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Abstract
Females that do not experience strong contest competition for food are presumed to form ‘egali-
tarian’ relationships (i.e., lacking strong, linear dominance hierarchies). However, recent studies of
Gorilla beringei beringei (mountain gorilla) have documented relatively strong, linear female dom-
inance hierarchies despite them having a highly folivorous diet that generates relatively low levels
of within-group contest competition (Robbins et al., 2005, 2007). To investigate if this pattern
holds true for other highly folivorous species that may experience low levels of contest compe-
tition, we examined the linearity and strength of female dominance hierarchies in a population
of Colobus vellerosus (ursine colobus or white-thighed colobus) at Boabeng-Fiema, Ghana. From
2004 to 2011, we collected data via ad libitum and focal sampling of 75 adult and subadult fe-
males in eight groups. Half of the study groups had few unknown submissive relationships, and
females formed individualistic hierarchies with high linearity indices ranging from 0.9 to 1. There
was between-group variation in all components of hierarchical strength (i.e., hierarchical expres-
sion, consistency, and stability). Groups showed varying rates of submission, and there was a short
latency to detect a linear hierarchy in some groups and a long latency in other groups (i.e., varying
levels of hierarchical expression). Females in most groups formed unidirectional and stable rela-
tionships. Maturing females challenged older females in some groups, and these groups had more
non-linear relationships (i.e., dyads with more submissive interactions down rather than up the
hierarchy) and higher rates of individual rank change than other groups. Based on low rates of sub-
mission, long latencies, and/or some inconsistencies, we conclude that most groups form relatively
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weak dominance hierarchies, similar to other egalitarian primates. However, a few groups formed
strong dominance hierarchies, similar to some despotic primates. Colobus vellerosus occasionally
forage on contestable food items, and this may provide enough incentive for females to establish
individualistic dominance hierarchies of varying strength.

Keywords
dominance, individualistic hierarchies, hierarchical linearity, hierarchical strength, egalitar-
ian, female relationships, dominance continuum, Colobus vellerosus.

1. Introduction

The most important resource for female reproductive success is usually food
(Trivers, 1972), and females in social groups compete aggressively for ac-
cess to high-quality food items when they are contestable on a spatial (i.e.,
monopolisable) and temporal (i.e., usurpable) scale (Janson & van Schaik,
1988; Isbell, 1991; Janson & Chapman, 2000). To avoid repeated and esca-
lated conflicts for access to these high-quality foods, females should form
linear dominance hierarchies (Guhl & Allee, 1944; Maynard Smith & Price,
1973; Bernstein et al., 1974; Maynard Smith, 1974; Sapolsky, 1983). High-
ranking females benefit from greater access to food and show higher re-
productive success than low-ranking females in several species including
Rangifer tarandus (reindeer) (Espmark, 1964; Barrette & Vandal, 1986),
Papio anubis (olive baboons) (Barton, 1993; Barton & Whiten, 1993), Cro-
cuta crocuta (spotted hyenas) (Holekamp et al., 1996, 2012), Chlorocebus
pygerythrus (vervet monkeys) (Whitten, 1983), and Cebus capucinus (white-
faced capuchins) (Vogel, 2005).

Females are not expected to form dominance hierarchies if their diets con-
sist mostly of food items that are not contestable according to several socioe-
cological models (Wrangham, 1980; van Schaik, 1989; Isbell, 1991; Sterck
et al., 1997). Some colobines, gorillas and elephants that eat mostly leaves or
grass were thought to fit this pattern because of low rates of agonistic inter-
actions. However, detailed, long-term observations show that these species
form stable and/or consistent female dominance hierarchies (e.g., Semnop-
ithecus entellus: Koenig, 2000; Trachypithecus phayrei: Koenig et al., 2004;
Gorilla beringei beringei: Robbins et al., 2005; Loxodonta africana: Archie
et al., 2006). Many of these species occasionally forage on high-quality
food items, which may only be available seasonally (reviewed in Snaith
& Chapman, 2007). If these food items are contestable (i.e., it is possible
to monopolize access to the food patch), it may be important to maintain
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decided dominance relationships year-round to avoid conflicts when high-
quality food items are available (Wrangham, 1980; Koenig et al., 1998;
Archie et al., 2006; Robbins, 2008). Despite this growing body of evidence
showing that folivores and herbivores form decided dominance relationships,
few studies investigate how their dominance characteristics differ from those
of frugivores that may experience more intense competition for food.

To better characterize similarities and differences between species and
populations, it is useful to describe dominance hierarchies in terms of sev-
eral dimensions: hierarchical type, strength or despotism (i.e., if hierarchies
are egalitarian or despotic), and tolerance (van Schaik, 1989; Sterck et al.,
1997; Isbell & Young, 2002). The first dimension, hierarchical type, de-
scribes how females rank in relation to matrilineal female kin (van Schaik,
1989; Sterck et al., 1997). Females form individualistic hierarchies if they
do not rank close to female kin (van Schaik, 1989; Sterck et al., 1997), and
these females acquire their dominance rank based on individual characteris-
tics such as size and age (e.g., Espmark, 1964; Hrdy & Hrdy, 1976; Creel
et al., 1992). Some carnivores, primates and ungulates form these types of
dominance hierarchies (e.g., Espmark, 1964; Hrdy & Hrdy, 1976; Creel et
al., 1992). Females that form nepotistic hierarchies rank close to female
kin (van Schaik, 1989; Sterck et al., 1997). These females rely on coali-
tionary support from female kin and acquire a rank adjacent to their mothers.
Nepotistic hierarchies characterize female philopatric cercopithecines and
hyenas (Frank, 1986; Chapais, 1992; Holekamp et al., 1996; Kapsalis, 2004).
The second dimension, despotism, is often measured by the degree of hi-
erarchical linearity and hierarchical strength (Sterck et al., 1997; Isbell &
Young, 2002). Dominance hierarchies are highly linear when A dominates
all group members, B dominates all group members except for A, etc. (Ap-
pleby, 1983) and highly linear dominance hierarchies characterize despotic
rather than egalitarian species (van Schaik, 1989; Sterck et al., 1997). How-
ever, apparent non-linear hierarchies are often an artefact of insufficient data,
because the indices that measure linearity are sensitive to the presence of
dyads without any recorded interactions (Galimberti et al., 2003; Robbins et
al., 2005; Koenig & Borries, 2006). Therefore, a high hierarchical strength
(i.e., how strictly enforced the dominance hierarchy is) may be a more in-
formative indicator of despotic relationships. Hierarchical strength is mea-
sured by variables linked to the consistency, stability and expression (i.e.,
how often dominance interactions occur and in what context) of dominance
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relationships (Isbell & Young, 2002). The third dimension, hierarchical tol-
erance, describes how dominant animals interact with subordinate animals
in despotic species (de Waal, 1989). Tolerant species are characterized by
frequent counter-aggression, low kin bias in affiliative behaviours, and high
conciliatory tendencies (Thierry, 2000).

