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Trivers and Willard hypothesized that vertebrates adaptively vary
the sex ratio of their offspring in response to the mother’s physical
condition [Trivers, R. L. & Willard, D. (1973) Science 179, 90–92]. This
hypothesis has produced considerable debate within evolutionary
biology. Here we use meta-analysis techniques to evaluate claims
that nonhuman primate females facultatively adjust the sex ratio
of their progeny in relation to their own dominance rank in a
uniform way. The magnitude of the difference in birth sex ratios of
high- and low-ranking females declines as sample sizes increase,
and the mean difference in birth sex ratios of high- and low-
ranking females is zero. These results suggest that the observed
effects could be the product of stochastic variation in small sam-
ples. These findings indicate that presently we cannot reject the
null hypothesis that maternal dominance rank is unrelated to birth
sex ratios.

Trivers and Willard (1) hypothesized that natural selection
might favor the ability to adjust progeny sex ratio in relation

to the parents’ ability to invest in their offspring. Adaptive
variation in sex ratios according to parental condition was
subsequently reported for birds (2, 3), primates (4), ungulates
(5), and other mammals (6). The status of adaptive explanations
of sex-ratio biases in each taxa has been debated (3, 5, 7), and the
topic remains highly controversial. In principle this controversy
could be resolved, because Trivers and Willard’s model seems to
generate a straightforward prediction about the relationship
between maternal quality and offspring sex. That is, all mothers
in good condition are expected to bias their birth sex ratio in
favor of sons, whereas all mothers in poor condition are expected
to bias their birth sex ratio in favor of daughters. In practice,
studies of sex ratios, particularly in birds and mammals, are
problematic because they generally are based on small sample
sizes. Stochastic variation in small samples is likely to generate
considerable apparent variation and complicate efforts to assess
adaptive hypotheses. Here we present a meta-analysis of the
relationship between maternal condition and offspring sex ratios
in primate groups that is designed to test Trivers and Willard’s
prediction that maternal condition will have a uniform effect on
birth sex ratios. This analysis, which takes into account both the
magnitude of sex ratio biases and sample size, suggests that we
cannot presently reject the null hypothesis that offspring sex is
unrelated to maternal rank.

Trivers and Willard’s model was based on three assumptions:
(i) maternal condition during the period of parental investment
would be correlated with offspring condition at the end of this
period, (ii) differences in the condition of offspring at the end of
the period of parental investment would be maintained into
adulthood, and (iii) physical condition would have a greater
impact on the reproductive success of one sex than the other sex.
For polygynous, sexually dimorphic species, maternal investment
was assumed to influence male reproductive success more than
female reproductive success, because the reproductive success of
males usually is more variable than that of females (8). Thus,
Trivers and Willard predicted that natural selection would favor
genes that facultatively adjust progeny sex ratio in relation to
maternal condition, and they predicted that in polygynous

species, ‘‘parents in better condition would be expected to show
a bias toward male offspring’’ (1).

Trivers and Willard assumed that the process that they out-
lined usually would lead females in good physical condition to
skew their birth sex ratio toward males and females in poor
condition to skew their birth sex ratio toward females. However,
formal models of the relationship between maternal quality and
offspring sex ratios produce slightly different conclusions.
Leimar (9) considered a situation in which maternal quality is
relatively constant over time and is transmitted from mother to
offspring with some fidelity. He showed that when maternal
condition has a strong effect on offspring quality, it may be more
profitable for mothers in good condition to bias investment
toward daughters than sons, even if their sons’ reproductive
success is higher than their daughters’ reproductive success. This
conclusion was reached because the fitness of sons’ offspring
depends on the condition of the females that they mate with,
whereas the fitness of daughters’ offspring depends on their own
quality. He noted that ‘‘even if it were generally the case in
polygynous mammals that a high quality mother could produce
a very successful son if she invested in this option, but could only
produce a moderately successful daughter, the daughter might
still be the better choice’’ (9). Like Trivers and Willard, Leimar
predicts that there will be a uniform relationship between
maternal condition or rank and offspring sex.

