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Individuals of socially monogamous species can correct for suboptimal
partnerships via two secondary mating strategies: divorce and extra-pair
mating, with the former potentially providing both genetic and social
benefits. Divorcing between breeding seasons has been shown to be gener-
ally adaptive behaviour across monogamous birds. Interestingly, some
pairs also divorce during the breeding season, when constraints on finding
a new partner are stronger. Despite being important for a comprehensive
understanding of the evolution of social monogamy, whether within-
season divorce is adaptive and how it relates to extra-pair mating remains
unknown. Here, we meta-analysed 90 effect sizes on within-season divorce
and breeding success, extracted from 31 studies on 24 species. We found no
evidence that within-season divorce is adaptive for breeding success. How-
ever, the large heterogeneity of effect sizes and strong phylogenetic signal
suggest social and environmental factors—which have rarely been con-
sidered in empirical studies—may play an important role in explaining
variation among populations and species. Furthermore, we found no evi-
dence that within-season divorce and extra-pair mating are
complementary strategies. We discuss our findings within the current evi-
dence of the adaptiveness of secondary mating strategies and their
interplay that ultimately shapes the evolution of social monogamy.
1. Introduction
In the majority of socially monogamous bird species, two adults form a social
bond (i.e. a pair bond) and provide care to the offspring [1]. Pair bonds that are
maintained over subsequent breeding seasons are important contributors to fit-
ness [2–5]. However, social, cognitive and temporal constraints on mate choice
can result in suboptimal partnerships [6,7]. To correct for a suboptimal partner-
ship, an individual may switch a social partner (anthropogenically termed
‘divorce’, [8,9]), potentially gaining both direct benefits (e.g. increased parental
care) and indirect benefits (improved genetic make-up of the offspring). Com-
prehensive meta-analyses showed that divorce between seasons is commonly
triggered by relatively low breeding success and that divorce generally leads
to an increase in breeding success (although for females only [10,11]). These
findings indicate that between-season divorce is an adaptive behavioural strat-
egy across monogamous birds (although non-adaptive explanations are
difficult to exclude for some studies). Social partner change may also occur
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within a breeding season. Compared to between-season
divorce, individuals divorcing within a season are likely to
face additional constraints, such as social (any candidate part-
ners might be paired already), or temporal (limited time to
find a partner) constraints. These constraints will be particu-
larly strong when the breeding season is short [7,8], which is
typical for single brooded populations (where second clutches
are initiated only if the first brood fails). Within-season divorce
has been studied much less than between-season divorce, and
it remains unknown whether it is a secondary mating strategy
aimed at improving breeding success.

Divorce may not always be the best or even possible sec-
ondary mating strategy. For example, sometimes it will lead
to low breeding success [12,13], or even death [4,5,14]. Such
negative effects (or constraints) may be avoided bymating out-
side the social pair bond (i.e. extra-pair mating), although
extra-pair paternity (EPP) generally only provides indirect gen-
etic benefits to the offspring and no direct benefits to the female
(but see [15–17]). Species with high between-season divorce
rateswere found to have high EPP [18], supporting the hypoth-
esis that the two are complementary secondary mating
strategies and that the rates of both behaviours are higher in
species with larger variation in mate quality. However, such
a pattern can also be explained if species with strong pair
bonds rarely divorce, while for those with very weak bonds
the actual mate might be relatively unimportant compared to
other factors (e.g. habitat quality). A more recent study based
on a larger sample size foundno evidence for an among species
association between EPP and between-season divorce [19].

Here, we first use a meta-analysis approach [20,21] to
weigh the evidence for the adaptiveness of within-season div-
orce as a behavioural strategy aimed at increasing breeding
success. We do this by testing several hypotheses related to
breeding success before and after divorce. We could not
study fitness effects beyond those of the first post-divorce
attempt, since this is what the empirical studies typically
focussed on. We then use a meta-regression to test whether
EPP or other biological and methodological moderators influ-
ence the strength of the association between breeding success
and within-season divorce. We evaluate our findings in light
of the knowledge on the role of secondary mating strategies
and their interplay in socially monogamous species.
2. Hypotheses and predictions
Based on the published literature we tested the following
hypotheses.

(a) Within-season divorce is an adaptive behavioural
strategy

If within-season divorce is an adaptive strategy to correct for
sub-optimal partnership then we expect that:

Prediction 1i: Divorce is triggered by low breeding suc-
cess: pairs that will divorce to their next breeding attempt
have lower breeding success in the current attempt compared
to pairs that will stay faithful or where one partner dies.

Prediction 1ii: Divorcing birds have higher breeding suc-
cess with their new partner compared to widowed birds, but
not necessarily when compared to faithful birds (see [10]).
This is because any partner change (widowhood, divorce)
likely brings associated costs (e.g. re-adjusting parental
effort with the new partner). Thus, even if divorce is adaptive
for some individuals, they are still likely to do worse with
their new partner compared to faithful individuals who
keep the same, familiar partner. However, divorced birds
should do better than widowed birds because they traded-
off the previous for a better partner, while widowed birds
did not make the active choice of leaving the previous part-
ner. Likewise, we predict that the improvement in breeding
success (i.e. between two subsequent breeding attempts) is
higher for divorced compared to widowed birds, but not
necessarily compared to faithful birds. Unfortunately, we
were not able to test the latter prediction as our systematic
review identified only two studies (with three effect sizes)
that recorded the change in breeding success. Further, no
study examined breeding consequences beyond a single
breeding season, although divorce might have long-term
fitness consequences (see in [10]).

(b) Earlier components of breeding success are the
main triggers of divorce

Previous meta-analysis detected that earlier components of
breeding success (lay date, clutch) rather than later ones (at
hatching and fledging level) were the main triggers of
between-season divorce [10]. A possible explanation for the
finding is that the effects of environmental stochasticity
(e.g. food abundance [22]) accumulate over the breeding
cycle. Thus, breeding failure at later stages will increasingly
depend on this stochasticity, and proportionally less on par-
ental quality. Results from a meta-analysis [23] support the
idea that early components of fitness are indicators of male
quality: female’s investment in the clutch is based on male
quality. However, we acknowledge there could be other
(non-adaptive) explanations (e.g. change of territory, [10]).
Thus Prediction 2 is that the effect size of the relationship
between pre-divorce breeding success and divorce is larger
for earlier components of breeding success.

(c) Females benefit from divorce more than males
Culina et al. [10] found that females improved their breeding
success via between-season divorce, while males did not.
This finding was in line with the hypothesis that females
might be initiators of divorce in monogamous birds [8]. We
expect to find a similar pattern for within-season divorce
(Prediction 3). Since the set of studies identified via our sys-
tematic review (see Methods) detected too few studies that
report on change in breeding success, we had to limit our
analyses to compare breeding success of females and males
post-divorce only.

