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Abstract Understanding the mechanisms and determinants
of conflict resolution is of great theoretical and practical
importance because the outcome of contests between males
over limited resources such as mates, territories, and food
has profound fitness consequences. Despite the large
literature on the theory of conflict resolution, relatively
few empirical studies explicitly test predictions related to
contest structure for these models. In sexually dimorphic
species of stalk-eyed flies (Diopsidae), males engage in
characteristic aggressive interactions over both females and
food resources. We used sequential analysis of aggressive
interactions between dyads of male stalk-eyed flies to
investigate patterns of escalation, behavioral matching, and
physical contact in order to distinguish between three
common models of conflict resolution: the sequential
assessment model, the cumulative assessment model, and
the energetic war of attrition. Stalk-eyed flies were shown
to engage in both low- and high-intensity behaviors during
interactions with patterns of escalation and no de-
escalation. Aggressive interactions did not demonstrate
behavioral matching between winners and losers. Stalk-
eyed flies also escalated to behaviors that included physical
contact without injuries. Our results provide support for the
sequential assessment model based on patterns of escalation
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Introduction

In many animal species, individuals fight over access to
resources, such as mates and food (Huntingford and Turner
1987). Ritualized activities and specialized structures are
often used during these aggressive encounters (Emlen
2008; Geist 1966), but there is still a great deal of debate
about the precise role these activities play in determining
the course and outcome of animal contests (Briffa and
Elwood 2009). Because fighting can be costly, many
animals employ morphological ornaments, presumably to
gauge their opponents' fighting abilities in order to avoid
additional costs (Enquist 1985; Small et al. 2009).
Individuals use mutual assessment to compare asymmetries
in ornament size to determine asymmetries in fighting
ability and thus how to proceed with a contest (Enquist and
Leimar 1983; Panhuis and Wilkinson 1999). Recently, the
possibility that animals utilize these assessment behaviors
and structures as signals for the mutual assessment of one
another's capabilities has been contrasted with the alterna-
tive that contest outcome is determined by the eventual
loser's internal persistence threshold (i.e., “self-determined
persistence”; Taylor and Elwood 2003). In both the mutual
assessment model and the self-determined persistence
model, larger individuals usually win a contest. When size
asymmetry is low or information on sizes is lacking,
additional behavioral data are needed to distinguish
between the two models (Taylor and Elwood 2003). These
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behavioral analyses of escalation patterns of aggressive
behavior, behavioral matching, and physical contact can
then be applied to three subsets of the mutual assessment
hypothesis and the self-determined persistence hypothesis
in order to fully discriminate between the two general
models of conflict resolution. These three-game theory
models are the sequential assessment model, the cumulative
assessment model, and the energetic war of attrition.

In mutual assessment, both individuals perform agonistic
behaviors that provide reliable information to their opponent,
allowing assessment of relative strength, with the weaker rival
conceding the resource without incurring the full cost of a
fight (Gammell and Hardy 2003; Taylor and Elwood 2003).
This type of assessment is captured in the sequential
assessment model (SAM), where rivals attempt to ascertain
which contestant is stronger, by performing increasingly
costly behaviors and thereby progressively acquiring further
accurate information as the interaction progresses and
escalates (Enquist and Leimar 1983; Enquist et al. 1990).
The SAM predicts that contests progress through gradually
escalating phases where individuals can reach costly
physical contact but direct injury to opponents is rarely
observed and no de-escalation of aggressive behavior occurs
(Briffa and Elwood 2000; Enquist and Leimar 1983; Enquist
et al. 1990; Kelly 2006). However, behavioral matching,
meaning non-differing frequencies of behaviors between
winners and losers, between rivals is not consistent under
this model (Briffa and Elwood 2000, 2009; Payne 1998).
The SAM also predicts that contest duration should be
negatively correlated with asymmetry in resource holding
potential (RHP) (Enquist et al. 1990) and that loser RHP
should be positively correlated with contest duration while
winner RHP will be negatively correlated with contest
duration in SAM (Armott and Elwood 2009). Red deer stags
and Drosophila have both been shown to follow SAM
during conflict resolution (Chen et al. 2002; Clutton-Brock
et al. 1979).

In the self-determined persistence hypothesis, the deci-
sion to retreat is determined by the loser's innate threshold
for injuries sustained or costs accrued and not assessment of
the rival's fighting ability gathered during the interaction
(Dietemann et al. 2008; Taylor and Elwood 2003). This
provides an alternative model to mutual assessment for
contest resolution. Instead of assessing rivals to determine
escalation and when to retreat based on perceived rival
strength (Gammell and Hardy 2003; Morrell et al. 2004),
individuals use internal cues to determine whether to fight
or flee. In the energetic war of attrition (E-WOA), a self-
determined persistence model (Mesterton-Gibbons et al.
1996; Payne and Pagel 1996), escalation may rise, be
maintained, or decline at any time during a contest (Briffa
and Elwood 2009; Gammell and Hardy 2003; Taylor and
Elwood 2003). Individuals engage in displays of endurance,
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and no physical contact between opponents occurs (Kelly
2006; Mesterton-Gibbons et al. 1996). Additionally, oppo-
nents match behavioral tactics throughout most of the
contest and thus are expected to show similarities in
behavioral transitions (Briffa and Elwood 2009). The
decision to retreat is made when the loser reaches its
internal threshold. Contest duration is then predicted to be
positively correlated with the loser's size (or RHP) as well
as follow a shallow, positive correlation with winner size
(Amott and Elwood 2009; Mesterton-Gibbons et al. 1996;
Taylor and Elwood 2003). Damselflies and the spider
Argyrodes antipodiana both follow the predictions pre-
sented by E-WOA during conflict resolution (Marden and
Waage 1989; Whitehouse 1997).

