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Neuroethological studies of fear, anxiety, and risky
decision-making in rodents and humans
Dean Mobbs1 and Jeansok J Kim2
Prey are relentlessly faced with a series of survival problems to
solve. One enduring problem is predation, where the prey’s
answers rely on the complex interaction between actions
cultivated during its life course and defense reactions passed
down by descendants. To understand the proximate neural
responses to analogous threats, affective neuroscientists have
favored well-controlled associative learning paradigms, yet
researchers are now creating semi-realistic environments that
examine the dynamic flow of decision-making and escape
calculations that mimic the prey’s real world choices. In the
context of research from the field of ethology and behavioral
ecology, we review some of the recent literature in rodent and
human neuroscience and discuss how these studies have the
potential to provide new insights into the behavioral
expression, computations, and the neural circuits that underlie
healthy and pathological fear and anxiety.
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Predation presents the organism with an omnipresent
problem to solve including how to predict, avoid, escape
and combat threats. This problem is compounded by other
goal-oriented needs including sustenance, sexual replication via the best genetic mates and protection of kin.
Nature is unforgiving, and solving the puzzles it presents
is critical to survival and this has resulted in a set of actions
that are learned during the organism’s lifetime or passed
down from its ancestors. These innate and learned behaviors are instantiated in Darwinian theory, are both conscious and nonconscious and are supported by a physiology
that is shaped by the organism’s ecological niche. This
proposes that animals make dynamic decisions when under
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threat that include the tension between goal-oriented
needs, energy consumption, and tactic choice, are each
supported by independent, dependent and interacting
biological systems. Progress in understanding these biological systems and their proximate behaviors, therefore,
involves the convergence of disciplines across the life
sciences that include ethology, behavioral ecology, computational, behavioral, and cognitive neuroscience, and evolutionary biology.
Ethology, the scientific study of the organism’s behavior
in its natural environment, has a long history of investigating how organisms innately respond to threat. For
example, Douglas Spalding initially observed that young
chicks instinctively fear a hawk hovering over them [1].
Subsequently, Lorenz and Tinbergen used a wooden
silhouette that mimicked a Hawk if moved right (short
neck, long tail) or a goose if the silhouette was moved to
left (long neck, short tail), and found that naı̈ve chicks
would exhibit escape response only when the silhouette’s
‘flying’ mimicked a Hawk [2]. These findings, albeit
controversial, have been supported by studies showing
that looming stimuli results in innate fear responses in
non-human primates [3] and rodents [4]. Contemporary
questions in the field of ethology include how animals
forage in patches with varying densities of predators, the
distance at which the animal flees from threat, why
animals live in groups and in what contexts different
anti-predatory responses are evoked [5]. In the adjacent
field of behavioral neuroscience, contemporary neurobiological models of fear have largely been based on fear
conditioning studies (e.g. [6–8]) which are derived from
‘snapshot’ information. In this paper, we argue that for the
neuroscientist to fully understand these as biological
questions, it is critical that one should examine the
organism’s reactions to stimuli in paradigms that mirror
the environment in which the behavior evolved providing
a ‘panoramic’ view that fill gaps in current understanding
of fear.

Fear, anxiety, risk and survival: an ethological
perspective
To the ethologist, the terms fear and anxiety are survival
responses and reflect broad categories each having their
own behavioral and contextual profile. Behavioral neuroscientists, ecologists and ethologist have carefully laid
out both these profiles. For example, Kavaliers and Choleris [9] have proposed an ‘apprehension gradient’ which
extends from the prey exhibiting no interest to complete
preoccupation with the predator. Similarly, Blanchard and
www.sciencedirect.com

Neuroethological studies of fear and anxiety Mobbs and Kim 9

colleagues studies using rodents suggests three levels of
danger; potential threat, distal threat, and proximal threat
[10]. From the other side of the fence, behavioral ecologists such as Lima and Dill [11] have proposed that a set
of scenarios can play out when the predator and prey
come into contact (Figure 1). These include situations
where the prey attempt to detect the predator first ( p) and
makes the decision to avoid (a). If detected by the
predator, the prey will alter its decision and make the
most appropriate response for that situation. Alternatively, the predator aims to optimize the situation to detect
the prey (q) first and can decide to attack the unaware prey
(1 i2) or ignore (i2). Importantly, the Lima and Dill
model suggests that prey will optimize the avoidance of
predators through risk allocation and escape strategies (e)
and these depend upon the context and behavior of the
predator.

