
Figure xxx legend:

this shows that the same pattern occurs across trials: birds take longer for 1st worm and startle latnecies than they do for second worm; 
moreover, it suggest that the "novelty" of the platform habituates. But the latency to the second worm doesn't nor the starlte latency: its still just as scary.

repeated measures ANOVA on Trial #1 (thus before any potential habituation e�ect can take place)
model design: 
within subject factor: latency type (1st worm, 2nd worm, startle)
between subject factor: sex (8 male, 7 female)

assumptions of normality (sphericity) and homogeneity of variance met (all p>0.05)

results:
latency type: F(2,26)=32.2, P<1x10-6

sex: F(1,13)=0.06, P=0.81
latency x sex: F(2,12)=0.007, P=0.993
pairwise comparisons (not corrected for multiple tests):
 (a) 1st worm latency vs 2nd worm latency:  P=0.000002
(b) 2nd worm latency vs startle latency: P=0.0004
(c) 1st worm latency vs 3rd worm latency: P=0.422

*note: RM ANOVA for Trial 2 and Trial 3 data also shows a signi�cant main e�ect of latency type and same pariwise comparison outcomes:

Trial 2: latency main e�ect type: F(2,30)=9.37, P=0.001; 
pariwise comparisons: 1st worm vs 2nd worm (P=0.006); 2nd worm vs startle (P=0.003); 1st worm vs startle (P=0.373)

Trial 3: latency type main e�ect: F(2,34)=8.35, P=0.001; 
pariwise comparisons: 1st worm vs 2nd worm (P=0.014); 2nd worm vs startle (P=0.003); 1st worm vs startle (P=0.193)
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S2. Descriptive statistics for behavioral latencies. Light grey bars represent the Initial Latencies (neophobia response); medium grey 
bars represent the Reward Latencies; dark grey bars represent the Startle Latencies (risk-taking response). Values in parentheses 
indicate number of completed trials. There was a significant main effect of latency type (mean ± SD, sec: Initial Latencies: 347.8 ± 
279.9; Reward Latencies: 143.5 ± 163.8; Starle Latencies: 283.3 ± 232.0; F2=22.82, p=2 x 10-6). There was no main effect of repeat 
number (F2=1.54, p=0.233), suggesting that there was generally no habituation/sensitization effect of repeated measurements. There 
was, however, an interaction between latency type and repeat number (F4=3.08, p=0.024), which was due to a reduction in the Initial 
Latencies between the first and second repeated trials (Bonferroni corrected pairwise comparison: p=0.021; no other pairwise 
comparison was significant), perhaps suggesting that Initial Latency measurements are sensitive to repeated measures wherein birds 
become habituated as the novelty of the platform declines. 
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perhaps suggesting that Initial Latency measurements are sensitive to repeated measures wherein birds become habituated as the 
novelty of the platform declines. 
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