SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS
Table S1. Non-psychiatric medical comorbidities and family psychiatric history
	Panel A. Non-psychiatric (general medical) comorbidities

	Category
	n
	%

	Any non-psychiatric medical comorbidity
	70
	12.9

	Hematologic / oncologic
	5
	0.9

	Neurological
	6
	1.1

	Cardiovascular
	6
	1.1

	Endocrine / metabolic
	13
	2.4

	Autoinflammatory
	3
	0.6

	Respiratory / allergic
	20
	3.7

	Gastrointestinal
	3
	0.6

	Musculoskeletal
	6
	1.1

	Ophthalmologic
	3
	0.6

	Audiologic
	3
	0.6

	Dermatologic
	1
	0.2

	Genitourinary
	2
	0.4

	Panel B. Family psychiatric history: affected relatives and reported diagnoses

	Category
	n
	%

	Any family psychiatric history
	228
	42.1

	Affected relative (among those with a specified relative)
	
	

	Mother
	132
	24.4

	Father
	57
	10.5

	Sibling
	47
	8.7

	Second-degree / extended
	40
	7.4

	Reported diagnosis in the family
	
	

	Depressive disorder
	67
	12.4

	Anxiety disorder
	74
	13.7

	Bipolar disorder
	14
	2.6

	ADHD
	31
	5.7

	OCD
	14
	2.6

	Autism spectrum
	7
	1.3

	Psychotic disorder
	8
	1.5

	Substance / alcohol use
	12
	2.2

	Tic / Tourette
	2
	0.4

	Intellectual disability / learning
	15
	2.8

	Other / unspecified
	25
	4.6


Note. Panel A: non-psychiatric medical comorbidity present in 70 participants (12.9%); counts by organ system, percentages of the full sample (N = 542). Not associated with general irritability (child and parent Mann–Whitney p >.10) and not used as covariates in the primary diagnostic models. Panel B: family psychiatric history present in 228 participants (42.1%); a participant with more than one affected relative or diagnosis contributes to each relevant category, so counts may exceed the “any” total. Reported as recorded in the clinical interview and not independently verified. Associated with higher irritability in both reports (Mann–Whitney p <.001; rank-biserial r ≈.20).


Table S2. Item-level descriptive statistics and corrected item–subscale correlations (N = 542)
	Panel A. Child/adolescent self-report

	Item
	M
	SD
	Floor %
	Ceiling %
	Skew
	r own
	r other

	Tonic items
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. I am easily annoyed
	2.32
	1.29
	13.3
	23.1
	-0.34
	.70
	.62

	2. I am frequently irritable
	1.64
	1.33
	28.0
	11.3
	0.25
	.74
	.64

	3. I get frustrated easily
	1.96
	1.43
	23.2
	19.2
	-0.02
	.55
	.47

	4. I often get irritated by little things
	1.82
	1.46
	27.9
	18.3
	0.13
	.71
	.62

	5. I am frequently grumpy
	1.58
	1.35
	30.8
	11.4
	0.32
	.73
	.58

	6. I am often grouchy
	1.35
	1.33
	37.1
	9.6
	0.60
	.65
	.52

	7. I tend to be crabby
	1.44
	1.30
	32.8
	8.9
	0.46
	.69
	.59

	8. Other people often irritate me
	2.01
	1.41
	21.2
	19.9
	-0.04
	.65
	.54

	Phasic items
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. I have frequent temper outbursts
	1.56
	1.44
	34.3
	16.1
	0.42
	.76
	.70

	10. When I get angry, I explode
	1.89
	1.51
	28.4
	21.6
	0.06
	.74
	.66

	11. I fly into rages
	1.02
	1.37
	56.1
	9.2
	1.05
	.70
	.59

	12. I yell or scream when angry
	1.65
	1.53
	35.8
	19.2
	0.32
	.68
	.53

	13. I throw or break things when mad
	1.03
	1.42
	57.7
	11.4
	1.06
	.66
	.46

	14. I push, hit, or kick others when mad
	0.94
	1.30
	56.6
	8.5
	1.19
	.63
	.40

	15. I often lose control when I am mad
	1.46
	1.46
	39.1
	14.8
	0.52
	.75
	.57

	16. I have to be removed or kept away from activities or places because of my temper
	0.62
	1.12
	69.6
	4.4
	1.78
	.45
	.34

	17. Family routines and plans have to be made or changed to avoid my temper
	0.77
	1.20
	63.1
	5.9
	1.44
	.44
	.35

	18. I am easily enraged
	1.76
	1.51
	31.7
	20.7
	0.22
	.72
	.73

	19. My anger can go from 0 to 100 in an instant
	1.75
	1.59
	34.9
	24.2
	0.26
	.76
	.66

	Panel B. Parent report

	Item
	M
	SD
	Floor %
	Ceiling %
	Skew
	r own
	r other

	Tonic items
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. My child is easily annoyed
	2.28
	1.26
	13.3
	19.7
	-0.34
	.71
	.63

	2. My child is frequently irritable
	1.68
	1.25
	23.8
	9.8
	0.20
	.77
	.64

	3. My child gets frustrated easily
	1.95
	1.30
	19.6
	13.7
	-0.07
	.53
	.41

	4. My child often gets irritated by little things
	1.94
	1.36
	22.5
	15.5
	-0.07
	.78
	.64

	5. My child is frequently grumpy
	1.71
	1.32
	26.2
	11.3
	0.15
	.79
	.64

	6. My child is often grouchy
	1.38
	1.29
	35.4
	7.9
	0.49
	.63
	.50

	7. My child tends to be crabby
	1.54
	1.27
	29.3
	8.3
	0.29
	.75
	.61

	8. Other people often irritate my child
	1.69
	1.31
	26.2
	10.5
	0.17
	.55
	.51

	Phasic items
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. My child has frequent temper outbursts
	1.57
	1.34
	31.2
	10.9
	0.31
	.77
	.73

