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No initial sample size calculation was performed for the experiment as there was no a-priori indication of effect size. This was the first study to
experimentally manipulate number of conspecifics, including solitary individuals, to evaluate foraging success in wild guppies (or other
vertebrates). The number of trials per batch was informed by two previous studies:

- Snijders L, Kurvers RHJM, Krause S, Ramnarine IW, Krause J. 2018 Individual- and population-level drivers of consistent foraging success
across environments. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 2, 1610–1618. (doi:10.1101/260604)

- Snijders L, Kurvers RHJM, Krause S, Tump AN, Ramnarine IW, Krause J. 2019 Females facilitate male food patch discovery in a wild fish
population. J. Anim. Ecol. 88, 1950–1960. (doi:10.1111/1365-2656.13086)

Data from failed or bad video recordings were excluded for a number of the analyses. All exclusions, including the number of exclusions and
their criteria are reported in the Methods section of the manuscript.

No attempt of replication of the reported study as a whole has been made, yet the study itself included replicates for sex-composition and
number of conspecifics. In addition all experiments and treatment levels were replicated across seven different natural pools, using 84 unique
batches (39 female batches, 35 male batches, 10 control batches). Exact numbers per treatment level are reported in Supplementary Table 1
and 2.

Individuals originated from the same location as their batch members to maximize familiarity among the fish. Assignment to treatment-level
and pool was done according to an a-priori determined daily schedule. Location order of food trials was randomized.

Blinding was not possible in this study as both the number of fish as the sex of fish are impossible to conceal during observation. The video
observers were, however, not informed about the underlying hypotheses.

The study did not involve laboratory animals

We assigned 392 study subjects of which 14% escaped prior to data collection (41 out of 235 females and 14 out of 157 males). The
experiment thus included 337 experimental subjects (194 females and 143 males), spread over 84 batches (39 female batches, 35
male batches, 10 control batches; see Supplementary Table 1 and 2 for further details). Animals were caught using dip nets and
transported using small semi-transparent containers with an opaque lid and including water from their stream and a leaf under which
the fish could hide. The guppies were caught and marked using fluorescent elastomer (Croft et al. 2004). Fish were given individual
identity marks by injecting different colours of visible implant fluorescent elastomer (VIE) in two out of six dorsal positions. For this
procedure we followed Croft et al. (2003 & 2004). Fish length was measured briefly (max 5 seconds) using a measuring line, while
avoiding skin to skin contact. Fish from different source pools were kept for a maximum of 2 hours in separate plastic containers
during the marking procedure after which they were released in their respective experimental pools. The fish were left overnight in




