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Prompting methods are common amongst animal trainers, both novice and 

experts.  However, there is little empirical evidence to demonstrate the strengths or 

weaknesses of common prompting procedures.  The current study assessed the 

strengths and weaknesses during behavior acquisition of two prompting methods, luring 

and targeting.  Luring placed an edible directly in front of the animal which guided the 

animal through the desired behavior.  Targeting, however used a target, an arbitrary 

object the animal has been trained to touch, guide behavior.  A cat was trained, using 

each method, to walk around a flower.  Walking around the right flower pot was trained 

using luring and walking around the left flower pot was trained using targeting.  After 

both behaviors were acquired, a delay cue method was designed to transfer stimulus 

control.  Later a combination of a delay cue and prompt fading was used.  During 

acquisition the luring method acquired the behavior of walking around a pot more 

quickly with consistently fewer errors.  During stimulus transfer the cat began 

independently initiating the behavior earlier with the target trained behavior and 

produced more correct behaviors after the verbal cue.  Luring appeared to produce the 

faster behavior, but after stimulus transfer it could be concluded that the cat did not 

learn the desired behavior, but rather following the lure.  Both methods could be 

beneficial in different circumstance, however, given the desired behavior was to walk 

around a flower pot on cue, targeting would be considered best practice. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 The animal care industry is a continuously growing field shown by the ever-

increasing number of pet owners and the finances they dedicate to the well being of 

their companions (American Veterinary Medical Association, 2007).  The animal training 

field is an old field, but in the past few decades it has become more commercialized to 

meet the needs of the growing number of pet owners.  With the emergence of animal 

trainers in every area of the country, as well as amongst large corporations, a new focus 

on best practice standards has become necessary.  Animal training has long been 

considered an art form and most of its practices are passed on amongst trainers.  

Recently, there is a growing movement to define animal training as a technology based 

on the principles of behavior (Bailey, 2012; Martin & Friedman, 2004).  As such it also 

analyzes the effects of current practices on animal behavior.  One common practice in 

animal training is prompting, either in the form of luring or targeting.  The luring method 

might be the most controversial of the prompting methods.  However, it is also the one 

that is most widely used amongst commercial pet trainers since it is easy for owners to 

obtain results (Fogle, 1994; Luescher & Medlock, 2009; Saunders, 2009).  The method 

of luring has many different definitions.  Most definitions of luring involve the use of a 

preferred item, commonly food, to move the animal through a desired behavior (Miller, 

2008).  The carrot on a stick method of encouraging walking in a horse is a common 

example of luring.  Luring has also been defined as the use of a target stick (an arbitrary 

object, which the animal has been trained to touch to receive food) to guide behavior 

(Johnson-Bennett, 2007).  In the latter definition the target stick is defined as a lure 

since the animal follows it through a behavior.  However, when referring to a lure, the 
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use of the reinforcer to guide the behavior is the most prevalent definition.  For example 

Heidenreich (2007) gives the example of using sunflower seeds to lure a parrot to step 

up on a hand.  Pryor (1996) describes luring as “keep[ing] the animal thinking about the 

reinforcement or treat.”  Luring animals remains controversial; however; as some argue 

luring does not train an animal to behave independently (Martin, 2007).   

 Targeting is a more accepted method of prompting a behavior in animal training.  

Targeting, first developed by Keller Breland and Marion Breland-Bailey in the 1940s 

(Ferguson & Rosales-Ruiz, 2001), is most often associated with clicker training.  

However, it has been used without a clicker.  Targeting, like luring, has no clear 

definition in regards to method.  What is agreed upon amongst trainers is targeting is 

the use of some object the animal has been trained to touch to guide behavior.  For 

example, Ferguson and Rosales-Ruiz (2001) used targeting to train horses to enter a 

horse trailer.  What trainers disagree on is how targets should be used.  Two methods 

are common, the stationary and the moving target.  The stationary target requires the 

target to be placed somewhere around the animal, either in the path of a desired 

behavior or at a location where the animal remains for a period of time.  The animal 

then goes to the target and touches it.  The moving target requires the trainer to place 

the target in front of the animal, usually within 12 inches of the face, and as the animal 

moves toward the target, the trainer continues moving the target to guide the final 

behavior, often described as “following the target.” 

Most common targets are some item attached to a stick, or the stick itself.  Some 

trainers also use their hand, either open or in a fist to target an animal, especially since 

a hand target is always available.  Pryor (1996) states that targeting “gets the animal 
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thinking about the task” rather than the reinforcer, as is seen in the luring method.  

Targeting as a method is not only used to train a desired behavior, but it sometimes 

used to redirect an animal or as enrichment (Heidenreich, 2007). 

 Although both luring and targeting are considered prompting, they do have stark 

procedural differences.  The clearest difference is in the way the animal is guided 

through a behavior.  In luring, a primary reinforcer, most often food, is visible to the 

animal throughout the procedure and the animal does not have to undergo any training 

to follow the food.  When targeting, a trainer must first teach the animal to touch or 

follow a target prior to using the target as a prompt.  These two methods also offer 

different levels of guidance.  Between luring and targeting, luring is considered the most 

restrictive, in that it constrains the animals behavior more through its use of a primary 

reinforcer, producing the least possibility of errors, targeting has a greater possibility of 

errors since it offers more freedom of movement during training (Laurence, 2012).  This 

could be a reason luring is often the first method used by novice trainers since it 

produces the behavior with fewer chance for trainer and animal errors. 

 Targeting and luring do have some similarities when used as prompts.  Both 

methods are utilized during behavior acquisition as well as when the animal requires a 

prompt to complete a behavior.  Both luring and targeting can be used to train complex 

behaviors, although they are most often associated with beginner’s training classes.   

Many experienced trainers who teach complex behavior use some form of prompting to 

either jumpstart or redirect a behavior, or as a permanent cue for a desired behavior.   

 Most important when using either targeting or luring is that both methods require 

a transfer of stimulus control from the prompt to a new cue to avoid prompt 
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dependency.  The point at which a new cue is included into the prompt procedure is 

critical if stimulus transfer to a new cue, usually verbal, is to be achieved (KPCT, 2002).  

