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Abstract
Intrasexual interactions can determine which individuals within a population have ac-
cess to limited resources. Despite their potential importance on fitness generally and 
mating success especially, female– female interactions are not often measured in the 
same	species	where	male–	male	interactions	are	well-	defined.	In	this	study,	we	char-
acterized female– female interactions in Bolitotherus cornutus,	a	mycophagous	beetle	
species	native	 to	Northeastern	North	America.	We	used	dyadic,	 behavioral	 assays	
to determine whether females perform directly aggressive or indirectly exclusionary 
competitive	behaviors.	Polypore	shelf	fungus,	an	important	food	and	egg-	laying	re-
source for B. cornutus	 females,	 is	patchily	distributed	and	of	variable	quality,	so	we	
tested	for	competition	over	fungus	as	a	resource.	Behavior	of	females	was	assessed	
in three sets of dyadic trials with randomly paired female partners. Overall, females 
did	not	behave	aggressively	toward	their	female	partner	or	perform	exclusionary	be-
haviors	over	the	fungal	resource.	None	of	the	behaviors	performed	by	females	were	
individually	repeatable.	Two	scenarios	may	explain	our	lack	of	observed	competition:	
our trial context may not induce competition, or female B. cornutus simply may not 
behave	competitively	in	the	wild.	We	compare	our	results	to	a	similar	study	on	male–	
male interactions in the same species and propose future studies on female– female 
interactions under different competitive contexts to expand the understanding of fe-
male competition.

K E Y W O R D S
Bolitotherus cornutus, coleoptera, competition, exclusion, female contest, female– female 
interactions

T A X O N O M Y  C L A S S I F I C A T I O N
Behavioural	ecology

http://www.ecolevol.org
mailto:
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4293-6208
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9709-5522
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8130-4871
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6581-2371
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9231-8347
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:Mitchem.lisa@gmail.com


2 of 8  |     MITCHEM ET al.

1  |  INTRODUC TION

Individuals, male or female, should engage in intrasexual competition 
when	resources	are	limited	or	variable	(Arnocky	et	al.,	2014;	Baniel	
et al., 2018; Knell, 2009; Rosvall, 2011),	 but	 research	on	 intrasex-
ual	behaviors	is	biased	toward	studies	on	males.	Male	competition	
is	described	in	many	species	while	the	intricacies	of	female–	female	
interactions	are	less	known,	despite	the	fact	that	both	processes	are	
important	functions	of	sexual	selection	(Candolin,	1999; Hunt et al., 
2009;	Moore	&	Moore,	1999;	Wong	&	Candolin,	2005; Zhu et al., 
2016). There is no reason to expect females to also compete over re-
sources	because	interactions	among	females	can	affect	which	indi-
viduals have access to resources and ultimately lead to selection on 
behaviors	exhibited	in	agonistic	and	competitive	interactions	(Cain	
&	 Langmore,	 2016;	 Clutton-	Brock,	 2009;	 Goubault	 et	 al.,	 2007; 
Hare	&	Simmons,	2019; Rosvall, 2011). Characterizing and defining 
female– female interactions is critical for ultimately determining how 
individuals	distribute	themselves	within	a	specific	habitat	and	how	
specific	behavioral	phenotypes	affect	resource	allocation	(Stockley	
&	Campbell,	2013).

Female	competition	typically	has	not	been	characterized	in	spe-
cies	 in	which	male	 competition	 is	well-	defined	 (Hunt	 et	 al.,	2009; 
Stockley	&	Bro-	Jørgensen,	2011). In insects, female competition is 
largely	unexplored,	despite	considerable	work	on	male	competition	
(Dunn	et	al.,	2015;	Giron	et	al.,	2004;	Goubault	et	al.,	2007; Kaiser 
et al., 2019;	 Kemp	&	Wiklund,	2001). In fact, research on female 
competition	 comes	 largely	 from	 mammals	 (Arnocky	 et	 al.,	 2014; 
Baniel	et	al.,	2018; Haunhorst et al., 2020;	Stockley	&	Bro-	Jørgensen,	
2011)	and	birds	 (Cain	&	Ketterson,	2013;	Cain	&	Langmore,	2016; 
Thys et al., 2017).	The	bias	toward	characterizing	male	competition	
is	 largely	due	to	a	subset	of	species	in	which	males	display	overtly	
aggressive	interactions	because	overt	physical	competition	is	easily	
observed	and	therefore	easily	characterized	(Berglund	et	al.,	1996; 
Holekamp	&	Strauss,	2016;	Kemp	&	Wiklund,	2001; Tinghitella et al., 
2018).	Conversely,	 female	 competition	 is	often	described	as	more	
lengthy	or	 discrete	 (Clutton-	Brock,	2007, 2009;	 Čokl	 et	 al.,	2020; 
Stockley	&	Campbell,	2013), though this classification may reflect 
human	biases	and	not	direct	quantification	of	female	aggressiveness	
(Kamath	&	Wesner,	2020;	Rubenstein,	2012).

Objectivity	is	essential	for	initial	studies	of	behaviors	in	a	species	
where previous research cannot provide insight on potential con-
sequence	of	 interactions.	Competition	behaviors,	 in	particular,	can	
be	difficult	to	compare	between	sexes	because	they	are	categorized	
based	 on	 observational	 studies	 and	 the	 observer	 risks	 imparting	
their	own	judgment	on	the	intention	of	those	behaviors	(Burghardt	
et al., 2012; Tuyttens et al., 2014).	Objectivity	can	be	achieved	using	
a	 strict	 but	 inclusive	 definition	 of	 aggressiveness	 for	 both	 sexes.	
Aggression	 is	 broadly	 defined	 as	 any	 behavior	 that	 intimidates	 or	
harms a social partner to an extent that causes them to flee the 
immediate	area	(Holekamp	&	Strauss,	2016).	The	base	observation	
that	one	individual	leaves	the	area	can	therefore	be	used	as	a	means	
of	categorizing	behaviors,	where	any	behavior	that	leads	to	an	indi-
vidual	immediately	fleeing	is	determined	to	be	aggressive	in	nature	

(Mitchem	et	al.,	2019).	Mitchem	et	al.	 (2019) constructed an etho-
gram of male– male interactions using contingency analysis where 
only	the	significant	transitions	from	one	behavior	to	the	ending	of	
an	interaction	were	considered	aggressive.	Using	this	definition,	all	
behaviors	utilized	during	same-	sex	interactions	can	be	observed	and	
characterized	without	unintended	human	bias.	Moreover,	measuring	
same-	sex	interactions	using	the	same	behavioral	paradigm	for	both	
males and females is critical for determining the meaning of those 
behaviors.

