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INTRODUCTION 
 
Locus of control (LoC) is defined as the degree to 
which persons expect that outcomes are contingent on 
their own behaviour or personal characteristics, as 
opposed to a function of chance, luck, fate, under 
control of powerful others, or simply unpredictable [1]. 
Individuals with a strong internal LoC tend to believe 
events in their life are primarily a result their own 
actions. Conversely, people with a strong external LoC 
tend to believe events in their life are primarily a result 
of external factors (e.g. fate or luck). LoC is an 
important personality construct that has been  associated  
 

 

 
with many psychological [2–6] and physical [7,8] health 
outcomes as well as health behaviours such as smoking 
and alcohol consumption [9–12]. Studies generally 
report better outcomes in individuals classified as being 
more internal than external, concluding that it is 
psychologically healthy to perceive that one has control 
over those things which one is capable of influencing. 
LoC is not static; studies have shown that it is malleable 
in response to both life events (such as trauma [13, 14]) 
and interventions such as cognitive training [15–17], 
thus suggesting that it is possible to improve a person’s 
ability to internalise, which may incur later health 
benefits. 
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ABSTRACT 
 
Few modifiable risk factors for cognitive decline have been identified. Despite an external locus of control (LoC)
being adversely associated with many psychological and physical health outcomes, few studies have examined
whether  it  is related to cognitive function  in adulthood.  In 1178 women from the Avon Longitudinal Study of
Parents and Children, we examined whether  LoC, and  change  in  LoC over  time,  is associated with  cognitive
function in midlife. LoC was prospectively measured at mean ages 30 and 48 years using the validated Nowicki‐
Strickland  scale.  Cognitive  function  was  examined  at  mean  age  51  years.  At  both  time  points,  greater
externality was associated with lower cognitive function. For example, the group of women classified as being
external at mean age 48 years had, on average, a 0.18 lower cognitive function score (95% CI: 0.11 to 0.25) than
the group classified as being internal (p<0.001). Participants who changed from external to internal over time,
on average, had better cognitive function than those who remained external or changed to become external. In
summary, an external LoC may be detrimental to cognitive function. Thus, interventions to increase internality
may help to minimise the adverse consequences on cognitive health later in life. 
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Despite many psychological and physical health 
outcomes being studied in relation to LoC [5,7], studies 
examining whether LoC is related to cognitive function  
are scarce. Most studies to date have focused on 
whether cognitive training is associated with short-term 
[18] and long-term [16] changes in LoC (i.e. the 
opposite direction). Those existing studies that have 
examined whether LoC is associated with later 
cognitive function have mainly been conducted in very 
small sample sizes [19] or in elderly populations [20, 
21], whereby reverse causation (i.e. impairment of, or 
decline in, cognitive function affecting LoC) cannot be 
ruled out. Wight et al reported that an external LoC was 
associated with lower cognitive function in a 
community sample of 1835 men aged 45-59 years from 
the United States [22]. However, to our knowledge, no 
studies have examined the association in women. Given 
that there is evidence to suggest LoC is intervenable, it 
would be useful to ascertain whether individuals with an 
internal LoC have greater cognitive function, par-
ticularly in later life, as this may help individuals to 
maintain independence into old age and even potentially 
reduce risk of cognitive decline and dementia. Current 
evidence for modifiable risk factors for lower cognitive 
function in later life is scarce, thus, trying to identify 
factors on which we can intervene is crucial for 
prevention strategies. 
 
In a general population sample of British women from 
the Avon and Longitudinal Study of Parents And 
Children, we aimed to examine whether (i) LoC at two  
time-points during adulthood (mean ages 30 and 
48years) and (ii) change in LoC across these two time-
points, is prospectively associated with a composite 
measure of overall cognitive function at mean age 51 
years, or with specific cognitive domains including 
long- and short-term memory, verbal fluency and 
intelligence, and processing speed. 
 
RESULTS 
 
Descriptive characteristics of the participants 
 
There was evidence that women included in these 
analyses, on average, were more likely to be white 
compared to non-white, to have a higher SEP and be 
classified as having an internal LoC compared with 
women excluded due to missing data (Table 1). 
However, the magnitude of the differences for ethnicity 
and SEP was small, and the mean LoC scores at both 
time points were similar in included versus excluded 
women. Correlations between the LoC scores at the two 
time-points was moderate (Pearson’s R=0.53). 
Approximately 30% of participants changed their LOC 
over time (12% of participants changed from external to  

internal and 18% changed from internal to external). 
Correlations between each of the cognitive function 
measures (Supplementary Table S1) were weak to 
moderate: Pearson’s r ranged from 0.15 to 0.43. Logical 
memory and delayed logical memory were strongly 
correlated (r=0.83). 
 
Associations between the continuous LoC scores and 
overall cognitive function 
 
Table 2 shows associations of the continuous LoC 
scores at the two time-points with the composite 
measure of cognitive function. There was evidence that 
a greater LoC score (i.e. greater externality) measured at 
both time-points (i.e. mean ages 30 and 48 years) was 
associated with a lower cognitive function score at 
mean age 51 years, with the magnitude of the 
association being similar for both time-points. For 
example, per one-unit increase in LoC score at mean 
age 48 years, cognitive function scores were, on 
average, 0.06 lower (95% CI: -0.08 to -0.04)), even 
after adjusting for educational attainment, head of 
household social class, ethnicity and age at outcome 
assessment and the previous LoC at mean age 30 years 
(p<0.001). 
 
Associations between categorical LoC (internal vs 
external) and overall cognitive function 
 
There was evidence that participants who were 
categorised as having an external LoC had, on average, 
lower cognitive function than those who were 
categorised as being internal, and the magnitude of 
association was similar at both LoC measurement 
occasions (Table 3). For example, the external group at 
mean age 48 years had, on average, a 0.18 lower 
cognitive function score (95% CI: (-0.25 to -0.11) than 
the internal group (p<0.001), even after adjusting for 
educational attainment, head of household social class, 
ethnicity and age at outcome assessment and LoC score 
at mean age 30 years.. 
 
Associations between change in LoC over time and 
overall cognitive function 
 
On average, individuals had the lowest cognitive 
function scores when they were classified as having an 
external LoC at both time-points (Table 4). Participants 
classified as having an external LoC at any of the 
measurement occasions had lower cognitive function 
scores than those who sustained an internal LoC over 
time. Finally, participants who changed from external to 
internal, on average, had higher cognitive function 
scores than those who remained external or changed 
from internal to external. 
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Table 1. Characteristics of participants. 