Miller (2008) emphasized the importance of fading a prompt early in training so prompt 

dependency doesn’t occur.  From personal discussions with former pet trainers of larger 

commercial training facilities, the teaching of stimulus transfer is often merely mentioned 

and no training is done to ensure pet owners can implement the procedure.  If taught, it 

is saved for intermediate classes, which have lower enrollments.  Since this is often the 

case many animals and their caretakers are dependent on prompts in training situations 

which may lead to trouble training larger repertoires with more complex behaviors, as 

well as the need to have the prompt present at all times.  

Research has been conducted in the use of varying levels of physical prompts in 

typically developing children (Thompson, McKerchar, & Dancho, 2004) as well as 

children with disabilities (Touchette & Howard, 1984).  Worley and Gast (1984) describe 

many prompting methods seen in human research while also discussing the various 

methods designed to transfer stimulus control, decreasing the likelihood of prompt 

dependency.  Dependency on a prompt is often seen in children with autism (Fisher, 

Kodak, & Moore, 2007; Brown & Mirenda, 2006).  By examining methods originally used 

with human populations, animal training practitioners can have models to use in the 

development of training protocol (Bloomsmith, Marr, and Maple, 2007).  

 Miller (2008) suggests several techniques for fading a prompt with animals.  The 

first technique is to add the cue to the prompt delivery.  She also gives ideas for 

changing the cues.  For instance, when teaching an animal to respond to “down,” rather 

than prompting the animal all the way down with the trainer bending, the trainer only 
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slightly bends their body.  Another idea is stating the new cue and pausing before 

beginning the prompt, often coined “new cue old cue” within the training field. In applied 

behavior analysis, the “new cue old cue” procedure is known as “delay cue.”  Touchette 

(1971) examined the transfer of stimulus control in two mentally retarded boys by first 

training a color discrimination (e.g. touching a key which illuminated a red light rather 

than a white) and then delaying the presentation of the old discriminative stimulus, the 

color, to have the behavior come under control of a new stimulus in the shape of 

different black figures.  In this procedure each successful match increased the delay 

from the presentation of the new cue (a black figure) to the presentation of the old cue 

(the red color).     

Just as important as the early inclusion of a prompt fading technique is, it is just 

as important not to fade a prompt prematurely, thereby creating a pattern of errors 

(Touchette & Howard, 1984).  The peak transition moment between the fading of the 

prompt and the inclusion of a stimulus transfer method remains unclear.  

 The current study was designed to assess the strengths and weaknesses of 

targeting and luring in the acquisition of a behavior.  Since both luring and targeting 

have varying definitions depending on the trainer, a common permutation of each was 

selected for the study.  In the current study, luring was implemented by placing an 

edible directly in front of the animal and moving that edible along the path of the desired 

behavior culminating in the delivery of the edible once the behavior is complete.  

Targeting was implemented by placing a target, an arbitrary object the animal had been 

trained to touch, directly in front of the animal and requiring the animal to follow the 

target in the path of the desired behavior with an edible only seen and delivered once 
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the behavior had been completed.  The procedures were developed to mirror those 

used by novice trainers and pet owners.  Therefore the prompts were retained 

throughout the acquisition of the entire behavior, rather than faded during early stages.  

This reflects a typical scenario in which inexperienced trainers or those trainers seeking 

to always use the prompt after a behavior has been learned, for example, bird of prey 

trainers continue using a lure during demonstrations to call birds to them.  The present 

study also analyzed the transfer of control from the target and the lure to a new verbal 

cue using a method based the delay cue developed in Touchette (1971), given a long 

history of prompt dependent behavior.  
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METHODS 

Participant 

Beavis, a male domestic short-haired cat, Felis catus, participated in this study.  

Beavis was 7 years old at the beginning of the study, and 8 years old at the end of the 

study.  He has lived with the trainer since he was 1 year old.  He was selected for the 

current study since he had a limited experience with training prior to the study, 2 months 

of clicker training culminating in the association of food following the click as well as 1 

month of training to touch a target when presented.  He has a medical history of asthma 

which arises through prolonged periods of exertion, usually greater than 15 minutes of 

continuous activity.  This does affect length of training sessions.  Prior to beginning the 

current study, Beavis was placed on a restricted calorie diet by a veterinarian.  He was 

diagnosed with arthritis during the study.  His veterinarian did determine that the 

diagnosis was not a result of training, rather aging, and continuing the study would help 

to exercise his muscles.   The trainer learned both targeting and luring methods through 

study of the methods typically used amongst trainers as well as hands on experience 

with experienced trainer.  The trainer would be considered proficient in both methods. 

General Setting 

 Sessions took place in the dining area of Beavis’s home.  The dining area is 

open to both the living room and kitchen.  A hallway is situated to the right of the training 

area which is where the other occupant, a border collie dog, Canis familiaris, remained 

during experimental sessions.  The experimental setup was semi-permanent to the 

location, with tape on the ground marking the position of each object.  Moveable pieces 

of the apparatus were removed when necessary for use of the area.  Prior to beginning 
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sessions any disrupting items were removed (e.g., dog toys, food, miscellaneous items).  

Lights in dining area were on only during training sessions and remained off throughout 

the rest of the day.  

Apparatus 

 The apparatus, as pictured in Figure 1, was designed to ensure that a simple 

behavior could be trained without the trainer cueing behavior through body position.  

This required the trainer be stationary from the waist down, when kneeling, with only the 

torso and arms mobile, as shown in Figures 2 and 3.  Therefore, the length of the 

apparatus was determined by the arm span of the trainer.  Directly in front of the trainer 

a placemat, burlap with white canvas trim, was positioned as the starting point for the 

trained behaviors.  Two 8-in flower pots were placed upside down, 18 inches from both 

sides of the starting mat.  The pot placed to the right, of the trainer, was a dark purple, 

the left pot was a light cream.  The colors were chosen to increase the possibility of 

discrimination between the two due to high contrast.  For the targeting condition, a 

target consisting of an 18 inch, 1/4in wooden dowel with a 1inch wooden ball glued to 

one end was utilized as well as a box clicker. A Sanyo VPC-GH4 CamcorderTM was 

placed 5 feet in front of the trainer on a 3 foot tripod.  All sessions were held between 

9pm-11pm, after a minimum 8 hour food deprivation.  After completing both sessions 

the cat would receive dinner.  The participant has a history of receiving no additional 

food items beyond regular diet.  Food was delivered on the place mat.  Edibles varied, 

but included canned tuna, canned chicken, and Wellness Pure Delights, Turkey and 

Salmon Flavor Cat TreatsTM (WellPet, LLC., Tewksbury, MA, www.wellpet.com).  All 

edibles were divided into about 1 cm square pieces.  
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Measurement 

 During luring and targeting training the recorded behaviors were correct final 

behaviors and major and minor errors, as well as session duration.  Major errors were 

comprised of 4 behaviors: wrong pot, leave session, latency with prompt and incomplete 

loop.  Minor errors consisted of 5 behaviors: lay down, mugging, squirrel, prompt to mat, 

and meander.  During the transfer of stimulus control from the lure or target to a verbal 

cue the correct behavior on cue was scored along with 5 errors: wrong pot, wander, 

latency with prompt, incomplete loop, and without cue.  The locations of prompt delivery 

as well as the duration of prompt presentation and session were measured.  Prompt 

delivery location was divided into three categories: begin with prompt, complete with 

prompt and hint. 

