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ABSTRACT

Exposure to poverty is associated with a variety of negative developmental effects in
children. However, poverty is a complex, multidimensional concept that can be defined from a
material, social, and/or economic perspective, giving rise to many potential mediators that may
each have different developmental effects. Prior research has found a relationship between
poverty and the development of internalizing symptomatology in children and adolescents, but
little is known about the neurodevelopmental effects of specific dimensions of poverty such as
resource insecurity. In this study, we pursued a novel measure of resource insecurity, defined as
an inability to pay for food, housing/utilities, or medical care due to cost. To that end, after
establishing a relationship between resource insecurity and internalizing symptom scores in a
sample of 4,351 9-10-year-old children using open-source data acquired from the Adolescent
Brain Cognitive Development (ABCD) Study, we identified neural signatures of resource
insecurity based on whole-brain functional connectivity patterns. Although the strength of
functional brain networks that differed between resource secure and insecure children did not
vary with internalizing symptom scores, psychopathology often does not manifest until later in
adolescence, and future research should examine longitudinal relationships between resource
insecurity and the development of psychopathology. Our findings underscore the importance of
examining measures of poverty that reflect experience and suggest that resource insecurity is a
sensitive measure for detecting risk for clinical symptoms and associated differences in neural

circuitry.
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INTRODUCTION

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 17.5% (or 12.8 million) of people under the age of
18 were living in poverty in 2017, a higher rate than any other age group. Exposure to poverty
has been shown to correlate with a variety of negative developmental effects in children,
impacting behavior, cognition, and brain function and structure (Lipina & Posner, 2012; Blair &
Raver, 2016; Hair et al., 2015). However, “poverty” is a multidimensional term that can be
defined from a material, social, and/or economic perspective, giving rise to numerous potential
mediating factors (e.g., prenatal maternal health, maternal stress, and the co-occurrence of
adversities) that may each have different developmental effects (Lipina & Evers, 2017;
McLaughlin et al., 2014; McLaughlin et al., 2011; Raver et al., 2017). Additionally, economic
measures of poverty, such as family income or income-to-needs ratio, do not necessarily explain
an individual’s experience of poverty, as there is great variation in lived experiences even within
an income level (Johnson et al., 2016; Merz et al., 2018). Given the prevalence of poverty,
especially among children, who are more likely to live in poverty than adults or the elderly, it is
important that we understand how different experiences of poverty affect development (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018).

Researchers have studied other measures that better represent an experience of poverty,
correlate with economic measures of poverty, and have also been associated with developmental
effects in children, including “poverty-related adversity”, “early-life stressors/trauma”, or
maltreatment (Raver et al., 2017; Demir et al., 2016; Thomason et al., 2015; Herringa et al.,
2013). For instance, chronic exposure to stress and adversity have been linked to problems with
emotion and stress regulation, as well as the development of internalizing disorders, such as

major depressive disorder and generalized anxiety disorder (Duncan et al., 2017; Raver et al.,
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2017; Tandon et al., 2009). In fact, emotion dysregulation itself has been shown to predict the
development of internalizing disorders (McLaughlin et al., 2011). Food insecurity, another
measure that captures a specific experience of poverty, has also been associated with
internalizing symptoms in children, and, moreover, it has been shown to be a better predictor of
internalizing symptoms in children than poverty level (Slopen et al., 2010; Wight et al., 2014).

In addition to behavioral developmental effects, these experiences of poverty have also
been linked to altered functional brain connectivity measured with functional magnetic
resonance imaging (fMRI) in children (Demir et al., 2016; Thomason et al., 2015). These studies
linked early-life stress to altered prefrontal resting-state functional connectivity (Demir et al.,
2016) and trauma to altered amygdala functional connectivity (Thomason et al., 2015).
Consequently, in the present study we investigate the relationships between resource insecurity
(defined as the inability to afford access to food, housing/household utilities [i.e., gas, electricity,
and phone], or healthcare), internalizing symptoms, and resting-state functional connectivity in
children. Given prior research linking various measures of poverty to internalizing symptoms, we
predict group-level differences in internalizing symptom scores based on resource insecurity, as
well as a positive association between resource insecurity and internalizing symptoms.
Additionally, we hypothesize altered resting-state functional connectivity in participants who
have experienced resource insecurity, compared to participants who have not, and that these
group-level differences in functional brain network strengths will then predict internalizing
symptom scores.
Defining poverty and resource insecurity

The literature is rich with examinations of the developmental effects of “poverty,” which

has been associated not only with negative behavioral outcomes, but also with changes in brain
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structure, function, and connectivity (Pungello et al., 1996; Luby et al., 2013; Merz et al., 2018;
Hair et al., 2015; Noble et al., 2015; Blair & Raver, 2016; Sheridan et al., 2012; Johnson et al.,
2016). Socioeconomic status (SES) is one of the most common measurements used to study
poverty, and although it can be defined differently, SES is typically measured in terms of social
factors such as (parental) educational attainment and occupational status and economic factors
such as an income-to-needs ratio (Farah, 2017; Ursache & Noble, 2016). For instance, the U.S.
Census Bureau’s annually calculated Federal Poverty Level (FPL) is an income-to-needs ratio
that estimates the minimum income an average family needs to cover the bare necessities (e.g.,
food, shelter, and clothing), and the FPL was $25,100 for a household of four in 2018. However,
although widely accepted due to its ease of use, this official poverty measure has been critiqued
for inadequately gauging the true needs and circumstances of families, resulting in the more
nuanced supplemental poverty measure in 2011 (Hutto et al., 2011). Moreover, while low SES
may suggest an economic circumstance of poverty, it does not necessarily describe an
individual’s subjective experience of poverty (Johnson et al., 2016; Farah, 2017; Evans, 2004).
In order to examine particular experiences of poverty, researchers have utilized
measurements such as exposure to chronic stress or stressful life events (e.g., residential
relocation, extended parent-child separation; Demir et al., 2016; Evans & Schamberg, 2009;
Evans & Kim, 2010; Luby et al., 2013); food insecurity (Wight et al., 2014; Slopen et al., 2010);
and “poverty-related adversity,” which aggregates family household income, family size, and
exposure to stressors resulting from financial hardship (e.g., not being able to pay bills, not
having heat, not having phone, having electricity shut off; Raver et al., 2017). These
measurements often help constrain our interpretations of the effects of SES because they address

the experiences of material deprivation and financial instability that result from having a low
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income. Thus, in the present study we measure resource insecurity. This measure captures the
experience of material hardship that results from low income that other researchers have also
tried to address with their measures. By allowing us to narrow in on the poverty-related
experience of not being able to afford basic necessities, studying resource insecurity helps
provide a more nuanced picture of the potential effects of poverty (Neckerman et al., 2016).
Resource insecurity and internalizing symptoms

