










ahead of it by up to three times (200%) in the terminal buzz phase of its approach to a target, as

indicated by the ratio of the area measured at a given target range to the area predicted for that

range based on the median −3 dB beam angle calculated for long ranges (i.e., predicted area had the

porpoise not switched to ‘wide-angle view’, Figure 5). A significant inverse relationship between the

beamwidth of the clicks and distance they were emitted from the target was found for data sets from

each experiment (Experiment 1: F = 56.9, R2 = 0.44, p < 0.001; Experiment 2: F = 23.6, R2 = 0.05, p <
0.001). Data from experiment two were also analyzed using ANOVA (see ‘Materials and methods’).

The three clusters (sorted using beamwidth values) differed significantly with respect to distance to

target (F = 5.21, p < 0.006). Specifically, clicks in the group with the greatest beamwidths were

emitted significantly closer to the target than clicks in the group with the narrowest beamwidths

(Tukey-Karmer HSD, p < 0.01).

The timeline of these changes (Figure 6A,C) shows that the porpoise varied the width of its beam

within the buzz independently of the inter-click intervals (ICIs), with both narrow and wide beam angles

used at the lowest ICIs (Figure 6A,D). Consequently, the short- and long-range datasets have different

distributions, but similar means, and the long-range clicks are better described by the mean beamwidth

value (Figure 3D). The click centroid frequency (fc) dropped by about 1% at the start of a buzz (from

a long-range median of 130.4 kHz (127–136.1) to a median of 127.7 kHz (124.1–134.3), see the color scale

in Figure 6 and Figure 6—figure supplement 1).

Figure 3. Porpoise biosonar beam widens at short target ranges. 3 dB beamwidth recorded in two experimental setups: (A, B) three harbour porpoises

closing on prey and (C, D) a harbour porpoise approaching an aluminum sphere target. (A, C) show reconstructed porpoise locations for clicks fulfilling

inclusion criteria in one trial per array configuration. Targets and their projections in the x–y plane are marked with dark-blue filled and open circles,

respectively. For the small array recordings (light blue in C), the target was displaced outward to 0.4 m from the array to maintain high spatial resolution at

short ranges. (B) Data collected using a horizontal array with effective angular resolution (EAR) of ∼12˚ at ranges of target interception (N = 75). Data

points from Freja, the porpoise participating in experiment two, are represented with circles. (D) Data gathered with star-shaped arrays in two

configurations: large (red in C), for long-range recordings (>1.3 m from array to sound source, squares, N = 34) and small (light blue in C), for greater

resolution at short ranges (<2 m from array to sound source, circles, N = 458) (see Figure 4—figure supplement 1 for a detailed view of hydrophone

spacing in the two array configurations). Hydrophone spacing provided EAR of ∼5˚ at the shortest ranges from the source examined. Color in (B) and

(D) indicates inter-click intervals (ICI), with buzz starting at 13 ms (Wisniewska et al., 2012). Buzz- and regular-click datasets in (D), used at short- and long-

ranges, respectively, have different distributions, but similar medians, because during buzzes the animal repeatedly changed its beamwidth (Figure 6).

Beam of the long-range clicks varied less and is better approximated by the median.

DOI: 10.7554/eLife.05651.006
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This negligible drop in frequency cannot

explain the large changes in beamwidth

(Figure 6—figure supplement 1; Spearman’s

correlation tests between centroid frequency and

beamwidth: Experiment 1: p = 0.76, Experiment 2:

p = 0.67). Rather, the animal must vary the size of

the effective aperture, likely by effecting rapid

muscular deformations of the melon (Video 3), the

position of the phonic lips and/or the size and

position of the associated air sacs. To visualize the

musculature surrounding the melon, we obtained

magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) on a dead

juvenile harbour porpoise. The scanning images

reveal nasal structures that include a complex, richly

innervated (Huggenberger et al., 2009) network

of facial muscles (Figure 1). These muscles are

homologous to the muscles dedicated to facial

expressions in primates, and should enable fast and

subtle changes in the shape of nasal components

and their associated air sacs (Huggenberger et al.,

2009).