	10. When my child gets angry, he/she explodes
	1.88
	1.37
	22.9
	15.3
	0.04
	.73
	.64

	11. My child flies into rages
	1.05
	1.27
	50.0
	6.6
	0.94
	.74
	.58

	12. My child yells or screams when angry
	1.59
	1.43
	34.5
	13.1
	0.31
	.73
	.56

	13. My child throws or breaks things when mad
	0.96
	1.29
	56.1
	7.7
	1.12
	.68
	.47

	14. My child pushes, hits, or kicks others when mad
	0.95
	1.29
	56.5
	7.6
	1.14
	.69
	.47

	15. My child often loses control when mad
	1.03
	1.29
	52.4
	6.8
	0.96
	.79
	.51

	16. My child has to be removed or kept away from activities or places because of his/her temper
	0.58
	1.07
	72.0
	2.8
	1.78
	.55
	.38

	17. Family routines and plans have to be made or changed to avoid my child’s temper
	0.95
	1.25
	55.7
	5.4
	1.02
	.64
	.52

	18. My child is easily enraged
	1.62
	1.39
	30.1
	14.0
	0.33
	.75
	.72

	19. My child’s anger can go from 0 to 100 in an instant
	1.46
	1.42
	38.9
	12.0
	0.46
	.80
	.69


Note. Floor/ceiling = percentage scoring 0 or 4. r own/other = corrected item–total correlation with the item’s own / the alternative subscale.Items 16–17 had the strongest floor effects and lowest item–total correlations; several other severe phasic items also showed floor endorsement above 50%.


Table S3. Demographic correlates of general irritability (N = 542)
	Comparison
	Child self-report
	Parent report

	Girls vs boys, M (SD)
	1.65 (0.98) vs 1.35 (0.94)
	1.53 (0.93) vs 1.39 (0.94)

	  Mann–Whitney p; rank-biserial r
	< .001; .18
	.07; .09

	Age 7–12 vs 13–18, M
	1.35 vs 1.60
	1.43 vs 1.48

	  Mann–Whitney p
	.003
	.70

	Age (continuous), Spearman ρ; p
	.15; < .001
	.02; .73


Note. General irritability scored 0–4 (mean of all 19 items). Rank-biserial r indexes the Mann–Whitney effect size.

Table S4. Unadjusted TAPIS-TR scores by diagnostic and medication group: medians (IQR), Mann–Whitney tests, and rank-biserial correlations
	Group / subscale
	Informant
	Scale
	Present Mdn (IQR)
	Absent Mdn (IQR)
	q
	r_rb (95% CI)

	Any depressive disorder (n = 95)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Child
	Tonic
	2.63 (2.00–3.13)
	1.50 (0.88–2.25)
	< .001
	.48 (.37–.58)

	
	Child
	Phasic
	1.82 (1.14–2.55)
	1.00 (0.36–1.82)
	< .001
	.32 (.20–.44)

	
	Parent
	Tonic
	2.25 (1.56–2.88)
	1.63 (1.00–2.38)
	< .001
	.30 (.18–.42)

	
	Parent
	Phasic
	1.27 (0.55–2.32)
	1.00 (0.36–1.91)
	.040
	.15 (.03–.28)

	Any anxiety disorder (n = 163)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Child
	Tonic
	2.00 (1.13–2.75)
	1.63 (0.88–2.38)
	.002
	.18 (.08–.29)

	
	Child
	Phasic
	1.18 (0.55–2.09)
	1.09 (0.36–2.00)
	.298
	.06 (-.04–.16)

	
	Parent
	Tonic
	1.88 (1.13–2.50)
	1.75 (1.00–2.50)
	.413
	.05 (-.06–.15)

	
	Parent
	Phasic
	1.00 (0.41–1.64)
	1.09 (0.36–1.95)
	.266
	-.07 (-.17–.03)

	Obsessive-compulsive and related disorders (n = 56)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Child
	Tonic
	2.00 (1.25–2.78)
	1.69 (0.88–2.50)
	.075
	.16 (.01–.31)

	
	Child
	Phasic
	1.14 (0.73–2.30)
	1.18 (0.36–1.91)
	.165
	.13 (-.04–.29)

	
	Parent
	Tonic
	2.13 (1.22–2.75)
	1.75 (1.00–2.50)
	.057
	.17 (.02–.33)

	
	Parent
	Phasic
	1.14 (0.55–2.27)
	1.00 (0.36–1.91)
	.298
	.09 (-.06–.25)

	ADHD (n = 260)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Child
	Tonic
	1.63 (1.00–2.38)
	1.75 (0.88–2.50)
	.839
	-.01 (-.10–.08)

	
	Child
	Phasic
	1.32 (0.55–2.18)
	1.00 (0.27–1.82)
	.027
	.13 (.03–.22)

	
	Parent
	Tonic
	1.88 (1.25–2.50)
	1.63 (0.88–2.50)
	.041
	.11 (.02–.21)

	
	Parent
	Phasic
	1.27 (0.55–2.09)
	0.91 (0.27–1.64)
	< .001
	.21 (.11–.30)

	Oppositional defiant disorder (n = 80)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Child
	Tonic
	2.06 (1.47–2.50)
	1.69 (0.88–2.50)
	.075
	.14 (.01–.26)

	
	Child
	Phasic
	1.68 (0.73–2.57)
	1.09 (0.36–1.91)
	.001
	.24 (.11–.38)

	
	Parent
	Tonic
	2.31 (1.84–2.91)
	1.63 (1.00–2.50)
	< .001
	.37 (.25–.47)

	
	Parent
	Phasic
	1.91 (0.91–2.75)
	0.91 (0.27–1.70)
	< .001
	.44 (.32–.55)

	Conduct disorder (n = 26)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Child
	Tonic
	2.19 (1.78–2.94)
	1.75 (0.88–2.50)
	.044
	.26 (.03–.47)

	
	Child
	Phasic
	2.36 (1.57–3.05)
	1.09 (0.36–1.91)
	< .001
	.48 (.26–.67)

	
	Parent
	Tonic
	2.88 (2.31–3.34)
	1.75 (1.00–2.50)
	< .001
	.58 (.41–.73)

	
	Parent
	Phasic
	2.32 (1.91–3.11)
	1.00 (0.36–1.82)
	< .001
	.60 (.41–.76)

	Specific learning disorder (n = 41)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Child
	Tonic
	1.63 (0.75–2.38)
	1.75 (1.00–2.50)
	.298
	-.11 (-.29–.07)