the best known models is Bolles and Fanselow’s perceptual-defensive-recuperative (PDR) model [12] which
states that when the animal perceives threats, its fear
motivation system inhibits other motivational systems,
such as pain, that impede defensive behavior. Presumably, attending to pain while facing a predator is not an
adaptive behavioral trait. The PDR concept is supported
by findings that during fear conditioning rats do not
display injury-related behavior because fear elicits analgesia, via endogenous opioids, that suppresses pain [13].
The anti-predatory defensive behavior seems to be determined by the ecological niche of animals. For example,
the woodland living P. m. austerus deermouse tends to
freeze, which is effective against its natural predators such
as a weasel, whereas the arid region residing P. m. gambeli
deermouse displays vertical leap which is effective
against its natural predators, such as a gopher snake [14].

Several pioneers have made the link between ethological
models and empirical behavioral neuroscience. One of

Building on the PDR model, Fanselow and Lester [15]
put forward the ‘Threat Imminence Continuum’ model,
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Lima and Dill’s Predator–Prey Model. Flow chart displaying the permutations of a predator–prey encounters. The symbols signify the conditional
probabilities of each step of the pathway. a = avoid; e = escape; i = ignore; p = probability that the prey detects the predator first; q = probability
that the predator detects the prey first [11].
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which posits that distinct threat-states change depending
on whether the threat context is absent, detected, or
attacking. These different contexts of imminence evoke
stereotyped defensive behaviors in rodents, where the
animal will choose strategies to prevent or defer its progression down the imminence continuum. This continuum encompasses four core stages: the preferred phase is
the time period when the animal is in a safe place, such as a
burrow or nest; the pre-encounter phase is where the risk
of threat is present, although there is no detectable presence of danger and characterized by increased vigilance
and arousal; the post-encounter threat is when a threat is
detected, but there is no direct interaction between the
prey and predator (e.g. the predator has not yet detected
the prey) resulting in freezing behaviors and adaptive
autonomic responses; and the circa-strike threat is where
the predator starts to pursue the aware prey with the
intention of capture and consumption resulting in the
pray either fleeing or fighting if the threat is inescapable.
These contexts are further determined by the actual or
perceived proximity to a threat [16]. Together, these
models operationalized a set of boundaries from which
to create semi-realistic experiments that attempt to exam
defensive behaviors and their related neural circuits.