Discussion
Here, we show that harbour porpoises can

broaden their biosonar beams in the final phase

of target approach (Figure 3), and, unlike echolocating bats, that they are also able to change their

beamwidth within the terminal buzz (Figure 6). At its broadest, the beamwidth ranged from 15˚ in

experiment two to more than 30˚ in experiment one. A number of factors may have contributed to this

variability including: (i) differences in effective angular resolution (EAR) between the eight-

hydrophone linear array and the 48-hydrophone star-shaped array, (ii) differences in the animals’

behaviour when approaching a slowly sinking fish vs a stationary aluminum sphere, and, finally, (iii)

potentially higher clutter originating from the large array behind the target and motivating the

porpoise to use a narrower beam. Porpoises can adjust their buzz clicking rate to prey range

differently when following a fish in open water than when tracking one in the cluttered and more

restricted space close to the sea floor (Figure 2). The porpoise behaviour and experimental context

seem the most likely explanation for the observed differences between the two experiments.

This is the first demonstration, to our knowledge, of a whale controlling its acoustic FOV while

actively approaching a target. This control is achieved independently of spectral adjustments

(Figure 6 and Figure 6—figure supplement 1), probably by changing the conformation of the melon

(Figure 1; [Huggenberger et al., 2009]), the position of the phonic lips (Cranford et al., 2014) and

the size and shape of the associated air sacs (Aroyan et al., 1992). Due to its heterogeneous structure

(Norris and Harvey, 1974; Varanasi et al., 1975), the melon has long been considered an acoustic

impedance matcher that minimizes the reflections and energy loss at the tissue–water interface

(Norris and Harvey, 1974) and that provides directionality in the emitted click (Au et al., 1999,

2006). Porpoises have a complex facial musculature (Figure 1) with nervous innervation with 4.5 times

more neurons than human facial muscles (Jacobs and Jensen, 1964), leading to the recent

proposition that muscle induced deformations of the nasal soft structures such as the melon may

provide means to change the FOV (Huggenberger et al., 2009). Our acoustic measurements and

observations support that hypothesis by demonstrating that the melon and accessory structures

apparently operate as the functional equivalent of an adjustable collimating lens of a flashlight. In

other words, the porpoise’s beam can be dynamically changed from spotlight to floodlight (and

everything in between) to best suit the circumstances, offering unprecedented flexibility in control of

the FOV in an echolocating animal that is unmatched in visual mammals (Land and Nilsson, 2012).

The porpoise’s ability to change its FOV within a buzz (Figure 6) implies an even greater flexibility

than recently documented in vespertilionid bats (Surlykke et al., 2009; Jakobsen and Surlykke,

2010; Jakobsen et al., 2013). While bats adjust their beams to the environment in which they are

Video 2. A representative trial from experiment two.

Video shows a blindfolded porpoise closing on an

aluminum target in front of a 48-element hydrophone

array. The sequence was recorded in a short-range trial,

that is, with the array extending to 0.5 m on either side

of the centre hydrophone and the target moved to 0.4

m from array centre. Only clicks recorded when the

porpoise was <2 m away from the array, at an angle of

<15˚ to its centre and with acoustic axis within 6 cm from

the centre hydrophone were selected for the beam-

width analysis. The video’s soundtrack was replaced

with audio recording from the camera-synchronized

DTAG-3 carried by the porpoise.

DOI: 10.7554/eLife.05651.007
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operating (Surlykke et al., 2009), and the task at hand (Jakobsen and Surlykke, 2010), changes in

their FOV during the buzz are accounted for by a concurrent drop in signal frequency content. Thus in

bats, changes in FOV, emission rate, and signal frequency content during the buzz appear to be

tightly interconnected (Ratcliffe et al., 2013). Our results show that in whales these parameters are

independently controlled (Figure 6 and Figure 6—figure supplement 1). Having a FOV that can be

modulated independently of signal emission rate or frequency content (the latter often being

dependent on the amplitude of the signal [Au et al., 1995; Finneran et al., 2014]) may be essential

for managing flow of sensory information and optimizing long duration close-range prey tracking in

acoustic scenes of varying complexity (Figure 2). The broad beam is advantageous to the porpoises at

close range where it would reduce the likelihood of prey escaping perpendicularly to the approaching

porpoise by vanishing from its acoustic FOV.

These findings support the hypothesis that porpoises dynamically control their acoustic FOV while

tracking prey, and do so by altering the effective size of their radiating aperture. The mechanism

underlying these adjustments may be muscle-induced phonic lips repositioning (Cranford et al.,

2014), and melon and air sac deformations (Moore et al., 2008; Huggenberger et al., 2009). All

toothed whales studied to date have similar facial musculature surrounding the melon (Cranford

et al., 1996; Harper et al., 2008). All toothed whales then presumably have the ability to modify the

melon’s shape. Given the greater beam plasticity offered by this mechanism, compared to modulating

the frequency content of clicks, we suggest that all toothed whales may be able to shape and

modulate their beam this way.