In some species, a number of the assumptions underlying
Trivers and Willard’s model have been shown to hold. For
example, in red deer (Cervus elaphus), adult male body weight is
affected by early growth rate, and both birth weight and maternal
dominance rank are important components of male, but not
female, reproductive success (10–12). According to Trivers and
Willard’s model, high-ranking female red deer are expected to
skew birth sex ratios toward males, whereas low-ranking females
are expected to bias birth sex ratios toward females (11). Red
deer show the expected biases in birth sex ratios (10, 11).
Leimar’s prediction that high-ranking females may do better by
biasing investment toward daughters may not apply to red deer,
because the observed correlations between mother’s rank and
daughter’s rank in red deer are relatively low (9).

Trivers and Willard’s model was invoked first by primatolo-
gists to explain the empirical observation that high-ranking
females produced relatively more daughters than low-ranking
females in three different populations of Old World monkeys
(13–15). This pattern was thought to be related to the fact that
females in these species are philopatric and establish linear,
matrilineal dominance hierarchies. Female macaques and ba-
boons acquire their mother’s rank, dominance relationships
remain stable over long periods of time, and dominance rank is
correlated positively with reproductive success (16), which
means that high-ranking and reproductively successful females
are likely to have high-ranking and reproductively successful
daughters, and low-ranking females are likely to produce daugh-
ters who become low-ranking and reproduce less successfully.
Maternal rank was suggested to have a less consistent effect on
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the fitness of males who disperse from their natal groups and
compete for high-ranking positions with males from many
different natal groups. Thus, it was hypothesized that high-
ranking females might benefit from skewing their birth sex ratio
toward daughters, whereas low-ranking females might benefit
from skewing their birth sex ratio toward sons. This interpreta-
tion is consistent with the results of Leimar’s model. He pointed
out that the long-term stability of female dominance hierarchies
in macaque and baboon groups provided the necessary con-
ditions for high-ranking females to bias investment toward
daughters (9).

These reports of biased sex ratios soon were followed by others
that showed quite different patterns. Meikle et al. demonstrated
that high-ranking rhesus macaque females produced more sons
than did low-ranking females (17). They explained these findings
in terms of Trivers and Willard’s original formulation for
sexually dimorphic species with the assumption that low-ranking
mothers were in poor physical condition. However, as more
studies were published, the pattern of results became increas-
ingly variable (4). Although some researchers suggested that the
observed patterns might be the product of stochastic variation
that arises by chance in small samples (e.g., refs. 18–20), others
have continued to support functional explanations (e.g., refs. 21
and 22).

Methods
The variability in the relationship between maternal rank and
birth sex ratios in primate groups suggests that it is time to
reconsider the null hypothesis that there is no consistent rela-
tionship between maternal rank and infant sex. We conducted a
meta-analysis of published studies of the relationship between
maternal rank and offspring sex by using funnel-graph methods
outlined by Palmer (23, 24). Funnel graphs are scatterplots in
which effect size is plotted against sample size. The magnitude
and frequency of deviations in sex ratio are expected to vary
inversely with sample size; effect sizes in small samples will be
quite variable, but as sample sizes increase, effect sizes will
converge toward a specific value. If strictly random processes are
operating, then as sample sizes increase, effect sizes will con-
verge toward zero. Gaps or holes in the funnel can reveal
publication biases if investigators tend to avoid publishing non-
significant results or results that contravene conventional
predictions.

We compiled information from all available studies that
reported the number or proportion of male and female infants
produced by high- and low-ranking females, and the total
number of births was recorded. Our search of the literature
produced 35 data sets on 15 species from 23 populations that
provided these data (13–15, 17–22, 25–50). The 15 species
include 8 genera (Ateles, Cebus, Cercopithecus, Lemur, Macaca,
Mandrillus, Pan, and Papio), but most of the studies were
conducted on species in the genus Macaca (n � 24) and Papio
(n � 5). In some cases, the same group or population was the
subject of multiple publications. In the meta-analyses, we in-
cluded all nonidentical replications based on different samples
and enhanced data sets from a single study site.

For each study, the effect size was calculated as the difference
between the proportion of males produced by high- and low-
ranking females. A standard procedure was used for weighting
the samples (ref. 51; see Appendix). Weighted average sex ratios
are presented for all studies together for studies of macaques
only and for studies of wild and captive�semi-free-ranging
populations separately. The results also were recalculated with
studies with the largest sample sizes removed (i.e., those over
1,000); because removal of these data points did not alter any of
the results significantly, they are included in the analyses.