Resource insecurity encompasses three types of material hardship: food insecurity,
housing hardship, and medical hardship. Other studies that utilized similar measures of material
hardships, whether individually or as part of a broader measure incorporating a combination of
types of material hardships, have revealed behavioral effects on, for instance, executive function
and control, academic achievement, and emotion regulation (Johnson et al., 2016; Raver et al.,
2013; Cutts et al., 2011; Raver et al., 2017). Financial strain (i.e., “the degree to which families
had enough money in the household to cover the costs of housing, food, clothing, and medical
care”) was found to be predictive of 4-year-old children’s performance on measures of executive
function (Raver et al., 2013). This finding is of particular note considering the mediating role that
executive function has been shown to play in the development of childhood internalizing
disorders, such as depression (Morris et al., 2014; McLaughlin, 2016; Hankin et al., 2016).

Several studies have revealed a significant relationship between measures related to
resource insecurity and internalizing symptoms (i.e., behaviors and moods associated with
anxiety, depression, and withdrawal, such as having low self-esteem or being fearful; Achenbach
& Ruffle, 2000). A study of 2,810 children (ages 4-14 years, mean age 8.2 years) who
participated in the longitudinal Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods

focused on the role of poverty and food insecurity on the risk for childhood psychopathology and
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found that children from households that were persistently food insecure over a two-year period
were 1.5 times more likely to have higher internalizing symptoms than children from food secure
households (Slopen et al., 2010). A similar relationship was found between food insecurity and
mental disorders (as opposed to symptom scores) in a U.S. national sample (n=6,483) of
adolescents (ages 13-17 years), and a study measuring poverty-related adversity, which included
food insecurity, housing hardship, and medical hardship, also found a positive relationship with
internalizing symptomatology in 8- to 11-year-old children (McLaughlin et al., 2012; Raver et
al., 2017). Furthermore, these studies revealed not only that food insecurity was associated with
internalizing symptoms and disorders, but also that food insecurity was more strongly related to
internalizing symptoms and disorders than traditional SES measurements (e.g., parental
education and income), implicating food security as a novel risk factor for mental well-being in
children and adolescents (Slopen et al., 2010; McLaughlin et al., 2012). These findings also
highlight the sensitivity of children to their environment and the importance of studying poverty
through the lens of resource insecurity. Consequently, given these findings, we expect to find a
similarly positive relationship between resource insecurity and internalizing symptom scores.
Resource insecurity, internalizing symptoms, and the brain

Despite the existing literature on the relationship between indicators of resource
insecurity and internalizing symptoms, there is a lack of research examining the potential impact
of resource insecurity on functional brain connectivity. To our knowledge, there has been no
research on the relationship between resource insecurity and functional brain connectivity to
date. Additionally, although there is an abundance of studies that have examined the impact of
poverty via other measures, especially SES, on the developing brain (Raizada et al., 2008; Lipina

& Posner, 2012; Johnson et al., 2016), these studies have primarily revealed effects on structure,
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such as differences in regional brain volume (Noble et al., 2012; Luby et al., 2013) and in
cortical surface area (Noble et al., 2015), rather than functional connectivity.

Investigations of functional brain connectivity have only begun to surge in recent years,
and of the few studies that have explored the relationship between poverty and functional brain
connectivity, many are retrospective and primarily examine functional connectivity in adults who
had previously experienced poverty during childhood (Sripada et al., 2014; Thomason et al.,
2015). However, a study of children and adolescents (ages 7-12 years) by Barch et al. (2016)
described that lower income-to-needs in early childhood was associated with reduced resting-
state functional connectivity between the amygdala and hippocampus. Moreover, the study found
that hippocampal and amygdala connectivity mediated the relationship between income-to-needs
and negative mood/depression severity, providing novel data associating poverty with both brain
development and negative mental health outcomes (Barch et al., 2016).

There is also a growing body of literature examining resting-state functional connectivity
and major depressive disorder (MDD; Wang et al., 2012; Kaiser et al., 2015; Jalbrzikowski et al.,
2017). MDD, an internalizing disorder, has been linked to large-scale network dysfunction, with
hypoconnectivity within the frontoparietal network and hyperconnectivity within the default
mode network in adults and teens (ages 13-80 years; mean age 37.77 years; Kaiser et al., 2015),
as well as altered resting-stating functional connectivity between the amygdala and ventromedial
prefrontal cortex in children and young adults (ages 10-22 years; Jalbrzikowski et al., 2017).
Another study examining functional connectivity in adolescents (n=26, ages 15-19 years) with
MDD, as well as various comorbid anxiety disorders (e.g., generalized anxiety disorder, social
phobia), found they exhibited decreased functional connectivity between subgenual anterior

cingulate cortex (ACC) and a network of cortical areas, such as the supragenual ACC, right
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medial frontal cortex, and left inferior and superior frontal cortex (Cullen et al., 2009). These
studies employed hypothesis-driven analyses, focusing on a specific network or seed region,
primarily in the frontal lobe. However, given the lack of research in this topic and prior findings
of large-scale, aberrant functional connectivity, we instead analyze whole-brain functional
connectivity patterns and build a connectome-based predictive model (Finn et al., 2015) to assess
the relationships between resource insecurity, internalizing symptoms, and functional brain
connectivity using a data-driven approach. We predict that there will be differences in resting-
state functional connectivity between resource secure and resource insecure children, and that,
given a positive correlation between resource insecurity and internalizing symptom scores, these

network strength differences will be able to predict internalizing symptom scores.