	
	Child
	Phasic
	1.00 (0.18–2.09)
	1.18 (0.45–2.00)
	.839
	-.02 (-.23–.17)

	
	Parent
	Tonic
	1.88 (1.25–2.38)
	1.75 (1.00–2.50)
	.817
	.03 (-.16–.22)

	
	Parent
	Phasic
	1.27 (0.55–2.45)
	1.00 (0.36–1.91)
	.075
	.18 (-.01–.37)

	Any psychotropic medication (n = 281)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Child
	Tonic
	1.88 (1.00–2.50)
	1.63 (0.88–2.38)
	.098
	.09 (-.01–.19)

	
	Child
	Phasic
	1.36 (0.45–2.18)
	1.00 (0.36–1.82)
	.041
	.11 (.02–.21)

	
	Parent
	Tonic
	1.88 (1.13–2.50)
	1.63 (0.88–2.50)
	.041
	.11 (.02–.21)

	
	Parent
	Phasic
	1.18 (0.55–2.09)
	0.91 (0.27–1.82)
	.022
	.13 (.04–.23)

	SSRI/SNRI (n = 138)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Child
	Tonic
	2.06 (1.16–2.75)
	1.63 (0.88–2.38)
	.003
	.19 (.08–.29)

	
	Child
	Phasic
	1.41 (0.55–2.27)
	1.09 (0.36–1.91)
	.041
	.13 (.02–.25)

	
	Parent
	Tonic
	1.88 (1.13–2.50)
	1.75 (1.00–2.50)
	.200
	.08 (-.03–.19)

	
	Parent
	Phasic
	1.05 (0.48–2.00)
	1.00 (0.36–1.91)
	.581
	.03 (-.08–.14)

	Antipsychotic (n = 106)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Child
	Tonic
	2.13 (1.41–2.75)
	1.63 (0.88–2.38)
	.002
	.22 (.10–.33)

	
	Child
	Phasic
	1.82 (0.84–2.64)
	1.00 (0.36–1.82)
	< .001
	.30 (.17–.43)

	
	Parent
	Tonic
	2.25 (1.50–3.00)
	1.63 (1.00–2.38)
	< .001
	.30 (.19–.42)

	
	Parent
	Phasic
	1.64 (0.75–2.64)
	0.91 (0.27–1.82)
	< .001
	.31 (.20–.42)

	Stimulant (methylphenidate) (n = 129)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Child
	Tonic
	1.63 (0.88–2.38)
	1.75 (1.00–2.50)
	.384
	-.06 (-.18–.05)

	
	Child
	Phasic
	1.09 (0.45–2.18)
	1.18 (0.36–2.00)
	.561
	.04 (-.08–.15)

	
	Parent
	Tonic
	1.88 (1.13–2.50)
	1.75 (1.00–2.50)
	.407
	.05 (-.07–.16)

	
	Parent
	Phasic
	1.18 (0.55–2.00)
	1.00 (0.36–1.91)
	.053
	.12 (.01–.23)


Note. Mann–Whitney U tests comparing diagnosis-present versus diagnosis-absent (or medication-present versus -absent) groups on each subscale. Diagnosis and medication comparisons were FDR-corrected in separate prespecified families. r_rb = rank-biserial correlation (positive = higher irritability in the group). Confidence intervals are unadjusted 95% intervals; statistical significance is based on the FDR-adjusted q values, so a q ≥.05 can occur even when an unadjusted interval excludes zero.
Table S5. General irritability across diagnostic clusters, comorbidity burden, and depression × anxiety, with post-hoc tests
	Group
	n
	Child M (SD)
	Child Mdn (IQR)
	Parent M (SD)
	Parent Mdn (IQR)

	Mutually exclusive diagnostic cluster

	No current diagnosis
	46
	0.96 (0.81)
	0.79 (0.28–1.47)
	0.94 (0.89)
	0.74 (0.07–1.36)

	Other non-indexed diagnosis
	27
	1.16 (0.88)
	0.95 (0.50–1.61)
	1.09 (0.88)
	0.84 (0.42–1.66)

	Internalizing only
	189
	1.62 (0.94)
	1.53 (0.89–2.32)
	1.44 (0.90)
	1.37 (0.74–2.05)

	Neurodevelopmental only
	136
	1.20 (0.90)
	1.05 (0.47–1.64)
	1.23 (0.85)
	1.11 (0.57–1.80)

	Externalizing only
	7
	1.62 (0.93)
	1.79 (1.13–2.18)
	1.86 (1.01)
	2.16 (1.13–2.53)

	Mixed across clusters
	137
	1.88 (0.97)
	1.95 (1.11–2.63)
	1.96 (0.89)
	1.84 (1.21–2.58)

	Comorbidity burden (number of diagnoses)

	0 diagnoses
	46
	0.96 (0.81)
	0.79 (0.28–1.47)
	0.94 (0.89)
	0.74 (0.07–1.36)

	1 diagnoses
	251
	1.26 (0.90)
	1.11 (0.53–1.82)
	1.26 (0.91)
	1.11 (0.50–1.87)

	2 diagnoses
	162
	1.80 (0.97)
	1.84 (1.07–2.53)
	1.67 (0.88)
	1.53 (1.05–2.32)

	≥3 diagnoses
	83
	1.95 (0.92)
	2.00 (1.21–2.63)
	1.97 (0.87)
	2.00 (1.34–2.61)

	Depression × anxiety (2 × 2), child-reported

	Neither
	314
	1.35 (0.98)
	1.21 (0.58–1.95)
	1.43 (0.99)
	1.26 (0.59–2.09)

	Anxiety only
	133
	1.46 (0.86)
	1.42 (0.63–2.11)
	1.32 (0.79)
	1.26 (0.63–1.84)

	Depression only
	65
	1.93 (0.89)
	2.00 (1.37–2.58)
	1.72 (0.95)
	1.74 (1.05–2.58)

	Depression + anxiety
	30
	2.36 (0.87)
	2.34 (1.88–3.05)
	1.83 (0.79)
	2.00 (1.21–2.34)

	Depression × anxiety post-hoc comparisons (Dunn test, FDR-corrected), by informant