Not all researchers categorized females into rank categories in
the same way. In the majority of cases, investigators divided

females into high- and low-ranking categories and provided
aggregate progeny sex-ratio values for the two rank classes.
However, in some cases, investigators divided females into three
rank categories (high, middle, and low; refs. 21, 27, 32, 39, and
46); in these situations, we excluded mid-ranking females from
the analyses. Some investigators compared top-ranking females
with all others (15, 34, 36); here, we categorized the top-ranking
females as high-ranking and all other females as low-ranking. In
other cases, investigators presented sex-ratio information by
matriline (17, 19, 50); in these cases, we categorized the top half
of the matrilines as high-ranking and the bottom half of the
matrilines as low-ranking. If the number of lineages was odd, we
dropped the mid-ranked lineage from the analysis, and if only
one lineage was in a group, we excluded the data for that group.
In a few cases, necessary values were not included in published
reports; we obtained the missing information from the authors.

Results
We plotted the sample size (total number of births) against the
effect size (difference in the proportion of males produced by
high- and low-ranking females) to assess the shape of the
distribution (Fig. 1). Effect sizes vary considerably when samples
are small but converge toward zero in larger samples. The
weighted mean effect size for all populations is �0.0008 (Macaca
only � �0.0083). To obtain sufficient power to reliably detect an
effect size even 10 times as large as this one, the sample size
would need to be at least 1,500 (53). The weighted mean effect
size for wild populations is 0.0139 (n � 15), and the weighted
mean for captive and semi-free-ranging populations is �0.0086
(n � 20), which means that, on average, there is no difference
in the proportion of males produced by high- and low-ranking
females. The absolute value of the effect size is correlated
negatively with sample size (r � �0.397, P � 0.018, n � 35;
Macaca only: r � �0.491, P � 0.015, n � 24). Together, these

Fig. 1. Effect size is plotted against sample size. The effect size is the
difference between the proportion of male infants produced by high- and
low-ranking females. The sample size is the total number of infants produced
by high- and low-ranking females. Open squares denote studies of wild
populations; closed circles denote studies of captive or semi-free-ranging
populations. The dotted line indicates an effect size of zero; curved lines are
binomial significance levels (P � 0.05, two-tailed) from table Q in ref. 52 (23).
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findings suggest that the variation in effect sizes at low samples
is the result of stochastic variation.

At several sites, researchers have published multiple reports of
the relationship between maternal rank and birth sex ratios by
using successively larger samples. These studies do not represent
true replications, because later studies include data from earlier
studies. However, these reports are useful, because they allow us
to evaluate the relationship between sample sizes and effect sizes
within populations. Fig. 2 indicates that, at most of these sites,
the effect sizes of larger sample sizes are closer to zero than for
small samples.

Fig. 1 shows no conspicuous holes, suggesting that researchers
have been equally likely to publish results with positive and
negative effects. To determine whether investigators also were
equally likely to publish significant and nonsignificant results, we
computed �2 values for all the populations from which we could
extract the number of male and female offspring produced by
high- and low-ranking females. When multiple studies of the
same population were available, we calculated �2 values for only
the first study published. Only 3 of the 23 studies (13%) showed
significant interactions between maternal rank and offspring sex,
which is not significantly higher than chance (�2 � 3.13, df � 1,
not significant).

Discussion
Our analyses indicate that the data are distributed much as we
would expect by chance and that maternal rank is not associated
consistently with biased birth sex ratios in this data set on
nonhuman primates. The weighted mean effect size is zero,
consistent with the null hypothesis that maternal rank is not
related to birth sex ratio in a uniform manner. If there had been
a stable relationship between maternal rank and birth sex ratio,
the mean effect size would have a specific, nonzero value and
would have been observed across all sample sizes. The significant
negative relationship between absolute effect size and sample
size and the weighted mean effect size of zero suggest that the

pattern of results could have been produced by chance. These
results mean that we can rule out the hypothesis that there is a
simple and uniform effect of dominance rank on birth sex ratios
that holds across the sampled primate populations.