METHODS

The ABCD study design and sample

We obtained open-source data from the Adolescent Brain Cognitive Development
(ABCD) Study. The ABCD Study is a national, longitudinal study tracking a baseline cohort of
11,872 9-10-year-old children for 10 years, and both behavioral and fMRI data are collected at
21 sites across the United States. The ABCD Data Release 1.1 (November 2018) includes 4,521
participants (47.5% female, mean age 10 years = 7 months) from 21 sites (ranging from n=35-
430). Excluding for subjects with autism spectrum disorder (n=90), epilepsy (n=33), or missing
demographics questionnaire data for items regarding resource insecurity (n=47) left 4,351
participants (48.1% female, mean age 10 years + 7 months). There was no missing data for
internalizing symptom scores. After the exclusion criteria were applied, the number of

participants from each of the 21 sites ranged from n=34 to 416. Table 2 shows the characteristics
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of the study sample.
One child per family replication sample

Since siblings have the same demographics questionnaire data for items regarding
resource insecurity and could thus skew our findings, we created a subsample with only one
child randomly selected from each family (based on self-report) in order to replicate our results
from the original sample. After limiting the original sample to one child per family, analyses
were restricted to 3,778 subjects (47.2% female, mean age 10 years + 7 months). We
investigated for potential differences in results between the full sample and this subsample using
two-sample t-tests. However, there were no significant differences in demographic variables
(e.g., age, sex, race/ethnicity) between the two samples (p>0.05). Additionally, removing
siblings had no significant effect on the positive relationship between resource insecurity and
internalizing symptoms (r=0.12, p<0.01) or on the difference in internalizing symptom scores
between the resource secure (mean=47.92, s.d.=10.12) and resource insecure (mean=51.69,
$.d.=11.26) children (p<0.001). Thus, results based on data from the full sample are presented in
the main text. Characteristics of this subsample are displayed in Table 2.
Resource insecurity

The present study used resource insecurity to narrow in on the specific poverty-related
experience of not being able to afford basic necessities. Parents of participants were administered
a comprehensive demographics survey uniquely developed by the ABCD Study (Barch et al.,
2018). It included seven questions that were used to evaluate resource insecurity, to which
parents could respond: “Yes,” “No,” or “Refuse to answer” (Table 1).

Binary measure. Responses were used to create a discrete, binary measure: resource

secure vs. resource insecure. Participants were categorized as resource secure (n=3,552, 81.6%)
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if the parent responded negatively to all 7 questions, or resource insecure (n=799, 18.4%) if the

parent responded affirmatively to at least 1 of the 7 questions. (If the parent responded “Refuse

to answer” to at least one question, the participant was excluded for missing data, as previously

mentioned in the exclusion criteria.)

Continuous measure. Responses were also used to create a continuous measure of

resource insecurity. This measure was only for exploratory purposes, as the two groups of the

binary measure are too unequal in sample size for further analyses to be feasible. This

dimensional measure scored how many of the seven questions the parent responded affirmatively

to and thus ranges from 1 through 7.

In the past 12 months, has there been a time when you and your immediate family

experienced any of the following: n
1. Needed food but couldn’t afford to buy it or couldn’t afford to go out to get it? 277
2. Were without telephone service because you could not afford it? 196
3. Didn’t pay the full amount of the rent or mortgage because you could not afford it? 393
4. Were evicted from your home for not paying the rent or mortgage? 39
5. Had services turned off by the gas or electric company, or the oil company wouldn't 209

deliver oil because payments were not made?
6. Had someone who needed to see a doctor or go to the hospital but didn't go because 214

you could not afford it?




OH 11

7. Had someone who needed a dentist but couldn't go because you could not afford it? 404

Table 1. Demographics survey questions used to evaluate resource insecurity. This table
presents the 7 questions from the demographics survey that were used to evaluate resource
insecurity. It additionally provides the number of participants whose parent responded “Yes” to

each question.

Internalizing symptom scores

Internalizing symptom scores were measured using the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL)
for children ages 4 to 18 years. The CBCL is a widely used, standardized parent-report survey
used to assess behavioral and emotional problems in children across eight syndrome scales (i.e.,
aggressive behavior, anxious/depressed, attention problems, rule-breaking behavior, somatic
complaints, social problems, thought problems, and withdrawn/depressed) and two broad-band
scales (i.e., internalizing and externalizing; Achenbach & Ruffle, 2000). The internalizing
subscale of the CBCL sums the scores of the anxiety, depression, and withdrawal syndrome
scales. T-scores, which are adjusted for age, gender, and race, were used for analyses.
Statistical analyses

The present study aimed to assess a relationship between resource insecurity and
internalizing symptom scores in children. Due to the unequal sample sizes in the resource secure
vs. resource insecure groups, we used a Mann-Whitney u-test to determine a difference in the
distribution of internalizing symptom scores between the two groups. The Mann-Whitney u-test
is a nonparametric test that does not assume normal distributions, unlike the t-test.

In addition, to characterize the relationship between the degree of resource insecurity

experienced and internalizing symptom scores, we created a linear best-fit model relating the
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continuous measure of resource insecurity to internalizing symptom scores.
MRI data acquisition and preprocessing

Structural and functional MRI data were acquired via the ABCD Fast Track data release.
5,642 participants had a high-resolution anatomical scan that passed visual quality control and at
least one functional scan with acceptable levels of head motion (i.e., maximum head
displacement <3 mm, maximum rotation <3 degrees, and mean frame-to-frame displacement
<0.15 mm). Of these, 3,452 children had at least one 5-minute run of resting-state data. Task data
were not analyzed here. Participants without demographics questionnaire or internalizing
symptom score data were excluded from this sample, leaving 2,432 participants for the analyses
examining the potential neurodevelopmental effects of resource insecurity.

Preprocessing was performed using Biolmage Suite (Joshi et al., 2011) and custom
Matlab scripts as described in Finn et al. (2015). Steps included head motion correction;
regression of covariates including head motion parameters, linear and quadratic drift, and mean
signal from cerebrospinal fluid, white matter, and gray matter; and temporal smoothing with a
zero mean unit variance Gaussian filter.

Resting-state functional connectivity patterns were defined using a 268-node atlas
including cortical, subcortical, and cerebellar brain regions (Shen et al., 2013). The atlas was
warped from MNI space into single-subject space, and a time course was calculated for each
node, which represented a distinct brain region, by averaging the time courses of all of the voxels
that comprised the node. Pearson correlation coefficients between the time courses of all possible
pairs of nodes were computed and used to produce symmetric 268 x 268 connectivity matrices,
in which each element represented the connection strength, or edge, between a pair of nodes.

fMRI data analysis
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To examine whether resource insecurity is reflected in patterns of resting-state functional
brain connectivity, the whole-brain connectivity matrices were used for connectome-based
predictive modeling (CPM), a data-driven method of developing predictive models used to
establish a relationship between brain connectivity data and behavioral measures (Finn et al.,
2015; Rosenberg et al., 2016; Shen et al., 2017). The CPM method includes a within-dataset
cross-validation loop to assess model generalizability. Thus, after matching the fMRI data to the
behavioral data of the same participant, subjects were randomly sorted into training and testing
sets for cross-validation. 90% (n=2,188) of the sample was randomly selected to comprise the
training set, while the remaining 10% comprised the testing set. To account for potential skewing
from the random selections of the training and testing samples, we ran this iterative model 1,000
times.