A third model which incorporates aspects of both SAM
and E-WOA is the cumulative assessment model (CAM,;
Payne 1998). As with SAM, an individual's behavior is
influenced by their rival, since stronger individuals inflict
costs at a higher rate, but no assessment occurs and the
decision to retreat is made according to individual internal
thresholds and the costs accrued through physical contact
(Briffa 2008; Payne 1998). Additionally, as in E-WOA,
escalation can increase, decrease, or be maintained within
the contest (Briffa and Elwood 2009; Taylor and Elwood
2003). Conversely, CAM also predicts that winners and
losers will not show patterns of behavioral matching (Briffa
and Elwood 2009; Taylor and Elwood 2003), as winners
and losers tend to escalate at different rates during a contest
(Payne 1998). Individuals can be subjected to physical
contact and potential damage from their opponents (Kelly
2006; Payne 1998). The CAM also predicts that contest
duration will increase as the loser's size (or RHP) increases,
but it will also be influenced by the opponent's ability to
inflict injuries. Hence, as in SAM, contest duration is
expected to increase as rival size disparities decline (Payne
1998) as well as demonstrate a positive correlation between
loser RHP and contest duration and a negative correlation
between winner RHP and contest duration (Arnott and
Elwood 2009). The Wellington tree weta has been shown to
follow predictions of CAM in its conflict resolution (Kelly
2006).

Male stalk-eyed flies (Diptera: Diopsidae) exhibit mor-
phology and behaviors that appear to facilitate mutual rival
assessment in their daily contests for feeding territories and
harems of reproductive females at nighttime roosts. The
eyes of stalk-eyed flies are positioned at the tips of
elongated cephalic appendages, and the length of these
eyes talks is highly correlated with body size (Burkhardt
and de la Motte 1983; Wilkinson and Dodson 1997). Males
confront their rivals head-on with their eye stalks aligned in
parallel, presumably affording each individual a precise
measure of the relative size of its opponent (de la Motte and
Burkhardt 1983; Panhuis and Wilkinson 1999). During
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lengthy encounters, males may engage in front leg batting
or tussling in order to remove the rival male and procure a
territory (Burkhardt and de la Motte 1983; Wilkinson and
Dodson 1997). Since prolonged interactions can impose
costs such as lost time foraging or mating, energy loss, and
injury, the use of eye stalks as reliable indicators of rival
size and strength would be evolutionarily advantageous to
minimize costs (Wilkinson and Dodson 1997).

Panhuis and Wilkinson (1999) found that as the disparity
of eye span decreased mean contest duration increased in
stalk-eyed flies Cyrtodiopsis dalmanni and concluded that
these results support the mutual assessment hypothesis.
However, their analysis was not specifically designed to
distinguish between mutual assessment and self-determined
persistence. A re-analysis of their data showed a negative
correlation between loser size and contest duration and
nonsignificant, positive correlation between winner size and
contest duration, consistent with self-determined persistence
(Brandt and Swallow 2009; Taylor and Elwood 2003). [The
genus Cyrtodiopsis has recently been synonymized with
Teleopsis (Meier and Baker 2002), and we will be using the
updated nomenclature from here on.] Another study of stalk-
eyed flies indicated that pairs of large males fight for a
longer duration than pairs of small males or large—small pairs
(Small et al. 2009), a result which suggests that smaller
males have lower internal thresholds during interactions and
is consistent with the self-determined persistence hypothesis.
However, because in mutual assessment, a rival's RHP is
assessed and compared explicitly to self, there must be a
component of self assessment; this result is not completely
inconsistent with mutual assessment (Enquist et al. 1990;
Enquist and Leimar 1983). Although these results, taken
together, suggest mutual rival assessment may play a smaller
role than previously anticipated in this system, the assess-
ment mechanisms employed by stalk-eyed flies remain
unclear (Brandt and Swallow 2009) and are at this point
equivocal between mutual assessment and self-determined
persistence.

To differentiate between the assessment mechanisms
used by Diopsid flies, our study employs an analysis of
the sequence of male aggressive behaviors during dyadic
interactions. Organizing aggressive behaviors in a time-
sensitive form provides a quantitative description of the
dependencies of each behavior (Castellan 1979; Gottman
and Roy 1990) and provides information on patterns of
escalation, including whether and when there is physical
contact between opponents. Moreover, sequential analy-
sis yields measures of behavioral transitions frequencies,
which can be compared between winners and losers to
test for behavioral matching between opponents. The
SAM, CAM, and E-WOA each predict a unique
combination of these three characteristics (escalation,
behavioral matching, and physical contact) and sequen-

tial analysis can provide the necessary data to accurately
differentiate between these models (Chen et al. 2002;
Jennings et al. 2005; Table 1).

Methods
Subjects

We studied Teleopsis dalmanni, a stalk-eyed fly species
native to the tropics of Asia (Burkhardt and de la Motte
1983; de la Motte and Burkhardt 1983). The current captive-
bred populations of stalk-eyed flies were obtained from
Gerald Wilkinson (University of Maryland—College Park).
Flies in the laboratory were raised in plastic cages (45 x22 x
19 cm) at 80% humidity and 23-25°C on a 12-h light/dark
cycle (Wilkinson 1993). Flies were raised in cohorts of
100 and were maintained on ground corn medium and
supplemented with Ward's Drosophila food. Flies were
allowed ad libitum access to females and water, and cages
were furnished with strings that served as mating areas,
simulating rootlets in nature (Burkhardt and de la Motte
1983). To control for the effects of age, males used in our
experiments were sexually mature, at least 3 weeks post-
occlusion but less than 2 months post-occlusion (Baker et al.
2003).