Understanding	the	proportion	of	behavior	 that	 is	attributed	to	
differences among individuals is essential for ultimately determining 
the	consequences	of	behavioral	interactions.	Despite	high	plasticity,	
behaviors	often	have	a	component	of	variance	that	remains	repeat-
able	from	one	context	to	the	next	(Kralj-	Fišer	&	Schuett,	2014;	Sih	
et al., 2004),	and	it	is	this	repeatable	proportion	of	a	behavior	that	
is	attributable	to	intrinsic	differences	among	individuals	providing	a	
fixed	phenotype	that	may	be	subject	to	sexual	selection	(Réale	et	al.,	
2007;	Schuett	et	al.,	2010;	Wolf	&	Weissing,	2012).	Behaviors	that	
are	not	repeatable	may	show	no	response	to	selection	because	their	
plasticity	across	contexts	equalizes	fitness	outcomes	for	all	individ-
uals	 expressing	 that	 behavior	 (Boake,	1989;	 Schuett	 et	 al.,	2010). 
Therefore,	estimating	repeatability	is	an	important	first	step	to	un-
derstanding	evolvability	of	behavioral	traits.

In	 this	 study,	 we	 tested	 if	 female	 forked	 fungus	 beetles	
(Bolitotherus cornutus)	 compete	 aggressively	 over	 a	 food	 and	 egg-	
laying	 resource.	 We	 characterized	 and	 quantified	 their	 physical	
interactions	and	then	tested	for	exclusionary	competition	by	quan-
tifying the proportion of time females monopolized the provided 
resource	over	their	same-	sex	partner.	We	also	tested	if	female	so-
cial	interactions	were	repeatable.	We	use	the	same	behavioral	trial	
paradigm	as	a	similar	study	on	male–	male	competitive	behaviors	in	
this	species	(Mitchem	et	al.,	2019) and argue for the importance of 
measuring	male-	male	and	female–	female	behaviors	equally.

Bolitotherus cornutus is a sexually dimorphic, mycophagous 
beetle	species	native	to	Northeastern	North	America	(Liles,	1956). 
B. cornutus are found feeding and interacting on three species of 
polypore shelf fungus— Ganoderma tsugae, Ganoderma applanatum, 
and Fomes fomentarius—	that	grow	on	dead	logs	in	forested	habitats:	
(Liles,	1956).	Fungus	quantity	and	quality	is	variable	both	within	and	
across	populations	(L.	Fornof,	E.D.	III	Brodie,	V.A.	Formica,	unpub-
lished data). Documented social interactions including male– male 
competition, mating, and egg laying occur on these fungus shelves 
(Conner,	1988; Liles, 1956;	 Pace,	1967).	While	 territoriality	 is	 not	
documented in B. cornutus,	males	often	engage	in	combat	while	on	
the	fungal	shelves	even	when	no	females	are	present	(Mitchem	et	al.,	
2019),	and	have	been	observed	walking	along	the	periphery	of	the	
shelves	 in	 a	 potentially	 patrolling-	like	 manner	 (pers	 obs.).	 Beetles	
mate and females lay eggs continuously throughout their active sea-
son	(mid-	May	to	mid-	October)	(Pace,	1967). Once females lay eggs 
on	 the	 fungus,	 larvae	hatch	 inside	 the	 fruiting	body	 and	 consume	
it	 until	 they	eventually	emerge	as	 adults	 (Liles,	1956;	Pace,	1967). 
Larval fitness differs depending on the fungus species they develop 
in,	but	females	may	be	limited	in	their	movement	among	populations	
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as	they	are	more	likely	to	lay	eggs	on	lower	quality	fungus	than	mi-
grate	(Wood	et	al.,	2014). Larval competition is common within fun-
gal	brackets,	as	larvae	often	cannibalize	each	other	as	they	develop	
within	their	fungus	(Liles,	1956;	Wood	et	al.,	2014), so females may 
compete over fungal resources to maximize offspring survival.

Male	competitive	behaviors	are	well	characterized	in	B. cornutus 
(Mitchem	et	al.,	2019),	but	less	is	known	about	how	females	interact	
and	whether	they	compete	over	resources.	Males	are	distinguished	
by	their	two	sets	of	horns,	clypeal	and	thoracic,	whereas	females	are	
hornless	but	have	two	small	tubercles	on	the	top	of	their	pronotum	
where	horns	would	be.	Males	use	both	sets	of	horns	in	competitive	
interactions	 to	 gain	 access	 to	mates	 by	 prying	 courting	 or	mating	
males	off	the	backs	of	females	(Brown	et	al.,	1985).	Males	also	en-
gage	in	combat	over	access	to	fruiting	bodies	with	no	females	pres-
ent,	and	both	aggressive	and	nonaggressive	behaviors	in	this	context	
are	highly	repeatable	(Mitchem	et	al.,	2019).	Males	who	win	compet-
itive interactions gain more access to females who allow males to 
passively	court	but	can	block	attempted	copulation	by	closing	their	
anal	sternite	(Brown	et	al.,	1985; Conner, 1988).	While	past	field	ob-
servational	studies	did	not	detect	the	presence	of	competitive	be-
haviors	in	females	(Conner,	1988;	Formica	et	al.,	2012; Liles, 1956), 
variable	mate	 quality	 (Conner,	1988, 1995),	 patchy	 resource	 qual-
ity	within	populations	(Fornof	et	al.,	in	prep),	and	larval	cannibalism	
(Liles,	1956;	Wood	et	al.,	2014) all provide motive for female– female 
competition.

2  |  METHODS

2.1  |  Beetle collection and morphological 
measurements

We	collected	beetles	 from	a	 large	metapopulation	near	Mountain	
Lake	Biological	Station	in	Pembroke,	Virginia	(May	2016).	We	housed	
47	female	beetles	in	natural	light	conditions	with	temperature	held	
constant at 20 ±	1.5°C.	Beetles	were	isolated	in	5	×	2.5	×	5	cm,	plas-
tic	containers	for	one	month	before	we	conducted	trials.	Beetle	con-
tainers	consisted	of	plaster	as	a	substrate	to	retain	moisture,	mulch,	
and a piece of Ganoderma tsugae	fungus	as	food.	We	provided	water	
to	beetles	as	needed.

Following	collection,	we	imaged	beetles	using	a	flatbed	Scanner	
(Epson	Perfection	V600	Photo)	and	used	those	images	to	measure	
beetle	 elytra	 length	 to	 the	 nearest	 0.01	mm	 in	 ImageJ	 (Abramoff	
et al., 2004).	We	then	assigned	each	beetle	a	unique	ID	and	painted	
a	white	or	black	stripe	along	the	sides	of	both	elytra	using	nontoxic	
Testors®	Enamel	paint	so	we	could	differentiate	between	individuals	
in trials.

2.2  |  Female– female interaction trials

We	performed	dyadic,	female–	female	interaction	trials	in	July	2016	
following	methods	from	Mitchem	et	al.	(2019). Each trial consisted of 

two	beetles	interacting	freely	in	a	small	plastic	container	(10	× 10 cm) 
filled	approximately	2	cm	deep	with	plaster	for	four	hours.	We	pro-
vided	an	embedded,	5	×	5	cm	square	of	G. tsugae in the trial contain-
ers	(hereafter	referred	to	as	arenas)	as	a	resource	for	females	to	fight	
over.	 Because	B. cornutus are most active at night, we conducted 
trails	 in	 a	 dark,	 temperature-	controlled	 room	 held	 at	 19	± 2℃.	 A	
Canon	 PowerShot	 G1	 X	 digital	 camera	 on	 infrared	 setting	 placed	
1	m	above	the	arenas	recorded	female–	female	interactions	trials	by	
taking	snapshot	images	every	5	s	for	4	h.	We	controlled	the	camera's	
shutter speed using Neewer© LCD digital shutter release remote 
control.