(d) Benefits of divorce vary with rates of EPP
Divorce and EPP are commonly considered as alternative or
complementary strategies that serve a common purpose
[18], i.e. correcting for suboptimal partnership. We examine
whether the benefits of within-season divorce are associated
with levels of EPP. If we assume that EPP is not constrained
by external factors (thus high rates reflect high benefits), then
a positive association would indicate EPP and divorce can be
considered complementary strategies. By contrast, a negative
association would indicate that when EPP is constrained,
divorce can be used as an alternative strategy serving the
same purpose.



Table 1. Sample size (N of effect sizes, species, studies) and references for
each of the three meta-analyses on within-season divorce and breeding
success.

analysis

N of
effect
sizes

N of
species

N of
studies references

before 27 10 13 [26–38]

after 43 14 16 [28,34–48]

FvsM 20 9 10 [35,45,48–55]
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3. Methods
We performed a systematic review and meta-analyses of eligible
studies. A study was eligible if it:

(1) was conducted on a predominantly socially monogamous
species with bi-parental care. We determent the level of
social monogamy based on information on the species (or
a population) as provided in the corresponding study
retrieved by our systematic review;

(2) either compared breeding success between (a) divorced and
widowed, divorced and faithful or widowed and faithful
pairs/individuals in one of the following: (i) the first breed-
ing attempt of the season, (ii) the second breeding attempt of
the season, (iii) the change of breeding success between the
two attempts; or (b) breeding success (change in breeding
success between two attempts, or breeding success in the
second attempt) between divorced females and males, or
between widowed females and males.

(a) Literature search
We conducted a systematic literature search for studies published
in English via 15 online databases/search platforms (see electronic
supplementary material, Methods) in March 2022. The search
syntax included three main components that were designed to
describe: (a) pair-bond dynamics and renesting (e.g. ‘mate
change’ OR renest × OR ‘mate retention’); (b) breeding success
(e.g. ‘breeding success’ OR ‘breeding output’); (c) that breeding
attempts were within the same breeding season (e.g. ‘within the
season’ OR ‘within a year*’). The syntax was adjusted according
to the search functionality of each platform: the details on the
complete syntaxes (used for each database) can be found in
the electronic supplementary materials, Methods. Following the
steps of Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review and
Meta-analysis (PRISMA, [24]) 33 eligible studies were detected
(see data tables, also electronic supplementary material, Methods
for PRISMA diagrams). One study was further excluded because
it was the only one measuring lifetime reproductive success,
and one because it only measured change in breeding success
(see electronic supplementary material, Methods).

(b) Calculating effect sizes
We converted all the effect sizes into r, and then into Fisher’s Zr

for normality, with accompanying SEs (formulas in [25]). The
exact formulas can be found in electronic supplementary
material, Methods. We assigned a positive direction to the
effect size if it implied that divorce is an adaptive strategy (see
‘Hypotheses and predictions’ section). For effect sizes that com-
pared the success among divorced males and females, we
assigned the biological direction to the effect size to be positive
if divorce was adaptive for females (this being an arbitrary
choice but following Prediction 3). In a few instances separate
effect sizes from the same study were combined (e.g. if a study
reported values for separate years these were combined, see
electronic supplementary material, Methods for details).

We constructed separate datasets (table 1), each for one of the
three meta-analyses, with effect sizes that:

(1) relate breeding success in the breeding attempt before div-
orce (t− 1) to the occurrence of divorce (before meta-analysis)
to test Prediction 1i and Prediction 2.

(2) relate divorce to the breeding success in the breeding attempt
after divorce (t) (after meta-analysis) to test Prediction 1ii.

(3) examine breeding success consequences of divorce between
males and females (FvsM meta-analysis) to test Prediction 3.

To obtain the effect sizes for the FvsM meta-analysis we used the
effect sizes that originally compared divorced or widowed
males to divorced or widowed females, and those where data
(i.e. means and s.d. of breeding success) was reported separately
for divorced/widowed females and males (but where the original
study itself did not compare breeding success between the sexes).

(c) Meta-analysis and meta-regression
We ran three separate sets of multi-level meta-analyses and
meta-regressions (before, after, and FvsM). All the analyses
were implemented in package ‘MCMCglmm’ v. 2.32 [56] in R
v. 4.0.4 [57]. To incorporate effect sizes that come from the
same species (and to account for phylogenetic relatedness
between species) or study we used a multi-level model. Phyloge-
netic trees were constructed using birdtree.org [58] and
implemented via package ‘ape’ v. 5.5 [59]. As the majority of
species in any of the datasets was represented by a single
study, species and study identity are largely confounded. Thus,
two sets of analyses were run for each of the three meta-ana-
lyses—one accounting for phylogeny only and one accounting
for study ID, by including phylogeny or study ID as a random
intercept. The results obtained by these two sets of analyses
did not qualitatively differ. In the main text, we present the esti-
mates obtained by the random-effect model that returned the
lowest DIC value (‘phylogeny’ for before and after meta-analyses,
‘study’ for FvsM meta-analysis). To account for uncertainty in
phylogenetic trees, all the models were rerun 100 times (each
time using a different tree) with no qualitative difference in
the results.

We first tested if any of the methodological moderators (one
at the time) influenced the meta-analytic mean. A moderator was
included only if each level of the moderator had 10 or more data
points. Thus, not all of the moderators were tested in each meta-
regression. Methodological moderators included: (i) type of
study (in after and FvsM meta-analyses): experimental or observa-
tional because in contrast to the general pattern across species
[10], experimental studies have found no evidence that reproduc-
tive failure would trigger divorce (e.g. [60]) (ii) whether the
measure of breeding success was dichotomized (i.e. divided
into binary categories, for example, hatchlings produced versus
no hatchlings produced) or not (before meta-analysis); (iii) whether
renesting occurs after the failure of the first nest: no, yes, and
sometimes. Populations that only renest after breeding failure
are generally single brooded, while double-brooded populations
may renest after success and sometimes after failure. In the before
dataset, all effect sizes come from multi-brooded populations
(with values ‘no’ and ‘sometimes’), whereas in the after dataset
we combined values ‘no’ and ‘sometimes’ due to limited
sample sizes of the ‘no’ category; (iv) and comparison class
(FvsM meta-analysis), which coded for whether the effect size
contrasted widowed females and males, or divorced females
and males.

We then modelled the influence of the breeding success com-
ponent on the effect size. Since few studies examined the role of
lay date we were unable to include this component. Further, low



Colaptes auratus
Tyto alba
Falco sparverius

Parus caeruleus
Erythrura gouldiae
Taeniopygia guttata

Coereba flaveola
Passerculus sandwichensis
Dolichonyx oryzivorus
Serinus canaria
Passer domesticus
Ficedula hypoleuca

Saxicola rubetra
Sialia sialis
Turdus merula
Troglodytes aedon
Sayornis phoebe
Charadrius melodus
Charadrius pecuarius
Charadrius marginatus
Charadrius alexandrinus
Sterna hirundo
Coenocorypha aucklandica
Sula nebouxii

before after sexes

Figure 1. Phylogenetic tree of species included in the three meta-analyses on (1) breeding success before divorce and occurrence of within-season divorce; (2)
within-season divorce and breeding success after divorce; (3) breeding success compared between divorced/widowed females and males. The right-hand side of the
figure indicates species included in each meta-analysis.
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sample sizes prevented us from examining each component of
breeding success separately. Thus, in the before meta-analysis
breeding success was (post-data collection) defined as brood
level (clutch size, hatching success—either a binary variable or
a percentage of hatched eggs, brood size) or fledging level
(number of fledglings, fledging success—either a binary variable
or a percentage of fledged nestlings, number of offspring alive on
day 11 post-hatch multiplied by the mean mass of nestlings in the
brood). In the after meta-analysis these were: renesting (time for a
bird to renest), brood level (as above), and fledgling level (as
above). In the FvsM meta-analysis these were: renesting (whether
a bird has re-mated, time to re-mate, whether a bird had
renested, time to renest) and breeding success (any of the
breeding success measures).