Subject Behaviors 

Correct final behavior during training was defined as when trainer is kneeling in 

front of the starting mat, Beavis is positioned with his front two feet on the starting mat 

and making eye contact with the trainer.  When the trainer presents either the target or 

the lure, Beavis begins following the prompt, within 3 seconds, around the pot, 

maintaining a 12 inch circumference.  When his front two feet are again on the starting 

mat an edible is delivered.  During stimulus transfer the behavior is the same, but rather 

than a target or lure eliciting the behavior, a verbal cue is delivered and Beavis begins 

walking around the pot within 3 seconds. 

Wrong pot during training and stimulus transfer was defined as at any point 

during a session, Beavis, with front two paws on the starting mat, begins walking around 
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the opposite flower pot from the one specified for the session, completing a correct final 

behavior, but on the incorrect pot. 

 Latency with prompt during training and stimulus transfer was defined as 

beginning from the moment of target or lure presentation, the prompt is visible for more 

than 3 seconds before Beavis begins to initiate behavior towards the prompt.  In 

stimulus transfer the prompt follows a cue.  If a prompt is presented multiple times 

within a trial, each presentation begins a new 3 second count. 

 Incomplete loop during both training and stimulus transfer was defined as Beavis 

either independently (as in stimulus transfer) or with a prompt, begins movement around 

the flower pot, but before completing the behavior he returns to the starting mat.  

Incomplete loops result in the reset of the behavior, requiring Beavis to place both front 

feet on the starting mat and make eye contact with the trainer, at which point the trainer 

will either deliver a verbal cue or prompt to begin the behavior. 

 Leave session errors, recorded only during training, were defined as Beavis, at 

any point in a session, leaving the training area, the view of the camera.  Leave session 

errors resulted in the trainer recalling Beavis to the starting mat by calling his name and 

pointing or touching the mat. 

 Lay down, which was only recorded during training, was defined as either of 

Beavis’s sides, from the front leg to the hip, or chest to stomach, contacting the floor.  If 

Beavis had both front paws on the floor and made eye contact while lying down, the 

trainer presented the target or lure.  If Beavis did not have front two paws on the starting 

mat, the trainer would reset Beavis by calling him forward until he met starting criterion. 
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 Mugging, during training sessions, was defined as Beavis making contact with 

the trainer at any point from his shoulder to hip in a forward motion.  Mugging did not 

included contact with his tail or face as well as contact initiated by the trainer (e.g. the 

trainer leans forward to lure and her arm made contact with his back). 

 Squirrel errors, measured only during training, were defined as while following 

either a target or lure Beavis pauses for at least 3 seconds in an alert position (e.g. ears 

erect, body rigid) before resuming the correct behavior.  Squirrel errors do not interrupt 

the completion of the desired behavior, but are a momentary pause in movement. 

 Prompt to mat, which is only measured during training, was defined as at any 

point during the session when the trainer is in the starting position (e.g. kneeling in front 

of the starting mat with hands at shoulders) Beavis does not come to the mat requiring 

the trainer to call him to the starting mat by calling his name and touching the mat.  

 Meander, measured during training, was defined as Beavis completes the 

behavior of walking around the flower pot following either a target or lure, but the path of 

the behavior is greater than a 12 inch circumference around the pot. 

 Wander was recorded only in stimulus transfer, and was defined as at any point 

in a session Beavis is on the starting mat and moves entirely off the mat (e.g. all four 

paws) without completing or attempting the correct final behavior.  Wanders result in 

Beavis either returning independently to the mat or being recalled.  Instances where 

Beavis leaved the mat to walk around the opposite pot are scored as wrong pot, not 

wander.  If Beavis begins movement in the direction of the prompt or correct pot but 

returns before completing the behavior it is scored as incomplete loop. 



 

12 
 

 Without cue was recorded only during stimulus transfer and was defined as at 

any point in the session, Beavis performs the correct behavior, walking around the pot, 

on the flower pot specific to that session but a verbal cue was not delivered prior to the 

behavior. 

Duration 

Session duration was scored during training and stimulus transfer.  Session 

duration was defined as the time, in seconds, from the presentation of the session sign 

until the camera shut off.  Sign presentation was kept constant at 3 seconds across 

sessions and time from the last reinforcer until camera shut down averaged 7 seconds. 

 Prompt duration, recorded during stimulus transfer was the total time the prompt 

was present in a given trial.  Time began from the presentation of the prompt until the 

prompt was withdrawn.  If multiple presentations were in a given trial each 

presentation’s duration would be added to comprise the total prompt duration for a 

single trial. 

Experimenter Behavior 

Begin with prompt was scored during stimulus transfer and was defined as 

Beavis not initiating behavior after trainer has delivered a verbal cue until the trainer 

presents the lure or target.  If the prompt was used throughout the entire behavior begin 

with prompt was scored in conjunction with complete with prompt. 

Complete with prompt, scored only during stimulus transfer was defined as the 

presentation of the prompt after Beavis has, either independently or with a target or lure, 

initiated walking around the flower pot.  Complete with prompt requires the prompt to be 
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used throughout the remainder of the behavior, until Beavis is once again at the starting 

mat. 

Hint was only scored during stimulus transfer and was defined as the 

presentation of either the target or lure halfway in the behavior.  A hint is only scored if 

Beavis both begins and completes the behavior independent of a prompt. 