Although some researchers have been concerned about the
possibility that significant sex ratio skews are more likely to be
published than nonsignificant distributions (54), this does not
appear to be the case with the primate sex ratio literature.
Researchers seem to have been willing and able to publish
nonsignificant results. Additionally, investigators have seemed
equally likely to publish results that indicated that high-ranking
females produced a higher fraction of sons than lower-ranking
females did as they were to publish results that showed the
opposite pattern.

The results described above do not necessarily mean that
primates do not vary their sex ratios adaptively. Other models of
sex ratio adjustment consider the asymmetries in the value of
sons and daughters as influenced by helpers in communally
breeding species (55, 56), the effects of mate attractiveness on
offspring fitness (57, 58), and the degree of local competition for
mates (59) or resources (60, 61). Among nonhuman primates, it
has been suggested that local resource competition may produce
global biases in population sex ratios in favor of the dispersing
sex (60, 62), and that there may be an interaction between
maternal dominance rank and the extent of local resource
competition (43, 61, 63). Our findings do not rule out any of
these hypotheses, but they do demonstrate that it is essential to
take sample size into account when testing predictions about sex
ratio adjustment. Leimar’s (9) formal treatment of Trivers and
Willard’s (1) model also demonstrates that verbal models of sex
ratio evolution may not be sufficient to provide meaningful
insight about evolutionary processes. It is important also to
recognize that consistent, replicable skews in birth sex ratios may
not necessarily reflect adaptive strategies.

The failure to reject the null hypothesis does not mean that
Trivers and Willard’s model is invalid, because primates may not
meet the assumptions. For example, maternal condition during
lactation may not correlate with offspring condition at weaning,
differences in condition at weaning may not be maintained into
adulthood, or maternal resources may have equivalent effects on
sons and daughters. Attempts to assess the underlying assump-
tions for primate groups are surprisingly limited, and the results
are inconsistent (4).

We evaluated published claims that high- and low-ranking
female nonhuman primates facultatively adjust the number of
males and females that they produce. It is possible, of course,
that females do not manipulate the number of males and females
that they produce, but do skew investment in sons and daughters.
Females could do this before birth by differentially provisioning
male and female fetuses or after birth by allowing infants of one
sex to suckle more frequently, shifting weaning times in relation
to infant sex, or providing more protection and support to one
sex. However, there is little regularity in investment patterns
reported in the literature (4). For example, male macaques are
larger than females through infancy and later in life (26), but sons
do not appear to be suckled more frequently or weaned later
than daughters (4). Maternal interbirth intervals, which may
provide a measure of the costs of raising offspring, are not
consistently related to maternal rank, infant sex, or the interac-
tion between maternal rank and infant sex (4).

One of the most frequent and persistent criticisms of evolu-
tionary theory is that it generates untestable and unfalsifiable
predictions. For example, difficulties in assessing the fitness costs
and benefits of behavioral acts make it difficult to test predic-
tions derived from kin-selection theory, particularly in long-lived
animals such as nonhuman primates. However, the sex ratio
models evaluated here generate straightforward predictions
about the relationship between maternal rank and birth sex

Fig. 2. Effect size is plotted against sample size for sites from which more
than one study has been published. Symbols indicate studies from the same
sites as follows. �, Amboseli, Kenya (13, 18); Œ, Davis, CA (14, 43); �, Madin-
gley, U.K. (15, 31, 36); F, Salem, Germany (21, 39); E, Cayo Santiago, Puerto
Rico (19, 26, 27); ‚, Ketambe, Indonesia (47, 48); �, Rome, Italy (25, 41); ■ ,
Arashiyama, Japan (32, 46). For other definitions, see the legend for Fig. 1.

11254 � www.pnas.org�cgi�doi�10.1073�pnas.162360599 Brown and Silk



ratios, and metaanalysis techniques provide a means for con-
structing rigorous tests of these predictions. In nonhuman pri-
mates, the distribution of the data suggests that much of the
observed variation in birth sex ratios of high- and low-ranking
females, which often has been interpreted in adaptive terms,
actually may be the product of stochastic variation in small
samples. The null hypothesis that nonhuman primate females do
not adjust the sex ratio of their offspring in relation to their own
rank remains in play.