These three hierarchical dimensions are predicted to vary with the level
of contest competition for food (Isbell, 1991; Sterck et al., 1997). When fe-
males directly compete for access to high-quality food items against other
group members, they will experience high levels of within-group contest
competition for food, and their reproductive success will be correlated with
their dominance rank (Janson & van Schaik, 1988). These females will form
nepotistic, despotic (i.e., highly linear and strong hierarchies), and intolerant
dominance hierarchies (van Schaik, 1989; Isbell, 1991; Sterck et al., 1997).
If females also experience high levels of between-group contest competition
(i.e., groups’ dominance ranks are correlated to mean female reproductive
success: Janson & van Schaik, 1988), dominant females will be more toler-
ant towards subordinates because they rely on the coalitionary support from
subordinates during between-group encounters (Sterck et al., 1997). When
food is not monopolisable, females will experience low levels of within-
group contest competition, and a female’s dominance rank will not affect
her reproductive success (Janson & van Schaik, 1988). These females will
form individualistic dominance hierarchies and egalitarian dominance rela-
tionships (i.e., weak dominance hierarchies with low linearity) (van Schaik,
1989; Isbell, 1991; Sterck et al., 1997).

We use the variables mentioned above to investigate current hypotheses
of how diet and competitive regime affects dominance relationships in a
population of Colobus vellerosus (ursine colobus or white-thighed colobus),
residing at the Boabeng-Fiema Monkey Sanctuary, Ghana. This population
is highly folivorous, and their diet consists mostly of food items that are
evenly distributed, relatively low-quality, and have a short processing time
(Saj & Sicotte, 2007; Teichroeb & Sicotte, 2009). If using characteristics
of common food items as a proxy of competitive regime, there appears to
be little potential for within-group contest competition in this population.
However, C. vellerosus occasionally forage on food items that are contestable
(i.e., seed pods of Parkia bicolor and palm nuts of Borassus aethiopum:
E.C.W. & I.B., unpublished data). This population is, therefore, ideal to
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investigate dominance relationships among females that only occasionally
compete aggressively for access to food.

We examine two mutually exclusive hypotheses regarding the link be-
tween diet and female dominance relationships. Hypothesis one: because
these females feed mostly on what appears to be non-contestable food items,
there is little incentive to form decided dominance relationships (van Schaik,
1989; Isbell, 1991; Sterck et al., 1997). This hypothesis predicts that females
will form individualistic dominance hierarchies with low linearity (hI � 0.5),
consistency (directional consistency index < 0.95), stability, and expression
(i.e., low rates of submission, particularly during feeding, and long latencies
to detect hierarchies). Hypothesis two: because these females occasionally
feed on high-quality, clumped and usurpable food resources, there is some
incentive to form decided dominance relationships (Archie et al., 2006). This
hypothesis predicts that females will form individualistic dominance hier-
archies with high linearity (hI � 0.8) and intermediate consistency (direc-
tional consistency index ≈ 0.95), stability, and expression (i.e., intermediate
submission rates and detection latencies). Researchers have not agreed on
threshold values to define low versus high stability and expression. We will
therefore evaluate our results based on the range of values published from
species with egalitarian and despotic hierarchies.

2. Methods

2.1. Study site and subjects

Our study site, Boabeng-Fiema Monkey Sanctuary (BFMS), is located in
central Ghana (7°43′N, 1°42′W). BFMS consists of a 1.92 km2 dry semi-
deciduous forest (Hall & Swaine, 1981) that is connected to other forest
fragments via narrow riparian forest corridors. For more details regarding
the study site see Teichroeb & Sicotte (2008). Eight groups were included
in this study for different periods of time between 2004 and 2011 (Table 1).
The study groups contained nine to thirty animals, but we focused our study
on the 75 adult (>5 years) and subadult (4–5 years) females that resided in
the groups (Table 1).

2.2. Data collection

During all study years, we collected aggressive and submissive interactions
ad libitum (Altmann, 1974). We use the term agonistic behaviours when
referring to both aggressive and submissive interactions. The agonistic be-
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Table 1.
Study years, contact hours, group sizes, years included in the matrices used for analyzing
linearity, number of known and unknown dyads, Landau’s modified linearity indices (h′) and
p-values.

Group Study Contact Group Adult Subadult Years in Number of h′ p

years hours size females females analysis known/
unknown

dyads

BO 2008–2010 173 18–21 8 0 2008–2009 19/9 0.7 0.06
BS 2004–2010 1034 7–25 3–5 1–2 2007–2009 14/1 0.9 0.03
DA 2006–2010 489 15–26 5–8 0–3 2007–2009 16/5 0.5 0.30
NP 2007–2010 198 11–14 4–6 0–2 2007–2009 9/1 0.9 –
OD 2007–2010 556 15–20 4–6 0–1 2008–2009 10/5 0.6 0.20
RT 2004–2011 1032 8–27 5–7 0–1 2008–2011 15/0 1.0 0.03
SP 2006–2011 472 9–20 3–5 0–2 2008–2009 10/0 1.0 –
WW 2006–2011 699 23–33 7–9 1–4 2007–2009 37/13 0.6 0.05

haviours we recorded are listed in Appendix A. We noted whether the ago-
nistic interactions occurred during feeding, resting, or social activities. We
considered repeated agonistic behaviours as part of the same interaction if
they occurred within 3 min of each other (Korstjens et al., 2002). Between
2008 and 2009, ECW also recorded behavioural data during 10-min focal
samples (Altmann, 1974) of 54 adult and subadult females. We recorded all
social behaviours continuously throughout the focal sample. The focal an-
imal’s state behaviour was recorded instantaneously during point samples
every 2.5 min. A total of 1101 focal hours were collected with a mean of
17 h per female (range: 1–20 h per female). To ensure inter-observer reliabil-
ity in identifying animals and coding behaviours among the four observers,
observers overlapped for at least one month of data collection every year.

2.3. Data organization and analyses

For each group, we included all interactions during time periods without any
rank changes in the same matrix to reduce the number of unknown dyads
(i.e., dyads without any recorded dominance interactions). A rank change
is a long-lasting rank reversal, which is different from an isolated event of
submission in the less common direction (Borries et al., 1991). When natal
females turned four years old (N = 8) or when females immigrated into
the groups (N = 2), we added them to the already existing female matrices
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as long as there were no rank reversals among the other females. This did
not lead to a problem of structural zeros because these new females had
on average the same number of submissive interactions in the matrix as
the previously included females. When females disappeared from the study
groups (N = 3), we removed them from the matrix. As their disappearances
did not affect the relative ranks of the remaining females, we pooled the
submissive interactions between the remaining females before and after these
disappearances. The females were ranked in relation to each other using 1000
iterations following de Vries (1998). De Vries’ method orders the animals
in a way that first minimizes intransitive relationships, and then decreases
the strength of these relationships by ranking the animals with intransitive
relationships as close as possible. For groups with rank changes from which
we have several matrices, we chose to analyze linearity and consistency using
the matrix with the lowest number of unknown relationships because these
will reduce the linearity index (see below). When we analyzed hierarchical
stability, we included data from all years.

Based on the submission matrices, we classified dyadic female relation-
ships following the definitions in de Vries (1998), Koenig (2000) and Izar
(2006). In linear decided dyads, the majority of submissive interactions are
directed up the hierarchy. We considered a dyad as linear decided if there
was one more submissive interaction directed from the lower ranking to
the higher ranking female. Intransitive dyads have a higher number of sub-
missive interactions down rather than up the hierarchy. Tied dyads have an
equal number of interactions up and down the hierarchy. Dyads without any
recorded interactions are classified as unknown dyads.