The emergence of neuroethological
approaches to survival circuits
The emerging need for semi-realistic paradigms comes
with the recent acceptance that threat responses and
decisions-making are represented along a set of overlapping neural circuits. For example, several theorists have
proposed that survival circuits are mapped along a distalproximal danger hierarchy extending from the ventral
prefrontal cortex–anterior cingulate–amygdala–hypothalamus–periaqueductal gray (PAG) pathway [17]. This neuroanatomical pathways is supported by research on nonhuman primates [18,19], rodents [20–22] and are also
closely aligned with what Panksepp calls the FEAR circuitry [23]. These circuits have been further clarified by the
mapping of parallel circuits via the hippocampus, septum,
hypothalamus and PAG [24] and the recent recognition of
other important structures including the habenula, medial
dorsal and paraventricular thalamus [25,26]. The most
studied part of these circuits are the amygdala and PFC,
both believed to be the hub and modulator of threat, yet
new approaches including optogenetics and high resolution human neuroimaging are disseminating these circuits
showing both complex local (basolateral amygdala-intercalated neurons-central nucleus of the amygdala) and
global connectivity (e.g. PAG-PFC [27,28]). The evolutionary purpose of these circuits is speculative, yet given
the evidence from ethology and behavioral neuroscience
these primitive to higher cortical survival pathways have
likely evolved to enrich behavioral flexibility.
There is also increasing recognition that more than one
circuit can produce the identical behavior and this may
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differ within and between species [29]. This becomes
even more complex when we consider the hormonal,
autonomic and neurotransmitter variables that are evoked
during danger. To account for the diverse processes that
occur during threat LeDoux [30] has proposed that
‘defensive organismic state’ is evoked and supported by
‘defensive motivational circuits’ that are triggered in the
presence of threat. Presumably, these ‘defensive motivational circuits’ are determined by the context, which in
turn result in a set of survival strategies that are optimized
to escape predators [31]. While LeDoux’s elegant theory
puts forward the differences between humans and animals
(e.g. the role of introspection and subjective states), it does
not integrate theories from ethology and behavioral ecology instead focusing on the insightful findings from laboratory studies. Likewise, ethologists and behavioral
ecologists have been equally guilty in their skirting of
theories from behavioral and affective neuroscience.
Elaborating on, and combining with, LeDoux’s theories,
Fanselow and Lester’s Threat Imminence Continuum
model and the work by behavioral ecologists such as Dill,
Lima, Nonac, and Blumstein among others, Mobbs and
colleagues have recently attempted to synthesize these
fields by proposing that humans and possibly other organisms posses five core survival strategies when encountering contextually distinct levels of danger. These include
the ability to first, predict the sensory landscape by
simulating possible encounters with threat and selecting
the appropriate pre-encounter action and ability to evoke;
second, prevention strategies in which the organism manufactures safe environments. When a threat is encountered the third, threat orienting system is engaged to
determine whether the organism ignores the stimulus
or switches into a process of fourth, threat assessment,
where the organism monitors the stimulus, weighs the
threat value, predicts the actions of the threat, searches for
safety, and guides behavioral actions crucial to directed
escape. When under imminent attack, fifth, defensive
systems evoke fast reflexive indirect escape behaviors
(i.e. fight or flight). These strategies map on to the
aforementioned survival circuits and the threat imminence continuum, where prediction can result in both
preferred and pre-encounter context resulting in vigilance; threat orienting and threat assessment results in
post-encounter freezing and flight (depending on proximity and refuge); and circa-strike elicits flight or fight
[15]. These strategies can be flexibly altered by a conscious modulatory system (e.g. reappraisal of threat) and
updated via a number of learning processes characterized
by computational theorists (e.g. [32]).
Active escape in rodents and humans

The Mouse Defense Test Battery (MDTB) has been
developed to measure defensive behaviors when rodents
are presented with an unconditioned predator stimulus
[33,34]. The MDTB measures the rodent’s threat
responses including flight, freezing, threat assessment
www.sciencedirect.com
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and defensive attack (i.e. fight [35]). In the classic version
of the experiment, the human experimenter is used as the
threat stimulus. A rat (Rattus norvegicus) is placed in a 6 m
long runway, and presented with the threat stimulus.
Results show that rapid flight is observed 97% of the
times when the human approaches the rat, but abruptly
switches to 100% freezing when the threat becomes
imminent or if the escape route is blocked (i.e. closer
of a door). When the threat is extremely close to the rat
(about 1 m) defensive attack in the form of jumping and
biting is observed. These reactions are observed in both
wild-type and laboratory-bred rats, yet some differences
in timing and magnitude are observed in other strains
(Long–Evans strain [36–38]). These seminal studies
demonstrated that distance and escapability can be used
as a powerful tool to evoke distinct defensive reactions
(e.g. fight, flight and freezing; Figure 2a).
In humans, the existence of survival circuits is supported
by brain imaging research using functional magnetic
resonance imaging (fMRI) and employing Active Escape
Paradigms (AEP) where the goal is to actively evade an

artificial predator with the capacity to chase, capture and
shock the subject. Mobbs and colleagues [39] used the
AEP to show that when the artificial predator is distant,
increased activity is observed in the ventromedial prefrontal cortex (vmPFC; Figure 2b). However, as the
artificial predator looms closer, a switch to increased
activity in the midbrain PAG is observed. In another
experiment, Mobbs and colleagues [39] attempted to
directly examine the neural basis of Fanselow and Lester’s ‘Threat Imminence Continuum’ by creating three
contexts that mirrored pre and post-encounter threat and
circa-strike attack. Consistent with Fanselow and Lester’s
model [15], post-encounter threat elicited activity in
forebrain areas, including the vmPFC, hippocampus,
and amygdala. Conversely, active escape during circastrike threat increased activity in midbrain areas. Furthermore, subjects showed increased coupling between the
midbrain and mid-dorsal ACC and decreased coupling
with the vmPFC, amygdala, and hippocampus, supporting the proposal of mutual inhibition between these
defensive circuits (i.e. both defensive circuits cannot
be active at the same time). Finally, the authors found