To test whether EPP rates explain variation in effect sizes we
added estimates of EPP rate (as reported in [61], based on the
percentage of broods with at least one EP offspring) to the
best-supported random-effect model for each meta-analysis
(before, after, FvsM). Here, we used subsets of the original effect
sizes confined to species with known EPP rates (see data tables).

For each meta-analysis and meta-regression, we used
inverse-gamma priors (V = 1, nu = 0.002). Models were run
with 2 million iterations (nitt), thinning intervals of 1000 (thin)
and burn-in of 200 000. Model selection was based on the
deviance information criterion (DIC, Bayesian equivalent of
AIC) and credible intervals (CrI) for the moderator. DIC relies
on posterior distributions to approximate normality, and we
visually inspected the posterior distributions for non-normality.

We calculated total heterogeneity, and heterogeneity due to
study or species phylogenetic effects following procedures out-
lined in [62] figure 1.

(d) Publication bias
To check for time-lag bias [63,64] we included publication year as
a moderator to the best supported random effect model. Small
study effect bias was checked for based on Eggers regression
where the effect size is regressed on the effect standard error
[65]. To allow for the non-independent data points, we have
used Egger’s regression test with the model structure of the
best-supported model in each dataset in MCMCglmm with the
S.E. added as a covariate. Further, we estimated the number of
missing studies based on trim-and-fill analysis [66]. We con-
ducted trim-and-fill using random-effect meta-analysis with the
restricted maximum-likelihood estimation (REML) in the R
package ‘metafor’ v. 2.4.0 [67]. We did this for each of the three
datasets, using all the effect sizes, or using one randomly
chosen effect size per study and repeating the trim-and-fill
procedure 2000 times.
4. Results
Our full dataset included 31 relevant studies on 24 socially
monogamous bird species (table 1 for summary, and data
tables), belonging to six bird orders (15 to Passerifomes; five
to Charadriiformes, one each to Falconifomes, Piciformes,
Strigifomes and Suliformes). Individuals from sociallymonog-
amous species included in our dataset were more likely to
divorcewithin a season (meanproportion of individuals divor-
cing = 0.25, s.d. = 0.23, range 0–0.70, based on 26 values from
16 species) than to engage in EPP (mean percentage of
broods with at least one EP young = 0.16, s.d. = 0.19, range
0–0.65, based on 18 values from 18 species, [61]).

Total heterogeneity in effect sizes (I2total) following [68]
was estimated to be moderate (67% in FvsM dataset), to
high (90% in before, 88% in after dataset). Part of this hetero-
geneity was attributed to species phylogeny (26% in before,
and 80% in after dataset, electronic supplementary material,
tables S1 and S5) and study (18% in FvsM dataset, electronic
supplementary material, table S9). No time-lag bias was
detected in any of the datasets (electronic supplementary



–0.6 –0.3 0 0.3 0.6

effect size (r)

BS not dichotomized

BS dichotomized

–0.50 –0.25 0 0.25 0.60

FvsM

before

after

(b)(a)

(c)

renest after failure

renest after failure
or success
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Figure 2. Forest plots of the meta-analytic means (black dots) with 95% CrI (horizontal lines) for the relationship between divorce and breeding success for (a) each
main meta-analysis: breeding success compared between males and females (FvsM), measured before divorce (before) and after divorce (after); (b) dichotomized
versus non-dichotomized effect sizes for before dataset; (c) populations that have replacement clutches (renest only after failure) and multi-brooded populations, in
the after dataset. Positive values of the effect sizes are those that support divorce being adaptive in monogamous birds (before and after dataset), and divorce as a
female-driven strategy (females benefit from divorce more than males, FvsM dataset). Open circles represent effect sizes as calculated from each primary study with
their size proportional to log(sample size).
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material, table S13). The trim-and-fill analysis detected zero
missing studies for the before and FvsM datasets, and six
missing on the right side for the after dataset (details in elec-
tronic supplementary material, Results, including electronic
supplementary material, figure S1 with funnel plots).

By contrast to Prediction 1, we did not find evidence that
within-season divorce is triggered by low breeding success,
rather, estimates of the best meta-analytic model indicated
that divorced birds had slightly higher breeding success
before divorce compared to widowed and faithful birds
(rbefore =−0.079; 95% CrI: −0.366/0.144, figure 2a). Divorced
birds also had lower post-divorce success (rafter =−0.118;
95% CrI: −0.299/0.105) compared to other groups
(figure 2a). Prediction 2 (earlier components of breeding suc-
cess are main triggers of divorce) was also not supported: the
model distinguishing which measure of breeding success was
used (brood or fledging level) received less support than the
intercept-only model (ΔDIC = 3.29, electronic supplementary
material, table S3).

The global meta-analytic mean (of the random effect
model) of the FvsM dataset was positive but small (rFvsM =
0.033, 95% CrI: −0.132/0.198, figure 2a), meaning that
divorced and widowed females might be doing slightly
better than their male counterparts. Further, the model with
the breeding success component (whether a bird renested at
all and how soon versus its breeding success) gained better
support than the intercept-only model (7.3 lower DIC, elec-
tronic supplementary material, table S11). The direction of
the meta-analytic mean showed that divorced and widowed
females might renest sooner and more frequently than
divorced males (r = 0.115, CrI: −0.089/0.297, electronic sup-
plementary material, table S11), but have lower breeding
success (r =−169, CrI: −0.427/0.110). Thus, Prediction 3 was
also not supported.

Including EPP rates did not improve the model fit
compared to the intercept-only model in any of the meta-
analyses (electronic supplementary material, tables S4, S8
and S12).

Modelling of the methodological moderators showed that
‘dichotomization’ (i.e. whether or notmeasure of breeding suc-
cess was dichotomized) in the before meta-analysis improved
the model fit (DIC lover by approximately 47 units, electronic
supplementary material, table S2). This model estimated a
negative meta-analytic mean for non- dichotomized breeding
success (r =−0.285, CrI: −0.573/0.063, figure 2b), suggesting
that higher success triggers divorce (but note the large CrIs).
Including the moderator that reflects whether a population
had replacement clutches rather than being a multi-brooded
one in the after meta-analysis, showed that divorced individ-
uals of single-brooded populations did worse than faithful
and widowed individuals (r =−0.155, CrI: −0.315/0.025,
figure 2c).