To investigate whether dominance hierarchies were individualistic or
nepotistic, we performed Spearman rank correlations using the standardized
ranks of mothers and daughters. The standardized rank is calculated as a
female’s rank subtracted from the number of females in the group, divided
by the number of female opponents (Robbins et al., 2005). Mother-daughter
relationships were determined based on demographic and genetic data (Wik-
berg et al., 2012).

To investigate hierarchical linearity, we computed Landau’s modified lin-
earity index (h′) (de Vries, 1995). The index ranges from zero to one, and
higher indices imply more linear hierarchies with a greater number of known
transitive relationships. Although the index takes unknown relationships into
account (de Vries, 1995), it cannot fully compensate for the lack of data, and
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unknown relationships still reduce the linearity index (Koenig & Borries,
2006). Tied and intransitive dyads will also lead to lower linearity indices,
especially when there is a large rank difference between the females in these
dyads (de Vries, 1995).

For the first component of hierarchical strength, expression, we used three
sets of variables: agonistic rates, context of submission, and latency to detect
a linear hierarchy (Isbell & Young, 2002). First, we used Wilcoxon signed
rank tests to compare focal rates of submission during different contexts. For
each focal female, we calculated submission rates during different contexts
as the number of interactions during context A divided by the time spent in
context A. The time spent in context A was estimated as the proportion of
point samples in context A multiplied by the number focal hours. For each
group, we calculated mean submission rates during feeding and during other
activities (i.e., resting and social activities). We did not perform this analysis
on aggression due to limited sample size. Second, we calculated standard-
ized rates of submissive and aggressive interactions during focal samples
(number of events/number of focal hours and females in the study group).
Although displacements have both an aggressive and a submissive compo-
nent, we considered them as submissive behaviours (Rowell, 1974). We only
included displacements when calculating rates of submission to make our
results comparable to other studies. We used a Spearman rank correlation to
investigate if a female’s age affected rates of received and directed aggres-
sion or submission. Third, we calculated the latency to detect a highly linear
hierarchy as the minimum number of observation hours required to order fe-
males into a linear hierarchy divided by the number of females in the group
(Isbell & Young, 2002).

For the second variable of hierarchical strength, directionality or consis-
tency, we calculated two indices: the directional consistency index and the
dyads-up index. The directional consistency index indicates the proportion
of interactions in the more common direction in each dyad. It is calculated
by subtracting the number of interactions in the less common direction from
the number of interactions in the more common direction divided by the total
number of interactions (van Hooff & Wensing, 1987). The dyads-up index is
the percentage of known dyads that form intransitive relationships (Berman
et al., 2004).

For the third variable of hierarchical strength, stability, we examined the
rates of changes in group composition and in dominance ranks. We calcu-
lated stability in group membership as female entry (i.e., number of females
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that entered the hierarchy due to immigration or maturation each year) and
female exit (i.e., number of females that left the hierarchy due to emigration
or death each year) following Bergstrom & Fedigan (2010). When calcu-
lating the rank change, we only included active rank changes during which
females’ rank positions changed in relation to each other. For example, if
a female increased one rank position due to the disappearance of a higher
ranking female, this increase would not be labeled as a rank change. None
of the rank changes occurred as an immediate response to females entering
or leaving the hierarchy, and females occupied the lowest rank immediately
after entering the hierarchy. We calculated the mean rate of rank change for
each female as the number of positions she increased or decreased per year
(Cheney et al., 1988). We also present the percentage of dyads that changed
ranks each year (Borries et al., 1991) in the groups in which we observed
a sufficient number of interactions to determine the rank order each year of
study (BS, RT, SP, WW). We investigated if the changes in rank were due to
females entering and/or leaving the hierarchy using Mann–Whitney U -tests.
We used the software Matman (Noldus Information Technology, 1998) for
computing rank orders and linearity indices. All other tests were computed
in R 2.13.2 (R Development Core Team, 2011). We set the significance level
to p � 0.05, and tests were two-tailed.

3. Results

Out of the 529 recorded agonistic bouts, 12% consisted of aggression only,
25% contained submission only and 63% included both aggression and sub-
mission. We were not able to identify the animals involved in the agonistic
interaction in 55 of these bouts.

3.1. Hierarchical type

Only one out of nine adult daughters occupied a rank adjacent to her mother,
and the ranks of mothers and their adult daughters were not correlated (rS =
−0.075, N = 9, p = 0.84). Five daughters ranked above their mother and
four below. Females that ranked below their mothers may not have attained
a stable position in the hierarchy yet because all of them were young adults,
between 5 and 7 years old.
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3.2. Hierarchical linearity

Four groups (BS, NP, RT and SP) showed highly linear dominance hierar-
chies with a modified linearity index ranging between of 0.9 and 1 (Table 1).
The linearity index was significant for BS and RT groups. We could not eval-
uate the result statistically for NP and SP groups because these groups had
only five females, which is lower than the minimum number required for
statistical analysis (Appleby, 1983). The hierarchy in WW group was sig-
nificantly and moderately linear with a modified linearity index of 0.6. The
hierarchy in BO group showed a trend toward moderate linearity (h′ = 0.7).
The remaining two groups (DA and OD) did not show significantly linear
hierarchies. The indices in the latter four groups were probably negatively
affected by a large percentage of unknown dyads, which ranged between
24% and 32%.

3.3. Hierarchical expression

The context was clear in 162 out of 163 submissive interactions, and the most
common context was feeding (N = 125). The highest median rates of sub-
mission occurred during feeding in all groups (Figure 1). Submission rates
were significantly higher during feeding than resting and social activities

Figure 1. Standardized rates of submission during feeding and other activities (i.e., rest
and social). The box represents the 1st and 3rd quartiles and the median is marked with a
horizontal bar. The whiskers represent the range of the data with the exception of outliers that
are indicated with a dot.
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Figure 2. Standardized rates of aggression and submission. The box represents the 1st and
3rd quartiles, and the median is marked with a horizontal bar. The whiskers represent the
range of the data with the exception of outliers that are indicated with a dot.

(Wilcoxon signed rank test: Z = −2.4, N = 8, p < 0.001). The individual
rates of submission varied from low to intermediate (0 to 0.1 interactions
per focal hour and female). Aggression was rare, and the rates of aggres-
sion ranged from 0 to 0.04 interactions per focal hour and female. Female
age was negatively correlated with rates of received and directed submission
(rS = −0.28, N = 62, p < 0.05) but not aggression (rS = −0.11, N = 62,
p = 0.45). The mean rates across groups were low with 0.03 submissive
interactions and 0.007 aggressive interactions per focal hour and female (Fig-
ure 2). In most groups with high linearity indices, the mean latency to detect
a linear hierarchy was relatively short with a mean of 34 observation hours
per female (BS 53 h, NP 28 h, RT 18 h and SP 38 h). We did not detect highly
linear hierarchies in the remaining four groups during our study, which indi-
cates that the detection time will be longer than the current observation time
per female (BO > 22 h, DA > 44 h, OD > 28 h and WW > 44 h).