Contest protocol

Two male stalk-eyed flies were randomly selected from
different population cages without regard to eye-span length,
anesthetized using CO,, and painted with a drop of quick
drying paint (DecoColor) on their thorax. Each was given a
number and color identification (blue, green, red, or white).
Each fly was placed lying on its thoracic spines under a
dissecting microscope at X15-20 magnification and photo-
graphed using a digital camera. Subjects were then placed in
an arena (11x6.5x5 cm) lined with moist filter paper and
separated by a removable barrier. The arena consisted of
three wooden walls painted white, a forward facing glass
wall for increased lighting, and a removable glass top for
introducing flies and through which video recording of
interactions took place. The two flies were then starved
for 24 h and allowed to acclimate to the arena in the
same climatic conditions in which they were raised. After
24 h, a drop of corn medium (approximately 4 mm in
diameter) was placed in the center front of the arena using
a sterile syringe needle and the partition was removed.
The interaction was then digitally recorded for 10 min.
Over the course of each 10-min trial, dyads interacted in
multiple contests. Each fly was only used for one
interaction to prevent winner/loser effects from confound-
ing the results.
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Table 1 Summary of differences in contest dynamics predicted by three-game theory models of contest resolution

Game theory Patterns of Behavioral Duration Physical References
model escalation matching dependence contact
Sequential Escalation only  No Positive correlation to loser Yes, no Enquist and Leimar 1983; Enquist
assessment RHP injuries et al. 1990
Negative correlation to
winner RHP
Cumulative Escalation with  No Positive correlation to Yes, Payne 1998
assessment de-escalation loser RHP injuries
Negative correlation to possible
winner RHP
Energetic war ~ Escalation with  Yes Positive correlation to No Mesterton-Gibbons et al. 1996; Payne and
of attrition de-escalation loser RHP Pagel 1996

Shallow, positive

correlation to
winner RHP

Our results indicate that there was escalation of aggressive behaviors with no de-escalation, there was no behavioral matching, and there was

physical contact but with no detectable injuries

Ethogram

To determine the behavioral repertoire of male stalk-eyed
flies, ten trials were haphazardly chosen and scored,;
observed behaviors were then integrated into a comprehen-
sive ethogram. The start of each aggressive contest was
defined by either the parallel lining up of eye stalks or an
individual's approach of their opponent, and the end of each
contest was determined when the flies were greater than
one body length apart or not directly facing each other for
three or more seconds (Table 2). Behaviors that were
included in the ethogram were those that occurred solely
during aggressive interactions when opponents were en-
gaged with one another. Actions that occurred between
interactions were not included in the analysis. Low-
intensity behaviors were those in which no physical contact
occurred between opponents. High-intensity behaviors were
those that involved physical contact between opponents.
Conflict resolution behaviors were defined as those behav-
iors that could potentially indicate the contest conclusion
(i.e., pursuit, retreat, and moving away from opponent).
Each behavior was mutually exclusive and exhaustive,
meaning only one behavior could occur and be recorded at
any given time, and all behaviors observed were accounted
for in the ethogram.

Analysis

We scored all interactions with JWatcher, a free behavior
analysis program (Blumstein et al. 2007). The behavior of
each fly was scored independently of its opponent so that
each video was scored twice, once for the winner and once
for the loser. A fly was determined to be a loser if it turned
away to retreat or if it quickly ran away from its paired
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conspecific more often than the rival fly over the course of
the 10-min interaction (Panhuis and Wilkinson 1999).
Conversely, the fly that showed fewer retreat behaviors
than its rival was scored as the winner. Multiple contests
occurred within each individual trial beginning when one
fly approached another or the pair lined up eye stalks in
parallel and ending when the flies were at least one body
length apart or not engaged with one another for 3 s.
Winners and losers were also established for each individ-
ual contest based on retreat and pursuit behaviors. Trial
winner/loser classification was determined based on the
sum of retreat behaviors from all contests occurring within
the 10-min interaction.

Sequential analysis, relying on single-order Markov
chains, was used to test for the existence of stereotyped
temporal structure in behavior patterns that occur non-
randomly. Sequential analysis produces observed behavior-
al matrices and transitional probability matrices that allow
us to establish whether transitions from preceding behaviors
to subsequent behaviors are significantly different than
expected if behaviors do not proceed in a stereotypical
order. The observed matrix provides the occurrence of one
behavior following another behavior as a count of each
behavioral transition during the interaction. Transitions
refer to the relationship between two exclusive behaviors;
for example, the transition of line up eye stalks — flex/
extend refers to the antecedent behavior of lining up of the
eye stalks followed by flexing of the forelegs. The
transitional probability matrix provides the frequency of
each transition. Standardized z scores and p values were
used to determine the significance of the transitions in the
transitional probability matrix in order to limit our analysis
to only significant transitions within the interactions
(Blumstein and Daniel 2007). All z scores £1.96 standard
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Table 2 Ethogram of aggressive behaviors observed among dyads of male I' dalmanni

Behavior Description

Low-intensity behaviors

Approach opponent Movement toward opponent

Line up eye stalks Oriented with eye stalks to opponent's in parallel fashion

Rear up Uses mid- and hind-legs to rise in posture

Flex and extend forelegs Bends and flicks forelegs near own eye stalks; directed at opponent

