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Background

Coordination between the salience brain network and other networks is known to be
altered in schizophrenia patients, but little is known for the psychosis prodrome (Bolton et
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al., 2020). Understanding neurobiological similarities between individuals who exhibit G Block 1
prodromal symptoms can help improve early identification and intervention strategies. = 0.5- 2.0~ ——- pu=0.303234
: . = 0.4+ = .

In this study, we aimed to: = 2 1.57 Block 2:
£ 0.3 - 8 nu=0.29333
1. Identify neurobiologically similar subject groups by integrating salience network c > 0=0.194942
functional connectivity (FC) and psychosis prodrome symptoms and i 0.2 - = 1.0~ o 3'28'(23:1521
2. ldentify symptom profiles and brain network segregation patterns in the subject O o91- § 0=0.190586
groups. § - & 0.57 Block 4:
0.0 = ——- p=0.286115
Note: segregation is the extent to which different brain networks are responsible for § 0=0.188419
distinct, non-overlapping cognitive processes. We measured it as the normalized s —0.1- | : | | 0.0 - | | . . | | . .
difference in FC between two networks. — N ) < —04 =02 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Block Pearson Dissimilarity between FC of Two Subjects
We used the Philadelphia Neurodevelopmental Cohort (PNC) to address our study aims. Adult Proband
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Our sample (N=1158) included PNC subjects ages 12-21 with fMRI and self-reported % 0.1 - 2 i i i ;Iock 3.
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We preprocessed the neuroimaging data in the CONN toolbox using the fMRI minimal | | . . R — I .
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preprocessing pipeline (Nieto-Castanon, 2020). After excluding subjects with a valid scan Block

percentage of 80% or less, 792 subjects remained in the final analysis. Mahalanobis Distance between Symptom Assessment Scores of Two Subjects
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Note: networks in diagram are NOT fully representative of networks used in the analysis.
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