3.4. Hierarchical consistency

Of the 125 known dyads, 119 formed linear decided relationships (i.e., dyads
with at least one more submissive interaction directed from the lower ranking
to the higher ranking female than the other way around). Only two dyads
in the large WW group and one dyad in the small OD group formed tied
relationships. Each of the tied dyads had one interaction in each direction,
and these dyads consisted of old adult females that were long-term residents
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in the groups. One dyad in the large DA group and two dyads in the large
WW group were intransitive, and each of these dyads contained one young
adult natal female that had recently entered the hierarchy. The intransitive
dyads in WW group changed rank, but we do not know if rank changes
occurred in DA group. The dyads-up index was relatively high (6%) in DA
and WW groups, while it was 0% in the other six groups because they lacked
intransitive dyads. Eighteen dyads showed submission in both directions.
The directional consistency index ranged from low to high (BO 0.92, BS
0.99, DA 0.95, NP 1.00, OD 0.92, RT 0.95, SP 0.95 and WW 0.98) with a
mean of 0.96.

3.5. Hierarchical stability

The mean rates of entry and exit into the dominance hierarchy across groups
were relatively low. Rates of entry into the dominance hierarchy by immi-
grant and maturing females ranged from 0.33 to 1.60 females per year while
rates of exit by disappearing females ranged from 0.17 to 1.80 females per
year (Table 2). Although only four out of thirty-one females had the same
rank throughout the study, rates of individual rank change were low in most
cases. The individual rate of rank change varied between females from 0 to
2 positions per year, and the mean rank change across all groups was 0.33
positions per year (Table 2). The percentage of dyads with rank changes was
also low in most groups, and the mean across groups was 4.5% (Table 2).

Table 2.
Changes in group membership and dominance rank.

Group Entry rate Exit rate Individual rank Dyadic rank change
(no. of maturing (no. of emigrating change (no. of change (% dyads with
and immigrating and disappearing positions/year) rank changes/year)

females/year) females/year)

BO 1.50 0.50 – –
BS 0.33 0.17 0.20 4.0
DA 1.25 1.75 – –
NP 0.67 0.67 – –
OD 0.67 0.67 – –
RT 0.43 0.29 0.13 3.4
SP 0.60 0.20 0.28 4.0
WW 1.60 1.80 0.71 6.9
Mean 0.77 0.75 0.33 4.5
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The small SP group showed the highest hierarchical stability, as the five fe-
males occupied the same ranks for four years despite two females maturing
and one female disappearing during this time period. During the fifth year
of study, one of the recently matured females increased in rank. The high-
est individual rank stability occurred in the small RT group, where the alpha
female kept her position for over seven years despite changes in group mem-
bership. None of the observed rank changes were due to changes in group
composition when females emigrated or immigrated.

The majority of rank changes occurred when young females (i.e., 4–9
years old) challenged older females and increased in rank. However, this
was a slow process, and only two out of eight maturing females increased
their rank within a year of entering the adult dominance hierarchy. Only one
older female increased in rank by challenging other females. Young females
showed a positive median rank change (0.5 ranks/year) while older females
had a negative median rank change (−1 rank/year), and the difference in
rank change between young and old females was significant (NYoung = 12,
NOld = 16, U = 57.5, p < 0.01).

4. Discussion

This study found the most support for hypothesis two: occasional foraging
on contestable food items leads to the formation of individualistic domi-
nance hierarchies of intermediate strength in female C. vellerosus. However,
all four measures of hierarchical strength varied between groups. Some
groups showed high hierarchical linearity, intermediate agonistic rates and
consistency, and long-term hierarchical stability. The hierarchies of other
groups were characterized by intermediate linearity due to unknown rela-
tionships, long detection time, and more inconsistencies. We suggest that
these between-group differences might be partly explained by demographic
factors.

4.1. Hierarchical type

Female hierarchies were individualistic as we predicted based on the low
frequency of coalitionary support (Saj et al., 2007). A female is unlikely
to inherit her mother’s rank if she lacks coalitionary support (Broom et al.,
2009), because this is the primary mechanism by which rank inheritance
occurs in primates (Chapais, 1992) and hyenas (Engh et al., 2000). The
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lack of matrilineal rank inheritance is consistent with the pattern reported
in elephants (Archie et al., 2006) and folivorous primates without frequent
and/or consistent coalitionary support (Hrdy & Hrdy, 1976; Borries et al.,
1991; Korstjens et al., 2002; Koenig et al., 2004).

4.2. Hierarchical linearity

We used significant linearity indices to classify weakly (hI < 0.5), interme-
diately (hI = 0.5–0.8) and strongly linear hierarchies (hI > 0.8) (Bergstrom
& Fedigan, 2010). Based on this classification scheme, two study groups
showed strongly linear hierarchies. The two smallest study groups also had
modified linearity indices in the range of strongly linear hierarchies, but it
was not possible to test for significance due to the small group size.

High linearity indices are reported in a variety of folivorous and frugiv-
orous animals (reviewed in Jackson & Winnegrad, 1988). In fact, whenever
hierarchies are weakly or moderately linear, they usually have a high per-
centage of unknown relationships (e.g., Rutberg, 1986; Isbell & Pruetz,
1998; Cafazzo et al., 2010). Therefore, it is not surprising that our study
groups with several unknown relationships showed weak or moderate lin-
earity. Three of the four groups with low linearity indices also contained
maturing females that challenged older females, and it is possible that these
groups form dominance hierarchies with higher (and significant) linearity in-
dices during time periods when there are no maturing females. We were not
able to limit our analyses to periods without maturing females partly due to
low submissive rates, which made it necessary to include data from several
months or years to detect a linear hierarchy. Thus, the combination of a large
group size, maturing females, and low submissive rates made it difficult to
detect linear hierarchies in some groups. Comparing linearity across groups
is further complicated by varying group sizes. The linearity index is nega-
tively affected by group size, as one animal is less likely to be dominant over
all other group members in larger groups (Mesterton-Gibbons & Dugatkin,
1995). In contrast, large groups are more likely to show significant linearity
indices despite a high number of unknown relationships than small groups
(demonstrated by hypothetical data sets: Koenig & Borries, 2006). These
issues call into question the usefulness of this variable when comparing the
degree of despotism between differently sized groups (Isbell & Young, 2002;
Koenig & Borries, 2006).
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4.3. Hierarchical expression

Species with highly expressed hierarchies should show more frequent sub-
mission during feeding than expected at random (Isbell & Young, 2002).
Following this definition, all but two of our study groups formed well-
expressed hierarchies as the most common context for submissive interac-
tions was feeding. However, this is not a very useful variable when com-
paring the expression of dominance relationships across species because
feeding is the most common context for submission in most other animals
(e.g., Cords, 2000, 2002; Koenig, 2000; Korstjens et al., 2002; Koenig et
al., 2004; Bergstrom & Fedigan, 2010; Cafazzo et al., 2010; but see Isbell
& Pruetz, 1998). Instead, it might be more informative to compare agonistic
rates during feeding between species. Such a comparison shows that the ago-
nistic rates during feeding in C. vellerosus fall within the documented range
for some folivorous primates (Colobus polykomos and Procolobus badius
badius: Korstjens et al., 2002; G. b. beringei: Robbins, 2008). However, sub-
missive rates during feeding in C. vellerosus were lower than those reported
for despotic Asian colobines (reviewed in Sterck, 1999).

