360–371. doi: 10.1016/j.bandl.2011.12.011 . 
heeler, B., Torchiano, M., & Torchiano, M.M., (2016). Package ‘lmPerm.’ R Package
Version, 1–1. 

hitney, C., Huber, W., Klann, J., Weis, S., Krach, S., Kircher, T., 2009. Neural correlates
of narrative shifts during auditory story comprehension. Neuroimage 47 (1), 360–366.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.04.037 . 

iederholt, J.L. , Bryant, B.R. , Gray, W.S. , 2001. Gray Oral Reading Tests: Examiner’s
Manual. Pro-Ed . 

ise Younger, J., Tucker-Drob, E., Booth, J.R., 2017. Longitudinal changes in read-
ing network connectivity related to skill improvement. NeuroImage 158, 90–98.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2017.06.044 . 

olf, M. , Denckla, M.B. , 2005. The Rapid Automatized Naming and Rapid Alternating
Stimulus Tests (RAN/RAS). Pro-ed . 

oodcock, R.W. , 2011. Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests: WRMT-III. Pearson . 
oolrich, M., 2008. Robust group analysis using outlier inference. Neuroimage 41 (2),

286–301. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.02.042 . 
oolrich, M.W., Behrens, T.E., Beckmann, C.F., Jenkinson, M., Smith, S.M., 2004. Multi-

level linear modelling for FMRI group analysis using Bayesian inference. Neuroimage
21 (4), 1732–1747. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2003.12.023 . 

orsley, K.J. , 2001. 14 Statistical analysis of activation images. In: Functional MRI: An
Introduction to Methods, p. 251 . 

arkoni, T., Speer, N.K., Balota, D.A., McAvoy, M.P., Zacks, J.M., 2008. Pic-
tures of a thousand words: investigating the neural mechanisms of read-
ing with extremely rapid event-related fMRI. NeuroImage 42 (2), 973–987.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.04.258 . 

arkoni, T., Speer, N.K., Zacks, J.M., 2008. Neural substrates of narra-
tive comprehension and memory. Neuroimage 41 (4), 1408–1425.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.03.062 . 

arkoni, T., Speer, N.K., Zacks, J.M., 2008b. Neural substrates of nar-
rative comprehension and memory. NeuroImage 41 (4), 1408–1425.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.03.062 . 

atorre, R.J. , Meyer, E. , Gjedde, A. , Evans, A.C. , 1996. PET studies of phonetic pro-
cessing of speech: review, replication, and reanalysis. Cerebr. Cortex 6 (1), 21–30
doi:https://doi-org.libproxy.mit.edu/10.1093/cercor/6.1.21 . 

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0103
https://doi.org/10.1080/1057356970130205
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219414555415
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9817.2009.01401.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0107
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00346
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.88.4.601
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0110
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.33.3.468
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0112
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0112575
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandl.2011.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.04.037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0117
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2017.06.044
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0120
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.02.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2003.12.023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0123
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.04.258
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.03.062
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.03.062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(20)31055-7/sbref0127

	Distinct neural substrates of individual differences in components of reading comprehension in adults with or without dyslexia
	Introduction
	Methods
	Participants
	Behavioral measures
	Neuroimaging acquisition
	Naturalistic reading task
	Behavioral analyses
	In-scanner performance
	Neuroimaging processing and data analysis
	Whole-brain analyses
	Whole-brain ROI regression analyses
	Literature-based Functional Regions of Interest (fROIs) analyses- by group

	Results
	Behavioral
	In-scanner performance
	Whole-brain
	Whole-brain ROIs
	Literature-based fROIs by group

	Discussion
	Behavioral findings
	Associations and dissociations among neural correlates of the Simple View of Reading
	Decoding correlates
	Language comprehension correlates
	Fluency correlates
	Decoding & language comprehension

	Semantic regions explaining reading comprehension
	Differences in neural correlates of the Simple View of Reading in dyslexia

	Conclusions and implications
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Data and Code Availability
	Funding
	Acknowledgment
	Author contributions
	Supplementary materials
	References