There was no evidence (based on model selection) that
any other moderator we considered influences the effect
sizes (e.g. experimental studies did not differ from observa-
tional studies in either the after and the FvsM datasets,
electronic supplementary material, tables S6 and S10).
5. Discussion
Divorce and extra-pair mating are often viewed as secondary
mating strategies aimed at correcting for suboptimal partner-
ships. Divorcing between breeding seasons appears to
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generally be adaptive across species [10]. On the contrary,
our meta-analyses based on the overall sample of 90 effect
sizes from 24 socially monogamous bird species with bi-
parental care did not provide evidence that within-season
divorce is an adaptive behavioural strategy. Further, fitness
benefits/costs of divorce did not vary with the rate of EPP.
However, some of our estimates are indicative of existing
trends. Below we evaluate our findings and discuss these in
the light of the current knowledge on the secondary mating
strategies and their interplay. We also discuss the limitations
of our meta-analyses.

(a) No evidence for the adaptiveness of within-season
divorce

Our meta-analyses showed that, across socially monogamous
birds, within-season divorce was not triggered by low breed-
ing success, nor did divorced birds have higher breeding
success in their second attempt (i.e. post-divorce) compared
to faithful or widowed birds. Further, 20 effect sizes on
nine species failed to provide evidence for a difference in
the fitness consequences of divorce between males and
females. Interestingly, although the meta-analytic mean for
the effect sizes of breeding success preceding within-season
divorce was in the opposite direction than the meta-analytic
mean of between-season divorce [10], the impact of divorce
on breeding success immediately after within-season divorce
is very similar (−0.118; 95% CrI: –0.299–0.105) to the pre-
viously reported estimate on between-season divorce
(−0.110, 95% CrI: –0.191/–0.031, [10]). This suggests that
the resulting immediate costs might be similar for within-
and between-season divorce, but that the power to detect sig-
nificant effect for within-season divorce is reduced because of
the much smaller dataset (34 versus 128 effect sizes in after
dataset) and large heterogeneity in effect sizes. A shortcom-
ing of the current literature on within- and between-season
divorce is the focus on the immediate fitness consequences
of divorce. While any partner change (widowhood, divorce)
entails costs (e.g. lower coordination between new pairs, inex-
perience with the breeding site for at least one of the partners
[69–71]), these initial costs might be compensated later. For
example, in experimentally induced remating Eurasian oys-
tercatchers (Haematopus ostralegus) newly formed pairs
initially performed poorly, but were able to advance their
lay date (a strong indicator of breeding success) over the
next 4 years [3]. In addition, divorce may result in fitness
benefits other than the quantity of offspring (used in the
empirical studies in our dataset). For example, if divorce is
the result of (genetic) incompatibility between partners, re-
mating might result in higher quality rather than quantity
of offspring [72].

While some populations are mutlibrooded, in other popu-
lations second (i.e. replacement) clutches are only laid if the
first breeding attempt fails. Although all populations in the
before dataset were multi-brooded, examining the influence
of multi- versus single-broodedness in the after meta-analysis
showed that divorced individuals had lower breeding success
compared to widowed and faithful individuals in single-
brooded, but not multi-brooded, populations (figure 2c). An
explanation for this could be that compared to multi-brooded
populations, in single-brooded populations time to renest
and find a new mate is likely more limited. Further, whether
or not individuals have multiple broods might vary
systematically among individuals within the same popu-
lation. For example, earlier lay date (e.g. [73]), and age
[74]—which are often taken as indicators of an individual’s
quality—affect the likelihood that individuals will breed mul-
tiple times in a season. This likely creates a bias to specific
individuals within a population that breed multiply (either
with the same or with a different partner) and that might
share a common trait (e.g. quality) that allows them to
breed multiply. This shared trait could mask any benefits of
a specific within-season mating strategy.

Finally, heterogeneity in effect sizes was large, particularly
in the before (90%) and after (88%) datasets, and many of the
credibility intervals of the meta-analytic means overlapped
zero. Phylogenetic effects explained a large part of heterogen-
eity in the after meta-analysis. Thus, within-season divorce
might be beneficial for breeding success in some species (e.g.
Tyto alba) but costly in others (e.g. Sula nebuloxii, see data
tables for estimates). Social, demographic and environmental
factors also likely differ between species, and between popu-
lations of the same species, altering the costs and benefits of
within-season divorce. Unfortunately, many studies (included
in this, but also in the previous meta-analyses on between-
season divorce [10,11]) did not provide sufficient information
on these factors for analyses, nor did they control for other
factors that can influence both divorce and breeding success
(e.g. age or the experience of partners).
(b) The interplay between divorce and EPP
Wedidnot find that the benefits of divorce variedwith levels of
EPP, and thus did not find evidence in support of these beha-
viours being complementary or alternative strategies serving
the same purpose (i.e. to obtain a genetically better quality or
more genetically compatible mate). The absence of any associ-
ation could havemany reasons, but two potential explanations
are that divorce andEPPare strategieswith adifferent purpose,
or that (one of) the behaviours are non-adaptive.

The most obvious difference between EPP and divorce is
the type of fitness consequences. Through mating extra-pair,
males can increase their breeding success and females can
gain genetic benefits for the offspring (e.g. [75,76]). Divorce
and re-mating however, may result in (additional) social
benefits for example through improved parental care or terri-
tory defence behaviours [77]. Costs may also vary in various
ways. First, seeking EPP may result in retaliation by the pair
male and reduced male care when he loses confidence in
paternity [78,79], as supported by meta-analysis across mon-
ogamous species [80]. Divorce and re-mating on the other
hand bear potential costs of not obtaining the new partner
at all (and thus skipping breeding) or losing any benefits of
mate familiarity [81,82]. Second, while searching for an EP
mate may be costly as it trades off with breeding duties like
paternal care or mate-guarding [75,83,84], searching for avail-
able (but limited) social mates will trade off with behaviors
like predator vigilance or feeding (in the period between
breeding attempts). The expected timescale of the costs and
benefits will also vary between divorce and EPP. Re-mating
after divorce will be longer-term, while EPP typically only
involves a single breeding event (although studies have
shown that females may consistently mate with the same
extra-pair male, [85,86]).

Altogether, EPP and divorce will likely have very different
consequences for current and future fitness. Thus, we argue
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that across species these behaviours cannot be seen as alterna-
tive or complementary strategies serving the same purpose
[18]. More likely, EPP and divorce have different purposes,
that may partly overlap in some, but not other species.

Alternatively, and in contrast to the commonly assumed
adaptive explanations, one or both of these secondary
mating strategies might be non-adaptive and vary because
of other proximate mechanisms. Although between-season
divorce seems to be an adaptive secondary mating strategy
across socially monogamous species ([10], albeit lacking
experimental studies), this is not the case for within-season
divorce (this study). Furthermore, whereas the benefits of
EPP are clear for males and some studies have shown that
females can gain benefits in some species [87–89], many
studies failed to detect the benefits of EPP for females [61]
leading to its adaptiveness overall being questioned [90].
Thus, variation in divorce and EPP might simply exist
because of covariation with other traits. For example, it has
been suggested that extra-pair behaviour can evolve via
indirect selection on males [91,92], however convincing
emprical support for this idea is lacking [93,94].