Females with highly expressed hierarchies should also show high rates
of aggression and submission (Isbell & Young, 2002), but there are no set
threshold values for what should be considered as low, intermediate and
high rates. To facilitate future comparisons, we used previously published
data to categorize low, intermediate, and high rates. Agonistic rates below
0.1 interactions per focal hour and female may be considered as low rates
(C. polykomos and P. b. badius: Korstjens et al., 2002; T. phayrei: Koenig et
al., 2004; Colobus guereza: Harris, 2005; Nasalis larvatus: Matsuda et al.,
2012). Intermediate rates may fall within the range of 0.1 and 1.0 interactions
per focal hour and female (Macaca fascicularis: Sterck & Steenbeek, 1997;
Alouatta palliata: Zucker & Clarke, 1998; Cercopithecus mitis stuhlmanni:
Cords, 2000; C. capucinus: Bergstrom & Fedigan, 2010). Agonistic rates
above 1.0 interaction per focal hour and female may indicate high rates (Pa-
pio ursinus: Seyfarth, 1976; Macaca mulatta: de Waal & Luttrell, 1989; C.
capucinus: Bergstrom & Fedigan, 2010). Based on this classification, all of
our study groups showed low mean rates. However, variation between indi-
viduals (this study) or groups (Bergstrom & Fedigan, 2010) makes it difficult
to determine if the hierarchical expression of groups or populations should
be classified as low, intermediate, or high. Furthermore, it is difficult to de-
termine cut-off values for characterizing weakly versus highly expressed
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hierarchies. For example, Presbytis thomasi (Thomas langurs) show low ag-
gression rates similar to species with weakly expressed hierarchies but high
submission rates similar to species with highly expressed hierarchies (Sterck
& Steenbeek, 1997) while the opposite is true for G. b. beringei (Robbins,
2008). Because species with stronger hierarchies do not always show higher
agonistic rates than species with weaker hierarchies (de Waal & Luttrell,
1989; Sterck & Steenbeek, 1997), agonistic rates may not always be reliable
indicators of hierarchical strength (Koenig, 2002; Koenig & Borries, 2006).

Finally, well-expressed hierarchies have a short latency to detect a highly
linear hierarchy (Isbell & Young, 2002). We considered a latency of less
than 22 h per female as very short (C. capucinus: Bergstrom & Fedigan,
2010), and only one study group had such a short latency. Two study groups
had a latency between 22 and 50 h per female, which may be considered as
an intermediate latency (Chlorocebus pygerythrus: Isbell & Pruetz, 1998).
One study group had a long latency and required over 50 h per female be-
fore a highly linear hierarchy was detected, which indicates low hierarchical
expression (Erythrocebus patas: Isbell & Pruetz, 1998). We did not find a
highly linear hierarchy for the remainder of the study groups, and their detec-
tion latencies remain unknown. The three groups with the longest detection
times (>44 h per female) also had the lowest submission rates during ad li-
bitum data collection (E.C.W., unpublished data) and/or the highest group
spread (Teichroeb & Sicotte, 2009). Thus, some of the between-group vari-
ation may be explained by submission rates and group spread affecting the
likelihood of observing submission in all dyads. Some authors also argue
that between-group comparisons can be complicated by the fact that detec-
tion times may depend on observation conditions (i.e., visibility, number of
observers, and group size) rather than hierarchical strength (Koenig, 2002;
Koenig & Borries, 2006). Despite these issues, we believe that the latency to
detect a linear hierarchy is a good complement to rates of agonism because
these two variables may not always correspond to each other. For example, a
group with low submission rates might have a latency that is as short, or even
shorter, as a group with high submission rates if the latter has a higher level
of bidirectionality. However, to make it easier to compare detection latencies
across groups or species with different observation conditions, this variable
should not be calculated from ad libitum data but from data collected via fo-
cal sampling. If all submissive interactions are recorded continuously during
focal samples, latencies calculated from focal data should be less affected by
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differences in observation conditions. We were not able to calculate hierar-
chical detection latencies using focal data alone because of a low number of
submissive interactions during focal samples, and this is likely the case in
other studies as well.

Our study population of C. vellerosus appears to have low or intermedi-
ate hierarchical expression based on mean values. These results are difficult
to interpret because the three different variables of hierarchical expression
did not always co-vary in a consistent way, and there was considerable
between-group variation in hierarchical expression. The variation may be
partly explained by the methodological issues raised earlier. However, there
were some consistent patterns across groups, which indicate that females in
some groups formed more well-expressed hierarchies than others. For ex-
ample, females in SP group formed a more well-expressed hierarchy than
females in BS group based on a higher rate of agonism and a shorter latency
to detect a linear hierarchy.

4.4. Hierarchical consistency

Female C. vellerosus showed few tied and intransitive relationships, which is
indicative of strong dominance hierarchies (sensu Isbell & Young, 2002) and
supports hypothesis two. The low dyads-up indices (i.e., the low percentage
of known dyads with intransitive relationships) in this study were similar
to those reported for more frugivorous species with intermediately strong
hierarchies such as Macaca thibetana (Berman et al., 2004) and M. radiata
(Silk et al., 1981). However, other studies report a complete absence of
intransitive dyads (e.g., Seyfarth, 1976; Harris, 2005; Robbins et al., 2005;
Bergstrom & Fedigan, 2010). Thus, the dyads-up indices in C. vellerosus
may reflect intermediate hierarchical strength in support of hypothesis two.
However, data from a wider range of species are needed to determine the
cut-off value between species with strong versus weak hierarchies.

The mean directional consistency index in this study was above the 0.95
threshold for defining strong hierarchies (sensu Isbell & Young, 2002), which
also supports hypothesis two. Although the mean index in C. vellerosus was
high, it was below the 0.95 cut-off in two groups. One of these groups was
only studied during one year. The second group showed extreme rank insta-
bility, and the female that appeared to be the alpha female fell to the bottom
of the hierarchy within a year. Unfortunately, we did not observe a sufficient
number of interactions before and after this event to be able to calculate rates
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of rank changes. We suggest that bidirectional interactions may reflect tem-
porary hierarchical instability rather than persistent bidirectional dominance
relationships in C. vellerosus. Further research is needed to confirm this sug-
gestion. Other studies also report low directional consistency indices during
temporary instability, while hierarchies are well-defined during stable peri-
ods (Isbell & Pruetz, 1998; Zucker & Clarke, 1998; Koenig, 2000). These
results illustrate that longitudinal data from several groups are informative
when interpreting dominance relationships.

4.5. Hierarchical stability

The mean rate of entry and exit in our study was slightly lower than that
reported for female philopatric and despotic C. capucinus (Bergstrom &
Fedigan, 2010) and female dispersed and more egalitarian G. b. beringei
(Robbins et al., 2005). Possibly due to low rates of female immigration
(Teichroeb et al., 2009) and a lack of age-graded hierarchies (E.C.W., un-
published data), the rates of rank change were lower in C. vellerosus than
in other species with individualistic hierarchies (Hrdy & Hrdy, 1976; Bor-
ries et al., 1991; Zucker & Clarke, 1998; Robbins et al., 2005). The dyadic
rank change in C. vellerosus was comparable to some nepotistic and despotic
cercopithecines (Macaca nemestrina: Bernstein, 1969; C. pygerythrus: Sey-
farth, 1980) and cebines (C. capucinus: Bergstrom & Fedigan, 2010). Thus,
female C. vellerosus form stable dominance relationships, which indicates a
high hierarchical strength (sensu Isbell & Young, 2002). These results pro-
vide stronger support for hypothesis two (intermediate hierarchical strength)
than hypothesis one (low hierarchical strength).