Figure 2
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(a) The Blanchard model proposing that physical distance to threat and escape (flight) availability evokes distinct defensive response. (b) The AET
showing the neural switches between the vmPFC and PAG associated with distal and proximal threat and midbrain activity correlated with panicrelated motor errors. (c) Experimental set up for oscillating tarantula task and (d) an example of monitoring the threats movement showing that as
the Tarantula move closure based on it previous position compared to moving further away from a closure position there was increased activity in
the dorsal amygdala and bilateral BNST.
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that panic-related motor errors (i.e. wrong button presses
resulting in collisions with the virtual walls of the maze)
correlated with increased activity in the midbrain PAG
and dorsal raphe nucleus [40] (Figure 2b). These finding
have been supported by studies using more realistic
stimuli [41] (e.g. placing a Tarantula progressively closer
to the subject’s foot) while also showing that keeping
track of the threat movements is associated with increased activity on the bed nucleus of the stria terminalis
(BNST), a region implicated in threat vigilance and
sustained fear [42]. Together, these ethological inspired
studies suggest that higher forebrain areas are involved in
slower, deliberate actions to distant or potential threat,
whereas imminent danger results in fast, ‘hard-wired,’
defensive reactions mediated by the midbrain.
Risky foraging in rodents and humans

According to the risk allocation hypothesis, animals allocate most of their defensive resources to situations of high
predator threat [43]. These defensive responses are further determined by the frequency, or pulses, of high-risk
predation and lost foraging opportunities are allocated to
times of low predatory risk. Natural observations support
the risk allocation hypothesis (e.g. [43]) and suggest that
predation plays a major role in foraging decisions. One of
the earliest experiments — that simulated naturalistic
situations of fear, avoidance, and appetitive behaviors
being a meaningful, integrated part of animal’s lives —
utilized a ‘Closed Economy’ paradigm where rats lived for
extended periods in individual chambers consisting of a
safe nest and a foraging arena that had to be entered to
press levers to procure food and that could be rendered
dangerous by the administration of footshocks [15,44].
Helmstetter and Fanselow [44] found that introduction of
random shocks caused rats to decrease meal frequency
but increase meal size such that they reduce exposure to
footshocks in the foraging area while maintaining caloric
intake. A recent study showed that random footshocks
also caused rats to decrease pressing the lever distal to the
nest, where it will take the animal longer to escape from
shock, and increase pressing the lever proximal to the
nest, where escape from shock will be quicker, and that
the amygdala is necessary for the reorganization of foraging patterns [45]. These shock-induced changes in the
foraging pattern are consistent with the risk allocation
hypothesis.
Another ethobehavioral paradigm exposed rats foraging
for food to a programmed predator-like robot [46]. In this
study, as the hunger-motivated rat approached the food,
the artificial predator surged toward it, eliciting the rat to
flee into the safety of its nest. The robot effectively
mimicked a naturalistic threat because its size is relatively
larger than the rat, and its shape (with eyes, moving jaw,
and tail) and surging action simulate a predatory strike.
The robot’s disruptive effects on the animal’s foraging
varied as a function of the nest–food and food–robot
Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences 2015, 5:8–15

