Supplemental Materials

Attentional Impairments in Huntington's Disease: A Specific Deficit for the Executive Conflict
by P. Maurage et al., 2017, Neuropsychology
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/neu0000321
This section reports: (1) the significant overall effects (i.e. non-related to group differences) associated with the two ANOVAs performed in subgroups comparisons, and (2) the results related to the exploration of the fatigue effect on the experimental results.
Overall effects

General analysis

A 2 (Groups) X 4 (Cues) X 3 (Flankers) ANOVA was performed separately for RT and accuracy in each subgroups comparison.
RT
- HDP- vs HDP+: A main effect of Cue was found, F(3,105)=30.28, p<.001, [image: image2.png]


=0.46: Spatial cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(37)=7.46, p<.001, Central cues, t(37)=5.38, p<.001, and Double cues, t(37)=4.52, p<.001. Moreover, No cues led to higher RT than Double cues, t(37)=4.80, p<.001 and Central cues, t(37)=2.69, p=.011, which did not differ, t(37)=1.99, p=.011. A main effect of Flanker was also found, F(2,70)=100.05, p<.001, [image: image4.png]


=0.74: Incongruent flankers led to higher RT than Congruent, t(37)=9.51, p<.001, and Neutral ones, t(37)=10.74, p<.001. No Cue × Flanker interaction was found, F(6,210)=0.96, p=.453.
- HDP- vs CP-: A main effect of Cue was found, F(3,102)=53.75, p<.001, [image: image6.png]


=0.61: Spatial cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(35)=10.51, p<.001, Central cues, t(35)=8.50, p<.001 and Double cues, t(35)=5.72, p<.001. Moreover, Double cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(35)=7.33, p<.001, and Central cues, t(35)=2.25, p=.031, and Central cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(35)=4.20, p<.001. A main effect of Flanker was also found, F(2,68)=184.53, p<.001, [image: image8.png]


=0.84: Incongruent flankers led to higher RT than Congruent, t(35)=12.74, p<.001, and Neutral ones, t(35)=15.15, p<.001. Finally, a Cue × Flanker interaction was found, F(6,204)=4.43, p<.001, [image: image10.png]


=0.11: In the Congruent and Neutral flanker condition, Spatial cues led to lower RT than No cues, Congruent: t(35)=8.02, p<.001; Neutral: t(35)=9.81, p<.001, Central cues, Congruent: t(35)=4.19, p<.001; Neutral: t(35)=5.08, p<.001, and Double cues, Congruent: t(35)=2.83, p=.008; Neutral: t(35)=2.69, p=.011, Double cues led to lower RT than No cues, Congruent: t(35)=5.06, p<.001; Neutral: t(35)=7.60, p<.001, and Central cues, Congruent: t(35)=1.74, p=.09; Neutral: t(35)=2.16, p=.037, and Central cues led to lower RT than No cues, Congruent: t(35)=3.86, p<.001; Neutral: t(35)=5.51, p<.001. However, in the Incongruent flanker condition, Spatial cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(35)=8.10, p<.001, Central cues, t(35)=8.50, p<.001 and Double cues, t(35)=5.85, p<.001, Double cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(35)=2.14, p=.039, but other cues did not significantly differ, Double-Center cues: t(75)=1.26, p=.212; Center-No cues: t(75)=0.67, p=.505.

- HDP+ vs CP+: A main effect of Cue was found, F(3,114)=37.05, p<.001, [image: image12.png]


=0.49: Spatial cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(39)=8.35, p<.001, Central cues, t(39)=6.32, p<.001, and Double cues, t(39)=6.50, p<.001. Moreover, No cues led to higher RT than Double cues, t(39)=3.89, p<.001, and Central cues, t(39)=2.60, p=.013, which did not differ, t(39)=1.70, p=.097. A main effect of Flanker was also found, F(2,76)=117.81, p<.001, [image: image14.png]


=0.76: Incongruent flankers led to higher RT than Congruent, t(39)=10.64, p<.001, and Neutral ones, t(39)=10.82, p<.001. Finally, a Cue × Flanker interaction was found, F(6,228)=2.39, p=.029, [image: image16.png]


=0.06: In the Congruent flanker condition, Spatial cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(39)=9.10, p<.001, Central cues, t(39)=5.76, p<.001 and Double cues, t(39)=3.87, p<.001, Double cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(39)=5.29, p<.001, and Central cues, t(39)=3.03, p=.004, and Central cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(39)=2.73, p=.009. In the Neutral flanker condition, Spatial cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(39)=5.09, p<.001, Central cues, t(39)=3.54, p=.001, and Double cues, t(39)=3.18, p=.003, Double cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(39)=3.16, p=.003, but Center cues did not differ from Double, t(39)=1.11, p=.274, and Neutral ones, t(39)=1.68, p=.101. In the Incongruent flanker condition, Spatial cues led to lower RT than No cues, t(39)=5.79, p<.001, Central cues, t(39)=4.43, p<.001, and Double cues, t(39)=6.56, p<.001, but other cues did not significantly differ, Double-No cues: t(39)=1.13, p=.265; Double-Center cues: t(39)=0.18, p=.858; Center-No cues: t(39)=1.22, p=.230.
Accuracy
- HDP- vs HDP+: A main effect of Cue was found, F(3,105)=4.26, p=.009, [image: image18.png]


=0.11: No cues led to lower accuracy than Double cues, t(37)=2.86, p=.007, and Spatial cues, t(37)=2.95, p=.006. A main effect of Flanker was also found, F(2,70)=22.28, p<.001, [image: image20.png]


