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‭Subject were allowed 30 s to freely approach for all trials. If they did not visit the bowl‬
‭within thirty seconds, they moved to the next trial.‬‭If they did not approach the bowl over three‬
‭consecutive trials, their participation in the study was concluded.‬

‭Post-hoc behavioral analyses‬
‭Adjusted averaged latencies:‬

‭In addition to calculating the averaged latencies, we performed an adjustment that takes‬
‭into consideration inherent differences in subjects’ speed to approach in the different stimuli‬
‭(determined by their time to approach in the P and N trials). Raw latency scores were adjusted‬
‭using a formula (see below) derived from Mendl et al. [‬‭1‬‭]. In the event that the subject did not‬
‭approach the P or N trial during the testing phase, the last P or N trial from the training phase‬
‭was used in the adjustment.‬



‭Adjusted A-latency =‬ (‭𝐿𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦‬‭ ‬‭𝐴‬ − ‭𝐿𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦‬‭ ‬‭𝑃‬)

‭———————————————————‬ * ‭100
(‭𝐿𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦‬‭ ‬‭𝑁‬‭ ‬ − ‭ ‬‭𝐿𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦‬‭ ‬‭𝑃‬)

‭First A-trial:‬
‭Subjects were presented with six trials to the ambiguous stimuli. To account for potential‬

‭learning effects, in which subjects learned over the six trials that the ambiguous bowl contained‬
‭no food, we also analyzed subjects’ latency to approach in their‬‭first‬‭A-trial and compared‬
‭differences in results between subjects’ average and first A-trial latencies. Latency data in these‬
‭analyses were not adjusted.‬
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