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the tube, and the test was monitored with a video camera.

e Rats were evaluated based on the number of “wins” in a five
minute period.

« A win was achieved by backing the other rat out of the tube.
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CONCLUSIONS

 |Impulsive choice behavior of individuals was uncorrelated between housing conditions even though the previous literature suggests that
Impulsive choice is strongly correlated across measurements at different time points.*

 This suggests that an individual’s impulsive choice may be heavily influenced by environmental conditions. However, the effects of
housing on impulsive choice did not appear to be due to dominance relationships.

* An individual’s risky-choice behavior and rewards earned in the progressive ratio task were significantly correlated between housing
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: n=12 n=12 * Dominance measures did not explain differences in individuals’ behavior between housing conditions in any of the tasks.
wlr wlr  Further analysis is being conducted to determine the effect of housing condition and dominance on cross-task correlations.
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housed housed ] It 1s important to understand what factors change individuals’ behavior between housing conditions so that we can accurately appreciate
n=12 n=12 how housing environments may modify behaviors, and this can then be considered in future studies.
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