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Conclusion Methods .

 Altruistic-, and Reciprocal trust decisions are » 120 (60 females) clinically diagnosed moderate-severe AUD, and 120 (60 females) HC in a
reduced in young adults with Alcohol Use Swedish lab-sample, performed six one-shot (2-5 rounds) BE tasks of Altruism; Fairness;
Disorder (AUD) across Swedish and US Trust; Reciprocal Trust; Altruistic Punishment; and Altruistic Compensation (Study 1) .
samples, while Fairness-, Trust-, Punishment-, » 136 (66 females) self-reported moderate-severe AUD, and 144 (86 females) HC in a US .
and Compensation decisions are not. online-sample on Prolific completed online versions of the same BE tasks (Study 2)

* Fastresponse time, and moral attitudes » Clinical and cognitive constructs assessed: emotion regulation; empathy; moral cognition
disfavoring impartial beneficence partly explained (i.e. Oxford Utilitarianism Scale [3]); psychiatric-, and substance symptom load (Study 1-2) !liustration of ‘Dictator Game’ measuring ‘Altruism’
prosocial reduction in Alcohol Use Disorder. - _ . . _ .

Q1: AUD and prosociality Q2: Constructs associated with the impairments
- Altruism (Study 1) Reciprocal trust (Study 1)

IntrOdUCtlon Response time interaction effect b = 1.50, p =.013 - Response time interaction effect b = 0.64, p = .021
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eXCIUSion and deﬁCitS in SOCiaI COgnition WhICh StudyG;Ioup Effect b = 2.79, 95% Cl = [0.83-5.30], p = .008 StUdgrEup Effect b = 4.87, 95% Cl = [2.38-7.36], p < .001 AUD prediCtS bOth -gw 23 AR IO AP it s

in turn promotes continued drug use (2;5). K K Altruism and £, e

However, valid experimental measures of social 5 5 Reciprocal Trust & — g | e
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IndIVIduaIS (1 8-24y) Wlth mOderate-Severe § é Altruism (Study 1) Reciprocal trust (Study 1)

aICOhOI use dlsorder (AU D) and healthy ContrOIS < = Impartial beneficence effect b =2.56, p <.001 . . Impartlal beneflcence effectb 148 p =.006
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(HC) using established behavioral economic plestel bee orter Tesy Bone it A Disfavoring 4 5 .t
(BE) tasks (Dictator Game, Ultimatum Game, ... .-\ . .. ... impartial 2" s ~———
Trust Game, Third Party Game) of prosocial Reduced Reciprocal trust in AUD beneficence % T é ———— 1.
o : : Study 1 Study 2 ' s | !
deC|S|On'mak|ng (1 ’4) Group Effect b = 1.69, 95% CI = [0.20-3.17], p = .027 Group Effect b = 2.55, 95% Cl = [0.25-4.85], p = .030 'Iz\rl'tedl_CtS bOt(;] S | b $ : S '
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1- DO yOU ng adUItS With AICOhOI Use Disorder §4 §40 Results replicated n StUdyz ’ UtiIitari;nism—ImE)artiaI ben(;ficence 2 ’ Utilit;rianism—lmi)artial benefil:ence 2
have impaired prosocial decision-making
compared to Healthy Controls? ’ £ Future Perspective
2. What clinical and cognitive constructs are ; ; » Targeting altruism, and reciprocal trust might provide a basis for

associated With the impairments (given Alcohol Use Disorder Healthy Control Alcohol Use Disorder Healthy Control Supplementlng dlagnOSIS and treatment at an early Stage Of AUD
group differences under 1.)?
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