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Introduction Evenden & Ryan (E&R) Mazur (M)
|mpU|Sive choice underlies maladaptive behaviors e 12 male Sprague_Dawley rats e 12 male Sprague_Daw|ey rats
such as gambling, substance abuse, and obesity » 20 4-trial blocks each day » 20 4-trial blocks each day
Different procedures are used to assess choice » 2 Forced Choice and 2 Free Choice per block » 2 Forced Choice and 2 Free Choice per block

behavior between a smaller-sooner (SS) versus a » LL delay increased systematically across blocks within each session » LL delay adjusted depending on the choices in each block
larger-later (LL) reward, with choices of the SS
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The current experiment compared Green & Estle ks % LL A 20 - 5 s =2 1 sincrease
(2003), Evenden & Ryan (1996) and Mazur (1987) 2 60 - > or decrease or no
procedures (_I) . B change
Rats were initially trained on Green & Estle (G&E) - As the LL delay increased, the Sl The rat’s choices stabilized at an
Then, they were trained with either Evenden & > 20 - rats made fewer LL choices I indifference point of
Ryan (E&R) or Mazur (M) & , approximately 24 s.
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« 24 male Sprague-Dawley rats
» 20 4-trial blocks each day Comparison of Procedures Discussion
» 2 Forced Choice and 2 Free Choice per block Median response —— The G&E procedure resulted in lower PSEs
» SS delay increased systematically across phases G&E vs. E&R G&E vs. M time computation | s compared to the other two procedures
25 25 o .  This may have been because the G&E procedure
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0 0 > SS delay and median response time suggests
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100 - PSE (E&R) PSE (M) G&k E&R M » Rats on both systematic procedures tracked the
e . A compar | | | * Amedian response time delays to reward |
& _ parlson of_ choice behavior across procedures used the point of measure was correlated with the - Rats on the adjusting procedure did not track the
E 50 subjective equality _(I_DSE) for each rat | SS or LL delay on each trial LL delay_s as strongly, perhaps due to the frequent
O As the SS delay « The PSEs were po_5|t|_v(_ely correlated, and the two systematic . Both systematic procedures had changes in _delay |
:II 40 - increased. the rats procedures were S|_gn|f|cantly correlated significantly higher correlations ?I'herefore, dlffe_rent mec_ha_nlsms could be
S ede more L L choices - M and E&R had higher mean PSEs than G&E than the adjusting procedure ;r(]:‘?:sesntcr:gilhcrz(e)lgfoig?j SLreT\S'ng measurements
) Further research should examine factors that
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