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Abstract
A central assumption in behavioral research is that the observer knows where an animal is looking; however, establishing when
an animal is gazing (i.e., visually fixating on an object) has been challenging in species with laterally placed eyes. We quanti-
tatively tested three fixation strategies proposed in the literature for birds, using European starlings (Sturnus vulgaris). We did not
find strong support for any of the three strategies, despite high statistical a priori power (93%). However, we did observe a new
visual fixation strategy that we labeled monocular alternating fixation. In this strategy, starlings moved their heads to make
multiple fixations with a single eye before switching to the other eye and repeating the same process. Additionally, we established
that individuals favored using the left over the right eye, supporting that laterality in starlings is left-eye dominant. The newly
observed fixation strategy may be associated with the high level of intra-retinal variation (density of photoreceptors, overall
sensitivity of visual pigments, etc.) in the starling retina. From a functional perspective, this monocular alternating fixation
strategy may be beneficial to integrate the different types of information gathered by the different portions of each retina more
quickly. We discuss the implications of our results for designing and interpreting behavioral experiments that require an under-
standing of where a bird is looking.

Significance statement
This is the first study to quantitatively test three hypotheses in the literature about how animals with laterally placed eyes look at
objects. We found that there was not strong support for any of these three strategies, but found support for a newly described
strategy for birds to look at objects (i.e., multiple looks with a single eye before switching to the other eye).
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Introduction

A central assumption of some behavioral research is that the
observer knows where an animal is looking. This is evident in

foraging behavior, anti-predator behavior, animal communi-
cation, social behavior, mate choice, parental care, etc. For
instance, we measure female choice by establishing (among
other things) how much time a female spends with a given
male, but assuming that the female had visually explored each
individual male before making her final decision. We measure
risk taking behaviors in a predator-prey context by measuring
the distance at which the prey escaped in response to an ap-
proaching predator, but assuming that the prey had spent time
visually scanning the environment in the direction of the pred-
ator’s approach and had detected it before initiating the es-
cape. However, establishing what specific behaviors are asso-
ciated with the direction an animal is looking at has been
challenging (e.g., Treves 2000; Fernández-Juricic et al.
2004), particularly in species with laterally placed eyes as each
eye projects to a point in space on a different side of the head
(Davidson et al. 2014). The study of visual fixation strategies
provides a venue to address this gap.
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Visual fixation (i.e., maintaining gaze on an object) is a
fundamental behavior that visually oriented animals use to
gather information from their environment. Almost all verte-
brates with a heterogeneous distribution of photoreceptors in
their retinas fixate in some way by using specialized retinal
areas that project into their visual fields (Land 2015). For
instance, humans tend to orient their heads towards an object
because they have frontally placed eyes and the specialized
retinal areas are approximately at the centers of their eyes;
hence, the projection of the head reflects the projection of
acute vision. Because animals rarely have total visual cover-
age (i.e., 360° vision; Martin 2007), the need to fixate into
different parts of their visual surroundings translates into dif-
ferent behaviors (eye movements, head movements, body
movements; Land 1999a). These behaviors allow for the re-
orientation of the eye into space to align the specialized por-
tion of the visual field (i.e., acute vision, binocular vision, etc.)
with the object of interest. Overall, fixation can be thought of
as the process by which the brain collects information through
the eyes (Diedrich and Schaeffel 2009; Larsson 2015).

Fixation strategies have been studied extensively in ani-
mals with frontally placed eyes (e.g., humans: Martinez-
Conde et al. 2004; owls: Ohayon et al. 2008; non-human
primates: Kano et al. 2012). However, fixation strategies have
received relatively less attention in animals with laterally
placed eyes (but see Lustig et al. 2012; Tyrrell et al. 2014;
Katz et al. 2015). Birds are actually an excellent taxa to study
fixation in vertebrates with laterally placed eyes because they
are visually oriented (Martin 2007) and different species have
different types of retinal configurations (Walls 1942), some of
which are similar to humans. For instance, many songbirds
have a single fovea with a high density of photoreceptors
providing high visual acuity (Fernández-Juricic 2012). In
most songbirds, the fovea from each eye projects into each
lateral visual field, rather than the binocular field due to the
lateral positioning of the eyes (Moore et al. 2015).
Consequently, each lateral field has a single high-resolution
visual input in songbirds. Although the binocular field has
lower visual resolution, both eyes can see objects in this re-
gion simultaneously. Birds mostly move their heads in differ-
ent planes, allowing the animal to expose different sectors of
the visual field (i.e., lateral right, lateral left, binocular) to the
object of interest. Consequently, avian head movements can
be considered functionally similar to the eye movements in
humans (Land 1999a).

Fixation strategies based on head movements have re-
ceived some attention in the literature (Martinoya et al.
1984; Maldonado et al. 1988; Dawkins 2002) as a first level
of assessment as to what birds are looking at. Three distinct
head movement-based fixation strategies have been proposed
for birds with laterally placed eyes (Fig. 1); however, they
have never been tested simultaneously. First, birds can use a
single fovea from either the left or right eye, locking the high-

resolution input for a certain time period with a lateral view of
the object of interest (hereafter, monocular gaze-locking fixa-
tion strategy; Maldonado et al. 1988; Dawkins 2002; Fig. 2).
Second, birds can use their left and right eyes alternatingly
such that they receive the high-resolution input from both
foveae, but not simultaneously (hereafter, biocular
alternating fixation strategy; Dawkins 2002; Fig. 2). Using
both eyes in succession may allow birds to engage both cen-
ters of acute vision (right and left) in information gathering
since there is minimal information exchange between eyes in
birds (Saleh and Ehrlich 1984; but see Templeton and
Christensen-Dykema 2008). Third, birds can use their binoc-
ular field, locking the front of the head (and beak) towards the
object for a given time receiving the visual input from both
eyes simultaneously but at a lower visual resolution per eye
(hereafter, binocular gaze-locking fixation strategy; Bloch and
Martinoya 1982; Maldonado et al. 1988; Fig. 2). Please note
that binocular refers to the use of the binocular field (Fig. 2),
where both eyes can see simultaneously, whereas biocular
refers to using both eyes (not necessarily at the same time
using the binocular field, see Tyrrell et al. 2014).