 Included participants 
(n=1178)  Excluded participants (n=1179) † 

 Mean (SD)/ 
Percentage (%)  N with available 

data 
Mean (SD)/ 

Percentage (%) 

Exposures     

Mean age 30 years     

Continuous locus of control score at mean age 30 years 3.30 (1.86)  1,156 3.87 (2.02) 

Categorical locus of control at age 30 years (%)‡   1156  
 Internal 56.20   46.19 
 External 43.80   53.81 
Mean age 48 years     

Continuous locus of control score at mean age 48 years 3.03 (1.87)  784 3.58 (2.01) 

Categorical locus of control at age 48 years (%)‡   784  
 Internal 63.07   51.91 
 External 36.93   48.09 
Change in locus of control score from 30 to 48 years (%)     
 Internal to Internal 44.65  523 27.15 
 External to External  25.38   37.86 
 Internal to External  11.54   15.68 
 External to Internal 18.42   19.37 
Outcome     

Cognitive function score 4.07 (0.59)  1,654 3.91 (0.61) 

Covariables     

Age at outcome assessment (years) 50.96 (4.39)  1779 50.74 (4.42) 

Ethnicity (%)   1558  
White  98.56   96.79 
Non-white  1.44   3.21 
Highest qualification (%)   1022  
CSE 34.30   38.65 
Vocational 22.16   21.14 
O-level 17.15   14.09 
A-level 19.86   20.06 
Degree 6.54   6.07 
Head of household social class (%)   1202  
Professional  24.45   17.80 
Managerial and technical  48.73   49.92 
Skilled non-manual  20.97   24.96 
Non-skilled manual 4.75   5.74 
Partly and unskilled manual 1.10   1.58 
SD – standard deviation 
†Excluded participants are those who were eligible to be included in the analysis (i.e. they attended the outcome assessment clinic) but 
were excluded due to missing data for one LoC measure and one or more potential confounders 
‡Participants scoring below or equal to the median (3 points) on the locus of control questionnaire were categorised as being internal. 
Those scoring above the median were categorised as being external. 
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Table 2. Associations of the continuous locus of control score at two time‐points with the composite cognitive function 
score at mean age 51 years (N=1178). 

 Unadjusted  Adjusted for potential 
confounders† 

Additionally adjusted for 
earlier locus of control score 

 Beta (95% CI) P  Beta (95% CI) P Beta (95% CI) P 
Locus of control score at 
mean age 30 years -0.08 (-0.10 to -0.06) <0.001  -0.07 (-0.08 to -0.05) <0.001 - - 

        
Locus of control score at 
mean age 48 years -0.09 (-0.11 to -0.08) <0.001  -0.06 (-0.08 to -0.04) <0.001 -0.06 (-0.08   -

0.04) <0.001 

CI‐ confidence interval. Results are interpreted as the average difference in the composite cognitive function score per unit increase in 
the locus of control score 
†Adjusted for educational attainment, head of household social class, ethnicity and age at outcome assessment 

Table 3. Average difference in the composite cognitive function score at mean age 51 years between participants who 
were categorised as having an external vs internal locus of control at two time‐points (N=1178). 

 Unadjusted  Adjusted for potential 
confounders† 

Additionally adjusted for 
earlier locus of control score 

 
Mean difference in 
cognitive function 

score (95% CI) 
P  

Mean difference in 
cognitive function 

score (95% CI) 
P 

Mean difference in 
cognitive function 

score (95% CI) 
P 

External vs internal locus 
of control at mean age 30 
years 

-0.28 (-0.35 to -0.22) <0.001  -0.22 (-0.29 to -0.16) <0.001 - - 

        
External vs internal locus 
of control at mean age 48 
years 

-0.30 (-0.37 to -0.24) <0.001  -0.25 (-0.32 to -0.19) <0.001 -0.18 (-0.25 to -0.11) <0.001 

CI‐ confidence  interval. Results are  interpreted as  the average difference  in  the composite cognitive  function score between external 
versus internal locus of control 
†Adjusted for educational attainment, head of household social class, ethnicity and age at outcome assessment 

Table 4. Associations between change in locus of control from mean age 30 years to 48 years and the composite 
cognitive function score at mean age 51 years (N=1178). 

  Unadjusted  Adjusted for potential 
confounders† 

 
Percentage (N) 

participants  
Mean difference in 

cognitive function score 
(95% CI) 

P  
Mean difference in 
cognitive function 

score (95% CI) 
P 

Change in LoC       
Internal to internal (reference 
group) 

44.7 (526) - -  - - 

External to external 25.4 (299) -0.43 (-0.51 to -0.35) <0.001  -0.35 (-0.43 to -0.27) <0.001 
Internal to external 11.5 (136) -0.20 (-0.31 to -0.10) <0.001  -0.18 (-0.28 to -0.07) <0.01 
External to internal  18.4 (217) -0.18 (-0.27 to -0.09) <0.001  -0.14 (-0.23 to -0.05) <0.01 
CI‐ confidence interval. Results are interpreted as the average difference in the composite cognitive function score between each group 
compared to the reference group. 
†Adjusted for educational attainment, head of household social class, ethnicity and age at outcome assessment 
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Additional analyses 
 
Participants classified as having an external LoC had, 
on average, lower scores for each of the six cognitive 
tests than those classified as internal (Table S2). The 
magnitude of association was very similar for each of 
the tests and across the two time-points that LoC was 
measured. On average, individuals had the lowest 
scores on each of the six cognitive tests when they were 
classified as having an external LoC at both time-points 
(Table S3). Participants classified as having an external 
LoC at any of the measurement occasions had lower 
cognitive scores for each of the six cognitive tests than 
those who sustained an internal LoC over time and 
again, the magnitude of association was very similar for 
each test. Unadjusted associations looked very similar in 
the larger group of participants with a measure of LoC at 
the first-time point only (n=2241, Table S4) compared to 
the results from the main analysis sample (n=1178). 
Results also looked very similar when additionally 
adjusted for exposure to psychosocial adversity in 
childhood as a potential confounder (n=929, Table S5). 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
We found evidence that having a more internal locus of 
control in early and mid-adulthood is prospectively 
associated with better cognitive function, and impor-
tantly, that changing to have an internal LoC over the 
duration of the study was associated with better 
cognitive function than remaining external or changing 
to from internal to external. These findings suggest that 
LoC may be an amenable target for interventions aimed 
at increasing internality, to improve cognitive function 
in adulthood and consequently, help to reduce risk of 
ageing-related morbidity (including Alzheimer’s 
disease, which has been consistently associated with 
lower cognitive function in mid-life and mortality [23, 
24]). Several studies have provided evidence that LoC 
is modifiable, with cognitive training interventions 
increasing internality [15–17], and Nowicki et al. [25] 
have identified several factors associated with changes 
towards both internality and externality. Our study 
identified a subgroup of participants (~30%) whose LoC 
changed over time (i.e. internal to external and vice 
versa), supporting the assumption that it is not a static 
construct and may be amenable to intervention. Given 
that lower cognitive function in adulthood is associated 
with a lack of functional dependence in old age [26–28], 
greater risk of cognitive decline and dementia [23,24], 
and higher mortality rates [29–32], identifying 
modifiable risk factors is important for informing 
prevention strategies. 
 