Group-level differences in resting-state functional connectivity. The training set was
used to first determine if group-level differences in resting-state functional connectivity arise
based on resource insecurity (i.e., between participants who have and have not experienced
resource insecurity), as hypothesized. For each functional connection, or edge, a Mann-Whitney
u-test was used to compare the strength of the edge between the resource insecure and resource
secure groups. Significant contrasts (p<0.01) were used to create a positive network of
connections stronger in the resource insecure group and a negative network of connections
stronger in the resource secure group.

Predicting resource insecurity. Next, we examined if these networks constructed from
the training set generalized such that the testing set could identify whether a participant was in
the resource secure or insecure group. If the testing set could not accurately categorize

participants, we could not expect the model to predict internalizing symptoms. For each
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participant in the testing set, the mean strength of all significant positive edges (as previously
determined by the training set) and the mean strength of all significant negative edges were
calculated. A Mann-Whitney u-test was used to compare the means between the resource secure
and resource insecure groups, and a one-sample t-test was used to compare the resulting z-scores.
We confirmed not only that there is a group-level difference in resting-state functional
connectivity based on resource insecurity, but also that the model can use the resulting positive
and negative networks to distinguish between the resource insecure and resource secure groups.

Predicting internalizing symptoms. Based on our hypotheses that there would be a
group-level difference in functional brain connectivity based on resource insecurity, as well as a
positive association between resource insecurity and internalizing symptoms, we also
hypothesized that there would be a positive association between the group-level difference in
strengths of functional networks based on resource insecurity and internalizing symptom scores.
To assess the ability of our model to predict internalizing symptom scores in a novel population,
we tested for a Spearman correlation between each test set participant’s overall strength in the
positive and negative networks (i.e., the sum of all functional connections in these networks) and
their internalizing symptom scores. One-sample t-tests were used to analyze the resulting

correlation coefficients.

RESULTS
Characteristic Full sample 1 child per family
n=4,351 subsample n=3,778
n | % n | %

Biological Sex

Female 2,092 | 48.1 1,785 | 47.2

Male 2,259 | 51.9 1,993 | 52.8
Race/Ethnicity
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White 2,553 | 58.7 2,167 | 57.4
Hispanic 846 | 19.4 782 | 20.7
Black 433 1 10.0 373 19.9
Asian 100 | 2.3 91 |24
American Indian/Alaska 13103 13103
Native (AIAN)

Native Hawaiian/Pacific 510.1 410.1
Indian (NHPI)

Mixed 368 | 8.5 318 | 8.4
Other 24 1 0.6 22 1 0.6
N/A 910.2 810.2

Resource insecurity
Resource secure 3,552 | 81.6 3,056 | 81.0
Resource insecure 799 | 18.4 7221 19.0
Site

1 123 | 2.8 118 | 3.1
2 220 | 5.1 158 | 4.2
3 267 | 6.1 256 | 6.8
4 318 | 7.3 296 | 7.8
5 108 | 2.5 103 | 2.7
6 205 | 4.7 190 | 5.0
7 124 | 2.8 118 | 3.1
8 145 | 3.3 141 | 3.7
9 272 1 6.3 256 | 6.8
10 112 | 2.6 105 | 2.8
11 109 | 2.5 105 | 2.8
12 296 | 6.8 276 | 7.3
13 292 | 6.7 165 | 4.4
14 164 | 3.8 152 | 4.0
15 416 | 9.6 37519.9
16 258 | 5.9 250 | 6.6
17 126 | 2.9 123 | 3.3
18 254 | 5.8 145 | 3.8
19 249 | 5.7 163 | 4.3
20 2591 6.0 249 | 6.6
21 34 10.8 34109

Table 2. Demographic characteristics of full sample and 1 child per family subsample. To

assure that findings were not driven by the fact that participants from the same family have the

same demographics data and thus the same measure of resource insecurity, we created a

subsample with only one randomly selected child from each family. This table displays the
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biological sex, race/ethnicity, and resource insecurity of the participants of both the full sample

and the 1 child per family subsample, as well as the site at which they were recruited. Two-

sample t-tests were performed, which revealed that there are no significant differences in any of

the characteristics between the full sample and the 1 child per family subsample (p>0.05).

Characteristic Resource Secure Resource Insecure
n=3,552 n=799
n|% n|%
Biological Sex
Female 1,723 | 48.5 369 | 46.2
Male 1,829 | 51.5 430 | 53.8
Race/Ethnicity
White 2,279 | 64.2 274 | 34.3
Hispanic 604 | 17.0 242 | 30.3
Black 257 7.2 176 | 22.0
Asian 97 | 2.7 3104
American Indian/Alaska 810.2 510.6
Native (ATAN)
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Indian 310.1 210.3
(NHPI)
Mixed 281 (7.9 871109
Other 16 | 0.5 8 (1.0
N/A 7102 2103
Site
1 98 | 2.8 (79.7) 251 3.1(20.3)
2 209 | 5.9 (95.0) 11|1.4(5.0)
3 188 | 5.3 (70.4) 791 9.9 (29.6)
4 2131 6.0 (67.0) 105 | 13.1 (33.0)
5 931 2.6(86.1) 1511.9(13.9)
6 180 | 5.1 (87.8) 25 13.1(12.2)
7 117 | 3.3 (94.4) 710.9(5.6)
8 129 | 3.6 (89.0) 16 | 2.0 (11.0)
9 205 | 5.8 (75.4) 67 | 8.4 (24.6)
10 851 2.4(75.9) 27 3.4 (24.1)
11 89 | 2.5 (81.7) 20 | 2.5(18.3)
12 2471 7.0 (83.4) 49 | 6.1 (16.6)
13 263 | 7.4 (90.1) 29 13.6(9.9
14 102 | 2.9 (62.2) 62 | 7.8 (37.8)
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15 33819.5 (81.3) 78 19.8 (18.7)
16 242 | 6.8 (93.8) 16 | 2.0 (6.2)
17 115 | 3.2 (91.3) 11 1.4(8.7)
18 215 | 6.1 (84.6) 39 | 4.9 (15.4)
19 187 | 5.3 (75.1) 62 | 7.8 (24.9)
20 207 | 5.8 (79.9) 521 6.5 (20.1)
21 30 | 0.8 (88.2) 410.5(11.8)

Table 3. Demographic characteristics of full sample, by resource insecurity. This table
provides the biological sex, race/ethnicity, and site of the resource secure and resource insecure
groups of the full sample. For sites, in parentheses is the percentage of participants from that site
who are resource secure (or insecure), as opposed to the percentage of resource secure (or

insecure) participants from each site.