Under the monocular gaze-locking and biocular alternating
fixation strategies, one eye could be prefered over the other,
leading to lateralization in visual fixation. Interestingly, some
birds have a preference for one eye over the other or differ-
ences in performance abilities between the eyes (Rogers and
Vallortigara 2013). This laterality has been shown in birds
behaviorally (Rogers 2000; Franklin and Lima 2001;
Templeton and Gonzalez 2004; Beauchamp 2013) and phys-
iologically (Hart et al. 2000) and is particularly relevant be-
cause (almost) all the visual input from the left eye in birds
goes to the right hemisphere and vice versa (Saleh and Ehrlich
1984; Rogers 2000; Voss and Bischof 2003).

This study had two main goals. First, we quantitatively
tested the three head movement-based fixation strategies pro-
posed in the literature using European starlings, a songbird
whose visual system has been relatively well characterized
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Fig. 1 Diagram of visual field of European starlings
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(Martin 1986; Dolan and Fernández-Juricic 2010; Tyrrell et al.
2015). We did this by measuring the fixation strategy of a
subject exposed to two treatments: stimulus present vs. stim-
ulus absent. The stimulus absent treatment allowed us to char-
acterize the baseline fixation strategy and then assess how it
changed relative to having the stimulus present.We conducted
these comparisons (stimulus absent vs. present) in two differ-
ent scenarios: foraging (i.e., food present but no predator) and
anti-predator (i.e., predator present but not food) to establish
how generalizable our results were across contexts. However,
we did not make comparisons between the foraging and anti-
predator contexts. Second, we asked if the fixation strategy
was lateralized (i.e., using one eye more than the other).
European starlings have been shown to have lateralization in
the distribution of cone photoreceptors (Hart et al. 2000) and
in their ability to discriminate between stimuli (Templeton and
Gonzalez 2004).

Predictions

Wemade predictions so that we could distinguish between the
three head movement-based fixation strategies (Fig. 2), using
behavioral indicators of fixation patterns that are associated
with changes in the orientation of the head and hence the eye
(relative to visual scenes). We operationally defined a fixation
as the period of time when the head remained still after a quick
movement of the head. Specifically, the behavioral indicators
that we used were as follows: (1) the time between fixations as
an indicator of fixation duration (i.e., longer times mean lon-
ger time spent fixating), (2) the head angle relative to the
object as an indicator of the portion of the visual field used

(i.e., higher values reflect higher chances of using either lateral
field, lower values reflect higher chances of using the
binocular field, see Fig. 1 for coordinate system), and (3) the
magnitude of fixations (i.e., change in angle of the head) as an
indicator of how different regions of the retina are used during
fixation in successive fixations (i.e., higher values reflect
higher chances of using different eyes, whereas lower values
reflect higher chances of using the same eye). We also calcu-
lated the degree of variation (using the coefficient of variation)
in each of these three parameters as it helped distinguish be-
tween the three fixation strategies (Fig. 2).

Under a monocular gaze-locking fixation strategy (Fig. 2),
we predicted that there would be more time between fixations
(with lower variation), higher head angle values (with lower
variation), and smaller magnitude of fixations (with lower
variation) when the object was present compared to when
the object was absent. Under a biocular alternating fixation
strategy (Fig. 2), we predicted that there would be less time
between fixations (with more variation), higher head angle
values (with more variation because of the alternation in the
use of the eyes), and larger magnitude of fixations (with more
variation) when the object was present compared to when the
object was absent. Under a binocular gaze-locking fixation
strategy (Fig. 2), we predicted that there would be more time
between fixations (with lower variation), lower head angle
values (with lower variation), and smaller magnitude of fixa-
tions (with lower variation) when the object was present com-
pared to when the object was absent.

Additionally, since some fixation strategies (biocular alter-
nating and monocular gaze-locking fixation strategies) could
be dominated by one eye over the other (i.e., using one more
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Fig. 2 Predictions for the
dimensions of fixations (the time
between fixations, the angle of the
head, the magnitude of the
fixation, and the coefficients of
variation in these three
parameters) of the three
hypothesized fixation strategies
for birds. Green arrows represent
a predicted increase and blue
arrows represent a predicted
decrease
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than the other), we predicted that the left eye would be used
for a higher proportion of the fixations compared to the right
eye because starlings have a relatively higher density of single
cones (used for color perception and spatial resolution) in the
left eye (Hart et al. 2000).

Methods

We conducted this experiment from September 2014 through
February 2015. We obtained the birds in December 2013
using modified decoy traps in Hamilton County, Ohio (N
39.2833, W 84.5947). We housed birds in aviaries (2.5 ×
2.5 × 3.5 m) outdoors in mixed sex groups at the Ross
Biological Reserve (Tippecanoe Country, IN, N 40.4167, W
87.0693) and provided cat food, game birdmaintenance chow,
and water ad libitum. Several days before the trials, we moved
the birds to enclosures indoors in groups of 2–4 to habituate
them. The Purdue Institutional Animal Care and Use
Committee (protocol 1306000876) approved all animal-
handling procedures.

To determine our sample size, we conducted an a priori
power analysis, calculating our effect size using a biologically
relevant difference (the difference between the converged
most position of the fovea and the edge of the binocular field
at rest, 29°, according to Martin 1986), and an observed mea-
sure of variation in head angle from a pilot study (σ = 24.6°).
We calculated power following Cohen (1988). We chose a
sample size of 30 because it yielded over 93% power under
these conditions (difference between mean tests with three
groups and a calculated minimum detectable effect size (f)
of 0.48) for all mixed models (analyses on means and varia-
tion of time between fixations, angle, and magnitude).

Our experimental arena consisted of an enclosure that was
198 cm long by 66 cm wide and 99 cm high (Fig. 3a, b). The
enclosure had a wooden frame and then was covered with
foam board and butcher paper. The arena was divided in two
compartments by a wall that was placed perpendicularly to the
long edge of the arena (Fig. 3a, b). This wall was partially
removable (the top half was able to be removed).
Compartment 1 was 38 cm long, and compartment 2 was
166 cm long. Compartment 1 contained the experimental
stimulus. The bird was in compartment 2, isolated from the
stimulus. Compartment 2 contained a perch 50 cm above the
ground 38 cm back from this removable wall (Fig. 3a, b).