A	 total	 of	 47	 females	were	 paired	 in	 three	 different	 combina-
tions	of	female–	female	interaction	trials	(71	trials	total).	We	paired	
each	female	randomly	with	respect	to	body	size	but	always	paired	
females	 painted	white	with	 females	 painted	 black	 to	 differentiate	
between	individuals	in	each	trial.	We	returned	females	to	their	iso-
lated	housing	containers	after	each	trial	and	waited	two	days	before	
any	female	was	re-	paired	in	a	new	trial.

To	 conduct	 behavioral	 observation	 of	 female–	female	 interac-
tions,	we	 first	 stitched	 still	 images	 from	each	 trial	 into	 time-	lapse	
videos	using	FFmpeg	software	(version	be1d324).	Behavioral	obser-
vations	were	completed	by	DEH	and	LDM,	who	scored	the	initiation	
and	duration	of	the	following	behaviors	(described	in	Mitchem	et	al.,	
2019):	touch,	bump,	head,	mount,	grapple,	chase,	flip,	and	end.	LDM	
and	DEH	 trained	 together	 to	 ensure	 interobserver	 consistency	 in	
scoring	of	specific	behaviors.	We	scored	whenever	a	 female	came	
within proximity of her partner, which was scored as approaching to 
at	least	one	body	length	of	their	partner	without	physically	touching.	
Fungus	patrolling,	or	the	duration	of	time	each	beetle	spent	alone	on	
the	fungal	resource,	was	quantified	to	determine	if	females	perform	
any	 resource	 guarding	 or	 exclusionary	 competition	 behaviors.	We	
remained	objective	about	which	behaviors	were	considered	aggres-
sive and nonaggressive and later used ethogram analysis to deter-
mine	specific	classifications	for	each	behavior	(see	Section	2.3).

2.3  |  Ethogram construction

Following	 Mitchem	 et	 al.	 (2019), we constructed an ethogram 
containing	statistically	significant	transitions	among	behaviors	to	
describe	the	most	probable	sequences	of	interactions	in	female–	
female trials. To create the female– female ethogram, we first con-
structed	a	matrix	of	transitions	among	all	behaviors	in	the	first	set	
of	trials	(N =	23	interaction	trials).	We	then	combined	all	trial	ma-
trices	into	one	matrix	representing	the	total	number	of	transitions	
among	behaviors	for	every	female's	first	trial.	The	final	matrix	was	
tested using a contingency analysis to determine which transi-
tions	 occurred	 at	 a	 greater	 likelihood	 than	 expected	 by	 random	
chance.	We	constructed	 the	ethogram	of	probabilities	of	 transi-
tions	 among	 behaviors	 using	Markov	 chain	 analysis	 on	 the	 final	
matrix	(R	package:	markovchain	(Spedicato,	2017)).	We	used	only	
the first set of trials to avoid pseudoreplication that would have 
been	caused	by	using	data	from	each	female	three	times.	Results	
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did	not	differ	based	on	which	trial	set	we	used,	and	using	the	first	
allowed us to directly compare the female– female ethogram to the 
related	male–	male	study,	Mitchem	et	al.	(2019), that also used the 
first set of trials.

Once	ethograms	were	constructed,	we	characterized	behaviors	
into	categories	based	on	their	transitions	with	other	behaviors.	We	
followed	the	rationale	used	by	Mitchem	et	al.	(2019) to define male– 
male	competitive	behaviors	as	either	nonaggressive,	aggressive,	or	
mounting.	Nonaggressive	behaviors	were	more	likely	to	lead	to	an-
other	behavior,	aggressive	behaviors	most	frequently	resulted	in	the	
ending	of	an	 interaction,	and	mounting	behaviors	occur	when	one	
individual	climbs	on	top	of	their	partner's	back	(Holekamp	&	Strauss,	
2016;	 Mitchem	 et	 al.,	 2019).	 Mounting	 behaviors	 are	 given	 their	
own	specific	designation	because	they	were	previously	assumed	to	
only	occur	in	male–	female	courtship	contexts,	but	were	frequently	
observed	in	male–	male	competition	(Mitchem	et	al.,	2019) and our 
female–	female	competition	trials	(see	Section	3).

2.4  |  Statistical analysis

We	 calculated	 intraclass	 correlations	 (ICCs)	 to	 quantify	 within-	
individual	 repeatability	 of	 each	 observed	 behavior.	 ICCs	 require	
measurements	of	within-	individual	variance	and	between-	individual	
covariance.	We	obtained	these	measurements	of	variance	and	co-
variance	 for	 each	 behavior	 from	 univariate	 linear	 mixed	 models	
implemented	 in	 a	 Bayesian	 framework.	 Using	 the	 “MCMCglmm”	
package	 in	 R	 (Hadfield,	2010),	 our	models	 included	 individual	 be-
haviors	(touch,	bump,	head,	etc.)	as	the	dependent	variables	and	fe-
male	ID	and	trial	ID	as	random	effects.	Our	MCMC	analysis	included	
500,000	iterations,	thinning	intervals	of	100,	and	a	burn-	in	rate	of	
5000.	We	used	noninformative	priors	with	an	assumed	Poisson	error	
model.	MCMCglmm	outputs	variance	components	for	fixed	effects,	
random	effects,	and	residuals.	We	used	the	variance	outputs	of	our	
random effects, female ID, and residual variance to calculate ICCs. 
We	created	six	total	models—	one	model	for	each	behavior	observed	
in our female– female interaction trials.