Despite the independent evolution and very different means of sound generation and transmission,

whales and bats have both evolved mechanisms to change their acoustic FOV while tracking prey. This

suggests that beam plasticity has been a key driver in the evolution of echolocation, beyond simple

orientation, for improved foraging success. Our results from these small toothed whales suggest that

the demands of tracking moving prey over variable distances in complex acoustic environments have

favored the evolution of a more sophisticated adjustment mechanism, in which pulse rate and

beamwidth can be controlled independently. Compared to bats, the greater dynamic beam plasticity

Figure 4. −3 dB beamwidth variation with range. Colored markers indicate beamwidth estimates based on the best fitting piston aperture, while the black

vertical lines show the spread around the best fit (see lower panels in Figure 4—figure supplement 1). Data were gathered with star-shaped arrays in two

configurations (Figure 3C and Figure 4—figure supplement 1): large (squares, N = 121) and small (circles, N = 745). Color indicates the least-square

error associated with the fits. Only fits with error <0.2 were considered in the final analysis and presented in Figure 3. Distance from the sound source to

the tip of the animal’s rostrum was 17 cm.

DOI: 10.7554/eLife.05651.008

The following figure supplement is available for figure 4:

Figure supplement 1. Array configurations and data fitting in experiment two.

DOI: 10.7554/eLife.05651.009
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we have observed here likely reflects different sensory and ecological constraints. We propose that

dynamic control of acoustic FOV in whales is a mechanism for the inclusion and exclusion of potential

sensory information that allows these predators to quickly and repeatedly adjust to changes in habitat

and prey trajectories.

Materials and methods
All experiments were conducted in a semi-natural outdoor enclosure at Fjord&Bælt, situated in

Kerteminde harbour, Denmark. The enclosure (approximately 34 × 17 m, natural sandy bottom at 3–5

m depth) is fenced off by a concrete wall alongshore, and nets on the two shorter ends. The net pen

complex comprises two net-separated pools that allow for isolation of single animals for experimental

work. All acoustic recordings in the present study were made in the smaller, 8 × 12 m net pen.

At the time the study was undertaken, the facility housed four harbour porpoises, three of which

participated in the experiments: Freja (female, at Fjord&Bælt since April 1997, estimated to be 1–2

years old at arrival [Lockyer, 2003]), Eigil (male, at Fjord&Bælt since April 1997, estimated to be 1–2

years old at arrival [Lockyer, 2003]) and Sif (female, at Fjord&Bælt since July 2004, estimated to be 1-

year-old at arrival [Lockyer, 2003]). All animals had extensive previous experience in various

echolocation experiments, from being stationed at a target (e.g., [Beedholm and Miller, 2007;

Koblitz et al., 2012; Linnenschmidt et al., 2012]) to free-swimming (e.g., [Verfuss et al., 2005;

Figure 5. Beam adjustments can triple the ensonified area. (A) Approximate detection volume for a harbour porpoise tracking fish in a quiet environment,

based on the active sonar equation (1) and source energy levels as measured. Fixed detection threshold (Kastelein et al., 1999) of 27 dB re 1 μPa2s and
target strength of −36 dB for the Atlantic cod of 29–30 cm (Au et al., 2007) is assumed. Pattern of the outer beam (solid line cross section) is based on

beamwidth estimates obtained at short target ranges. The inner, narrow beam (dashed line) is based on the directionalities measured at long range,

representing predicted beam pattern had the porpoise not switched to ‘wide-angle view’. (B) Relative change in the size of ensonified area ahead of the

porpoise as it approaches a target. Surface area was computed as base of a cone with height equal to target range and an opening angle corresponding

to the measured −3 dB beam angle (measured area, solid line in A) or median −3 dB beam angle calculated for long ranges (>2 m; predicted area,

dashed line in A). Color indicates inter-click intervals. Squares and circles mark data points obtained with the large (N = 34) and small (N = 458) array,

respectively. The bold horizontal line indicates points where the measured and the predicted areas are equal.