	Comparison
	
	Child z
	Child r
	Child q
	Parent q

	Neither vs Anxiety only
	
	-1.45
	.062
	.146
	.489

	Neither vs Depression only
	
	-4.74
	.204
	< .001***
	.024*

	Neither vs Depression + anxiety
	
	-5.32
	.229
	< .001***
	.024*

	Anxiety only vs Depression only
	
	-3.27
	.141
	.002**
	.021*

	Anxiety only vs Depression + anxiety
	
	-4.29
	.184
	< .001***
	.021*

	Depression only vs Depression + anxiety
	
	-1.68
	.072
	.112
	.489


Note. Clusters differed for both informants (child report: H(5) = 56.4, p <.001, ε² =.10; parent report: H(5) = 67.3, p <.001, ε² =.12). "No current diagnosis" (n = 46) = no current K-SADS diagnosis of any kind; "Other non-indexed diagnosis" (n = 27) = only a diagnosis outside the seven indexed categories. Parent means are shown for reference. * q <.05; ** q <.01; *** q <.001.


Table S6. General irritability across predefined externalizing groups
	Externalizing group (predefined order)
	n
	Child M (SD)
	Parent M (SD)
	Child Mdn (IQR)
	Parent Mdn (IQR)

	No ADHD/ODD/CD
	271
	1.43 (0.95)
	1.30 (0.92)
	1.37 (0.63–2.13)
	1.21 (0.55–1.92)

	ADHD without ODD/CD
	173
	1.40 (0.92)
	1.33 (0.83)
	1.26 (0.68–1.95)
	1.26 (0.63–1.84)

	ODD with/without ADHD, no CD
	72
	1.76 (0.98)
	2.01 (0.83)
	1.79 (0.93–2.55)
	2.11 (1.25–2.63)

	CD with/without ADHD/ODD
	26
	2.23 (1.07)
	2.56 (0.92)
	2.34 (1.76–2.89)
	2.45 (1.80–3.18)


Note. Groups are mutually exclusive and ordered by a predefined externalizing-spectrum sequence of increasing disruptive-behaviour involvement for externalizing pathology (none < ADHD < ODD < conduct disorder), fixed independently of the irritability data. ADHD = attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder; ODD = oppositional defiant disorder; CD = conduct disorder. Irritability increased across the ordered sequence on both reports (Spearman ρ = .12, p = .005 for child report; ρ = .26, p < .001 for parent report).


Table S7. Informant × diagnosis interactions from linear mixed-effects models of general irritability
	Diagnosis
	n
	Interaction b (SE)
	95% CI
	p
	q
	Sensitivity b (SE)
	Sensitivity 95% CI (p)

	Depressive disorders
	95
	-.33 (.09)**
	-.50 to -.15
	< .001
	.001
	-.30 (.09)
	-.49 to -.12 (.001)

	Anxiety disorders
	163
	-.24 (.07)**
	-.39 to -.10
	.001
	.003
	-.23 (.08)
	-.38 to -.08 (.003)

	OCD and related
	56
	-.04 (.11)
	-.26 to .18
	.714
	.714
	+.01 (.11)
	-.21 to .23 (.957)

	ADHD
	260
	+.16 (.07)*
	.02 to .29
	.022
	.026
	+.06 (.07)
	-.09 to .20 (.431)

	ODD
	80
	+.36 (.10)**
	.17 to .55
	< .001
	.001
	+.31 (.10)
	.11 to .51 (.002)

	Conduct disorder
	26
	+.39 (.16)*
	.07 to .70
	.016
	.026
	+.32 (.16)
	-.001 to .632 (.050)

	SLD
	41
	+.30 (.13)*
	.04 to .55
	.022
	.026
	+.26 (.13)
	.001 to .516 (.049)


Note. Each diagnosis was examined in a separate linear mixed-effects model: general irritability = informant × diagnosis + age + gender, with a random participant intercept and two observations (child, parent) per dyad (N = 1,084 observations from 542 dyads). The interaction coefficient is the parent-versus-child difference associated with the diagnosis (negative = children report relatively higher; positive = parents report relatively higher). * q <.05; ** q <.01; *** q <.001 (FDR across the seven interactions). The sensitivity model additionally includes the number of diagnoses and, for each target diagnosis, the informant × comorbid-diagnosis interaction terms for the relevant comorbidities (depressive: anxiety, ADHD, ODD; anxiety: depressive, ADHD; OCD/related: anxiety, depressive; ADHD: ODD, CD; ODD: ADHD, CD; conduct: ADHD, ODD; SLD: ADHD), so that the target interaction is estimated net of comorbid informant-discrepancy patterns. ADHD = attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder; ODD = oppositional defiant disorder; CD = conduct disorder; SLD = specific learning disorder; OCD = obsessive–compulsive disorder.


Table S8. Parent–child discrepancy: full regression model on adolescent-reported BSI hostility and covariates
	Predictor
	b (SE)
	95% CI
	p

	Intercept
	-.07 (.05)
	-.18, .04
	.191

	BSI hostility
	-.39 (.07)
	-.52, -.25
	< .001

	BSI depression
	.02 (.05)
	-.08, .13
	.640

	CGI-S severity
	.03 (.04)
	-.04, .11
	.398

	Oppositional defiant disorder
	.24 (.12)
	.001, .482
	.049

	Depressive disorder
	-.12 (.10)
	-.32, .08
	.223

	Age
	-.05 (.03)
	-.116, .006
	.077

	Male gender
	.03 (.07)
	-.11, .17
	.687

	Dyad-mean irritability
	.22 (.06)
	.11, .33
	< .001


Note. Outcome = parent minus child general irritability (positive = parents report higher), standardised continuous predictors, HC3 robust standard errors (full model R² =.15, n = 541; one dyad had missing BSI data). Oppositional defiant disorder and depressive disorder were included as diagnostic covariates; a model including all seven diagnostic indicators yielded a materially unchanged hostility coefficient. Supporting diagnostics: hostility→discrepancy zero-order ρ = -.26 (p <.001) and single-predictor b = -.22 (p <.001); hostility VIF = 3.08 (full model); BSI hostility × BSI depression r =.69; child-reported irritability × hostility ρ =.77; parent-reported irritability × hostility ρ =.57.