Lastly, a current limitation to our study is that similarly
to divorce [4,5], EPP rates can vary substantially among popu-
lations of the same species [62]. Additionally, population-level
patterns rarely provide comprehensive insights into processes
happening at the individual level and at the finer timescale.
Thus, rather than using a species estimate of the EPP rates, it
would be preferable to use data on EPP, divorce, and fitness
that has been collected simultaneously, within populations,
and for individuals. Interestingly, species in our dataset were
on the lower spectrum of the overall range of the EPP rates
detected in socially monogamous species: 16% versus 25%
on average for socially monogamous birds [61]. We can only
speculate about this pattern, as unfortunately, few studies
examined EPP and divorce simultaneously (but see e.g. [95]).
(c) Outlook for future studies
Our study provided no evidence for the adaptiveness of
within-season divorce, with the large heterogeneity in effect
sizes and the strong phylogenetic signal suggesting phyloge-
netic, social, and environmental factors may play an
important role in explaining variation among populations
and species. In addition to broader sampling across the
avian tree, examining the functional interplay between sec-
ondary mating strategies is only fully informative when
data on both divorce and EPP are collected simultaneously,
through detailed individual-based studies. There is also an
urgent need for more experimental studies to exclude poten-
tial bias due to external factors or to individual ‘quality’. For
example, preventing individuals from engaging in EPP [96]
could shed light on whether this results in increased divorce
rates. Finally, examining the fitness costs and benefits beyond
the immediate consequences following divorce will prove
crucial in understanding the adaptiveness and evolution of
secondary mating strategies.

Data accessibility. Data sets associated with this article and R codes to
conduct the meta-analyses and produce main text and electronic
supplementary material figures can be found at Dryad Digital
Repository: https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.3n5tb2rkq [97]. Please
read the README file for the description of the data and code files.

Additional information is provided in electronic supplementary
material [98].

Authors’ contributions. A.C.: conceptualization, data curation, formal
analysis, funding acquisition, investigation, methodology, project
administration, software, visualization, writing—original draft, writ-
ing—review and editing; L.B.: formal analysis, investigation,
methodology, writing—review and editing.

All authors gave final approval for publication and agreed to be
held accountable for the work performed therein.

Conflict of interest declaration. We declare we have no competing interests.
Funding. A.C. was supported by the NWOVENI personal grant (grant
no. 016.Veni.181.054).
References
1. Cockburn A. 2006 Prevalence of different modes of
parental care in birds. Proc. R .Soc. B 273,
1375–1383. (doi:10.1098/rspb.2005.3458)

2. Pyle P, Sydeman WJ, Hester M. 2001 Effects of age,
breeding experience, mate fidelity and site fidelity
on breeding performance in a declining population
of Cassin’s auklets. J. Anim. Ecol. 70, 1088–1097.
(doi:10.1046/j.0021-8790 .2001.00567.x)

3. van de Pol M, Heg D, Bruinzeel LW, Kuijper B, Verhulst
S. 2006 Experimental evidence for a causal effect of
pair-bond duration on reproductive performance in
oystercatchers (Haematopus ostralegus). Behav. Ecol.
17, 982–991. (doi:10.1093/beheco/arl036)

4. Culina A, Lachish S, Pradel R, Choquet R, Sheldon
BC. 2013 A multievent approach to estimating pair
fidelity and heterogeneity in state transitions. Ecol.
Evol. 3, 4326. (doi:10.1002/ece3.729)

5. Culina A, Lachish S, Sheldon BC. 2015 Evidence of a
link between survival and pair fidelity across
multiple tit populations. J. Avian Biol. 46, 507–515.
(doi:10.1111/jav.00661)

6. Bateson M, Healy SD. 2005 Comparative evaluation
and its implications for mate choice. Trends
Ecol. Evol. 20, 659–664. (doi:10.1016/j.tree.2005.
08.013)

7. Sullivan MS. 1994 Mate choice as an information
gathering process under time constraint:
implications for behaviour and signal design. Anim.
Behav. 47, 141–151. (doi:10.1006/anbe.1994.1016)

8. Choudhury S. 1995 Divorce in birds: a review of the
hypotheses. Anim. Behav. 50, 413–429. (doi:10.
1006/anbe.1995.0256)

9. Black JM. 1996 Partnerships in birds: the study of
monogamy. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

10. Culina A, Radersma R, Sheldon BC. 2015 Trading up:
the fitness consequences of divorce in monogamous
birds. Biol. Rev. 90, 1015–1034. (doi:10.1111/brv.
12143)

11. Dubois F, Cézilly F. 2002 Breeding success and mate
retention in birds: a meta-analysis. Behav. Ecol.
Sociobiol. 52, 357–364. (doi:10.1007/s00265-002-
0521-z)

12. Handel CM, Gill RE. 2000 Mate fidelity and breeding
site tenacity in a monogamous sandpiper, the black
turnstone. Anim. Behav. 60, 471–481. (doi:10.1006/
anbe.2000.1505)
13. Wysocki D. 2006 Factors affecting the between-
season divorce rate in the urban populations of the
European blackbird Turdus merula in north-western
Poland. Acta Ornithol. 41, 71–78. (doi:10.3161/068.
041.0101)

14. Nicolai CA, Sedinger JS, Ward DH, Boyd WS. 2012
Mate loss affects survival but not breeding in black
Brant geese. Behav. Ecol. 23, 643–648. (doi:10.
1093/beheco/ars009)

15. Tryjanowski P, Hromada M. 2005 Do males
of the great grey shrike, Lanius excubitor,
trade food for extrapair copulations? Anim. Behav.
69, 529–533. (doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2004.
06.009)

16. Gray EM. 1997 Do female red-winged blackbirds
benefit genetically from seeking extra-pair
copulations? Anim. Behav. 53, 605–623. (doi:10.
1006/anbe.1996.0337)

17. Townsend AK, Clark AB, McGowan KJ, Qvarnström
AEA, Shaw ERG. 2010 Direct benefits and genetic
costs of extrapair paternity for female American
crows (Corvus brachyrhynchos). Am. Nat. 175,
E1–E9. (doi:10.1086/648553)

https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.3n5tb2rkq
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.3n5tb2rkq
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2005.3458
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0021-8790 .2001.00567.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arl036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ece3.729
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jav.00661
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2005.08.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2005.08.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1994.1016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1995.0256
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1995.0256
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/brv.12143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/brv.12143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00265-002-0521-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00265-002-0521-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1505
https://doi.org/10.3161/068.041.0101
https://doi.org/10.3161/068.041.0101
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/ars009
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/ars009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2004.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2004.06.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1996.0337
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1996.0337
https://doi.org/10.1086/648553


8

royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsbl
Biol.Lett.18:20210671