High-intensity behaviors

Jump attack Jumps on opponent's dorsal side

Attack/lunge Uses forelegs in downward motion, striking at or on opponent

Tussle Entangled with opponent, either clasping opponent's forelegs or eye stalks

Conflict resolution behaviors

Away Turning away or slowly moving away from opponent

Pursue Quickly moving after opponent while no longer facing opponent

Retreat Quickly moving from opponent while no longer facing opponent

End Eye stalks are no longer aligned for a minimum of 3 s or flies are at least one body length apart

deviations were used to determine significance of transi-
tions at the 0.05 probability level (Gottman and Bakeman
1986). In a previous study, uncorrected z scores at a 0.05 «
level provided a powerful estimate of significance when
used with multiple comparisons and in only two cases were
z scores are not a reliable indicator of significance, both of
which had low sample sizes (Bakeman and Gottman 1997).
Therefore, inflated type 1 error due to uncorrected z scores
should not be of concern when sample sizes are adequate as
in our study (Slooten 1994). However, we performed a
Bonferroni correction for sample size of 18, which gave us
a corrected «<0.0027.

Interactions in which flies did not directly compete with
each other (14 out of 106 trials) were not included in the
analysis. We conducted an analysis of aggressive behaviors
for the stalk-eyed flies by pooling the interactions of all
flies to produce and quantify an overall pattern of
aggressive behaviors and to determine whether or not
escalation of aggressive behaviors was observed. Transi-
tions consistent with escalation are those from a low
intensity, non-contact behavior to a high-intensity behavior
that includes contact; similarly, for de-escalation, the
transition would be from a high-intensity behavior to a
low-intensity behavior. Transitions to conflict resolution
behaviors are not included as de-escalation since conflict
resolution behaviors are not classified as low intensity or
high intensity. We used the behavioral transition matrix to
construct kinematic diagrams of behavioral transitions
(Chen et al. 2002), which visually depict the frequency of
each behavior, frequency of transitions between behaviors,
and the transition of one behavior to another. Statistically
significant transitions that occurred greater than 10% of the
time throughout an interaction were included in the
kinematic diagrams.

To determine whether the opponents differed with regard to
behavioral transitions, the behavioral transition matrices of
trial winners were compared to those of trial losers using a
Pearson's chi-square test of independence using SAS version
9.1 (SAS Institute Inc. 2002-2004). After comparing
winners and losers with all behaviors included, we re-
analyzed the data with pursuit and retreat excluded from the
dataset. These two behaviors were the defining determinants
of winners and losers and could confound the chi-squared
analysis. This analysis provides information on behavioral
matching between winners and losers by excluding the
variables that we used to define winners and losers. We also
contrasted behavioral transition matrices of contest winners
and losers. Transitions that occurred more or less frequently
in losers than in winners than expected exhibited high chi-
squared values (significant values, chi-squared>37.65, df=
25; chi-squared>33.92, df=22; chi-squared>26.30, df=16;
chi-squared>18.31, df=10).

Results

We observed a total of 567 contests in 92 trials with an
average of 6.1+£4.8 (mean=standard deviation) contests per
trial (range 1-17). On average, contests lasted for 9.0+£0.01 s
(range 1 s—1 min 29 s). Lining up of eye stalks occurred the
most often of any other behavior (32% of all behaviors),
followed by flexing of the front legs (15%) and rearing up
(10%). The two behaviors that occurred least often were
tussling (3.5%) and jump attack (1.4%). Trials reached high-
intensity behaviors at least once 48 of 92 times (52%), and
132 out of 567 contests (23%) reached high-intensity
behaviors, indicating that one pair is not significantly driving
results in one direction.

@ Springer



374

Behav Ecol Sociobiol (2011) 65:369-379

Several behavioral transitions occurred more frequently
than expected by chance in the behavioral analysis of
aggressive interactions in stalk-eyed flies (Table 3; Online
Resource 1). Transitions were grouped into low—low
intensity transitions, low—high intensity transitions, high—
high intensity transitions, conflict resolution—low intensity,
and lastly transitions including end-of-contest behaviors.
There were no significant high—low transitions during
overall trials (i.e., from behaviors of physical contact to
those without physical contact, not including conflict
resolution behaviors), which would be expected if de-
escalation were occurring. Low—low intensity transitions
that occur most frequently included approach opponent —
line up eye stalks and line up eye stalks — flex/extend legs.
Tussle — attack/lunge is a high—high transition that occurred
with 49% frequency in transition. Transitions that occurred
most frequently that included conflict resolution behaviors
are retreat — end contest, pursuit — end contest, and
away — end contest. Significant behavioral transitions and
their frequencies are shown in a kinematic diagram for the

Table 3 Transitional frequencies that occurred more frequently than
expected by chance in the contests of male 7. dalmanni

Behavioral transition Frequency of transition (%)

Low intensity to low intensity

Approach — lining up eye stalks 84
Line up eye stalks — flex 42
Line up eye stalks — rear up 23
Flex — rear up 15

Low intensity to high intensity

Rear up — attack 26
High intensity to high intensity

Tussle — attack 49

Attack — tussle 38
Contflict resolution to low intensity

Away — line up eye stalks 29

Pursue — line up eye stalks 29

Conflict resolution

Retreat — end 83
Pursue — end 66
Away — end 59
Jump attack — pursue 49
Flex — away 21
Attack — pursue 16
Rear up — pursue 14
Tussle — end 12
Attack — away 11
Rear up — away 10

All transitions are significant at an uncorrected «<0.05; italics
indicates transitions that are not significant with Bonferroni-adjusted
«<0.0027
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overall behavioral transitions of aggressive interactions in
stalk-eyed flies (Fig. 1).