Next,	we	assessed	the	effects	of	body	size	and	 interactive	be-
haviors on access to the provided fungal resource. Only 23 of our 

females	 performed	 any	 fungus	 patrolling	 behavior,	 so	 we	 scored	
fungus	patrolled	as	a	binomial	 factor	where	 females	were	catego-
rized	as	either	performing	any	fungus	patrolling	behavior	(n = 23), or 
performing	no	fungus	patrolling	behavior	(n =	24).	We	used	a	T-	test	
to	assess	differences	in	body	size	and	Mann–	Whitney	U test to as-
sess	differences	in	interactive	behavior	(#	of	initiated	behaviors	by	
that	female	in	a	trial)	between	females	who	did	and	did	not	perform	
fungus	patrolling	behaviors.	To	avoid	pseudoreplication,	we	selected	
the	 first	 trial	 for	each	 female	 to	be	 represented	as	 their	 score	 for	
interactive	behaviors	in	our	final	analysis.	We	used	a	Mann–	Whitney	
U	 test	 for	our	second	analysis	because	our	behaviors	did	not	 fit	a	

Behavior Description (Mitchem et al., 2019) Female ICC

Touch Any	physical	contact	that	is	not	
characterized	by	another	behavior

0.001 [0.00, 0.22]

Mount One	beetle	crawls	onto	the	back	of	the	
second	beetle

0.001 [0.00, 0.17]

Bump Head	of	one	beetle	comes	into	contact	
with	any	part	of	the	body	of	the	second	
beetle

0.003 [0.00, 0.43]

Head Both	beetles	touch	head	to	head 0.001 [0.00, 0.39]

Chase One	beetle	rapidly	follows	the	second	
beetle

0.002 [0.00, 0.68]

Flip One	beetle	flips	the	second	beetle	onto	its	
back

0.003 [0.00, 0.90]

TA B L E  1 Repeatability	(intraclass	
correlation coefficient) measurements 
for	behaviors	measured	in	female–	female	
interaction	trials.	Bracketed	values	
represent	95%	lower	and	upper	HPD	
intervals

F I G U R E  1 Ethogram	for	female–	female	interactions.	Size	of	the	
circle	indicates	the	relative	number	of	times	a	behavior	occurred	
across	all	trials.	Colors	signify	the	type	of	behavior	where	blue	
is	nonaggressive	and	purple	is	mounting.	Arrow	width	indicates	
the	probability	a	behavior	transitioned	to	the	next	behavior	
where	significant	transitions	are	labeled	black	and	nonsignificant	
transitions	are	labeled	gray.	Specific	probabilities	are	noted	on	the	
arrow line of significant transitions
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normal	distribution.	We	performed	our	T-	test	 and	Mann–	Whitney	
U test in R v.3.6.0.

3  |  RESULTS

Females	spent	an	average	of	3.1%	(range:	0–	47.8%)	of	their	4-	hour	
trial	period	interacting	with	their	female	partners.	No	behaviors	 in	
female–	female	 interaction	 trials	were	 repeatable	 across	 the	 three	
trials	 (Table 1).	 Almost	 half	 of	 all	 initiated	 interactions	 (48%)	 con-
sisted of females coming within proximity of their partner, and then 
ending the interaction without engaging in any physical contact. 
The	most	common	physical	 interactions	 included	 touching,	bump-
ing,	mounting,	and	head-	to-	head.	Females	frequently	engaged	in	the	
bumping	behavior	(32.6%	of	initiated	physical	behaviors)	and	often	
cycled	through	bouts	of	touching	and	mounting	(Figure 1).	Females	
performed	a	small	frequency	of	head-	to-	head	(9.7%),	chases	(3.5%),	
and	flips	(1.1%),	though	these	behaviors	did	not	have	any	statistically	
supported	 transitions	 to	 other	 behaviors	 (Figure 1).	 Based	 on	 our	
definition of aggressiveness, we could not characterize any females’ 
behaviors	as	either	aggressive	or	nonaggressive.	No	behaviors	tran-
sitioned	 to	 ending	 the	 interaction	 more	 frequently	 than	 to	 other	
behaviors.

Fungus	 patrolling	 duration	 averaged	 8.91	 min	 [range:	 0.00–	
218.95	 min]	 among	 all	 female–	female	 interaction	 trials.	 Females	
performed	fungus	patrolling	behaviors	in	17	of	our	71	trials.	A	total	
of	23	females	performed	fungus	patrolling	behaviors	in	any	of	their	
three female– female interaction trials while 24 females did not pa-
trol	the	fungus	squares.	Females	who	performed	fungus	patrolling	
behaviors	did	not	differ	in	body	size	(t = 1.00, df =	45.11,	p = .32) 
or	total	 interactive	behaviors	(w =	275,	p = .99) from females who 
performed	no	fungus	patrolling	behaviors.

4  |  DISCUSSION

Female–	female	interactions	in	B. cornutus were neither overtly ag-
gressive nor exclusionary in our study. Instead, females only inter-
acted	with	their	female	partner	3%	of	the	time	and	spent	a	majority	
of their interactive time either in close proximity of their female 
partner	or	cycling	through	bouts	of	bumping,	touching,	and	mount-
ing.	No	female	behaviors	were	individually	repeatable,	so	behaviors	
in	our	trials	may	be	driven	more	by	extrinsic	variation	in	social	and	
abiotic	environments,	including	characteristics	of	social	partners	or	
environmental	differences	among	trials.	Behaviors	that	were	cate-
gorized as aggressive in male– male interaction trials— grapple, chase, 
and	flip	(Mitchem	et	al.,	2019)— were not categorized as aggressive in 
our female– female interaction trials.

When	 studying	 female–	female	 interactions,	 it	 is	 important	
to	remain	objective	in	the	classification	of	behaviors.	Both	sexes	
should	be	tested	for	the	presence	of	competition	using	the	same	
guidelines	to	 limit	unintended	observer	bias.	Classification	of	fe-
male	competition	as	exclusionary	or	absent	may	be	due	to	our	own	

human	 bias	 in	what	we	 expect	 from	 behavior	 in	 different	 sexes	
(Kamath	&	Wesner,	2020;	 Rubenstein,	2012).	Our	 lab	 assays	 al-
lowed	us	to	parse	apart	the	individual	behaviors	performed	by	fe-
males	 and	analytically	determine	 if	 any	of	 those	behaviors	were	
aggressive.	 Using	 our	method,	 we	were	 able	 to	 objectively	 test	
females	 in	 the	 same	way	 as	males	 but	 categorize	 behaviors	 dif-
ferently	by	observing	the	interactions	immediately	following	each	
behavior.	We	determined	that	some	behaviors	have	different	func-
tions	when	 performed	 by	males	 versus	 females	when	 using	 the	
same	criteria	to	evaluate	them.	Both	males	and	females	perform	
chasing	and	flipping	behaviors,	but	these	behaviors	appear	to	be	
aggressive	in	males	(Mitchem	et	al.,	2019) and nonaggressive in fe-
males.	Though	only	accounting	for	16%	of	initiated	behaviors,	male	
aggression under the same context as our female trails was highly 
repeatable	 (ICC	of	0.8,	Mitchem	et	al.,	2019).	Nonaggressive	be-
haviors	in	males	were	also	highly	repeatable	(ICC	of	0.4,	Mitchem	
et al., 2019),	whereas	no	female	behaviors	were	repeatable.	Males	
also performed more interactions with their partners for a longer 
amount	of	time	compared	to	females	 (males:	10.3%	of	trial	 time,	
females:	3.1%	of	trial	time)	(Mitchem	et	al.,	2019).