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

11
 M

ay
 2

02
2 
18. Cezilly F, Nager RG. 1995 Comparative evidence for
a positive association between divorce and extra-
pair paternity in birds. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B 262,
7–12. (doi:10.1098/rspb.1995.0169)

19. Botero CA, Rubenstein DR. 2012 Fluctuating
environments, sexual selection and the evolution of
flexible mate choice in birds. PLoS ONE 7, e32311.
(doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0032311)

20. Glass GV. 1976 Primary, secondary, and meta-
analysis of research. Educ. Res. 5, 3–8. (doi:10.3102/
0013189X005010003)

21. Nakagawa S, Noble DWA, Senior AM, Lagisz M.
2017 Meta-evaluation of meta-analysis: ten
appraisal questions for biologists. BMC Biol. 15, 18.
(doi:10.1186/s12915-017-0357-7)

22. Ponchon A, Grémillet D, Christensen-Dalsgaard S,
Erikstad KE, Barrett RT, Reiertsen TK, Boulinier T.
2014 When things go wrong: intra-season dynamics
of breeding failure in a seabird. Ecosphere 5, art4.
(doi:10.1890/ES13-00233.1)

23. Horváthová T, Nakagawa S, Uller T. 2012
Strategic female reproductive investment in
response to male attractiveness in birds.
Proc. R. Soc. B 279, 163–170. (doi:10.1098/rspb.
2011.0663)

24. Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, Altman DG, Group
TP. 2009 Preferred reporting items for systematic
reviews and meta-analyses: the PRISMA statement.
PLoS Med. 6, e1000097. (doi:10.1371/journal.pmed.
1000097)

25. Nakagawa S, Cuthill IC. 2007 Effect size, confidence
interval and statistical significance: a practical guide
for biologists. Biol. Rev. 82, 591–605. (doi:10.1111/
j.1469-185X.2007.00027.x)

26. Pearson WJ, Colwell MA. 2014 Effects of nest
success and mate fidelity on breeding dispersal in a
population of snowy plovers Charadrius nivosus. Bird
Conserv. Int. 24, 342–353. (doi:10.1017/
S0959270913000403)

27. Tidemann SC, Lawson C, Elvish R, Boyden J, Elvish J.
1999 Breeding biology of the Gouldian finch
Erythrura gouldiae, an endangered finch of Northern
Australia. Emu - Austral Ornithol. 99, 191–199.
(doi:10.1071/MU99022)

28. Veiga JP. 1996 Mate replacement is costly to males
in the multibrooded house sparrow: an
experimental study. Auk 113, 664–671. (doi:10.
2307/4088987)

29. Schwagmeyer PL. 2014 Partner switching can favour
cooperation in a biological market. J. Evol. Biol. 27,
1765–1774. (doi:10.1111/jeb.12455)

30. Beheler AS, Rhodes Jr OE, Weeks Jr HP. 2003 Breeding
site and mate fidelity in eastern phoebes (Sayornis
phoebe) in Indiana. Auk 120, 990–999. (doi:10.1642/
0004-8038(2003)120[0990:BSAMFI]2.0.CO;2)

31. Beguin N, Leboucher G, Bruckert L, Kreutzer M.
2006 Mate preferences in female canaries (Serinus
canaria) within a breeding season. Acta Ethologica.
9, 65–70. (doi:10.1007/s10211-006-0017-3)

32. Pinkowski BC. 1977 Breeding adaptations in the
eastern bluebird. Condor 79, 289–302. (doi:10.
2307/1368006)
33. Ludwig SC, Becker PH. 2008 Within-season divorce
in common terns Sterna hirundo in a year of heavy
predation. J. Ornithol. 149, 655–658. (doi:10.1007/
s10336-008-0313-y)

34. Poirier NE, Whittingham LA, Dunn PO. 2003 Effects
of paternity and mate availability on mate
switching in house wrens. Condor 105, 816–821.
(doi:10.1093/condor/105.4.816)

35. Drilling NE, Thompson CF. 1991 Mate switching in
multibrooded house wrens. Auk 108, 60–70.

36. Béziers P, Roulin A. 2016 Double brooding and
offspring desertion in the barn owl Tyto alba.
J. Avian Biol. 47, 235–244. (doi:10.1111/jav.00800)

37. Roulin A. 2002 Offspring desertion by double-
brooded female barn owls (Tyto alba). Auk 119,
515–519. (doi:10.1093/auk/119.2.515)

38. DiMaggio K, Perlut N, Strong A. 2021 Mixed
consequences of divorce on reproductive success of
songbirds nesting in agricultural hayfields. Wilson J
Ornithol. 132, 241–247. (doi:10.1676/1559-4491-
132.2.241)

39. Fraga RM, Amat JA. 1996 Breeding biology of a
Kentish plover (Charadrius alexandrinus) population
in an inland saline lake. Ardeola 43, 69–85.

40. Claassen AH, Arnold TW, Roche EA, Saunders SP,
Cuthbert FJ. 2014 Factors influencing nest survival
and renesting by piping plovers in the Great Lakes
region. Condor 116, 394–407. (doi:10.1650/
CONDOR-13-146.1)

41. Wunderle JM. 1984 Mate switching and a seasonal
increase in polygyny in the bananaquit. Behaviour
88, 123–144. (doi:10.1163/156853984X00515)

42. Lifjeld JT, Slagsvold T. 1988 Mate fidelity of
renesting pied flycatchers Ficedula hypoleuca in
relation to characteristics of the pair mates. Behav.
Ecol. Sociobiol. 22, 117–123. (doi:10.1007/
BF00303546)

43. Jacot A, Valcu M, Kempenaers B. 2010 Within-
season divorce in blue tits (Cyanistes caeruleus).
J. Ornithol. 151, 477–482. (doi:10.1007/s10336-
009-0483-2)

44. Grüebler MU, Schuler H, Spaar R, Naef-Daenzer B.
2015 Behavioural response to anthropogenic habitat
disturbance: indirect impact of harvesting on
whinchat populations in Switzerland. Biol. Conserv.
186, 52–59. (doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2015.02.031)

45. Pérez-Staples D, Osorio-Beristain M, Rodríguez C,
Drummond H. 2013 Behavioural roles in booby
mate switching. Behaviour 150, 337–357. (doi:10.
1163/1568539X-00003055)

46. Crino OL, Buchanan KL, Fanson BG, Hurley LL,
Smiley KO, Griffith SC. 2017 Divorce in the socially
monogamous zebra finch: hormonal mechanisms
and reproductive consequences. Horm. Behav. 87,
155–163. (doi:10.1016/j.yhbeh.2016.11.004)

47. Freed LA. 1987 The long-term pair bond of tropical
house wrens: advantage or constraint? Am. Nat.
130, 507–525. (doi:10.1086/284728)

48. Wiebe KL. 2022 Neither sex appears to benefit from
divorce within migratory northern flickers consistent
with accidental loss and bet-hedging. Ornithology
139, ukab058. (doi:10.1093/ornithology/ukab058)
49. Parra JE. 2014 Breeding system evolution of Malagasy
plovers: natural behaviours and experiments.
PhD thesis, University of Bath, Bath, UK.

