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Supplementary Figure 1 Inattention symptoms: Differences between boys and girls with ADHD
Note. Cl= confidence interval. A positive effect size indicated more severe symptoms in girls, whereas a negative effect size indicated more severe

symptoms in boys.
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Supplementary Figure 2 Hyperactivity-impulsivity symptoms: Differences between boys and girls with ADHD

Note. Cl= confidence interval. A positive effect size indicated more severe symptoms in girls, whereas a negative effect size indicated more severe

symptoms in boys.
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Supplementary Figure 3 Hyperactivity symptoms: Differences between boys and girls with ADHD
Note. Cl= confidence interval. A positive effect size indicated more severe symptoms in girls, whereas a negative effect size indicated more severe

symptoms in boys.
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Supplementary Figure 4 Impulsivity symptoms: Differences between boys and girls with ADHD
Note. Cl= confidence interval. A positive effect size indicated more severe symptoms in girls, whereas a negative effect size indicated more severe

symptoms in boys.
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Supplementary Figure 5 Total ADHD symptoms: Differences between boys and girls with ADHD
Note. Cl= confidence interval. A positive effect size indicated more severe symptoms in girls, whereas a negative effect size indicated more severe

symptoms in boys.
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Supplementary Figure 6 Attention: Differences between boys and girls with ADHD
Note. Cl= confidence interval. A positive effect size indicated a greater attention deficit in girls, whereas a negative effect size indicated a greater
attention deficit in boys.
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Supplementary Figure 7 Motor inhibition: Differences between boys and girls with ADHD
Note. *p<.05 CI= confidence interval. A positive effect size indicated a greater executive deficit in girls, whereas a negative effect size indicated a
greater executive deficit in boys.
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Supplementary Figure 8 Interference control: Forest plot of differences between boys and girls with ADHD
Note. Cl= confidence interval. A positive effect size indicated a greater executive deficit in girls, whereas a negative effect size indicated a greater
executive deficit in boys.
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Supplementary Figure 9 Working memory: Differences between boys and girls with ADHD
Note. Cl= confidence interval. A positive effect size indicated a greater executive deficit in girls, whereas a negative effect size indicated a greater

executive deficit in boys.
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Supplementary Figure 10 Cognitive flexibility: Differences between boys and girls with ADHD
Note. *p<.05 Cl= confidence interval. A positive effect size indicated a greater executive deficit in girls, whereas a negative effect size indicated a

greater executive deficit in boys.
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Supplementary Figure 11 Planification: Differences between boys and girls with ADHD
Note. Cl= confidence interval. A positive effect size indicated a greater executive deficit in girls, whereas a negative effect size indicated a greater

executive deficit in boys.
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