DOI: 10.7554/eLife.05651.010
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Beedholm and Miller, 2007; DeRuiter et al.,

2009; Wisniewska et al., 2012]), as well as

carrying a tag (DeRuiter et al., 2009; Wisniew-

ska et al., 2012). The animals were trained to

participate in the experiments using operant

conditioning and positive reinforcement (Ram-

irez, 1999).

Experiment one
We recorded echolocation clicks from three

blindfolded (i.e., wearing opaque silicone eye-

cups) porpoises as they swam alone in the 3–4 m

deep net-pen across the long side of the pool to

capture dead, freshly thawed fish and towards

a horizontal linear array of 8 calibrated Reson

TC4014 hydrophones spaced 60 cm apart

(Figure 3A and Video 1). The array was deployed

at a depth of 75 cm and the fish were introduced

approx. 3 m away from its centre, giving the array

an effective angular resolution of ∼12˚ at ranges
of target interception (EAR = atan[0.6 m/3 m]).

Signals were amplified and filtered using a cus-

tom-made conditioning box and then simulta-

neously A/D converted with 16-bit resolution at

500 kHz per channel (National Instruments PXI-

6123, Austin, TX). All trials were monitored using

a video camera (Profiline CTV7040, Abus, Ger-

many) synchronized with the audio recordings.

Analyses were performed using Matlab (Math-

Works, Natick, MA). We localized the animal at

the time of each emission using hydrophone

arrival-time differences (Madsen and Wahlberg,

2007). Porpoise positions were then verified with

the synchronized videos. For each click, the time

of maximum sound pressure on each hydrophone

was identified, and the energy density of the

signal was measured using a window of 30 μs
before and 90 μs after the peak of the signal

envelope. Such a window corresponds to the

duration of a typical porpoise signal. Assuming

spherical spreading, the apparent source level (ASL) (Madsen and Wahlberg, 2007; Finneran et al.,

2014) was calculated from the recorded level (computed as energy flux density in a fixed window

[peak-30 μs—peak +90 μs]) and the range. For a click to be included in the analysis its ratio of signal

energy to the immediately preceding noise energy had to exceed 6 dB on all channels, and the

maximum ASL should not have occurred on one of the outermost hydrophones. Radiation plots were

created by plotting the ASLs against their respective angles relative to the estimated on-axis direction.

First, the peak amplitude and angle were adjusted by interpolating between the peak ASL and the

ASLs from the two neighbouring hydrophones using Lagrange interpolation (Menne and Hackbarth,

1986). All off-axis levels were then plotted as a function of the off-axis angle. The resulting transmission

beam pattern was interpolated to a grid of 0.1˚. The circular piston model was used to estimate the

directivity index and −3 dB beamwidth of the beam pattern as described in (Møhl et al., 2003).

Experiment two
A single harbour porpoise (Freja) was trained to swim across the short side of the pool and close in on

a 50.8 mm-diameter spherical aluminum target, suspended by a nylon line just in front (5–40 cm,

Figure 6. Temporal variation in beamwidth within the

terminal buzz. Beamwidth changes in terminal phases of

two trials (A, C) and their respective inter-click intervals

(ICI; B, D). Color-coding represents centroid frequencies

(fc) of signals. Dashed line in (A, C) corresponds to

median beamwidth at long ranges (>2 m). The porpoise

used different beamwidths whilst maintaining ICIs and

vice versa. Both trials were recorded with the small star-

shaped array (light blue in Figure 3C), but during the

trial shown in (C, D) the porpoise was not blindfolded.

Only data for clicks fulfilling inclusion criterion are

presented.

DOI: 10.7554/eLife.05651.011

The following figure supplement is available for figure 6:

Figure supplement 1. Frequency variation alone cannot

explain the observed beamwidth changes.

DOI: 10.7554/eLife.05651.012
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depending on array configuration, see below and

Figure 3) of the center of an array of 48 small (25 ×
10 mm), custom-built hydrophones (Wisniewska

et al., 2012) (Video 2). The hydrophones were

attached to a mesh of 1 mm-diameter Dyneema

string stretched over a 3 × 3.5 m (height by width)

metal frame to form a grid of 5 × 5 cm squares. The

hydrophones had a flat (±2 dB) frequency response

between 100–160 kHz and were connected to a 48

channel conditioning box with 40 dB gain and

a fourth order bandpass filter with −3 dB frequen-

cies at 2 kHz and 200 kHz. The hydrophones were

sampled continuously during the trials with 16-bit

resolution at 500 kHz/channel by three synchro-

nized National Instruments PXIE-6358 boards and

streamed to disk, using custom made software

developed in LabVIEW, National Instruments

(Source code 1).