We exposed 30 European starlings (16 males, 14 females)
to three different stimuli in our experimental arena: a predator
on a patch of grass (object present, predator), food on a patch
of grass (object present, food), and an empty patch of grass
(object absent). We had two exemplars of Cooper’s hawks
(Accipiter cooperii) as predators. One was perching (54 cm
tall, 25 cm wide) and the other was in a soaring pose (66 cm
wide, 13 cm tall at widest part of body). We hung the soaring

hawk from a thin wire attached to the top of the enclosure. We
chose to use two di f fe ren t exemplar s to avoid
pseudoreplication (see Kroodsma et al. 2001). For food, we
used a random selection of 20 dried mealworms (Tenibrio
molitor, tastyworms.com) for each trial and spread them out
on the grass in a circle of approximately 30 cm in diameter.
For the object absent treatment, the background (grass, sky)
was the same as in the previous two treatments but no predator
or food was present.

A trial started with releasing a bird into the large compart-
ment of the enclosure. The observer then hid out of sight and
watched the bird on a computer screen that was connected to a
DVR (Night Owl, H264 4-channel DVR). The DVR was
connected to cameras, which the position of is illustrated in
Fig. 3a, b. The observer then waited until the bird was perched
with both feet oriented towards the removable wall for 5 con-
secutive s. After the bird was perched with the feet oriented
forward for 5 s, we slowly removed the wall by sliding it
down. The wall remained down for 30 s, or until the bird flew
at the stimulus (whichever occurred first), at which time the
trial ended. If the bird did not perch forward for 5 s after
15 min, the trial was terminated and attempted on a different
day (i.e., criteria for unsuccessful trial). Each treatment was
attempted twice per bird and one additional time at the end if
the above criteria were not met. Because of these criteria, we
ended up collecting data from 119 trials from 30 birds, 57
trials in the predator present treatment, 33 in the food present
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treatment, and 29 in the object (predator or food) absent treat-
ment. Please note that we did attempt to expose each bird to
both models of the hawk once, rather than a single model
twice. All birds were given one treatment per trial, in a random
order, and only a single trial (and therefore treatment) per day.
All 30 birds contributed to at least 1 food and 1 predator
treatment, and 24 birds contributed to the empty condition.

The best proxy of fixation behavior is to track the move-
ments of the eye and the projection of the fovea into the visual
space using eye tracking technology, as has been done with
primates (Guo et al. 2003). Despite the fact that eye tracking
technology has been developed in birds (Yorzinski et al. 2013;
Tyrrell et al. 2014), it is not yet developed to the point that we
could use it to track their eye movements of small birds like
songbirds while their heads move freely. This technological
limitation led us to use head movements as a proxy of fixa-
tions as previous studies on birds have done (Land 1999b;
Fernández-Juricic et al. 2013; Ochs et al. 2017).

Videos were coded using two programs: VirtualDub (http://
virtualdub.org/) and Tracker (http://physlets.org/tracker/).
Due to the need to synchronize the cameras with each other
into a single video file, it was not possible to blind the coder
from the treatment during coding. First, SRB identified each
frame when the birds head became still after a movement (i.e.,
suggesting a fixation) using VirtualDub (at 30 frames per s).
Then, an undergraduate student measured the angle of the
head a t each marked f rame us ing Tracker. The
undergraduate practiced using this program until she had
sufficient reliability (i.e., could measure the same angle
multiple times on the same video over time), being
consistent with herself within 2° for 95% of fixations. We
measured all fixation behavior that occurred within the first
5 s of perching time because we wanted to measure the bird’s
initial examination of the stimulus. If a bird left the perch
before the 5 s, we resumed measuring up to 5 s of
cumulative perching time, after the bird landed on the perch
again. We did not consider head movements that were
associated with landing and taking off in flight as fixations;
thus, we only measured after/before the individual closed/
opened its wings, respectively. For each fixation, wemeasured
the position of the head (angle from above), magnitude of the
fixation (by subtracting the angles of two consecutive head
movements), and the time between fixations. We also calcu-
lated the coefficient of variation in the time between fixations,
the head angle, and the magnitude of fixations for each trial.

We note that we did not project the gaze of the subject onto
the stimulus; we simply measured the head movement pat-
terns as a proxy of fixation behavior. Additionally, we do
not make conclusions about what part of the stimulus the bird
is fixating on (i.e., head, body, etc.), so the fact that our ani-
mals were not trained is not relevant (but see Qadri et al.
2016). Actually, the fact that our animals were not trained
strengthens the ecological relevance of our conclusions due

to less of anthropogenic interference in the animals’ responses
compared to training.

Data availability statementAll data analyses during this study
are published in the supplementary information of this article.

Statistical analyses

We ran general linear mixed models in SAS on the following
dependent variables: the time between fixations, the head an-
gle, the magnitude of fixation, and the coefficient of variation
for each of the three aforementioned variables. Before running
these models, we corroborated that out data was unimodal and
roughly normal by visually inspecting it. We included the
three treatments in the models, and when results from the
overall model were significant (i.e., the F-statistics), we tested
for the significance of the stimulus absent vs. present compar-
isons with Tukey tests (which yield t-statistics) to reduce the
inflated chances of type I error associated with running mul-
tiple comparisons. For head angle, we used the absolute value
of the head angle so that a high value would indicate the use of
lateral vision and a low mean would indicate frontal vision.
However, for the coefficient of variation, we did not take the
absolute value since this would make the variation artificially
low due to not accounting for negative values. Each of these
six models contained the same independent variables: stimu-
lus (predator, food, object absent), sex (male or female based
on iris color according to Pyle 1997), body mass (g), and the
interaction between stimulus and sex. We included these extra
factors as covariates since they have previously been shown to
affect behaviors in birds within a species (sex: Butler et al.
2016; Fernández-Juricic et al. 2013; body mass: Fernández-
Juricic and Tran 2007; Jablonszky et al. 2017). Body mass can
vary substantially within a sex, and there is much overlap in
the distribution of body mass between sexes (Pyle 1997). We
also included the interaction between treatment and sex be-
cause male and female vary their behavior in different con-
texts (Butler et al. 2016). We did not run any formal model
selection process, but rather used a hypothesis-driven ap-
proach to construct our models as explained above. We ran
th e mode l s u s i ng r epea t ed mea su r e s t o avo id
pseudoreplication.