Behavioral measure: Relating resource insecurity to internalizing symptom scores

As hypothesized, a Mann-Whitney u-test revealed a significant group-level difference in
internalizing symptom scores, based on resource insecurity (p<0.001). The resource insecure
group had higher internalizing symptom scores (mean=51.37, s.d.=11.30) than the resource
secure group (mean=47.70, s.d.=10.09; Fig. 1). This finding was replicated in the 1 child per
family subsample (p<0.001; resource insecure: mean=51.69, s.d.=1.26; resource secure:
mean=47.92, s.d.=10.12).

Furthermore, a linear best-fit model revealed a positive association between resource
insecurity and internalizing symptom scores, both when analyzing only the data of children who
have experienced resource insecurity (r=0.12, p<0.001, Fig. 2) and when incorporating the
resource secure group as resource insecurity = 0 (r=0.13, p<0.001), replicating prior research
(Slopen et al., 2010; McLaughlin et al., 2012; Raver et al., 2017). Thus, also as hypothesized,
higher internalizing symptom scores correlated with greater degree of resource insecurity

experienced. This finding was replicated in the 1 child per family subsample (r=0.12, p<0.01).
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Legend
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Internalizing symptom scores

Fig. 1. Group-level difference in internalizing symptom scores, by resource insecurity. This
density histogram shows the statistically significant (p<0.001) difference in the distribution of
internalizing symptom scores between the resource secure (in blue) and resource insecure (in
red) groups. The darker shade shows the overlap between the two groups for each score. The
resource insecure children had greater internalizing symptom scores (mean=51.37, s.d.=11.30)
than the resource secure children (mean=47.70, s.d.=10.09). We used a density histogram, which
shows the relative proportion (rather than absolute count) of participants with each internalizing

symptom score in each group, due to the significantly unequal sizes of the two groups.
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Legend

R=0.12, p= 0.00051 ® Plot of resource
insecurity (continuous)
and internalizing
symptom score

= Linear best-fit model
95% confidence interval

= Mean internalizing
symptom score
1 standard deviation
from the mean

Internalizing symptom scores (t-score)

Resource insecurity (continuous)
Fig. 2. Positive correlation between continuous measure of resource insecurity and
internalizing symptom scores. This jittered scatterplot displays the internalizing symptom
scores of only resource insecure participants. A linear best-fit model (dashed green line) of the
internalizing symptom scores by the continuous measure of resource insecurity revealed a
positive association between the two variables (r=0.12, p<0.001). The surrounding green area of
the linear best-fit model represents the 95% confidence interval. The solid red line depicts the
mean internalizing symptom score for each level of resource insecurity; the surrounding pink

area represents 1 standard deviation from the mean.
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fMRI data: Group-level differences in resting-state functional connectivity

Since we are interested in the potential neurodevelopmental effects of resource insecurity,
we constructed whole-brain connectivity matrices using resting-state data. Mann-Whitney u-tests
were used to compare the connection strengths between the resource insecure and resource
secure groups for each edge of the connectivity matrices in the training set (90% of the imaging
sample), and statistically significant contrasts (p<0.01) revealed a group-level difference in
resting-state functional connectivity, as hypothesized.

The contrasts were used to construct a preliminary positive network of connections
stronger in the resource insecure group (compared to the resource secure group) and a
preliminary negative network of connections stronger in the resource secure group (compared to
the resource insecure group). Analyses of the testing set confirmed that these preliminary
networks generalized to novel populations such that the model could utilize them to distinguish
between participants who had and had not experienced resource insecurity (Fig. 3).
fMRI data: Predicting for internalizing symptom scores?

Our predictive model was not able to use the neural signatures of resource insecurity
found in the training set (Fig. 4) to predict for internalizing symptom scores in the novel testing
set (Fig. 5). One-sample t-tests revealed that the correlation coefficients of the relationship
between the mean strength of positive edges and internalizing symptom scores were greater than
0 (p<0.001), but the mean effect size (mean=0.020) was negligible. Another one-sample t-test
revealed that the correlation coefficients of the relationship between the mean strength of
negative edges and internalizing symptom scores were not significantly greater than 0 (p>0.05).

Thus, the strength of the functional brain networks constructed using the training set did not
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correlate with internalizing symptom scores of the participants in the testing set. We explore

potential explanations and provide suggestions for future directions in the Discussion.

A B .

Positive

2-score p-value

Negative

Fig. 3. Network strengths predict resource insecurity. These histograms display results of the
1,000 iterative runs of our predictive model, showing (A) z-scores and (B) p-values of the
comparisons. A Mann-Whitney u-test was used to compare the mean strength of the positive
edges, and then the mean strength of the negative edges, between resource secure and insecure
participants. One-sample t-tests of the resulting z-scores revealed that the strengths of positive
edges (top row) were significantly greater in resource insecure participants (p<0.001), while the

strengths of negative edges (bottom row) were significantly greater in resource secure
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participants (p<0.001), and that the positive and negative network strengths were thus able to

predict resource insecurity in participants.

Prefrontal
Motor

Parietal
Temporal
Occipital

Cerebellum
Subcortical
Brainstem

Fig. 4. Visualizing positive and negative networks (group-level differences). Using
connections between nodes (i.e., edges) that appeared in all 1,000 iterations of cross-validation,
these illustrations were created using Biolmage Suite Connectivity Viewer (Joshi et al., 2011).
(A) The circle plots show positive edges (in red), which are the network connections
significantly stronger in the resource insecure group, and negative edges (in blue), which are the
network connections significantly stronger in the resource secure group (p<0.01). Nodes are
arranged in two half-circles reflecting approximate brain anatomy from anterior (top of circle) to
posterior (bottom of circle), color-coded by cortical lobe (Shen et al., 2017). (B) The glass brain

plots show the specific nodes, with the size of the node reflecting the number of connections
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extending from the node, from frontal, dorsal, and lateral (left) perspectives.
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Fig. 5. No correlation between positive or negative network strengths and internalizing

Negative

symptom scores in testing set. We attempted to use the positive (top row) and negative (bottom
row) network strengths to predict for internalizing symptom scores in the testing set, but were
ultimately unsuccessful. The histograms show the results of the 1,000 iterative runs of our
predictive model, providing (A) correlation coefficients and (B) p-values. One-sample t-tests
revealed that the correlation coefficients of the relationship between the mean strength of
positive edges and internalizing symptom scores were greater than 0 (p<0.001), but the mean
effect size (mean=0.020) was negligible. Another one-sample t-test revealed that the correlation
coefficients of the relationship between the mean strength of negative edges and internalizing

symptom scores were not significantly greater than 0 (p>0.05).
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DISCUSSION

This study demonstrates that experiences of resource insecurity are positively associated
with higher internalizing symptom scores in 9- to 10-year-old children. Furthermore, we show
that resource insecurity is linked not only with behavioral differences in children, but also with
differences in their functional brain connectivity. Whole-brain resting-state functional
connectivity analyses revealed a positive network of connections stronger in children who have
experienced resource insecurity, as well as a negative network of connections stronger in
children who have not experienced resource insecurity in the past 12 months. These findings
demonstrate that resource insecurity is an important measure of poverty that has significant
associations with behavioral and neural developmental differences in children, and they also
highlight the importance of studying measures that account for experiences of poverty.