4.6. Egalitarian to despotic dominance continuum

It is difficult to categorize C. vellerosus as either despotic or egalitarian be-
cause this population showed high values for some but not all dominance
variables investigated. Instead of using two discrete categories, we suggest
using graphing techniques that can organize species or groups based on sev-
eral variables along a dominance continuum ranging from highly egalitarian
to highly despotic. In our example here, we focus on population averages of
agonism and directional consistency. Although rank stability is also an in-
formative dominance characteristic, we omitted it from our between-species
comparison due to a lack of published data. We plotted the population av-
erages in a heatmap with a dendrogram function that clusters populations
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Figure 3. The heatmap shows directional consistency indices (DCI) and rates of agonism
(interactions per hour and female). Darker colours indicate higher values. Species have
been organized according to similarities in these two variables. References: C. capucinus:
Bergstrom & Fedigan (2010); M. fascicularis and P. thomasi: Sterck & Steenbeek (1997); C.
mitis: Cords (2000, 2002); C. guereza: Harris (2005); P. anubis: Barton & Whiten (1983);
C. vellerosus: this study; C. polykomos: Korstjens et al. (2002); A. palliata: Zucker & Clark
(1988); N. larvatus: Matsuda et al. (2012); T. pharei: Koenig et al. (2004).

with the most similar values (using the R package ggplot2: Wickham, 2009).
Darker colours represent higher values, which indicate a higher degree of
despotism. Of the primate species with comparable published data that we
included in Figure 3, T. pharei is the most egalitarian and C. capucinus is
the most despotic species. Our study population lies in the middle of the
dominance continuum in this preliminary between-species comparison (Fig-
ure 3). To facilitate future cross-species comparisons, we urge researchers to
use a similar methodology and report standardized variables. With this infor-
mation available from a wide range of species, future classification schemes
will be able to determine more precisely where populations lie on the domi-
nance continuum.

4.7. Conclusions regarding the effect of occasional foraging on contestable
food items

This study demonstrated that female C. vellerosus form individualistic domi-
nance hierarchies with relatively low expression and moderate to high linear-
ity, consistency, and stability. These findings support the second hypothesis,
which predicts that females will form linear, individualistic dominance hi-
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erarchies of intermediate strength if they at least occasionally forage on
contestable food items. Hierarchical strength in C. vellerosus was similar
to those of several other species that only occasionally forage on contestable
food items. However, our study and other comparative studies of folivorous
primates show considerable variation in hierarchical strength, both within
and between species. Some of the variation in hierarchical expression may
be explained by the percentage of contestable food items in their diet (Rob-
bins, 2008). Although dominance characteristics in our study did not appear
to be affected by habitat type or percentage of frugivory (results not shown),
more subtle variation in quality or distribution of food items may affect dom-
inance characteristics in groups of C. vellerosus. In our study population,
hierarchical expression is sometimes greater in large groups (Teichroeb et
al., 2009) and when new females establish themselves in the adult hierarchy
(this study). The latter means that lower frequencies of female immigration
may lead to higher hierarchical stability (see discussion above). Only one
of our study groups (WW group) did not contain any recent female immi-
grants (Wikberg et al., 2012), but the potential stabilizing effect of no female
immigration may have been counteracted by a high proportion of maturing
females. Based on these results, we suggest that dominance characteristics
are likely shaped by demographic factors in addition to the competitive
regime. To investigate if the variation in hierarchical strength between our
study groups also reflects differences in competitive regimes, future studies
should focus on the effect of dominance rank on food intake and reproductive
success.

Acknowledgements

This research was conducted with permission from the Ghana Wildlife Divi-
sion and the management committee at BFMS. Funding was provided by
Alberta Ingenuity, American Society of Primatologists, International Pri-
matological Society, Leakey Foundation, Natural Sciences and Engineering
Research Council of Canada, Province of Alberta, Sweden-America Foun-
dation, and the University of Calgary. Research assistance was provided by
Lucy Anderson, Fernando Campos, Katie Carmichael, Johanna Hedlund,
Teresa Holmes and Danica Stark. Data collection methods complied with
the rules of the University of Calgary’s Animal Care Committee and with
the laws of Ghana. Suggestions from Dr. Anne Russon, Fernando Campos
and three anonymous reviewers also helped to improve this manuscript.



E.C. Wikberg et al. / Behaviour 150 (2013) 295–320 315

References

Altmann, J. (1974). Observational study of behaviour: sampling methods. — Behaviour 49:
223-265.

Appleby, M.C. (1983). The probability of linearity in hierarchies. — Anim. Behav. 31: 600-
608.

Archie, E.A., Morrison, T.A., Foley, C.A.H., Moss, C.J. & Alberts, S.C. (2006). Dominance
rank relationships among wild female African elephants, Loxodonta africana. — Anim.
Behav. 71: 117-127.

Barrette, C. & Vandal, D. (1986). Social rank, dominance, antler size, and access to food in
snow-bound wild woodland caribou. — Behaviour 97: 118-146.

Barton, R.A. (1993). Sociospatial mechanisms of feeding competition of feeding competition
in female olive baboons, Papio anubis. — Anim. Behav. 46: 791-802.

Barton, R.A. & Whiten, A. (1993). Feeding competition among female olive baboons, Papio
anubis. — Anim. Behav. 46: 777-789.

Bergstrom, M.L. & Fedigan, L.M. (2010). Dominance among female white-faced capuchin
monkeys (Cebus capucinus): hierarchical linearity, nepotism, strength and stability. —
Behaviour 147: 899-931.

Berman, C.M., Ionica, C.S. & Li, J.H. (2004). Dominance style among Macaca thibetana on
Mt. Huangshan, China. — Int. J. Primatol. 25: 1283-1312.

Bernstein, I.S. (1969). Stability of status hierarchy in a pigtail monkey group (Macaca
nemestrina). — Anim. Behav. 17: 452-458.

Bernstein, I.S., Gordon, T.P. & Rose, R.M. (1974). Aggression and social controls in rhesus
monkey (Macaca mulatta) groups revealed in group formation studies. — Folia Primatol.
21: 81-107.

Borries, C., Sommer, V. & Srivastava, A. (1991). Dominance, age, and reproductive success
in free-ranging female Hanuman langurs (Presbytis entellus). — Int. J. Primatol. 12: 231-
257.

Broom, M., Koenig, A. & Borries, C. (2009). Variation in dominance hierarchies among
group-living animals: modeling stability and the likelihood of coalitions. — Behav. Ecol.
20: 844-855.

Cafazzo, S., Valsecchi, P., Bonanni, R. & Natoli, E. (2010). Dominance in relation to age,
sex, and competitive contexts in a group of free-ranging domestic dogs. — Behav. Ecol.
21: 443-455.

Chapais, B. (1992). The role of alliances in social inheritance of rank among female primates.
— In: Coalitions and alliances in humans and other animals (Harcourt, A.H. & de Waal,
F., eds). Oxford University Press, New York, NY, p. 29-59.