Two	 possible	 scenarios	 may	 explain	 the	 lack	 of	 competition	
between	 females	 in	 our	 trials.	 First,	 competition	 is	 context	 spe-
cific	(Clutton-	Brock,	2009;	Giron	et	al.,	2004; King, 1989), and our 
trial context may not induce competition in female B. cornutus. 
Competition	occurs	when	valuable	resources	at	that	given	moment	
are	limited	or	vary	in	quality	within	an	environment	(Clutton-	Brock,	
2009; Rosvall, 2011). If females in our trials were not physiologically 
ready	for	oviposition,	then	our	provided	egg-	laying	resource	would	
be	superfluous.	Females	in	our	experiment	were	isolated	for	a	short	
period	of	time	prior	to	behavioral	trials	and	had	little	time	to	assess	
the trial environment, which could affect motivation for competition 
in our trials. The specific context is also likely important for female– 
female	 competition.	 Females	may	 be	more	 likely	 to	 engage	 in	 ag-
gressive	behaviors	when	mates	are	the	limiting	resource	(reviewed	
in: Rosvall, 2011),	 or	 resources	 are	 highly	 variable	 in	 quality	 (Cain	
&	Ketterson,	2013; Elias et al., 2010;	Stockley	&	Campbell,	2013). 
We	 also	 found	 no	 evidence	 for	 indirect	 or	 exclusionary	 competi-
tion,	which	is	more	often	observed	when	food	resources	are	scarce	
(Rosvall,	2011).	The	quantity	of	 fungus	provided	 in	our	 study	may	
not	be	resource	limiting	for	females.

A	second	explanation	for	our	lack	of	observed	competition	may	
be	that	female	B. cornutus	simply	may	not	behave	competitively	to-
ward	one	another	in	the	wild.	Based	on	analysis	of	B. cornutus social 
networks, female– female interactions do not correlate with fitness 
effects	 even	 when	 resource	 distribution	 was	 manipulated	 (R.	 A.	
Costello,	P.	A.	Cook,	V.	A.	Formica,	E.	D.	III	Brodie,	unpublished	data).	
Our results also support previous field studies that found, while male 
aggression	is	often	observed	in	the	wild,	B. cornutus females do not 
engage	in	similar	aggressive	behaviors	(Conner,	1989;	Formica	et	al.,	
2012;	Pace,	1967).	If	food,	mates,	and	egg-	laying	resources	are	not	
limited, then we would expect competition and aggression to neg-
atively	affect	 fitness	 in	 females	 (Cain	&	Ketterson,	2013;	Stockley	
&	Campbell,	2013).	Although	 fungal	 resources	vary	among	wild	B. 
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cornutus	populations	(Fornof	et	al.,	 in	prep),	that	variation	may	not	
reflect	meaningful	differences	in	quality	and	abundance	for	females.

One of the more surprising results in our study was the lack of 
repeatability	 in	 any	 specific	 behavior	 of	 females.	 Both	 aggressive	
and	 nonaggressive	 behaviors	 in	 male–	male	 forked	 fungus	 beetle	
interactions	 are	 highly	 repeatable	 (Mitchem	 et	 al.,	 2019), which 
led	us	 to	predict	similar	 levels	of	 repeatability	 for	 those	behaviors	
in	females.	The	lack	of	repeatability	observed	in	females,	however,	
aligns	with	what	is	already	known	about	female–	female	interactions	
in	other	species.	Females	may	be	more	plastic	 in	their	response	to	
intrasexual	stimuli	compared	to	males	(Stockley	&	Campbell,	2013). 
Behavioral	plasticity	in	response	to	potential	competition	is	a	more	
efficient	strategy	for	females	who	require	a	greater	energetic	cost	
of	gamete	production	(Clutton-	Brock,	2007;	LeBas,	2006;	Stockley	
et al., 2013).	 Regulating	 costly	 aggressive	 behaviors	 depending	
on	 the	 context	 allows	 females	 to	 invest	more	 in	 egg	 quality	 and/
or	quantity	 (Stockley	et	al.,	2013).	Alternatively,	partner	behaviors	
may	have	been	too	variable	and	therefore	unable	to	elicit	the	same	
response	 from	 trial	 to	 trial	 (Dingemanse	 &	 Dochtermann,	 2013; 
Dingemanse et al., 2010).	High	variance	 in	social	partner	behavior	
followed	by	 variable	 focal	 female	 response	would	 result	 in	 higher	
within-	individual	variance	and	overall	lower	repeatability	(Nakagawa	
&	Schielzeth,	2010;	Wolak	et	al.,	2012).

5  |  CONCLUSION

Future	 studies	 should	 measure	 female–	female	 interactions	 in	 dif-
ferent	 contexts	 including	 presence/absence	 of	 a	 male	 cue,	 and	
variation	in	fungal	resource	quality	or	quantity	to	further	elucidate	
potential	 competitive	 behaviors.	 Measuring	 females	 under	 multi-
ple contexts will aid in determining the level of plasticity for these 
female–	female	interactive	behaviors	both	within	a	specific	context,	
as demonstrated in our present study, and across contexts. Overall, 
we show that female and male intrasexual interactions have simi-
lar	 social	behaviors,	but	 these	behaviors	differ	 in	 their	elicited	 re-
sponses.	Using	the	same	behavioral	paradigm	for	both	sexes	allowed	
for	direct	comparison	of	same-	sex	interactions	and	objective,	unbi-
ased	quantification	of	behaviors.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Lisa D. Mitchem:	 Data	 curation	 (equal);	 Formal	 analysis	 (lead);	
Investigation	 (equal);	 Methodology	 (equal);	 Project	 administra-
tion	 (equal);	Validation	 (equal);	Visualization	 (lead);	Writing	–		origi-
nal	 draft	 (lead);	 Writing	 –		 review	 &	 editing	 (equal).	 Vincent A. 
Formica:	 Conceptualization	 (equal);	 Data	 curation	 (equal);	 Formal	
analysis	 (supporting);	 Funding	 acquisition	 (equal);	 Investigation	
(equal);	Methodology	(equal);	Resources	(equal);	Supervision	(equal);	
Writing	–		review	&	editing	(equal).	Reena Debray: Conceptualization 
(equal);	 Data	 curation	 (lead);	 Investigation	 (equal);	 Methodology	
(lead);	 Project	 administration	 (equal);	 Writing	 –		 review	 &	 editing	
(supporting).	Dana E. Homer:	Data	 curation	 (equal);	Methodology	
(supporting);	 Writing	 –		 review	 &	 editing	 (supporting).	 Edmund 

D. Brodie III:	 Conceptualization	 (supporting);	 Funding	 acquisi-
tion	 (lead);	 Investigation	 (supporting);	 Project	 administration	 (sup-
porting);	 Resources	 (equal);	 Supervision	 (equal);	Validation	 (equal);	
Writing	–		review	&	editing	(equal).

ACKNOWLEDG MENTS
The	authors	thank	Jaime	Jones,	Tom	McNamara,	and	Eric	Nagy	at	
Mountain	 Lake	 Biological	 Station	 for	 logistical	 support.	 They	 also	
thank	Rebecca	E.	Butterfield,	Hannah	Donald,	and	many	Swarthmore	
College	undergraduates	for	help	with	data	collection.	Robin	Costello,	
Phoebe	Cook,	Savanna	Cabrera,	and	Sarah	McPeek	provided	com-
ments	that	greatly	 improved	this	manuscript.	Financial	support	for	
this	work	was	provided	by	the	National	Science	Foundation	(awards	
IOS-	1355029	to	V.A.F.	and	IOS-	1355003	to	E.D.B.III.)