50. Székely T. 1996 Brood desertion in Kentish plover
Charadrius alexandrinus: an experimental test of
parental quality and remating opportunities. Ibis
138, 749–755. (doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.1996.
tb08832.x)

51. Székely T, Cuthill IC, Kis J. 1999 Brood desertion in
Kentish plover: sex differences in remating
opportunities. Behav. Ecol. 10, 185–190. (doi:10.
1093/beheco/10.2.185)

52. Miskelly CM. 2020 Social and environmental
constraints on breeding by New Zealand
snipe Coenocorypha aucklandica. 169.
PhD thesis, University of Canterbury, Christchurch,
New Zealand.

53. Bowman R, Bird DM. 1987 Behavioral strategies of
American kestrels during mate replacement. Behav.
Ecol. Sociobiol. 20, 129–135. (doi:10.1007/
BF00572635)

54. Freed LA. 1986 Territory takeover and sexually
selected infanticide in tropical house wrens. Behav.
Ecol. Sociobiol. 19, 197–206.

55. Wysocki D. 2004 Within-season divorce rate in an
urban population of European blackbird Turdus
merula. Ardea -Wageningen 92, 219–227.

56. Hadfield JR. 2010 MCMC methods for multi-
response generalized linear mixed models: the
MCMCglmm R Package. J. Stat. Softw. 33, 1–22.
(doi:10.18637/jss.v033.i02)

57. R Core Team. 2017 R: a language and environment
for statistical computing. Vienna, Austria: R
Foundation for Statistical Computing. See https://
www.R-project.org/.

58. Jetz W, Thomas GH, Joy JB, Hartmann K, Mooers
AO. 2012 The global diversity of birds in space and
time. Nature 491, 444–448. (doi:10.1038/
nature11631)

59. Paradis E, Claude J, Strimmer K. 2004 APE: analyses
of phylogenetics and evolution in R language.
Bioinformatics 20, 289–290. (doi:10.1093/
bioinformatics/btg412)

60. Ihle M, Kempenaers B, Forstmeier W. 2013 Does
hatching failure breed infidelity? Behav. Ecol. 24,
119–127. (doi:10.1093/beheco/ars142)

61. Brouwer L, Griffith SC. 2019 Extra-pair paternity in
birds. Mol. Ecol. 28, 4864–4882. (doi:10.1111/
mec.15259)

62. Nakagawa S, Santos ESA. 2012 Methodological
issues and advances in biological meta-analysis.
Evol. Ecol. 26, 1253–1274. (doi:10.1007/s10682-
012-9555-5)

63. Jennions MD, Møller AP. 2002 Publication
bias in ecology and evolution: an empirical
assessment using the ‘trim and fill’ method.
Biol. Rev. 77, 211–222. (doi:10.1017/S1464793
101005875)

64. Koricheva J, Kulinskaya E. 2019 Temporal instability
of evidence base: a threat to policy making?
Trends Ecol. Evol. 34, 895–902. (doi:10.1016/j.tree.
2019.05.006)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1995.0169
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0032311
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0013189X005010003
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0013189X005010003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12915-017-0357-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/ES13-00233.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2011.0663
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2011.0663
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00027.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00027.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959270913000403
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959270913000403
https://doi.org/10.1071/MU99022
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/4088987
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/4088987
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jeb.12455
https://doi.org/10.1642/0004-8038(2003)120[0990:BSAMFI]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1642/0004-8038(2003)120[0990:BSAMFI]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10211-006-0017-3
https://doi.org/10.2307/1368006
https://doi.org/10.2307/1368006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10336-008-0313-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10336-008-0313-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/condor/105.4.816
https://doi.org/10.1111/jav.00800
https://doi.org/10.1093/auk/119.2.515
http://dx.doi.org/10.1676/1559-4491-132.2.241
http://dx.doi.org/10.1676/1559-4491-132.2.241
https://doi.org/10.1650/CONDOR-13-146.1
https://doi.org/10.1650/CONDOR-13-146.1
https://doi.org/10.1163/156853984X00515
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00303546
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00303546
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10336-009-0483-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10336-009-0483-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.02.031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1568539X-00003055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1568539X-00003055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.yhbeh.2016.11.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/284728
https://doi.org/10.1093/ornithology/ukab058
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1474-919X.1996.tb08832.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1474-919X.1996.tb08832.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/beheco/10.2.185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/beheco/10.2.185
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00572635
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00572635
http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v033.i02
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature11631
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature11631
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btg412
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btg412
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/beheco/ars142
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/mec.15259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/mec.15259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10682-012-9555-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10682-012-9555-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1464793101005875
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1464793101005875
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2019.05.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2019.05.006


9

royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsbl
Biol.Lett.18:20210671

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

11
 M

ay
 2

02
2 
65. Egger M, Smith GD, Schneider M, Minder C. 1997
Bias in meta-analysis detected by a simple,
graphical test. BMJ 315, 629–634. (doi:10.1136/
bmj.315.7109.629)

66. Duval S, Tweedie R. 2000 Trim and fill: a simple
funnel-plot-based method of testing and adjusting
for publication bias in meta-analysis. Biometrics 56,
455–463. (doi:10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x)

67. Viechtbauer W. 2010 Conducting meta-analyses in R
with the metafor package. J. Stat. Softw. 36, 1–48.
(doi:10.18637/jss.v036.i03)

68. Higgins JPT, Thompson SG, Deeks JJ, Altman DG.
2003 Measuring inconsistency in meta-analyses.
BMJ 327, 557–560. (doi:10.1136/bmj.327.7414.
557)

69. Cooke F, Bousfield MA, Sadura A. 1981 Mate change
and reproductive success in the lesser snow goose.
Condor 83, 322–327. (doi:10.2307/1367500)

70. Choudhury S, Black JM. 1994 Barnacle geese
preferentially pair with familiar associates from
early life. Anim. Behav. 48, 81–88. (doi:10.1006/
anbe.1994.1213)

71. Naves LC, Cam E, Monnat JY. 2007 Pair duration,
breeding success and divorce in a long-lived
seabird: benefits of mate familiarity? Anim. Behav.
73, 433–444. (doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2006.10.004)

72. Kempenaers B, Adriaensen F, Dhondt AA. 1998
Inbreeding and divorce in blue and great tits. Anim.
Behav. 56, 737–740. (doi:10.1006/anbe.1998.0800)

73. Verboven N, Verhulst S. 1996 Seasonal variation in
the incidence of double broods: the date hypothesis
fits better than the quality hypothesis. J. Anim. Ecol.
65, 264–273. (doi:10.2307/5873)

74. Hoffmann J, Postma E, Schaub M. 2015 Factors
influencing double brooding in Eurasian hoopoes
Upupa epops. Ibis 157, 17–30. (doi:10.1111/ibi.
12188)

75. Westneat DF, Sherman PW, Morton ML. 1990 The
ecology and evolution of extra-pair copulations in
birds. Curr. Ornithol. 7, 331–369.