We note that we designed our experiment so that each
context (predator, food) was compared to a control, but not
to each other. The stimuli (food, predators) were different in
terms of both the overall size and the expected behavioral
responses (i.e., positive responses to food, fearful responses
to predator) so comparing them directly could introduce some
bias.

To assess if laterality occurred, we ran a mixed model with
the proportion of fixations made with the left eye as the de-
pendent variable and body mass (g), sex, and the interaction
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between sex and treatment as independent variables, again
repeated on individual.

Results

Fixation strategy

The time between fixations, the magnitude of the fixations,
and the coefficient of variation in the time between fixations,
coefficient of variation in the magnitude of the fixations, and
the coefficient of variation in head angle were not significantly
affected by the absence or presence of either object, the sex or
body mass of the bird, or the interaction between sex and
treatment (Table 1a, c–e, Fig. 4a, c–e). However, the angle
of the head was significantly influenced by our treatments
(Table 1b, Fig. 4b). More specifically, head angle values were
higher when subjects were exposed to the predator compared
to the object absent treatment (t37 = 3.38, P = 0.0017) and
when exposed to the food compared to the object absent treat-
ment (t37 = 3.33, P = 0.0020). These data are available in the
electronic supplementary material.

Overall, most of our results did not provide strong support
for the three fixation strategies proposed (Fig. 2). This
prompted us to take another look at the raw videos and made
qualitative observations, which we describe for a few exam-
ples and provide supplemental videos here. In video S1, the
bird was looking at some mealworms and made four fixations
with the left eye, then 10with the right eye, and then 1 with the
left eye. In video S2, the bird was looking at a hawk and made
3 fixations with the right eye, 4 with the left, and then 7 with
the right. In video S3, the bird made 5 fixations with the right
eye and then 7 with the left. We plotted our data trial by trial
(see examples in Fig. 5a–c), and upon visual inspection, we
observed the same pattern as the videos showed: birds were
makingmultiple fixations with a single eye and then switching
to the other eye to make multiple fixations, and so on. This
fixation pattern we observed can be actually deemed as a
combination of the monocular gaze-locking and the biocular
alternating strategies we tested originally (Fig. 2), although it
leads to different predictions (see below). We decided to refer
to this new fixation pattern we identified with these post hoc
observations as monocular alternating, whereby birds tended
to make multiple small magnitude fixations with a single eye
aligned to the object of interest before aligning the opposite
eye to the object of interest.

If birds were using the monocular alternating fixation strat-
egy, they would be using the same eye to make multiple fix-
ations in a row before switching to the other eye, leading to
two quantitative predictions. First, there would be a significant
and positive autocorrelation between successive head angles
because birds would be more likely to use the same eye for the
next fixation compared to using the opposite eye (which

would result in a negative autocorrelation). Second, the num-
ber of fixations made before switching eyes would be signif-
icantly greater than 1 since they would be making multiple
fixations with a single eye before switching to the other. We
tested these predictions with our dataset. We indeed found a
significant and positive autocorrelation between successive
fixations (estimate = 0.84, Table 2c). Additionally, the 95%
confidence interval of the number of fixations made in a row
with one eye was significantly higher than 1 fixation (Fig. 6a).

The aforementioned results suggest that the head move-
ment behavior of the starlings used in this study fits the pre-
dictions of the monocular alternating fixation strategy. We
then assessed whether individual birds would conform to this
fixation strategy or not. We tallied each trial when a bird (1)

Table 1 The effect of treatment, body mass, sex, and the interaction
between treatment and sex on: a the time between head movements, b
head angle, c magnitude, d the coefficient of variation in the time between
head movements, e the coefficient of variation in head angle, f the
coefficient of variation in magnitude

F df P

a

Treatment 1.81 2, 37 0.178

Body mass 0.05 1, 1647 0.831

Sex 3.91 1, 28 0.058

Treatment × sex 1.17 2, 37 0.321

b

Treatment 6.95 2, 37 0.003

Body mass 1.73 1, 1647 0.189

Sex 2.06 1, 28 0.163

c

Treatment 0.33 2, 37 0.724

Body mass 0.04 1, 1647 0.840

Sex 0.43 1, 28 0.515

Treatment × sex 0.95 2, 37 0.398

d

Treatment 2.78 2, 37 0.075

Body mass 2.82 1, 91 0.097

Sex 0.04 1, 28 0.844

Treatment × sex 2.36 2, 37 0.109

e

Treatment 0.04 2, 37 0.964

Body mass 2.82 1, 91 0.097

Sex 1.26 1, 28 0.272

Treatment × sex 0.04 2, 37 0.961

f

Treatment 2.00 2, 37 0.149

Body mass 0.23 1, 91 0.633

Sex 2.25 1, 28 0.145

Treatment × sex 1.00 2, 37 0.377

Significant effects in italics
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made multiple successive fixations with a single eye and (2)
used both eyes within a trail. All (30/30) met both criteria in at
least one trial. Additionally, in 127/127 trials, birds showed at
least 2 fixations in a row with the same eye, and in 107/127
trials, birds used both eyes. We also assessed if the birds used

the strategy in both the predator and food contexts. In 33/33
food present trials, starlings made multiple successive fixa-
tions with the same eye, and in 23/33 of those trials, both eyes
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Table 2 a The effect of treatment, body mass, sex, the interaction
between treatment and sex, eye (left or right) and the interaction
between treatment and eye on the number of head movements made in
a row before switching to the other eye. b The effect of treatment, body
mass, sex, the interaction between treatment and sex on the proportion of
fixation made with the left eye. c Autocorrelation on head angle after
controlling for body mass and sex