=0.38: Incongruent flankers led to lower accuracy than Congruent, t(37)=4.45, p<.001, and Neutral ones, t(37)=4.55, p<.001. No Cue × Flanker interaction was found, F(6,210)=2.04, p=.062.
- HDP- vs CP-: A main effect of Flanker was found, F(2,68)=14.75, p<.001, [image: image22.png]


=0.30: Incongruent flankers led to lower accuracy than Congruent, t(35)=4.11, p<.001, and Neutral ones, t(35)=3.84, p<.001. No main effect of Cue was found, F(3,102)=1.15, p=.333, nor any Cue × Flanker interaction, F(6,204)=0.65, p=.690.
- HDP+ vs CP+: A main effect of Cue was found, F(3,114)=5.63, p=.001, [image: image24.png]


=0.13: No cues led to lower accuracy than Center cues, t(39)=2.32, p=.025, Double cues, t(39)=2.94, p=.006, and Spatial cues, t(39)=3.61, p=.001. A main effect of Flanker was also found, F(2,76)=25.01, p<.001, [image: image26.png]


=0.40: Incongruent flankers led to lower accuracy than Congruent, t(39)=4.56, p<.001, and Neutral ones, t(39)=4.41, p<.001. No Cue × Flanker interaction was found, F(6,228)=1.53, p=.169.
Attentional networks analysis

A 2 (Groups) X 3 (Attentional Networks) ANOVA was performed separately for RT and accuracy in each subgroups comparison.

RT
- HDP- vs HDP+: A main effect of Attentional Network was found, F(2,70)=42.43, p<.001, [image: image28.png]


=0.54: The Executive conflict effect was stronger than Alerting, t(37)=6.86, p<.001, and Orienting ones, t(37)=6.25, p<.001.
- HDP- vs CP-: A main effect of Attentional Network was found, F(2,68)=51.98, p<.001, [image: image30.png]


=0.60: The Executive conflict effect was stronger than Alerting, t(35)=9.04, p<.001, and Orienting ones, t(35)=7.02, p<.001.

- HDP+ vs CP+: A main effect of Attentional Network was found, F(2,76)=59.10, p<.001, [image: image32.png]


=0.61: The Executive conflict effect was stronger than Alerting, t(39)=8.10, p<.001, and Orienting ones, t(39)=6.91, p<.001, and the Orienting effect was stronger than the Alerting effect, t(39)=2.56, p=.014.

Accuracy 

- HDP- vs HDP+: A main effect of Attentional Network was found, F(2,72)=16.01, p<.001, [image: image34.png]


=0.31: The Executive conflict effect was stronger than Alerting, t(37)=3.91, p<.001, and Orienting ones, t(37)=3.85, p<.001.

- HDP- vs CP-: A main effect of Attentional Network was found, F(2,68)=10.77, p<.001, [image: image36.png]


=0.24: The Executive conflict effect was stronger than Alerting, t(35)=3.30, p=.002, and Orienting ones, t(35)=4.17, p<.001. 
- HDP+ vs CP+: A main effect of Attentional Network was found, F(2,76)=9.48, p<.001, [image: image38.png]


=0.20: The Executive conflict effect was stronger than Alerting, t(39)=3.95, p<.001, and Orienting ones, t(39)=3.93, p<.001. 
Fatigue effect

A 2 (Groups) X 3 (Attentional Networks) X 3 (Blocks) ANOVA was performed separately for RT and accuracy in each subgroups comparison. As these analyses fully replicated those obtained with the original 2 (Groups) X 3 (Attentional Networks) ANOVA for Group and Attentional Networks effects, and as their main aim was to explore the fatigue effect, this section will focus on the results related to the “Block” factor.
RT
- HDP- vs HDP+: No main Block effect was found, F(2,70)=0.48, p=.621, nor any significant Block × Group, F(2,70)=0.99, p=.377, Block × Attentional Network, F(4,140)=0.24, p=.915, or Block × Attentional Network × Group, F(4,140)=0.51, p=.728, interactions.

- HDP- vs CP-: No main Block effect was found, F(2,68)=1.02, p=.366, nor any significant Block × Group, F(2,68)=0.14, p=.869, Block × Attentional Network, F(4,136)=0.62, p=.649, or Block × Attentional Network × Group, F(4,136)=0.32, p=.864, interactions.

- HDP+ vs CP+: No main Block effect was found, F(2,76)=1.03, p=.362, nor any significant Block × Group, F(2,76)=1.58, p=.213, Block × Attentional Network, F(4,152)=0.47, p=.758, or Block × Attentional Network × Group, F(4,152)=1.12, p=.349, interactions.

Accuracy
- HDP- vs HDP+: No main Block effect was found, F(2,70)=0.58, p=.563, nor any significant Block × Group, F(2,70)=1.29, p=.282, Block × Attentional Network, F(4,140)=0.48, p=.750, or Block × Attentional Network × Group, F(4,140)=0.69, p=.600, interactions.

- HDP- vs CP-: No main Block effect was found, F(2,68)=2.16, p=.123, nor any significant Block × Group, F(2,68)=0.39, p=.679, Block × Attentional Network, F(4,136)=0.92, p=.454, or Block × Attentional Network × Group, F(4,136)=1.59, p=.181, interactions.

- HDP+ vs CP+: No main Block effect was found, F(2,76)=0.73, p=.485, nor any significant Block × Group, F(2,76)=0.75, p=.476, Block × Attentional Network, F(4,152)=0.97, p=.426, or Block × Attentional Network × Group, F(4,152)=0.86, p=.489, interactions.