The behavioral transition frequencies of trial winners
differed significantly from those of trial losers (y»s°=
416.56, p<0.0001; individual behavioral transitions that
differed are listed in Table 4). Only two behavioral
transitions differed significantly for winners and losers
including retreat — end and pursuit — end (Table 4). A
kinematic diagram of trial winner and loser transitions and
their frequencies highlights the behavioral transitions during
aggressive interactions (Fig. 2). Behavioral transitions
differed significantly when pursuit and retreat behaviors
were removed from chi-squared analysis as well (6=
56.85, p=0.0001).

The behavioral transition frequencies of contest winners
differed significantly from those of contest losers (y2,°=
837.35, p<0.0001; individual behavioral transitions that
differed are listed in Table 5). Three behavioral transitions
differed significantly for contest winners and losers
including retreat — end, pursuit — end, and flex/extend
legs — retreat (Table 5). A kinematic diagram of contest
winner and loser transitions and their frequencies show the
significant behavior transitions (Fig. 3). Chi-squared anal-
ysis with removal of pursuit and retreat behaviors also
differed significantly for contest winners and losers (y1o°=
22, p=0.0001). Results were qualitatively similar regardless
of whether the analyses were based on entire trials or
individual contests, so references to winners and losers
hereafter refer to both trial and contest data.

Discussion

We set out to quantitatively describe the sequence of aggressive
behaviors in male stalk-eyed flies during staged interactions
over a food resource to infer patterns of escalation, behavioral
matching, and physical contact to distinguish between several
common models of contest resolution. Our general analysis,
which included both winners and losers, revealed a significant
degree of behavioral structure, including evidence of aggressive
escalation. When looking across all flies, we found a general
pattern in which flies transitioned from low-intensity, no-
contact behaviors to high-intensity behaviors which included
physical contact (Fig. 1). Low-intensity behaviors such as
lining up of eye stalks, flexing, and rearing up occurred the
more frequently than any other behaviors, suggesting much
time is spent avoiding potentially costly high-intensity
behaviors. These patterns suggest that stalk-eyed flies are
successfully using these ritualistic, low-intensity behaviors to
avoid physical contact by subsequently transitioning to
conflict resolution rather than initiating a fight (Briffa 2008;
Briffa and Elwood 2009). The low-intensity behavioral
transition of approaching an opponent to lining up eye stalks
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Approach
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/ Jump attack
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Fig. 1 Kinematic diagram of behavioral transitions that occurred
more frequently than expected by chance in contests of male 7.
dalmanni. All transitions occurred greater than 10% of the time and
are significant at p<0.050. Box size indicates frequency of behavior;
arrow thickness indicates probability of occurrence. Light shading is
indicative of low-intensity behaviors, dark shading indicates high-
intensity behaviors, and medium shading indicates end-of-contest
behaviors

occurred at a very high frequency (84%), suggesting that —
almost invariably— if one opponent approaches another, a
contest will occur.

Analyses of behavioral differences between winners and
losers provide no evidence for behavioral matching (Tables 4
and 5). Low-intensity behaviors occurred at high frequencies
for both winners and losers and patterns of escalation were
evident in both winners and losers, but escalation occurred at
significantly different transition frequencies (Figs. 2 and 3).
For example, trial losers significantly transitioned from lining
up eye stalks — flex more than trial winners. High-intensity
behaviors occurred less frequently than low-intensity behav-
iors, but did occur in both winners and losers, showing that
stalk-eyed flies are exhibiting escalation, including behaviors

with physical contact and no detectable injuries. Our first
analysis of the differences between winners and losers, which
included pursuit and retreat behaviors, suggested that behav-
ioral frequencies were matched up until the point of conflict
resolution (Fig. 2). However, when pursuit and retreat
behaviors were removed to control for consequences of
scoring, winners and losers still exhibited significantly
different behavioral transitions.

Even though escalation of behaviors is predicted for SAM,
CAM, and E-WOA, the patterns of escalation differ dramati-
cally between models. In SAM, escalation of aggressive
behaviors occurs between phases and no de-escalation is
predicted (Briffa and Elwood 2000, 2009). The E-WOA and
CAM predict that escalation can occur with rises, falls, and
maintenance of intense behaviors occurring throughout the
contest (Mesterton-Gibbons et al. 1996). When examining
overall patterns of aggression in stalk-eyed flies, escalation
occurs with a ritualistic pattern, flowing from low-intensity
behaviors to high-intensity behaviors throughout an interac-
tion (Fig. 1). Time spent in low-intensity behaviors is also
higher than time spent in high-intensity behaviors, conforming
to the avoidance of high-intensity costly behaviors unless
necessary, a key assumption in the mutual assessment
hypothesis (or SAM) (Enquist and Leimar 1983; Panhuis
and Wilkinson 1999). In both winners and losers, high-
intensity behaviors occur after escalation from low-intensity
behaviors without de-escalation (Figs. 1, 2, and 3), showing
that stalk-eyed flies are engaging in ritualized, escalated
agonistic interactions, providing support for SAM (Briffa and
Elwood 2009; Enquist and Leimar 1983; Taylor and Elwood
2003). Our overall sequential analysis, which includes both
winners and losers, does not include any transitions that are
consistent with de-escalation but does reveal a pattern of
behavioral transitions that indicate the flies will only escalate
to increasingly intense behaviors (Table 3, Fig. 1). When
separated into winner and loser behaviors, one can see
patterns of re-orientation but not a step-down decrease
consistent with de-escalation. For example, in losers, we see
a minor frequency of transition from jump attack — lining up
eye stalks (Figs. 2 and 3). However, this pattern does not