We found evidence using both the continuous LoC 
score and the categorical (external vs internal) variable, 

suggesting that LoC across the whole spectrum is 
related to cognitive decline and that there is not likely to 
be a threshold effect whereby a certain degree of 
externality is detrimental for cognitive functioning. We 
also assessed associations of LoC with individual 
cognitive tests, as well as a composite score of overall 
cognitive function. Different cognitive tests measure 
different underlying systems (e.g. fluid vs crystallised 
intelligence) and assessing them individually may help 
identify possible underlying mechanisms of association. 
Combining measures into a composite score may, how-
ever, increase power because summing them together 
identifies a much higher risk group (i.e. those perfor-
ming very badly on all tests), which may drive 
associations. In our study, higher LoC scores (i.e. 
greater externality) were associated with poorer perfor-
mance on all individual cognitive tests, with a similar 
magnitude of effect for each. In addition, change in LoC 
overtime was similarly associated with each of the 
cognitive tests, suggesting that there is not one particular 
aspect of cognition that is largely affected by LoC, but 
that it influences all domains of cognitive function 
including memory, processing speed and verbal fluency. 
 
Comparisons with other studies 
 
Although there is a large body of evidence showing 
LoC to be associated with many psychological [2, 3, 5, 
6, 33] and physical [7, 8] health outcomes and health 
behaviours such as smoking [9–12] and alcohol 
consumption [9, 17], studies examining whether LoC is 
related to cognitive function are scarce [22]. Several 
studies to date have assessed whether cognitive training 
is associated with short-term [18] and long-term [16] 
changes in LoC (i.e. examining the question in the 
opposite direction) and the findings suggest the 
relationship may be bidirectional in nature. The few 
existing studies that have examined whether LoC is 
associated with later cognitive function been conducted 
in very small sample sizes (N=<350) [19] or in elderly 
populations [20,21] where it is impossible to rule out 
reverse causation (i.e. age-related changes in cognitive 
function affecting LoC). One study previously reported 
that an external LoC was associated with lower 
cognitive function in men from the United States [22]. 
Converse to our study, the authors found LoC to be very 
stable over time (LoC changed over an 18-year follow-
up period in 30% of our study participants). Similar to 
our study however, they reported cognitive function to 
be highest among men who consistently demonstrated 
an internal locus of control over time, and lowest among 
those who demonstrated an external propensity over 
time. Our findings suggest that associations are similar 
in women and that they can be observed as early as age 
~50 years. In addition to this, another study reported 
that mothers with an internal prenatal LoC, on average, 
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had offspring with a higher IQ at age 8 years [34], 
suggesting that LoC may be associated with cognitive 
function across the entire life course; not just in mid-
late adulthood. 
 
Strengths and limitations 
 
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to 
assess associations between LoC measures and 
cognitive function in women from the general popula-
tion. LoC was measured using a validated questionnaire 
[35] at two time-points, meaning we were able to 
examine how change in LoC relates to our outcome of 
interest. We also had data for a variety of cognitive 
tests, enabling us to assess the effect of LoC on 
different cognitive domains and also on overall 
cognitive functioning. One limitation of our study is the 
possibility of selection bias, as 41% of the people who 
attended the follow-up clinic where the cognitive tests 
were conducted did not have data for one or more mea-
sures of LoC and/or one or more potential confounders. 
To examine the possibility of selection bias, we 
examined whether the unadjusted associations were 
similar in a larger sample of participants with only a 
measure of LoC at the first-time point and a measure of 
cognitive function (n=2241 compared to n=1178 in our 
main analyses). Results were very similar, suggesting 
that selection bias is unlikely to fully explain our 
findings. It is also worth noting that people with an 
external locus of control and with lower cognitive 
function scores are more likely to be lost to follow-up, 
meaning any bias due to selection is likely to be towards 
the null. Finally, we only studied British women, thus we 
cannot assume that our results would generalise to men, 
or women from different national or ethnic backgrounds. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Our findings suggest that an external LoC is detrimental 
to cognitive function. LoC can change over time, and 
interventions to increase internality may help to 
minimise the adverse consequences on cognitive health 
later in life. Further longitudinal studies should examine 
whether LoC is associated with cognitive function 
across the whole life course and with cognitive decline 
over time. Genetic studies may be able to identify 
variants associated with LoC, which would pave the way 
for examining whether or not these associations are 
causal, using methods such as Mendelian randomization. 
 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
Study population 
 
The Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children 
(ALSPAC) is a prospective birth cohort study from 

southwest England that recruited 14,541 pregnant 
women, resident in 3 Bristol-based health districts, with 
an expected date of delivery between April 1991 and 
December 1992 [43]. Our analysis uses data from the 
mothers in this cohort [36]. The study website contains 
details of all available data through a fully searchable 
data dictionary and variable search tool 
(www.bris.ac.uk/alspac/researchers/our-data/). Ethical 
approval for the study was obtained from the ALSPAC 
Ethics and Law Committee and the Local Research 
Ethics Committees. Approximately 25 years after re-
cruitment into the cohort, women were invited to attend 
a follow-up research clinic at which cognitive function 
was assessed. A total of 2893 woman attended this 
clinic (mean age 51 years, standard deviation 4.4 years). 
 
Assessing Locus of Control 
 
Women completed a condensed version of the Adult 
Nowicki Strickland Internal External control scale 
(ANSIE) [35] in questionnaires administered at mean 
ages 30 and 48 years. The original ANSIE comprises 40 
items in a yes/no format, which assess perceived 
control. The version used in the present study comprises 
12 of the original 40 items, which were chosen after 
factor analysis of the ANSIE administered as a pilot to 
135 mothers [34]. The 12 questions loaded onto a single 
factor of general LoC. The 12 questions used are shown 
elsewhere (Golding et al., 2017). From the responses, a 
‘LoC score’ was derived; the higher the score the more 
external the LoC. Scores ranged from 0 to 12 and 
approximated a normal distribution, with a median of 3 
at both measurement occasions. 
 