Number of head movements made in a row before switching eyes

F df P

a

Treatment 3.16 2, 37 0.054

Body mass 1.55 1, 1644 0.213

Sex 0.44 1, 28 0.058

Treatment × sex 2.32 2, 37 0.112

Eye 8.28 1,29 0.007

Eye × treatment 0.04 2,30 0.960

Proportion of fixations made with the left eye

F df P

b

Treatment 1.12 2, 37 0.337

Body mass 3.05 1, 1647 0.081

Sex 0.44 1, 28 0.513

Treatment × sex 4.05 2, 37 0.026

Autoregression head angle

F df P

c

Head angle 2418.2 1,1233 < 0.0001

Body mass 1.35 1, 1233 0.245

Sex 0.01 1, 96 0.939

Significant effects in italics
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were used. In 64/64 predator present trials, starlings made
multiple successive fixations with the same eye, and in 59/
64 of those trials, both eyes were used. Overall, it seems that
most of the birds tested followed the monocular alternating
fixation strategy in both contexts (foraging, anti-predator).
These data are available in the electronic supplement.

Laterality

In terms of laterality, birds made significantly more fixations
in a row with the left eye than with the right eye (Fig. 6a,
Table 2a) in all treatments. They also used their left eye for a
significantly higher proportion of fixations than expected by
chance (Fig. 6b), and consequently, their right eye for a sig-
nificantly lower proportion than chance.

Discussion

Our findings suggest that starlings do not follow any of the
three head movement-based fixation strategies (monocular
gaze-locking, biocular alternating, binocular gaze-locking)
previously proposed in the literature for species with laterally
placed eyes (Fig. 2). Actually, our results on the variation in
head angles and our post hoc analyses suggest that starlings

may use a different head movement-based fixation strategy,
which we labeled as monocular alternating. We first discuss
some potential reasons behind the lack of support for the pre-
viously proposed fixation strategies, and then the potential
benefits of the monocular alternating fixation strategy given
the configuration of the avian visual system.

One possibility for our inability to find support for the three
previously proposed head movement-based fixation strategies
could be because our experimental manipulations were insuf-
ficient to elicit a substantial fixation response. However, our
birds did vary the angle of their head when there was an object
present compared to when it was absent, which suggests that
our manipulations did elicit head movement responses.
Alternatively, our sample size may have been too small to
detect an effect; however, our power estimates (93%) suggest
otherwise. Another possibility is that we may not have mea-
sured a sufficient duration of time when the birds were actu-
ally gathering information. However, we conducted an analy-
sis on a previously published experiment with starlings
(Templeton and Christensen-Dykema 2008) to establish how
many fixations individuals would make in a foraging context
(see supplementary material). We found that starlings tended
to make a similar number of fixations before making a deci-
sion (i.e., whether to peck or not) as the number of fixations
we measured in our experiment (two sample t test, t46 = 0.753,
p = 0.228, supplementary material). We then believe that our
manipulations were appropriate, but the reason our predictions
were not fully supported was probably because the fixation
strategy starlings used was different from previously proposed
ones. Additionally, although our stimuli differed in size, we do
not believe this affected our findings. For instance, the head
angle did not differ between the two hawk models (F1,14 =
0.52, P = 0.482) that differed in size. Finally, the set of post
hoc predictions we made (autocorrelation, number of fixations
before switching eyes) did positively support our newly ob-
served fixation strategy.

The new fixation strategy can be characterized as follows:
birds make multiple fixations with only one eye before
switching to the other eye to make multiple fixations with it.
To some extent, this new fixation strategy may seem a com-
bination of the biocular alternating and monocular gaze-
locking strategies. However, there are two key components
that clearly distinguish monocular alternating from the other
fixation strategies (Fig. 2). First, the number of fixations made
before switching to the opposite eye is significantly greater
than 1. These small head movements could function to allow
birds to use multiple parts of their retina to look at an object
(see below). Actually, this is supported by the fact that the
avian retina is heterogeneous (i.e., intra-retinal variation) mor-
phologically (i.e., density of photoreceptors, absorbance of
visual pigments, etc.) and thus functionally (reviewed in
Temple 2011). Second, after multiple fixations with one eye,
birds also switch to the other eye (Figs. 5a–c and 6a), which is
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contrary to the predictions for any of the strategies illustrated
in Fig. 2. This may allow individuals to gather information
from an object from the perspective of both eyes. Therefore,
birds may have two layers to integrate information: within-
eyes and between-eyes. We speculate that the monocular al-
ternating strategy may facilitate the integration of spatial in-
formation because successive snapshots taken from small
magnitude head movements will have more overlap between
them than those from large magnitude head movements.
Having the second eye do the same may help birds Bline-
up^ different regions of the environment and compensate for
the limited information flow between the left and right brain
hemispheres (Saleh and Ehrlich 1984; Templeton and
Christensen-Dykema 2008).

Our findings support the preference for one eye over the
other (i.e., behavioral inter-retinal differences). This behavior-
al result can be linked to differences between the eyes.
Starlings have a higher concentration of single cones (used
for chromatic perception) in their left eye compared to their
right (Hart et al. 2000), which may enhance visual resolution
and chromatic contrast in certain regions of the spectrum.
Starlings made more fixations with their left eye oriented to-
wards the stimulus before switching to the right eye than in the
opposite scenario (i.e., viewing with the right eye and then
switching to the left). One of the implications is that starlings
may position themselves in a way that could optimize the use
of the dominant eye for one task over the other, like foraging
or searching for predators. For example, sandpipers are more
successful when they use their right eye to look for predators
and presumably their left eye to forage (Beauchamp 2013).
Dark eyed juncos also favor their right eye for vigilance (and
presumably the left eye for foraging), but tree sparrows do not
prefer one eye over the other (Franklin and Lima 2001).