 
 
Table 1 
 

Measurements Utilized in Each Phase 
 

 Training Probe Transfer of 
Stimulus Control 

Corrects    

Correct Behavior    

Correct Behavior 
on Cue 

   

Errors    

Wrong Pot    
Latency with 
Prompt 

   

Incomplete Loop    
Leave Session    

Lay Down    

Mugging    

Squirrel    

Prompt to Mat    

Meander    

Wander    
Without Cue    

Duration    

Session Duration    
Prompt Duration    
Prompt Location    

Begin with Prompt    
Complete with 
Prompt 

   

Hint    
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All sessions were videotaped and then later scored for relevant behaviors. If a 

trial required a reset, the new cue and subsequent behaviors remain scored within one 

trial until a reinforcer was delivered.  Duration was recorded using the timer application 

on an HTC EVO 4GTM cell phone device (HTC Corporation, Taoyuan City, Taiwan, 

www.htc.com). 

Reliability 

 The experimental deign was a multi-element design.  A second trained observer 

collected interobserver agreement data (IOA).  The behavioral definitions were 

explained to her and she was provided a copy of the definitions specific to the phase 

being scored.  She was given the opportunity to ask questions as well as practice 

scoring prior to beginning.  She was advised not to discuss her results while scoring 

videos, alter what was collected after the fact or discuss results I had gathered.  Hash 

marks indicated occurrences during trials.  IOA was calculated using the formula 

A/(A+D)*100.  Table 2 displays IOA for all correct behaviors and errors during training.  

Overall IOA for 24.4% of luring training was 98% and for 24.4% targeting training was 

96.6%.  Table 3 shows the IOA for all correct behaviors, errors, prompt location and 

prompt duration during transfer of stimulus control.  Overall IOA for 23.25% of luring 

stimulus transfer trials was 96.8% and 23.25% of targeting stimulus transfer trials was 

96.9%. 
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Table 2 
 
Training Interobserver Agreement 

   

 LURE (%) TARGET (%) 

Overall 98 96.6 
Wrong Pot 100 100 

Leave Session 100 98 
Latency 98 94 

Incomplete Loop 98 98 

Lay down 100 98 
Prompt to Mat 100 96 

Mugging 94 90 
Squirrel 96 96 

Meander 100 96 
Correct Behavior 94 100 

 
 

 
Table 3 
 
Transfer of Stimulus Control Interobserver Agreement 

   

 LURE (%) TARGET (%) 

Overall 96.8 96.6 
Duration with Prompt 88 86 

Wrong Pot 98 94 
Wander 92 94 

Latency with Prompt 100 100 

Incomplete Loop 96 98 
Without Cue 100 100 

Begin with Prompt 96 92 
Complete with Prompt 100 100 

Hint 96 92 
Correct Behavior on Cue 100 100 
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PROCEDURES 

Training Phase 

 The training conditions were designed to train the correct behavior of walking 

around a flower pot.  During the luring condition, Beavis was trained, using a lure, to 

walk around the purple flower pot.  During the targeting condition, Beavis was trained 

using a target to walk around the white flower pot.  Each training trial began with the 

trainer in the starting position (e.g., kneeling in outlined position, arms up with both 

hands by shoulders).  If Beavis was not already present at the starting mat, he would be 

called to the mat by either his name or the trainer pointing to the mat.  Once Beavis’s 

front two paws were on the starting mat and he made eye contact with the trainer, the 

prompt, either with the lure or the target, was presented within 8 inches of Beavis’s face.  

As Beavis moved toward the prompt; the prompt was moved matching his pace (as to 

maintain the 8 inch distance), around the flower pot.  Throughout training the distance 

around the pot which Beavis was required to move before receiving reinforcement 

increased after each successful trial.  Approximations towards the completed behavior 

increased by 6 inches after each successful trial until Beavis would walk the entire 

distance around the pot in a single trial.  If Beavis did not reach the distance for the 

single trial the distance requirement would decrease by 3 inches for the next prompt 

presentation. 

During luring training, if Beavis continued walking at the pace of the lure counter-

clockwise around the pot, once his front two paws reached the distance for that trial the 

lure was delivered at that distance.  During targeting training, if Beavis continued 

walking at the pace of the target clockwise around the pot, once his feet crossed the 
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trial distance the clicker was engaged and an edible was delivered 6 inches in front of 

him.  In either training condition if Beavis did not complete the desired behavior the 

prompt was removed and the behavior was reset and the subsequent distance required 

for reinforcement would decrease by 3 inches. Trials ended with the delivery of a 

reinforcer.  Two sessions were conducted daily, one for each condition.  Condition order 

was determined through a coin toss with a maximum of 3 consecutive days beginning 

with the same condition.  Each session consisted of 5 trials.  Training sessions ended 

when both trained behaviors mirrored each other in speed and distance traveled.  

 Throughout training a cue was selected to signal the presentation of the prompt 

for Beavis.  Directly following the beginning cue the prompt would be presented in front 

of Beavis and moved the specified distance around the pot.  During session one the cue 

was a leg pat, when kneeling the trainer raised their hand a foot above their legs and 

then dropped their hand contacting the leg and producing an audible clap. By session 

two the leg pat was replaced by a finger snap to increase the fluidity in which the prompt 

was delivered.  Session four changed the snap to a verbal “Go” to decrease mechanical 

error due to multiple behaviors involving one hand.  The final cue was developed in the 

ninth session.  Eye contact between the trainer and Beavis was made the cue to begin 

a trial.  This decreased errors by allowing Beavis to determine the trial beginning, 

reducing errors due to lack of attending by Beavis. 

Changes in the beginning cue were the only changes made during luring training 

sessions.  During targeting sessions changes in the mechanics of prompt presentation 

and reinforcer presentations were made to ensure acquisition as well as that both luring 

and targeting behaviors mirrored each other.  Initial target training trials had the trainer 
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place the target about halfway in the behavior.  However, by session three the target 

was placed closer to Beavis, within 8 inches of the face, to mimic the luring behavior.  

Also to keep the luring and targeting behaviors similar, during session four, the trainer 

began targeting Beavis clockwise around the flower pot, rather than counter-clockwise.  

This also capitalized on Beavis’s bias towards moving towards the trainer rather than 

away.  The final change to the targeting training was in the sixteenth session where the 

placement of the edible reinforcer changed from the starting mat to the next step to 

completing the targeting behavior.  The cat had to return to the starting mat to begin the 

next trial.  This became the final training method in the targeting condition and 

continued throughout the remaining sessions.   