Differences in array sensitivity due to hydro-

phone arrangement and attachment were mea-

sured after each data collection and corrected

during post-processing. The hydrophones were

arranged in two star-shaped configurations

(Figure 3C and Figure 4—figure supplement 1).

To map the beam extent at long ranges (1.3–7 m),

we used hydrophone spacing increasing toward the

edge hydrophones 1.05–1.13 m from the centre.

Consequently, along the vertical and horizontal

axes the hydrophones were separated by: 5, 10, 15,

20, 25, and 30 cm. Along the diagonal axes the hydrophones were separated by 14.1, 14.1, 21.2, 28.3, and

35.4 cm. With hydrophones 14 cm apart, the effective angular resolution was ∼6˚ at 1.3 m from the array’s

centre. To maintain high spatial resolution at short ranges (≤2 m), we displaced the target outward to 0.4

m from the array and rearranged the hydrophones, resulting in an array extending out to 0.5 m with

hydrophones separated by 5, 5, 5, 15, and 25 cm along the vertical and horizontal axes, and by 7.1, 7.1,

14.1, and 21.2 cm along the diagonal axes. Thus, a sound source at 0.55 m from the array (i.e., the shortest

range examined) could have had its beamwidth measured to within ∼5˚.
We pooled the two data sets together with a range overlap between 1.3–2 m. Data points acquired

with the wider spacing when the animal was closer than 1.3 m were discarded, as were data acquired

with the fine spacing when the porpoise was more than 2 m away. The porpoise was equipped with

a DTAG-3 multi-sensor tag (Johnson and Tyack, 2003; Johnson et al., 2004; Wisniewska et al.,

2012) attached with suction cups just behind the blowhole, to allow for measuring the range of the

sound source to the target and the array from the difference in time-of-arrival of click–echo pairs. The

tag sampled sound with 16-bit resolution at 500 kHz/channel and was synchronized with the array

hydrophones (Wisniewska et al., 2012). In all but one (Figure 6C,D) of the analyzed trials, the

porpoise was blindfolded with opaque eyecups.

All trials were monitored with a set of GoPro Hero 2 cameras (two on the heads of the trainers and

one approximately 1.8 m behind the array; Eye of Mine Action Cameras, Carson, CA) synchronized

with the DTAG-3 recordings.

The recorded trials were pre-screened for relatively straight approaches to the array using the

videos. All subsequent sound analyses were performed using Matlab. Clicks from the study animal

were identified in the DTAG-3 acoustic recordings using a supervised click detector. Spectral cues

were used to eliminate occasional misdetections of echoes or signals from other porpoises in the

neighbouring pen. Echograms were formed from the sounds recorded with the DTAG-3. Only trials

with clear echoes from the target and the array were submitted to further analysis. Clicks from 13–21

key hydrophones of the large- and small star-shaped array were extracted using a supervised click

detector with the synchronized timing of the clicks recorded on the animal as an input. Clicks from all

Video 3. Harbour porpoises can manipulate their

melon while producing clicks. Video shows a harbour

porpoise emitting echolocation click trains during

a hearing test. It has been slowed down by a factor of

two and synchronized with the output of a porpoise click

detector. The porpoise depresses the melon as it

switches to high repetition rate click trains. Conforma-

tion changes in the nasal complex can modulate the

degree of sound collimation in the whale’s forehead

([Harper et al., 2008; Moore et al., 2008; Huggen-

berger et al., 2009]) to change the field of view.

Courtesy of Lee Miller.

DOI: 10.7554/eLife.05651.013
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the verified channels were then combined into a single template and used for automatic click

detection on the remaining channels. For each click, we identified a subset of channels with peak

received levels exceeding the rms noise level of the channel by at least 14 dB. We calculated click

energy in a fixed window (peak-30 μs—peak +90 μs) on each of the selected channels, fitted a surface

to the values using the Matlab ‘gridfit’ function with grid spacing of 0.5 cm and determined the

location of the beam axis as the peak of the fitted surface (Figure 4—figure supplement 1, upper

panels). We ran a series of computer simulations of our methods applied to virtual sources of known

piston sizes to evaluate the influence of (i) an animal’s bearing in azimuth and elevation and (ii) beam

axis displacement relative to the centre of the array on the beamwidth measurement error. Based on

