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« Understanding these relationships will give insight into how standard housing conditions could affect choice behavior in rats.
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« While time pinning was positively related to sensitivity to the slope of risky function, dominance in the tube test was (non-significantly) positively related to
overall UL choices suggesting that the two dominance measures had different relationships with risky choice.

* The group of rats that were tested for risky choice second were significantly less risky at the lower probabilities, and this interacted with dominance.

» However, dominance did not affect impulsive choice behaviors, indicating that the social relationship effects were specific to risky choice.
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