Assessing cognitive function in mid-adulthood 
 
A series of tests were conducted at a follow-up research 
clinic at mean age 51 years to assess different domains 
of cognitive function including verbal fluency, short-
term and prospective memory and processing speed. All 
cognitive function outcomes measured in this study are 
associated with mortality [37]. Cognitive function was 
assessed with verbal fluency [38], logical memory [39], 
delayed logical memory [39], digit backwards [40], 
digit symbol coding [40], and spot the word tests [41]. 
Full assessment details of each cognitive test are 
provided in the online supplement. 
 
Covariables 
 
We considered social class and ethnicity to be potential 
confounders of the association between LoC and 
cognitive function in mid-adulthood. Participants’ social 
class was indicated by both head of household social 
class and educational attainment. Participants’ SEP in 
adulthood was reported at enrolment into the study 
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(during years 1991-1992) as the highest of own and 
partner’s occupational class groups using the 1991 
British Office of Population and Census Statistics 
(OPCS) classification. It was coded as ‘professional’, 
‘managerial and technical’, ‘skilled non-manual’, 
‘skilled manual’ and ‘partly or unskilled manual’. 
Women reported their ethnicity in questionnaires 
administered at enrolment. Age at the time of outcome 
assessment was recorded. 
 
Statistical analysis 
 
Locus of control measures 
We examined associations using both a continuous and 
categorical measure of LoC at mean ages 30 and 48 
years. This enabled us to examine whether associations 
exist across the whole spectrum of LoC or whether 
there is likely a threshold effect. The continuous scores 
ranged from 0 to 12 and were normally distributed with 
a mean (standard deviation, SD) of 3.3 (1.9) at age 30 
years and 3.0 (1.9) at age 48 years. The higher the score 
the more external the locus of control. The categorical 
measures classify participants as having an internal or 
external LoC at each time-point, with external being 
defined as above the median score of 3 (on both 
measurement occasions), and internal equal to or lower 
than the median score. Finally, we generated a measure 
of change in LoC across the two time-points which 
consisted of four categories: (1) external at both time-
points, (2) internal at both time-points, (3) internal to 
external and (4) external to internal. 
 
Generating composite scores of cognitive function 
In addition to assessing individual cognitive function 
tests which reflect different underlying systems (e.g. 
fluid vs crystallised intelligence), composite scores of 
cognitive function were also created using the method 
devised by Guralnik et al [42]. Combining measures 
into a composite score may identify a much higher risk 
group (i.e. participants doing very badly on all tests), 
thus allowing us to assess the extremes of cognitive 
performance, which may be more revealing in a middle-
aged population that is generally functioning well. Each 
cognitive function test score was rescaled to lie between 
0 and 1, giving all measures equal weight in the final 
composite scores (see online supplement for further 
details of the rescaling procedure). Participants unable 
to perform a test were assigned a value of 0. Rescaled 
cognitive function measures were summed to create 
normally distributed aggregate cognitive function score 
with a range of 0 to 6. 
 
Examining associations between LoC and cognitive 
function 
We examined associations of the continuous LoC 
scores, the categorical LoC measure and the change in 

LoC measure with the composite measure of overall 
cognitive function. All associations were examined in 
the following models: 1) unadjusted, 2) adjusted for 
educational attainment, head of household social 
class, ethnicity and age at outcome assessment and 3) 
additionally adjusting for the previous measure of 
LoC (except for where change in LoC is the expo-
sure). 
 
Eligibility criteria and missing data 
Participants were eligible to be included in analyses if 
they had data for all variables included in the analyses 
(i.e. all six cognitive function tests, measures of LoC at 
mean ages 30 and 48 years and all potential con-
founders, n=1178). A total of 1779 women were 
excluded from these analyses due to missing data for 
one or more of these variables. To investigate potential 
selection bias due to missing data, we examined 
whether unadjusted associations were similar in the 
larger sample of participants with a measure of LoC at 
the first-time point only (i.e. at mean age 30 years, 
n=2241). 
 
Additional analyses 
 
Firstly, we examined associations of the continuous 
LoC scores and change in LoC with the six individual 
cognitive tests, to establish whether LoC (or change in 
LoC) is particularly strongly associated with certain 
cognitive domains. Secondly, we considered that 
exposure to psychosocial adversity (for example, 
physical or emotional abuse and neglect) in childhood 
may be a potential confounder of the association 
between LoC and cognitive function. However, only 
79% of participants additionally had a measure of 
exposure to psychosocial adversity in childhood. Thus, 
adjusting for this in our main analysis would have 
greatly reduced our sample size (and thereby statistical 
power). To examine whether associations were likely to 
be confounded by exposure to psychosocial adversity, 
we assessed whether associations between LoC and 
cognitive function were similar after additional 
adjustment for psychosocial adversity in the subgroup 
of participants with data for this variable (n=929). 
Details of the measure of psychosocial adversity are 
provided in the online supplement. 
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
  
We are extremely grateful to all the families who took 
part in this study, the midwives for their help in 
recruiting them, and the whole ALSPAC team, which 
includes interviewers, computer and laboratory 
technicians, clerical workers, research scientists, 
volunteers, managers, receptionists and nurses. 



www.aging‐us.com  1549  AGING 

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 
 
The authors have no conflict of interests to declare. 
 
FUNDING 
 
The UK Medical Research Council and Wellcome 
(Grant ref: 102215/2/13/2) and the University of Bristol 
provide core support for ALSPAC. This publication is 
the work of the authors and will serve as guarantors for 
the contents of this paper. A comprehensive list of 
grants funding is available on the ALSPAC website 
(http://www.bristol.ac.uk/alspac/external/documents/gra
nt-acknowledgements.pdf). ELA is funded by an MRC 
fellowship (ref: MR/P014437/1). The research 
programme on LoC in which JG and SN are involved 
was specifically funded by a grant from the John 
Templeton. 
 