Table 4 List of behavioral transitions that contributed significantly to the high chi-squared difference for trial winners and losers with pursue and
retreat behaviors (25>=416.56, p<0.0001) and without pursue and retreat behaviors (5°=56.85, p<0.0001)

Behavioral transition Chi-squared value

Winner transition (%) Loser transition (%)

Retreat — end contest 60
Pursue — end contest 44
Away — line up eye stalks® 4.13
Flex — away® 3.85
Line up eye stalks — flex® 4.16

71 85
70 54
26 36
18 23
35 46

# Transitions without pursue and retreat behaviors in analysis
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Fig. 2 Kinematic diagram of Approach
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indicate de-escalation because the jump attack behavior is
often used for losers as a surprise attack behavior; during this
behavior, one opponent will jump onto their rival, after which
they will immediately line up their eye stalks in parallel to
reorient themselves to potentially engage in another contest.
This pattern of escalation with no de-escalation is consistent
with SAM but is inconsistent with both CAM and E-WOA
(Arott and Elwood 2009).

Physical contact and injuries are also instrumental in
differentiating the game theory models from one another.
Analysis of the aggressive interactions between stalk-eyed flies
shows that behaviors which include physical contact between
opponents (i.e., jump attack, attack/lunge, and tussle) occur at a
significant rate during interactions (Table 3), but stalk-eyed
flies do not appear to directly injure one another during
aggressive interactions (Wilkinson and Dodson 1997). In

Table 5 List of behavioral transitions that contributed significantly to
the high chi-squared value for differences between contest winners
and losers with retreat and pursue behaviors (x2,>=837.35, p<0.0001)
and without pursue and retreat behaviors (x;0°=22.05, p<0.0148)

Behavioral transition ~ Chi-squared Winner Loser
value transition (%) transition (%)
Retreat — end contest 190 50 83
Pursue — end contest 74 66 35
Flex — retreat 57 1.7 38
Line up eye stalks — 430 27 21
rear up®

# Transitions without pursue and retreat behaviors in analysis
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Tussle Jump attack
| \ !

Tussle

Attack/ Flex Attack/

p
\ Lunie Lunge
Pursue A/

Pursue

* 1.00 to 0.76

- 0.75 t0 0.51

= (0.50 t0 0.26

—» 0.25100.10

terms of game theory models, SAM is characterized by
physical contact between opponents with no injuries occurring
but costs accruing through energy loss, predation risks, and
time lost foraging or mating (Enquist et al. 1990). The
E-WOA assumes that no physical contact occurs during
interactions (Kelly 2006; Mesterton-Gibbons et al. 1996), and
CAM assumes that physical contact leads to injuries during
aggressive interactions that increase the rate of cost accrual to
the eventual loser with lower RHP (Payne 1998). Thus, the
presence of physical contact without apparent injuries is most
consistent with SAM, is inconsistent with E-WOA, and
equivocal at best for CAM (Kelly 2000).

Previous work conducted on stalk-eyed flies examined how
contest duration was related to size asymmetries and winner
and loser size to determine the model of contest settlement
(Brandt and Swallow 2009; Panhuis and Wilkinson 1999).
Initially, Panhuis and Wilkinson (1999) concluded that mutual
assessment was the likely contest settlement model. However,
re-analysis by Brandt and Swallow (2009) of the dataset
showed that self-determined persistence may play a role in
contest settlement in stalk-eyed flies. By utilizing sequential
analysis, we were able to test key predictions of contest
settlement models that are based on patterns of escalation,
physical contact, and behavioral matching (Arnott and
Elwood 2009; Briffa and Elwood 2009; Enquist and Leimar
1983; Hack 1997; Payne and Pagel 1997; Payne 1998). Based
on predictions of escalation patterns, behavioral mismatching,
and physical contact during interactions, our results with stalk-
eyed flies are most consistent with SAM of contest settlement
(Enquist and Leimar 1983; Payne 1998). Our analysis showed
that during aggressive interactions, male stalk-eyed flies
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Fig. 3 Kinematic diagram of
contest (a) winner and (b) loser
behavioral transitions that oc-
curred more frequently than
expected by chance in the con-
tests of male 7. dalmanni. All
transitions occurred greater than
10% of the time and are signif-
icant at p<0.050. Box size indi-
cates frequency of behavior;
arrow thickness indicates prob-
ability. Light shading is indica-
tive of low-intensity behaviors,
dark shading indicates high-
intensity behaviors, and medium
shading indicates conflict reso-
lution behaviors

Approach
opponent

T

/]

Line up eye-
stalks

|

Rear up

Flex

Retreat \ ‘

End

showed patterns of escalation, significantly transitioning from
low-intensity behaviors to high-intensity behaviors without
de-escalation. Both E-WOA and CAM are less consistent
with this observation, as these two game theory models
predict de-escalation within the interaction. When analyzing
for patterns of behavioral matching between winners and
losers, stalk-eyed flies did not show matching of behavioral
transitions, even when controlling for scoring consequences of
retreat and pursuit behaviors. This result is congruent with
both SAM and CAM (Payne 1998; Enquist and Leimar 1983)
models but is inconsistent with E-WOA which should have
behavioral matching between opponents (Mesterton-Gibbons
et al. 1996). Finally, our analysis conclusively shows that
stalk-eyed flies escalate to behavior that involves physical
contact but do not inflict detectable direct injuries onto their
opponents. Physical contact corresponds with both SAM and
CAM, but CAM predicts injuries to be inflicted onto the
opponent, whereas SAM predicts no injuries. The E-WOA
predicts no physical contact during interactions and thus is not
concordant with our findings (Kelly 2006). Thus, our findings
are most congruent with SAM, which is a type of mutual
assessment during conflict resolution (Arnott and Elwood
2009; Briffa and Elwood 2009; Enquist and Leimar 1983;
Payne 1998; Stuart-Fox 2006).

