When Does the Aardvark Move to the Next Anthill?
Foraging search with moving targets
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Summary

* Moving item displays are
an effective method for
investigating visual foraging

Exp. 2: Hybrid Foraging

How do people forage if there are multiple
types of targets to collect?

Exp. 1: Dot Foraging With Preview

How does the presence of a preview of the
next trial affect foraging behavior?

Problem

In complex search tasks, humans often
resort to strategies like ‘reading’ static
displays from upper left to lower right.

Task: Achieve a set point goal to complete the experiment

Task: Get a high rate of point accumulation
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