REFERENCES 
 
1.   Nowicki S  Jr, Bonner  J, Feather B. Effects of  locus of 

control  and  differential  analogue  interview 
procedures  on  the  perceived  therapeutic  relation‐
ship. J Consult Clin Psychol. 1972; 38:434–38. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0032903 

2.   Garaigordobil  M,  Bernarás  E,  Jaureguizar  J, 
Machimbarrena  JM.  Childhood  Depression:  Relation 
to  Adaptive,  Clinical  and  Predictor  Variables.  Front 
Psychol. 2017; 8:821.  

  https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00821 

3.   Bjørkløf GH, Engedal K, Selbæk G, Maia DB, Borza T, 
Benth JS, Helvik AS. Can depression in psychogeriatric 
inpatients at one year follow‐up be explained by locus 
of control and coping strategies? Aging Ment Health. 
2018; 22:379–88. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2016.1262817 

4.   Moshki M, Baloochi Beydokhti T, Cheravi K. The effect 
of  educational  intervention  on  prevention  of 
postpartum depression: an application of health locus 
of control. J Clin Nurs. 2014; 23:2256–63.  

  https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.12505 

5.   Culpin  I,  Stapinski  L, Miles  OB,  Araya  R,  Joinson  C. 
Exposure to socioeconomic adversity in early life and 
risk of depression at 18 years:  the mediating  role of 
locus  of  control.  J  Affect Disord.  2015;  183:269–78. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2015.05.030 

6.   Hoehn‐Saric  R,  McLeod  DR.  Locus  of  control  in 
chronic anxiety disorders. Acta Psychiatr Scand. 1985; 
72:529–35.  https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600‐
0447.1985.tb02650.x 

7.   Neymotin F, Nemzer LR. Locus of control and obesity. 
Front Endocrinol (Lausanne). 2014; 5:159.  

  https://doi.org/10.3389/fendo.2014.00159 

8.   Wineman NM. Obesity: locus of control, body image, 
weight  loss,  and  age‐at‐onset.  Nurs  Res.  1980; 
29:231–37.  https://doi.org/10.1097/00006199‐
198007000‐00015 

9.   Holt  CL,  Roth  DL,  Huang  J,  Clark  EM.  Gender 
differences in the roles of religion and locus of control 
on  alcohol  use  and  smoking  among  African 
Americans.  J  Stud  Alcohol  Drugs.  2015;  76:482–92. 
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2015.76.482 

10.  Lindqvist R, Aberg H.  Locus of  control  in  relation  to 
smoking  cessation  during  pregnancy.  Scand  J  Public 
Health. 2002; 30:30–35. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/14034948020300010801 

11.  Rosenbaum M, Argon S. Locus of control and success 
in  self‐initiated  attempts  to  stop  smoking.  J  Clin 
Psychol. 1979; 35:870–72. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/10974679(197910)35:4<870:
AID‐JCLP2270350437>3.0.CO;2‐D 

12.  Wallston  BD,  Wallston  KA.  Locus  of  control  and 
health:  a  review  of  the  literature.  Health  Educ 
Monogr. 1978; 6:107–17. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/109019817800600102 

13.  Smith RE. Changes in locus of control as a function of 
life crisis resolution. J Abnorm Psychol. 1970; 75:329–
32. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0029336 

14.  Zhang W, Liu H, Jiang X, Wu D, Tian Y. A  longitudinal 
study of posttraumatic stress disorder symptoms and 
its  relationship with coping skill and  locus of control 
in  adolescents  after  an  earthquake  in  China.  PLoS 
One. 2014; 9:e88263. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088263 

15.  Diamond MJ, Shapiro  JL. Changes  in  locus of control 
as a function of encounter group experiences: a study 
and  replication.  J Abnorm Psychol. 1973; 82:514–18. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0035383 

16. Wolinsky  FD, Vander Weg MW, Martin R, Unverzagt 
FW, Willis SL, Marsiske M, Rebok GW, Morris JN, Ball 
KK,  Tennstedt  SL.  Does  cognitive  training  improve 
internal  locus  of  control  among  older  adults?  J 
Gerontol  B  Psychol  Sci  Soc  Sci.  2010;  65:591–98. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbp117 

17.   Sharp C, Hurford DP, Allison J, Sparks R, Cameron BP. 
Facilitation of  internal  locus of control  in adolescent 
alcoholics  through  a  brief  biofeedback‐assisted 
autogenic  relaxation  training  procedure.  J  Subst 
Abuse Treat. 1997; 14:55–60.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0740‐5472(96)00127‐4 

18.  Bielak AA, Hultsch DF,  Levy‐Ajzenkopf  J, MacDonald 
SW,  Hunter  MA,  Strauss  E.  Short‐term  changes  in 
general and memory‐specific control beliefs and their 



www.aging‐us.com  1550  AGING 

relationship to cognition in younger and older adults. 
Int J Aging Hum Dev. 2007; 65:53–71. 
https://doi.org/10.2190/G458‐X101‐0338‐746X 

19.  Soederberg  Miller  LM,  Lachman  ME.  Cognitive 
Performance  and  the  Role  of  Control  Beliefs  in 
Midlife.  Neuropsychol  Dev  Cogn  B  Aging  Neuro‐
psychol Cogn. 2000; 7:69–85.  

  https://doi.org/10.1076/1382‐5585(200006)7:2;1‐
U;FT069 

20.  Neupert  SD,  Allaire  JC.  I  think  I  can,  I  think  I  can: 
examining  the  within‐person  coupling  of  control 
beliefs  and  cognition  in  older  adults.  Psychol Aging. 
2012; 27:742–49. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026447 

21.  Brown  BR,  Granick  S.  Cognitive  and  psychosocial 
differences  between  I  and  E  locus  of  control  aged 
persons. Exp Aging Res. 1983; 9:107–10.  

  https://doi.org/10.1080/03610738308258435 

22.  Wight  RG,  Aneshensel  CS,  Seeman M,  Seeman  TE. 
Late  life  cognition  among  men:  a  life  course 
perspective  on  psychosocial  experience.  Arch 
Gerontol Geriatr. 2003; 37:173–93. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167‐4943(03)00046‐3 

23.  Sabia  S,  Dugravot  A,  Dartigues  JF,  Abell  J,  Elbaz  A, 
Kivimäki  M,  Singh‐Manoux  A.  Physical  activity, 
cognitive  decline,  and  risk  of  dementia:  28  year 
follow‐up  of Whitehall  II  cohort  study.  BMJ.  2017; 
357:j2709. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.j2709 

24.  Osler  M,  Christensen  GT,  Garde  E,  Mortensen  EL, 
Christensen  K.  Cognitive  ability  in  young  adulthood 
and  risk  of  dementia  in  a  cohort  of  Danish  men, 
brothers,  and  twins.  Alzheimers  Dement.  2017; 
13:1355–63. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jalz.2017.04.003 

25.  Nowicki S, Ellis G,  Iles‐Caven Y, Gregory S, Golding  J. 
Events  associated with  stability  and  change  in  adult 
locus  of  control  orientation  over  a  six‐year  period. 
Pers Individ Dif. 2018; 126:85–92.  

