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770  SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

771 Table S1: Bayesian probabilities comparing conditioned approach probability between groups.
772 Red values indicate significant differences.

773
Time (minute) Group Pair> Small> Large>
All test (15t-7th) Single  0.187 0.856 0.926
Pair 0.968 0.983
Small 0.677
1t Single  0.031 0.277 0.195
Pair 0.906 0.856
Small 0.393
2nd Single  0.502  0.840 0.976
Pair 0.839 0.976
Small 0.904
3rd Single 0.009 0.740 0.976
Pair 0.998 >0.999
Small 0.941
4t Single  0.214 0.713 0.991
Pair 0.912 0.998
Small 0.974
5th Single 0.033 0.727 0.945
Pair 0.991 >0.999
Small 0.857
6" Single  0.301 0.792 0.993
Pair 0.906 0.998
Small 0.968
7t Single  0.221 0.906 0.992
Pair 0.980 >0.999
Small 0.887
774
775
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776 Table S2: Bayesian probabilities comparing conditioned approach probability against chance (0.5).
777 Red values indicate significant differences.

778
Time (minute) Group p(Conditioned approach probability > 0.5)
All test (15— 7")  Single >0.999
Pair >0.999
Small 0.983
Large >0.999
1t Single 0.997
Pair 0.640
Small 0.983
Large 0.963
2nd Single 0.998
Pair 0.997
Small >0.999
Large >0.999
3rd Single 0.997
Pair 0.359
Small >0.999
Large >0.999
4th Single 0.964
Pair 0.767
Small 0.993
Large >0.999
5th Single 0.993
Pair 0.499
Small >0.999
Large >0.999
6t Single 0.861
Pair 0.64253
Small 0.983
Large >0.999
7t Single 0.642
Pair 0.232
Small 0.983
Large >0.999
779
780
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781 Table S3: Bayesian probabilities comparing distance distributions between experimental (Exp.) groups and
782 simulated (Sim.) groups.
783 Red values indicate significant differences.

784
Group Distance bin (mm) p(Sim. group > Exp. group)

Pair 0-5 0.220

5-10 0.260

10-15 0.231

15-20 0.141

20-25 0.367

25-30 0.978

30-35 0.977

35-40 0.742

40-45 0.625

45-50 0.244

50-55 0.220

55-60 0.555

60-65 0.844

Small 0-5 0.069

5-10 0.054

10-15 0.483

15-20 0.556

20-25 0.759

25-30 0.810

30-35 0.782

35-40 0.679

40-45 0.813

45-50 0.797

50-55 0.554

55-60 0.429

60-65 0.992

Large 0-5 0.003

5-10 0.040

10-15 0.243

15-20 0.373

20-25 0.492

25-30 0.772

30-35 0.894

35-40 0.971

40-45 0.959

45-50 0.956

50-55 0.778

55-60 0.627

60-65 0.887
785
786
787
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Figure S1: Latency to approach the CS+ and CS- in the test.

(A) Latency to the CS+: the first time point an individual fly reaches the CS+ for the single fly (red), pair (blue),
small group (yellow) and the large group (pink) during the test. Points indicate the mean latency per group size;
whiskers indicate the 95 % credible intervals. Stars represent significance between groups (*: p(small group >
pair) > 0.95).

(B) Same as (A) but for the CS-.
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Figure S2: Quantifying inter-fly encounters during the test.

(A) The number of inter-fly distances during the test for flies conditioned in pairs (left), small groups (middle)
and large groups (right. The first bin ranges from 0 mm to 2.5 mm, and the following bins represent a range of
5 mm i.e. the 10 mm bin ranges from 7.5 mm to 12.5 mm. Bars represent the mean number of distances per
bin between real groups of flies (pair: blue, small group: yellow, large group: pink) and between simulated
groups of flies (grey). Vertical lines represent the 95 % credible intervals. Videos were recorded at 15 frames /
s. Bars of the experimental and simulated number of distances within the same bin were compared to each
other. Stars indicate significantly different numbers of distances between the experimental and simulated
distances within a bin (N = 30 real or simulated experimental runs).

(B) Mean encounter length per experimental run for the pair (blue, left), small group (yellow, middle) and large
group (pink, right). The corresponding simulated groups of flies are shown in grey. Bars represent the mean
across experimental runs. Whiskers represent the 95 % credible intervals. Stars represent significant
differences between the real and simulated groups.
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