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T
The authors declare no competing interests.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
All	data	and	relevant	R	code	used	are	archived	in	Dryad	Repository	
at https://datad	ryad.org/stash/	share/	5lH33	LpOGa	-	4vxFp	hbs4O	
oEhtn	8L6b_PC-	JOwz_3NDQ.

ORCID
Lisa D. Mitchem  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4293-6208 
Vincent A. Formica  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9709-5522 
Reena Debray  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8130-4871 
Dana E. Homer  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6581-2371 
Edmund D. Brodie III  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9231-8347 

R E FE R E N C E S
Abramoff,	M.	D.,	Magalhães,	P.	J.,	&	Ram,	S.	J.	(2004).	Image	processing	

with ImageJ. Biophotonics International, 11(7),	 36–	42.	 https://doi.
org/10.1201/97814	20005	615.ax4

Arnocky,	S.,	Ribout,	A.,	Mirza,	R.	S.,	&	Knack,	J.	M.	(2014).	Perceived	mate	
availability	influences	intrasexual	competition,	jealousy	and	mate-	
guarding	behavior.	Journal of Evolutionary Psychology, 12(1),	45–	64.	
https://doi.org/10.1556/JEP.12.2014.1.3

Baniel,	 A.,	 Cowlishaw,	 G.,	 &	Huchard,	 E.	 (2018).	 Context	 dependence	
of	 female	 reproductive	 competition	 in	 wild	 chacma	 baboons.	
Animal Behaviour, 139, 37– 49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbeh	
av.2018.03.001

Berglund,	 A.,	 Bisazza,	 A.,	 &	 Pilastro,	 A.	 (1996).	 Armaments	 and	 or-
naments:	 An	 evolutionary	 explanation	 of	 traits	 of	 dual	 utility.	
Biological Journal of the Linnean Society, 58(4),	385–	399.	https://doi.
org/10.1006/bijl.1996.0043

Boake,	C.	R.	B.	 (1989).	Repeatability:	 Its	role	in	evolutionary	studies	of	
mating	 behavior.	 Evolutionary Ecology, 3(2),	 173–	182.	 https://doi.
org/10.1007/BF022	70919

Brown,	 L.,	Macdonell,	 J.,	 &	 Fitzgerald,	 V.	 J.	 (1985).	 Courtship	 and	 fe-
male	 choice	 in	 the	 horned	 beetle,	 Bolitotherus cornutus	 (Panzer) 
(Coleoptera:	Tenebrionidae).	Annals of the Entomological Society of 
America, 78(3),	423–	427.	https://doi.org/10.1093/aesa/78.3.423

Burghardt,	G.	M.,	Bartmess-	Levasseur,	J.	N.,	Browning,	S.	A.,	Morrison,	
K.	 E.,	 Stec,	 C.	 L.,	 Zachau,	 C.	 E.,	 &	 Freeberg,	 T.	 M.	 (2012).	
Perspectives	-		Minimizing	observer	bias	in	behavioral	studies:	A	re-
view and recommendations. Ethology, 118(6),	511–	517.	https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1439-	0310.2012.02040.x

https://datadryad.org/stash/share/5lH33LpOGa-4vxFphbs4OoEhtn8L6b_PC-JOwz_3NDQ
https://datadryad.org/stash/share/5lH33LpOGa-4vxFphbs4OoEhtn8L6b_PC-JOwz_3NDQ
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4293-6208
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4293-6208
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9709-5522
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9709-5522
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8130-4871
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8130-4871
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6581-2371
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6581-2371
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9231-8347
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9231-8347
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781420005615.ax4
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781420005615.ax4
https://doi.org/10.1556/JEP.12.2014.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2018.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2018.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1006/bijl.1996.0043
https://doi.org/10.1006/bijl.1996.0043
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02270919
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02270919
https://doi.org/10.1093/aesa/78.3.423
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0310.2012.02040.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0310.2012.02040.x


    |  7 of 8MITCHEM ET al.

Cain,	K.	 E.,	&	Ketterson,	 E.	D.	 (2013).	 Costs	 and	 benefits	 of	 competi-
tive	traits	in	females:	Aggression,	maternal	care	and	reproductive	
success. PLoS One, 8(10),	 77816.	 https://doi.org/10.1371/journ	
al.pone.0077816

Cain,	K.	E.,	&	Langmore,	N.	E.	(2016).	Female	song	and	aggression	show	
contrasting	 relationships	 to	 reproductive	 success	 when	 habitat	
quality	 differs.	Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology, 70(11),	 1867–	
1877. https://doi.org/10.1007/s0026	5-	016-	2192-	1

Candolin,	U.	(1999).	Male-	male	competition	facilitates	female	choice	in	
sticklebacks.	Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 
266(1421),	785–	789.	https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1999.0706

Clutton-	Brock,	T.	(2007).	Sexual	selection	in	males	and	females.	Science, 
318(5858),	1882–	1885.	https://doi.org/10.1126/scien ce.1133311

Clutton-	Brock,	T.	(2009).	Sexual	selection	in	females.	Animal Behaviour, 
77(1),	3–	11.	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbeh	av.2008.08.026

Čokl,	A.,	Žunič	Kosi,	A.,	Laumann,	R.	A.,	&	Virant-	Doberlet,	M.	 (2020).	
Female	competition	for	availability	of	males	in	insects:	The	Nezara 
viridula	 (Linnaeus,	 1758)	 model.	 Insect Science, 27(4),	 801–	814.	
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-	7917.12692

Conner,	J.	(1988).	Field	measurements	of	natural	and	sexual	selection	in	
the	fungus	beetle,	Bolitotherus cornutus. Evolution, 42(4),	736–	749.

Conner,	J.	(1989).	Density-	dependent	sexual	selection	in	the	fungus	bee-
tle, Bolitotherus cornutus. Evolution, 43(7),	1378–	1386.	https://doi.
org/10.2307/2409454

Conner,	J.	(1995).	Extreme	variability	in	sperm	precedence	in	the	fungus	
beetle,	Bolitotherus cornutus	 (Coleoptera	Tenebrionidae).	Ethology 
Ecology & Evolution, 7(3),	277–	280.	https://doi.org/10.1080/08927 
014.1995.9522958

Dingemanse,	 N.	 J.,	 &	 Dochtermann,	 N.	 A.	 (2013).	 Quantifying	 in-
dividual	 variation	 in	 behaviour:	 Mixed-	effect	 modelling	 ap-
proaches. Journal of Animal Ecology, 82(1),	 39–	54.	 https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-	2656.12013

Dingemanse,	N.	J.,	Dochtermann,	N.,	&	Wright,	J.	(2010).	A	method	for	
exploring	the	structure	of	behavioural	syndromes	to	allow	formal	
comparisons	within	and	between	data	sets.	Animal Behaviour, 79(2),	
439–	450.	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbeh	av.2009.11.024