distances, which indicates that rats can innately discern
safe versus dangerous foraging distances. This adaptive
behavior depends on the amygdala as amygdala-lesioned
and amygdala-inactivated rats did not flee to the looming
robot. The main advantage of using a robotic predator is
that it allows reliable and quantitative interaction with the
rat, which is not possible with real predatory animals, such
as a cat. The fleeing behavior can be elicited reliably in
naı̈ve rats simply by stimulating their amygdala or dorsal
PAG each time they approached the food [45]. In contrast to rats that faced the predatory robot, however, with
amygdala/PAG stimulation the animals were unable to
procure food placed near the nest, presumably because the
brain stimulation evoked the same magnitude of fear
regardless of the nest–food distance. Interestingly, the
amygdala stimulation effect was intact in PAG lesioned
rats, but the dorsal PAG stimulation was blocked in amygdala lesioned/inactivated rats, indicating that the amygdala
is downstream of the dPAG. These animal studies demonstrate that rats adjust their foraging behavior consistent
with the risk assessment-based antipredator defensive
models, such as predatory imminence [15], that postulate
fear behaviors as coordinated reaction and action to the
specific threat situation and its perceived proximity.
Behavioral ecologist and ethologists have noted the importance of predation during foraging [47]. Although
there is no human analog to these studies, several
researchers are beginning to examine the neural basis
of risk taking during foraging. One of the first human
brain studies of foraging was put forward by Mobbs,
Hassabis and colleagues [48]. In this study, the authors
used a continuous-input foraging task where subjects
were presented with two patches (left and right of the
screen) and had to decide to stay or switch to the other
patch based on the increasing or decreasing competition
and reward frequency. The goal of the task was to maximize points, which were exchanged for money, by avoiding patches with high density of competition and lowreward rate. As it became increasingly disadvantageous to
be in a patch (i.e. increasing competition and decreasing
reward frequency), the authors observed increased activity in the dorsal anterior cingulate cortex (dACC) and the
insula, which the authors speculate may be involved in
the conscious urge to switch patches. Furthermore, individual differences in competition avoidance and reward
drive were found. Results suggested that the amygdala
steers preferences to avoid competition, while the dorsal
putamen activity was associated with a drive to pursue
reward. Other foraging studies have proposed that the
vmPFC encodes the value of clear options and the dACC
encodes the cost of foraging and average value of the
foraging environment ([49], c.f. [50]).

Future directions
Ethologically inspired paradigms attempt to mirror the
ecological conditions under which survival behaviors
www.sciencedirect.com
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(a) A foraging rat facing a ‘predatory’ robot. Each time the rat approached the food pellet, the looming motion of the robot caused the rat to flee
into the safety of the nest. Animals were unable to procure pellet located beyond certain distance but were able to retrieve pellet placed closed to
the nest. (b) Same experimental design except either the amygdala or the dPAG is stimulated in naı̈ve rats as they came near the pellet. Both
amygdala and dPAG stimulation always elicited fleeing response in animals regardless of the pellet location. (c) Histology photographs show the
tip locations for stimulation electrode and guide cannulae, and the extent of lesions. (d) Representative track plots from a rat with basolateral
amygdala (BLA) stimulation, a PAG-lesioned rat with BLA stimulation, a BLA-lesioned rat with dPAG stimulation, and BLA-inactivated rat with
dPAG stimulation. (e) Group mean (SEM) latency to procure pellet (180 s = unsuccessful), and group mean (SEM) number of times animals
approached the pellet during the 180 s allotted time.
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evolved. The preliminary studies reviewed here supplement current evidence using more traditional methods
and have provided new insights into the brain’s survival
circuits. For example, the aforementioned studies on
humans provide new information on how increasing danger results in the transfer of threat from corticolimbic
‘anxiety’ systems to midbrain ‘fear’ centers, how maladaptive motor responses are linked to the midbrain and
the brain tracks the spatial patterns of the threat
(Figure 2). Likewise, recent ethobehavioral studies in
rodents indicate that the contemporary fear models
derived largely from fear conditioning studies may be
inadequate to address risky foraging behavior in a naturalistic, dynamic fear environment (Figure 3). Moving
forward, semi-realistic studies will allow researchers to
further elucidate contextual switching between defensive
strategies, help formulate new approaches to test the
changing dynamics of competition, reward and predation
risk and how the brain integrates this information to
produce the optimal foraging decisions and open up
the use of formal computational approaches used by
behavioral ecologists. These studies will require a paradigmatic shift in experimental design, moving beyond the
oversimplified methods used in classical and instrumental
conditioning, yet overcoming the obstacles of balancing
tight control over conditions with the fluid dynamic
parameters that are often noisy. However, the benefits
are clear in that these new approaches will allow theorists
to create new computational models that map closer to
how humans and animals react to threat in the real world
and unify a diverse set of fields from behavioral ecology,
to cognitive neuroscience, and evolutionary biology. In
this exciting age of the human connectome project,
innovations in molecular-genetics techniques (e.g. optogenetics), advances in human brain imaging and computational methods, the creation of ethologically inspired
paradigms will provide a greater match to real-world
threat and provide researchers with a new window into
the neural circuits that underlie fear and anxiety.
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19. Öngür D, Ferry AT, Price JL: Architectonic subdivision of the
human orbital and medial prefrontal cortex. J Comp Neurol
2003, 460:425-449.
20. Fanselow MS: Neural organization of the defensive behavior
system responsible for fear. Psychon Bull Rev 1994, 1:429-438.
21. Fanselow MS: The midbrain periaqueductal gray as a
coordinator of action in response to fear and anxiety. In The
Midbrain Periaqueductal Gray Matter: Functional, Anatomical and
Immunohistochemical Organization. Edited by Depaulis A, Bandler
R. Plenum Publishing Corporation; 1991:151-173.
22. Bandler A, Keay KA, Floyd N, Price J: Central circuits mediating
patterned autonomic activity during active vs. passive
emotional coping. Brain Res Bull 2000, 53:95-104.
23. Panksepp J: The basic emotional circuits of mammalian
brains: do animals have affective lives? Neurosci Biobehav Rev
2011, 35:1791-1804.
24. Gross CT, Canteras NS: The many paths to fear. Nat Rev

