available data, but these hypotheses are
less able to explain the entire range of
observed behaviors. I argue only that the
available data do not lead to the rejection
of the altruistic behavior hypothesis.
Meikle et al. note a mistake in the
(197M .
10. H. G. Sperling, C. Johnson, R. S. Harwerth, original report (1); reference 18 is in
Vision Res. 20, 1117 (1980).
11. G. S. Brindley, J. Physiol. (London) 122, 332 error, and I apologize. I compare charac(1953).
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12. D. R. Williams et al., Vision Res., in press.
13. J. F. W. Nuboer, Doc. Ophthalmol. 3M, 279 the Mann-Whitney U statistic and, as
(1971); J. H. Caldwell and N. W. Daw, J.
Physiol. (London) 276, 257 (1978); F. M. de stated in the text, the measurements
Monasterio, Brain Res. 150, 239 (1978).
14. N. W. Daw and A. L. Pearlman, J. Physiol. indicate no significant differences be(London) 211, 125 (1970); B. G. Cleland and W. tween the two groups. The probability
R. Levick, ibid. 240, 457 (1974).
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protected sites, that is, overhanging
rocks and stacked rubble identical to
nest sites, are abundant in the rubble
bottom coves where H. bispinis is found.
For competition to occur some resource,
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in this case the site, must be limiting (3);
Daniels (1) concludes that males who males are the nest builders and guards of this does not appear to be the case.
Even if I had observed replacement
occupied the nests of experimentally re- eggs (3). This suggests that the males
moved females in an Antarctic fish spe- who occtipied the nest sites were the guards near nest sites in the field, I
would reject the parental behavior hycies were behaving altruistically as re- fathers of those eggs.
In light of the above, we feel that there pothesis for several reasons. I grant that
placement nest guards. He rejects the
hypotheses that the replacement fish is insufficient evidence for rejection of fish rove and I do not assume that fathers
were behaving selfishly or as parents. the hypotheses that replacement fish remain near the nest. I argue that, for the
We disagree with his conclusions for the were behaving selfishly or as parents. father to be the first replacement guard,
We applaud the use of multiple hypothe- he should be found near the nest. If he is
following reasons.
First, Daniels argues that his failure to sis testing, but caution that more parsi- not, other fish can be expected to find
observe displacement of females from monious explanations (4) of complex be- the nest first and assume guard responsinests is evidence that there was no com- havioral phenomena should be thorough- bilities, as they did in the laboratory. It is
petition for nest sites, even though such ly investigated before acceptance of possible that the nest is readily identifiable to the father by the topography of
sites were also used by the fish as protec- more complicated hypotheses.
D. B. MEIKLE the site (4) or a peculiar scent. This
tion against predators when there was no
needs to be established; now it merely
ice cover (1, 2). More importantly, he School of Interdisciplinary Studies,
leads to the increased complexity of the
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