Probe 

 Before stimulus transfer trials began a probe was conducted to assess the errors 

and duration of completely prompted trials.  Each probe trial began when the trainer 

was in the starting position (e.g., kneeling in outlined position, arms up with both hands 

by shoulders) and the cat’s front two paws were on the starting mat.  When the trainer 

and Beavis made eye contact, the trainer would present the prompt as in training 

sessions and would guide Beavis through the behavior.  If Beavis completed the 

behavior free of errors in luring trials he would receive the lure once his front two paws 

were on the starting mat and in targeting trials he would receive a click at the blue line, 

placed to indicate 5/8th the distance around the pot and an edible was placed on the 

starting mat.  If an error occurred during probe trials he was called back to the starting 

mat and the behavior was reset.  Two sessions were conducted daily, one luring 
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session and one targeting session.  Order of sessions was determined by a coin toss.  

Each session contained five trials. 

Transfer of Stimulus Control Phase 

Each stimulus transfer trial began with the trainer in the starting position and 

ended when the reinforcer was delivered.  Once Beavis had his front two paws on the 

starting mat and made eye contact with the trainer a verbal cue was given.  During 

luring trials the verbal cue was “nox.” During targeting trials the verbal cue was “lumos.”   

Based on the delay cue, during trial 1 the cue was immediately followed by the 

prompt.  A correct response, walking completely around the flower pot, resulted in a one 

second delay in the subsequent trial.  In trial 2 the verbal cue would be delivered and 

the prompt would follow after 1 second, etc.  Incorrect response, the occurrence of 

errors, decreased the delay of the subsequent trial by 1 second.  Added to the delay 

cue method based on the length of the behavior, if Beavis independently initiated the 

behavior during the delay, but hesitated during the behavior, the prompt was presented 

to complete the final behavior.  If Beavis completed the correct behavior following the 

verbal cue, without errors and without prompting, he would receive an edible at the 

starting mat and the subsequent trial would increase the delay after the verbal cue by 

one second. During a trial if an error occurred the trainer would reset Beavis back on 

the starting mat by calling his name or pointing to the mat.  In all stimulus transfer 

conditions two sessions were conducted daily, one luring and one targeting.  Order of 

sessions was determined by coin toss.  Each session was composed of 5 individual 

trials.   
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Beginning in Session 18 a method to fade the length of time the prompt was 

presented was added to encourage independent completion of the behavior.  During 

trial 116 if Beavis completed the correct behavior, walking around the entire pot, either 

independent or with the aid of a prompt, the length of time the prompt was presented on 

the subsequent trial was decreased.  On trial 117, the prompt was delivered after a 

delay from the verbal cue, but rather than continue throughout the entire behavior, the 

prompt was withdrawn 6 inches before Beavis completed the behavior, resulting in a 

decrease in prompted time.  If Beavis did not complete the behavior after the prompt 

was withdrawn, the prompted time in the subsequent trial increased as the distance 

prompted increased.  If the prompt was presented momentarily halfway through the 

behavior, independently begun and completed it was considered a Hint.     
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RESULTS 

Training Phase 

 Figure 6 shows the cumulative number of correct final behaviors throughout 

training using luring.  The final count of correct final behaviors for the 205 trials was 126.  

Correct final behaviors first began in trial 2 and continued steadily increasing until trial 

122.  From trial 123 until trial 136 complete final behaviors ceased occurring.  Beginning 

in trial 137 correct final behaviors resumed its steady increase with a slight leveling off 

from trial 190 until training ended.  Figure 7 displays a cumulative count of correct final 

behaviors during target training trials.  During target training the cumulative corrects 

totaled 65 for the 205 trials.  The first correct final behavior free of errors occurred 

during trial 85 and didn’t drastically increase until trial 131 where it continued a steady 

incline cumulating at 65.     

 Figure 6 displays the minor errors cumulatively during luring training sessions.  

Luring training trial’s minor errors remained under 125 cumulative occurrences.  

Through the first 90 trials minor errors occurred less than half the time but were steadily 

occurring until trial 94 which saw a sharp increase with 8 errors occurring within a single 

trial.  Minor luring errors began leveling out with another drastic increase during trials 

133-136 with a 9 occurrence increase.  From trial 143 until the end of luring training 

minor errors continued to increase in occurrences.  This rapid increase in minor errors 

was attributed to the emergence of the lay down error; accounting for 16 of the 17 total 

lay down occurrences.  Figure 7 displays the cumulative minor errors throughout 

targeting training sessions.  During targeting training trials cumulative minor errors saw 

a steady increasing trend across the majority of trials totaling 211 minor errors by the 
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end of training.  Throughout the first 100 trials of targeting training, although steadily 

increasing, minor errors only saw one sharp increase from trial 38 to 40.  During the last 

100 trials of targeting training minor errors increased faster than in the first half with two 

instances of no occurrences from trial 127 to 133 and trials 159 to 165. 

 In Figure 6 major errors during luring training are shown cumulatively.  Major 

errors throughout luring remained low totaling 22 by the end of training.  Latency was 

the most prevalent of the major errors accounting for 17 of the 22 total errors.  The first 

major error in luring occurred in trial 39 and the second didn’t occur until trial 63.  Major 

errors were nearly nonexistent until trial 61-126 where cumulative errors rose from 1 to 

12 and then again from trial 170-199 which rose from 12 to the final 22.  The first spike 

in errors includes 7 instances of latency.  The second includes 9 occurrences of latency 

errors.  In Figure 7 major errors throughout targeting training are recorded cumulatively.  

The most prominent major error was latency, accounting for 87 of the total 141 major 

errors.  Cumulative major errors increased at a steady incline until trial 100 where they 

began leveling off.  From trial100 to trial146 there were only 10 major errors.  However, 

beginning with trial 147 major again increased steadily from 103 to 141 by trial 200.  

From trial 200 until training concluded at trial 205 no more major errors were recorded.  