Table S9. Incremental value of child and parent reports: joint-model coefficients, likelihood-ratio tests, and model fit
	Diagnosis
	Joint child aOR (95% CI)
	Joint parent aOR (95% CI)
	Parent adds p (q)
	Child adds p (q)
	ΔAIC
	Pseudo-R²

	Depressive disorders
	1.77 (1.285–2.437)
	1.04 (0.761–1.428)
	.054 (.058)
	< .001 (< .001)
	-1.7
	.23

	Anxiety disorders
	1.24 (0.957–1.605)
	0.77 (0.593–0.996)
	.004 (.012)
	.009 (.019)
	-4.8
	.11

	Obsessive-compulsive and related disorders
	1.14 (0.796–1.619)
	1.15 (0.810–1.633)
	.046 (.058)
	.048 (.058)
	-1.9
	.06

	ADHD
	1.15 (0.892–1.476)
	1.43 (1.113–1.828)
	< .001 (.002)
	.022 (.038)
	-3.3
	.17

	ODD
	0.92 (0.668–1.278)
	2.40 (1.728–3.327)
	< .001 (< .001)
	.050 (.058)
	-1.8
	.17

	Conduct disorder
	1.03 (0.633–1.679)
	3.42 (2.001–5.857)
	< .001 (< .001)
	.094 (.094)
	-0.8
	.27

	Specific learning disorder
	0.76 (0.499–1.144)
	1.55 (1.044–2.292)
	.006 (.014)
	.028 (.044)
	-2.8
	.09

	Model AIC by informant configuration

	Diagnosis
	
	
	
	AIC child-only
	AIC parent-only
	AIC both

	Depressive disorders
	
	
	
	394.3
	407.2
	392.6

	Anxiety disorders
	
	
	
	600.1
	598.7
	593.9

	Obsessive-compulsive and related disorders
	
	
	
	347.3
	347.2
	345.3

	ADHD
	
	
	
	638.3
	631.3
	628.0

	ODD
	
	
	
	411.2
	382.7
	380.9

	Conduct disorder
	
	
	
	182.0
	161.7
	160.9

	Specific learning disorder
	
	
	
	275.5
	272.8
	269.9


Note. Nested Firth penalized logistic regressions (age + gender baseline), per 1 SD. Joint aOR columns are from the model containing both reports simultaneously (three-decimal confidence limits so borderline intervals are unambiguous). "Parent adds"/"Child adds" give the raw p and FDR-corrected q (in parentheses) from penalized likelihood-ratio tests of adding one report to a model already containing the other, corrected within the 14-test incremental-informant family (seven diagnoses × two directions); these reproduce the incremental-value columns in main-text Table 2. ΔAIC = AIC(both-informant model) − AIC(better single-informant model); a negative value favours including both informants (per-configuration AICs are in the sub-table). Pseudo-R² is McFadden-type from the penalized log-likelihood of the joint model. 


Table S10. Spearman correlations of TAPIS-TR tonic and phasic irritability with validator measures
	Validator
	Child: Tonic
	Child: Phasic
	Parent: Tonic
	Parent: Phasic

	ARI total
	.77***
	.79***
	.75***
	.77***

	ARI impairment
	.53***
	.57***
	.57***
	.63***

	SDQ emotional
	.53***
	.42***
	.53***
	.43***

	SDQ conduct
	.55***
	.64***
	.58***
	.66***

	SDQ hyperactivity
	.40***
	.41***
	.40***
	.43***

	SDQ peer
	.31***
	.34***
	.35***
	.34***

	SDQ prosocial
	-.25***
	-.23***
	-.19***
	-.26***

	SDQ total
	.63***
	.62***
	.66***
	.64***

	Rosenberg low self-esteem (reverse-scored)
	.45***
	.41***
	–
	–

	BSI global (child self-report)
	–
	–
	.45***
	.37***

	BSI depression (child self-report)
	.54***
	.45***
	.38***
	.30***

	BSI hostility (child self-report)
	–
	–
	.56***
	.52***


Note. * q <.05; ** q <.01; *** q <.001 (FDR). The Rosenberg score used here is reverse-scored so that higher values denote lower self-esteem; ARI = Affective Reactivity Index; SDQ = Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire; BSI = Brief Symptom Inventory (adolescent's own symptoms, self-report). Differences between the tonic and phasic correlations with the same validator were tested with Williams's test for dependent correlations. Tonic exceeded phasic for SDQ emotional symptoms (child t = 4.52; parent t = 4.25) and for BSI depression (child t = 3.47); phasic exceeded tonic for SDQ conduct problems (child t = −3.77; parent t = −3.52); all five q ≤ .002. Contrasts for SDQ hyperactivity, SDQ peer problems, the ARI and CGI-S were not significant (all q > .30).


Table S11. Secondary subscale analyses for diagnoses: single-subscale and joint tonic–phasic odds ratios, with model-fit comparison to the general score
	Diagnosis / dimension
	Child single-subscale OR
	Child joint-model aOR
	Parent single-subscale OR
	Parent joint-model aOR
	Child ΔAIC
	Parent ΔAIC

	Depressive
	
	
	
	
	-6.7
	-6.5

	Tonic
	1.99 (1.53–2.58)
	2.00 (1.37–2.92)**
	1.63 (1.27–2.09)
	1.76 (1.23–2.52)*
	
	

	Phasic
	1.61 (1.27–2.05)
	0.99 (0.69–1.41)
	1.34 (1.06–1.69)
	0.90 (0.64–1.27)
	
	

	Anxiety
	
	
	
	
	-8.4
	-6.7

	Tonic
	1.16 (0.95–1.41)
	1.49 (1.10–2.02)*
	0.98 (0.80–1.19)
	1.29 (0.96–1.73)
	
	

	Phasic
	0.97 (0.80–1.18)
	0.72 (0.53–0.97)
	0.83 (0.68–1.01)
	0.68 (0.51–0.92)*
	
	

	OCD/related
	
	
	
	
	-1.2
	-3.8

	Tonic
	1.25 (0.94–1.66)
	1.19 (0.78–1.83)
	1.35 (1.02–1.79)
	1.52 (1.01–2.29)
	
