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Conclusions

e Purchasing increases with budget size, but not with anchor size

 Individual differences in use of budget correlate with looking time in the budget
AOIl and the proportion of budget-price transitions

* Individual differences in average trajectories relate to budget use

* Response time Is faster for skipping compared to buying items, but is faster for
ouying at higher budgets compared to lower budgets

e The difference in response time for buying compared to skipping correlates with
oroportion of items bought overall
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