Table 4 displays the totals of each error throughout both conditions. 
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Table 4 
 
Total Errors Recorded During Training Sessions 
 

Error Lure Target 

   
Major   

Incomplete Loop 4 35 

Latency 17 87 

Leave Session 1 4 

Wrong Pot 0 15 

   
Minor   

Mugging 37 91 

Lay Down 19 23 

Squirrel 21 30 

Prompt to Mat 26 33 

Meander 12 36 

 
 

 Figure 8 shows the duration of the 41 sessions of training (trials 1 to 205).  The 

shaded box displays the average time for luring, 103 at the lowest and targeting, 149, at 

the highest.  The average time for a luring session during training was 103 seconds, 1 

minute 43 seconds.  The longest session was session 19 lasting 180 seconds, 3 

minutes.  The shortest sessions were sessions 22 and 24 at 74 seconds, 1 minute 14 

seconds.  Session 26 was not included due to video malfunction which resulted in 

recording only half the total session.  Only two sessions were longer than the average 

targeting time, session 15 at 164 seconds and 19 at 180 seconds.  16 of the 41 luring 

sessions fell below the average luring line.  The average time for a targeting session 

during training was 149 seconds, 2 minutes 29 seconds.  The longest targeting session 

was session 39 at 264 seconds, 4 minutes 24 seconds.  The shortest session was 

session 16 at 98 seconds, 1 minute 38 seconds.  This was the only session to fall below 

the average luring time.  19 of the 41 sessions were longer than the average targeting 
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time.  Session 10, 15-16, 19, and 27-28 were the only sessions where targeting had 

shorter durations than luring.  

Transfer of Stimulus Control Phase 

 Figure 9 shows the errors which occurred during stimulus transfer luring trails.  

latency with prompt happened twice during probe trials while without cue and wander 

each occurred once.  During trials 31-115, wander errors increased to five until trial 87 

where wander errors increased drastically for the remainder of the delay cue phase.  

Once the decreased prompt delivery was added, wander continued increasing until trial 

154 where it remained at 23 occurrences until trial 172 where wander errors once again 

increased.  The remaining errors remained low throughout stimulus transfer.  Latency 

with prompt only occurred two more times after probe trials during trial 31, the first trial 

of the delay cue and trial 90 in the delay cue phase.  Without cue errors occurred five 

times after probe trials during trials 67, 105, 146, 149 and 196.  During the final probe 

session, trials 216-220, Wander errors were the only errors which occurred, totaling 5.   

Figure 10 shows the errors which occurred during targeting trials in the stimulus 

transfer phase.  During probe trials two behaviors were recorded, Latency with prompt 

and incomplete loop.  Latency with prompt occurred 10 times over the 30 trials and 

incomplete loop occurred 4 times.  Latency with prompt increased only 9 more times 

during the remainder of the study with significant periods of no occurrences.  Incomplete 

loop errors totaled 13 by the end of the study and like with latency with prompt, the 

occurrences were separated by at least ten trials without occurrence, except during 

trials 130-145 where the trials between occurrences reduced to on average, 5.  Without 

cue errors did not emerge until trial 96.  After the first insistence, a second without cue 
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error occurred at trial 104, and then a third at 133.  Wrong pot errors totaled 10 by the 

end of the study.  The wander error occurred significantly more often than any other 

before, totaling 44.  The first instance of a wander happened in trial 35.  Until trial 57, 

wander errors increased steadily.  From trial 57 until trial 74 no further wander errors 

occurred.  After 74, wander errors again began increasing steadily until beginning to 

level off from trials 117-164, where errors only increased by 4.  Trial 116 was the first 

implementation of decrease prompt delivery in combination with the delay cue.  Again 

after trial 165 wander errors began increasing, with a rapid increase from trial 175 to 

192, seeing an additional 13 errors.  After trial 196 wander errors increased only twice.  

During the probe session, trials 216-220, Latency with prompt was the only error to 

occur, with 2 occurrences. 

 Figure 11 shows the location of the prompt delivery during luring stimulus 

transfer as well as the cumulative correct behavior on cue.  During probe measures the 

prompt was delivered throughout the complete behavior, Begin with prompt and 

complete with prompt.  By trial 65, Beavis began initiating the behavior independent of 

the prompt sporadically, but continued requiring the prompt to complete the behavior.  

With the inclusion of decrease prompt delivery in trial 116, Beavis ceased requiring the 

prompt for the complete behavior until trials 187,188, and 190.  The use of the hint point 

midway through the behavior did little to impact the number of trials requiring the prompt 

present to begin, as it had done with the complete with prompt.  Hint did increase in the 

initial 25 trials after being added, but did appear to be leveling off by trial 150, however 

after trial 165, continued increasing for the duration of the study.  Luring did produce 
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three successful correct behaviors on cue during trials 194, 197, and 199.  Probe trials 

216-220 required the prompt throughout and produced zero correct behaviors.   

Figure 12 displays the location of the prompt delivery within the behavior of 

targeting trials.  Every probe trial required the prompt throughout the entire behavior.  

The begin with prompt and the complete with prompt occurrences remain equal until 

Beavis began initiating the behavior without a prompt.  The decrease in begin with 

prompt occurrences began in trial 40 and by trial 57 the clear separation between begin 

with prompt and complete with prompt began.  From trial 80 to 97, begin with prompts 

began leveling off.  However, after trial 97 begin with prompts did continue to occur until 

trial 190 when there was a session with multiple behaviors without prompts.  Begin with 

prompts continued a sporadic increase for the remainder of the study.  While complete 

with prompt continued occurring through every trial except one during probe trials and 

the delay cue procedure, with the addition of the decrease prompt delivery method, 

complete with prompt decreased to only 4 more occurrences during the last 78 trials.  

The addition of the middle of the behavior hint did not significantly decrease begin with 

prompt occurrences with only 10 hint trials among the 78 trials.  The first correct 

behavior on cue emerged during trial 83.  Another correct behavior on cue did not occur 

until the inclusion of the decreased prompt time.  During the 78 trials incorporating both 

prompt fading methods 15 more instances of correct behavior on cue occurred.  Probe 

trials 216 to 220 required the prompt throughout resulting in 5 additional begin with 

prompts and 5 complete with prompts with no cued complete behaviors. 

 Figure 13 shows the duration of prompt delivery throughout stimulus transfer in 

luring trials.  Across the first half of the phase there is less variability, however the 
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addition of the decrease in prompt delivery variability increased.  Although there is a 

decreasing trend in the length of prompt delivery it is relatively slight.  Throughout probe 

trials, the prompt was delivered the full behavior and the time averaged 4.9 seconds.  

During the delay cue procedure the average decreased to 3.8 seconds, and variability 

remained low.  The addition of decrease in prompt delivery saw the decrease in 

average time to 2.08 seconds, however the variability increased.  All but three trials 

remained below probe trials average.  There were three instances of a zero prompt 

duration in trial 194.  During the final luring probe session, duration of the prompt 

averaged 3.6 seconds.   