	

	Phasic
	1.21 (0.93–1.58)
	1.06 (0.71–1.60)
	1.15 (0.88–1.50)
	0.85 (0.58–1.27)
	
	

	ADHD
	
	
	
	
	-6.5
	-1.9

	Tonic
	1.28 (1.05–1.56)
	0.86 (0.64–1.16)
	1.48 (1.22–1.80)
	1.18 (0.88–1.58)
	
	

	Phasic
	1.50 (1.24–1.83)
	1.68 (1.25–2.26)**
	1.53 (1.26–1.86)
	1.35 (1.02–1.80)
	
	

	ODD
	
	
	
	
	-3.5
	-1.3

	Tonic
	1.46 (1.13–1.89)
	0.93 (0.63–1.39)
	2.23 (1.69–2.95)
	1.49 (0.99–2.24)
	
	

	Phasic
	1.65 (1.30–2.10)
	1.73 (1.20–2.50)*
	2.13 (1.67–2.72)
	1.63 (1.14–2.34)*
	
	

	Conduct
	
	
	
	
	-7.3
	-0.6

	Tonic
	1.74 (1.16–2.62)
	0.61 (0.32–1.17)
	3.72 (2.24–6.16)
	2.17 (1.08–4.35)
	
	

	Phasic
	2.45 (1.67–3.58)
	3.44 (1.89–6.26)**
	2.97 (2.01–4.40)
	1.85 (1.06–3.22)
	
	

	SLD
	
	
	
	
	-3.6
	-6.4

	Tonic
	0.90 (0.64–1.26)
	0.65 (0.38–1.10)
	1.09 (0.79–1.50)
	0.61 (0.37–1.03)
	
	

	Phasic
	1.09 (0.80–1.49)
	1.49 (0.91–2.44)
	1.41 (1.05–1.90)
	2.00 (1.24–3.23)*
	
	


Note. Single-subscale model = one subscale (tonic or phasic) with age and gender; joint tonic–phasic model = both subscales entered together with age and gender; all per 1 SD. Stars on the joint-model column: * q <.05; ** q <.01; *** q <.001 (FDR across the 28-coefficient subscale-diagnosis family). ΔAIC = AIC(joint tonic–phasic model) − AIC(general-score model) for each informant. ODD = oppositional defiant disorder; OCD = obsessive–compulsive disorder; SLD = specific learning disorder. The contrast between the mutually adjusted tonic and phasic coefficients was tested with a Wald statistic in each model. Eight of the 28 coefficients changed sign between the single-subscale and mutually adjusted specifications, and no contrast survived FDR correction (smallest q = .058; largest nominal contrasts: child conduct disorder z = −2.87, child anxiety z = 2.52, parent specific learning disorder z = −2.45), indicating collinearity between the subscales rather than opposite substantive effects. Splitting the general score lowered the AIC in all 14 models, by 0.6 to 8.4 points, exceeding a two-point difference in 10.


Table S12. Content validity of the TAPIS-TR from expert review (22 experts)
	Criterion
	Parent form S-CVI/Ave
	Child form S-CVI/Ave
	Min I-CVI

	Clarity
	1.000
	1.000
	1.000

	Conceptual equivalence
	.981
	.986
	.909

	Cultural appropriateness
	.998
	.998
	.955

	General appropriateness
	.986
	.986
	.955

	Scale-level (all criteria)
	.991
	.992
	

	S-CVI/UA (proportion of items with universal agreement)
	.579
	.632
	


Note. I-CVI = item-level content validity index (proportion of experts rating the item 3–4); S-CVI/Ave = scale-level CVI averaged across items; S-CVI/UA = proportion of items receiving universal agreement (I-CVI = 1.00). Per-item I-CVI values are provided in Supplementary Table S13.


Table S13. Item-level content validity index (I-CVI) by form and criterion
	Panel A. Child/adolescent self-report

	Item
	Clarity
	Conceptual
	Cultural
	General
	Mean I-CVI

	1
	1.00
	.95
	1.00
	.95
	.977

	2
	1.00
	.95
	.95
	.95
	.966

	3
	1.00
	.95
	1.00
	1.00
	.989

	4
	1.00
	.95
	1.00
	.95
	.977

	5
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	.95
	.989

	6
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	7
	1.00
	.95
	1.00
	.95
	.977

	8
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	9
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	10
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	11
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	12
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	13
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	14
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	15
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	16
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	17
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	18
	1.00
	.95
	1.00
	.95
	.977

	19
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	Panel B. Parent report

	Item
	Clarity
	Conceptual
	Cultural
	General
	Mean I-CVI

	1
	1.00
	.95
	1.00
	.95
	.977

	2
	1.00
	.95
	1.00
	.95
	.977

	3
	1.00
	.95
	1.00
	1.00
	.989

	4
	1.00
	.95
	1.00
	.95
	.977

	5
	1.00
	1.00
	.95
	.95
	.977

	6
	1.00
	.95
	1.00
	1.00
	.989

	7
	1.00
	.91
	1.00
	.95
	.966

	8
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	9
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	10
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	11
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	12
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	13
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	14
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	15
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	16
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	17
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000

	18
	1.00
	.95
	1.00
	.95
	.977

	19
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.000


Note. I-CVI = proportion of the 22 experts rating the item 3–4 (appropriate) on each criterion; Mean I-CVI averages the four criteria. All values ≥.78. Items 1–8 = tonic subscale; items 9–19 = phasic subscale.


Table S14. Factor structure of the TAPIS-TR: confirmatory, exploratory, and bifactor item loadings, by informant
	Panel A. Child / adolescent self-report

	Item
	CFA λ
	EFA F1
	EFA F2
	Bifactor general
	Bifactor tonic-sp.
	Bifactor phasic-sp.

