Supplementary material 1:

Method – Behavioural tests of impulsivity

The delay and probabilistic discounting tasks:
The delay and probabilistic discounting tasks used in this study were adapted from a previous implementation 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Richards et al., 1999)
.  For the delay discounting task, participants were asked to choose between receiving a reward now, or after a specified delay. The participant received the following instructions for the delay task: “From now, you are required to perform tasks of decision-making on monetary reward. The task is to choose between two options. The monetary reward in this experiment is hypothetical, but we want you to think as though this is real money. On the left, we will show you a reward you could have immediately, for example £10 now. On the right, we will show you a reward you could have after a delay. To make your choice, please press the appropriate key”.

The delayed reward (d) maintained a constant value of £100, whereas the immediate reward (i) was varied to establish the indifference point, that is, the immediate value deemed to be as appealing as the delayed reward. A lower indifference point would be consistent with higher impulsivity. Four delay intervals were assessed (2 days, 1 week, 1 month and 6 months) within four randomly interleaved staircase searches. For each staircase, the value of the variable instant reward was random, constrained by four limits: maximum bottom, minimum bottom, minimum top and maximum top. These limits were adjusted according to the participant’s choices. Four limits were used so as to prevent brief moments of inattention from distorting the staircase procedure. If the participant chose the delayed reward, the limits were adjusted according to where the variable instant stood in relation to those limits: 
If i > [min bottom], then [min bottom] = i; [max bottom] = [min bottom]
If i < [min bottom], then [max bottom] = i
If i > [min top], then [min top] = i; [max top] = £100
This narrowed the limits in a way that ensured the next trial’s immediate reward would be higher. Similarly, if they chose the immediate reward:
If i < [min top], then [min top] = i; [max top] = [min top]
If i > [min top], then [max top] = i
If i < [min bottom], then [min bottom] = i; [max bottom] = £0
These narrowed limits ensured the next immediate reward would be lower. The staircase terminated when [max top] - [max bottom] = £2, with the current immediate reward taken to represent the indifference point for that delay interval. If other staircases were still ongoing, then the completed staircase would continue but with dummy trials, to mask the search procedure from the participant, with the immediate reward being set randomly between £0 and £100. The probabilistic task had the same structure and search algorithm, except participants were asked to choose between a certain reward, and a reward with a specified probability attached to it. The probabilistic reward was always £100, and the certain reward varied. The four probability levels were 0.9, 0.75, 0.5 and 0.25. The participant received the following instructions for the probabilistic task: “From now, you are required to perform tasks of decision-making on monetary reward. The task is to choose between two options. The monetary reward in this experiment is hypothetical, but we want you to think as though this is real money. On the left, we will show you a reward you could have immediately, for example £10 now. On the right, we will show you a reward you could have with a certain probability, for example 50% chance of £100. To make your choice, please press the appropriate key”. 

For the delay task, the hyperbolic discount function:
value = A / (1 + kD)
was fitted to each subject’s indifference points using nonlinear curve fitting, where A is the reward amount, D is the delay to the reward in days, and k is the delay discounting parameter. An analogous discount function was fitted to the probabilistic indifference points:
value = A / (1 + h[(1 / p) - 1])
where p is the probability of receiving the reward, and h probabilistic discounting parameter. Larger discount parameters are consistent with higher impulsivity.
Stop signal Task:
Motor planning was assessed using the SST adapted from Aron and Poldrack, 2006()
. Participants were presented with a small white fixation circle shown for 500msec, followed by a white arrow pointing left or right (randomly determined) for up to 1sec. They were asked to respond by pressing the appropriate button.  The arrow disappeared as soon as a response was received. This was followed by a black screen 1sec in duration. Trials were either ‘go’ or ‘stop’ trials. For go trials, the participant simply had to respond as quickly as possible, whereas for stop trials, a 900Hz, 500msec tone would be sounded after a delay following cue presentation, indicating that the participant should withhold their response. Task performance is modelled by considering that two processes are operative: a ‘go’ process that leads to responding, and a ‘stop’ process that can cancel an impending action. The duration of the ‘Go’ process is directly observable through median reaction time (MRT), whereas the duration of the stop process (known as the stop signal reaction time, SSRT) must be estimated by observing the effects of varying the delay between the arrow stimulus and the stop signal (SSD). The SSRT is an estimation of the time an individual needs to stop their usual behaviour (i.e. pressing a key every time they see the arrow) in response to the stop signal.
Go and Stop trials were present at a 3:1 ratio (96 Go, 32 Stop, 128 trials in total). The SSD at which the probability of successfully withholding a response was 0.5 was estimated using 4 randomly interleaved staircases, with SSD being initialised to 100, 150, 200 and 250ms. For each Stop trial, if the participant successfully withheld their response, the SSD for the respective staircase was increased by 50ms, making the subsequent trial more challenging. If they failed to inhibit their response, the SSD was reduced by 50ms, making the task easier. Their SSRT was then determined by subtracting the final average SSD of these 4 staircases from the MRT of successfully inhibited Stop trials. Before beginning the task, participants were presented with the instructions: “You will see a series of arrows pointing left or right. Please respond by pressing the correct arrow button on the keyboard. Respond as fast as you can once you see the arrow. However, if you hear a beep, your task is to stop yourself from pressing. Stopping and going are equally important.” Increased responding (i.e., failure to inhibit) on stop trials can be inferred as increased impulsivity. Stop signal task performance has been demonstrated to correlate significantly with the BIS Kirkpatrick et al., 2007()
.
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