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[ Abstract)

compulsory isolated drug detoxification and rehabilitation. Methods: Forty—five individuals with mephedrone addiction

Objective: To investigate the characteristics of decision—making in Individuals with new drug addiction from

and forty—one individuals with methamphetamine addiction from compulsory isolated drug detoxification and rehabilitation
and thirty—three healthy controls were recruited. Cups task and barratt impulsiveness scale(BIS-11) were used to measure
decision—making and impulsivity, respectively. Results: The impulsivity level of methamphetamine group was significantly
higher than control group and mephedrone group. In comparison to control group, methamphetamine group and mephedrone
group made more risky choices; control group and mephedrone group made more adaptive choices than methamphetamine
group in the gain domain. There was no significant difference among three groups in the loss domain. Conclusion: Addic-
tion subjects exhibit generally greater risk decision—making tendencies than control group. But, methamphetamine group on-
ly has adaptive decision—making functional deficits.
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