76. Tregenza T, Wedell N. 2000 Genetic compatibility,
mate choice and patterns of parentage: invited
review. Mol. Ecol. 9, 1013–1027. (doi:10.1046/j.
1365-294x.2000.00964.x)

77. Andreu J, Barba E. 2006 Breeding dispersal of great
tits Parus major in a homogeneous habitat: effects
of sex, age, and mating status. Ardea 94, 45.
78. Birkhead TR, Møller AP. 1994 Monogamy and sperm
competition in birds. In Partnerships in birds: the
study of monogamy, pp. 324–343. Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press.

79. Brouwer L et al. 2017 Multiple hypotheses explain
variation in extra-pair paternity at different levels in
a single bird family. Mol. Ecol. 26, 6717–6729.
(doi:10.1111/mec.14385)

80. Griffin AS, Alonzo SH, Cornwallis CK. 2013 Why do
cuckolded males provide paternal care? PLoS Biol.
11, e1001520. (doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.1001520)

81. Lloyd P. 2008 Adult survival, dispersal and mate
fidelity in the white-fronted plover Charadrius
marginatus. Ibis 150, 182–187. (doi:10.1111/j.
1474-919X.2007.00739.x)

82. Setiawan AN, Massaro M, Darby JT, Davis LS. 2005
Mate and territory retention in yellow-eyed
penguins. Condor 107, 703–709. (doi:10.1093/
condor/107.3.703)

83. Stutchbury BJM, Morton E. 1995 The effect of
breeding synchrony on extra-pair mating systems in
songbirds. Behaviour 132, 675–690. (doi:10.1163/
156853995X00081)

84. Kaiser SA, Sillett TS, Risk BB, Webster MS. 2015
Experimental food supplementation reveals habitat-
dependent male reproductive investment in a
migratory bird. Proc. R Soc. B 282, 20142523.
(doi:10.1098/rspb.2014.2523)

85. Double M, Cockburn A. 2000 Pre-dawn infidelity:
females control extra-pair mating in superb fairy-
wrens. Proc. R. Soc. B 267, 465–470. (doi:10.1098/
rspb.2000.1023)

86. Brouwer L, Van De Pol M, Atema E, Cockburn A.
2011 Strategic promiscuity helps avoid inbreeding at
multiple levels in a cooperative breeder where both
sexes are philopatric. Mol. Ecol. 20, 4796–4807.
(doi:10.1111/j.1365-294X.2011.05325.x)

87. Pryke SR, Rollins LA, Griffith SC. 2010 Females use
multiple mating and genetically loaded sperm
competition to target compatible genes. Science
329, 964–967. (doi:10.1126/science.1192407)

88. Lichtenauer W, van de Pol M, Cockburn A, Brouwer
L. 2019 Indirect fitness benefits through extra-pair
mating are large for an inbred minority, but cannot
explain widespread infidelity among red-winged
fairy-wrens. Evolution 73, 467–480. (doi:10.1111/
evo.13684)
89. Suter SM, Keiser M, Feignoux R, Meyer DR. 2007 Reed
bunting females increase fitness through extra-pair
mating with genetically dissimilar males. Proc. R. Soc.
B 274, 2865–2871. (doi:10.1098/rspb.2007.0799)

90. Forstmeier W, Nakagawa S, Griffith SC, Kempenaers
B. 2014 Female extra-pair mating: adaptation or
genetic constraint? Trends Ecol. Evol. 29, 456–464.
(doi:10.1016/j.tree.2014.05.005)

91. Halliday T, Arnold SJ. 1987 Multiple mating by
females: a perspective from quantitative genetics.
Anim. Behav. 35, 939–941. (doi:10.1016/S0003-
3472(87)80138-0)

92. Arnqvist G, Kirkpatrick M. 2005 The evolution of
infidelity in socially monogamous passerines: the
strength of direct and indirect selection on extrapair
copulation behaviour in females. Am. Nat. 165,
S26–S37. (doi:10.1086/429350)

93. Wang D, Forstmeier W, Martin K, Wilson A,
Kempenaers B. 2020 The role of genetic constraints
and social environment in explaining female extra-
pair mating. Evolution 74, 544–558. (doi:10.1111/
evo.13905)

94. Reid JM, Wolak ME. 2018 Is there indirect
selection on female extra-pair reproduction
through cross-sex genetic correlations with male
reproductive fitness? Evol. Lett. 2, 159–168.
(doi:10.1002/evl3.56)

95. Ramsay SM, Otter KA, Mennill DJ, Ratcliffe LM,
Boag PT. 2000 Divorce and extrapair mating in
female black-capped chickadees (Parus atricapillus):
separate strategies with a common target. Behav.
Ecol. Sociobiol. 49, 18–23. (doi:10.1007/
s002650000270)

96. White J, Mirleau P, Danchin E, Mulard H, Hatch SA,
Heeb P, Wagner RH. 2010 Sexually transmitted
bacteria affect female cloacal assemblages in a wild
bird. Ecol. Lett. 13, 1515–1524. (doi:10.1111/j.
1461-0248.2010.01542.x)

97. Culina A, Brouwer L. 2022 Data from: Data,
analytical, and plotting codes needed to reproduce
meta-analyses on within-season divorce in birds.
Dryad Digital Repository. (doi:10.5061/dryad.
3n5tb2rkq)

98. Culina A, Brouwer L. 2022 No evidence of
immediate fitness benefits of within-season divorce
in monogamous birds. FigShare. (https://doi.org/10.
6084/m9.figshare.c.5958838)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v036.i03
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.327.7414.557
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.327.7414.557
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1367500
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1994.1213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1994.1213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2006.10.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1998.0800
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/5873
https://doi.org/10.1111/ibi.12188
https://doi.org/10.1111/ibi.12188
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-294x.2000.00964.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-294x.2000.00964.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/mec.14385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.1001520
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1474-919X.2007.00739.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1474-919X.2007.00739.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/condor/107.3.703
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/condor/107.3.703
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/156853995X00081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/156853995X00081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2014.2523
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2000.1023
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2000.1023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2011.05325.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1192407
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/evo.13684
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/evo.13684
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2007.0799
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2014.05.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0003-3472(87)80138-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0003-3472(87)80138-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/429350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/evo.13905
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/evo.13905
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/evl3.56
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s002650000270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s002650000270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01542.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01542.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.3n5tb2rkq
http://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.3n5tb2rkq
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.c.5958838
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.c.5958838

	No evidence of immediate fitness benefits of within-season divorce in monogamous birds
	Introduction
	Hypotheses and predictions
	Within-season divorce is an adaptive behavioural strategy
	Earlier components of breeding success are the main triggers of divorce
	Females benefit from divorce more than males
	Benefits of divorce vary with rates of EPP

	Methods
	Literature search
	Calculating effect sizes
	Meta-analysis and meta-regression
	Publication bias

	Results
	Discussion
	No evidence for the adaptiveness of within-season divorce
	The interplay between divorce and EPP
	Outlook for future studies
	Data accessibility
	Authors' contributions
	Conflict of interest declaration
	Funding

	References