the results of these simulations, we restricted our analysis to only include clicks emitted when the

porpoise was swimming directly toward the target (within ±15˚ vertically and horizontally from the

array’s centre) and with beam axis within (i) ±12 cm from the array centre for the large array, (ii) ±8 cm

for clicks recorded with the small array and produced up to 1 s before the start of buzz, and (iii) ±6 cm

for clicks made 1 s before buzz and onwards until the end of the target approach. The estimated error

was thereby limited to ≤±0.5˚.
The simulations also verified that at these displacements the location of the beam axis could be

estimated with an accuracy of ±1.5 cm at the ranges considered in this study. We used hydrophone arrival-

time differences to compute the animal’s bearing (azimuth and elevation) to the centre of the array.

For each click, we followed the method of Kyhn et al. (2010) to fit the energy levels received at the

hydrophones to the beam pattern of a circular piston that fulfilled the following criteria: (i) it was at the

same range to the array as the porpoise emitting the click, (ii) it was centered on the estimated beam

axis and (iii) it transmitted the click recorded on the hydrophone closest to that axis. Given that the

orientation of the porpoise relative to the array was constantly changing as the animal was

approaching the target (Video 2), the beam pattern was assumed to be rotationally symmetrical

around the acoustic axis. Furthermore, this assumption allowed us to utilize information from all

hydrophones fulfilling the signal-to-noise ratio criterion to find the best fitting aperture. We carried

out a Monte Carlo simulation using theoretical piston transducers with diameters of 1/3 to 3 times 8.3

cm (i.e., the best fitting vertical equivalent aperture in [Koblitz et al., 2012]) in 0.1 cm increments, and

the circular piston model of Au et al. (1987). The diameter of the piston that matched the data best

was found by means of a non-linear least-squares method (see Figure 4—figure supplement 1). Only

fits with R2 > 0.8 (Figure 4) were kept for final analysis, from which the −3 dB beamwidth and the

equivalent piston radius were extracted.

To examine the relative change in the size of ensonified area ahead of the porpoise as it

approached a target, we computed the surface area as base of a cone with height equal to target

range and an opening angle corresponding to (i) the measured −3 dB beam angle and (ii) median −3
dB beam angle calculated for long ranges.

We pooled beamwidth and distance to target data for all clicks from Experiment 1 for the three

porpoises and ran a regression analysis on these data. We then pooled beamwidth and distance to

target data for both array configurations from Experiment 2 and ran a regression analysis on these

data as well. Additionally, we used hierarchical cluster analysis (centroid, non-standardized) to assign

click beamwidth data from Experiment 2 to one of three clusters and compared these clusters using

ANOVA with respect to click distance to target. All statistical analyses were carried out using JMP v.

11.2 (SAS Institute, Cary, NC, USA).

Live prey capture
To explore the acoustic scene experienced by a toothed whale tracking active prey, we deployed

DTAG-3 tags (with the same recording settings as in experiment two) on porpoises involved in pursuit

of small (∼15 cm), live trout in the pen complex of Fjord&Belt, where the animals have access to

a natural sandy bottom at 3–4 m depth. This unique setting approximates what this shallow-water

predator might encounter in its natural surroundings. The tags recorded the whale’s echolocation

clicks as well as echoes from the fish and other objects and surfaces in the whale’s surroundings (e.g.,

water surface and sea floor). The recorded sounds were used to form stack plots, or echograms, of

sound envelopes synchronized to the outgoing click as in echosounder images (Johnson et al., 2004).

These allowed us to follow movements of the echolocator and its prey in the environment (Figure 2).

The time delay between the echolocation click and the echo, multiplied by one-half of the sound
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speed (1500 m/s was assumed) gives the distance to the target. Delays to the surface and bottom

echoes approximate the animal’s depth and altitude above the sea floor, respectively. Time delays

between different echo groups represent their relative proximity.

Anatomy of a porpoise head
A video of melon deformations can be found online (Video 3). To visualize the anatomy of the head,

a dead specimen was scanned in a 1.5T Siemens Avanto MRI system (Siemens Medical Solutions,

Germany). A Flash 3D T1 weighted pulse-sequence with the following parameters was used: TR 14.8

ms, TE 3.38 ms, α = 15˚, NEX = 3, spatial resolution = 0.64 × 0.64 × 0.75 mm. Following acquisition,

segmentation and modeling were done using Amira 5.3.3 (Visualization Science Group, Germany).
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