  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.01.017 

26.  Agüero‐Torres H, Fratiglioni L, Guo Z, Viitanen M, von 
Strauss E, Winblad B. Dementia is the major cause of 
functional dependence  in  the elderly: 3‐year  follow‐
up data  from a population‐based  study. Am  J Public 
Health. 1998; 88:1452–56. 
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.88.10.1452 

27.  Watson NL, Rosano C, Boudreau RM, Simonsick EM, 
Ferrucci  L,  Sutton‐Tyrrell  K,  Hardy  SE,  Atkinson  HH, 
Yaffe K, Satterfield S, Harris TB, Newman AB, Health 
AB,  and  Health  ABC  Study.  Executive  function, 
memory,  and  gait  speed  decline  in well‐functioning 
older  adults.  J  Gerontol  A  Biol  Sci  Med  Sci.  2010; 
65:1093–100. https://doi.org/10.1093/gerona/glq111 

28.  Lowry KA, Vallejo AN, Studenski SA. Successful aging 
as  a  continuum of  functional  independence:  lessons 
from  physical  disability models  of  aging.  Aging  Dis. 
2012; 3:5–15. 

29.  Batty  GD,  Deary  IJ,  Zaninotto  P.  Association  of 
Cognitive  Function With  Cause‐Specific Mortality  in 
Middle  and  Older  Age:  Follow‐up  of  Participants  in 
the  English  Longitudinal  Study  of  Ageing.  Am  J 
Epidemiol. 2016; 183:183–90.  

  https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwv139 

30.  Gillum  RF,  Obisesan  TO.  Physical  activity,  cognitive 
function, and mortality  in a US national cohort. Ann 
Epidemiol. 2010; 20:251–57. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annepidem.2010.01.005 

31.  Gale CR, Martyn CN, Cooper C. Cognitive impairment 
and  mortality  in  a  cohort  of  elderly  people.  BMJ. 
1996; 312:608–11. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.312.7031.608 

32.  Pavlik  VN,  de  Moraes  SA,  Szklo  M,  Knopman  DS, 
Mosley TH  Jr, Hyman DJ. Relation between cognitive 
function  and  mortality  in  middle‐aged  adults:  the 
atherosclerosis  risk  in  communities  study.  Am  J 
Epidemiol. 2003; 157:327–34.  

  https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwf209 

33.  Nowicki S,  Iles‐Caven Y, Gregory S, Ellis G, Golding  J. 
The  Impact of Prenatal Parental Locus of Control on 
Children’s  Psychological  Outcomes  in  Infancy  and 
Early  Childhood:  A  Prospective  5  Year  Study.  Front 
Psychol. 2017; 8:546. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00546 

34.  Golding J, Gregory S, Ellis GL, Iles‐Caven Y, Nowicki S. 
Prenatal  Internal  Locus  of  Control  Is  Positively 
Associated  with  Offspring  IQ,  Mediated  through 
Parenting  Behavior,  Prenatal  Lifestyle  and  Social 
Circumstances.  Front  Psychol.  2017;  8:1429. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01429 

35.  Nowicki  S  Jr, Duke MP. A  Locus of Control  Scale  for 
Noncollege  as Well  as College Adults.  J Pers Assess. 
1974; 38:136–37.  

  https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.1974.10119950 

36.  Fraser  A,  Macdonald‐Wallis  C,  Tilling  K,  Boyd  A, 
Golding  J,  Davey  Smith  G,  Henderson  J, Macleod  J, 
Molloy  L,  Ness  A,  Ring  S,  Nelson  SM,  Lawlor  DA. 
Cohort  Profile:  The  Avon  Longitudinal  Study  of 
Parents  and  Children: ALSPAC mothers  cohort.  Int  J 
Epidemiol. 2013; 42:97‐110.  

  https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dys066 

37.  Small  BJ,  Bäckman  L.  Cognitive  correlates  of 
mortality: evidence  from a population‐based  sample 
of  very  old  adults.  Psychol  Aging.  1997;  12:309–13. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882‐7974.12.2.309 



www.aging‐us.com  1551  AGING 

38.  Lezak M, Howieson D, Loring D, Hannay H, Fischer  J. 
2004. Neuropsychological assessment. (New York, US: 
Oxford Univeristy Press). 

39.  Wechsler  D.  1998.  Wechsler  Memory  Scale: 
Administration  and  scoring  manual.  (London:  The 
Psychological Corporation). 

40.  Wechsler D. 1998. WAIS‐IIIUK administration and scor‐ 

ing manual. (London: The Psychological Corporation). 

41.  Baddeley A, Emslie H, Nimmo‐Smith  I. The Spot‐the‐
Word  test:  a  robust  estimate  of  verbal  intelligence 
based  on  lexical  decision.  Br  J  Clin  Psychol.  1993; 
32:55–65. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044‐8260.1993.tb01027.x 

42.  Guralnik  JM, Butterworth  S, Wadsworth ME, Kuh D. 
Childhood  socioeconomic  status  predicts  physical 
functioning a half century  later.  J Gerontol A Biol Sci 
Med Sci. 2006; 61:694–701.  

  https://doi.org/10.1093/gerona/61.7.694 
43.  Boyd  A,  Golding  J, Macleod  J,  Lawlor  DA,  Fraser  A, 