Neurosci 2012, 13:651-658.
A knowledgeable review by two of the world’s leading scientists examining the parallel neural circuits underlying fear. The review proposes that
fear circuits extend beyond the amygdala and include the hippocampus,
hypothalamus and midbrain.
25. Amo R, Fredes F, Kinoshita M, Aoki R, Aizawa H, Agetsuma M,
Aoki T, Shiraki T, Kakinuma H, Matsuda M: The habenulo-raphe
serotonergic circuit encodes an aversive expectation value
essential for adaptive active avoidance of danger. Neuron
2014, 84:1034-1048.
www.sciencedirect.com

Neuroethological studies of fear and anxiety Mobbs and Kim 15

26. Penzo MA, Robert V, Tucciarone J, De Bundel D, Wang M et al.:
The paraventricular thalamus controls a central amygdala fear
circuit. Nature 2015, 518:455-459.
27. Horovitz O, Richter-Levin G: Dorsal periaqueductal gray
simultaneously modulates ventral subiculum inducedplasticity in the basolateral amygdala and the nucleus
accumbens. Front Behav Neurosci 2015, 9:53.
28. Janak PH, Tye KM: From circuits to behaviour in the amygdala.

Nature 2015, 517:284-292.
An authoritive review on the proposed functions of the amygdala using
optogenetic methods.
29. Marder E, O’Leary T, Shruti S: Neuromodulation of circuits with
variable parameters: single neurons and small circuits reveal
principles of state-dependent and robust neuromodulation.
Annu Rev Neurosci 2014, 37:329-346.
30. LeDoux JE: Coming to terms with fear. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA
 2014, 111:2871-2878.
This outstanding theoretical proposes a paradigmatic shift in the way
affective scientists should approach the study of fear.
31. Mobbs D, Hagan CC, Dalgleish T, Stilson B, Prevost C: The
 ecology of human fear: survival optimization and the nervous
system. Front Neurosci 2015.
This theory paper combines insights from behavioral ecology to propose
that five core survival strategies that are evoked under specific ecological
conditions and map onto a set of neural systems that extend from the
slower cortical systems involved in behavioral flexibility to faster innate
defensive responses typically associated with the periaqueductal gray
and hypothalamus.
32. Rescorla RA, Wagner AR: A theory of Pavlovian conditioning:
variations in the effectiveness of reinforcement and
nonreinforcement. Classical Conditioning: Current Research and
Theory. 1972.
33. Griebel G, Blanchard DC, Agnes RS, Blanchard RJ: Differential
modulation of antipredator defensive behavior in SwissWebster mice following acute or chronic administration of
imipramine and fluoxetine. Psychopharmacology (Berl) 1995,
120:57-66.
34. Griebel G, Blanchard DC, Blanchard RJ: Predator-elicited plight
responses in Swiss-Webster Mice: an experimental model of
panic attacks. Prog Neuropsychopharmacol Biol Psychiatry 1996,
20:185-205.
35. Blanchard DC, Griebel G, Blanchard RJ: The Mouse Defense
Test Battery: pharmacological and behavioral assays for
anxiety and panic. Eur J Pharmacol 2003, 463:97-116.
36. Blanchard DC, Blanchard RJ: Ethoexperimental approaches to
the biology of emotion. Annu Rev Psychol 1988, 39:43-68.
37. Blanchard RJ, Blanchard DC: Antipredator defensive behaviors
in a visible burrow system. J Comp Psychol 1989, 103:70.