	Tonic irritability
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	.84
	.81
	-.03
	.84
	-.13
	

	2
	.85
	.83
	-.02
	.83
	.03
	

	3
	.62
	.66
	-.06
	.61
	.07
	

	4
	.82
	.80
	-.01
	.81
	-.02
	

	5
	.81
	.84
	-.08
	.77
	.41
	

	6
	.73
	.76
	-.07
	.69
	.45
	

	7
	.78
	.74
	.02
	.76
	.28
	

	8
	.72
	.72
	-.02
	.72
	.06
	

	Phasic irritability
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	.89
	.58
	.34
	.83
	
	.24

	10
	.85
	.49
	.39
	.77
	
	.30

	11
	.82
	.33
	.51
	.74
	
	.35

	12
	.75
	.22
	.58
	.63
	
	.43

	13
	.75
	-.01
	.79
	.56
	
	.61

	14
	.70
	-.12
	.86
	.50
	
	.65

	15
	.82
	.18
	.70
	.66
	
	.54

	16
	.57
	-.09
	.67
	.45
	
	.42

	17
	.54
	.02
	.54
	.45
	
	.35

	18
	.88
	.67
	.22
	.84
	
	.16

	19
	.87
	.49
	.41
	.79
	
	.32

	Panel B. Parent report

	Item
	CFA λ
	EFA F1
	EFA F2
	Bifactor general
	Bifactor tonic-sp.
	Bifactor phasic-sp.

	Tonic irritability
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	.85
	.79
	.01
	.78
	.24
	

	2
	.86
	.83
	.00
	.77
	.38
	

	3
	.57
	.69
	-.13
	.51
	.28
	

	4
	.86
	.85
	-.02
	.78
	.33
	

	5
	.87
	.85
	-.01
	.76
	.46
	

	6
	.71
	.74
	-.06
	.61
	.43
	

	7
	.83
	.83
	-.03
	.73
	.43
	

	8
	.66
	.59
	.06
	.62
	.12
	

	Phasic irritability
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	.89
	.58
	.35
	.90
	
	.06

	10
	.84
	.48
	.38
	.82
	
	.10

	11
	.83
	.26
	.60
	.78
	
	.27

	12
	.80
	.24
	.59
	.73
	
	.30

	13
	.76
	-.04
	.81
	.64
	
	.53

	14
	.77
	-.06
	.84
	.63
	
	.57

	15
	.85
	-.01
	.88
	.71
	
	.57

	16
	.68
	-.13
	.77
	.55
	
	.54

	17
	.74
	.17
	.59
	.68
	
	.31

	18
	.88
	.55
	.36
	.88
	
	.08

	19
	.90
	.43
	.51
	.87
	
	.20


Note. Item loadings from three analyses on the same 19 items. CFA λ = standardised loading from the confirmatory two-factor WLSMV model (item on its assigned tonic or phasic factor). EFA F1/F2 = principal-axis factoring of the polychoric matrix with oblimin rotation (F1 and F2 are the two rotated factors). Bifactor general/tonic-sp./phasic-sp. = loadings from the exploratory Schmid–Leiman solution (general factor and the specific tonic or phasic factor; each item loads on one specific factor). 




Table S15. Comparison of structural models for the TAPIS-TR: one-factor, correlated two-factor, and target-rotated ESEM
	Model
	χ²
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	Factor r

	Child self-report
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  One-factor
	787.1
	152
	.989
	.988
	.088
	.069
	—

	  Correlated two-factor (CFA)
	484.9
	151
	.994
	.993
	.064
	.054
	.859

	  Two-factor target-rotated ESEM
	244.5
	134
	.998
	.998
	.039
	.038
	.739

	Parent report
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  One-factor
	1077.7
	152
	.988
	.987
	.106
	.076
	—

	  Correlated two-factor (CFA)
	599.8
	151
	.994
	.994
	.074
	.056
	.847

	  Two-factor target-rotated ESEM
	292.6
	134
	.998
	.997
	.047
	.039
	.737


Note. N = 542 dyads. WLSMV estimation with ordinal indicators. χ², CFI, TLI and RMSEA are the unscaled statistics so that all three models are compared on a single metric; the robust scaled indices for the confirmatory model, which are the ones quoted in the main text and in Table S16, are CFI = .98 and RMSEA = .068 (child) and .073 (parent). The two sets differ because of the scaling correction, not because the models differ. The robust scaled difference test favoured two factors over one for both informants (Δχ²(1) = 39.0 child and 53.8 parent, both p < .001). The target-rotated ESEM applies Browne's partially specified oblique rotation, in which each item's loading on its non-assigned factor is targeted to zero but left free; the tonic and phasic factors are otherwise specified as in the confirmatory model, and the fit of a rotated ESEM is independent of the rotation chosen. All loadings are completely standardised. Cross-loadings exceeding |.30| were confined to phasic items: item 18 (easily enraged; child .49, parent .40), item 9 (frequent temper outbursts; .37, .39) and, on child report only, item 14 (pushes, hits or kicks; −.34). No tonic item exceeded |.15| on the phasic factor in child report or |.23| in parent report. Primary loadings remained coherent under rotation (child .44–1.03, M = .71; parent .44–1.06, M = .75); two phasic items marginally exceeded 1.00, which is admissible in an oblique solution with correlated factors and high communality. The solution was fully admissible for both informants, with no Heywood cases and no negative residual variances (minimum residual variance .243 child, .177 parent). Factor r = correlation between the tonic and phasic factors.

Table S16. Confirmatory model fit and bifactor dimensionality indices
	Index
	Child
	Parent

	Scaled χ² (df = 151)
	529.4
	590.1

	CFI / TLI
	.98 / .97
	.98 / .98

	RMSEA [90% CI]
	.068 [.062, .074]
	.073 [.067, .080]

	CFA SRMR
	.056
	.058

	Tonic–phasic factor correlation
	.86
	.85

	One-factor CFI / RMSEA
	.96 / .087
	.96 / .098

	ECV (explained common variance)
	.80
	.80

	PUC (percent uncontaminated correlations)
	.51
	.51

	ωH (general)
	.86
	.88

	ωHS tonic / phasic
	.03 / .25
	.17 / .15

	H (general construct replicability)
	.96
	.97

	H tonic / phasic
	.36 / .73
	.54 / .68

	Bifactor SRMR
	.034
	.036

	Heywood case
	none
	none


Note. Robust fit statistics from the confirmatory two-factor WLSMV model and dimensionality indices from the exploratory Schmid–Leiman bifactor solution (see Table S14 for item loadings). ECV = explained common variance; PUC = percent uncontaminated correlations; ωH = general-factor omega-hierarchical; ωHS = subscale-specific omega-hierarchical; H = construct replicability. These indices are reported as a decomposition of general and specific variance rather than as the test of whether the tonic and phasic facets are separable; that comparison is given in Table S15.