Cheney, D.L., Seyfarth, R.M., Andelman, S.J. & Lee, P.C. (1988). Reproductive success in
vervet monkeys. — In: Reproductive success: studies of individual variation in contrasting
breeding systems (Clutton-Brock, T.H., ed.). University of Chicago Press, Chicago, IL,
p. 384-402.

Cords, M. (2000). Agonistic and affiliative relationships of adult females in a blue monkey
group. — In: Old world monkeys (Whitehead, P. & Jolly, C., eds). Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, p. 453-479.



316 Dominance hierarchies in female Colobus vellerosus

Cords, M. (2002). Friendship among adult female blue monkeys (Cercopithecus mitis). —
Behaviour 139: 291-314.

Creel, S., Creel, N., Wildt, D.E. & Monfort, S.L. (1992). Behavioural and endocrine mech-
anisms of reproductive suppression in Serengeti dwarf mongooses. — Anim. Behav. 43:
231-245.

de Vries, H. (1995). An improved test of linearity in dominance hierarchies containing un-
known or tied relationships. — Anim. Behav. 50: 1375-1389.

de Vries, H. (1998). Finding a dominance order most consistent with a linear hierarchy: a new
procedure and review. — Anim. Behav. 55: 827-843.

de Waal, F.B.M. (1989). Dominance style and primate social organization. — In: Comparative
socioecology (Standen, V. & Foley, R., eds). Blackwell, Oxford, p. 243-263.

de Waal, F.B.M. & Luttrell, L.M. (1989). Toward a comparative socioecology of the genus
Macaca — different dominance styles in rhesus and stumptail monkeys. — Am. J. Prima-
tol. 19: 83-109.

Engh, A.L., Esch, K., Smale, L. & Holekamp, K.E. (2000). Mechanisms of maternal rank
‘inheritance’ in the spotted hyaena, Crocuta crocuta. — Anim. Behav. 60: 323-332.

Espmark, Y. (1964). Studies in dominance-subordination relationship in group of semi-
domesticated reindeer (Rangifer tarandus L.). — Anim. Behav. 12: 420-426.

Frank, L.G. (1986). Social-organization of the spotted hyena Crocuta crocuta. 2. Dominance
and reproduction. — Anim. Behav. 34: 1510-1527.

Galimberti, F., Fabiani, A. & Boitani, L. (2003). Socio-spatial levels in linearity analysis of
dominance hierarchies: a case study on elephant seals. — J. Ethol. 21: 131-136.

Guhl, A.M. & Allee, W.C. (1944). Some measurable effects of social organization in flocks
of hens. — Physiol. Zool. 17: 320-347.

Hall, J.B. & Swaine, M.D. (1981). Distribution and ecology of vascular plants in a tropical
rain forest: forest vegetation in Ghana. — W. Junk, The Hague.

Harris, T.R. (2005). Roaring, intergroup aggression, and feeding competition in black and
white colobus monkeys (Colobus guereza) at Kanyawara, Kibale National Park, Uganda.
— Ph.D. Thesis, Yale University, New Haven, CT.

Holekamp, K.E., Smale, L. & Szykman, M. (1996). Rank and reproduction in the female
spotted hyaena. — J. Reprod. Fertil. 108: 229-237.

Holekamp, K.E., Smith, J.E., Strelioff, C.C., Van Horn, R.C. & Watts, H.E. (2012). Society,
demography and genetic structure in the spotted hyena. — Mol. Ecol. 21: 613-632.

Hrdy, S.B. & Hrdy, D.B. (1976). Hierarchical relations among female Hanuman langurs
(primates — Colobinae, Presbytis entellus). — Science 193: 913-915.

Isbell, L.A. (1991). Contest and scramble competition: patterns of female aggression and
ranging behaviour among primates. — Behav. Ecol. 2: 143-155.

Isbell, L.A. & Pruetz, J.D. (1998). Differences between vervets (Cercopithecus aethiops) and
patas monkeys (Erythrocebus patas) in agonistic interactions between adult females. —
Int. J. Primatol. 19: 837-855.

Isbell, L.A. & Young, T.P. (2002). Ecological models of female social relationships in pri-
mates: similarities, disparities, and some directions for future clarity. — Behaviour 139:
177-202.



E.C. Wikberg et al. / Behaviour 150 (2013) 295–320 317

Izar, P., Ferreira, R.G. & Sato, T. (2006). Describing the organization of dominance relation-
ships by dominance-directed tree method. — Am. J. Primatol. 68: 189-207.

Jackson, W.M. & Winnegrad, R.L. (1988). Linearity in dominance hierarchies — a second
look at the individual attributes model. — Anim. Behav. 36: 1237-1240.

Janson, C.H. & Chapman, C.A. (2000). Resources and primate community structure. — In:
Primate communities (Fleagle, J., Janson, C. & Reed, K., eds). Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, p. 237-267.

Janson, C.H. & van Schaik, C.P. (1988). Recognizing the many faces of primate food com-
petition — methods. — Behaviour 105: 165-186.

Kapsalis, E. (2004). Matrilineal kinship and primate behaviour. — In: Kinship and behaviour
in primates (Chapais, B. & Berman, C.M., eds). Oxford University Press, Oxford, p. 153-
176.

Koenig, A. (2000). Competitive regimes in forest-dwelling Hanuman langur females (Semno-
pithecus entellus). — Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 48: 93-109.

Koenig, A. (2002). Competition for resources and its behavioural consequences among fe-
male primates. — Int. J. Primatol. 23: 759-783.

Koenig, A. & Borries, C. (2006). The predictive power of socioecological models: a re-
consideration of resource characteristics, agonism, and dominance hierarchies. — In:
Feeding ecology in apes and other primates: ecological, physical and behavioural aspects
(Hohmann, G., Robbins, M. & Boesch, C., eds). Cambridge University Press, New York,
NY, p. 263-284.

Koenig, A., Beise, J., Chalise, M.K. & Ganzhorn, J.U. (1998). When females should contest
for food — testing hypotheses about resource density, distribution, size, and quality with
Hanuman langurs (Presbytis entellus). — Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 42: 225-237.

Koenig, A., Larney, E., Lu, A. & Borries, C. (2004). Agonistic behaviour and dominance
relationships in female Phayre’s leaf monkeys — preliminary results. — Am. J. Primatol.
64: 351-357.

Korstjens, A.H., Sterck, E.H.M. & Noe, R. (2002). How adaptive or phylogenetically inert is
primate social behaviour? A test with two sympatric colobines. — Behaviour 139: 203-
225.

Matsuda, I., Tuuga, A., Bernard, H. & Furuichi, T. (2012). Inter-individual relationships
in proboscis monkeys: a preliminary comparison with other non-human primates. —
Primates 53: 13-23.

Maynard Smith, J.M. (1974). Theory of games and evolutoin of animals conflicts. — J. Theor.
Biol. 47: 209-221.

Maynard Smith, J.M. & Price, G.R. (1973). Logic of animal conflict. — Nature 246: 15-18.

Mesterton-Gibbons, M. & Dugatkin, L.A. (1995). Toward a theory of dominance hierarchies:
effects of assessment, group size, and variation in fighting ability. — Behav. Ecol. 6: 416-
423.