www.sciencedirect.com

38. Blanchard RJ, Blanchard DC, Agullana R, Weiss SM: Twenty-two
kHz alarm cries to presentation of a predator, by laboratory
rats living in visible burrow systems. Physiol Behav 1991,
50:967-972.
39. Mobbs D, Petrovic P, Marchant JL, Hassabis D, Weiskopf N,
Seymour B, Dolan RJ, Frith CD: When fear is near: threat
imminence elicits prefrontal-periaqueductal gray shifts in
humans. Science 2007, 317:1079-1083.
40. Mobbs D, Marchant JL, Hassabis D, Seymour B, Tan G, Gray M,
Petrovic P, Dolan RJ, Frith CD: From threat to fear: the neural
organization of defensive fear systems in humans. J Neurosci
2009, 29:12236-12243.
41. Mobbs D, Yu R, Rowe J, Feldmanhall O, Dalgleish T: Neural
activity associated with monitoring the oscillating threat value
of a Tarantula. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2010, 107.
42. Davis M, Walker DL, Miles L, Grillon C: Phasic vs sustained fear
in rats and humans: role of the extended amygdala in fear vs
anxiety. Neuropsychopharmacology 2010, 35:105-135.
43. Lima SL, Bednekoff PA: Temporal variation in danger drives
antipredator behavior: the predation risk allocation
hypothesis. Am Nat 1999, 153:649-659.
44. Helmstetter FJ, Fanselow MS: Aversively motivated changes in
meal patterns of rats in a closed economy: the effects of shock
density. Anim Learn Behav 1993, 21:168-175.
45. Kim E, Kim EJ, Yeh R, Shin M, Bobman J, Krasne FB, Kim JJ:
 Amygdaloid and non-amygdaloid fear both influence
avoidance of risky foraging in hungry rats. Proc R Soc B: Biol
Sci 2014, 281 pii:20133357.
This study examined the role of the amygdala in a semi-naturalistic setting
where fear, avoidance and foraging behavior were all a meaningful,
integrated part of rat’s lives.
46. Choi J-S, Kim JJ: Amygdala regulates risk of predation in rats
foraging in a dynamic fear environment. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA
2010:21773-21777.
47. Kacelnik A, Krebs JR, Bernstein C: The ideal free distribution and
predator–prey populations. Trends Ecol Evol 1992, 7:50-55.
48. Mobbs D, Hassabis D, Yu R, Chu C, Rushworth M, Boorman E,

Dalgleish T: Foraging under competition: the neural basis of
input matching in humans. J Neurosci 2013, 33:9866-9872.
This paper examines input matching using fMRI in humans. Results show
that the amygdala is evoked when subjects leave patches based on
increasing competition, while the dorsal striatum is evoked when
switches are based on decreasing reward frequency.
49. Kolling N, Behrens TE, Mars RB, Rushworth MF: Neural
mechanisms of foraging. Science 2012, 336:95-98.
50. Shenhav A, Straccia MA, Cohen JD, Botvinick M: Anterior
cingulate engagement in a foraging context reflects choice
difficulty, not foraging value. Nat Neurosci 2014, 17:1249-1254.

Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences 2015, 5:8–15

