Supplementary material
Modified Ultimatum Game:

In the standard UG (Güth et al. 1982; Sanfey et al. 2003) a proposer decides how to divide a sum of money between himself and a responder, who chooses whether to accept or reject the offer. If accepted, both players receive the designated amount of money, but if rejected, both receive nothing. Offers of about 25% and below of the total sum are considered unfair, they elicit anger, and are commonly rejected as a form of aggressive retribution at one's own personal cost (Pillutla & Murnighan 1996; Srivastava et al. 2009; Mehta & Beer 2010). However, studies have shown that accepting such unfair offers is related to a capability to regulate the induced anger and the aggressive reactions (van’t Wout et al. 2010; Dunn et al. 2012; Grecucci et al. 2013). Building on this, we created a modified version of the UG which induced more genuine interpersonal anger by incorporating 30-second verbal negotiations infused with angering provocations after each UG-offer (Gilam et al. 2015). Participants in the scanner played the responder and repeatedly negotiated with the same confederate proposer who was outside the scanner (Supplementary Fig. S1). The proposer was one of two professional actors who improvised with scripted provocations in concert with one of four sequences of 10 predefined UG-offers allotted from a pot of 20 Israeli New Shekels (ILS; Supplementary Table S2). All sequences included the exact same offers in a different sequence, corresponding to both fair  (10:10, 11:9, 12:8) and unfair (2×15:5, 16:4, 17:3, 18:2, 2×19:1) offers. In accordance with the Institutional Ethics Committee demands, there were no actual material payoffs. Further information about actor training and the paradigm are extensively detailed elsewhere (Gilam et al. 2015). Behavioral and emotional report measures (as detailed below) were not influenced by the actor and not by the sequence of offers (both counterbalanced between participants) and thus these factors were collapsed across all analyses.

Emotional Rating:

We used a post-scan emotional report scheme consisting of a round-by-round iteration of the Geneva Emotion Wheel (GEW; Scherer 2005). The GEW comprises 16 emotions arranged in a circular pattern based on two axes, valence (positive/negative) and potency (high/low): Pride, Elation, Happiness, Satisfaction, Relief, Hope, Interest, Surprise, Anger, Hostility, Contempt, Disgust, Shame/Guilt, Boredom, Sadness and Anxiety. In our version participants received a print-out of 30 screen-shots tracing each offer, result and negotiation periods in the exact sequence of UG-rounds as played in the scanner and in accordance with their actual decisions. Adjacent to each print-screen participants were instructed to rate each of the 16 GEW-emotions on a 7-point intensity scale from 0 (none) to 6 (very high), in relation to how they felt in that exact period during the actual game in the scanner.
Supplementary Fig. S1. The modified Ultimatum Game (UG) paradigm
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Supplementary Fig. S1. The modified Ultimatum Game (UG) paradigm consisted of 10 rounds. Each round began with a fixation period, supposedly the time in which the proposer decided how to split the sum of 20 Israeli New Shekel (ILS). Participants then saw the offer, decided whether to accept or reject and then viewed the result of their decision. Verbal negotiations followed and began when a fictitious picture appeared, supposedly belonging to the other player. Participants were generally informed they could utilize negotiations to improve subsequent offers. Unbeknownst to them, the confederate proposer was a professional actor who induced more genuine anger improvising with scripted provocations. Participants were led to believe that their negotiations had an influence on subsequent offers from the proposer, but in fact offers were predefined and the purpose of negotiations was to induce anger in a realistic and interpersonal fashion.

Supplementary Table S1. Sample size of available data by data type and for each time point
	Time Point
	Data Type
	#n Soldiers
	#n Civilians
	#n Total

	#1
	Behavior
	38
	22
	60

	
	Brain
	33
	21
	54

	#1 and #2
	Behavior
	29
	17
	46

	
	Brain
	20
	15
	35


Supplementary Table S1. The sample size diminished between time-points and also according to the type of data acquired. Our initial sample of 38 soldiers and 22 civilians decreased to 29 and 17 respectively at the second time point. Nine soldiers did not complete combat training and five civilians were not available to participate. An additional reduction in sample size for the brain data was the result of excessive head movements. To note, when correlating brain data from time point 1 (n=33) with stress-symptoms of time point 2 (n=29), soldier sample size was n=24 as there were four soldiers who did not take part in time point 2 as well as five soldiers with stress-symptoms but who were excluded from brain data due to excessive head movements.
Supplementary Table S2. The four sequences of offers used in the modified UG

	
	1st fMRI scan
	2nd fMRI scan

	
	1st offer
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	5th
	6th
	7th
	8th
	9th
	10th

	1st sequence
	10:10
	12:8
	15:5
	16:4
	18:2
	17:3
	15:5
	11:9
	19:1
	19:1

	2nd
	17:3
	15:5
	11:9
	19:1
	19:1
	10:10
	12:8
	15:5
	16:4
	18:2

	3rd
	10:10
	18:2
	12:8
	15:5
	16:4
	19:1
	17:3
	15:5
	11:9
	19:1

	4th
	19:1
	17:3
	15:5
	11:9
	19:1
	10:10
	18:2
	12:8
	15:5
	16:4


Supplementary Table S2. The four pre-determined sequences of offers used in the modified UG included the exact same 10 offers, allotted from a pot of 20 New Israeli Shekel (ILS; 1ILS ≈ 0.25USD). In order to minimize artifacts of head-movement, the sequences were divided into two seamless functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging (fMRI) scans. The 1st and 2nd fMRI scans of the 1st sequence were switched in order in the 2nd sequence, while the 1st and 2nd fMRI scans of the 3rd sequence were switched in order in the 4th sequence. Participants who played the 1st sequence in the first time-point played the 2nd sequence in the second time-point and vice-versa, and similarly for those who played the 3rd / 4th sequences.
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