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Table 1

Timeline of Experimental Procedu

Day Type
1 Safe
2 Safe
3 Safe
4 Danger
5 Safe
6 Safe
7 Safe
8 Safe
9 Danger
10 Safe
11 Safe
12 Safe
13 Safe
14 Danger
15 Safe
16 Safe
17 Safe
18 Safe
19 Safe
20 Danger
21 Safe
A Safe
23 Safe
24 Safe
25 Safe

Note. This table represents the
test consisted of a single Safe-I
end of the last trial of the exper
one 15 min daily access to water.
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Type

Danger
Safe
Safe
Safe
Safe
Danger
Safe
Safe
Safe
Safe
Danger
Safe
Safe
Sate
Danger
Safe
Safe
Safe
Safe
Danger
Safe
Safe
Danger
Safe

r the main body of the experin  1it. A retention
2 cycle and occurred on the 25" day after the
> animals were maintained on ad lib food and



Table 2

Inter-rater Correlations for Behavioural

Behavior~ Correlation
Gapes 922
Chin rubs 989**
Paw licks LT
Tongue protrusions .800**
Left hole-poke o, e
Right hole-poke Qg ] %
Grooming bouts 986%*
Grooming duration 9YQkk

**p <01

Note. Data obtained from the «
an independent observer. All ¢
test. Headshaking and forelim
these measures only surfaced ¢

sures

itor was correla 1 with data obtained from
vels are based on a non-directional 1-tailed

2 NOt S¢
ms.

by the independent observer, as




Table 3

Correlations Berween the Two Measu

of Drinking and Fliid Consumption.

54

Behaviour el Danger Day Safe Day ~
Drinking duration 959%* 797 %% Q] ke
Drinking bouts O ** 578N B3(**
* p <05
B p < 0l

NS Not signific

Note. Each of the above behaviours w
The calculated correlations are at -tai

related with fluid intake for that given day.
mificance level.



Table 4

Correlations Between Each Behaviowral

55

sure and Fluid Consumption.
Danger Day Safe Day 2

15l 10 2lll| lO 18t ]0 zlld lo
SS13ER 686 -034™ 5530
-.530™ - 6425 606N -233N
693% 827 372% 695%
- 149™ - 097N 721
476™ 421N 201N 809
918%* 169™ -.683%  775%

Safe Day |
Behaviour [ in edan
Gapes 00 i
Chin rubs - 744% _ 727
Tongue protrusions .367NS‘ 845%*
Paw licks 115N 903w
Face-washes 667% 84T
Grooming bouts 2236N 833wk
* p<.05
** p <0l

NS = Not sig

Note. All of the above behaviours
Even though fluid was not present
occurring during the first 10 min w
The calculated correlations are at tl

related with fluid intake for that given day.
e first 10 min of a trial, the behaviours
lated with fluid consumption on that y.
d significance level.
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Figure I. Dimensions of the drinking ch:

aption

r.
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—”’/‘/ 15.24 cm
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F Caption

Figure 2. Dimensions of the drinkir~ spout holes in the drinking chamber.
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F Caption

Figure 3. Still picture of paw-licking (a titive behaviour).
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Fig  Caption

Figure 4. Still picture of a tongue protrt  on appetitive behaviour).
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Figure 5. Still picture of gaping (an a’

e Caption

ve behaviour).
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» Caption
Figure 6. Still picture of chin-rubbing (  aversive behaviour). Note that the rat is

rubbing its chin on the glass floor.
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F Caption

Figure 7. Still picture of drinking sace ne.
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F re Caption

Figure 8. Still picture of grooming bel  ‘iour.







Figure 9. Still picture of face-washii

are Caption







I

Figure 10. Still picture of nose-poking

Caption

0 a drinking hole.
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Figure 1. Mcan (£SEM) amount of f]

(1 through 10) and on the probe trial.

Caption

consumed (g) on each Safe-Dang
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Safe cycle






F
Figure 12. Mean (£SEM) drinking du

through 10) and on the probe trial.

e Caption

(sec) on each Safe-Da

'r-Safe cycle (1
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ire Caption
Figure 13. Mean (+SEM) number of « ng bouts on each Safe-Danger-Safe cycle (1

through 10) and on the probe trial.
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Fi;
Figure 14. Mean (zSEM) number of head

through 10) and on the probe trial for the

1ption
akes on each Safe-Danger-Safe cycle (1

and second ten minute intervals.
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Figure 15. Mean (£SEM) number ¢  fo

through 10) and on the probe trial for the

Caption
y tlails on each Safe-Danger-Safe cycle (1

rst and second 'n minute intervals.
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Figure 16. Mean (xSEM) number « L

10) and on the probe trial for the first and

Caption
on each Safe-Danger-Safe cycle (1 through

ond ten minute intervals.
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Mean number of gapes

Mean number of gapes
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Figure 17. Mean (xSEM) number of chi

through 10) and on the probe trial for the

ru

Caption

on each Safe-Danger-Safe cycle (1

and second t

minute intervals.
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F Caption
Figure 18. Mean (+SEM) number of toi protrusions on cach Safe-Danger-Safe cycle

(I through 10) and on the probe trial for rst and second ten minute intervals.
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F Caption
Figure 19. Mean (xSEM) number of paw s on each Safe-Danger-Safe cycle (1

through 10) and on the probe trial for the and second ten minute tntervals.
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F Caption
Figure 20. Mean (xSEM) number of grr 1 1g bouts on each Safe-Danger-Sa  cycle (1

through 10) and on the probe trial for the it and second ten minute intervals.






96

Fig Caption
Figure 21. Mean (xSEM) amount of gro (sec) on each Safe-Danger-Safe cycle (1

through 10) and on the probe trial for the first and second ten minute intervals.
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re aption
Figure 22. Mean (=SEM) number of fa hes onea  Safe-Danger-Si :cycle (1

through 10) and on the probe trial for the f tand second ten minute intervals.
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F Caption
Figure 23. Mean (xSEM) number of hole es on each Safe-Danger-Safe cycle (1

through 10) and on the probe trial durii : first ten minute interval.
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