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Token exchange paradigm Objective of our field research

= Monkeys and great apes are able to = Rectify limitations of lab studies

use objects as symbolic tools to
request specific food rewards from Spontaneously occurring
human experimenters [1,2] token-mediated bartering system
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» Cognitive underpinnings of economic
behavior in non-human primates [3]
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Decision-making
in risky environments
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Current research limitations

* Baiting Safe/Low-Reward Option
* Visual access

* Human-induced exchanges

* Small samples

* Individually trained subjects

* Laboratory-bred subjects
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> Ecological validity? [3, but see 9] PHASE 2: TOKEN/REWARD-BARTERING
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