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MY EXPERIMENT

• Do Tidepool sculpin have an aversion for man-

made objects?

• Tidepool sculpin

• Intertidal fish

• Prefer lots of structures – provide shelter(Davis 2000, 

Arakaki and Tokeshi 2005) 

• Shelters protect against

• Predation and environmental stressors (Davis 2000, 

Arakaki and Tokeshi 2005)

• have favored tidepools (Knope et al. 2017)

• Learn where shelters are (White and Brown 2015)

• Return when they feel threatened

• Hypothesis: When given the choice between two shelters, a sculpin will choose the shelter most similar to 

one it is acclimated to, regardless of material.

• Alternative Hypothesis: The sculpin will choose a shelter made of natural material, regardless of acclimated 

shelter
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FREQUENCY OF THE PROPORTION OF TIME SPENT 
INTERACTING WITH A STRUCTURE
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AVG. MINS. SPENT ON EITHER SIDE BY INTERACTING FISH
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