These results are in line with our hypotheses and with prior research, replicating several
studies that found a positive relationship between measures related to resource insecurity and
internalizing symptom scores, as well as the development of internalizing disorders (Slopen et
al., 2010; McLaughlin et al., 2012; Raver et al., 2017). Moreover, this study addresses a gap in
the literature and contributes as the first study to examine the potential neurodevelopmental
effects of resource insecurity rather than, for example, of socioeconomic status.

In addition, the anatomy of our networks seems to align with previous research that
examined resting-state functional connectivity in subjects with MDD, an internalizing disorder,
and in subjects who have experienced early-life stress. For instance, Kaiser et al. (2015) found
hypoconnectivity in the frontoparietal network in teens and adults with MDD, and Cullen et al.

(2009) found decreased functional connectivity with the subgenual ACC (located in the frontal
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lobe) in adolescents with MDD. Demir et al. (2016) also linked early-life stress with altered
prefrontal resting-state functional connectivity in children (ages 4-7 years). Similarly, we found
that the negative network is primarily anterior to the positive network, suggesting that resting-
state functional brain connectivity in the frontal lobe is stronger in resource secure children, and
thus weaker in resource insecure children, who had higher internalizing symptom scores.

Contrary to our hypotheses, however, the strength of the functional brain networks that
differed between participants who had and had not experienced resource insecurity did not vary
with internalizing symptom scores. A possible explanation for why our model did not predict
higher internalizing symptoms in children who have experienced resource insecurity is that our
sample consisted of 9- to 10-year-old children, and internalizing disorders typically do not
manifest until later in adolescence or adulthood (de Lijster et al., 2017). Additionally, our sample
was cross-sectional, utilizing the first data release set of the ABCD Study. Future studies will be
able to analyze longitudinal data for changes in functional brain connectivity and internalizing
symptom scores and to reassess the predictive abilities of resource insecurity in the same sample
of participants through adolescence and young adulthood. However, it is still important to note
that, even at this younger age of 9 to 10 years, we are able to find significant differences in
internalizing symptom scores and resting-state functional connectivity based on resource
insecurity, highlighting the extent to which environmental variables may influence child mental
health and development.

Several limitations should be considered when evaluating the present findings. First, our
measure of resource insecurity was assessed using questionnaire data self-reported by the parent,
and certain experiences described by the parent (e.g., not being able to afford food) may not

necessarily describe the experience of the child. In addition, our measure of resource insecurity
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encompasses three types of material hardship: food insecurity, housing hardship, and medical
hardship. While all are experiences of poverty, each may have different potential developmental
effects and should also be further studied independently to assess for more nuanced associations.
Third, there are 21 research sites at which data is collected for the ABCD Study, and statistical
analyses revealed that there were greater proportions of resource insecure participants recruited
at certain sites than at other sites (Table 3). Consequently, site differences may be potential
covariates that are unaccounted for in our predictive model. However, given the current size of
the sample and the range in participants from each site (n=34-416), single-site analyses were not
feasible. Future studies may be able to address these limitations once datasets of larger sample

sizes are released by the ABCD Study.

CONCLUSION

Resource insecurity, which encompasses food insecurity, housing hardship, and medical
hardship, is an important predictor of physical and mental health in both children and adults (Ma
et al., 2008; Kushel et al., 2006), as is poverty in general (Farah, 2017; Comeau & Boyle, 2017).
Previous investigations into the developmental effects of poverty have often done so through the
lens of socioeconomic status, but in this study, we used a measure of resource insecurity that we
found to be linked with higher internalizing symptom scores and differences in resting-state
functional connectivity in children, suggesting that resource insecurity is a sensitive measure for
detecting risk for clinical symptoms and associated differences in neural circuitry.

These findings have implications for policy recommendations, providing evidence in
support of the necessity of policies such as food assistance programs, affordable or universal

healthcare, and affordable housing. This is especially important in light of today’s political
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climate. In March 2019, the current administration released its budget for the upcoming year, and
its key proposals included budget cuts of hundreds of billions of dollars from the Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), which provides nutritional support for over 40 million
people nationwide (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2019); Medicaid, which provides health
insurance coverage for 65 million individuals, half of which are children (Centers for Medicare
& Medicaid Services, 2019); and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD), which provides various services, including rental assistance for 5 million households,
half of which are families with children (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2019;
Rabinowitz & Uhrmacher, 2019). These are the very same programs that address the material
hardships faced by the resource insecure participants in this study—food insecurity, medical
hardship, and housing instability—and without which (or without enough funding) even more
individuals, and more children, would experience resource insecurity and, perhaps, its potential
effects on mental health and functional brain connectivity.

Of course, resource insecurity is not the only hardship experienced by individuals living
in poverty; it is not the only measure of the experience of poverty. Ultimately, our findings
underscore the importance of studying poverty via measures that, like resource insecurity, reflect
lived experiences of poverty, not just economic circumstances of poverty. Identifying such
measures and their effects is crucial to developing interventions specific to those experiences and
informed policies with the aim of not only mitigating the detrimental effects of poverty, but

reducing the level of poverty overall.



OH 28

REFERENCES

Achenbach, T. M. & Ruffle, T. M. (2000). The child behavior checklist and related forms for
assessing behavioral/emotional problems and competencies. Pediatrics in Review, 21(8),
265-271.

Barch, D. M., Albaugh, M. D., Avenevoli, S., Chang, L., Clark, D. B., Glantz, M. D., Hudziak, J.
J., Jernigan, T. L., Tapert, S. F., Yurgelun-Todd, D., Alia-Klein, N., Potter, A. S., Paulus,
M. P., Prouty, D., Zucker, R. A., & Sher, K. J. (2018). Demographic, physical and mental
health assessments in the adolescent brain and cognitive development study: Rationale
and description, Developmental Cognitive Neuroscience 32, 55-66.

