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T\ Measurement of impulsive choice In rats: |l. Test-retest reliability

* Impulsive behavior is a common symptom in ADHD, schizophrenia, and drug abuse
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* A number of different procedures have been developed to study impulsive choice in rats and these vary In their g g a o . .
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«Comparisons of point of subjective equality (PSE) and mean percent LL choice were used to evaluate choice behaviors
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- Rats trained on one of the three CONCLUSIONS
procedures
L Male SD Rats  The general pattern of results Is consistent with the notion that the three tasks may be measuring a similar underlying construct, but that there are also task-
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N =48 unique features that interact with the measurements of impulsive choice
* 10 day baseline (5-s LL)
+ 20 day procedure * The G&E task yielded the most promising pattern of results: (1) good differentiation of the LL delays; (2) mean PSE estimates similar to E&R; (3)

significant alternate form test-retest with both E&R and M tests; (4) significant same-form test-retest
Phase 2 Alternate-form test-retest reliability

. * The M task underestimated the PSE compared to the other two tasks, suggesting this task may be biased to identify individuals as impulsive
« Rats from each group trained on a new procedure

 Timeline » The E&R task required substantial training to achieve good differentiation of the LL delays, which may be a drawback of this task
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Phase 3 Same-form test-retest reliability
 Repeat Phase 2

Phase 4 Same-form test-retest
*Return to Phase 1

*Testing currently in progress



