A two-way between groups data analysis of variance was conducted to measure the effect between Impulsivity (High, Low) and Gambling Frequency (Low Gambling Frequency, “LGF”, High Gambling Frequency, “HGF”) on risky decision making. Three participants were omitted from the analysis due to insufficient data in the variant of the SOGS. Missing data from the BIS-11 was calculated using the mean score of the question to fill in missing data. Participants were split into two separate groups depending on their scoring on the BIS-11 above or below the mean (M = 65.9, SD = 12.69), and additionally for the SOGS (M = 5.1, SD = 3.25). The frequencies for each participant categorised have been shown in Figure 1.

	
	Low Gambling Frequency
	High Gambling Frequency

	Low Impulsivity 
	14
	9

	High Impulsivity
	8
	11



Figure 1. Frequency table displaying the participant population for each condition the participants were allocated to.
Levene’s test of equality indicated there was no violation of homogeneity of variances > .05. Cronbach’s Alpha analysis was conducted for the BIS-11 and the SOGS variant, results showed strong internal reliability for the BIS (α =.894), and weak internal reliability for the SOGS variant (α = .614). Results of the analysis indicated that the interaction effect between the BIS and SOGS on risky decision making was non-significant F (1, 38) = .08, p > .05. This indicates that impulsivity and gambling frequency did not significant influence risky gambling behaviour. The main effect of both Impulsivity and Gambling Frequency were both also non-significant F (1,38) = 3.3, p > .05 and F (1,38) = .1, p > .05 respectively. 
Additional analysis on the second order factors of impulsivity was conducted using independent sample T-tests. 3 independent sample T-tests were conducted on Attentional Impulsivity (M = 18.31, SD = 4.44), Motor Impulsivity (M = 23.4, SD = 4.36), and Nonplanning Impulsivity (M = 24.2, SD = 5.6). groups were categorised based on their mean score. There was no significant difference between low attentional impulsivity (M = 33.55, SD = 13.32), and high attentional impulsivity (M = 40.45, SD =14.93; t(40) = -1.59, p = .12, two-tailed). (Effect Size?)
There was however a significant difference between low motor impulsivity (M = 33.19, SD =12.83), and high motor impulsivity (M = 42.75, SD =15.13; t(40) = -2.19, p = .03, two -tailed).
[bookmark: _GoBack]There was no significant difference between low nonplanning impulsivity (M = 35.75, SD =14.88) and high nonplanning impulsivity (M =38.28, SD =13.92; t(40) = -.56, p =.58, two-tailed).