Barch, D., Pagliaccio, D., Belden, A., Harms, M. P., Gaffrey, M., Sylvester, C. M., Tillman, R.,
& Luby, J. (2016). Effect of hippocampal and amygdala connectivity on the relationship
between preschool poverty and school-age depression. The American Journal of
Psychiatry, 173(6), 625-34.

Blair, C., & Raver, C. C. (2016). Poverty, stress, and brain development: New directions for
prevention and intervention. Academic Pediatrics, 16(3 Suppl), S30-S36.

Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. (2019, March 1). Nation and state housing fact sheets
and data. Retrieved from https://www.cbpp.org/research/housing/national-and-state-
housing-fact-sheets-data

Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services. (2019, March 14). State Medicaid and CHIP
applications, eligibility determinations, and enrollment data. Retrieved from
https://data.medicaid.gov/Enrollment/State-Medicaid-and-CHIP-Applications-Eligibility-
D/n5ce-jxme

Comeau, J., & Boyle, M. H. (2017). Patterns of poverty exposure and children's trajectories of



OH 29

externalizing and internalizing behaviors. SSM - Population Health, 4, 86-94.

Cullen, K. R., Westlund, M. K., Klimes-Dougan, B., Mueller, B. A., Houri, A., Eberly, L. E., &
Lim, K. O. (2014). Abnormal amygdala resting-state functional connectivity in
adolescent depression. JAMA Psychiatry, 71(10), 1138-1147.

Cutts, D. B., Meyers, A. F., Black, M. M., Casey, P. H., Chilton, M., Cook, J. T., Geppert, J.,
Ettinger de Cuba, S., Heeren, T., Coleman, S., Rose-Jacobs, R., Frank, D. A. (2011). US
housing insecurity and the health of very young children. American Journal of Public
Health, 101(8), 1508-14.

de Lijster, J. M., Dierckx, B., Utens, E. M., Verhulst, F. C., Zieldorff, C., Dieleman, G. C., &
Legerstee, J. S. (2016). The age of onset of anxiety disorders. Canadian Journal of
Psychiatry, 62(4), 237-246.

Demir, O. E., Voss, J. L., O’Neil, J. T., Briggs-Gowan, M. J., Wakschlag, L. S., & Booth, J. R.
(2016). Early-life stress exposure associated with altered prefrontal resting-state fMRI
connectivity in young children. Developmental Cognitive Neuroscience, 19, 107-114.

Duncan, G. J., Magnuson, K., & Votruba-Drzal, E. (2017). Moving beyond correlations in
assessing the consequences of poverty. Annual Review of Psychology, 68, 413—-434.

Evans, G. W. (2004) The environment of childhood poverty. American Psychologist, 59(2), 77-
92.

Evans, G. W. & Kim, P. (2010). Multiple risk exposure as a potential explanatory mechanism for
the socioeconomic status-health gradient. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences,
1186(1), 174-189.

Evans, G. W., & Schamberg, M. A. (2009). Childhood poverty, chronic stress, and adult working

memory. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of



OH 30

America, 106(16), 6545-6549.

Farah, M. J. (2017). The neuroscience of socioeconomic status: Correlates, causes, and
consequences. Neuron, 96(1), 56-71.

Finn, E. S., Shen, X., Scheinost, D., Rosenberg, M. D., Huang, J., Chun, M. M., Papademetris,
X., & Constable, R. T. (2015). Functional connectome fingerprinting: Identifying
individuals using patterns of brain connectivity. Nature Neuroscience, 28, 1664-1671.

Hair, N. L., Hanson, J. L., Wolfe, B. L., & Pollak, S. D. (2015). Association of child poverty,
brain development, and academic achievement. JAMA Pediatrics, 169(9), 822-9.

Hankin, B. L., Snyder, H. R., Gulley, L. D., Schweizer, T. H., Bijttebier, P., Nelis, S., Toh, G., &
Vasey, M. W. (2016). Understanding comorbidity among internalizing problems:
Integrating latent structural models of psychopathology and risk
mechanisms. Development and Psychopathology, 28(4 Pt 1), 987-1012.

Herringa, R. J., Birn, R. M., Ruttle, P. L., Burghy, C. A., Stodola, D. E., Davidson, R. J., &
Essex, M. J. (2013). Childhood maltreatment is associated with altered fear circuitry and
increased internalizing symptoms by late adolescence. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 110(47), 19119-19124.

Hutto, N., Waldfogel, J., Kaushal, N., & Garfinkel, I. (2011). Improving the measurement of
poverty. The Social Service Review, 85(1), 39-74.

Jalbrzikowski, M., Larsen, B., Hallquist, M. N., Foran, W., Calabro, F., & Luna, B. (2017).
Development of white matter microstructure and intrinsic functional connectivity
between the amygdala and ventromedial prefrontal cortex: Associations with anxiety and
depression. Biological Psychiatry, 82(7), 511-521.

Johnson, S. B., Riis, J. L., & Noble, K. G. (2016). State of the art review: Poverty and the



OH 31

developing brain. Pediatrics, 137(4), €20153075.

Joshi, A., Scheinost, D., Okuda, H., Belhachemi, D., Murphy, 1., Staib, L. H., & Papademetris,
X. (2011). Unified framework for development, deployment and robust testing of
neuroimaging algorithms. Neuroinformatics 9(1), 69-84.

Kaiser, R. H., Andrews-Hanna, J. R., Wager, T. D., & Pizzagalli, D. A. (2015). Large-scale
network dysfunction in major depressive disorder: A meta-analysis of resting-state
functional connectivity. JAMA Psychiatry, 72(6), 603—611.

Kushel, M. B., Gupta, R., Gee, L., & Haas, J. S. (2006). Housing instability and food insecurity
as barriers to health care among low-income Americans. Journal of General Internal
Medicine, 21(1), 71-7.

Lipina, S. J., & Evers, K. (2017). Neuroscience of childhood poverty: Evidence of impacts and
mechanisms as vehicles of dialog with ethics. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 61.

Lipina, S. J., & Posner, M. 1. (2012). The impact of poverty on the development of brain
networks. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 6, 238.

Luby, J., Belden, A., Botteron, K., Marrus, N., Harms, M. P., Babb, C., Nishino, T., & Barch, D.
(2013). The effects of poverty on childhood brain development: The mediating effect of
caregiving and stressful life events. JAMA Pediatrics, 167(12), 1135-42.

Ma, C. T., Gee, L., & Kushel, M. B. (2008). Associations between housing instability and food
insecurity with health care access in low-income children. Ambulatory Pediatrics, 8(1),
50-57.

