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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

Table S1. n-back task performance for lure stimuli by genotype group

COMT 
Val/Val
D-32 C 
(n = 15)

COMT 
Val/Met
D-32 C
(n = 20)

COMT 
Met/Met
D-32 C 
(n = 9)

COMT 
Val/Val

D-32 T/T
(n=14)

COMT 
Val/Met 
D-32 T/T
(n=23)

COMT 
Met/Met
D-32 T/T 
(n =16)

Lure Accuracy 
(%)
2-back 70.3 ± 4.8 79.8 ± 4.0 64.8 ± 5.9 73.1 ± 4.9 80.8 ± 3.8 74.5 ± 4.5
3-back 60.1 ± 4.5 62.0 ± 3.8 69.4 ± 5.6 66.2 ± 4.6 62.8 ± 3.5 63.4 ± 4.2

Lure Correct RT 
(ms)
2-back 788.8 ± 39.2 795.5 ± 33.0 821.6 ± 48.4 809.0 ± 39.5 839.2 ± 30.8 898.7 ± 36.6
3-back 740.7 ± 48.7 807.6 ± 40.9 758.3 ± 60.1 762.4 ± 49.1 766.7 ± 38.2 799.7 ± 45.4

TABLE LEGENDS

Table 1: Values are reported as mean ± standard deviation. Reported p-values reflect 

COMT × DARPP-32 interaction effects on the variable of interest following 3 (COMT) ×

2 (DARPP-32) ANOVAs. Exact p-values reported unless p < 0.001. †p-value represents 

results of χ2 test. D-32 C, carrier of DARPP-32 C allele; D-32 T/T, DARPP-32 T/T indi-

viduals; SES, socioeconomic status; Edu, education. 

Table 2: Values are reported as mean ± standard error of the mean. Reported p-values 

reflect COMT × DARPP-32 interaction effects in a 3 (COMT genotype group) × 2 

(DARPP-32 genotype group) ANOVA with white ethnicity and sex included as covari-

ates. Conventions as for Table 1. RT, reaction time.

Table 3: Target discrimination quantified as a d′ measure of correct target hits versus 

non-target false alarms (see Methods). Values are reported as mean ± standard error. 
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Other conventions as for Tables 1 and 2. Significant main effect of WM load: 

F(2,178)=22.58, p<0.001; no significant main or interacting effects of COMT or DARPP-32 

genotype on basic target detection (max F=1.69, min p=0.19). 

Table S1: Values are reported as mean ± SEM. Reported p-values reflect interaction 

effects from 3×2 ANOVA with sex and white ethnicity included as covariates. Exact p-

values reported unless p < 0.001. 

FIGURE LEGENDS

Figure 1: COMT and DARPP-32 genotype interaction effects on working memory per-

formance. Graphs depict target discrimination (d′ for targets versus lures; mean ± SEM). 

Under high working memory load (3-back trials), COMT and DARPP-32 genotype signif-

icantly interact to affect d′, according to an inverted-U relationship (F(2, 89)=4.37, 

p=0.016). A post-hoc ANOVA found a significant effect of DARPP-32 genotype on 3-

back target/lure detection in COMTValMet individuals, F(1,39)=6.23, p=0.017.

Figure 2: Interacting effects of COMT and DARPP-32 genotype on target discrimination 

(target/lure d′; mean ± SEM) as a function of working memory load, as indexed by d′

slope (F(2, 89)=4.26, p=0.017). The magnitude of d′ slope follows an inverted-U pattern, 

with putatively intermediate levels of frontal dopamine D1 receptor signaling associated 

with better performance.