Our results provide novel insights into the behavioral
mechanisms that species with laterally placed eyes use to
gather visual information through head movements. One of
the limitations of our and previous studies on headmovement-
based fixation strategies (Fig. 2) is that eye movements were
not considered, despite the fact that they can be important in
birds (e.g., Tyrrell et al. 2015). However, a study that would
take into account the movements of both eyes simultaneously
and the head would require eye tracking technology that has
yet to be developed (i.e., current eye trackers can either record
only eye with the head moving (Yorzinski et al. 2013) or both
eyes with the head restrained, Tyrrell et al. 2014).

Starlings appear to use multiple fixations to expose differ-
ent parts of a single retina to the object of interest before
switching to the other eye, which may be necessary to gather
multiple types of information (chromatic, achromatic, motion,
etc.). However, other taxa appear to show different fixation
strategies (Fig. 2). Species with frontally placed eyes tend to
use binocular gaze locking in most situations (e.g., humans:
Martinez-Conde et al. 2004, other primates: Guo et al. 2003;

Kano et al. 2012, owls: Ohayon et al. 2008). Among species
with laterally placed eyes, pigeons tend to use binocular gaze-
locking to track a stimulus when it is moving slowly or is close
by, but monocular gaze-locking when the stimulus is moving
faster or is farther away (Bloch and Martinoya 1982;
Maldonado et al. 1988). Chickens tend to use binocular
gaze-locking to view close objects, but biocular alternating
to view far objects (Dawkins 1995, 2002). Finally, gull-
billed terns appear to use monocular gaze-locking while hunt-
ing (Land 1999b). It is unclear at this point what accounts for
this diversity in fixation strategies; however, a recent study
showed an association between the degree of inter-specific
variation in the configuration of the avian retina (i.e., changes
in spatial resolving power across the retina) and head and eye
movement behaviors (Moore et al. 2015).

Our results have implications for improving our ability to
estimate what a bird is looking at. From a video collection
perspective, top-view cameras would facilitate establishing
whether or not birds follow the monocular alternating strategy
by recording changes in the orientation of the head relative to
plane between a given object and eyes. From an inference
perspective, our results provide a set of predictions relative
to specific patterns of head movement if birds engage in fix-
ation behavior (i.e., exploring visually a particular object) as
opposed to scanning the environment without focusing on any
given object. However, to establish the direction of the fixa-
tion (i.e., which specific object is being investigated visually)
requires extra information, such as the location of the retinal
center of acute vision to project it in the visual space based on
the position of the head relative to objects of interest (using
top-views) (e.g., Butler and Fernández-Juricic 2018). This ap-
proach can provide a new layer of understanding as to what
birds are looking at but it is still not as accurate as using eye
tracking technology to measure visual attention (e.g., Tyrrell
et al. 2014). Additionally, some researchers have used peep-
holes to determine whether an animal is paying attention
(Grodzinski et al. 2012; Shaw and Clayton 2013; Butler and
Fernández-Juricic 2014) to a given object, which is a good
alternative to determine where an animal is looking at if the
location of the retinal center of acute vision is unknown.
However, an animal may remain close to peep hole for nu-
merous reasons besides looking at the stimulus, such as trying
to be near cover or an escape path. With this new fixation
strategy, we could increase our ability to determine if they
are actually looking through the peep hole as opposed to being
near the peep hole. Finally, our results raise some interesting
questions about the ecological implications of this new fixa-
tion strategy. This monocular-alternating strategy results in
more head motion than other strategies (e.g., gaze-locking).
Could predators use this increase in prey head motion as a cue
that to break prey crypsis (e.g., Forsman and Appelqvist 1998)
or to estimate when prey may be more vulnerable because
their attention are more focused on foraging rather than
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vigilance? Could conspecifics use this head movement strate-
gy as an indicator of where an animal is paying attention to
follow gaze (e.g., Loretto et al. 2010; Schmidt et al. 2011;
Butler and Fernández-Juricic 2014) or anticipate food finding
and eventually steal food (e.g., scrounger tactics)? Addressing
these questions will enhance our understanding of the relation-
ship between visual configuration and visual behavior.

Acknowledgements We would like to thank three anonymous reviewers
or their helpful comments. Hannah Smith (HS) was very helpful in
collecting the data from the videos. We are grateful to the USDA
APHIS in Ohio who provided the starlings for this experiment, as well
as Tom Gnoske from the Field Museum of Natural History in Chicago,
IL, who graciously prepared and donated one of our Cooper’s hawk
models, and Dr. Barney Dunning from the Department of Forestry and
Natural Resources at Purdue University for allowing us to borrow another
Cooper’s hawk model.

Funding This research was funded by Animal Behavior Society grant to
SRB, a Purdue Research Foundation grant, and a National Science
Foundation Grant IOS 1146986. The experiment in the supplementary
material was financially supported by the Knox College Richter Fund and
National Science Foundation Grant IBN 0109024.

Compliance with ethical standards

Ethical approval The Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee of
Purdue University (protocol 1306000876) approved all animal-handling
and care procedures. The state of Ohio does not require a permit to
capture European starlings because starlings are an invasive species.
There is also no required paperwork to transport European starlings from
Ohio to Indiana according to the State and Federal organizations (Ohio
Department of Natural Resources: Wildlife; Indiana Department of
Natural Resources: Fish and Wildlife; Unites States Department of
Agriculture, APHIS, Wildlife Services). For the experiment in the sup-
plementary material, procedures were approved by the Institutional
Animal Care and Use Committee of Franklin & Marshall College
(Protocol # 2000-05).

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of
interest.

