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Analysis of Response times

As an exploratory analysis, we tested whether response times differed between groups. Overall,
response times did not differ between groups (F(2,66)=0.28, p=0.76, 12xs=0.008, all post-hoc
t-tests p>0.46). Response times differed between short and long travel time environments (main
effect of travel time: F(1, 66)=8.75, p=0.004, n24=0.005), but there was no significant
interaction with the experimental group (groupxtravel time: F(2, 66)=1.33, p=0.27, 1%gs=0.002;

all post hoc t-tests p>0.33).
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Figure S1. Response times differed between environments with short and long travel times, but

there was no significant interaction with the experimental group; all p>0.33).

Analysis of choice behavior throughout the task

We tested whether choice strategies evolved during the course of the task. This analysis
revealed a general choice bias of both the amisulpride and the propranolol group which was not
observable in the overall analysis. In the first half, the amisulpride group showed a significantly
enhanced switching behavior, compared to the placebo group (=2.36, z=2.58, p=0.010), while

the propranolol group did not differ from placebo (p=-0.32, z=-0.38, p=0.70). In the second



half, however, the propranolol group switched less than the placebo group (B=-1.6, z=-1.88,

p=0.061), while the amisulpride group did not differ from placebo (=0.97, z=1.06, p=0.29).

Neither total rewards, nor exit thresholds differed between groups in the first and second half

of the experiment.
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B choice behavior in the second half of the task
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Figure S2. Development of choice behavior throughout the task. (A) In the first half, the
amisulpride group switched significantly more often, compared to placebo, pointing towards
an explorative choice strategy to collect information. (B) Contrary, the propranolol group
differed from placebo in the second half of the task where participants in the propranolol
group switched less than the placebo group indicating an exploitative choice behavior.

Overall, task performance did not differ between the firstand second half of the task.