Oates, J.F. (1977). The social life of a black-and-white colobus monkey, Colobus guereza. —
Z. Tierpsychol. 45: 1-60.



318 Dominance hierarchies in female Colobus vellerosus

Palombit, R.A., Cheney, D.L. & Seyfarth, R.M. (2001). Female–female competition for male
‘friends’ in wild chacma baboons (Papio cynocephalus ursinus). — Anim. Behav. 61:
1159-1171.

R Development Core Team (2011). R: a language and environment for statistical computing:
R Foundation for Statistical Computing. — Available online at http://www.R-project.org
(accessed 21 September 2012).

Robbins, M.M. (2008). Feeding competition and agonistic relationships among bwindi Go-
rilla beringei. — Int. J. Primatol. 29: 999-1018.

Robbins, M.M., Robbins, A.M., Gerald-Steklis, N. & Steklis, H.D. (2005). Long-term dom-
inance relationships in female mountain gorillas: strength, stability and determinants of
rank. — Behaviour 142: 779-809.

Robbins, M.M., Robbins, A.M., Gerald-Steklis, N. & Steklis, H.D. (2007). Socioecologi-
cal influences on the reproductive success of female mountain gorillas (Gorilla beringei
beringei). — Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 61: 919-931.

Rowell, T.E. (1974). Concepts of social dominance. — Behav. Biol. 11: 131-154.

Rutberg, A.T. (1986). Dominance and its fintess consequences in american bison cows. —
Behaviour 96: 62-91.

Saj, T.L. & Sicotte, P. (2007). Predicting the competitive regime of female Colobus vellerosus
from the distribution of food resources. — Int. J. Primatol. 28: 315-336.

Saj, T.L., Marteinson, S., Chapman, C.A. & Sicotte, P. (2007). Controversy over the applica-
tion of current socioecological models to folivorous primates: Colobus vellerosus fits the
predictions. — Am. J. Phys. Anthropol. 133: 994-1003.

Sapolsky, R.M. (1983). Endocrine aspects of social instability in the olive baboon (Papio
anubis). — Am. J. Primatol. 5: 365-379.

Seyfarth, R. (1976). Social relationships among adult female baboons. — Anim. Behav. 24:
917-938.

Seyfarth, R.M. (1980). The distribution of grooming and related behaviours among adult
female vervet monkeys. — Anim. Behav. 28: 798-813.

Silk, J.B., Samuels, A. & Rodman, P.S. (1981). Hierarchical organization of female Macaca
radiata. — Primates 22: 84-95.

Snaith, T.V. & Chapman, C.A. (2007). Primate group size and interpreting socioecological
models: do folivores really play by different rules? — Evol. Anthropol. 16: 94-106.

Sterck, E.H.M. (1999). Variation in langur social organization in relation to the socioeco-
logical model, human habitat alteration, and phylogenetic constraints. — Primates 40:
199-213.

Sterck, E.H.M. & Steenbeek, R. (1997). Female dominance relationships and food com-
petition in the sympatric Thomas langur and long-tailed macaque. — Behaviour 134:
749-774.

Sterck, E.H.M., Watts, D.P. & van Schaik, C.P. (1997). The evolution of female social rela-
tionships in nonhuman primates. — Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 41: 291-309.

Teichroeb, J.A. & Sicotte, P. (2009). Test of the ecological-constraints model on ursine
colobus monkeys (Colobus vellerosus) in Ghana. — Am. J. Primatol. 71: 49-59.

http://www.R-project.org
http://www.R-project.org


E.C. Wikberg et al. / Behaviour 150 (2013) 295–320 319

Teichroeb, J.A., Wikberg, E.C. & Sicotte, P. (2009). Female dispersal patterns in six groups
of ursine colobus (Colobus vellerosus): infanticide avoidance is important. — Behaviour
146: 551-582.

Thierry, B. (2000). Covariation of conflict management patterns across macaque species. —
In: Natural conflict resolution (Aureli, F. & de Waal, F., eds). University of California
Press, Berkeley, CA, p. 106-128.

Trivers, R.L. (1972). Parental investment and sexual selection. — In: Sexual selection and the
descent of man (Campbell, B., ed.). Aldine, Chicago, IL, p. 136-179.

van Hooff, J. & Wensing, J. (1987). Dominance and its behavioural measures in a captive
wolf pack. — In: Man and wolf (Frank, H., ed.). W. Junk, Dordrecht, p. 219-252.

van Schaik, C.P. (1989). The ecology of social relationships amongst female primates. —
In: Comparative socioecology. The behavioural ecology of humans and other mammals
(Standen, V. & Foley, R., eds). Blackwell, Oxford, p. 195-218.

Vogel, E.R. (2005). Rank differences in energy intake rates in white-faced capuchin monkeys,
Cebus capucinus: the effects of contest competition. — Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 58: 333-
344.

Whitten, P.L. (1983). Diet and dominance among female vervet monkeys (Cercopithecus
aethiops). — Am. J. Primatol. 5: 139-159.

Wickham, H. (2009). ggplot2: elegant graphics for data analysis. — Springer, New York,
NY.

Wikberg, E.C., Sicotte, P., Campos, F. & Ting, N. (2012). Between-group variation in female
dispersal, kin composition of groups, and proximity patterns in a black-and-white colobus
monkey (Colobus vellerosus). — PLOS One 7: e48740.

Wrangham, R.W. (1980). An ecological model of female-bonded primate groups. — Be-
haviour 75: 262-300.

Zucker, E.L. & Clarke, M.R. (1998). Agonistic and affiliative relationships of adult female
howlers (Alouatta palliata) in Costa Rica over a 4-year period. — Int. J. Primatol. 19:
433-449.



320 Dominance hierarchies in female Colobus vellerosus

Appendix A.
Definitions of aggressive and submissive behaviours recorded in this study.

Type Behaviour Definition

S Avoid or displace An animal moves away before another approaches to one
meter, and the approaching animal does not pursue the
leaving animal; an animal approaches to one meter and
takes the spot of another that leaves within five seconds; an
animal takes over a resource from another animal that was
within one meter for more than five seconds either before
or after the resource was taken over; or an animal directs
aggression towards another animal that was within one
meter for more than five seconds, and the victim leaves
while the aggressor stays in the spot1, 2, 3, 4, 5.

A, S Chase and flee One animal rapidly moves away from another animal in
pursuit, not in a playful manner3.

A Contact aggression Includes any offensive behaviour where an animal
establishes physical contact with another. For example, this
category includes bite, hit, pinch, pounce, shove, and
wrestle3.

S Grimace An animal opens the mouth and pulls back the lips so that
the teeth are visible3, and it often occurs when a
subordinate animal approaches a dominant animal.

A Other aggressive Any offensive behaviours behaviour that is not defined
here, such as a swipe at and lunge at.

S Present An animal turns the back and rump towards another while
standing on all four3, and this is typically directed from a
subordinate to a dominant animal.

S Snuffling vocalization An animal produces a series of rough, noisy snorts of short
duration, often while grimacing3. This vocalization often
occurs when a subordinate animal approaches a dominant
animal or when a dominant animal is aggressing or
displacing a subordinate animal.

A, aggressive; S, submissive. The definitions are modified from: 1Berman et al. (2004);
2Borries et al. (1991); 3Oates (1977); 4Palombit et al. (2001); 5Rowell (1974).