Henderson  J,  Molloy  L,  Ness  A,  Ring  S,  Davey  SG. 
Cohort  Profile:  the  'children  of  the  90s'‐‐the  index 
offspring  of  the  Avon  Longitudinal  Study  of  Parents 
and  Children.  Int  J  Epidemiol.  2013;  42:111‐27. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dys064 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



www.aging‐us.com  1552  AGING 

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL 
 
SUPPLEMENTARY METHODS 
 
Assessing cognitive function 
 
To assess logical memory, a standardised recording of a 
short story was played to the participant. They were 
asked to listen carefully and try to remember it the way 
it was said. After playing the story, the participant was 
asked to tell the fieldworker everything they could 
remember about the story, starting at the beginning. One 
point was scored for each correct item recalled 
according to standard scoring guidelines. To assess 
delayed logical memory, the participant was asked to 
recall the story again after completing all other 
cognitive tests. To assess backwards digit span, the 
fieldworker gave a series of numbers out loud and asked 
the participant to recall them backwards with no time 
for pause. There were two practise items and seven test 
items (each item having two trials). Each item had one 
more number to recall than the preceding item (item 1 
had two digits, item 7 had eight digits). The test was 
discontinued if a participant scored 0 on both trials of 
any item. In the spot-the-word test the participant was 
given a series of sixty pairs of words. Each pair 
contained one real and one nonsense word. The 
participant was asked to place a tick next to the word in 
each pair that they thought was the real word. The 
participant was scored 1 point for each correct answer. 
In the digit symbol coding test the participant was 
shown a series of symbols, each one associated with the 
numbers 1 to 9. They were then asked to fill in a grid 
drawing the correct symbol next to each number one 
after the other without skipping any. The task was timed 
for 120 seconds. The participant was scored 1 point for 
each correct entry done in the allocated time. To assess 
verbal fluency, the participant was given a letter of the 
alphabet (C, F and L) and asked to say as many words 
as they can think of that beginning with that letter. They 
were not allowed to include proper nouns or include the 
same word with a different ending. A practise was given 
with the letter ‘S’, after which, 1-minute periods were 
timed for the letters ‘C’, ‘F’ and ‘L’. The participant 
scored one point for each correct entry done in the 
allocated time with a total score obtained as the sum of 
all three scores. Measure was converted to speed in 
meters per second.  

 
Rescaling the cognitive function measures 
 
Participants with test scores above the 99th percentile 
were coded to the 99th percentile value. Participant 
scores were then divided by the 99th percentile value 
give a value between 0 and 1, with one being equal to 

the 99th percentile score. All rescaled measures were 
coded in the same direction so that 0 represents the 
poorest performance and 1 represents highest per-
formance (i.e. the 99th percentile). Participants unable to 
perform each test for health reasons were assigned a 
value of 0. The six rescaled cognitive function test 
scores were summed to create a normally distributed 
aggregate score ranging from 0 to 6. 
 
Assessing exposure to psychosocial adversity 
 
Women retrospectively reported childhood psychosocial 
adversity in questionnaires administered at the time of 
enrolment into the study, throughout pregnancy and 
postnatally (from 12 weeks gestation to 33 months 
postnatally, mean ages at the time of reporting ranged 
between 28 to 30 years). A priori, we aimed to examine 
the same adversity measures as the Adverse Childhood 
Experiences (ACE) study. However, ALSPAC mea-
sured many additional forms of adversity to this study. 
Thus, we decided to include as many types of 
psychosocial adversity as possible.  
 
The following forms of psychosocial adversity were 
assessed in the questionnaires: maternal lack of care and 
maternal overprotection, maladaptive family func-
tioning, parental mental illness, sexual abuse and non-
sexual abuse. Questions about maternal care and 
overprotection were based on a validated instrument for 
assessing maternal bonding.(Parker, 1990) Maladaptive 
family functioning includes questions that assess the 
nature of the relationship between the participant’s 
mother and father (i.e. whether the relationship was, 
for example, stable and predictable, affectionate, 
violent, respectful). Parental mental illness includes 
questions about depression, anxiety, schizophrenia or 
alcoholism in the participant’s mother or father. Sexual 
abuse questions assessed experiences of various types 
of sexual abuse by different people (e.g. family 
members, friends or strangers). Non-sexual abuse 
includes questions that capture physical or emotional 
cruelty and neglect by either parent/guardian. It is 
important to note that although there may appear to be 
overlap between ‘maternal lack of care’ and ‘emotional 
cruelty or neglect’, the questions assessing the latter 
reflect neglect by either parent/guardian; not just the 
mother. 
 
Generating a psychosocial adversity score 
 
All adversity variables were binary (coded as ‘0’ for not 
exposed and ‘1’ for exposed) except for maternal lack 
of care and overprotection, which were both continuous 
scores.(14) Thus, a binary variable was derived to 
indicate sub-optimal maternal bonding maternal lack of 
care and overprotection. All binary variables were then 
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summed to produce a summary score of the number of 
adverse experiences each participant was exposed to 
during childhood (ranging from 0-7). The summary 
score was categorised as 0, 1, 2, 3+. Linearity of associ-
ations between the summary score and CVD risk factors 
was assessed using  a  likelihood  ratio  test  to  compare  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

models with the score as a continuous variable to 
models with the score as a categorical variable with 
indicators. There was no evidence of a threshold effect 
(results available on request). Thus, the categorical 
summary score was included in the regression model as 
a linear term. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table S1. Pearson’s correlation coefficients of cognitive function measures (n=1178). 

 Verbal 
fluency test 

Logical 
memory test 

Digit 
backwards test 

Digit symbol 
coding test 

Delayed 
logical 

memory test 

Spot the 
word test 

Verbal fluency test 1.00      
Logical memory test 0.24 1.00     
Digit backwards test 0.36 0.23 1.00    
Digit symbol coding test 0.22 0.16 0.17 1.00   
Delayed logical memory 
test 0.24 0.83 0.23 0.19 1.00  

Spot the word test 0.43 0.31 0.33 0.15 0.31 1.00 
All variables are scaled in the same direction so that higher values reflect better performance. 

Table S2. Difference in specific cognitive function test scores at mean age 51 years between participants who were 
categorised as having an external vs internal locus of control at two time‐points (N=1178). 

 Unadjusted  Adjusted for potential 
confounders* 

Additionally adjusted for 
earlier locus of control score 

 Mean difference 
(95% CI) P  Mean difference 

(95% CI) P Mean difference 
(95% CI) P 

Logic memory        
Locus of control at mean age 30 years -0.05 (-0.07 to -0.03) <0.001  -0.04 (-0.06 to -0.02) <0.001 - - 

Locus of control at mean age 48 years -0.05 (-0.06 to -0.03) <0.001  -0.04 (-0.05 to -0.02) <0.001 -0.02 (-0.04   -0.003) 0.02 

Digit backwards        
Locus of control at mean age 30 years -0.05 (-0.07 to -0.03) <0.001  -0.04 (-0.06 to -0.02) <0.001 - - 

Locus of control at mean age 48 years -0.05 (-0.07 to -0.03)  <0.001  -0.04 (-0.06 to -0.02) <0.001 -0.03 (-0.05   -0.01) 0.01 

Spot the word test        
Locus of control at mean age 30 years -0.06 (-0.07 to -0.05) <0.001  -0.04 (-0.06 to -0.03) <0.001 - - 