Table S17. Test–retest reliability and change for the general score and subscales, by informant
	Informant / scale
	Baseline M (SD)
	Retest M (SD)
	Change p
	Change r
	ICC (95% CI)
	SEM / MDC95

	Child — Total
	1.89 (0.94)
	1.57 (0.89)
	< .001
	.48
	.64 (.42–.78)
	.56 / 1.54

	Tonic
	2.15 (1.01)
	1.81 (1.02)
	.002
	.46
	.64 (.43–.78)
	.62 / 1.71

	Phasic
	1.71 (1.02)
	1.40 (0.90)
	.010
	.40
	.61 (.40–.75)
	.61 / 1.69

	Parent — Total
	1.75 (0.95)
	1.51 (0.96)
	.008
	.39
	.73 (.57–.83)
	.50 / 1.39

	Tonic
	2.11 (0.98)
	1.71 (0.97)
	< .001
	.62
	.67 (.41–.82)
	.57 / 1.57

	Phasic
	1.49 (1.09)
	1.37 (1.05)
	.213
	.24
	.70 (.54–.81)
	.59 / 1.63


Note. n = 59 dyads retested after a median interval of 30 days (IQR 24–41; range 7–70). Change p values are from Wilcoxon signed-rank tests of baseline-to-retest change; Change r = Wilcoxon signed-rank effect size, |z|/√n. ICC(2,1) = two-way random-effects, absolute-agreement, single-measures intraclass correlation; SEM = standard error of measurement; MDC95 = minimal detectable change at 95% confidence (≈ 1.4–1.7 on the 0–4 metric). This was not a fixed-interval, treatment-free reliability study: the interval varied (7–70 days) and participants remained in care throughout, with several baseline-to-retest changes reaching significance. The ICC and MDC95 estimates therefore incorporate genuine clinical change and regression to the mean as well as measurement error, and should not be read as pure stability coefficients.


Table S18. Configural and metric invariance of the two-factor structure across gender, age, and current-medication-status groups
	Grouping / level
	n (g1/g2)
	CFI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	ΔCFI
	ΔRMSEA

	Child report — gender (girls vs. boys)
	282/260
	
	
	
	
	

	Configural
	
	.980
	.063
	.062
	
	

	Metric (equal loadings)
	
	.973
	.072
	.072
	-.007
	.008

	Child report — age (7–12 vs. 13–18 years)
	256/286
	
	
	
	
	

	Configural
	
	.980
	.065
	.064
	
	

	Metric (equal loadings)
	
	.970
	.077
	.073
	-.010
	.011

	Parent report — gender (girls vs. boys)
	282/260
	
	
	
	
	

	Configural
	
	.982
	.067
	.063
	
	

	Metric (equal loadings)
	
	.979
	.071
	.068
	-.003
	.003

	Parent report — age (7–12 vs. 13–18 years)
	256/286
	
	
	
	
	

	Configural
	
	.982
	.067
	.063
	
	

	Metric (equal loadings)
	
	.980
	.069
	.066
	-.002
	.002

	Child report — current medication status (unmedicated vs. medicated)
	261/281
	
	
	
	
	

	Configural
	
	.980
	.064
	.066
	
	

	Metric (equal loadings)
	
	.971
	.075
	.076
	-.009
	.011

	Parent report — current medication status (unmedicated vs. medicated)
	261/281
	
	
	
	
	

	Configural
	
	.980
	.069
	.064
	
	

	Metric (equal loadings)
	
	.978
	.071
	.068
	-.002
	.002


Note. Ordinal multiple-group CFA (WLSMV on polychoric correlations), estimated with the same mean- and variance-adjusted (scaled-and-shifted) test statistic and baseline as the single-group models, so that the fit indices are directly comparable to the single-group CFA in Supplementary Table S16 (child CFI =.98, RMSEA =.068; parent CFI =.98, RMSEA =.073). Configural = same two-factor pattern with group-specific loadings; metric = equal loadings across groups. Scalar and threshold invariance were not tested, so these results support comparison of factor structure and loadings across groups but not of latent means. For child-report age the metric model sits at the conventional boundary (ΔCFI = −.010, ΔRMSEA = .011), so metric invariance is described as supported within conventional cutoffs rather than as unequivocal.



Figure S1. Item-level response distributions of the TAPIS-TR, by informant
[image: ]
Note. Diverging stacked bars of the response distribution for each of the 19 items (N = 542), shown separately for the parent report (left) and child/adolescent self-report (right). Each item uses the original 5-point scale from 0 (“Not like me/my child”) to 4 (“Very much like me/my child”); bars stack from the centre outward with the highest categories nearest the midline. Items are grouped into the tonic (1–8) and phasic (9–19) subscales and ordered within each group by observed child-report endorsement.

Figure S2. Bland–Altman plots of parent–child agreement for the general score and subscales (N = 542 dyads)
[image: ]
Note. Three panels: general irritability (left), tonic (centre), phasic (right). Solid line = mean difference (bias); dashed lines = 95% limits of agreement. Each panel reports the proportional-bias test (regression of the difference on the mean); none was significant (general p = .34, tonic p = .24, phasic p = .53). Scores are bounded (0–4).

Figure S3. Standardised tonic and phasic irritability by diagnostic and medication group, by informant
[image: ]
Note. Complements the main-text diagnostic analyses by adding diagnosis-absent reference groups and medication classes. Mean z scores (whole-sample standardisation) with 95% confidence intervals; filled = group present, open = absent; tonic in green, phasic in purple; child report (upper panel) and parent report (lower panel). CD = conduct disorder; SLD = specific learning disorder.

Figure S4. Parallel analysis of the TAPIS-TR item pool, by informant
[image: ]
Note. Observed eigenvalues (solid) versus the 95th percentile from 500 random datasets (dashed). Two factors exceeded the criterion for both informants.
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