Appendix
The variance �i for study i was calculated as

�i �
pi1�1 � pi1�

ni1
�

pi2�1 � pi2�

ni2
, [1]

where pi1 is the proportion of sons born to high-ranking mothers,
pi2 is the proportion of sons born to low-ranking mothers, ni1 is
the number of offspring born to high-ranking mothers, and ni2 is
the number of offspring born to low-ranking mothers. The
weighting wi for study i was calculated as

wi �
1
�i

. [2]

The weighted average effect size ē was calculated as

e� �

�
i�1

k

wiei

�
i�1

k

wi

, [3]

where ei is the effect size for study i and k is the total number of
studies. Eqs. 1, 2, and 3 are taken from ref. 51, equations 18-12,
18-2, and 18-1, respectively.

We thank Robert Hinde, Tim Clutton-Brock, Rob Boyd, and Kevin
Laland for help and encouragement; three anonymous reviewers for
their constructive comments; Craig Packer, Douglas Meikle, Dario
Maestripieri, Charles Nunn, and Joanna Setchell for providing us with
access to unpublished data or papers in press; and Paul Kuester, Karen
Strier, and Colin Chapman for providing us with copies of published
papers unavailable in our libraries.

1. Trivers, R. L. & Willard, D. (1973) Science 179, 90–92.
2. Clutton-Brock, T. H. (1986) Ibis 128, 317–329.
3. Gowaty, P. (1993) Am. Nat. 141, 263–280.
4. Brown, G. R. (2001) Anim. Behav. 61, 683–694.
5. Hewison, J. M. & Gaillard, J. (1999) Trends Ecol. Evol. 14, 229–234.
6. Clutton-Brock, T. H. & Iason, G. R. (1986) Q. Rev. Biol. 61, 339–374.
7. West, S. A & Sheldon, B. C. (2002) Science 295, 1685–1688.
8. Trivers, R. L. (1972) in Sexual Selection and the Descent of Man, ed. Campbell,

B. (Aldine, Chicago), pp. 136–179.
9. Leimar, O. (1996) Behav. Ecol. 7, 316–325.

10. Clutton-Brock, T. H., Albon, S. D. & Guinness, F. E. (1984) Nature (London)
308, 358–360.

11. Clutton-Brock, T. H., Albon, S. D. & Guinness, F. E. (1986) Anim. Behav. 34,
460–471.

12. Kruuk, L. E. B., Clutton-Brock, T. H., Rose, K. E. & Guiness, F. E. (1999) Proc.
R. Soc. London Ser. B. 266, 1655–1661.

13. Altmann, J. (1980) Baboon Mothers and Infants (Harvard Univ. Press, Cam-
bridge, MA).

14. Silk, J. B., Clark-Wheatley, C. B., Rodman, P. S. & Samuels, A. (1981) Anim.
Behav. 29, 1106–1120.

15. Simpson, M. J. A. & Simpson, A. E. (1982) Nature (London) 300, 440–441.
16. Silk, J. B. (1993) in Primate Social Conflict, eds. Mason, W. A. & Mendoza, S.

(State Univ. of New York Press, Albany, NY), pp. 49–83.
17. Meikle, D. B., Tilford, B. L. & Vessey, S. H. (1984) Am. Nat. 124, 173–188.
18. Altmann, J., Hausfater, G. & Altmann, S. A. (1988) in Reproductive Success,

ed. Clutton-Brock, T. H. (Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, U.K.), pp.
403–418.

19. Rawlins, R. G. & Kessler, M. J. (1986) Am. J. Primatol. 10, 9–23.
20. Rhine, R. J. (1994) Am. J. Primatol. 32, 145–148.
21. Paul, A. & Kuester, J. (1990) Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 27, 287–293.
22. Dittus, W. P. J. (1998) Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 44, 149–160.
23. Palmer, A. R. (2000) Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 31, 441–480.
24. Light, R. J. & Pillemer, D. B. (1984) Summing Up: the Science of Reviewing

Research (Harvard Univ. Press, Cambridge, MA).
25. Aureli, F., Schino, G., Cordishi, C., Cozzolino, R., Scucchi, S. & van Schaik,

C. P. (1990) Folia Primatol. (Basel) 55, 176–180.
26. Bercovitch, F. B., Widdig, A. & Nürnberg, P. (2000) Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 48,

1–11.
27. Berman, C. M. (1988) Am. Nat. 131, 307–328.
28. Boesch, C. (1997) Anim. Behav. 54, 811–815.
29. Cheney, D. L., Seyfarth, R. M., Andelman, S. J. & Lee, P. C. (1988) in

Reproductive Success, ed. Clutton-Brock, T. H. (Univ. of Chicago Press,
Chicago), pp. 384–402.