Dunn,	 D.	 W.,	 Jandér,	 K.	 C.,	 Lamas,	 A.	 G.,	 &	 Pereira,	 R.	 A.	 S.	 (2015).	
Mortal	combat	and	competition	for	oviposition	sites	in	female	pol-
linating fig wasps. Behavioral Ecology, 26(1),	 262–	268.	https://doi.
org/10.1093/behec	o/aru191

Elias,	D.	O.,	Botero,	C.	A.,	Andrade,	M.	C.	B.,	Mason,	A.	C.,	&	Kasumovic,	
M.	M.	 (2010).	High	 resource	 valuation	 fuels	 “desperado”	 fighting	
tactics	 in	 female	 jumping	 spiders.	Behavioral Ecology, 21(4),	 868–	
875.	https://doi.org/10.1093/behec	o/arq073

Formica,	V.	A.,	Wood,	C.	W.,	Larsen,	W.	B.,	Butterfield,	R.	E.,	Augat,	M.	
E.,	Hougen,	H.	Y.,	&	Brodie,	E.	D.	III	(2012).	Fitness	consequences	
of social network position in a wild population of forked fungus 
beetles	(Bolitotherus cornutus). Journal of Evolutionary Biology, 25(1),	
130– 137. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-	9101.2011.02411.x

Giron,	D.,	Dunn,	D.	W.,	Hardy,	I.	C.	W.,	&	Strand,	M.	R.	(2004).	Aggression	
by	 polyembryonic	 wasp	 soldiers	 correlates	 with	 kinship	 but	 not	
resource competition. Nature, 430(7000),	 676–	679.	 https://doi.
org/10.1038/natur e02721

Goubault,	M.,	Mack,	A.	F.	S.,	&	Hardy,	I.	C.	W.	(2007).	Encountering	com-
petitors reduces clutch size and increases offspring size in a parasit-
oid	with	female-	female	fighting.	Proceedings of the Royal Society B: 
Biological Sciences, 274(1625),	2571–	2577.	https://doi.org/10.1098/
rspb.2007.0867

Hadfield,	J.	D.	(2010).	MCMCglmm:	MCMC	methods	for	multi-	response	
GLMMs	in	R.	Journal of Statistical Software, 33(2),	1–	22.	https://doi.
org/10.1002/ana.22635

Hare,	 R.	M.,	&	 Simmons,	 L.	W.	 (2019).	 Sexual	 selection	 and	 its	 evolu-
tionary	consequences	 in	 female	animals.	Biological Reviews, 94(3),	
929–	956.	https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12484

Haunhorst,	C.	B.,	Fürtbauer,	I.,	Schülke,	O.,	&	Ostner,	J.	(2020).	Female	
macaques	 compete	 for	 ‘power’	 and	 ‘commitment’	 in	 their	 male	

partners. Evolution and Human Behavior, 41(2),	117–	125.	https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.evolh	umbeh	av.2019.11.001

Holekamp,	K.	E.,	&	Strauss,	E.	D.	(2016).	Aggression	and	dominance:	An	
interdisciplinary overview. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 
12,	44–	51.	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2016.08.005

Hunt,	J.,	Breuker,	C.	J.,	Sadowski,	J.	A.,	&	Moore,	A.	J.	(2009).	Male-	male	
competition, female mate choice and their interaction: Determining 
total sexual selection. Journal of Evolutionary Biology, 22(1),	13–	26.	
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-	9101.2008.01633.x

Kaiser,	A.,	Merckx,	T.,	&	Van	Dyck,	H.	(2019).	Personality	traits	influence	
contest	outcome,	and	vice	versa,	in	a	territorial	butterfly.	Scientific 
Reports, 9(1),	https://doi.org/10.1038/s4159	8-	019-	39155	-	9

Kamath,	A.,	&	Wesner,	A.	B.	 (2020).	Animal	territoriality,	property	and	
access:	 A	 collaborative	 exchange	 between	 animal	 behaviour	 and	
the social sciences. Animal Behaviour, 164, 233– 239. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.anbeh	av.2019.12.009

Kemp,	D.	J.,	&	Wiklund,	C.	(2001).	Fighting	without	weaponry:	A	review	
of	male-	male	contest	competition	in	butterflies.	Behavioral Ecology 
and Sociobiology, 49(6),	 429–	442.	 https://doi.org/10.1007/s0026 
50100318

King,	B.	H.	(1989).	A	test	of	local	mate	competition	theory	with	a	solitary	
species of parasitoid wasp, Spalangia cameroni. Oikos, 55(1),	50–	54.	
https://doi.org/10.2307/3565871

Knell,	 R.	 J.	 (2009).	 Population	 density	 and	 the	 evolution	 of	 male	
aggression. Journal of Zoology, 278(2),	 83–	90.	 https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1469-	7998.2009.00566.x

Kralj-	Fišer,	S.,	&	Schuett,	W.	(2014).	Studying	personality	variation	in	in-
vertebrates:	Why	bother?	Animal Behaviour, 91,	41–	52.	https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.anbeh	av.2014.02.016

LeBas,	 N.	 R.	 (2006).	 Female	 finery	 is	 not	 for	 males.	 Trends in Ecology 
and Evolution, 21(4),	 170–	173.	 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tree.2006.01.007

Liles,	M.	P.	(1956).	A	study	of	the	life	history	of	the	forked	fungus	beetle.	
Ohio Journal of Science, 56(6),	329–	337.

Mitchem,	 L.	 D.,	 Debray,	 R.,	 Formica,	 V.	 A.,	 &	 Brodie,	 E.	 D.	 III	 (2019).	
Contest	interactions	and	outcomes:	Relative	body	size	and	aggres-
sion independently predict contest status. Animal Behaviour, 157, 
43– 49.

Moore,	A.	J.,	&	Moore,	P.	J.	 (1999).	Balancing	sexual	selection	through	
opposing mate choice and male competition. Proceedings of the 
Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 266(1420),	711–	716.	https://doi.
org/10.1098/rspb.1999.0694

Nakagawa,	S.,	&	Schielzeth,	H.	(2010).	Repeatability	for	Gaussian	and	non-	
Gaussian	data:	A	practical	guide	 for	biologists.	Biological Reviews, 
85,	935–	956.	https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-	185X.2010.00141.x

Pace,	 A.	 E.	 (1967).	 Life	 history	 and	 behavior	 of	 a	 fungus	 beetle,	
Bolitotherus cornutus	 (Tenerbrionidae).	 In	Occasional Papers of the 
Museum of Zoology, University of Michigan, September	 (653),	 1–	16.	
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1047	95111	0000478

Réale,	 D.,	 Reader,	 S.	 M.,	 Sol,	 D.,	 McDougall,	 P.	 T.,	 &	 Dingemanse,	
N.	 J.	 (2007).	 Integrating	 animal	 temperament	 within	 ecology	
and evolution. Biological Reviews, 82(2),	 291–	318.	 https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1469-	185X.2007.00010.x