Conclusion
In this study, we examined the sequence of aggressive

behaviors during male—male competition in stalk-eyed flies in
order to distinguish between the mutual assessment hypothesis

Jump attack

Approach
opponent

Bhk o

/

Line up eye-
stalks

Tussle Jump attack

Tussle

Attack/
Lunge

Flex Rear up

Away
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Retreat

* End
» 1.00100.76 b

> (75 t0 0.51

—

0.50t0 0.26

> 0.251t00.10

and the self-determined persistence hypothesis. After quantify-
ing patterns of escalation, behavioral matching, and physical
contact between opponents, we found that stalk-eyed fly
conflict resolution is most consistent with the sequential
assessment model (Enquist and Leimar 1983). The sequential
assessment model makes sense with regard to dimorphic
species of stalk-eyed flies. When males engage each other,
they invariably line up with eye stalks nearly touching, which
certainly appear to function as a mechanism to accurately
assess or size up an opponent. The “size up” hypothesis was
first proposed by McAlpine (1979) with regards to a different
family of fly that also bears eye stalks (Platystomatidae).
Furthermore, in all dimorphic species studied to date, female
stalk-eyed flies accurately distinguish between and actively
select males with longer eye stalks, indicating the ability to
assess male size (Wilkinson 1993; Wilkinson and Dodson
1997). Since eye-stalk length is highly correlated with body
size, a common proxy for resource holding potential, the most
parsimonious explanation of data is that male stalk-eyed flies
will also utilize eye stalks to reliably assess the strength of
their opponents (Burkhardt and de la Motte 1983). Thus,
information gathered from an opponent should be the
evolutionary stable strategy, as assessment of the opponent's
strength relative to one's own would reduce potential costs
associated with increasingly escalated interactions. Previous
work in stalk-eyed flies showing that loser RHP predicts
contest duration suggests some degree of self-determined
persistence, but the lack of a significant relationship between
winner RHP and contest duration made distinguishing
between mutual assessment and self-determined persistence
difficult, since a correlation between winner RHP and contest
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duration is consistent with both models (Armott and Elwood
2009; Brandt and Swallow 2009). Therefore, further studies
that consider both contest structure and contest duration
components are needed to fully understand conflict resolution
in stalk-eyed flies.

Acknowledgements We thank Sarah Magdanz and Kassidy Boyd
for stalk-eyed fly care and maintenance and Amy Worthington for
helping formulate the approach using sequential analysis for stalk-
eyed flies and for comments throughout the writing process. Thank
you to Jerry Wilkinson for providing pupae for our own colonies of
flies and Sol Redlin for construction of the arenas where the
interactions took place. We acknowledge Jerry Husak and Jake Kerby
for comments and critiques on the many drafts of the manuscript. This
research was conducted with support from a National Science
Foundation CAREER award I0B-0448060 to John Swallow and
grants to Yoni Brandt and John Swallow from The Center for
Biomedical Research Excellence at the University of South Dakota
and from the South Dakota National Aeronautics and Space
Administration Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitive
Research.

Ethical standards The work in this study was carried out with the
highest ethical standards according to the laws of the country in which
the work was performed.

Conflicts of interest
interest.

The authors declare they have no conflict of

References

Arnott G, Elwood RW (2009) Assessment of fighting ability in animal
contests. Anim Behav 77:991-1004

Bakeman R, Gottman JM (1997) Observing interaction: an introduction to
sequential analysis, 2nd edn. Cambridge University Press, New York

Baker RH, Denniff M, Futerman P, Foweler K, Pomiankowski A,
Chapman T (2003) Accessory gland size influences time to
sexual maturity and mating frequency in the stalk-eyed fly,
Cyrtodiopsis dalmanni. Behav Ecol 14:607-611

Blumstein DT, Daniel JC (2007) Quantifying behavior the JWatcher
way. Sinauer Associates, Inc, Sunderland

Blumstein DT, Daniel JC, Evans CS (2007) JWatcher. Available at
http://www.jwatcher.ucla.edu/

Brandt Y, Swallow JG (2009) Do elongated eye stalks of Diopsid flies
facilitate rival assessment? Behav Ecol Sociobiol 63:1243-1246

Briffa M (2008) Decisions during fights in the house cricket, Acheta
domesticus: mutual or self assessment of energy, weapons and
size? Anim Behav 75:1053-1062

Briffa M, Elwood RW (2000) Cumulative or sequential assessment
during hermit crab shell fights: effects of oxygen on decision
rules. Roy Soc Biol London 264:2445-2452

Briffa M, Elwood RW (2009) Difficulties remain in distinguishing
between mutual and self-assessment in animal contests. Anim
Behav 77:759-762

Burkhardt D, de la Motte I (1983) How stalk-eyed flies eye stalk-eyed
flies: observations and measurements of the eyes of Cyrtodiopsis
whitei (Diopsidae, Diptera). ] Comp Physiol 151:407—421