30. Di Bitteti, M. S. & Janson, C. H. (2001) Int. J. Primatol. 22, 127–142.

31. Gomendio, M. (1990) Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 27, 365–375.
32. Koyama, N., Takahata, Y., Huffman, M. A., Norikoshi, K. & Suzuki, H. (1992)

Primates 33, 33–47.
33. McFarland-Symington, M. (1987) Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 20, 421–425.
34. Maestripieri, D. (2001) Folia Primatol. (Basel) 72, 44–47.
35. Maestripieri, D. (2002) J. Mammal., in press.
36. Nevison, C. M., Rayment, F. D. G. & Simpson, M. J. A. (1996) Am. J. Primatol.

39, 123–138.
37. Nunn, C. L. & Pereira, M. E. (2000) Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 48, 18–28.
38. Packer, C., Collins, D. A. & Eberly, L. E. (2001) Proc. R. Soc. London Ser. B

255, 1627–1635.
39. Paul, A. & Thommen, D. (1984) Folia Primatol. (Basel) 42, 2–16.
40. Rhine, R. J., Norton, G. W., Rogers, J. & Wasser, S. K. (1992) Am. J. Primatol.

27, 261–273.
41. Schino, G., Cozzolino, R. & Troisi, A. (1999) Folia Primatol. (Basel) 70,

254–263.
42. Setchell, J. M., Lee, P. C., Wickings, E. J. & Dixson, A. F. (2002) Int. J. Primatol.

23, 51–68.
43. Silk, J. B. (1983) Am. Nat. 121, 56–66.
44. Small, M. F. & Hrdy, S. B. (1986) Int. J. Primatol. 7, 289–365.
45. Smuts, B. & Nicolson, N. (1989) Am. J. Primatol. 19, 229–246.
46. Takahata, Y., Koyama, N., Huffman, M. A., Norikoshi, K. & Suzuki, H. (1995)

Primates 36, 571–574.
47. van Noordwijk, M. A. & van Schaik, C. P. (1987) Anim. Behav. 35, 577–589.
48. van Noordwijik, M. A. & van Schaik, C. P. (1999) Primates 40, 105–130.
49. van Schaik, C. P., Netto, W. J., van Amerongen, A. J. J. & Westland, H. (1989)

Am. J. Primatol. 19, 147–161.
50. Watanabe, K., Mori, A. & Kawai, M. (1992) Primates 33, 1–32.
51. Shadish, W. R. & Haddock, C. K. (1994) in The Handbook of Research Synthesis,

eds. Cooper, H. & Hedges, L. V. (Russell Sage Foundation, New York), pp.
261–281.

52. Rohlf, F. J. & Sokal, R. R. (1995) Statistical Tables (Freeman, New York).
53. Cohen, J. (1988) Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences (Lawrence

Erlbaum Associates, Hillsdale, NJ).
54. Festa-Blanchet, M. (1996) Ecoscience 3, 42–44.
55. Emlen, S. T., Emlen, J. M. & Levin, S. A. (1986) Am. Nat. 127, 1–8.
56. Pen, I. & Weissing, F. J. (2000) Proc. R. Soc. London Ser. B 267, 539–544.
57. Burley, N. (1981) Science 211, 721–722.
58. Pen, I. & Weissing, F. J. (2000) Selection 1, 59–69.
59. Hamilton, W. D. (1967) Science 156, 477–488.
60. Clark, A. (1978) Science 201, 163–165.
61. van Schaik, C. P. & Hrdy, S. B. (1991) Am. Nat. 138, 1555–1562.
62. Johnson, C. N. (1988) Nature (London) 332, 726–728.
63. Silk, J. B. (1984) J. Theor. Biol. 108, 203–213.

Brown and Silk PNAS � August 20, 2002 � vol. 99 � no. 17 � 11255

EV
O

LU
TI

O
N