Rosvall,	 K.	A.	 (2011).	 Intrasexual	 competition	 in	 females:	 Evidence	 for	
sexual	selection?	Behavioral Ecology, 22(6),	1131–	1140.	https://doi.
org/10.1093/behec	o/arr106

Rubenstein,	D.	R.	(2012).	Sexual	and	social	competition:	Broadening	per-
spectives	by	defining	female	roles.	Philosophical Transactions of the 
Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 367(1600),	2248–	2252.	https://
doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2011.0278

Schuett,	W.,	Tregenza,	T.,	&	Dall,	 S.	R.	X.	 (2010).	 Sexual	 selection	and	
animal personality. Biological Reviews, 85(2),	217–	246.	https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1469-	185X.2009.00101.x

Sih,	A.,	Bell,	A.,	&	Johnson,	J.	C.	(2004).	Behavioral	syndromes:	An	eco-
logical and evolutionary overview. Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 
19, 372– 378. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2004.04.009

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0077816
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0077816
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-016-2192-1
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1999.0706
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1133311
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2008.08.026
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7917.12692
https://doi.org/10.2307/2409454
https://doi.org/10.2307/2409454
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927014.1995.9522958
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927014.1995.9522958
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12013
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2009.11.024
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/aru191
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/aru191
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arq073
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-9101.2011.02411.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02721
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02721
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2007.0867
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2007.0867
https://doi.org/10.1002/ana.22635
https://doi.org/10.1002/ana.22635
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12484
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2019.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2019.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2016.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-9101.2008.01633.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-39155-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2019.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2019.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002650100318
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002650100318
https://doi.org/10.2307/3565871
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.2009.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.2009.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2014.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2014.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2006.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2006.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1999.0694
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1999.0694
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2010.00141.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1047951110000478
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00010.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00010.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arr106
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arr106
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2011.0278
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2011.0278
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2009.00101.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2009.00101.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2004.04.009


8 of 8  |     MITCHEM ET al.

Spedicato,	 A.	 G.	 (2017).	 Discrete	 Time	 Markov	 Chains	 with	 R.	 The R 
Journal, 9(2),	84.

Stockley,	P.,	Bottell,	L.,	&	Hurst,	J.	L.	(2013).	Wake	up	and	smell	the	con-
flict: Odour signals in female competition. Philosophical Transactions 
of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 368(1631),	 https://doi.
org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0082

Stockley,	P.,	&	Bro-	Jørgensen,	J.	(2011).	Female	competition	and	its	evo-
lutionary	 consequences	 in	mammals.	Biological Reviews, 86, 341– 
366. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-	185X.2010.00149.x

Stockley,	P.,	&	Campbell,	A.	(2013).	Female	competition	and	aggression:	
Interdisciplinary perspectives. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal 
Society B: Biological Sciences, 368(1631),	 https://doi.org/10.1098/
rstb.2013.0073

Thys,	 B.,	 Pinxten,	 R.,	 Raap,	 T.,	 De	 Meester,	 G.,	 Rivera-	Gutierrez,	 H.	
F.,	&	Eens,	M.	 (2017).	The	 female	perspective	of	personality	 in	 a	
wild	 songbird:	 Repeatable	 aggressiveness	 relates	 to	 exploration	
behaviour.	 Scientific Reports, 7(1),	 1–	10.	 https://doi.org/10.1038/
s4159	8-	017-	08001	-	1

Tinghitella,	R.	M.,	Lackey,	A.	C.	R.,	Martin,	M.,	Dijkstra,	P.	D.,	Drury,	J.	P.,	
Heathcote,	R.,	Keagy,	J.,	Scordato,	E.	S.	C.,	&	Tyers,	A.	M.	 (2018).	
On	 the	 role	 of	male	 competition	 in	 speciation:	 A	 review	 and	 re-
search agenda. Behavioral Ecology, 29(4),	 783–	797.	 https://doi.
org/10.1093/behec	o/arx151

Tuyttens,	 F.,	 de	 Graaf,	 S.,	 Heerkens,	 J.,	 Jacobs,	 L.,	 Nalon,	 E.,	 Ott,	 S.,	
Stadig,	 L.,	 Van	 Laer,	 E.,	&	Ampe,	B.	 (2014).	Observer	 bias	 in	 ani-
mal	 behaviour	 research:	 Can	 we	 believe	 what	 we	 score,	 if	 we	
score	what	we	believe?	Animal Behaviour, 90, 273– 280. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.anbeh	av.2014.02.007

Wolak,	M.	E.,	Fairbairn,	D.	J.,	&	Paulsen,	Y.	R.	(2012).	Guidelines	for	es-
timating	repeatability.	Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 3(1),	129–	
137. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-	210X.2011.00125.x

Wolf,	M.,	&	Weissing,	F.	J.	 (2012).	Animal	personalities:	Consequences	
for ecology and evolution. Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 27,	452–	
461. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2012.05.001

Wong,	B.	B.	M.,	&	Candolin,	U.	 (2005).	How	 is	 female	mate	choice	af-
fected	 by	 male	 competition?	 Biological Reviews of the Cambridge 
Philosophical Society, 80,	 559–	571.	 https://doi.org/10.1017/S1464	
79310	5006809

Wood,	C.	W.,	Marti,	H.	E.,	&	Brodie,	E.	D.	III	(2014).	The	effect	of	eco-
logical	context	and	relatedness	on	 larval	cannibalism	in	a	fungus-	
associated	 beetle.	Behavioral Ecology, 25(4),	 951–	959.	 https://doi.
org/10.1093/behec	o/aru038

Zhu,	B.,	Wang,	J.,	Zhao,	L.,	Sun,	Z.,	Brauth,	S.	E.,	Tang,	Y.,	&	Cui,	J.	(2016).	
Bigger	 is	 not	 always	 better:	 Females	 prefer	males	 of	mean	 body	
size in Philautus odontotarsus. PLoS One, 11(2),	 1–	11.	 https://doi.
org/10.1371/journ	al.pone.0149879

How to cite this article:	Mitchem,	L.	D.,	Formica,	V.	A.,	
Debray,	R.,	Homer,	D.	E.,	&	Brodie,	E.	D.	III	(2022).	
Mycophagous	beetle	females	do	not	behave	competitively	
during intrasexual interactions in presence of a fungal 
resource. Ecology and Evolution, 12, e8977. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ece3.8977

https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0082
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0082
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2010.00149.x
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0073
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0073
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-08001-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-08001-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arx151
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arx151
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2014.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2014.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2011.00125.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2012.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1464793105006809
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1464793105006809
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/aru038
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/aru038
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0149879
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0149879
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.8977
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.8977

	Mycophagous beetle females do not behave competitively during intrasexual interactions in presence of a fungal resource
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	2|METHODS
	2.1|Beetle collection and morphological measurements
	2.2|Female–female interaction trials
	2.3|Ethogram construction
	2.4|Statistical analysis

	3|RESULTS
	4|DISCUSSION
	5|CONCLUSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