Figure 14 shows the duration in seconds of the presentation of the prompt in 

each of the targeting trials during stimulus transfer.  During probe trials the average 

duration of the prompt per trial was 10.2 seconds, with significantly variability.  38.6 

seconds separated the longest and shortest probe duration.  With just the delay cue 

implemented, average duration dropped to 4.6 seconds and saw a drop in variability 

with a slowly decreasing trend.  With the addition of the decreased prompt delivery 

method, average duration fell to 1.9 seconds.  Variability however increased with a 

range of longest to shortest equal to 14.9 seconds.  There were 16 instances of a zero 

prompt duration when Beavis completed the behavior on cue.  All but one of these 

occurrences was in the combination delay cue and decrease prompt delivery method.  

During trials 216-220, probe session, duration of the target averaged 9.9 seconds. 

 Figure 15 displays the duration of targeting and luring sessions conducted 

throughout stimulus transfer.  A shaded bar has been included representing the times 

occurring between the average length of a target probe session and a lure probe 
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session.  Throughout the first probe session variability was high, specifically in the 

targeting condition as well as targeting session remaining longer than luring.  Target 

probe sessions ranged from 169 seconds, 2 minutes 49 seconds, to 94 seconds, 1 

minute 34 seconds.  Luring probe sessions ranged from 106 seconds, 1 minute 46 

seconds, to 81 seconds, 1 minute 21 seconds.  During the delay cue method target and 

luring sessions began closing the gap with targeting session averaging lasting 134 

seconds, 2 minutes 14 seconds and the average luring session lasting 105 seconds, 1 

minute 45 seconds.  By the addition of the decreased prompt time targeting and luring 

sessions were even closer, although target sessions remained longer.  The average 

target session during the delay cue and decreased prompt time was 144 seconds, 2 

minutes 24 seconds and the average lure session was 123 seconds, 2 minutes 3 

seconds.  During the final probe session the duration of luring was 83 seconds, 1 

minute 23 seconds and the target duration was 95 seconds, 1 minute 35 seconds.    
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DISCUSSION 

 The results showed that during acquisition of a prompted behavior, luring training 

produced a faster behavior with fewer errors than targeting.  However, when attempting 

to transfer control of the behavior from a prompt to a verbal cue, targeting still produced 

a greater chance of errors, but transfer of stimulus control was more rapid than in the 

behavior trained by luring.  Although neither behavior was consistently on cue, the 

behavior trained through targeting required a cue less often than the lured behavior. 

Training 

When training the behavior using the luring method, Beavis began completing 

the final behavior during trial 2, while the targeting method didn’t see its first complete 

behavior until trial 84.  Since the luring method produced a complete behavior earlier, 

Beavis was required to engage in more physical assertion throughout luring trials 

compared to the smaller distance approximations during targeting.  Even though luring 

trials often resulted in more activity, the strength of the reinforcer was strong enough to 

elicit prolonged exertion.  If the trainer was to increase the speed at which the lure was 

moved, Beavis would match the speed.  When targeting, if the trainer was to increase 

the speed, Beavis would stop or turn around resulting in an incomplete loop. 

Errors occurred far more frequently during targeting training.  Minor errors in the 

luring session occurred about half as many times as during the targeting conditions.  

Although these errors did not impact the completion of the behavior, they often 

appeared to increase when the cat was hesitating in the completion of the behavior.  

Major errors in the targeting conditions totaled nearly double that of the luring condition.  

During the targeting training, major errors saw a steady increase throughout the first half 
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of training and then later during the last 40 trials.  Luring, however, saw only two 

instances of increased occurrences, neither resulted in as large an increase as in 

targeting.  The targeting condition also appeared to be more sensitive to changes in 

procedures, resulting in an increase in errors.  During targeting trials, Beavis appeared 

able to detect changes in the criterion for reinforcement and could easily train the trainer 

to minimize the amount of movement.   

Anecdotally, the differences in the topography of the two behaviors were evident.  

Even after both conditions had a solid final behavior, the participant’s affect was 

markedly different.  When lured, Beavis was focused on the edible and was rarely seen 

observing the environment, often with his head below the line of his back in, what could 

be described as, a stalking pose.  Within targeting sessions the cat rarely dropped his 

head and was more often seen pacing himself through the behavior while looking 

around the training setting.   

The increased session duration in the targeting condition can be attributed to the 

increased number of errors even though the targeting training sessions often required 

only an approximation to the final behavior.   

 Taking only the training phase into account, the luring method would appear to 

be the stronger procedure.  This method yielded a quickly acquired behavior, not 

sensitive to its surroundings.  Beavis’s behavior could be easily manipulated depending 

on the presentation of the lure and the behavior had a minimal number of errors, most 

of which did not interfere with the desired result.  However, these differences could be 

erased had Beavis been assessed for a fluent target behavior, prior to incorporating the 

target into training. 
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Transfer of Stimulus Control 

 Results of the transfer of stimulus control showed differences in the 

emergence of the correct behavior on cue.  The targeting condition produced the 

behavior more quickly than the luring trials and with far greater occurrences.  Luring 

trials continued to require the presence of the lure for at least some time during the trial 

for the majority of the study.  Although there was less variability amongst the luring trials 

prompt duration, the time remained close to the average probe trial times without a 

significant decrease.  Targeting, however, was more consistently below probe 

measures, with many trials under one second of presentation.  

Throughout both targeting and luring conditions wander was the most prevalent 

of the observed errors.  Wander first appeared in the probe sessions during luring 

stimulus transfer and during the delay cue method during targeting.  Both conditions 

saw a steady increase in the occurrence of wander errors with targeting at a faster 

acceleration.  During the post-probe, luring continued to see occurrences of wander 

while targeting saw none, returning to occurrences first seen in the original probe. 

In regards to the other errors during stimulus transfer, they remained low through 

both conditions, with targeting producing more.  Beavis was more likely to walk around 

the wrong pot, the lure pot, during targeting trials than in luring trials.  This could be 

attributed to a bias towards that side of the apparatus where there was a wall blocking 

movement too far away from the pot.  Latency with prompt errors were seen more often 

in targeting trials, mirroring training which saw 87 times occurrences during targeting 

and only 17 in luring.  Latency with prompt was the only error which continued occurring 

during the post probe in targeting.  Incomplete loops occurred nearly equal during 
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stimulus transfer with only 2 more occurrences in luring than targeting.  However, 

incomplete loops occurred throughout the target trials, while only the last 20 trials 

accounted for nearly half the total occurrences in luring.  Without cue errors occurred 

twice as often during luring as in targeting.  Again this could be attributed to Beavis’s 

bias toward moving towards the wall, rather than towards the open kitchen. 