McLaughlin K. A. (2016). Future directions in childhood adversity and youth
psychopathology. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 45(3), 361-82.

McLaughlin, K. A., Green, J. G., Alegria, M., Jane Costello, E., Gruber, M. J., Sampson, N. A.,



OH 32

& Kessler, R. C. (2012). Food insecurity and mental disorders in a national sample of
U.S. adolescents. Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent
Psychiatry, 51(12), 1293—-1303.

McLaughlin, K. A., Hatzenbuehler, M. L., Mennin, D. S., & Nolen-Hoeksema, S. (2011).
Emotion dysregulation and adolescent psychopathology: A prospective study. Behaviour
Research and Therapy, 49(9), 544-554.

McLaughlin, K. A., Sheridan, M. A., & Lambert, H. K. (2014). Childhood adversity and neural
development: Deprivation and threat as distinct dimensions of early
experience. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews, 47, 578-591.

Merz, E. C., Tottenham, N., & Noble, K. G. (2018). Socioeconomic status, amygdala volume,
and internalizing symptoms in children and adolescents. Journal of Clinical Child and
Adolescent Psychology, 47(2), 312-323.

Morris, M. C., Evans, L. D., Rao, U., & Garber, J. (2014). Executive function moderates the
relation between coping and depressive symptoms. Anxiety, Stress, and Coping, 28(1),
31-49.

Neckerman, K. M., Garfinkel, L., Teitler, J. O., Waldfogel, J., & Wimer, C. (2016). Beyond
income poverty: Measuring disadvantage in terms of material hardship and
health. Academic Pediatrics, 16(3 Suppl), S52-9.

Noble, K. G., Houston, S. M., Brito, N. H., Bartsch, H., Kan, E., Kuperman, J. M., Akshoomoff,
N., Amaral, D. G., Bloss, C. S., Libiger, O., Schork, N. J., Murray, S. S., Casey, B. J.,
Chang, L., Ernst, T. M., Frazier, J. A., Gruen, J. R., Kennedy, D. N., Van Zijl, P.,
Mostofsky, S., Kaufmann, W. E., Kenet, T., Dale, A. M., Jernigan, T. L., & Sowell, E. R.

(2015). Family income, parental education and brain structure in children and



OH 33

adolescents. Nature Neuroscience, 18(5), 773-8.

Noble, K. G., Houston, S. M., Kan, E., & Sowell, E. R. (2012). Neural correlates of
socioeconomic status in the developing human brain. Developmental Science, 15(4), 516-
527.

Pungello, E. P., Kupersmidt, J. B., Burchinal, M. R., & Patterson, C. J. (1996). Environmental
risk factors and children’s achievement from middle childhood to early adolescence.
Developmental Psychology, 32(4), 755-767.

Rabinowitz, K. & Uhrmacher, K. (2019, March 12). What Trump proposed in his 2020 budget.
The Washington Post. Retrieved from
https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2019/politics/trump-budget-
2020/?utm_term=.939f5e49d744

Raizada, R. D., Richards, T. L., Meltzoff, A., & Kuhl, P. K. (2008). Socioeconomic status
predicts hemispheric specialisation of the left inferior frontal gyrus in young
children. Neurolmage, 40(3), 1392—-1401.

Raver, C. C., Blair, C., & Willoughby, M. (2013). Poverty as a predictor of 4-year-olds'
executive function: New perspectives on models of differential
susceptibility. Developmental Psychology, 49(2), 292-304.

Raver, C. C., Roy, A. L., Pressler, E., Ursache, A. M., & Charles McCoy, D. (2017). Poverty-
related adversity and emotion regulation predict internalizing behavior problems among
low-income children ages 8—11. Behavioral Sciences, 7(1), 2.

Rosenberg, M. D., Finn, E. S., Scheinost, D., Papademetris, X., Shen, X., Constable, R. T., &
Chun, M. M. (2015). A neuromarker of sustained attention from whole-brain functional

connectivity. Nature Neuroscience, 19(1), 165-171.



OH 34

Shen, X., Finn, E. S., Scheinost, D., Rosenberg, M. D., Chun, M. M., Papademetris, X., &
Constable, R. T. (2017). Using connectome-based predictive modeling to predict
individual behavior from brain connectivity. Nature Protocols, 12(3), 506-518.

Shen, X., Tokoglu, F., Papademetris, X., & Constable, R. T. (2013). Groupwise whole-brain
parcellation from resting-state fMRI data for network node identification. Neurolmage,
82,403-415.

Sheridan, M. A., Sarsour, K., Jutte, D., D’Esposito, M., Boyce, W. T. (2012). The impact of
social disparity on prefrontal function in childhood. PLoS ONE, 7(4): e35744.

Slopen, N., Fitzmaurice, G., Williams, D. R., & Gilman, S. E. (2010). Poverty, food insecurity,
and the behavior for childhood internalizing and externalizing disorders. Journal of the
American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 49(5), 444-52.

Sripada, R. K., Swain, J. E., Evans, G. W., Welsh, R. C., & Liberzon, 1. (2014). Childhood
poverty and stress reactivity are associated with aberrant functional connectivity in
default mode network. Neuropsychopharmacology, 39(9), 2244-2251.

Tandon, M., Cardeli, E., & Luby, J. (2009). Internalizing disorders in early childhood: A review
of depressive and anxiety disorders. Child and Adolescent Psychiatric Clinics of North
America, 18(3), 593-610.

Thomason, M. E., Marusak, H. A., Tocco, M. A., Vila, A. M., McGarragle, O., & Rosenberg, D.
R. (2015). Altered amygdala connectivity in urban youth exposed to trauma. Social
Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 10(11), 1460-8.

U.S. Census Bureau. (2018, September). Income and poverty in the United States: 2017 (Report
No. P60-263). Retrieved from

https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2018/demo/p60-



OH 35

263.pdf

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service. (2019, April 5). Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program Participation and Costs. Retrieved from
https://www.fns.usda.gov/pd/supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-snap

Ursache, A., & Noble, K. G. (2016). Neurocognitive development in socioeconomic context:
Multiple mechanisms and implications for measuring socioeconomic
status. Psychophysiology, 53(1), 71-82.

Wang, L., Hermens, D. F., Hickie, 1. B., Lagopoulos, J. (2012). A systematic review of resting-
state functional-MRI studies in major depression. Journal of Affective Disorders, 142(1-
3), 6-12.

Wight, V., Kaushal, N., Waldfogel, J., & Garfinkel, I. (2014). Understanding the link between
poverty and food insecurity among children: Does the definition of poverty matter?

Journal of Children and Poverty, 20(1), 1-20.