References

Beauchamp G (2013) Foraging success in a wild species of bird varies
depending on which eye is used for anti-predator vigilance.
Laterality 18(2):194–202. https://doi.org/10.1080/1357650X.2011.
648194

Bloch S, Martinoya C (1982) Comparing frontal and lateral viewing in
the pigeon. I. Tachistoscopic visual acuity as a function of distance.
Behav Brain Res 5(3):231–244. https://doi.org/10.1016/0166-
4328(82)90031-6

Butler SR, Fernández-Juricic E (2014) European starlings recognize the
location of robotic conspecific attention. Biol Lett 10(10):20140665.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2014.0665

Butler SR, Fernández-Juricic E (2018) European starlings use their acute
vision to check on feline predators but not on conspecifics. PLoS
ONE 13(1):e0188857. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.
0188857

Butler SR, Hosinski EC, Lucas JR, Fernández-Juricic E (2016) Social
birds copy each other’s lateral scans while monitoring group mates
with low-acuity vision. Anim Behav 121:21–31. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.anbehav.2016.08.002

Cohen J (1988) Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences.
Lawrence Earlbaum Associates, Hilsdale

Davidson GL, Butler S, Fernández-Juricic E, Thornton A, Clayton NS
(2014) Gaze sensitivity: function and mechanisms from sensory and
cognitive perspectives. Anim Behav 87:3–15. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.anbehav.2013.10.024

Dawkins M (2002) What are birds looking at? Head movements and eye
use in chickens. Anim Behav 63(5):991–998. https://doi.org/10.
1006/anbe.2002.1999

Dawkins MS (1995) How do hens view other hens ? The use of lateral
and binocular visual fields in social recognition. Behaviour 132(7):
591–606. https://doi.org/10.1163/156853995X00225

Diedrich E, Schaeffel F (2009) Spatial resolution, contrast sensitivity, and
sensitivity to defocus of chicken retinal ganglion cells in vitro. Vis
Neurosc i 26(5-6) :467–476. h t tps : / /do i .o rg /10 .1017/
S0952523809990253

Dolan T, Fernández-Juricic E (2010) Retinal ganglion cell topography of
five species of ground-foraging birds. Brain Behav Evol 75(2):111–
121. https://doi.org/10.1159/000305025

Fernández-Juricic E (2012) Sensory basis of vigilance behavior in birds:
synthesis and future prospects. Behav Process 89(2):143–152.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2011.10.006

Fernández-Juricic E, Erichsen JT, Kacelnik A (2004) Visual perception
and social foraging in birds. Trends Ecol Evol 19:25–31. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tree.2003.10.003

Fernández-Juricic E, Ojeda A, Deisher M, Burry B, Baumhardt P, Stark
A, Elmore AG, Ensminger AL (2013) Domale and female cowbirds
see their world differently? Implications for sex differences in the
sensory system of an avian brood parasite. PLoS One 8(3):e58985.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0058985

Fernández-Juricic E, Tran E (2007) Changes in vigilance and foraging
behaviour with light intensity and their effects on food intake and
predator detection in house finches. Anim Behav 74(5):1381–1390.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2007.01.005

Forsman A, Appelqvist S (1998) Visual predators impose correlational
selection on prey color pattern and behavior. Behav Ecol 9(4):409–
413

Franklin WE, Lima SL (2001) Laterality in avian vigilance: do sparrows
have a favourite eye? Anim Behav 62(5):879–885. https://doi.org/
10.1006/anbe.2001.1826

Grodzinski U, Watanabe A, Clayton NS (2012) Peep to pilfer: what
scrub-jays like to watch when observing others. Anim Behav
83(5):1253–1260. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2012.02.018

Guo K, Robertson RG, Mahmoodi S, Tadmor Y, YoungMP (2003) How
do monkeys view faces?–a study of eye movements. Exp Brain Res
150(3):363–374. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-003-1429-1

Hart NS, Partridge JC, Cuthill IC (2000) Retinal asymmetry in birds. Curr
Biol 10(2):115–117. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0960-9822(00)
00297-9

Jablonszky M, Szász E, Markó G, Torok J, Herczeg G, Garamszegi LZ
(2017) Escape ability and risk-taking behaviour in a Hungarian pop-
ulation of the collared flycatcher (Ficedula Albicollis). Behav Ecol
Sociobiol 71(3):54. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-017-2276-6

Kano F, Call J, Tomonaga M (2012) Face and eye scanning in gorillas
(Gorilla Gorilla), orangutans (pongo abelii), and humans (Homo
Sapiens): unique eye-viewing patterns in humans among hominids.
J Comp Psychol 126(4):388–398. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029615

Katz HK, Lustig A, Lev-Ari T, Nov Y, Rivlin E, Katzir G (2015) Eye
movements in chameleons are not truly independent - evidence from
simultaneous monocular tracking of two targets. J Exp Biol 218(13):
2097–2105. https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.113084

 38 Page 10 of 10 Behav Ecol Sociobiol  (2018) 72:38 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1357650X.2011.648194
https://doi.org/10.1080/1357650X.2011.648194
https://doi.org/10.1016/0166-4328(82)90031-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0166-4328(82)90031-6
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2014.0665
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0188857
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0188857
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2016.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2016.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2013.10.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2013.10.024
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2002.1999
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2002.1999
https://doi.org/10.1163/156853995X00225
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0952523809990253
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0952523809990253
https://doi.org/10.1159/000305025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2011.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2003.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2003.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0058985
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2007.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2001.1826
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2001.1826
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2012.02.018
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-003-1429-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0960-9822(00)00297-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0960-9822(00)00297-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-017-2276-6
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029615
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.113084


Kroodsma DE, Byers BE, Goodale E, Johnson S, Liu W (2001)
Pseudoreplication in playback experiments, revisited a decade later.
Anim Behav 61(5):1029–1033. https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.
1676

Land MF (1999a) Motion and vision: why animals move their eyes. J
Comp Physiol A 185(4):341–352. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s003590050393

LandMF (1999b) The roles of head movements in the search and capture
strategy of a tern (Aves, Laridae). J Comp Physiol A 184(3):265–
272. https://doi.org/10.1007/s003590050324

Land MF (2015) Eye movements of vertebrates and their relation to eye
form and function. J Comp Physiol A 201(2):195–214. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00359-014-0964-5

Larsson ML (2015) Binocular vision, the optic chiasm, and their associ-
ations with vertebrate motor behavior. Front Ecol Evol 3:89. https://
doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2015.00089

Loretto M-C, Schloegl C, Bugnyar T (2010) Northern bald ibises follow
others’ gaze into distant space but not behind barriers. Biol Lett 6(1):
14–17. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2009.0510