Locus of control at mean age 48 years -0.06 (-0.07 to -0.04) <0.001  -0.04 (-0.06 to -0.03) <0.001 -0.03 (-0.04   -0.01) <0.001 

Digit symbol test        
Locus of control at mean age 30 years -0.02 (-0.03 to -0.01)  <0.01  -0.02 (-0.04 to -0.01) <0.01 - - 

Locus of control at mean age 48 years -0.03 (-0.05 to -0.02)  <0.001  -0.04 (-0.05 to -0.02) <0.001 -0.03 (-0.04   -0.01)  <0.001 

Verbal fluency        
Locus of control at mean age 30 years -0.05 (-0.07 to -0.03) <0.001  -0.04 (-0.05 to -0.02) <0.001 - - 

Locus of control at mean age 48 years -0.07 (-0.08 to -0.05) <0.001  -0.05 (-0.07 to -0.03) <0.001 
-0.04 (-0.06    -0.02) <0.001 

Delayed logic memory        
Locus of control at mean age 30 years -0.05 (-0.07    -0.03) <0.001  -0.04 (-0.06   -0.02) <0.001 - - 
Locus of control at mean age 48 years -0.05 (-0.07   -0.03) <0.001  -0.04 (-0.06   -0.02) <0.001 -0.03 (-0.05   -0.01)  <0.01 

CI‐ confidence interval. Results are interpreted as the average difference in the cognitive test scores between external versus internal locus 
of control 
*Adjusted for maternal educational attainment, head of household social class, ethnicity and age at outcome assessment 
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Table S3. Associations between change in locus of control from mean age 30 years to 48 years and each of the six 
cognitive function test scores at mean age 51 years (N=1178). 
 Unadjusted  Adjusted for potential confounders* 

Change in LoC Mean difference in cognitive 
function score (95% CI) P  Mean difference in cognitive 

function score (95% CI) P 

Logical memory      
Internal to internal (reference group) - -  - - 
External to external -0.07 (-0.10 to -0.05) <0.001  -0.06 (-0.08 to -0.03) <0.001 
Internal to external -0.03 (-0.06 to 0.003) 0.08  -0.02 (-0.05 to 0.008) 0.15 
External to internal  -0.03 (-0.06 to -0.01) 0.01  -0.03 (-0.05 to -0.003) 0.03 
Digit backwards      
Internal to internal (reference group) - -  - - 
External to external -0.07 (-0.10 to -0.05) <0.001  -0.06 (-0.09 to -0.04) <0.001 
Internal to external -0.03 (-0.06 to 0.01) 0.10  -0.03 (-0.06 to 0.01) 0.13 
External to internal  -0.04 (-0.07 to -0.009) 0.01  -0.03 (-0.06 to -0.004) 0.03 
Spot the word test      
Internal to internal (reference group) - -  - - 
External to external -0.09(-0.10 to -0.07) <0.001  -0.06 (-0.08 to -0.05) <0.001 
Internal to external -0.04 (-0.06 to -0.02) <0.001  -0.04 (-0.06 to -0.01) 0.001 
External to internal  -0.05 (-0.06 to -0.02) <0.001  -0.03 (-0.05 to -0.02) <0.001 
Digit symbol test      
Internal to internal (reference group) - -  - - 
External to external -0.04 (-0.06 to -0.03) <0.001  -0.05 (-0.06 to -0.03) <0.001 
Internal to external -0.01 (-0.04 to 0.01) 0.24  -0.01 (-0.03 to 0.009) 0.25 
External to internal  0.002 (-0.02 to 0.02) 0.81  0.0004 (-0.02 to 0.02) 0.96 
Verbal fluency      
Internal to internal (reference group) - -  - - 
External to external -0.06 (-0.09 to -0.04) <0.001  -0.06 (-0.09 to -0.04) <0.001 
Internal to external -0.05 (-0.08 to -0.02) <0.001  -0.05 (-0.08 to -0.02) <0.01 
External to internal  -0.03 (-0.05 to -0.0005) <0.01  -0.03 (-0.05 to -0.0005) 0.05 
Delayed logical memory      
Internal to internal (reference group) - -  - - 
External to external -0.07 (-0.10 to -0.05) <0.001  -0.06 (-0.08 to -0.04) <0.001 
Internal to external -0.04 (0-.07 to -0.005) 0.02  -0.03 (-0.06 to -0.008) 0.05 
External to internal  -0.03 (-0.06 to -0.003) 0.03  -0.02 (-0.05 to 0.004) 0.10 
CI‐ confidence interval. Results are interpreted as the average difference in the cognitive test scores (scaled from 0‐1) between each 
group compared to the reference group 
*Adjusted for educational attainment, head of household social class, ethnicity and age at outcome assessment 

Table S4. Comparing unadjusted associations in the main analysis sample (n=1178) to the larger 
sample of participants with a measure of LoC at the first‐time point only (n=2241). 

 Unadjusted associations in main 
analysis sample (n=1178)  Unadjusted associations in 

larger sample (n=2241) 
 Beta (95% CI) P  Beta (95% CI) P 
Locus of control score at 
mean age 30 years -0.08 (-0.10 to -0.06) <0.001  -0.09 (-0.10 to -0.07)  <0.001 

      
CI‐ confidence interval. Results are interpreted as the average difference in the composite cognitive function 
score per unit increase in the locus of control score 
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Table S5. Average difference in the composite cognitive function score at mean age 51 years between participants who 
were categorised as having an external vs internal locus of control at two time‐points, additionally adjusting for exposure 
to psychosocial adversity as a potential confounder (N=929). 

 Unadjusted  Adjusted for potential 
confounders* 

Additionally adjusted for 
previous locus of control score 

 Mean difference (95% 
CI) P  Mean difference (95% 

CI) P Mean difference (95% 
CI) P 

External vs internal locus of 
control at mean age 30 years -0.23 (-0.31 to -0.16) <0.001  -0.19 (-0.26 to -0.12) <0.001 - - 

        
External vs internal locus of 
control at mean age 48 years -0.30 (-0.37 to -0.22) <0.001  -0.26 (-0.33 to -0.19) <0.001 -0.20 (-0.28 to -0.12) <0.001 

CI‐ confidence interval. Results are interpreted as the average difference in the composite cognitive function score between external 
versus internal locus of control 
*Adjusted for educational attainment, head of household social class, ethnicity, the psychosocial adversity score and age at outcome 
assessment 