Castellan NJ Jr (1979) The analysis of behavior sequences. In: Cairns
(ed) The analysis of social interactions: methods, issues, and
illustrations. Robert B. Lawrence Erlbaum and Associates,
Hillsdale, pp 81-116

@ Springer

Chen S, Yeelin LA, Bowens NM, Huber R, Kravitz EA (2002)
Fighting in fruit flies: a model system for the study of aggression.
PNAS 99:5664-5668

Clutton-Brock TH, Albon SD, Gibson RM, Guinness FE (1979) The
logical stag: adaptive strategies of fighting in the red deer stag
(Cervus elaphus L.). Anim Behav 27:211-225

De la Motte I, Burkhardt D (1983) Portrait of an Asian stalk-eyed fly.
Naturwiss 70:451-461

Dietemann V, Zheng H-Q, Hepburn C, Hepburn HR, Jin S-H (2008)
Self assessment in insects: honeybee queens know their own
strength. PLoS ONE 3:e1412. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0001412

Emlen D (2008) The evolution of animal weapons. Annu Rev Ecol
Evol Syst 39:387-413

Enquist M (1985) Communication during aggressive interactions with
particular reference to variation in choice of behaviour. Anim Behav
33(4):1152-1161

Enquist M, Leimar O (1983) Evolution of fighting behaviour: decision
rules and assessment of relative strength. J Theor Biol 102:387—
410

Enquist M, Leimar O, Ljungberg T, Mallner Y, Segerdahl N (1990) A
test of the sequential assessment game: fighting in cichlid fish
Nannacara anomala. Anim Behav 40:1-14

Gammell MP, Hardy ICW (2003) Contest duration: sizing up the
opposition? Trends Ecol Evol 18(10):491-493

Geist V (1966) The evolution of horn-like organs. Behaviour 27(3/
4):175-214

Gottman JM, Bakeman R (1986) Observing interaction: an introduction to
sequential analysis. Cambridge University Press, New York

Gottman JM, Roy AK (1990) Sequential analysis: a guide for
behavioral researchers. Cambridge University Press, New York

Hack MA (1997) Assessment strategies in the contests of male
crickets, Acheta domesticus (L.). Anim Behav 53:733-747

Huntingford F, Turner A (1987) Animal conflict. Chapman and Hall,
New York

Jennings DJ, Gammell MP, Payne RJH, Hayden TJ (2005) An
investigation of assessment games during fallow deer fights.
Ethology 111:511-525

Kelly CD (2006) Fighting for harems: assessment strategies during
male—male contests in the sexually dimorphic Wellington tree
weta. Anim Behav 72:727-736

Marden JH, Waage JK (1989) Escalated damselfly territorial
contests are energetic wars of attrition. Anim Behav 39(5):
954-959

McAlpine DK (1979) Agonistic behavior in Achias australis (Diptera,
Platystomatidae) and the significance of eyestalks. In: Otte,
Alexander (eds) Sexual selection and reproductive competition in
insects. Academic, New York, pp 221-230

Meier R, Baker R (2002) A cladistic analysis of Diopsidae (Diptera)
based on morphological and DNA sequence data. Insect
Systematics and Evolution 33(3):325-336

Mesterton-Gibbons M, Marden JH, Dugatkin LA (1996) On wars of
attrition without assessment. J Theor Biol 181:65-83

Morrell LJ, Backwell PRY, Metcalfe NB (2004) Fighting in fiddler
crabs Uca mjoebergi: what determines duration? Anim Behav 70
(3):653-662

Panhuis T, Wilkinson G (1999) Exaggerated male eye span influences
contest outcome in stalk-eyed flies (Diopsidae). Behav Ecol
Sociobiol 46:221-227

Payne RJH (1998) Gradually escalating fights and displays: the
cumulative assessment model. Anim Behav 56:651-662

Payne RJH, Pagel M (1996) Escalation and time costs in displays of
endurance. J Theor Biol 183:185-193

Payne RJH, Pagel M (1997) Why do animals repeat displays? Anim
Behav 54:109-119

SAS Institute Inc. (2002-2004) SAS 9.1.3 help and documentation.
SAS Institute Inc., Cary


http://www.jwatcher.ucla.edu/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0001412

Behav Ecol Sociobiol (2011) 65:369-379

379

Slooten E (1994) Behavior of Hector's dolphin: classifying behavior
by sequence analysis. ] Mammal 75:956-964

Small J, Cotton S, Fowler K, Pomiankowski A (2009) Male eyespan
and resource ownership affect contest outcome in the stalk-eyed
fly, Teleopsis dalmanni. Anim Behav 78:1213-1220

Stuart-Fox D (2006) Testing game theory models: fighting ability
and decision rules in chameleon contests. P R Soc B 273:1555—
1561

Taylor PW, Elwood RW (2003) The mismeasure of animal contests.
Anim Behav 65:1195-1202

Wilkinson G (1993) Artificial sexual selection alters allometry in the
stalk-eyed fly Cyrtodiopsis dalmanni (Diptera: Diopsidae). Genet
Res Camb 62:213-222

Wilkinson G, Dodson G (1997) Function and evolution of antlers and
eye stalks in flies. In: Choe J, Crespi (eds) The evolution of
mating systems in insects and arachnids. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, pp 310-327

Whitehouse MEA (1997) Experience influences male-male contests in
the spider Argyrodes antipodiana (Theridiidae: Araneae). Anim
Behav 53:913-923

@ Springer



	Sequential analysis of aggressive interactions in the stalk-eyed fly Teleopsis dalmanni
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Subjects
	Contest protocol
	Ethogram
	Analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200037000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003000200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