Lustig A, Keter-Katz H, Katzir G (2012) Threat perception in the chame-
leon (Chamaeleo Chameleon): evidence for lateralized eye use.
Anim Cogn 15(4):609–621. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10071-012-
0489-7

Maldonado PE, Maturana H, Varela FJ (1988) Frontal and lateral visual
system in birds. Frontal and lateral gaze. Brain. Behav Ecol 32(1):
57–62. https://doi.org/10.1159/000116532

Martin GR (1986) The eye of a passeriform bird, the European starling
(Sturnus Vulgaris): eye movement amplitude, visual fields and sche-
matic optics. J Comp Physiol A 159(4):545–557. https://doi.org/10.
1007/BF00604174

Martin GR (2007) Visual fields and their functions in birds. J Ornithol
148(S2):547–562. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10336-007-0213-6

Martinez-Conde S, Macknik SL, Hubel DH (2004) The role of fixational
eye movements in visual perception. Nat Rev Neurosci 5(3):229–
240. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn1348

Martinoya C, Le-Houezec J, Bloch S (1984) Pigeon’s eyes converge
during feeding: evidence for frontal binocular fixation in a lateral-
eyed bird. Neurosci Lett 45(3):335–339. https://doi.org/10.1016/
0304-3940(84)90248-9

Moore BA, Pita D, Tyrrell LP, Fernández-Juricic E (2015) Vision in avian
emberizid foragers: maximizing both binocular vision and fronto-
lateral visual acuity. J Exp Biol 218(9):1347–1358. https://doi.org/
10.1242/jeb.108613

Ochs MF, Zamani M, Rodrigues M, Gomes G (2017) The Auk.: Sneak
peek: raptors search for prey using stochastic head turns. J Avian
Med Surg 31(1):85–87

Ohayon S, Harmening W, Wagner H, Rivlin E (2008) Through a barn
owl’s eyes: interactions between scene content and visual attention.
Biol Cybern 98(2):115–132. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00422-007-
0199-4

Pyle P (1997) Identification guide to north American birds. Slate Creek
Press, Point Reyes Station

Qadri MA, Reid S, Cook RG (2016) Complex conditional control by
pigeons in a continuous virtual environment. J Exp Anal Behav
105(1):211–229. https://doi.org/10.1002/jeab.195

Rogers LJ (2000) Evolution of hemispheric specialization: advantages
and disadvantages. Brain Lang 73(2):236–253. https://doi.org/10.
1006/brln.2000.2305

Rogers LJ, Vallortigara G, Andrew RJ (2013) Divided brains: the biology
and behaviour of brain asymmetries. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge

Saleh CN, Ehrlich D (1984) Composition of the supraoptic decussation of
the chick (Gallus Gallus): a possible factor limiting interhemispheric
transfer of visual information. Cell Tissue Res 236(3):601–609

Schmidt J, Scheid C, Kotrschal K, Bugnyar T, Schloegl C (2011) Gaze
direction – a cue for hidden food in rooks (Corvus Frugilegus)?
Behav Process 88(2):88–93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2011.
08.002

Shaw RC, Clayton NS (2013) Careful cachers and prying pilferers:
Eurasian jays (Garrulus Glandarius) limit auditory information
available to competitors. Proc R Soc B 280(1752):20122238.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.2238

Temple SE (2011) Why different regions of the retina have different
spectral sensitivities: a review of mechanisms and functional signif-
icance of intraretinal variability in spectral sensitivity in vertebrates.
Vis Neurosci 28(04):281–293. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0952523811000113

Templeton JJ, Christensen-Dykema JM (2008) A behavioral analysis of
prey detection lateralization and unilateral transfer in European star-
lings (Sturnus Vulgaris). Behav Process 79(3):125–131. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.beproc.2008.06.003

Templeton JJ, Gonzalez DP (2004) Reverse lateralization of visual dis-
criminative abilities in the European starling. Anim Behav 67(4):
783–788. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2003.04.011

Treves A (2000) Theory and method in studies of vigilance and aggrega-
tion. Anim Behav 60(6):711–722. https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.
2000.1528

Tyrrell LP, Butler SR, Fernández-Juricic E (2015) Oculomotor strategy of
an avian ground forager: tilted and weakly yoked eye saccades. J
Exp Biol 218(16):2651–2657. https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.122820

Tyrrell LP, Butler SR, Yorzinski JL, Fernández-Juricic E (2014) A novel
system for bi-ocular eye-tracking in vertebrates with laterally placed
eyes. Methods Ecol Evol 5(10):1070–1077. https://doi.org/10.1111/
2041-210X.12249

Voss J, Bischof H-J (2003) Regulation of ipsilateral visual information
within the tectofugal visual system in zebra finches. J Comp Physiol
A 189(7):545–553. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-003-0430-2

Walls GL (1942) The vertebrate eye and it’s adaptive radiation.
Cranbrook Institute of Science, Bloomfield Hills

Yorzinski JL, Patricelli GL, Babcock JS, Pearson JM, Platt ML (2013)
Through their eyes: selective attention in peahens during courtship. J
Exp Biol 216(16):3035–3046. https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.087338

Behav Ecol Sociobiol  (2018) 72:38 Page 11 of 10  38 

https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1676
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1676
https://doi.org/10.1007/s003590050393
https://doi.org/10.1007/s003590050393
https://doi.org/10.1007/s003590050324
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-014-0964-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-014-0964-5
https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2015.00089
https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2015.00089
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2009.0510
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10071-012-0489-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10071-012-0489-7
https://doi.org/10.1159/000116532
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00604174
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00604174
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10336-007-0213-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn1348
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3940(84)90248-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3940(84)90248-9
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.108613
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.108613
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00422-007-0199-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00422-007-0199-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/jeab.195
https://doi.org/10.1006/brln.2000.2305
https://doi.org/10.1006/brln.2000.2305
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2011.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2011.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.2238
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0952523811000113
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0952523811000113
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2008.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2008.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2003.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1528
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1528
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.122820
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12249
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12249
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-003-0430-2
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.087338

	How do birds look at their world? A novel avian visual fixation strategy
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Predictions

	Methods
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Fixation strategy
	Laterality

	Discussion
	References