During transfer of control Beavis began initiating the behavior after being cued 

earlier and more frequently during the targeting.  He required the prompt during the 

behavior more frequently in the lured trained behavior.  During targeted trials, Beavis 

required the prompt for less than a second for at least a quarter of the training sessions 

while the lured behavior rarely fell below a second due to Beavis requiring the prompt 

through more of the behavior. 

 Although not reflected in the data there were clear topographical differences 

once the prompts were being faded.  In the targeting condition, when the target was 

fading, Beavis would continue the behavior without interruption.  While in the luring 

condition, if the lure was withdrawn before Beavis had made it past the back half of the 

pot he would either visually follow the trainer’s hand or wouldn’t complete the behavior.  

By the end of the study, Beavis struggled finding the reinforcer once released from the 

hand.  Instead of immediately consuming the edible he began watching the trainer’s 

hand, missing the reinforcer delivery.   

By examining the results of stimulus transfer it appears that Beavis learned two 

different behaviors in the two conditions.  Training using a target taught Beavis to walk 

around a flower pot as we can see from the early emergence of independently initiated 

behavior as well as the uninterrupted behavior once the prompt was removed.  He did 
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not learn to initiate the behavior on a verbal cue as evidenced by the inconsistently 

performance of correct behaviors on cue, but the target was the discriminative stimulus 

to walk around the pot.  During lure training Beavis did not learn to walk around a pot 

since he wouldn’t complete the behavior once the prompt was removed and required 

the prompt for longer durations.  He did however; learn to follow a lure, regardless of 

environment, as evidence by the length of time required with the prompt. 

General Discussion 

 The current study provides empirical evidence for two methods used in animal 

training.  The results did not necessarily indicate whether one of the methods should be 

used over the other, in fact, it demonstrated that there are advantages when utilizing 

either method.  If a trainer knew there would always be a reinforcer present when a 

behavior was necessary, they might choose the luring method.  This method would 

produce a clean behavior, quickly, which was more resilient to changes in the 

environment.  However, if the trainer was not able or willing to always provide a lure, 

then targeting, where the animal learns the behavior could be the better option. 

 This study wished to mirror a trend in commercial training when the trainer may 

not have a formal education in animal behavior and behavior analysis, either as the 

animal’s owner or a trainer with limited experiences outside of one training philosophy.  

Because of this, the training was designed to increase the length of time with both 

prompts.  Most experienced trainers would begin fading the prompt long before the final 

behavior.  Results may vary if this were the case.  Further study could determine if the 

length of training with the prompt impacts the transfer of control to a new cue. 
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 Another aspect to consider in the results of this study is the choice of a 

participant with a limited training history.  In Beavis’s case he had a history limited to the 

beginnings of pairing the clicker with food and basic targeting.  This can limit the 

acquisition of the behavior and the new cue.  In animals with an extensive history of 

learning in a training environment, speed of acquisition may increase, leading to fewer 

trials to a final behavior.  Beavis also was naïve to the use of verbal cues.  In an animal 

with a history of responding to verbal cues, the transfer of control to the new cue could 

have been impacted.  Also, an animal with a history of using a prompt that is eventually 

faded could affect the results.  If the animal has been trained that prompts are 

temporary to jumpstart a behavior rather than a permanent presence in the training 

environment, prompt dependency may be significantly decreased.  All of this could 

change the results and would therefore be important to examine before selecting a 

training method. 

 Further study of prompting procedures could yield valuable information for the 

animal training field. Replication of this study can ensure similar results are seen across 

subjects.  Cats are not frequently used as training subjects, however they are excellent 

choices for examining minor fluctuations in behavior, as they can be less forgiving than 

more common training animals (Popvich,2009).  Replicating this study with animals 

possessing faster reflexes or species commonly found in training situations would be 

beneficial to the study of prompting.   

 In a field that is based on techniques passed on between practitioners it is 

important to assess the value of those methods being used.  This study has led to an 

increase in the empirical evidence supporting training methods while also leading to 
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questions that still need to be addressed before determining best practice.  Neither 

method examined would be an exclusive answer to all situations.  Both have been 

shown to have their own strengths which, when matched with the correct situation, 

could lead to behavior acquisition that benefits both the animal and its human 

caretakers.  The answer to the question what are they learning, appears to be found not 

in the behavior selected to train, but rather in the behaviors they are in fact performing.  

Which leads to the question, if the target behavior is not the one presented, is that 

method best practice?  In regards to the current study, since the target behavior was 

independently walking around a pot, then targeting was best practice.
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Figure 1. Photograph of the apparatus used in study. 
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Figure 2. Picture of luring training session. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Picture of target training session. 
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Figure 4. Picture of squirrel error: the participant freezes for less than 4 seconds within 
the loop of the behavior in an alert (e.g., ears erect, body rigid) before resuming 
prompted behavior. 
 

Figure 5. Picture of mugging error: the participant’s body contacts the trainer’s by 
rubbing side of body along trainer in one direction.  
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Figure 6. Cumulative count of major and minor errors occurring during luring training 
trials, as well as cumulative count of correct behavior. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Figure 7. Cumulative count of major and minor errors occurring during targeting training 
trials, as well as cumulative count of correct behaviors. 
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Figure 8. Duration of luring and targeting sessions in seconds. Session 25 is excluded 
due to corruption of video files. 
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Figure 9. Cumulative occurrences of errors during luring stimulus transfer trials. 
 
 

 
Figure 10. Cumulative occurrences of errors during targeting stimulus transfer trials. 
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Figure 11. Cumulative count of the location of prompt delivery during luring stimulus 
transfer trials and a cumulative count of correct behaviors on cue. 
 
 

 
Figure 12. Cumulative count of the location of prompt delivery during targeting stimulus 
transfer trials and a cumulative count of correct behaviors on cue. 
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Figure 13. Presented in a Log(5) scale, duration in seconds of the delivery of the prompt 
in luring transfer stimulus trials, with line at average probe trial time, 4.9 seconds. 
 

 
 
Figure 14. Presented in a Log(5) scale, duration in seconds of the delivery of the prompt 
in targeting transfer stimulus trials, with a time at average probe trial time, 10.2 seconds. 
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Figure 15. Duration of sessions across stimulus transfer in seconds.
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